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Foreword
This volume is the second part of a work on the History of European 

Integration edited by Professor Walter Lipgens for the European University 
Institute, Florence. It collects documents relating to European Integration issues 
which can be traced to Great Britain and to exiled groups during World War II. 
It thus complements the documentation on European Unification plans in the 
continental countries and resistance movements presented for the same period in 
volume I.

Unfortunately, to the deep sorrow of his colleagues and collaborators, Pro
fessor Lipgens suddenly died in April 1984 while still working on this project. 
The present volume was substantially complete and its publication was made 
possible through the generous assistance of Professor Lipgens’ former col
laborators in the Historical Institute of the University of Saarbrücken. In 
particular warm thanks go to Dr. Armin Heinen who clarified many outstanding 
problems and carefully checked the proofs and to Mr. Klemens Bott who 
compiled the index.

Work on the further volumes planned by Professor Lipgens is continuing 
under the direction of Professor Wilfried Loth, University of Münster. The 
volume documenting the debate on European policy in all countries of the later 
European Community for the period 1945-50 has just been completed and will 
shortly go to press. A fourth volume dealing with the European associations and 
the debate about Europe in transnational organisations over the same period is in 
preparation.

The publication of these works will finally realize Professor Lipgens’ inten
tion: to document and thus explaning the break-through of the concept of 
European unification from idea to political reality in all its manifold ramifica
tions. It is our hope that this work will not only prove a worthy tribute to the 
memory of Professor Lipgens but also serves as a constant reminder to the 
European Community of its present identity.

Florence, February 1986 Werner Maihofer
President of the European 
University Institute
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The object of the first volumes in the series ‘Documents on the History of 
European Integration’ is to present a collection of all important plans for 
European union of federation -  the intellectual prehistory of the European 
Community, particularly as attested in countries that are now members of that 
Community. The series begins with two parallel volumes covering the years
1939-45. The reason for this is that the shock of the second world conflagration 
originating in Europe led to a breakthrough of the concept of supranationalism 
as a means of preventing war for all time. In this way the European unity 
movement as it developed after 1945 was a direct result of the catastrophe of war.

Volume 1 comprises plans for union or federation that were formulated on the 
Continent dominated by Hitler between 1940 and 1945. Part One of that volume 
illustrates the perversion of the European idea in Fascist quarters and especially 
by the Nazis. Part Two, the longest and most important section, shows how the 
principal thinkers of the main resistance groups came to espouse the concept of a 
future European federation, while Part Three records the discussion of similar 
plans in neutral Sweden and Switzerland. The General Introduction to the 
volume describes how the decline of Europe and the wartime collapse of its 
governments prepared the ground for federalist plans.

The present Volume 2 comprises all important plans for European union or 
federation that were formulated in 1939-45 by non-governmental groups or 
individual authors in Britain, and by émigrés who escaped from the Continent 
during the occupation or left it in time to avoid falling under Nazi rule. The 
volume thus covers all plans by Europeans in the Allied camp, except for those 
formulated in government circles.'"' Part One contains texts by British writers 
illustrating the extraordinary impact of the Federal Union movement as well as 
other important contributions to the discussion, which became less lively in the 
last two or three years of the war. Part Two, subdivided according to countries 
of origin, describes the plans for European union formulated by Continental 
émigres, whether individuals or national groups, in Britain, the USA and other 
parts of the world. Part Three comprises similar plans evolved, often as the result

*  It was the present editor’s intention to include in this volume the plans for post-war 
European union formulated by Allied governments in the West. However, the European 
University Institute decided to commission a separate edition of documents covering not 
only Allied governmental plans for regional or continental European union, but also the 
general development of cooperation within the wartime alliance. Accordingly an account 
of Allied governmental plans will be found in P. Ludlow (ed.), The European Allied 
Governments and the Development of European Integration and Cooperation, vol. 1, 
1939-41, forthecoming in the series ‘Publications of the European University Institute’.



X Preface

of protracted committee work, by transnational groups composed of émigrés 
from several or all of the occupied countries, sometimes with British or Ameri
can members as well. Parts Two and Three thus document the political legacy of 
those who lived in exile in Allied or neutral countries and were free to give 
utterance to the conclusions borne in on them by the sufferings of their home 
countries -  conclusions that are likewise part of the ideological background to 
European integration.

Like all Europeans, the people of Britain and the million émigrés had 
experienced the decline of Europe since the First World War, the stagnation 
between the wars and the shock of a fresh conflict, and they sought to discover 
why the League of Nations had failed in its efforts for peace. On the other hand, 
the British people and the émigrés who escaped Nazi rule did not undergo the 
second fundamental experience of the Continental peoples: the collapse of their 
national institutions, the subservience of collaborating administrations, and the 
subjection of European nations to the Nazi yoke. Consequently we do not find 
in the documents from Britain and the exiles the motif that inspires many texts 
from resistance sources, viz. horror of totalitarianism and readiness for the 
drastic curtailment of sovereignty under a federal system. Another difference is 
that those outside the Continent were much more influenced by the fact, of 
which the resistance movements were less aware, that from the end of 1943 
onwards the governments of the three major Allies excluded the idea of 
European union from their post-war planning. This and other aspects of Tree 
world’ plans for European union are discussed in the General Introduction 
which follows, with a final section explaining the principles on which the 
documents are selected and presented.

I express my thanks to all who have kindly contributed to this volume, and in 
particular to the editors of specific chapters: John Pinder and Philip M. Bell for 
the section on Britain, Pierre Guillen for France, Kamil Dziewanowski and 
Feliks Gross for the East European exiles, Ariane Landuyt and Klaus Voigt for 
exiles from Italy and Germany respectively, and, for exiles from the smaller 
countries, José Gotovitch, G. M. Mans, Henning Nielsen and Helene Maimann. 
An editor cannot be sufficiently grateful for the way in which all these colleagues 
have framed their chapters in accordance with the rules indicated; they have 
patiently acceded to my frequent requests for curtailment for reasons of space, 
and have delivered their contributions puncutally. Here in Saarbrücken I have 
received valuable editorial help at different times from Herr Klemens Bott, Mr. 
Alan Hick and Frl. Bärbel Kuhn; Frl. Kuhn has also performed the laborious 
work of standardizing the presentation of the Bibliographies. The expenses, 
including those of translation (as to which see the last paragraph of the General 
Introduction), have been defrayed by a grant from the Commission of the 
European Community, administered by successive Presidents of the European 
University Institute -  Mijnheer Max Kohnstamm and Professor Dr. Werner 
Maihofer -  to both of whom I extend grateful thanks. Finally I wish cordially to 
thank Mr. Paul S. Falla and Dr. A. J. Ryder, who have accomplished the transla
tion of non-English texts from the original languages with exceptional compe
tence and personal interest.



Preface XI

It is my hope that this volume of plans for European union, formulated in 
Britain and by Continental exiles during the Second World War, may recall from 
oblivion the wealth of insight, dearly bought with experience, which led to the 
process of European integration that began two years after the war, and that the 
work may thus contribute to forming the historical consciousness of the 
European Community.

Saarbrücken, 31 January 1982
Walter Lipgens
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General Introduction

W a l t e r  L ip g e n s

French and British reactions to the decline o f Europe; the Federal 
Union movement in Britain
The documents collected in this volume illustrate the extent to which, during 

the Second World War, eminent British writers and numerous refugees from the 
Continent advocated a voluntary federation of European nations after the defeat 
of Nazi Germany. They also show that a great variety of non-governmental 
organizations in Britain and in exile all over the world similarly urged the need 
for union, in a way which largely corresponded to the ideas of the resistance 
movements in occupied European countries.

Like all Europeans, the authors of these documents had before their eyes the 
tragic experience of the First World War in which the European family of nations 
tore itself to pieces, after three centuries during which Europe had dominated the 
world. In the 1920s victors and vanquished alike had seen their countries impov
erished and afflicted by national antagonisms and economic stagnation, which 
their fragmented national economies were unable to master single-handed. This 
decline of Europe’s strength became the leitmotiv of the first half of the twentieth 
century, while the two future world powers, the continental unions of the USA 
and USSR, continued to grow.1 Europeans had seen the failure of all attempts to 
compose their differences and establish a lasting peace, including Briand’s first 
official proposal in 1930 for a ‘Federal European Union’ . Instead, the world 
economic crisis brought about a complete relapse into economic isolationism, 
while in central and southern Europe reactionary movements established fascist 
or dictatorial forms of government which exalted the values of bellicose patrio
tism and sought to bolster ‘national sovereignty’ by authoritarian means.2

1 For this and the following paragraphs cf. my General Introduction to the first volume in 
this series, Documents on the History of European Integration, Vol. 1: Continental 
Plans for European Union 1939-1945, New York and Berlin, 1983 (hereinafter cited as 
Doc. Europ. Integr., Vol. 1), where the decline of Europe since the First World War is 
described more fully, with bibliographical references.

2 Cf. W. Lipgens, A History of European Integration, Vol. 1: 1945-1947, Oxford, 1982, 
Introduction, pp. 1 ff., esp. pp. 35-44; W. Lipgens, ‘Europäische Einigungsidee 
1923-30 und Briands Europaplan im Urteil der deutschen Akten’, Historische Zeit
schrift 203, 1966, pp. 46-89 and 316-63; J. L. Chabod, L'Idée d'Europe Unie de 1919 à 
1939, Grenoble, 1978. The most impressive contemporary analysis is that in the Survey 
of International Affairs (Oxford University Press, London): in the volume for 1931,



2 Walter Lipgens

Associations formed to promote the cause of European unity, such as Cou- 
denhove-Kalergi’s Pan-European Union, were proscribed as ‘pacifist5 by the 
fascist states. In the West European democracies they continued in the 1930s as 
active propagandists for a minority view, but with no visible prospect of success. 
In 1938 Coudenhove-Kalergi wrote that he ‘preferred to postpone the idea of 
European union to a later time rather than see it realized in the near future under 
[Hitler’s] rule of force . . .  In Pan-Europe there is room for both monarchies and 
republics, but none for states that ignore human rights.’3 In France the most 
active movement of this kind was the Union Economique et Douanière de l’Eu
rope led by Yves le Troquer and Henri de Jouvenel, which held congresses and 
issued publications. More important for the future, however, was a group of 
young writers associated with the periodicals Esprit and L ’Ordre nouveau: from 
a standpoint of Christian personalism, opposed in principle to state centralism, 
this group advocated the creation of professional and regional communities as the 
basis of a ‘truly new order of European federalism’.4 In Britain, concern at the 
effects of the slump and the revival of nationalism led to the foundation of the 
New Commonwealth Society, which in 1932-9 sponsored numerous publica
tions urging that the League of Nations be strengthened by a court of compul
sory arbitration and an international body of troops to enforce its decisions. 
Some of those who advocated these ideas thought in terms of a worldwide League 
and of independent states, not of a federation; but many agreed with Harold 
Laski’s pithy statement in 1933 that ‘if you want peace you cannot contemplate 
setting up an international order based on sovereign states.’5 The Western go-

published in 1932, the editor, A. Toynbee, departed from the usual geographical ar
rangement and devoted a major section to ‘The World Crisis’, illustrating the decline of 
Europe as the danger of another war grew closer.

3 R. Coudenhove-Kalergi, Kommen die Vereinigten Staaten von Europa?, Glarus, 1938, 
pp 20 f. and 96. Cf. texts of the Paneuropa-Union in the present volume, pp. 797 and 
821.

4 Cf. H. Truchy, L'Union Douanière Européenne, Paris, 1935; H. de Jouvenel, Le réveil 
de l'Europe, Paris, 1938. For the ‘personalists’ cf. E. Mounier, Manifeste au service du 
Personnalisme, Paris, 1936 (e.g. pp. 221 f.); A. Marc and R. Dupuis, Jeune Europe, 
Paris, 1936: R. Aron, La fin de l'après-guerre, Paris, 1938, esp. pp. 81 and 179. Im
portant imaginative works reflecting the European spirit are: Jules Romains, Les 
Hommes de bonne volonté, Paris, 1932; Julien Benda, Discours à la nation euro
péenne, Paris, 1933; R. Martin du Gard, L'Eté 1914, Paris, 1937; Georges Bernanos, 
Les grands cimetières sous la lune, Paris, 1937 (with impassioned denunciation of ‘na
tionalist blockheads’). Cf. G. Bonneville, Prophètes et Témoins de l'Europe. Essai sur 
l'idée d'Europe dans la littérature française de 1914 à nos jours, Leiden, 1961.

5 An important impulse towards the foundation of the New Commonwealth Society was 
given by Lord Davies’s book The Problem of the Twentieth Century, London, 1931. 
Cf. The Aims and Objects of the New Commonwealth Society, Pamphlet Series A /l, 
rev. ed., London, 1937, pp. 10 f. : ‘The Society advocates (1) the establishment of an 
International Tribunal empowered to deal with all disputes threatening the peace of the 
world; (2) the creation of an International Police under the control of an international 
authority, as a sanction of international law’. The president of the Society was G. N. 
Barnes; vice-presidents H. de Jouvenel, E. Jàckh, O. T. Crosby and Lord Davies;



General Introduction 3

vernments, however, including the British, were, like the German people, too 
long hoodwinked by the ostensible limitation of Hitler’s demands to treaty re
vision, and believed that once Germany was appeased the European states, while 
remaining independent, could return to peaceful cooperation within the League 
of Nations. Similar views were held during the 1930s by some of the anti-fascist 
resistance groups in Germany and Italy.6

The outbreak of the Second World War was the decisive event which, especi
ally in Britain, brought about acceptance of the view that Europe must be 
federally united. The peoples of the Western democracies and those who had 
narrowly escaped from fascist rule were horrified, as were all Europeans, at 
Hitler’s unleashing of a second fratricidal conflict which once again set European 
states against one another. In sharp contrast to the euphoric jingoism of August 
1914, in September 1939 men and women throughout Europe regarded the out
break of war as a calamity. In France during the next few months, amid a 
confusion of political trends from the fascist Right to anti-Western Communists, 
only a section of the intelligentsia blamed the war on the ‘mistakes of Versailles’ 
and the undue respect shown for national sovereignty in the Covenant of the 
League of Nations. This group published a number of articles calling for supra
national organs of government which should have ‘power to take decisions and 
the means to put them into effect with or without the consent of national go
vernments’ ; the ‘supreme war aim’ was to create a federal ‘United States of 
Europe’ with sole competence for defence and foreign policy.7 In Britain, on the 
other hand, which now saw itself as a part of Europe, involved in Continental 
events and actually drawn into war, an intensive debate ensued concerning the 
reasons for the failure of the League of Nations, and the need for a better peace-

president of the British section Winston Churchill, of the French section Georges 
Scelle, of the German section General Haselmayr. Cf. H. Laski, The Intelligent Man's 
Way to Prevent War, London, 1933. The N.C .S. did not adopt until 1939 the objective 
which Sir A. Salter was the first of its members to formulate in his The United States of 
Europe, London, 1933.

6 For the policy of appeasement cf. M. Gilbert and R. Gott, The Appeasers, London, 
1963; B. J. Wendt, Economic Appeasement, Düsseldorf, 1971; W. R. Rock, British 
Appeasement in the 1930s, London, 1977; R. J. Young, In command of France. French 
foreign policy and military planning 1933-40, Cambridge, Mass. (Harvard U. P.), 1978. 
For anti-fascist resistance before 1939 cf. W. Lipgens, ‘Europa-Föderationspläne deut
scher und italienischer Widerstandsgruppen5, in Von der Diktatur zur Demokratie 
(Schriftenreihe des Internat. Schulbuchinstituts, Bd. 17), Brunswick, 1973, esp. 
pp. 12-15. At this time the aim of European federation was more clearly expressed by 
writers in exile: C. Sforza, Gli Stati Uniti d ’Europa, Lugano, 1930; C. Roselli in Paris 
(Lipgens, op. cit., p. 13); Fritz von Unruh, Europa erwache, Basel, 1936; O. Strasser, 
Europäische Föderation, Zürich, 1936.

7 Quotations from G. Valois (in Nouvel Âge, 19/25 Sep. 1939) and G. Scelle (in La Paix 
par le Droit, Jan. 1940). These and similar articles by V. Basch (3 Nov. 1939), T. 
Ruyssen (Nov. 1939), A. Detœuf (Dec. 1939), E. Antonelli (Dec. 1939), J. Charles- 
Brun (Jan. 1940), R. Cassin (Jan. 1940) and others were reproduced in Die Friedens- 
Warte 40, 1940, pp. 79-85. For a systematic account cf. V. Dupuis, Vers un Fédéralisme 
européen, Paris, 1940.
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keeping system. Between September 1939 and May 1940 a wave of press articles, 
pamphlets and books criticized the doctrine of state sovereignty which had pre
vented the League being given any powers of its own in 1919, and argued that, 
once Hitler’s war was over, the peace of Europe must be safeguarded by a 
supranational authority with independent military means of enforcement.

The idea of federalism, which dominated the discussion in Britain, was cham
pioned by the body known as Federal Union, founded in the summer of 1939 by 
some of the chief political thinkers in the country; it grew with remarkable speed, 
and by June 1940 had 225 branches with 12,000 members. In the initial publica
tions circulated by the movement in the autumn of 1939 the principal theme was 
that national sovereignty led to international anarchy and war, and that the 
prevention of future war depended on the establishment of a federal government. 
The Federal Union Research Institute under Sir W. Beveridge, which began its 
work at Oxford in the autumn of 1939 and was formally set up in March 1940, 
proposed that the post-war federation should initially comprise Britain, France, 
Germany and the smaller European democracies. A further wave of publications 
in 1940 and a small number in 1941 discussed details: the preconditions and aims 
of the federation, its membership, constitution, institutions and powers, its re
lation to other states and to liberalism and socialism within its own borders. 
Chapter I of the present volume, edited by John Pinder, gives for the first time in 
systematic order all the important texts illustrating the extraordinary success of 
Federal Union in popularizing its ideas in 1939-41.8

During the first year of war European federation was a central topic of debate 
in all sections of British opinion, whatever their political allegiance, in Novem
ber 1939 Attlee gave the watchword to the Parliamentary Labour Party: ‘Europe 
must federate or perish.’ Lord (David) Davies, the founder of the New Com
monwealth Society, also came to the conclusion that Europe’s most urgent need 
was to overcome its international anarchy by creating a United States of Europe 
which should be a member of the League of Nations. Chapter II of the present 
work, edited by P. M. H. Bell, presents a selection of writings by the most 
important British authors outside the ranks of Federal Union.9 In particular,

8 Cf. Part One of the present volume, Chapter I, ‘Federal Union 1939-4 T. The instruc
tive introduction by John Pinder lists all the books and pamphlets issued by Federal 
Union or its members. Cf. also the account of Federal Union from 1939 to 1946 in W. 
Lipgens, A History of European Integration, Vol. 1: 1945-1947, pp. 142-53. For the 
strong influence of Federal Union publications on Continental resistance groups cf. 
ibid., p. 160, and n. 78 to the Introduction by John Pinder.

9 Cf. Part One below, Chapter II, ‘British Writers 1939-4T (Attlee, doc. 62; D. Davies, 
doc. 69); also A Great Experiment, the autobiography of Viscount Cecil of Chelwood, 
London and New York, 1941. Lord Cecil, a ‘founding father’ of the League of Nations 
and for several years a British delegate to it, believed that the unanimity requirement 
should not operate within a European federation but that a League-type organization 
would suffice for global purposes. R. Dell (in The Geneva Racket 1920-39, London, 
1940) also thought the European states should merge their sovereignty in a federation; 
other continents could choose whether to form similar federations as subdivisions of a 
worldwide League.
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British political writers and the British government envisaged the closest possible 
Anglo-French association as the nucleus of a united Europe, to be joined by 
other European states. Anglo-French cooperation in joint committees dealing 
with economic and military affairs reached a degree of integration in the winter of 
1939/40 which, in the First World War, had only begun to be achieved in 1918. 
The offer of complete political union seemed a logical consequence: it was first 
considered in March 1940, but not then pursued on account of differences over 
the question of sending a military force to Scandinavia. On 16 June 1940 Chur
chill’s all-party cabinet officially proposed to France an ‘indissoluble union . . . 
The two governments declare that from now onwards France and Great Britain 
shall no longer be two nations but one Franco-British Union. The constitution of 
the Union will provide for joint organs of defence, foreign, financial and econo
mic policies. Every citizen of France will enjoy immediately citizenship of Great 
Britain; every British subject will become a citizen of France.’10 But on the 
following day France collapsed.

European union excluded from the post-war planning of 
the Big Three
The fall of France and of the smaller West European democracies inevitably 

affected the evolution of British public opinion. For more than a year, from 
mid-1940 to the summer of 1941, the British people had to stand alone against 
Hitler’s European empire. Unlike the Continental peoples, the British did not 
suffer the collapse of their national institutions: on the contrary, they stood the 
test of extreme danger in a way which fortified national pride and the sense of 
independence. The defeat of the Continental nations brought home to their own 
peoples a sense of weakness and the need for voluntary federation, which was 
widely felt in the resistance movements;11 but in Britain (and Scandinavia) the 
collapse of continental Europe acted as a deterrent against closer association with 
it. All hopes of military aid were directed away from Europe and towards the US, 
and many who had spoken of European integration now pinned their faith on 
Anglo-American union.12 When the British finally had both Russia and America 
on their side they felt, in contrast to the mood of 1939-40, that their fate was

10 W. S. Churchill, The Second World War, Vol. II: Their Finest Hour, London, 1949, 
pp. 180-4 (with text of draft declaration); P. Reynaud, Au Coeur de la mêlée 1930-45, 
Paris, 1951, pp. 828 ff. (with French text). Reynaud as prime minister argued for the 
principle in the French cabinet on 16 June 1940, but it was rejected by 13 votes to 11. 
That evening Reynaud was ousted by the defeatist majority and the new government 
under Pétain applied to the Germans for an armistice. Cf. Léon Noël, ‘Le projet d'un
ion franco-britannique de juin 1940’, in Revue d'histoire de la deuxième guerre 
mondiale, Jan. 1956, pp. 22-37; E. L. Woodward, British Foreign Policy in the Second 
World War, Vol. I, London, 1970, pp. 81 ff. and 276-84.

11 Cf. Doc. Europ. Integr., Vol. 1, Part Two, Plans for European Unity in the Resistance, 
and W. Lipgens, General Introduction, ibid. p. 1.

12 Cf., e.g., Part One below, ch. II, doc. 74 (G. Catlin), and Part Three, ch. II, ‘Churches', 
doc. 259 (W. Paton).
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linked with the extra-European powers, and public opinion turned away from 
the idea of European federation. Federal Union’s plans were now seen as some
thing for the long term, irrelevant to the vital issue of survival in 1941 and the 
ensuing years, and were therefore less considered or discussed in public.

However, there were still members of the intelligentsia who held fast to the 
idea of European federation as a plan to be worked out in preparation for the 
post-war era, and some journals -  especially The Economist and The New 
Statesman & Nation, in addition to Federal Union News -  urged that it should be 
included in the Allies’ post-war planning. A selection of writings from these 
pro-European British sources in 1942-4 is presented in Chapter III of Part One, 
also edited by P. M. H. Bell.13 Churchill himself was personally convinced that 
European union must be the long-term objective. However, after the Soviet 
Union and the US had become his de facto allies in the summer of 1941, Churchill 
failed, for reasons not easy to fathom, to discuss with them any definite plans for 
the post-war world. In 1942, which was a decisive year from this point of view, 
he declared that no planning for the future ‘should divert our thoughts or our 
combined energies from the task of saving the nation’.14 When in the autumn of 
1942 he heard for the first time of Roosevelt’s idea of ‘four world policemen’ (the 
US, the USSR, Britain and China) keeping the peace, Churchill reacted only with 
a minute to Eden saying that he considered the idea too ‘simple’ ; he hoped that 
‘the European family [might] act unitedly as one under a Council of Europe’, and 
he ‘looked forward to a United States of Europe’, but he ended with the words: 
‘Unfortunately the war has prior claims on your and my attention.’15 Not until 
March 1943, when the very different notions of the Soviet Union and of the 
American government had largely taken shape, did Churchill in a broadcast 
address and subsequently in Washington speak out in favour of his own ideas, 
and by then it was too late.16

13 Cf. Part One below, ch. Ill, ‘Discussion of European Integration in Britain5, 
p p .205-275.

14 Address to Central Committee of the Conservative Party: severely criticized by H. J. 
Laski in The New Statesman and Nation, 11 April 1942, p. 235.

15 Minute to Eden of 21 Oct. 1942: text in Churchill, The Second World War, Vol. IV, 
London, 1951, p. 504. The British government’s failure to persuade the Allies to plan 
for European union at an early stage in the war, before British influence sank decisively 
below that of the Soviet Union, was partly due to the attitude of Churchill’s foreign 
secretary Eden, who as a traditional conservative (unlike Churchill) was at all times 
unsympathetic to the idea of Europe. In a cabinet paper of 8 Nov. 1942 Eden argued 
that for the sake of obtaining US ‘commitments towards the world at large’ the govern
ment should ‘assume that the world organization of the future would rest upon . . . 
four-Power collaboration’ (E. L. Woodward, British Foreign Policy in the Second 
World War, Vol. V, London, 1976, p. 10 f.).

16 Cf. below, at nn. 31-3. It was my original intention (cf. footnote to Preface) to 
include in the present volume plans for European union formulated by the Allied 
governments as well as those put forward by non-governmental groups and individuals 
in the free world. However, the European University Institute decided that the former 
should be treated in conjunction with documents on wartime cooperation among the 
Allies (cf. P. Ludlow, ed., The European Allied Governments and the Development of
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In the USA, plans for European union had filtered across from Europe since 
the war began; these and other ideas put forward by European exiles were care
fully considered by non-governmental bodies concerned with questions of the 
future peace settlement and by the State Department, where they were favou
rably judged by those immediately involved, including the Under-Secretary of 
State, Sumner Welles. In a memorandum of 1 May 1940 a member of the State 
Department Advisory Committee on Problems of Foreign Relations, set up un
der Welles’s chairmanship for post-war planning purposes, put forward a plan 
for the regional organization of Europe, recommending that ‘there must be . . . 
such derogation to the sovereignty of states as will make for quick and decisive 
action’ by a supranational authority with control over an international air force.17 
Thus alongside the Organization of American States there would be a more 
closely knit organization of the European states, and a third regional union in 
Asia. Among important private institutions, the Commission to Study the Or
ganization of Peace (set up by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace) 
was the first to call for a strong worldwide authority, and considered it essential 
that in Europe a greater proportion of state sovereignty should be given up than 
in other continents. In September 1942 the Council of Foreign Relations in New 
York drew up a memorandum in favour of European economic unity. The Fo
reign Policy Association urged ‘some form of unification of Europe after the 
war’ .18 Two church institutions also concluded that there should be a global 
‘World Organization’ based on continental Unions. The Catholic Association 
for International Peace declared at the end of 1941 that ‘some kind of voluntary 
European Union is a primary need’, and that ‘in relation to a voluntarily united

European Integration and Cooperation, Vol. 1:1939-41, forthcoming). None the less, it 
is necessary in this Introduction to give at least a brief outline of the way in which ideas 
of European unity were excluded from the post-war planning of the Allied govern
ments, as this naturally had a considerable effect on subsequent plans by non
governmental groups in Britain and by exiles in general.

17 Text in H. A. Notter, Postwar Foreign Policy Preparation 1939-1945, Washington 
(Dept, of State publication), 1949, pp. 458-60. Europe should consist of five major 
units (Britain, France, Germany, Italy and Poland with the three Baltic States) plus four 
federations of smaller states: Iberia, Scandinavia, the Danube (Czechoslovakia, Hun
gary, Yugoslavia) and the Balkans (Romania, Bulgaria, Greece). An Executive Com
mittee or Political Body for Europe, consisting of one representative from each of these 
nine units or ‘blocs’, ‘might function provided sovereignty could be curtailed to a point 
of agreement by each bloc to abide by a majority or two-thirds decision of the members 
of the body’. It should be noted that State Department planning at this time was based 
on the principle of continental unions: however, there was to be a Technical Commis
sion, ‘worldwide in scope’, to coordinate trade, transport, health and certain other 
matters: Notter, op. cit., p. 460.

18 Report of Commission to Study the Organization of Peace in International Concili
ation, No. 369, New York, Apl. 1941, pp. 195-204, quotation on p. 202; memoran
dum by Council on Foreign Relations, Sept. 1942, ‘American Interests in the Economic 
Unification of Europe’, cited by M. Beloff in The United States and the Unity of 
Europe, Washington, 1963, p. 2; Foreign Policy Association, e.g. Vera M. Dean in 
Foreign Policy Bulletin, vol. 22, No. 13, 15 Jan. 1943, p. 1 f.
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Europe, a world organization should be primarily an appeals and review body’. 
The Federal Council of the Churches of Christ in America appointed a Com
mission to Study the Bases of a Just and Durable Peace, which emphasized the 
need for a worldwide ‘true community of nations’ under an ‘authority’ with 
suitable powers; in its ‘Six Pillars of Peace’ (March 1943) the Commission added 
that: ‘Europe particularly illustrates the need for regional collaboration. To con
tinue there the uncoordinated independence of some twenty-five sovereign states 
will assure for the future that, as in the past, war will be a frequently recurrent

,1 Qevent.
In 1942 the Advisory Committee of the State Department -  reflecting the 

victory of internationalists over isolationists in American public opinion -  also 
adopted the idea of planning for a worldwide peace organization. However, its 
principal Subcommittee, that on International Organization under Welles’s 
chairmanship, urged that the world organization could only function if it were 
based on regional or continental unions.20 A favourable reception was at this 
stage given to the ideas of the East European governments in exile, which in 
1941-2 had been active in producing plans for unity among themselves, mindful 
of the pernicious consequences of the Balkanization of their area between the 
wars. At an ILO conference in New York in November 1941 a declaration of 
future ‘solidarity’ was signed by representatives of employers and employees and 
of the exiled governments of Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Greece. 
January 1942 saw the signature of a treaty of union between Greece and Yugos
lavia and a treaty of confederation between Poland and Czechoslovakia. Most of 
those concerned with these arrangements, and above all the Polish prime minister 
Sikorski, saw them as sub-federations within a federal union of all Europe.21

But in the USA there were also contrary forces at work. On the one hand 
traditional isolationists, on the right wing of both the Democratic and the Re
publican party, were against any involvement of the US in a world peace 
organization. On the other hand, some writers favoured a powerful US commit
ment in world affairs but saw it in terms of old-fashioned power politics. For

19 See Part Three below, Chapter II, docs. 262 and 264.
20 The World Executive Council was to consist of representatives of the continental un

ions of the USA, Latin America, Europe, the Middle and Far East, the Soviet Union 
and the British Commonwealth. Cf. Cordell Hull, Memoirs, Vol. II, New York, 1948, 
p. 1638 f .; H. Notter, op. cit. (n. 17), pp. 472-83; R. A. Divine, Second Chance. The 
Triumph of Internationalism in America during World War II, New York, 1967, pas
sim, esp. p. 82.

21 For the fullest contemporary collection see F. Gross, Crossroads of Two Continents. A 
Democratic Federation of East Central Europe, New York (Columbia U. P.), 1945. The 
Declaration of Nov. 1941, with further texts, will be found in Part Three below, ch. Ill, 
Transnational East European Exile Groups’, by F. Gross. For Sikorski’s hopes of a 
European-wide federation see e.g. L. W. Holborn, War and Peace Aims of the United 
Nations, Vol. 1 (1939-42), Boston, 1943, pp. 454 f. and elsewhere; Vol. 2 (1943-45), 
Boston, 1948, pp. 1065 f. The best analysis, including the Soviet veto and Benes’s com
pliance with it (cf. n. 27), is in P. S. Wandycz, Czechoslovak-Polish Confederation and 
the Great Powers 1940-1943, Bloomington, Indiana, 1956.
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instance, Nicholas J. Spykman, director of the Institute of International Studies 
at Yale University, declared in April 1942 that neither a league nor a federation 
would work, but that US influence should be enhanced by a balance-of-power 
policy and by playing one country off against another. In July 1942 ex-president 
Herbert Hoover declared that a ‘new league for the peaceful settlement of dis
putes’, dependent only on the ‘good faith of nations’, should be strictly separated 
from the task of the victors in the war to remain allied in future ‘to disarm 
potential aggressors’ and ‘crush any threats to world peace’.22 Roosevelt himself 
thought in power-political terms of this kind, deeply shocked as he had been by 
Hitler’s speedy overthrow of the continental democracies. In August 1941, when 
Churchill proposed that the Atlantic Charter should refer to ‘effective interna
tional organization’ for the maintenance of security, Roosevelt refused to 
contemplate a new League of Nations but considered that in future ‘an interna
tional police force composed of the US and Britain’ should keep order in the 
world; finally he consented to the formula that all aggressor nations must be 
disarmed ‘pending the establishment of a wider and more permanent system of 
general security’. In May 1942 the President told Molotov in Washington that 
after the war the US, Russia, Britain and possibly China should police the world 
and enforce disarmament by inspection; Molotov replied that ‘this idea had the 
full approval of the Soviet government’.23 In November 1942 Roosevelt explai
ned in a confidential talk his ‘basic idea’ that in future ‘there should be four 
policemen in the world -  the US, Great Britain, Russia and China -  charged with 
the responsibility of keeping the peace. The rest of the world would have to 
disarm . . . Russia would be responsible for preserving peace in the Western 
hemisphere, the US and China would be responsible for preserving peace in the 
Far East.’24 It is difficult to see how even Roosevelt could have hoped to make 
such a barefaced division of the world into power blocs acceptable to the pro
gressive left wing of the Democratic party, on which he was dependent and 
which favoured a truly effective League of Nations. In March 1943 William C. 
Bullitt showed Roosevelt a document on Allied war aims which had been dis
cussed at the New York congress of Coudenhove-Kalergi’s Paneuropa move
ment and which spoke of a ‘federal organization for Europe’ ; but Roosevelt 
rejected this with the remark that such federalist proposals would prejudice the 
understanding between the US and the Soviet Union.25

22 N. J. Spykman, America’s Strategy in World Politics, New York, Api. 1942; H. Hoover 
and H. Gibson, The Problems of Lasting Peace, New York, June 1942; cf. R. A. Divine 
(op. cit., n. 20), p. 60 f.

23 Cf. R. A. Divine (op. cit., n. 20), pp. 43 f, and 61 f. ; W. Range, Franklin D. Roosevelt’s 
World Order, Athens, Ga., 1959, pp. 172 f. ; R. A. Divine, Roosevelt and World War 
II, Baltimore, 1969, pp. 56 ff.

24 The Roosevelt Letters, ed. by E. Roosevelt, Voi. 3, London, 1952, p. 445. On Roose
velt’s idea of ‘Four Policemen’ cf. also L. Fischer, The Road to Yalta. Soviet Foreign 
Relations 1941-1945, New York, 1972, pp. 103-5; J. L. Gaddis, The US and the Ori
gins of the Cold War 1941-1947, New York, 1972, pp. 24 f. and 257.

25 Cf. M. Beloff (n. 18), p. 6, and Part Three below, ch. IV, p. 797.



10 Walter Lipgens

Stalin had indeed already shown that he thought in equally simplistic terms of 
power politics, and he expressed with growing insistence the demands on which 
he hoped to base Soviet power in the post-war period. The pact with Hitler in 
August 1939 had been intended to bring about a war in which the 'capitalist’ 
states would exhaust and destroy one another. When this failed, and Hitler 
attacked the Soviet Union in June 1941, the Russians demanded that the Western 
powers, with whom they had been thrust into alliance, should recognize the 
territorial gains the Soviet Union had secured from Hitler by the 1939 agreement, 
viz. the incorporation of Estonia, Latvia, and Eastern Poland, also Bessarabia 
(taken from Romania in 1940), plus Lithuania and part of eastern Finland. As to 
the rest of Europe, the Russians pressed for the establishment or restoration of a 
total of twenty-six sovereign states, including all those that had existed from 1919 
to 1939 plus Austria, Bavaria, the Rhineland and a truncated state of North 
Germany. From the spring of 1942 onwards they protested with increasing vig
our against any idea of a federation among this plethora of small states, reverting 
to the vocabulary with which Stalin had campaigned against the Briand plan in 
1930, when he condemned attempts at European federation as a 'bourgeois anti- 
Soviet interventionist movement’. The Russian attitude, in short, was clearly one 
of neo-imperialism on a grand scale. Soviet security was not to be sought in 
cooperation among prosperous large areas in a world that had become indivisible 
but, as of old, in the maxim 'divide and conquer’, with the USSR securing the 
maximum territorial gains and keeping its neighbours as small, weak and disu
nited as possible.26 From the beginning of 1942 the Soviet embassy in London 
brought pressure to bear on politicians in exile, arguing that it was illogical for 
them to fight for the recovery of independence and yet be willing to abandon it 
for some form of post-war union. Molotov worked on Benes during his visit to 
London in June 1942, and on 16 July Benes, the weakest link in the chain, was 
informed of the Soviet Union’s veto: 'You Czechoslovaks have no need of a 
union with the Poles to safeguard your future.’27

26 The full range of Soviet demands was presented to Eden as early as Dec. 1941,’ when he 
visited Moscow: cf. A. Eden, Memoirs, Vol. 2, London, 1965, pp. 289 ff. For Stalin’s 
attitude to European plans in 1930 cf. W. Lipgens, ‘Europäische Einigungsidee 1923-30 
und Briands Europaplan’ (op. cit., n. 2), pp. 85 and 327 (quotation). Cf. also A. Dallin 
(ed.), Soviet Conduct in World Affairs, New York, 1960; M. D. Shulman, Stalin's 
Foreign Policy Reappraised, Cambridge, Mass., 1963; K. Toernudd, Soviet Attitudes 
towards Non-Military Regional Cooperation, Helsinki, 19632; G. Zellentin, Die Kom
munisten und die Einigung Europas, Frankfurt am Main, 1964, esp. pp. 13-30; and C. 
Bohlen in Foreign Relations of the US (FRUS), The Conferences at Cairo and Tehran, 
Washington, 1961, p. 845 f.

27 Details and quotations in Wandycz (n. 21), pp. 75-83. Unlike Hodza, Feierabend and 
others, Benes had always been an anti-federalist nationalist. He immediately complied 
with Soviet wishes and broke off the negotiations with Poland. Cf. the moving expres
sions of disappointment in the Polish underground quoted in W. Lipgens: Doc. Europ. 
Integr., Vol. 1, Ch. VIII. Cf. also J. Kühl, Föderationspläne im Donauraum und in 
Ostmitteleuropa, Munich, 1958, pp. 106 ff.; V. Mastny, Russia's Road to the Cold War, 
New York, 1979, pp. 55 f., 59 f. and 115 f.
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Such federalist plans, however, still appeared to have the backing of the We
stern allies, nor had the latter as yet in any way consented to the Soviet demands 
for territorial gain and the dismemberment of Germany. Accordingly, in the 
spring and summer of 1943, after the victory at Stalingrad had added decisively to 
the weight of the Soviet Union within the alliance, Stalin unleashed a diplomatic 
offensive in the course of which he broke off relations with the pro-federalist 
Polish government in exile, recalled the Soviet ambassadors from Washington 
and London, and allowed the Allies to suspect his intention of making a separate 
peace with Hitler. He may have seriously considered such a move, especially in 
his offer to Hitler of 3 September 1943, in the hope of restoring the situation of 
1939-41 and achieving the mutual destruction of the capitalist powers.28 In any 
case the threat of a separate peace, together with a number of publications and 
pronouncements issued around this time, was designed to test whether the We
stern allies would accept Soviet territorial demands and abandon their support of 
federalist plans.29
^ T h e  decisive turning-point as regards world organization came in March-July 
1943, when the Americans for a variety of reasons swung round to accepting the 
Soviet standpoint. The Soviet Union, which was bearing the main brunt of the 
war against Hitler, had gone over to the offensive after Stalingrad, and the con
viction gained ground in the US that future peace must depend above all on 
American-Soviet cooperation. Secretary of State Cordell Hull belonged to the 
camp of progressive internationalist Democrats who wanted to see a truly effec
tive and worldwide League of Nations, but unfortunately he feared that such a 
League might be weakened if it were constructed on a basis of continental unions 
as suggested by the Advisory Committee chaired by Sumner Welles, who was 
Hull’s deputy but differed from him in many respects. The Russians’ opposition 
to continental unions gave Hull a chance to oppose such plans vigorously.30 
Churchill’s expression of views, as already mentioned, came too late: in a broad
cast of 21 March 1943 he held out the hope that ‘under a world institution

28 Cf. W. H. McNeill, America, Britain and Russia. Their Co-operation and Conflict 
1941-1946 (Survey of International Affairs), London, 1953, p. 323 f . ; with details and 
sources, P. Kleist, Zwischen Hitler und Stalin, Bonn, 1950, pp. 230-84. The effect of 
Stalin’s approaches was reinforced by memories of Tauroggen and Rapallo: cf. B. 
Scheurig, Freies Deutschland. Das Nationalkomitee und der Bund deutscher Offiziere 
in der Sowjetunion 1943-45, Munich, 1961.

29 For Soviet threats and pressure on different levels cf. H. Feis, Churchill, Roosevelt, 
Stalin. The War they Waged and the Peace they Sought, Princeton, 1957, pp. 131-43, 
166-76, 191-216. E.g. What is behind the East European Federation Scheme ? Informa
tion Bulletin of the Embassy of the USSR in Washington, No. 94, 24 Aug. 1943, p. 6 f .; 
constant abuse of the governments in exile in the Communist Daily Worker, New York, 
which in Dec. 1943 hailed the Benes-Stalin pact as a ‘nail in the coffin of reactionary 
federation, which could have turned against the USSR’ (W. C. Bullitt, The Great Globe 
Itself, New York, 1946, pp. 260-5).

30 For the Committees’ proposals for a worldwide organization based on continental 
unions cf. above at nn. 17-20. For Hull’s mistaken fear that regional unions would 
weaken the global organization, involve the US in Europe’s troubles and set up barriers 
against American exports, cf. Hull, Memoirs, vol. 2, pp. 1614 f., 1640 f. and passim.
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embodying or representing the United Nations, and some day all nations, there 
should come into being a Council of Europe and a Council of Asia’, able to 
handle the post-war problems of their respective continents.31 On 27 March 
Roosevelt and Welles informed Eden, the British foreign secretary, who was then 
in Washington, that in the US view (1) ‘all the United Nations should be mem
bers of one body for the purpose of recommending policy’ (on this point 
Roosevelt overruled Welles’s recommendation) but (2) under this global body 
there might be ‘regional councils with advisory powers made up of the nations 
geographically located in the regions’ ; however, (3) ‘the real decisions should be 
made by the US, Great Britain, Russia and China, who would be the powers for 
many years to come that would have to police the world.’32 In May Churchill 
unsuccessfully proposed in Washington that the world council should consist of 
members representing the Big Three (US, Soviet Union and Britain) and the 
proposed continental unions (Europe, the Far East and Latin America); ‘any 
issues that the regional councils were unable to settle would automatically be of 
interest to the world council.’33 On 12 July Hull suspended the Advisory Com
mittee and its sub-committees; in mid-August the Division of Special Research, 
on his instructions, submitted a ‘Draft Charter of the United Nations’ which 
contained no provision for regional organizations but only a consultative assem
bly representing all nations, the ‘real decisions’ being reserved for the Big Four.34 
In a private conversation in September Roosevelt explained clearly what he had in 
mind: ‘The plan is to get agreement between the Big Four. Accordingly the world 
is to be divided into spheres of influence: China will get the Far East, the US the 
Pacific, Great Britain and Russia will get Europe and Africa. But because Great 
Britain’s interests are mainly colonial, it must be assumed that Russia will pre
dominate in Europe.’35

31 Churchill wanted the Council of Europe to be assisted by ‘a High Court to adjust 
disputes, and . . . armed forces, national or international or both, held ready to impose 
these decisions’. Text in British Speeches of the Day, Apl. 1943, pp. 1-10; also in On
wards to Victory, London, 1944, pp. 36 f.

32 On this occasion Eden said he was sure that when Churchill in his broadcast of May 21 
referred to a ‘European council of nations’ he had not meant to exclude the US, and that 
he, Eden, agreed with the Americans that the United Nations should be organized on a 
global basis. See Hopkins’s note, dated 27 March 1943, of the discussion between 
Roosevelt, Hull, Welles, Eden, Halifax and Strang in R. Sherwood, Roosevelt and 
Hopkins. An Intimate History, New York, 19502, pp. 715 f.

33 Europe was to consist of about twelve states or federations, which would form a 
‘Council of the United States of Europe’ (Churchill, The Second World War, Vol. IV, 
pp. 717-21). Hull, however, agreed only to the setting up of a ‘Special Subcommittee on 
Problems of European Organization’, which shortly adjourned without submitting any 
report (Notter (n. 17), pp. 146-8).

34 Cf. Notter (n. 17), pp. 164, 167 ff., and 526-32 (text of draft ‘Charter of the United 
Nations’ dated 14 Aug. 1943, by the Division of Special Research under the direct 
instructions of the Secretary of State).

35 ’Communist regimes will spread, what can we do against it?’ -  note by Cardinal Spell
man of a conversation lasting several hours with the President, with whom he was on 
friendly terms: R. I. Cannon, S. J., The Cardinal Spellman Story, New York, 1962,
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At the first conference of the UK, US and Soviet foreign ministers, held in 
Moscow from 18 October to 1 November 1943, the Americans and Russians 
were in perfect agreement. When Eden produced a ‘draft declaration’ whereby 
the three governments would promise ‘to assist other European states to form 
any associations designed to increase mutual welfare and the general prosperity 
of the Continent’, Hull took up a negative attitude and asked that the meeting 
should first discuss his own draft of a ‘Four-Nation Declaration on General 
Security’ . Two days later, on 26 October, Molotov read a statement which, as 
Hull recorded, ‘emphatically criticized the idea of planning federations of small 
nations at this time . . . Some of the plans . . . reminded the Soviet people of the 
policy of the “cordon sanitaire” directed in earlier years against the Soviet Un
ion.’ Faced with opposition by both Hull and Molotov, Eden conceded that 
‘there was great force in Mr. Molotov’s argument and he would not therefore 
insist.’ After a week’s debate on the question of including China, Hull secured 
acceptance of his Four-Nation Declaration, which called for ‘a general interna
tional organization, based on the principle of the sovereign equality of all 
peace-loving states’, while making the Big Four responsible for security pending 
the establishment of such a body, and for organizing agreement on the regulation 
of armaments in the post-war period.36

At the first summit conference of the Big Three, held at Tehran at the end of 
November 1943, Roosevelt did all he could to convince Stalin of his pro-Russian 
attitude, leaving it to Churchill to argue with Stalin over any limitations of Soviet 
power. The Russians were assured of their 1939 frontier, Poland being shifted 
westward by way of compensation. In return for these vast concessions Chur
chill tried to persuade Stalin at least to agree to a Danube federation, but 
Roosevelt failed to support him and endorsed Stalin’s flat refusal. However, the 
Americans secured Soviet support for a new League of Nations on the basis of 
‘Big Four’ hegemony.37 The years 1944-5 saw the elaboration of this agreement

pp. 222-5. -  Roosevelt's conclusions were confirmed by an estimate made by the US 
General Staff in Aug. 1943 of the power situation in post-war Europe. At the end of the 
war the military preponderance of the Soviet Union would be inevitable; consequently 
the American government must strive for a policy of far-reaching concessions to the 
Soviet Union in order to seal the agreement between them. Cf. Sherwood, op. cit. 
(n. 32), p. 748 f . ; K. R. Greenfield, American Strategy in World War II. A Reconside
ration, Baltimore, 1963, pp. 3-10.

36 Molotov's statement recorded in Hull, Memoirs, Vol. 2 (op. cit.), p. 1298 f. Texts in 
Foreign Relations of the US. Diplomatic Papers 1943, Vol. 1, General, Washington, 
1963, pp. 624 ff. (Summary of Proceedings, Oct. 24); 639 (Summary of Proceedings, 
Oct. 26, with Eden’s capitulation); 736 f. (British ‘Draft of Declaration'); 762 (text of 
Molotov's statement); 755 f. (Declaration of Four Nations on General Security). Cf. 
criticism in W. A. Harriman and E. Abel, Special Envoy to Churchill and Stalin 
1941-46, New York, 1975, p. 236 f.

37 Cf. the basic account by H. Feis (n. 29), pp. 240-87. Minutes of final session, 1 Dec. 
1943, with Churchill's proposal and its rejection by Stalin and Roosevelt, in FRUS 
(n. 26), The Conferences at Cairo and Tehran, 1943, Washington, 1961, p. 601 f. Ibid., 
p. 845 f., a memorandum by C. E. Bohlen of the US delegation, describing the Soviet
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between the US and the Soviet Union, who were resolved to prevent the dimi
nished European countries from forming any regional association or union, and 
to deny them any intrinsic weight in the balance of global forces.

Plans of non-governmental exiles for European union
The exiles from Hitler’s Europe numbered many hundreds of thousands and 

consisted of the most varied groups. The majority had been persecuted on racial 
or political grounds and had escaped at the last possible moment; a smaller 
number had emigrated of their own accord for political reasons, or had been 
abroad when their countries were overrun. All, however, shared the same un
happy fate: uprooted, not yet integrated, looked down on in the countries where 
they lived as ‘refugees’ or cold-shouldered as ‘immigrants’. Apart from the po
litical emigration from Italy from 1924 onwards, by September 1939 half a 
million Germans had left the Third Reich: the great majority were Jews, but 
about 30,000 were active opponents of the regime -  Socialists, Communists, 
left-wing liberals and Christian Democrats.38 The chief countries of asylum were, 
to begin with, Czechoslovakia, France and the Netherlands; hence many became 
exiles once again after the events of 1938 and 1940. Only after the ‘Night of 
Broken Glass’ in November 1938 did Britain and the US take in any large num
bers.39 Then in the first year and a half of war about another half-million human

attitude and concluding: cThis pattern . . .  is sufficiently clear to afford a glimpse of the 
Soviet idea of a postwar continental Europe. Germany is to be broken up and kept 
broken up. The states of Eastern, South-Eastern and Central Europe will not be per
mitted to group themselves into any federations or associations. France is to be stripped 
of her colonies and strategic bases beyond her borders and will not be permitted to 
maintain any appreciable military establishment. Poland and Italy will remain approxi
mately their present territorial size, but it is doubtful if either will be permitted to 
maintain any appreciable armed force. The result would be that the Soviet Union would 
be the only important military and political force on the continent of Europe. The rest 
of Europe would be reduced to military and political impotence.’ Roosevelt was well 
aware of the picture presented by this note, written a few days after the conference.

38 Cf. in particular K. R. Grossmann, Emigration. Die Geschichte der Hitler-Flüchtlinge 
1933-1945, Frankfurt am Main, 1969; C. F. Delzell, Mussolini's Enemies. The Italian 
Anti-Fascist Resistance, Princeton, 1961; F. Goldner, Die österreichische Emigration 
1938—1945, Vienna and Munich, 1972; Biographisches Handbuch der deutschsprachigen 
Emigration nach 1933, ed. by Institut für Zeitgeschichte, Munich, and Research Foun
dation for Jewish Immigration, New York (directed by W. Röder and H. A. Strauss), 
Munich and New York (Saur), 1980, with excellent Introduction, pp. XIII-LVIII.

39 In addition to the works listed in n. 38, cf. H. A. Walter, Asylpraxis und Lehensbedin
gungen in Europa. Deutsche Exilliteratur 1933-1950, Vol. 2, Neuwied, 1972; R. Fabian 
and C. Coulmas, Die deutsche Emigration in Frankreich nach 1933, Munich, 1979; G. 
Badia and others, Les Barbelés de l'exil. Études sur l'émigration allemande et autri
chienne 1938—1940, Grenoble, 1979. For Britain and the USA see n. 42. Few exiles were 
taken in by other countries except for Palestine, Sweden, Mexico and Brazil: cf. Röder 
and Strauss (n. 38), pp. XXVIII-XXXI; H. Müssener, Exil in Schweden, Munich, 1974; 
W. Kiessling, Alemania Libre in Mexico, 2 vols., Berlin (East), 1974.



General Introduction 15

beings were driven out of Poland by the German invasion, out of France and the 
West European democracies in 1940, and out of South-East Europe in 1941. Of 
these about half were Polish Jews, while others were politicians, trade unionists, 
intellectuals, officials and army men who for one reason or another did not wish 
to live under German rule.40 Others, who were not exiles in the strict sense, were 
seamen, traders, colonial officials etc., who were abroad at the time of the inva
sion and did not return to their countries. These, however, did not play much 
part in post-war planning, as for the most part they lacked intellectual back
ground and were not interested in politics.41

Among the refugees properly so called, the victims of racial persecution in 
particular belonged to all sorts of occupations, and only a relatively small pro
portion had the training and interest to debate public issues and write about 
political problems of the future. Nearly all of them had to battle for years over 
such matters as entry visas, expired passports and residence permits of restricted 

^duration; nearly all suffered economic distress after using up whatever resources 
they had brought with them, because they were not allowed to burden the labour 
market or were confined to casual employment. All of them were deprived of 
everything that had given meaning to their lives : they were suddenly plunged into 
insignificance, and were torn between hope of seeing their homes again and the 
resolve to turn their backs on the past. All of them suffered from language 
deprivation; they had to decide whether to isolate themselves in their native 
tongue, of which they were losing full command, or to make an effort to master 
properly that of their new country of residence.42 It was no mean psychological 
achievement for émigrés, thus beset by material problems, to devote their minds 
to planning the organization of world peace.

In one way the émigrés shared the outlook of the British people. While they 
had experienced the decline of Europe since the First World War, the inter-war

40 Cf., in Part Two of this volume, separate bibliographies to chapters on exiles from 
France, Eastern Europe, Belgium, Holland and Denmark.

41 In some countries, however, there were relatively few political refugees and the exiled 
community consisted chiefly of seamen and traders. There was a large proportion of 
such among the Dutch, Danes and Norwegians, and a good many among the French. 
Cf., in Part Two below, the Introduction by G. M. Mans to Chapter III, 2 on the 
Dutch exiles. The present volume does not take account of the numerically very small 
groups of members of the governments in exile and their civil servants: cf. n. 16.

42 These hardships were endured equally by émigrés from all countries, those with fascist 
governments and those under occupation. For a sympathetic account with many quo
tations from writings by exiles see H. Maimann, ‘Exil als Lebensform’, Jahrbuch für 
Zeitgeschichte, 1979, Vienna (Locker), 1980, pp. 9-57. Cf. W. Rosenstock, Dispersion 
and Resettlement. The Story of the Jews from Central Europe, London, 1955; Britain's 
New Citizens. The Story of the Refugees from Germany and Austria, published by the 
Association of Jewish Refugees in Great Britain, London, 1951; D. Fleming and B. 
Bailyn (eds.), The Intellectual Migration: Europe and America 1930-1960, Cambridge, 
Mass., 1969; F. H. Sichel, From Refugee to Citizen. A sociological study of the immi
grants from Hitler-Europe who settled in Southern Africa, Cape Town, 1966; H. A. 
Strauss (ed.), Jewish Immigrants of the Nazi Period in the USA, 6 vols., New York and 
Munich, 1979-80.
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stagnation and the shock of September 1939, they had been spared the second 
fundamental experience of their compatriots in Europe: the collapse of their 
national system over a period of years, the collaboration of their authorities with 
the enemy, the disintegration of national solidarity, subjugation to the totalita
rian Nazi yoke. Consequently the central motif of so many resistance texts is 
lacking in most of those produced in exile: the horror of totalitarianism and the 
determination to make it impossible in future by strictly limiting national sover
eignty within a federal system.43 It was only too natural that most of the exiles 
still saw their home countries in terms of the conditions that had prevailed there 
when they left them.

Another difference was that the small percentage of émigrés who were capable 
of engaging in political journalism were far more directly and strongly influenced 
by the plans and policies of the Allied governments than were the continental 
resistance groups. Those who were interested could read daily reports in the 
world press of government activities and discussions of the future peace organi
zation. Moreover the exiles from all countries who formed large communities in 
London and New York were in constant touch with their respective national 
governments, and the chief personalities among them were increasingly able to 
take part in the work of British and American non-governmental planning com
mittees.44 They were au fait  with the discussion and preparation of plans for 
European federation and subfederations in committees, periodicals and other 
organs of opinion; many articles and resolutions of theirs supported such plans or 
initiated such discussions, especially in 1942 and at a subsequent peak of activity 
in 1943. On the other hand, the émigrés realized at once the significance of the 
Moscow and Tehran declarations of November-December 1943, which made 
clear that the Big Three had eliminated the idea of European federation from their 
post-war planning. Their reaction was either to accept this sad but unalterable 
fact, or to argue with renewed insistence that in a somewhat more distant future 
European union offered the only possible future for the old continent between 
the two new world powers.45 The fact that the émigrés held fast to this idea 
despite the reversal of the Allies5 post-war plans must have reflected a deep-seated 
instinct or conviction, dating either from their years of exile or from earlier times 
in their native countries.

Surveying the documents collected in this volume, the émigrés from all the

43 Cf. W. Lipgens, General Introduction to Doc. Europ. Integr., Vol. 1, section on A im s 
of the resistance groups’, esp. pp. 14f., and ibid., Part Two, ‘The Resistance Move
ments’ Plans for European Union’.

44 Cf. , in Part Three of this volume, Introductions to the chapters on transnational groups 
of Socialists, Christians, East Europeans and others, e.g. the European Committee set 
up by Federal Union in London, and similar émigré committees which included British 
or American members.

45 Throughout Parts Two and Three the reader will note the difference in tone between 
plans for European union up to the autumn of 1943 and discussions after that date, 
when it was realized by the exiles (but not by the Continental resistance groups: cf. Doc. 
Europ. Integr., Vol. 1, Part Two) that the major Allies had excluded European integra
tion from their post-war planning.
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fascist-ruled or occupied European countries who were active as political publi
cists may be divided into four groups:

(1) . Among the exiles from each country there were numerically small groups 
of Communists who, in obedience to Moscow and to the leaders of their respec
tive Communist Parties in the USSR, firmly opposed all federalist ideas. They 
wished to see a system of inter-state relations that did not differ essentially from 
that of pre-war years; as a rule they advocated in brief formulae the complete 
restoration of the national sovereignty of all oppressed peoples and cooperation 
among ‘peace-loving states’, the chief of which was the USSR. In addition, most 
of the émigré communities included a few old-style nationalists, and among the 
French there was a larger contingent of Gaullists: these too spoke only of the 
restoration of national sovereignty (thus foreshadowing the post-war identity of 
views between Gaullists and Communists on this point). Naturally the shift of 
allied policy in the autumn of 1943 was congenial to these groups of the extreme

-left and right. But all the others, i.e. the great majority of émigrés who expressed 
their views, were in favour of a basic transformation of the international system 
and a substantial diminution of state sovereignty.

(2) . Among the exiles from most countries (not those of Eastern Europe) a 
smaller number of writers, inducing a minority of socialists, were strongly in 
favour of the transfer of national sovereignty to a collective security organiza
tion, believing that the experience of the inter-war years had shown this to be 
necessary; however, instead of a European federation they advocated a world 
organization embracing as many states as possible, though in practice it would 
probably be confined to those bordering on the Atlantic. The Dutch exiles were 
unanimously of this way of thinking, in contrast to the principal resistance 
groups in Holland itself. For instance, the Dutch in London firmly rejected the 
policy of neutrality and approved the restriction of souvereignty, but -  on ac
count of their country’s colonial interests and its maritime and commercial 
traditions -  thought in terms of a peace organization which should in principle 
represent the whole world, and not merely a continental European community.46 
Members of this group were pleased with the Great Powers’ new policy in the 
autumn of 1943 in so far as it turned its back on continental federation, but not 
with the prospect of Big Three hegemony vis-à-vis the smaller allies.

(3) . From 1940 to the end of 1943 the majority of émigré writers other than the 
Dutch and Danes -  especially the Socialists, Christian Democrats and left-wing 
liberals from Germany, Austria, France, Belgium, Italy and Poland -  were of the 
opinion that continental Europe, whose system of national sovereignties had 
brought about two ruinous wars, must achieve a federation of all its peoples 
(beginning in some cases with regional sub-federations), as the precondition and 
cornerstone of a worldwide security system, which most writers also thought 
desirable. It is chiefly this group whose aspirations and arguments will be illus-

46 Cf. Part Two, Ch. Ill, 2 below on the Dutch community in exile, with Introduction by 
G. M. Mans; the position was similar in the small Danish community. For the contrast 
to the Dutch resistance groups cf. Part Two, Chapter VII of Doc. Europ. Integr., 
Vol. 1.



18 Walter Lipgens

trated as fully as possible in Parts Two and Three of this volume.47 Most of its 
members, however, ceased to publicize their views after the autumn of 1943; 
deeply disappointed by the decision of the Big Three, they nevertheless accepted 
it and turned their attention to programmes of social and political reconstruction 
in their home countries.

(4). Finally attention should be drawn to the minority who, believing in Eu
ropean federation as an essential element in a truly effective world organization, 
expressed this view not only before the Allied shift of policy in the autumn of 
1943, but with especial emphasis after it. These writers refused to regard as final 
the relapse into undisguised power politics on the part of the Big Three, or to 
accept that a political ideal of long standing should be abandoned because at the 
moment there was no prospect of achieving it. They were confident that the 
economic and political forces making for federation in Europe would soon once 
more prevail, as the Western world perceived the consequences of the Big Three 
policy and realized that it must give way to a system of federal units as the basis of 
a world peace organization.

The émigré political writers from all European countries, the diaspora of an 
intellectual élite, conveyed ideas from the old continent to the lands that gave 
them asylum, and in this way made an important contribution to the timeless 
process of internationalization in the political, economic and academic fields. 
The ideas and conclusions formulated by them amid the destruction of the Se
cond World War were part of the foundation on which, two years after the war 
was over, it was possible to resume the process of European integration and the 
creation of the European Community.

Principles o f selection and editing
Selection o f countries. As in Vol. 1, Continental Plans fo r European Union

1939-45, the object has been to include all the more important plans for Euro
pean union or federation put forward during the war by nationals of the future 
member countries of the European Community. In the present volume, which 
covers the European members of the wartime alliance, Part One includes the 
principal plans put forward by British writers, the decisive contribution of Fed
eral Union and the most important British contributions to the debate, chiefly 
during the first two or three years of the war. Part Two, subdivided according to 
the writers’ countries of origin, comprises plans for European union or federa-

47 It is hoped that this collection of material will stimulate further research, At present the 
principal studies of post-war planning by émigré groups include F. Gross, Crossroads of 
Two Continents, New York, 1945; G. Fritsch-Estrangin, New York entre de Gaulle et 
Pétain. Les Français aux États-Unis 1940—1946, Paris, 1968; A. Gilloix, Histoire secrète 
des Français à Londres 1940—1944, Paris, 1973; J. Radkau, Die deutsche Emigration in 
den USA. Ihr Einfluß au f die amerikanische Europapolitik 1933-1945, Düsseldorf, 
1971; W. Röder, Die deutschen sozialistischen Exilgruppen in Großbritannien, Bonn 
and Bad Godesberg, 1973; H. Maimann, Politik im Wartesaal. Österreichische Exilpo
litik in Großbritannien 1938-1945, Vienna, 1975.
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tion produced in exile, in Britain or elsewhere, by individuals or national groups 
of émigrés who escaped in time from Hitler’s Europe.

However, just as a chapter of Vol. 1 was devoted to the plans and ideas of the 
Polish resistance,48 it appeared only proper to give space in the present volume 
not only to nationals of the future European Community, but also to émigrés 
from Eastern and South-Eastern Europe, whose countries suffered more parti
cularly from the effects of the system of national states between the wars, and 
who in exile were especially active in developing plans for European union and 
regional sub-federations.49

The different national groups appear in Part Two in the approximate order of 
their importance in the free world as a whole. It will be seen that the groups 
independently formulated very similar solutions to the problems confronting 
them.

Transnational groups. Unlike the underground resistance groups in the occu
p ie d  countries, émigrés from all over Europe could meet one another freely and 
exchange opinions. Especially in London and New York, where there were large 
émigré communities from all countries, those of them who engaged in politics or 
political journalism showed a stronger interest than before the war in forming 
European or international groups and in the concerted planning of a future of 
peaceful cooperation among their respective nations. Accordingly, Part Three of 
this volume is devoted to the plans, often worked out in long committee sessions, 
of these transnational groups of socialists, Christian Democrats and others, as 
well as groups representing several East European countries.50

Selection o f texts. For every chapter of this work the editors had their disposal a 
wealth of texts that would have filled many volumes. They have omitted docu
ments concerned with other aspects of post-war planning, e.g. those concerned 
with Germany only, and those that merely referred in general terms to the need 
for a future ‘international rule of law’, a ‘union of peoples’ or a ‘federation of 
Europe’ . The selection is confined to documents which argued more or less 
specifically for a basic reform of the international system with a substantial cur
tailment of individual sovereignty, and/or for the urgency of a European 
federation. When particular writers or groups produced many documents of this 
kind only the most noteworthy have been chosen, so as to keep the volume to a 
manageable size and preserve a due proportion as between countries and groups. 
Texts were also included which seriously discussed European federation but 
concluded against it.

48 Cf. Doc. Europ. I n t e g r Vol. 1, General Introduction, p. 30, and Part Two, Ch. VIII, 
‘Polish Resistance’.

49 Cf. below in Part Two, Chapter II, plans for union by individual writers and national 
groups of émigrés from Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Greece, and in Part 
Three, Chapter III, documents of transnational groups from all these countries. It was 
hoped to include a short chapter containing texts from the small community of N or
wegian exiles, but unfortunately Prof. Magne Skodvin’s attempts to find a Norwegian 
editor for this work were unsuccessful.

50 Cf. Part Three below, Chapters I-IV.
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Arrangement o f texts. In each chapter the texts are given in chronological order 
under the respective countries or transnational groups. The only exception is that 
in Part One, Chapter I (‘Federal Union, 1939-41’), comprising publications 
sponsored by the association of that name, these are arranged by subject-matter 
under sub-headings from A to G .51

Abbreviation o f texts. Whenever possible, short articles or resolutions impor
tant in their entirety are given in full. Longer documents, however, had as a rule 
to be abbreviated for reasons of space. If a document contained long passages on 
home affairs and then a foreign affairs section, only the latter was used, if possible 
in full. The same applies e.g. to socialist documents which begin by expatiating 
on social policy, planned economy etc. and then go on to questions of federation, 
or Christian ones which begin with exhortations to forgive the enemy and then 
speak of the reduction of state sovereignty. In the case of longer pamphlets 
containing detailed plans for a future federation it was also necessary to be con
tent with extracts. Signatures and dates appended to documents are not printed, 
but the information is given in the headings. All omissions are marked by ellipses 
(. . .); the heading of each document states whether it is given in full or abridged, 
and the content of the omitted portions is indicated in the inroductory paragraph 
or the notes.

Headings. The documents are numbered in a single series. In each case the 
heading gives the name of the writer or group concerned, the title (in translation 
and in quotation marks) or an indication of the contents, and the date of com
position if it appears from the original, otherwise the date of publication. This is 
followed by a sub-heading in brevier type indicating the source (original printing 
or archives) and any reprints and/or translations. Next follows a short introduc
tion in italics, giving information as to the importance of the author and his group 
and, as necessary, drawing attention to salient features of content. These notes, 
like the Introduction to each chapter, are intendend only to provide the mini
mum of comment necessary for an appreciation of the text. Similarly the 
footnotes to each document do no more than refer to supplementary texts or 
specialized literature, explain facts or indicate the nature of omissions.

Translation. Many of the documents, not only by British but also by émigré 
authors, were written in English or published with an English translation. In all 
such cases the contemporary English version is reproduced here. Other docu
ments have been translated for this edition by Mr. P. S. Falla and Dr. A. J. 
Ryder. Mr. Falla is responsible for the General Introduction and Chapters I, III 
and IV (1) of Part Two (this covers direct translation from German, French, 
Italian, Dutch and Danish), and Dr. Ryder for Chapter IV (2) and (3) of Part 
Two and Chapters I-IV  of Part Three (German).

51 The numerous books, pamphlets and papers originating from the Federal Union asso
ciation were all planned or drafted during the few months from autumn 1939 to May 
1940, though for technical reasons some were not published till after the latter date. In 
these cases the date of publication is irrelevant, whereas the arrangement by subject- 
matter brings out their intellectual quality and the unity of views that prevailed among 
their authors. On this point see further the conclusion of the Introduction by John 
Pinder to Part One, Chapter I, p. 26.
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Introduction

P h il ip  M. H. B e l l  and J o h n  P in d e r *

There was, in Britain, in the period between Munich and the fall of France, an 
intense discussion of the causes of failure of the League of Nations and of the 
need to establish a system for a just and durable peace. The events of those years 
were particularly shocking for a generation born into the Pax Britannica of the 
Victorian and Edwardian era, when normality was equilibrium in Europe and a 
liberal world economy based on the pound, the navy and the Empire. There had 
always been doubts and a sense of guilt about the Versailles peace settlement of 
1919.1 But it was the approach and outbreak of a second world war that caused so 
many people to ask what had gone wrong and how it could be put right.

At the centre of this discussion was the development of federal ideas, and 
especially that of a European federation. The editor of The Spectator, Wilson 
Harris, himself a pronounced sceptic, wrote in March 1940: “ There is no ques
tion about the hold the idea of federal union has taken on certain sections of 
opinion in this country, particularly that all-important section, youth.” 2 Feder
alism, and especially European federation, had by then become the most 
common of all proposals for establishing a lasting peace when the war was over. 
Its advocates were to be found in almost every part of the political spectrum. Its 
ideas found expression in a number of books and a wide range of periodical and 
pamphlet literature. They were systematically expounded and analysed by the 
body called Federal Union and the Federal Union Research Institute3 which it 
established. These ideas, which were at the centre of the discussion of European 
federalism in 1939 and 1940, are set out in the selection of documents on 
pp. 26-155 below.

A further selection of documents for the period 1939-41 follows 
(pp. 156-204), drawn from sources outside Federal Union. Many of these take 
the form of commentary on views which Federal Union had propounded or put 
into circulation. Many of the comments were sceptical: functionalism or evolu-

*  Authors’ note. We gratefully acknowledge the research John Roberts has undertaken 
on our behalf, to obtain relevant material from libraries and archives. His skill and 
judgement were much appreciated. P. B. and J. P.

1 See for example Keynes, J. M., The Economic Consequences of the Peace, London 
(Macmillan) 1920.

2 Harris, Wilson, “ Federal Union Examined -  I” , Spectator, 15 March 1940, p. 354. See 
docs 67, 82, p. 175 and 220.

3 Now known as the Federal Trust for Education and Research.
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tionism was held to be more realistic than federalism; relations with America, the 
Commonwealth or Russia -  depending on the point of view -  were more impor
tant than the organisation of western and central Europe. Such reactions fore
shadowed some of the grounds for the later loss of support for the federal idea. 
But a European federation was generally recognised as an important element in 
the vigorous discussion of war aims which took place during the period of the 
“ phony war” , from September 1939 to May 1940. There was doubtless some 
expediency about this wider discussion. It was thought desirable to inspire public 
opinion and to stimulate support for the war by offering the British people a 
vision of the postwar world. It was hoped to enlist the support of neutrals 
(especially the United States) by displaying the ideals for which the Allies were 
fighting. It was hoped to divide German opinion, and weaken its support for the 
war, by showing that Germany could expect reasonable terms and a secure place 
in a reconstructed Europe.4 But there can be no doubting the sincerity of most of 
the supporters of federal union; and a version of their general idea was embodied 
in government policy, if only fleetingly, when the British Government proposed 
union with France on 16 June 1940.5

After France fell in June 1940, the discussion of war aims in general and of the 
federal idea in particular subsided. The British were committed to a desperate 
fight for survival. Every effort was concentrated on immediate tasks. Most of the 
people who had written the books, articles and pamphlets about federation be
came fully occupied with war service of one kind or another. The assumption 
that Britain and France would have the predominant influence on an eventual 
peace settlement, which underlay much of the advocacy of a European federa
tion, no longer seemed valid. In 1941, when the Soviet Union and the United 
States entered the war, it became clear that ultimate victory was likely but also 
that the peace would be dominated by the two emerging superpowers. The 
British, when their minds turned again to the postwar settlement, thought more 
in terms of the Atlantic or the world than of Europe. However unrealistic it may 
now seem, they saw themselves as one of the world’s Big Three instead of as one 
of the big three in Western Europe. After 1940, then, the stream of discussion 
about European federalism thinned to a trickle. Books and pamphlets which had 
been written before the cataclysm continued to appear, after the normal delays of 
publication; and a few fresh appraisals were made, attempting to absorb or me
rely to disregard the changed circumstances. But from 1941, European federa-

4 For a general discussion of these matters, see Bell, P. M. H., “ British Public Opinion 
on the War and the French Alliance, September 1939-May 1940” , and Ludlow, Peter, 
“The British Discussion of Peace Aims during the Winter of 1939-40” , in Comité 
¿ ’Histoire de la 2e Guerre Mondiale, Actes du Colloque franco-britannique tenu à Paris 
du 8 au 12 décembre 1975, Editions du Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, 
1979.

5 Official documents relating to Churchill’s proposal for Anglo-French union, as well as 
an act of union drafted by Professor Sir Alfred Zimmern, will be given in P. Ludlow 
(Ed.), The European Allied Governments and Development of European Integration 
and Cooperation, Vol. 1: 1939-41 (forthcoming). These may be compared with the 
proposals of the federal unionists, which are analysed below.



Introduction 25

lism, although it was to remain on the agenda of British political discussion, was 
not to resume the central position it held in 1939-40. It was to compete with 
other and wider schemes for international organisation or to appear as part of 
them. European union concepts of this later part of the war, from 1942 to 1945, 
are considered in the third section of this chapter (pp. 205-275).
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J o h n  P in d e r

Introduction
A truly remarkable body of literature on plans for federation was published in 

Britain between 1939 and 1941. Despite the flow of material on the subject of 
European integration in the postwar years, it is doubtful whether such an im
pressive combination of quality and quantity has been produced in such a short 
period in any country since. Some of the anxieties which spurred British writers 
to this achievement were suggested earlier.1 But although this helps to explain 
why a number of individuals of diverse professions and politics exerted themsel
ves so notably, the literature would not have attained such coherence and force 
without the framework of two voluntary organisations which sprang up at that 
time: Federal Union and the Federal Union Research Institute.

Federal Union was founded early in 1939 by three young men, Charles Kim- 
ber,la Patrick Ransomelb and Derek Rawnsley. Although they were themselves 
unknown and inexperienced in public affairs, they quickly secured the support of 
such distinguished figures as Fionel Curtis,2 Ford Lothian,3 Wickham Steed4 and 
Barbara Wootton.5 By September a provisional Council was appointed and the 
first number of the weekly Federal Union News was issued. By December, 
membership was growing at the rate of 500 a week; and the Archbishop of York 
said that “ The whole scheme of Federal Union has made a staggeringly effective 
appeal to the British mind” .6 Through the winter of 1939/40 membership rose to 
over 10,000 and over 200 branches were formed up and down the country. 
Following its election by the first delegate conference in March 1940, the Council 
in 1940 and 1941 included Sir Richard Acland,7 Sir William Beveridge,8 H. N .

1 See Introduction to Part One by Bell and Pinder p. 23.
la  See excerpts 11, p. 58; 81, p. 214. Please note that in this contribution in contrast to all 

other contributions the author refers to “ excerpts”  instead of “ documents” .
lb See excerpt 2, p. 39.
2 Fellow of All Souls College, Oxford, author, and former official. See excerpt 76, p. 198.
3 Former Liberal Minister in the national Goverment 1931-32, and later Ambassador to 

Washington. See excerpt 1, p. 35.
4 Editor of The Times, 1919-22; historian, writer and broadcaster. See n. 23, chap, 

excerpt 60, p. 160.
5 Academie, author and Labour politician; now Lady Wootton. See excerpts 37, p. 110; 

47, p. 138.
6 Federal Union News No. 14, 23 December 1939. See excerpt 70, p. 185.
7 Then Liberal and later Labour M. P.
8 Later Lord Beveridge. See excerpts 21, p. 72; 30, p. 88; 36, p. 108; 54, p. 150.
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Brailsford,9 W. B. Curry,10 Lionel Curtis, Lancelot H ogben,11 Dr. Ivor Jen
nings,12 C. E. M. Jo ad ,13 Miss F. L. Josephy,14 Charles Kimber, Richard Law ,15 
R. W. G. M ackay,16 John Parker,17 Patrick Ransome, Derek Rawnsley, Alan 
Sainsbury,18 Sir Drummond Shiels,19 Wickham Steed, Henry Usborne,20 Barbara 
Wootton and Konni Zilliacus.21 Thus by the spring of 1940 Federal Union had 
become fully established as an organisation governed by an Annual Delegate 
Conference, a National Council and an Executive Committee, with its members 
grouped in numerous branches, with a weekly news-sheet and with the capacity 
to organise meetings attended by thousands of people.

In the late summer of 1939, the leaders of the movement had decided that 
research into the technical aspects of federation was needed and they established a 
Research Department at Oxford, which was constituted as the Federal Union 
Research Institute in March 1940. The Chairman was Sir William Beveridge, who 
was then the Master of University College, Oxford, and was enlisted in Federal 
Union by Derek Rawnsley, who had been an undergraduate at the College; the 
Secretary was Patrick Ransome, the most academically-minded of the three 
young founders of Federal Union. The Committee of the Institute consisted, in 
addition to Sir William Beveridge and Patrick Ransome, of Professor F. A. von 
H ayek,22 Dr. Ivor Jennings, Professor George Keeton,23 Professor Lionel Rob-

9 Journalist and author: see excerpts 4, p. 43; 12, p. 59; 86, p. 229.
10 Author of The Case for Federal Union, Harmondsworth (Penguin) 1939. See excerpts 

6, p. 51; 22, p. 75; 24, p. 78; 57, p. 152.
11 Then Regius Professor of Natural History, University of Aberdeen; later Vice- 

Chancellor, University of Guyana.
12 Then Reader in English Law at the University of London; author of standard works on 

the British constitution; later Vice-Chancellor, University of Cambridge. See excerpts 
13, p. 60; 23, p. 76; 31, p. 90; 33, p. 99; 35, p. 107, 56, p. 151; 59, p. 153.

13 Then Head of the Department of Philosophy, Birkbeck College, University of Lon
don. See excerpts 7, p. 52; 18, p. 66; 81, p. 214.

14 Chairman of Federal Union Council 1941-46 and seven times Liberal candidate for 
Parliament. See excerpts 81, p.214; 96, p.255.

15 Then Conservative Member of Parliament, Minister of Education in 1945, now Lord 
Coleraine.

16 Chairman of Federal Union Council 1940-41; subsequently Labour Member of 
Parliament. See excerpts 3, p. 41; 19, p. 67; 20, p. 72; 25, p. 79; 34, p. 102; 48, p. 140; 58, 
p. 153; 83, p. 222.

17 Labour Member of Parliament, subsequently Father of the House.
18 Now Lord Sainsbury.
19 Former Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State, India Office and Colonial Office.
20 Subsequently Labour M. P. and founder of the Parliamentary Group for World 

Government.
21 Subsequently Labour M. P. See excerpt 81, p. 214.
22 Then Tooke Professor of Economics and Statistics, University of London. See excerpt 

43, p. 129.
23 Then Professor of English Law, University of London. See excerpt 57, n. 2, p. 152; 64, 

p. 171; 78, p. 203.
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bins,24 Harry R oss,25 Sir Drummond Shiels, Barbara Wootton, and Charles 
Kimber as the General Secretary of Federal Union. Many other illustrious figures 
from academic and public life took part in the Institute’s activities, which are 
described in more detail below.26

Before the Research Institute was constituted, Federal Union had already giv
en rise to an impressive literature. Pamphlets by H. N . Brailsford27 and Lord 
Lothian28 had been published. The Case fo r Federal Union, by W. B. Curry, had 
been issued as a Penguin Special in the autumn of 1939 and sold over 100,000 
copies within six months. The text of a symposium entitled Federal Union, edited 
by M. Chaning-Pearce29 and counting among its contributors such well-known 
writers as Ivor Jennings, Sir John Boyd O rr,30 John Middleton Murry,31 J. B. 
Priestley32 and Lionel Robbins was completed in January 1940 and published a 
few months later. The principal theme which was propagated during this phase 
was that national sovereignty was the root cause of war, which could be prevent
ed only by a common federal government to manage common affairs, with 
national self-government for national affairs. This was the message of Federal 
Union’s aims and policy, reproduced as excerpt 10 and expounded in excerpt 11 
(pp. 58-59), as well as of most of the other excerpts 1-19 (pp. 35-71).

One reason why these authors had been able to work with such speed was that 
earlier writings had already broken much of the ground. Lord Lothian had cri
ticised the concept of sovereignty in his Pacifism is not enough,33 first published 
in 1935. H. N . Brailsford had developed the idea of a League of Nations in a

24 Then Professor of Economics, University of London, later Lord Robbins, See excerpts 
5, p. 44; 15, p. 63; 38, p. 113; 41, p. 123; 42, p. 125; 45, p. 135; 55, p. 130; 67, p. 175.

25 Then a tutor in the University of London Extra-Mural Department.
26 A comprehensive account is given in Federal Union Research Institute, First Annual 

Report 1939-40, London, August 1940, in which reports of the Institute’s conferences 
and an number of documents written for the Institute are also reproduced. See excerpts 
14, p. 62; 32, p. 98;37, p. 110;38, p. 113;39, p. 118;40, p .1 2 1 ;4 4 ,p .134,46, p . 136;50, 
p. 144; 53, p. 149.

27 Brailsford, H. N ., The Federal Idea, London (Federal Union) 1939. See expercts 4, 
P- 43; 12, p. 59.

28 Lothian, Lord, The Ending of Armageddon, London (Federal Union) 1939. See excerpt 
1, p. 35.

29 Chaning-Pearce, M. (ed.), Federal Union: A Symposium, Jonathan Cape, 1940. Chan
ing-Pearce was the Headmaster of The College, South Leigh, near Oxford. See excerpt 
16, p. 63. For extracts form the symposium see also excerpts 8, p. 54; 9, p. 55; 15, p. 63; 
16, p. 63; 17, p. 65; 26, p. 81; 27, p. 82; 28, p. 83; 41, p. 123; 45, p. 135; 49, p. 143; 55, 
p. 150.

30 Later Lord Boyd-Orr. See excerpt 27, p. 82.
31 Author. See excerpts 26, p. 81; 49, p. 143.
32 Author. See excerpt 17, p. 65.
33 Kerr, P. H ., (later Lord Lothian), Pacifism is not enough, nor Patriotism either, (Burge 

Memorial Lecture, 1935) London (Oxford University Press) 1935; reprinted in July 
and October 1941.
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book34 published in 1917, and had concluded by 1936 that a federation was 
required.35 W. B. Curry drew heavily on Union Now,36 in which Clarence Streit, 
on the basis of his experience as correspondent of the New York Times at the 
League of Nations in Geneva, advocated a union of the democracies of North 
America, Western Europe and Australasia. Lionel Robbins, who contributed to 
the Federal Union symposium, had already published two books37 on the threat 
posed by national sovereignty to prosperity and peace. Another of the contribu
tors, Ivor Jennings, who with Robbins was perhaps the most productive of the 
participants in the work of the Federal Union Research Institute, had also already 
begun to write on federation.38 These authors in turn had doubtless been influ
enced, directly or indirectly, by writers such as Norman Angell,39 Lionel 
Curtis,40 Bertrand Russell and H. G. Wells, as well as by the earlier generations 
of writers on federation such as Hamilton, Dicey and Mill.

This first phase of the Federal Union literature contained work of high intel
lectual quality; but the critique of sovereignty, powerful though it was, had so far 
led mainly to proposals for a union of democracies in general, not to a politically 
focussed plan for a federation of countries which might in practice unite. It was 
the Federal Union Research Institute that was to be the centre for the second 
phase of literature, investigating the form which a postwar federation of Britain, 
France, Germany and the small democracies of north-west Europe could take 
(the main theme of excerpts 20-28, pp. 72-84).

This theme had been anticipated by both Robbins, who completed the text of 
his Economic Causes of War in September 1939 with a powerful advocacy of a 
European federation,41 and Ivor Jennings in his paper in 1938 on The Idea of a 
United States of Europe.*2 But the first publications generated by the work of the 
Federal Union Research Institute itself came out in the spring of 1940. A Feder
ation of Western Europe43 by Ivor Jennings expounded a federal constitution 
which was the product of his participation in all but one of the meetings orga-

34 Brailsford, H. N ., A League of Nations, London (Headley Bros) 1917.
35 See Brailsford, H. N ., Towards a New League, London (New Statesman Pamphlet) 

1936.
36 Streit, Clarence K ., Union Now, London (Jonathan Cape) and New York (Harper) 

1939.
37 Robbins, Lionel, Economic Planning and International Order, London (Macmillan) 

1937; and The Economic Causes of War, London (Jonathan Cape) 1939. See excerpts 5, 
p. 44; 42, p. 125.

38 Jennings, W. Ivor, The Idea of a United States of Europe, Proceedings of the Institute 
of World Affairs, London, 1938, pp. 250-6.

39 Angell, Norman, The Great Illusion, New York and London (Putnams) 1908. See 
excerpt 63, p. 168.

40 Curtis, Lionel, The Commonwealth of Nations, London (Macmillan) 1917; and Civitas 
Dei, London (Allen and Unwin) Vol. I, 1934, Vols. II and III, 1937; one-volume 
edition entitled The Commonwealth of God, 1938.

41 Op. cit. See excerpt 5, p. 44.
42 Op. cit.
43 Jennings, W. Ivor, A Federation of Western Europe, Cambridge (Cambridge University 

Press) 1940.
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nised by the Research Institute. Federal Europe** by R. W. G. Mackay, also put 
forward a constitution which Mackay, who was later to be Chairman of Federal 
Union, had worked out concurrently but independently. Sir William Beveridge’s 
Peace by Federation?,45 derived from his work as Chairman of most of the Re
search Institute’s committees and conferences, was the first of a series of Federal 
Tracts, the subsequent ones being published for the Federal Union Research 
Institute by Macmillan and republished in a book46 in 1943. These included 
Economic Aspects of Federation by Lionel Robbins;47 The Colonial Problem and 
the Federal Solution by Norman Bentwich;48 What Federal Government is, by
K. C. Wheare;49 The Philosophy of Federalism by C. E. M. Joad ;50 Socialism and 
Federation by Barbara Wootton;51 and Federation and the Colonies by Lord 
Lugard.52

The work by which most of these writings were inspired was done in the 
constitutional, economic and colonial committees of the Federal Union Research 
Institute, which held a series of conferences up to the summer of 1940.53 In the 
words of Ivor Jennings, “ The experts present. . . have been drawn from the best 
talent available outside the Government service” .54

In addition to Sir William Beveridge and Patrick Ransome, the constitutional

44 Mackay, R. W. G., Federal Europe, London (Michael Joseph) 1940.
45 Beveridge, Sir William, Peace by Federation?, Federal Tracts No. 1, London (Federal 

Union) 1940.
46 P. Ransome (ed.), Studies in Federal Planning London (Macmillan) 1943. See excerpts 

1, p. 35; 7, p. 52; 15, p. 63; 18, p. 66; 29, p. 85; 41, p. 123; 45, p. 135; 47, p. 138; 51, 
p. 145; 52, p. 146; 55, p. 150.

47 Federal Tracts No. 2, London (Macmillan) 1941. See excerpts 15, p. 63; 41, p. 123; 45, 
p. 135; 55, p. 150.

48 Federal Tracts No. 3, London (Macmillan) 1941. Bentwich was then Professor of 
International Relations at the University of Jerusalem. See excerpt 51, p. 145.

49 Federal Tracts No. 4, London (Macmillan) 1941. Wheare was then a Fellow of 
University College, Oxford, and author of standard works on Commonwealth con
stitutional problems. He later became Vice-Chancellor of the University. See excerpt 
29, p. 85.

50 Federal Tracts No. 5, London (Macmillan) 1941. See excerpts 7, p. 52; 18, p. 66.
51 Federal Tracts No. 6, London (Macmillan) 1941. See excerpts 47, p. 138.
52 Federal Tracts No. 7, London (Macmillan) 1941. Lugard had been Governor-General

of Nigeria and British Member of the Permanent Mandates Commission of the League
of Nations. See excerpt 52, p. 146.

53 This work is described in detail in the Federal Union Research Institute’s First Annual 
Report, 7939-^0, (mimeographed), London, August 1940. The report also contains a 
number of papers, some by authors as distinguished as Ivor Jennings, Otto Kahn- 
Freund, Lord Lugard, James Meade, Lionel Robbins and Harold Wilson, which were 
not published elsewhere. For references to excerpts from the report, see fn 26, p. 28.

54 A Federation of Western Europe, p. viii.
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conferences543 were attended by Professor Joseph Chamberlain,55 Lionel Curtis,
F. Gahan,56 Professor A. H. Goodhart,57 Ivor Jennings, K. C. Wheare and H a
rold Wilson.58 Goodhart and Wheare presented a draft constitution to the first 
two and Jennings presented his to the third one. As may be inferred from ex
cerpts 29-36 (pp. 85-109), there was a good deal of agreement about the main 
lines of the federal constitution, with most people favouring an executive 
responsible to a legislature comprising a people’s house and a states’ house, and a 
division of powers with defence and foreign affairs and some aspects of economic 
policy as federal functions under the constitution, which was to be interpreted 
by a federal court and amended only by a process involving the state as well as 
the federal parliaments. There was argument about how far the federation should 
guarantee civil rights in the member states, but the majority seem to have agreed 
with Jennings (excerpt 33, p. 99-102) that there should be some form of federal 
intervention to guarantee those rights that were essential to the holding of free 
federal elections.

At the economic conferences59 there was a division between those who wanted 
a common currency as well as complete free trade, and those who wanted the 
member states not to be inhibited from undertaking what they called “ collectiv
ist experiments” . Besides Beveridge and Ransome, the meetings were attended 
by H. D. Dickinson,60 E. M. Durbin,61 J . M. Fleming,62 F. von Hayek, James 
Meade,63 Lionel Robbins, Harold Wilson and Barbara Wootton. As excerpts 
38-41 (pp. 113-124) show, the discussion anticipated many of the issues that 
have in fact arisen in the European Community. Rather than determine the 
questions of policy in advance, it was generally agreed that it should be left to the 
federal institutions to decide what exceptions there should be to complete trade

54a See “ Report on two Conferences on the Constitutional Aspects of Federal Union” 
11/12 and 25/26 November 1939, and “ Report of the Third Conference of the Consti
tutional Committee” , 2/3 March 1940, in FURI, First Annual Report 1939-40.

55 Then George Eastman Visiting Professor at the University of Oxford; later Professor of 
Public Law at Columbia University.

56 Member of the Canadian bar.
57 Then Professor of Jurisprudence at Oxford. See n. 2 p. 81, excerpt 26.
58 Then Fellow of University College, Oxford; subsequently Prime Minister; now Lord 

Wilson. See excerpts 39, p. 118; 44, p. 134; 53, p. 149.
59 See “ Report on First Conference: Economic Aspects of Federation” , end 1939, and 

“ Interim Report on Economic Aspects of the Federal Constitution” , beginning 1940, in 
FURI, First Annual Report 1939-40.

60 Then Lecturer in economics, University of Leeds, later Professor of Economics, Uni
versity of Bristol.

61 Then Lecturer in economics, London School of Economics, later Labour Member of 
Parliament and Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Works.

62 Rockefeller Foundation Fellow, 1937-39; joined Ministry of Economic Warfare in 
1939; later Deputy Director of Cabinet Offices, Economic Section and of Research 
Department, International Monetary Fund.

63 Then on the staff of the Economic Secretariat of the League of Nations, later Professor 
of Political Economy at Cambridge. See excerpts 14, p. 62; 40, p. 121; 46, p. 136.
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liberalisation, free migration within the federation and the fixity of exchange 
rates.64 This compromise notwithstanding, the literature generated a lively 
debate between liberals and socialists, with contributors as diverse as Friedrich 
von Hayek, John Middleton Murry, Lionel Robbins, Barbara Wootton and 
Harold Wilson (excerpts 42-49, p. 125-143).

The colonial conferences,65 the participants in which included Sir William 
Beveridge, Professor Norman Bentwich, Lionel Curtis, Meyer Fortes,66 Ivor 
Jennings, Arthur Lewis,67 Professor W. M. Macmillan,68 Dr. Lucy Mair,69 Pro
fessor Arnold Plant70 and Sir Drummond Shiels, were also divided, along lines 
that are shown in excerpts 50-53 (pp. 144-149). The subject loomed large in 
British thinking at the time, since, as Professor Bentwich pointed out,71 Britain 
then ruled a quarter of the world’s population and territory, and together with 
orther members of the proposed federation was responsible for a large part of 
what is now known as the third world. The majority at these conferences wanted 
federal supervision of the member states’ colonies; but a minority, led by Lord 
Lugard, who wrote several papers72 although (already in his eighties) he could 
not attend the meetings, held that the federation should work much as the 
League of Nations Mandates Commission had done, endeavouring to influence 
the member states, not coerce them. Although the federal unionists generally 
rejected Lord Lugard’s view, he came closer than they to foreseeing the way in 
which the European Community would in practice work.

Excerpts 54—59 (pp. 150-155), on the federation and the rest of the world, ex
press the common desire that the federation would act as a good world citizen. 
But they also hint at the different paths along which many of those who were unit
ed during 1940 on the Federal Union Research Institute’s plan for a West European 
federation, with Britain, France and Germany as its core, would diverge in the

64 See the “ Interim Report on Economic Aspects of the Federal Constitution” in FURI, 
First Annual Report 1939-40. Excerpt 38, p. 113.

65 See “Report of the First Colonial Conference” , 20/21 January 1940, and “ Report of the 
Second Colonial Conference” , 18/19 May 1940, in FURI, First Annual Report 
1939-40,

66 Then Research Lecturer, University of Oxford; Professor of Social Anthropology, 
University of Cambridge, 1950-73.

67 Then Lecturer in the London School of Economics, subsequendy Vice-Chancellor, 
University of the West Indies.

68 Professor of History, University of Witwatersrand, 1917-34; subsequendy held a num
ber of Bridsh academic and official posts relating to colonial affairs and wrote a series of 
books on African problems.

69 Then Lecturer, subsequendy Professor of Applied Anthropology at the London School 
of Economics.

70 Professor of Commerce, University of London, at the London School of Economics, 
1930-65.

71 See excerpt 51, p. 145.
72 See FURI, Annual Report 1939-40 and Federation and the Colonies (see excerpt 52, 

p. 146).
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following years: alliance with America rather than Europe;73 association with 
America and Russia in efforts to build a world organisation.74 The fall of France, 
the rise of America, the alliance with Russia and the growth of hostility to 
Germany all combined to turn the thoughts of the British, including many 
Federal Unionists, in these directions. It was to be twenty years before the wheel 
would come full circle and Britain would seek membership of the European 
Community which its Continental neighbours had established, and thirty years 
before British accession was achieved. Meanwhile, the brilliant group who had 
worked together in the framework of the Federal Union Research Institute dis
persed and were swallowed up by war service in a variety of forms. As 
individuals, they went on to remarkable achievements: Beveridge as author of the 
reports that set the guidelines for the full employment economy and the welfare 
state; Robbins as head of the economic services for the War Cabinet and, later, 
responsible for the report on which the expansion of Britain’s higher education 
was based; Wilson as Prime Minister of three Labour Governments; von Hayek 
as world-famous prophet of the market economy, with decisive influence on the 
Conservative Party, which came to power in 1979; Jennings and Wheare as 
outstanding authorities on constitutional law, the former becoming Vice-Chan
cellor of Cambridge University, the latter of Oxford. But they never came 
together again as a group dedicated to reform of the international system. Among 
the authors of the literature associated with Federal Union and the Research 
Institute in 1939—41, only Mackay played a notable part in the foundation of the 
postwar European federalist movement.

A few more meetings were held by the Federal Union Research Institute; 
Salvador de Madariaga73 and Gilbert Murray76 took part in a study of the edu
cational functions of a federation.77 Federal Union continued, with a reduced 
membership, to propagate federalist ideas though without a clearcut political 
plan. The British forgot their remarkable generation of federalist thinkers and 
allowed the flame to pass to the emerging movements on the Continent. The 
literature of 1939-41 was not without its consequences, however. It greatly in
fluenced some of the founders of the Continental groups, particularly in Italy;78

73 See for example Robbins’ account of how his own thinking evolved, in excerpt 5, fn 6, 
p. 45.

74 For the development of Beveridge’s views, see excerpt 21, fn 7, p. 74.
75 Director of Disarmament Section, League of Nations, 1922-27; Professor of Spanish 

Studies, University of Oxford, 1928-31; Special Permanent Delegate to the League of 
Nations, 1931-36; author.

76 Regius Professor of Greek, University of Oxford, 1908-36; Chairman, League of N a
tions Union, 1923—38.

77 See Federal Union Research Institute, Second Annual Report 1940-41, London, 1941 
(mimeographed).

78 Much of the Federal Union literature was brought to Altiero Spinelli on the island of 
Ventotene, where he was in confinement until the liberation, and provided many of the 
ideas which he and a small group who were confined with him used in launching the 
Italian federalist movement. He himself translated Robbins’ The Economic Causes of 
War (see excerpt 5, p. 44) into Italian. Robbins’ Economic Aspects of Federation was
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and a later generation of Federal Unionists played their part in the renewal of 
British interest in European integration and the consequent membership of Bri
tain in the European Community.79

The bulk of this literature was written and published in a short period, be
tween the autumn of 1939 and the summer of 1940. The order in which the 
books, pamphlets and papers were written, therefore, bears little relation to the 
order in which they were published; nor has it been possible to establish the 
precise order of either writing or publication during those few months. The basis 
for an accurate chronological order of the excerpts in this section is, therefore, 
lacking; and because, moreover, they concern basic principles of international 
organisation which do not change from month to month, they have (as an ex
ception in this volume) been arranged thematically instead. This conveys more 
clearly the force and logic of these pioneers of European federalist thought.

also translated into Italian (excerpt 15, p. 63), as were Bentwich’s The Colonial Pro
blem and the Federal Solution (excerpt 51, p. 145), Lothian’s The Ending of Armaged
don (excerpt 1, p. 35), Wootton’s Socialism and Federation (excerpt 47, p. 138), and -  
a later work -  Wheare’s Federal Government. Among the Italian works which reflect 
the significance of the Federal Union literature are Albertini, Mario, Il federalismo e lo 
Stato federale. Antologia e definizione, Milan (Giuffrè) 1963, p. 186 ff. ; Albertini, Ma
rio, Il Federalismo. Antologia e definizione, Bologna (Il Mulino) 1979, pp. 157-245; 
Chiti-Batelli, Andrea, L ’Unione politica europea, Senato della Repubblica, Rome, 1978, 
pp. 30-37, 72-75; Levi, Lucio, Federalismo e integrazione europea, Palermo (Palumbo) 
1978, pp. 39-46; Paolini, E. (ed.), Storia del federalismo europeo, Turin (ERI-Edizione 
RAI) 1973, pp. 21, 38-40, 134-135, 138-141; Pistone, Sergio (ed.), Politica dipotenza e 
imperialismo, Milan (Angeli Editore) 1973, pp. 251-317; Rossolillo, F., “ La scuola 
federalista inglese” , in Pistone, S. (ed.), L ’idea dell’unificazione europea dalla prima 
alla seconda guerra mondiale, Turin, Fondazione Luigi Einaudi, 1975. In German, the 
works of Professor Walter Lipgens give generous treatment to the Federal Union liter
ature: see Lipgens, Walter, Europa — Föderationspläne der Widerstandsbewegungen 
1940-45, Munich (R. Oldenbourg Verlag for the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Auswärtige 
Politik) 1968, pp. 405-416, 421-438, 453-455, 509-515; and his History of European 
Integration 1945—1947: The Formation of the European Unity Movement, Oxford (Cla
rendon Press) 1982, pp. 142-53. In French, there was reference in Centre d’action pour 
la Fédération Européenne, L ’Europe de demain. Documents pour servir a l’étude du 
problème de la Fédération Européenne, Neuchâtel, March 1945.

79 See Uwe Kitzinger, Diplomacy and Persuasion, London (Thames and Hudson) 1973, 
pp. 190-193. The Federal Trust, successor to the Federal Union Research Institute, has 
remained active to the present day.



1. Critique of National Sovereignty

1. Lord Lothian: ‘The Ending of Armageddon’ June 1939

From The Ending ofArmageddon, London, Federal Union, 1939, pp. 1-10; reprinted in 
Ransome, P. (ed.), Studies in Federal Planning, London (Macmillan) 1943, pp. 1-11 ; and in 
Italian as “ La fine di Armageddon” , Comuni d'Europa, organ of the Sezione Italiana del 
Consiglio dei Comuni d’Europa (Italian section of the Council of European Municipali
ties), Rome, July-August 1962, pp. 12-14.

Lord Lothian1 (Philip Henry Kerr, 1882-1940) had been Secretary to the Prime Minister 
from 1916-21 and, as a Liberal Minister in the National Government, was Chancellor of the 
Duchy of Lancaster in 1931 and Parliamentary Under-Secretary, India Office, in 1931-32. 
In 1935 he had written, in Pacifism is not enough, that “war is inherent and cannot be 
prevented in a world of sovereign states . . . until we succeed in creating a federal common
wealth of nations, which need not, at the start, embrace the whole earth, we shall not have 
laid even the foundation for the ending of the institution of war upon earth'3.2 His thinking 
on the subject was, therefore, already well developed when he wrote The Ending of Arma
geddon as a Federal Union pamphlet shortly before his appointment as British Ambassador 
to Washington in August 1939. Thus the pamphlet was published3 before thinking in Federal 
Union had crystallised around the proposal for a European federation. Lord Lothian con
centrated on a critique of national sovereignty, which led to war, and advocated federalism 
as the only remedy, starting with the democracies but with a world federation as the ultimate 
aim. This critique and advocacy were so powerful, however, that The Ending of Armaged
don was included as the first chapter in Studies in Federal Planning, in which all the other 
chapters had been written in consequence of the Federal Union Research Institute's study of 
the project for a federation in Europe. This excerpt contains the first ten pages of the pamph
let in full; the remaining five pages consisted of a commentary on Clarence Streit's proposal 
for a federal union of fifteen established democracies C(that the North Atlantic and a thou
sand other things already unite"4 and a brief history and final advocacy of the federal 
principle.

1 For a biography see Butler, J. R. M., Lord Lothian, London (Macmillan) 1960.
2 Kerr (later Lord Lothian), Pacifism is not enough, pp. 10, 11.
3 According to the pamphlet Federal Union, London (Federal Union) 1940, p. 8; The 

Ending of Armageddon was published in June 1939. It was also issued after Lord 
Lothian was appointed Ambassador to Washington in August 1939, with a prefatory 
note to state that it had been written before the appointment.

4 Streit, Union Now, London, p. 18. This commentary was omitted from Lord Lothian’s 
text when it was reprinted in Ransome (ed.), Studies in Federal Planning.
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The greatest disappointment from which mankind has suffered since the Great 
War has been the failure of the League of Nations. To ‘the man in the street’ the 
League symbolized the passionate desire for the ending of war and the establih- 
ment of lasting peace, liberty and prosperity for both individuals and nations. It 
was the hope that the last war would be a war to end war which nerved the 
courage and endurance of the great majority of men and women in the final stages 
of the great struggle.

That hope has for the moment been utterly dispelled. The era of local war, 
declared and undeclared, began again in 1931. We are in the midst of the greatest 
race in armaments ever known, which if it continues can only lead to universal 
bankruptcy. And everybody feels that another world war, fiercer and more ruth
less than the last, may break out at any time, either because it is deliberately 
provoked or because an accident or a fool may set in motion events which it is 
beyond the power of statesmanship to control.

All kinds of explanations are given for the failure of the League to fulfil the 
hopes which centred about it. Some attribute it to defects in the Treaties of 
Versailles, others to the fact that the League never won universal membership. 
Some lay the blame on the League Powers for not revising the Treaties of Peace 
justly and in time, others to their unreadiness, when revision by armed power 
began, to resist aggression unanimously and immediately with all their strength. 
Some say that the failure has been due to the unwillingness to disarm, others to 
delay and inadequacy of rearmament when power politics reappeared. Some 
attribute all our troubles to capitalism, others to the malignancy of the Dictators 
and their parties, others again to the treachery or blindness of democratic states
men.

All these explanations and criticisms probably have some validity. But they 
none of them point to the real cause of the relapse into armaments and war. That 
cause does not lie primarily in defects on policy by any nation but in the system 
of international relationships in which we have tried to live both before and after 
the World War. The real cause of our troubles is that the nations are living in 
anarchy -  by far the most fatal of all political and social diseases -  the conse
quences of which have been intensified a hundredfold in recent times by the 
conquest of time and space and the breakdown of the old Pax Britannica of the 
nineteenth century. The Covenant of the League of Nations disguises but does 
not end anarchy, because, while it is a contract to cooperate, it leaves intact the 
root of anarchy, national sovereignty. It has been sovereignty which at bottom 
has prevented a liberal and timely revision of out-of-date treaties, which has 
driven the nations to a disastrous degree of economic nationalism, which has 
prevented any effective system of collective security, and which has led to rear
mament as the means to international change and to the return of the alliance 
system. Federal Unionists believe that only by dealing with this basic cause of 
anarchy, national sovereignty, will it be possible for the world to climb perma
nently out of its present distress. And they believe that anarchy cannot be ended 
by any system of co-operation between sovereign nations but only by the appli
cation of the principle of federal union. They therefore stand for the adoption of 
that principle as the only one which can end competitive armaments and war and
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remove the economic causes of poverty and unemployment in the modern 
world.

Federal Unionists are not opposed to the League of Nations. On the contrary 
they share entirely the ideals for which it stands. N or are they opposed to inter
national co-operation. On the contrary they support it as a step in the right 
direction. In theory all the ideals of the League of Nations could have been 
accomplished by co-operation. But the reason why co-operation failed after 
1918, as all earlier attempts to create an international co-operative system have 
failed, is precisely because they have left national sovereignty intact and because 
that element operates continuously and inexorably against the success of co
operation itself. That is why Federal Unionists are convinced that only by going a 
step beyond the Covenant and pooling some part of national sovereignty in a 
common organism which represents, not the national units or the governments, 
but the people of all the member nations as a whole, can the true ends of the 
League be attained.

The Consequences o f Sovereignty
War is inherent in the relations between sovereign states. For when agreement 

fails the only instrument by which the sovereign state can defend its existence and 
its rights or promote its ends, legitimate or illegitimate, is by a resort to force. 
This is equally true whether the nations endeavour to exist in isolation or unite in 
alliances or accept universal contractual obligations towards one another such as 
the Covenant of the League of Nations. Sovereignty implies that the only instru
ment which nations, in the last resort, can use to bring pressure on other 
sovereign nations is the violence of power politics or war.

A second consequence of this anarchy of sovereignties is that every state is 
inevitably driven to sacrifice the rights and independence of its own citizens in 
order to increase its own strength in the struggle for existence. We see this going 
on all about us to-day, notably in the demand for conscription for national 
defence. This will get worse until for the co-operation or anarchy of governments 
is substituted a federal union of the peoples. Leagues of governments are neces
sarily concerned with making the world safe for national sovereignty and not 
either for democracy or the people.

A third consequence of sovereignty is its effect in producing poverty, unem
ployment, social frustration and despair. Sovereignty leads inevitably to eco
nomic nationalism, whereby each state tries to be self-supporting, promotes the 
interests of its own nationals regardless of the economic interests of other nations 
and erects ever-increasing interferences with international trade, migration and 
the movement of capital. These artificial barriers and subsidies progressively 
dislocate both national and world economy by over-developing the industrial 
production of every national area so that there is no balance between the pro
duction of food-stuffs, raw material and manufacturing power either in those 
national areas or in the world as a whole. Unemployment and poverty are the 
inevitable result. This is equally true whether nations maintain an individualist or 
a socialist economy. We are not concerned, as Federal Unionists, to take sides in
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this controversy. We are only concerned to make it clear that it is sovereignty 
which is the basic cause of our economic distresses and that so long as it exists it 
will be impossible either for capitalism or socialism or for any variant of them, to 
work properly. Seventy socialist sovereign states would find it as difficult to live 
together in prosperity and peace as seventy capitalist sovereign states have 
done.

Even from the narrowly national point of view sovereignty is fatal to security, 
prosperity and peace. It leads to the frustration of every legitimate national 
purpose by diverting to armaments and non-productive activities resources 
which should be applied to national development and social reform.

Finally national sovereignty has been the hidden hand which has wrecked the 
League ideal. For national sovereignty implies that every nation sets its own 
interests first, and requires every individual to obey his own state and not the 
decisions of the League. The real reason why certain nations have never joined 
the League or have abandoned it, why nations have been half-hearted in living up 
to its obligations, why they have yielded without stint to economic nationalism, 
the most potent of post-war destroyers, and to rearmament, is that every nation 
puts national interests before the interests of other nations or of the world as a 
whole. They do not do this because they or their statesmen are wicked but 
because sovereignty implies that they regard their own interests as paramount 
and because there is no organism which represents or can speak or act for hu
manity as a whole. Until there is an organism representative of all, which can 
limit armaments and economic nationalism and act for the benefit of all, every 
nation will remain bound to provide for its own security first, and that necessity 
compels it to put strategic and military considerations ahead of international 
justice and fair play. Anarchy necessarily dethrones moral principle in interna
tional affairs in favour of self-interest. It leads not less inexorably to imperialism. 
For it creates a constant temptation to powerful armed states to impose their will 
on their neighbours one by one until they reach a position of local or world 
domination in the name of peace. Indeed in an anarchy, imperialism, or the 
control of one race by another, either in a relatively benevolent or in a ruthless 
form, may be the only way in which the risk of war can be temporarily ended and 
peace attained, where federal union is out of reach.

Thus national sovereignty is the root cause of the most crying evils of our time 
and of the steady march of humanity back to tragic disaster and barbarism. It is a 
denial of the brotherhood of man and of the principle that there ought to be one 
law or sovereignty, based on moral principle, uniting and governing the whole 
earth.

Federal Union the only Remedy
The only final remedy for this supreme and catastrophic evil of our time is a 

federal union of the peoples so that while every nation is completely self-gov
erning in its own internal affairs all the people are united into a single common
wealth for their common affairs. The principal common affairs of this 
commonwealth of man would be order and defence, the regulation of interna
tional trade and migration, citizenship, currency, and some forms of debt and
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taxation, inter-state communications, and the administration of the common 
assets and responsibilities of the federal union.

It is for this principle that the movement known as Federal Union, which has 
parallel movements in other democracies, unequivocally stands. It is the only 
way in which the pacifist ideal can be realized in practice. It is the only way in 
which the artificial dislocation of trade and employment by economic national
ism can be ended, individual and national liberty can be made secure, and war can 
be ended among men.

Federal Union, however, recognizes that the establishment of a world consti
tution, accomplishing these blessings, cannot be accomplished at a single step. 
The commencement of federal union and the creation of a nucleus of world 
government is only possible between nations who have a sufficient unity in spirit, 
civilization and institutions to enable them to begin to feel that they form a single 
community for certain purposes once the appropriate institutions exist. To force 
incompatibles into a union would risk substituting civil for international war. It 
considers, therefore, that the nucleus should consist of nations which accept the 
principle that government must be conducted with the consent of the governed, 
and who base their political life upon the freedom and responsibility of the 
individual. Any nation which accepted these principles and had demonstrated its 
capacity to apply them would be entitled to join.

This does not mean that such a federal union of free and responsible peoples 
should be opposed to any other nation or group of nations which preferred other 
systems. It would be willing to participate in any universal system of co-opera
tion like the League of Nations, especially if it was equipped with machinery 
enabling it to limit economic nationalism and for equalizing economic opportun
ity and the standard of living among all nations. But federalism being the only 
true method of ending international anarchy nations should not refrain from 
federal union just because others were not ready for it. Successful federalism 
must rest upon the acceptance of certain common principles, and free institutions 
seem to be the only basis for a federal community of nations.

2. Patrick Ransome: ‘Federal Government’ October 1939

From “ Federal Government” , in Fortnightly Review, London, October 1939, pp. 417, 
418.

Patrick Ransome (1902-54) was one of the three young men who founded Federal Union 
early in 1939. He had been an undergraduate at Magdalen College, Oxford, studied inter
national law under Professor Lauterpacht, became a barrister in 1928 and practised in the 
Chancery Division. Although a cripple, he was remarkably active in a number of fields. He 
wrote the revised edition of a book on British law f  attended the International Court at the

1 Hermann Cohen, The State of our Laws: British Justice at Work, London (Methuen)
first edition 1907, third edition edited and completely revised by Patrick Ransome,
1932.
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Hague and worked for a short time at the International Labour Office in Geneva. In 1937 
he became a member of the editorial board of Night and Day, a British journal somewhat 
like the New Yorker; and in 1941 he joined the BBC, after a period devoted entirely to 
Federal Union. He was appointed Secretary of the Federal Union Research Department 
when it was established at Oxford in October 1939. With the help of Sir William Beveridge, 
he set up a number of expert Research Committees, including those on the economic, con
stitutional and colonial aspects of federation,2 whose work generated much of the writing 
from which the excerpts in this section have been selected. In March 1940 the Research 
Department was reconstituted as the Federal Union Research Institute (FURI), with Be
veridge as Chairman and Ransome as Secretary. The remarkable intellectual activities of the 
first year are recorded in the annual report for 1939-40,3 in which Ransome described the 
work of the committees and conferences and incorporated a number of unpublished papers 
by writers as distinguished as Ivor Jennings, Lord Lugard, James Meade, Lionel Robbins 
and Harold Wilson. In addition to his responsibility for organising these activities, Ransome 
edited the Federal Tracts and Studies in Federal Planning, and his writings include a chapter 
in the symposium entitled Federal Union4 as well as the article from which this excerpt 
comes. This article attributes the weakness of the League of Nations to the conception of the 
“absolute sovereign state”  and explains how this weakness could be overcome in a federal 
union. Like Lothian, he was when he wrote this article still thinking of a “Federation of Free 
Peoples”  as a nucleus for later world federation. Soon afterwards he was immersed in the 
FURPs project for a federation in Europe.

( . . . )  it is now realized by a rapidly increasing body of opinion both in this 
country and abroad that the fundamental reason for the ineffectiveness of the 
League lies in the fact that it was based on the conception of the absolute sov
ereign state, and that until our reverence for this quite artifical theory of national 
sovereignty is dispersed there can be no hope of any rational system of interna
tional order. Even a cursory examination of the Covenant will show how 
carefully the ultimate right of the state to be judge in its own cause was preserved. 
The League was composed of delegates of State Governments, its decisions on all 
major questions had to be unanimous, withdrawal from membership was per
mitted. It had no authority to change the political status quo, it could not compel 
disarmament, it could not limit economic nationalism. It was a body which, in 
the field of positive solutions, could merely recommend action to its members, 
which might accept or reject such recommendations at their pleasure (. . .).

The advantages of a Federation over a League are obvious. Under a federal 
system the bogy of national sovereignty is laid once and for all. Under a federal 
system the democratic principle of responsible government is extended beyond 
the frontiers of the individual state. Finally, Federation is the only form of 
inter-State organization that has proved both efficient and durable in the past. A 
Confederation, that is to say, an association of state governments, possesses none 
of these advantages. Based on the state as a unit, it has a history of almost

2 See pp. 27-30.
3 Federal Union Research Institute, First Annual Report, 1939-40.
4 Ransome, Patrick, “ Federation and International Law” , in Chaning-Pearce (ed.), Fed

eral Union, pp. 239-245.
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unrelieved failure. The most famous example is perhaps that of the American 
League of Friendship. After the War of Independence the thirteen colonies set up 
a loose form of Confederation, having many of the characteristics of the League 
of Nations. The result was, as Washington said, little better than anarchy, and 
the Philadelphia Convention convened in 1787 to “ revise the Articles of Con
federation”  was impelled to devise a new and more centralized form of govern
ment. Largely owing to the genius of Madison and Hamilton, the federal 
principle was accepted as the basis of the new constitution, and the United States 
of America came into being.

3. Ronald Mackay: The Briand Memorandum April 1940

From Federal Europe, London, Michael Joseph, 1940, pp. 95-98; revised and repub
lished as Peace Aims and the New Order, London (Michael Joseph) 1941, pp. 104-107.

Ronald William Gordon Mackay (1902-60) was born in Australia, became a lecturer in 
economics at Sydney University and settled in London as a solicitor in 1934. He was Chair
man o f the Executive Committee of Federal Union 1940-41. He then had wartime 
appointments in the Ministry o f Labour and the Ministry of Aircraft Production. After the 
war, as a Labour M. P. (1945-51), he was extremely active in the European federalist 
movement, playing a notable part in the Congress o f Europe (1948) and subsequently in the 
Council o f Europe. Federal Europe, from which a number of excerpts have been taken,1 was 
the first o f half a dozen books advocating a federation in Western Europe.2

In Federal Europe, Mackay put forward a draft constitution3 for a federation in western 
Europe and explained why he believed it should be adopted. In this excerpt he criticises the 
Memorandum which the French Foreign Minister, Aristide Briand, presented at the League 
of Nations in 1930, because it proposed a European Union based not on federation but on the 
absolute sovereignty o f the member states and therefore could not guarantee security.

1 See also excerpts 19, p. 67; 20, p. 72; 25, p. 79; 34, p. 102; 48, p. 140; 58, p. 153.
2 The subsequent books included Britain in Wonderland, London (Gollancz) 1948; Wes

tern Union in Crisis: Economic Anarchy or Political Union, Oxford (Blackwell) 1949; 
Heads in the Sand: A criticism of the Labour Party attitude to European Unity, Oxford 
(Blackwell) 1950; Towards a United States o f Europe, London (Hutchinson) 1961.

3 Chapter 2 of his constitution, on “ The Powers of Parliament’’, is reproduced in excerpt 
34, p. 102. He subsequently used it as the basis for the draft of a constitution which he 
presented to the Congress of the European Parliamentary Union at Interlaken in Sep
tember 1948; and on 1 September 1947 he sent a copy of his book to “ all the members of 
the Parliamentary Party” (Labour MPs) “ in the hope that it will be of interest to you at 
this time when the integration of Western Europe is becoming daily a very pressing 
question”  (Mackay papers, in the British Library of Political and Economic Science, 
London School of Economics).
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The proposal for a United States of Europe is not new. At least since 1923 it 
has been the subject of discussion. In that year a Pan-European Union was 
founded. In the following year M. Herriot, the Prime Minister of France, 
pleaded for a United States of Europe, and Dr. Stresemann regarded the proposal 
with favour. In January 1925, M. Herriot again declared himself in favour of the 
idea when he said: “ It is my greatest wish to see the realization of the United 
States of Europe. And if I have devoted my energies . . .  to the League of N a
tions, I have done so because in this great institution I have seen the first rough 
draft of the United States of Europe . . . There are people who must become 
reconciled because their collaboration is indispensable.” 1 It was at the hands of 
Mr. Briand “ that the idea of some form of European Union received its first 
official baptism at the font of practical politics” 2 At the Assembly of the League 
of Nations in September, 1929 his speech contained the following passage: “ I 
think that among the peoples constituting geographical groups, like the peoples 
of Europe, there should be some kind of federal bond. It should be possible for 
them to get into touch in any time, to confer about their interests, to agree on 
joint resolutions and to establish among themselves a bond of solidarity which 
will enable them, if need be, to meet any grave emergency that may arise. That is 
the link I want to forge.” 3

As this speech was favourably received by the Assembly, M. Briand invited 
representatives of the European States, to meet him. As a result of this meeting he 
circulated a Memorandum, which served as a basis for discussion at a second 
meeting, held at Geneva in September, 1930.

( . . . ) ,  the Memorandum lays down that “ it is on the plane of absolute sover
eignty and of entire political independence that the understanding between the 
European nations must be brought about.”  As the Memorandum points out, 
“ there can be no political domination within the framework of the League, 
whose fundamental principles are precisely the sovereignty of States and their 
equality of rights.”

(. . .) It is also clear that the acceptance of the principle of absolute sovereignty 
and entire political independence of the European nations prevented any real step 
towards either a Federation or the security which the French desired. Federation 
involves the limitation of State sovereignty and the transfer of powers to the 
federal authority; for in a Federation, where the sovereignty of the States has 
been limited, security is automatically obtained for all the individual States and 
guaranteed to each of them by the federal authority.

Thus, it will be clear that the Memorandum did not contain any proposal for a 
real Federal Union or a real United States of Europe at all.

1 (fn. in the original text) Quoted in the Bulletin of International Newsy 11th September, 
1930, page 853.

2 Ibid., page 853 (fn. in the original text).
3 Ibid., pages 853-854 (fn. in the original text).
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4. Henry Brailsford: What is Sovereignty? End 1939

From The Federal Idea, London (Federal Union) 1939, pp. 9-10

Henry Noel Brailsford (1873-1958) was a lecturer in London University and subse
quently a journalist, editor and author of both literary works and books on social and 
international affairs. He joined the Independent Labour Party in 1907. In A League of 
Nations1 (1917) he asked under what political and economic conditions a League of Nations 
might succeed. In Towards a New League (1936) he was already convinced of the need for 
“Federal Government. . . the abandonment o f . .  . sovereignty” ;2 and he joined the Council 
of Federal Union in 1941. In The Federal Idea,3 one of the first pamphlets published by 
Federal Union, he attributed the failure o f the League to the principle o f sovereignty on 
which it was based and called for a transfer o f power to a federation within which there 
could be “ no illiberal, no Fascist State.” .4

. . . What is a Sovereign State? It claims complete independence: it is free to 
injure itself and its neighbours as it pleases. Firstly and chiefly it owns and wields 
military power. It has effective command of its own armed forces. O f its own 
will it makes peace or war. Both in the technical language of diplomacy and in 
daily speech there is a highly significant name for these Sovereign States. They are 
‘T ow ers” , great or small. It is then, primarily with power, military or naval, that 
we have to deal. If we mean, after this war, to trudge along in the old ruts, always 
competitors, sometimes enemies, then we shall leave power as it was in the 
ownership of many rival, independent States. Each will use it for his own ends. It 
will play its part in years of peace as well as in war. For let no one suppose that 
power is dormant and inactive during an armed peace. It gives resonance to a 
diplomatist’s voice. N o  one listened to Mr. Eden or Lord Halifax as they might 
listen to a master of dialectic, or a golden-tongued orator. If their words had 
weight, it was because battleships and bombing planes were ranged behind them, 
and the wealth that could buy more ships and planes. When Herr von Ribben- 
trop and Lord Halifax exchanged Notes, the result was hardly affected by the 
literary grace of their periods or the cogency of their logic. Two considerations 
counted: what armaments lay behind their logic, and had they the will to use 
these tools? That is always the hidden play behind diplomacy. In every clash of 
opinion or interest between armed Sovereign States, a process of calculation goes 
on behind the scenes. Each measures its own weight of armaments, its industrial 
potential and its staying power against those of its rivals. According as the result 
of these reckonings is promising or the reverse, its attitude in the negotiations 
will be stiff or yielding. Diplomacy under such conditions is only a veiled mani
pulation of force, which is still force, even when the guns are silent and no

1 Brailsford, H. N ., A League o f Nations, London (Hedley Bros.) 1917.
2 Brailsford, H. N ., Towards a New League, London (New Statesman Pamphlet) 1936, 

p. 58.
3 See also excerpt 12, p. 59.
4 p. 15.
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regiment crosses a frontier. When force is overwhelming it can conquer without 
bloodshed. Germany acquired Czechoslovakia in this way and Russia made the 
Baltic States her vassals. Long years may pass in European history that witness no 
events as brutal or cynical as these. In these static periods the balance of power is 
so delicate that no ambitious State will risk a move. But even in these uneventful 
periods forces are at play; when they are equal and opposite we flatter ourselves 
by calling the negative result a condition of peace. We can hope for nothing 
better, so long as power is owned by a number of Sovereign States, each seeking 
its own advantage.

The only radical cure is manifestly to transfer power from these competing 
Sovereign units to a collective whole that includes them all. Each must surrender 
the primary prerogative of sovereignty, the right to make war, and with it the 
ownership of power and of the tools that serve for war. They must agree, that is 
to say, to form a Federation, and to transfer to it this prerogative of sovereignty. 
Henceforward the whole responsibility for defence will fall on it, and the com
ponent States are relieved of this burden.

5. Lionel Robbins: The Cause of International Conflict
End 1939

From The Economic Causes o f War, London (Jonathan Cape) 1939, p. 99-109; reprinted 
New York (Fertig) 1968; published in Italian as Le cause economiche della guerra, Turin 
(Einaudi) 1944, pp. 95-105.

<

Lionel Charles Robbins (1898—1984, later Lord Robbins) was Professor o f Economics in 
the University of London, at the London School o f Economics, from 1929 to 1961. He was 
Director o f the Economic Section o f the Offices of the War Cabinet (1941-45), President o f 
the Royal Economic Society (1954—55) and Chairman o f the Financial Times (1961—70). 
Among the books that established him as one o f the leading liberal economists o f his time 
were two which laid the economic foundations for much subsequent federalist thought: 
Economic Planning and International Order1 (1937) and The Economic Causes of War 
(1939), each o f them based on a series o f lectures delivered, at the invitation o f Professor 
Rappard, at the Institut Universitaire de Hautes Etudes Internationales o f Geneva. The 
preface o f The Economic Causes of War is dated 16 September 1939 and, after rebutting, in 
the first part o f the book, the Marxist theory that war is caused by capitalism, and then 
identifying “ independent national sovereignties” 2 as the root cause o f international conflict, 
Robbins went on to propose “a genuine federation which takes over from the states o f which 
it is composed, those powers which engender conflict*13 and to make an eloquent appeal for a 
United States o f Europe in which “ the German Geist can give its best, not its worst, to 
Europe. 14 Thus Robbins already had the conviction and the intellectual instruments which 
enabled him to make the key contribution to the economic thinking of Federal Union and its

1 Op. cit.
2 p. 99; (see p. 45 below).
3 p. 105; (p. 48 below).
4 p. 109; (p. 51 below).
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Research Institute during the following few months.5 This extract summarises his critique of 
national sovereignty as the generator o f economic conflicts which lead to war and his pro
posal for a European federation.6

( . . . )  The ultimate condition giving rise to those clashes of national economic 
interest which lead to international war is the existence of independent national 
sovereignties. N ot capitalism, but the anarchic political organization of the world 
is the root disease of our civilization.

Against this, however, it might be argued that such conflicts are not necessary.

5 See Economic Aspects o f Federation, published first in Chaning-Pearce (ed.), Federal 
Union, and reprinted as Federal Trans No. 2 and in Ransome (ed.), Studies in Federal 
Planning; and the Interim Report on Economic Aspens of the Federal Constitution in 
FU RI, First Annual Report 1939-40, which was drafted by Robbins and agreed by the 
members of the FU RI Economic Committee (for its membership, see p. 31). The other 
excerpts from Robbins’ writings are number 15, p. 63; 38, p. 113; 41, p. 123; 42, p. 125; 
45, p. 135; 55, p. 150.

6 The 1968 edition of The Economic Causes o f War contains an interesting new preface in 
which Robbins evaluates his theory in the light of subsequent experience. Although the 
origins of East-West tension are “ ideological rather than economic”  (1968 edition, 
p. 5), the Marxian theories of the economic causes of war remain relevant because many 
are still influenced by them; moreover, “ the powers of independent sovereign states to 
pursue economic and financial policies inimical to the prosperity of others are an im
portant factor tending to international disunity and hence to situations which may be 
exploited by power politics actuated by non-economic motives”  (1968 edition, p. 6). 
Robbins then goes on to explain the evolution of his own thinking about the proposal 
for a United States of Europe: “ The essay here reproduced ends with a section (con
tained in this excerpt -  ed.) written in the first weeks of war, pleading passionately for 
the creation of a United States of Europe within which German creativeness and energy 
might serve the common weal rather than periodically disrupting it. It also contains a 
footnote referring to plans for a wider Atlantic Union put forward by Mr. Clarence 
Streit and others, in which I express cordial appreciation of the idea but considerable 
scepticism concerning its practicability. At that time, I did not conceive the possibility 
of an isolationist United States allowing itself once more to be involved in the interne
cine quarrels of Europe. A great deal has happened since then . . . the United States is 
today the active leader and defender of the civilisation of the West. Such gigantic 
changes of circumstance could not but affect the perspective of thought regarding the 
possibilities of the future. In the years immediately following the end of the war, 
despairing of the stability and political reliability of some of the states of Western 
Europe and revolted by the anti-Americanism current among influential continental 
politicians and thinkers whose very existence had been saved by American intervention,
I abandoned my earlier position and argued against British entry into a purely European 
Union, setting my hopes on a larger structure developing gradually from the North 
Atlantic Alliance. In this I now think I was wrong. . .  in my failure to realise the 
potentialities both of the creation, in these circumstances, of a United Western Europe 
and of the part that could be played in it by Great Britain . . .  So I am back in a frame of 
mind in which the peroration of this essay is not something I wish to repudiate. B u t . . .
I must emphasise that I continue to regard the more limited association as a . . . pre
liminary . . .  to a more perfect and larger union later on . . . (1968 edition, pp. 6-8).
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If the different sovereign states would abstain from the practices of restriction
ism, if their citizens would banish from their hearts the desire for sectional 
advantage, these things need not happen. Rightly interpreted, the long-run in
terests of the inhabitants of the different national areas are not in disharmony. 
Whatever the prospects of momentary advantage from restrictionist manipula
tion and aggression, in the modern world at least, the long-run interests of all 
who are not sadistic maniacs lie above all in the preservation of peace.

Such was the belief of the Cobdenite liberals, in spite of the jeers of the 
uneducated, probably the most disinterested body of men who ever influenced 
the policy of a great nation. But, in spite of its nobility, it was grounded in error. 
It is true that, rightly interpreted, the long-run interests of the majority of the 
human race are not in conflict. It is true that, for humane men, the disaster of war 
is an evil of the first order of magnitude. But it is not true that, in the absence of 
the rule of law, there is any security against its occurrence. The Cobdenite liber
als would have never dreamt of urging that, within national areas, the long-run 
interests of the majority in peaceful co-operation could be regarded as secured 
without a framework of law and coercion. Such a view would have been the view, 
not of liberals, but of philosophical anarchists. What justification had they, 
therefore, for assuming that, in the relations between the inhabitants of different 
national areas, a superior harmony might be expected? If they did not expect the 
mere demonstration of long-run interest, unsupported by law, to secure an ab
sence of anti-social behaviour within the nation, why should they have expected 
that it would do so between nations, where the play of irrational prejudice and 
the lack of understanding and sympathy were so much more likely to be preva
lent? Surely the truth is that, if the different national governments are free to do 
anything, there is a strong probability that, with the best will in the world on the 
part of the majority, from time to time, error or sinister interest will result in 
policies leading to disharmony.

We can see this very plainly if we turn for a moment from the relations of 
geographical groups to the relations of groups of producers. It is possible to 
argue that, rightly interpreted, the interests of different groups of producers are 
not in long-period disharmony. If one group alone restricts output, it is quite 
possible that it may gain; but if all groups play the same game, then most at least 
will be the poorer. Nevertheless, knowledge of such long-period harmonies does 
not justify us in believing that, if groups of producers are given by statute a 
position of uncontrolled monopolistic privilege, the prospect of short-period 
gain will not tempt them very often to abuse it. It is true that governments have 
sometimes acted on this assumption and that the ‘experts’ they have consulted 
have done nothing to warn them of its dangers. But experience shows that it is 
unwarranted. If groups of producers are given positions of monopolistic privi
lege, a state of affairs is created in which the emergence of policies tending to 
disharmony can be regarded as almost inevitable.

In exactly the same way, if geographical groups have uncontrolled powers of 
restriction and exclusion, if there is no framework of law limiting the actions of 
independent sovereign states, then a state of affairs exists in which the abuse of 
these powers is probable. There exists a state of affairs in which the delusions of
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restrictionism and the sinister influence of the pressure groups have maximum 
scope and effectiveness -  a state of affairs in which the deep-seated non-rational 
impulses of nationalism have the maximum opportunity to become entangled in 
the support of economic policies which ultimately lead to war. However true it 
may be that, in the long run, such policies can be shown to lead to impoverish
ment and international conflict, there is no reason to suppose that, in the absence 
of the restraints of a rule of law, the majority of the citizens will be sufficiently 
alert or sufficiently long sighted to prevent their emergence. A world organiza
tion which depends upon the continual dominance in every sovereign state of the 
principles of Cobdenite liberalism, is an organization which is bound not infre
quently to be disorganized. The dominance in one important state or group of 
states of different principles is liable to endanger the whole system. A system of 
sovereign geographical groups is no less likely to be provocative of clashes of 
interest than a system of ‘sovereign’ groups of producers.

All this becomes very clear if we take a hypothetical example, which, but for 
the foresight of a small group of men and the courage and consistency of their 
successors, might easily have become an example in actual history.

Under the constitution of the United States of America, the governments of 
the different states are prohibited from imposing protective tariffs on imports or 
exports. They are prohibited from limiting migration or the movement of capital. 
All these matters are the prerogative of the federal government.

Let us suppose that things had been different. Suppose that the Constitutional 
Congress had broken down and there had eventually arisen, in that great area, 
instead of one federation, forty eight independent sovereign states.

Does any man of experience doubt for a moment that there would have arisen 
also, in America as in Europe, a network of restriction on interstate economic 
relations? Trade would have been limited. The interests in various states would 
have protested against the ‘flood of cheap imports’ ; even under the present con
stitution there are formidable barriers in the shape of spurious veterinary 
regulations and such-like measures not guarded against by the founders of the 
constitution. Migration would have been hampered. If prosperity in one part was 
greater than in another, there would have been protests against the ‘flood of 
immigrant labour’ ; in the recent depression, unconstitutional limitations of this 
sort have actually been attempted by various states. Relations of debtors and 
creditors would have been endangered. If the states of the middle west were 
depressed, not only would there be isolated failures to keep faith with eastern 
creditors, there would also be imposed the paralysing apparatus of exchange 
control and partial repudiation with which European practice has made us fam
iliar. And the result of all this would be interstate conflict. The different 
governments would feel it incumbent on them to maintain national power by 
alliances and manoeuvres. The inhabitants of the poorer states would covet the 
privileges of the richer states. There would be talk of the necessity for Lebens- 
raum. Where debt was repudiated, the cause of the investors might become a 
matter of diplomatic friction; it is easy to imagine an expeditionary force from 
New York invading, let us say, Kansas to protect the interests of the bond
holders.
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In short, we should be confronted with the whole dreary spectacle of power 
politics with its manoeuvres, its devotions, its mass sentiment, and its back
ground of sinister interest, with which the history of unhappy Europe has made 
us so depressingly familiar. And the pacifists would say that it was due to lack of 
virtue. The biologists w^ould say it was an aspect of the inevitable struggle for 
existence. The psychologists would say it was a manifestation of the death in
stinct which it would take a thousand years research to learn to sublimate. The 
Marxians would say it was all due to the capitalist system. And certain among the 
historians would hint that it was the result of dark subtle forces of which only 
they understood the mystery.

But in fact, it would be due to the existence of independent sovereign states. 
N o doubt it would be possible to investigate further the catastrophe which had 
brought it about that this, rather than federation, had been the line of evolution. 
If Hamilton had not lived or if Lincoln had faltered . . .  or if the economic 
interests of dissenting states had succeeded in securing the rejection of the pro
posals of the Constitutional Congress -  any of these things might have caused the 
path of history to be different. But in the sense in which cause may be said to be a 
condition in the absence of which subsequent events could not have happened, 
the existence of independent sovereign states ought be justly regarded as the 
fundamental cause of conflict. And since we know that it was deliberately to 
avoid such a state of chaos that Hamilton and his friends devised the existing 
constitution, we may well regard their motives as the cause of its freedom from 
this kind of embarrassment. In the sense which is significant for political action, 
it is the chaos of independent sovereignties which is the ultimate condition of 
international conflict. It is not only because the independent states have the 
power to declare war, that war is sometimes declared, it is also because they have 
the power to adopt policies involving clashes of national interest of which war 
seems the only solution.

The United States o f Europe
If this is so, then the remedy is plain. Independent sovereignty must be lim

ited. As citizens of the various national states, we may hope to diminish the 
danger of conflict by opposing policies which tend to evoke it. But this is not 
enough. The apparatus of modem war is so formidable, the cost of its mainten
ance so onerous, the dangers of actual conflict are so great, that we cannot afford 
to rely on spontaneous goodwill as our only safeguard against catastrophe. There 
must be an international framework of law and order, supported by solid sanc
tions which prevent the emergence of those policies which are eventually 
responsible for conflict. We do not need a unitary world state; such an organi
zation would be neither practicable nor desirable. But we do need a federal 
organization; not a mere confederation of sovereign states as was the League of 
Nations, but a genuine federation which takes over from the states of which it is 
composed, those powers which engender conflict. The founders of the League of 
Nations were right in that they recognized the need of a supernational authority; 
their error was that they did not go far enough. They did not realize that the
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effective functioning of a supernational authority is incompatible with indepen
dent national sovereignty. But to-day we know this. The history of the League of 
Nations is one long demonstration of the truth of the proposition long ago set 
forth by Hamilton and Madison, that there is no safety in confederations. We 
know to-day that unless we destroy the sovereign state, the sovereign state will 
destroy u s.1

N ow , of course, it is quite Utopian to hope for the formation in our time of a 
federation of world dimensions. There is not sufficient feeling of a common 
citizenship. There is as yet no sufficiently generalized culture. In present condi
tions, even the electoral problems of such a body would present insurmountable 
difficulties. The formation of a world system, the political consummation of the 
unity of the human race, may well be regarded as the divine event towards which 
all that is good in the heritage of the diverse civilizations of the world, invites us 
to strive. But, whatever we may hope for in the distant future of the planet, it 
must be clear that, at the present stage of human development, any attempt at so 
comprehensive an organization would be necessarily doomed to disaster.

But it is not Utopian to hope for the construction of more limited federations -  
for the merging of independent sovereignties in areas where there exists the 
consciousness of a common civilization and a need for greater unity. In particular 
it is not Utopian to hope for the formation of a structure of this kind in that part 
of the world now most menaced by the contradictions of its present political 
organization -  among the warring sovereignties of Europe. So far is it from being 
Utopian that, for those with eyes to see, it is the most urgent practical necessity 
of the age.

For it is surely plain that the present political organization of Europe has 
completely outlived its usefulness and is now nothing but a menace to the very 
existence of the civilization it has helped to bring forth. When the sovereign states 
of modern Europe emerged from the feudalism of the middle ages, their func
tions were liberalizing and creative. They eliminated the mass of local restrictions 
which were strangling economic development. They pacified the warring barons 
and princes and established uniformity of law over areas given over to particu
larism. But, at the present time, it is, not their unifying, but their separatist 
tendencies which have become dominant. They restrict the activities of an eco
nomic life which, in its spontaneous development, spreads far beyond their 
borders. They are uneconomic units for the administration of what positive 
functions they discharge; and the burden of maintaining the apparatus of defence 
which is necessary to secure their independence, threatens more and more to 
absorb all the energies of their inhabitants. The existence of restrictions to trade 
and movement between the different states of Europe to-day is as absurd as the 
existence of similar restrictions between different provinces at earlier periods. To 
an intelligent outsider unacquainted with the background of our history, the 
maintenance of vast armies by the states of Europe for defence against each other

1 (fn in the original text) For a fuller elaboration of these arguments see my Economic
Planning and International Order, chaps, ix, x and xi. The general argument of Mr.
Clarence Streit’s Union Now  should also be consulted.
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must be hardly less ridiculous than would be the maintenance of armies for the 
separate defence of the towns or departments within these states. The system has 
reached breaking point; and, with the development of modern military techni
ques, it has no longer survival value. As gunpowder rendered obsolete the feudal 
system, so the aeroplane renders obsolete the system of the independent sover
eignties of Europe. A more comprehensive type of organization is inevitable. 
Will it come by mutual agreement or by caesarian conquest? That is the unsolved 
question. For either there must be empire or federation; on a long view, there is 
no alternative.

But to create such a federation will not be easy. We have a common culture. 
But we have no common language. We have a common history. But it is riven by 
fratricidal quarrels. N o one who has realized the nature of the interests involved 
in the perpetuation of the present powers of the independent sovereign states can 
be blind to the strength of the opposition to any attempt to eliminate our disun
ity. The federation of the thirteen secession states of the new world was almost 
wrecked by local particularism, even though they were united by a common 
tongue, common habits and the memory of recent action against a common 
enemy. How much harder must it be for the warring states of Europe, with none 
of these aids, to establish a basis of unity. It will not be easy to make the new 
Europe.

Nevertheless, of all the tasks which present themselves to our generation, it is 
that which is most worth while attempting. The age in which we live is an age in 
which men have worshipped many idols and followed many false visions. It has 
seen nationalism run mad and collectivism turn oppressor. The ideals of the 
romantic rebellion have proved dead sea fruit in our hands. But the great ideals of 
liberty, justice and mutual tolerance and the heritage of art and learning which is 
their spiritual outcome, have not been found wanting. The more they have be
come endangered, the more important we have discovered them to be. But it is 
just these things which are in peril from the disunity of Europe. The political 
structure amid which they have developed has developed stresses and strains 
which threaten to overwhelm them; if they are to be preserved, a constructive 
effort is necessary. N ot merely because war is terrible, not merely because it 
impoverishes, but because it threatens all that is most valuable in the cultural 
heritage of Europe, we must devise institutions which banish it from our midst. 
It is because the civilization of Socrates and Spinoza, of Shakespeare and Beet
hoven, of Michelangelo and Rembrandt, of Newton and Pascal, is at stake that 
we must build a new Europe.

And now that the war has come and our hopes of peaceful developments lie 
shattered, this necessity is all the greater if the end is not to be chaos. We are 
fighting Germans. If European civilization is not to perish, we must destroy the 
tyranny which rules over them. N o one with any sense of history and art will 
deny the existence of a real German problem in Europe -  the incapacity for 
self-government, the tendency to brutality and sadism, the fascination with the 
death motive, the moral clumsiness, the deep sense of spiritual insecurity, which 
again and again, since the rise of Prussia, have been a menace to the peace and 
liberties of Europe. But for all that, Germans are Europeans. They are part of our
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civilization; and Europe can never be completely healthy till Germany is healthy 
too. Somehow or other we must create a framework in which the German Geist 
can give its best, not its worst, to Europe. A draconian peace will do nothing. 
The Nazis must be extirpated: but we have neither the strength nor the will to 
keep Germans in subjection for ever. What more appropriate outcome of our 
present agonies, therefore, what more fitting consecration of the blood which is 
being shed, than a peace in which this great people, purged of its devils, shall be 
coerced into free and equal citizenship of the United States of Europe?

6. William Curry: The Fundamentals of World Order End 1939

From The Case for Federal Union, Harmondsworth (Penguin) 1939, p. 105.

William Burnley Curry (1900-62) was a Scholar o f Trinity College, Cambridge, where he 
studied physics, then spent his working life as a schoolmaster. He taught at Gresham School, 
Holt, at Bedales School and at Oak Lane County Day School, Philadelphia, where he 
became headmaster at the age o f 29; and he was headmaster of the progressive coeducational 
Dartington School 1931-57. He was very active in the early days of Federal Union, becom
ing a member of its National Council in February 1940 and later Vice-Chairman. He wrote 
most of The Case for Federal Union in August 1939 as a popular work designed to propagate 
the federal idea, and revised it hastily after the outbreak of war in September. Published that 
autumn as a Penguin Special, by April 1940 over 100,000 copies o f it had been sold. Starting 
with an attack on nationalism and national sovereignty, he went on to stress the need for a 
world-wide federation based on liberal values. He was influenced by Clarence Streit’s 
proposal for a union of the liberal democracies, though the outbreak of war caused him to 
propose that Germany be offered membership.1 He shows in this excerpt how the progress o f 
science and technology has outstripped the world's political structure, based on national 
sovereignty.

The progress of science and invention has changed the character of war and has 
made the world already one community. All war is now civil war, and its de
structiveness is such that if it continues it will destroy society altogether. 
Unfortunately, science and invention have sped ahead of our moral and political 
ideas, which are still rooted in a past that science has made obsolete. The political 
organisation of the world, as regards the relationships between States, is still one 
of anarchy, and we cling obstinately to the ideas and institutions that express this 
anarchy. Anarchy is the condition out of which the likelihood and the possibility 
of war arise, and our task is to substitute order and government for the anarchy 
we endure at present.

1 See excerpt 22, p. 75. Other excerpts from The Case for Federal Union are number 24, 
p. 78; 57, p. 152.
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7. Cyril Joad: ‘The Philosophy of Federal Union’ 1941

From The Philosophy of Federal Union, Federal Tracts No. 5, London (Macmillan) 
1941, pp. 12-17, 23-25; reprinted in Ransome, P. (ed.), Studies in Federal Planning, Lon
don, Macmillan, 1943, pp. 48-53, 59-61.

Cyril Edwin Mitchison Joad  (1891-1953) became Head of the Department of Philosophy 
at Birkheck College, University o f London, in 1930 after having been an official in the 
Board of Trade and the Ministry o f Labour since 1914. He wrote a number of publications 
on philosophic themes and became famous during the war as a broadcaster in the BBC's 
Brains Trust. He became a member of Federal Union's Council in 1940. In The Philosophy 
of Federal Union he criticised the fascist philosophy of the state, showed how the state was a 
transitional political form which, with scientific progress, had become an anachronism, and 
put forward instead a “positive philosophy of federal union", which he saw as an ethical 
end.1 In this excerpt he presents federal union as being in the “ line o f evolutionary ad
vance": the modern world is an economic unity, while its political structure has remained 
stationary. National sovereignty leads to protection and mutual destruction. The State is the 
modern idol and its powers must be vested in a common government, if  there is to be 
peace.

The process which we know as evolution advances by increasing the size, not 
of the cell or of the individual, but of the unit o f organization. Evolution, in fact, 
is a process by which ever more numerous and diverse units are integrated into 
ever richer and more comprehensive wholes. The earliest forms of life are uni
cellular. An advance takes place when numbers of unicellular units unite together 
to constitute an individual, who is a colony of cells. At an early stage in the 
evolution of vertebrate mammals, individual joins with individual to constitute a 
family. At an early stage in the evolution of human beings, family integrates with 
family to form a larger whole, the tribe; later tribe joins with tribe to constitute a 
whole yet larger, the department or province; later province with province to 
form the Nation-State. Thus in the history of England, the men of Dover are 
superseded by the men of Kent, the men of Kent by the men of East Anglia, the 
men of East Anglia by the men of Southern England, the men of Southern 
England by the men of England, the men of England by the inhabitants of the 
British Isles.

It is something of an historical accident that the tendency to larger integration 
characteristic of the evolutionary process has not already proceeded to its logical 
conclusion in the construction of a World-State. But always hitherto the factors 
which make for perpetuation of the unit of integration actually reached have 
proved too strong for the drive of evolution in the direction of this further 
integration. For, whatever the unit which at any particular level of the evolu
tionary process happens to have been attained, whether family, tribe, or Nation- 
State, it becomes the focus of a number of influential human sentiments. Patrio
tism and enthusiasm are evoked on its behalf, self-sacrifice in its service,

1 See excerpt 18, p. 66.
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pugnacity in its defence, jealousy for its honour. These sentiments combine to 
resist its absorption into a larger unit, and such absorption has been achieved in 
the past only at an appalling price in terms of human suffering. Nevertheless, it 
cannot, I think, be reasonably doubted that a further stage of integration lies 
before mankind which is some form of World-State. The conclusion is that the 
State so far from being ultimate is only a particular form, one among many, of 
human organization that has, in the course of man’s history, been evolved; that, 
like other forms of organization it is provisional; that, if the course of evolution 
continues, it will be superseded as surely as the canton, the province, and the 
department have been superseded, and that the only logical end of the evolution 
of human communities is a World-State. Federal Union, which is the first step 
beyond the Nation-State towards the World-State, is thus in the direct line of 
evolutionary advance.

( . . . )  The modern world -  the statement is a commonplace -  is already an 
economic unity. It is like a vast echoing chamber in which what happens any
where produces reverberations everywhere. Thus a strike in an Indian jute mill 
diminishes the dividends of a Bournemouth rentier, and the waning of the Vic
torian taste for mahogany has brought poverty and disease to British Honduras. 
The chief factor in establishing this underlying structural unity is the abolition of 
distance. Our world is one in which it takes a shorter time to travel from London 
to New York than one hunded and fifty years ago it took to travel from York to 
London. N or is this increase in the speed and range of the facilities for human 
intercourse likely to stop. We can to-day talk with one another from the ends of 
the earth; in a dozen years we shall see one another face to face; to-day we can fly 
in the air; tomorrow we shall fly in the stratosphere and so on.

The changes in the range and scale and pace of living resulting from the aboli
tion of distance are prodigious. Yet while the circumstances of our lives have 
changed beyond the imagination of our predecessors, our political structure has 
remained stationary. The horse and foot mode of travel is outmoded, yet we still 
live in horse and foot communities. The world is economically a single whole, yet 
politically it is based upon the assumption that it is a congeries of economically 
self-sufficient national units.

Across the surface of this world run the frontiers of the Nation-States. Many 
of these were fixed in the remote past; the most recent date of the most part from 
the eighteenth century. They represent a mode of living very different from that 
of to-day. When a man could travel for several days through the territory of a 
single State, State frontiers made some sort of sense; to-day, when he can fly in 
twenty-four hours across the boundaries of half a dozen States, they make non
sense.

In the new situation created by the abolition of distance, it is only by resorting 
to every kind of artificial device that the State can preserve its integrity, only by 
restricting and impeding the free flow of commodities and communications that 
it can succeed in holding up the manifest drive of the world towards unity. This is 
the meaning of the tariffs and the quotas, the export and the import duties, the 
currency restrictions and customs and passports and all the other devices by 
means of which the State seeks to maintain its individuality intact and barricade
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itself against its neighbours. How else is it to resist the continuously increasing 
pressure from its neighbours? Yet none of these devices can indefinitely avail it. 
For, as the world shrinks, its member States will be jostled ever more closely 
together, until the pressure grows so severe that, unless they consent to soften the 
hard outlines of their separate individualities, they will grind one another to 
pieces. The world of to-day having grown a single body can no longer afford to 
be animated by a number of separate and antagonistic minds.

Concurrently with the shrinkage in the size of man’s world has come the 
increase in his power. Human beings are enormously more destructive than they 
have been before; so much so that, unless they can learn to control the powers 
with which science has invested them, they may well destroy themselves alto- 
gether ( . . . )

It is their idolatry of the State that makes men indifferent alike to human life 
and civilized values. For the State is the peculiar and distinctive idol of civilized 
man on whose altar he is ready to sacrifice happiness, liberty, and culture, to 
sacrifice, in a word, all that makes him civilized. Like the gods of old, this 
modern idol is jealous, vindictive and revengeful. It bears, indeed, a frightful 
resemblance to the Jehovah of the Old Testament, whom it has supplanted.

( . . . )  so far from it being undesirable for the State to be superseded because of 
its virtue, its supersession has become the crying need of our time because of its 
wickedness. It is the State’s flagrant repudiation of the canons of morality, its 
open disavowal of the principles of the religion of civilized man, that has forced 
Federal Unionists to recognise that unless and until its powers are vested in a 
common government and its actions brought within the bounds of a common 
law, there cannot again be peace or progress in the world.

8. R. J. Mackay: ‘Federalism and Sociology’ Middle 1940

From “ Federalism and Sociology” , in Chaning-Pearce, M., ed., Federal Union, London 
(Jonathan Cape) 1940, pp. 153-154.

R .J. Mackay was a consultant and lecturer in organisation and management. In Feder
alism and Sociology *, which he wrote for M. Chaning-Pearce’s Federal Union symposium, 
he applied organisation theory to the problem of political federalism and concluded that the 
present national sovereign state would “ constitute only one stage, and not necessarily the 
most important one, in the hierarchy of a man's loyalties” .

The national sovereign state is justified so far as it can serve the welfare of all 
mankind. Unless we are totalitarians, who deify it, we must dispassionately 
weigh its merits and demerits as a unit or medium of social management. Does it, 
for example, satisfy the criterion of ‘optimum size’ ? Surveying the domestic 
problems of to-day’s populations, it may seem too large for efficiency: consider
ing the commercial affairs of a shrunken world of rapid communications, we may
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say that it is too small; reviewing recurrent wars and threats of wars, it can 
scarcely appear even as a £happy medium’, in any sense of that phrase. In any 
event it will constitute only one stage, and not necessarily the most important 
one, in the hierarchy of a man’s loyalties.

9. Laurence Grensted: ‘Federalism and Religion’ Middle 1940

From “ Federalism and Religion” , in Chaning-Pearce, M. (ed.), Federal Union, London 
(Jonathan Cape) 1940, pp. 75, 77.

The Reverend Canon Laurence 'William Grensted (1884-1964) was Professor of the 
Philosophy of the Christian Religion at the University o f Oxford from 1930 to 1950 and 
Canon Theologian of Liverpool Cathedral from 1930 to 1941. He wrote widely on theology 
and psychology. ‘Federalism and Religion3 argues that the issue of sovereignty and religion 
are closely connected, because the highest forms of religion are based on the sovereignty of 
God and the freedom of the worshippers.

Federal Union depends upon the revision of the conception of sovereignty in 
the state. As sometimes advocated it may appear to go yet farther, and to demand 
something more drastic than revision, since it sees in the exaggerated claims of 
sovereignty the root-cause of most of the confusion and distress in our interna
tional order. But it is only the misunderstanding and misuse of sovereignty that 
Federal Union seeks to remedy, and it does so in insistence upon a truer and 
richer conception. For the only true sovereign will is that which fully expresses 
the free consent of those whom it both governs and represents, and it is only 
where such a sovereign will exists in any particular nation that that nation can 
make the free surrender of sovereignty whereby the vital sovereignty of all na
tions can be secured.

It is obvious that such a conception of sovereignty renders both inevitable and 
necessary a close relation between federal union and religion; for any religion 
which can rightly be called religion at all is the assertion of the sovereignty of 
God, and by common consent the highest forms of religion are those in which 
that sovereignty demands not the servitude but the freedom of the worshippers. 
This is especially true of Christianity with its dual assertion of the sole and 
absolute supremacy of God, who is Love, and of the eternal and inalienable 
significance of the individual, despite his littleness and his frailty and his 
s in (- • •)

That religion and sovereignty are thus intimately connected is true of religion 
in all its many forms, and there are many who would not care to call themselves 
religious, and some who would strongly repudiate the use of the word ‘religion’ 
at all, whose lives are nevertheless bound by motives and ideals which constitute 
a true inner sovereignty, Some of the keenest supporters of Federal Union will 
certainly be men of this type, and there need be no conflict in principle or in
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enthusiasm between them and those who base their advocacy upon explicitly 
Christian grounds, or, for that matter, upon grounds of any creed which they 
may profess. What is of outstanding importance is that the whole movement 
should have this essentially religious character for otherwise it will fail, as cer
tainly as so many of its predecessors have failed.



2. Aims of Federation

10. Federal Union: Aims and Policy 30/31 March 1940

Adopted by Federal Union National Council, 30/31 March 1940. Printed in Federal 
Union News No. 29, London, 6 April 1940; in Federal Union (London) Federal Union, 
1940; and in Federal Tracts 2-8, London, Macmillan for the Federal Union Research 
Institute, 1941-42.

Federal Union has already been described,1 as the movement promoting the federal idea 
in Britain from its foundation in 1939. Following a debate and resolution at the first annual 
delegate conference in February 1940, the National Council met on 30/31 March to deter
mine the text of a statement of Federal Union's aims and policy. The aims stressed that 
federation should secure peace, based on economic security and civil rights. The current 
policy focussed on a federation of “ the Allies” , which in March 1940 placed the accent firmly 
on a nucleus of Britain and France, with later accession by Germany explicitly foreseen. Thus 
Federal Union was, for the time being, in line with the project for a European federation, on 
which the Federal Union Research Institute was working and which is the theme of most of 
the excerpts in this section.

The aims of Federal Union are:
(1) To obtain support for a federation1 of free peoples under a common gov

ernment, directly or indirectly elected by and responsible to the peoples for their 
common affairs, with national self-government for national affairs.

(2) To ensure that any federation so formed shall be regarded as the first step 
towards ultimate world federation.

(3) Through such a federation to secure peace, based on economic security 
and civil rights for all.

To this end the present policy of Federal Union is:
(1) To work for an Allied statement of Peace Aims challenging the idea of a 

race superiority with a declaration of the rights of man, and the method of 
aggression with a declaration of readiness to federate with any people whose 
government is prepared to recognize these rights.

1 pp. 1-4 above.

1 (fn in the original text)
*  Note The Federation would control foreign policy, armed forces, and armaments, it 
would have substantial powers over tariffs, currency, migration, communications, and 
similar matters. It would also have power to ensure that colonies and dependencies were 
administered in the interests of the inhabitants and not for the benefit of any particular 
country.
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(2) To welcome any steps towards such a federation of the Allies or any other 
groups of peoples, provided that at the time of its formation the federation is 
declared open to accession by other nation, including Germany.

In this way, by preparing belligerent and neutral opinion for federation, Fe
deral Union believes it will obtain a response which will shorten the war and 
ensure a peace with hope for the future.

11. Federal Union: Democracy’s Challenge to Mein Kam pf
July 1940

From Federal Union, (foreword by Sir William Beveridge), London (Federal Union) 
1940, pp. 1-2, 4-6.

Soon after its aims and policy were determined by the Council at the end of March 1940,1 
Federal Union published a pamphlet which set them in the political context of the time. Sir 
William Beveridge2 argued in his Foreword that “ To have before us a clear vision of the 
better world that we wish to see emerging from our struggle . . . will give us heart to endure 
to the end the bitter sacrifices that may be necessary for success. . .  In Europe itself. . . 
national sovereignties should be replaced by the application of federalism . . .  In no other 
way can we guarantee that the conflict in which we are now engaged will not be repeated33. 
The main text of the pamphlet was not signed, but was drafted by Charles Kimber (born 
1912, later Sir Charles Kimber), one of the three founders and the first General Secretary of 
Federal Union. After graduating in history at Balliol College, Oxford, he worked on press 
and government relations for a group of oil companies; and after his involvement in Federal 
Union, he returned to Balliol, obtained a diploma in social anthropology and subsequently 
undertook social science research. The pamphlet declared that a federation was required to 
ensure security and freedom in Europe after the war, and called for its adoption as a peace 
aim to build up opposition in Nazi Germany and mobilise support in the occupied countries. 
While the pamphlet itself does not bear a date, it was published not long after Beveridge 
completed his Foreword on 12 June 1940.

The Allies are resolved on victory, but they must not again lose the peace. 
Unless a new order in Europe can be constructed which gives the peoples of 
Europe security, freedom, and confidence, we shall not make a peace but only an 
uneasy truce -  a breathing space during which more young men can be bred to 
fight the next war.

Such an international order cannot be designed overnight and after the war is 
over we dare not long delay its construction, for if we do, divided counsels, 
mutual doubts, and suspicions will frustrate our efforts. Just as we had to be 
prepared for total war -  so we have to be prepared for total peace.

This means that we must devise now the foundations of the new order and

1 See excerpt 10, above.
2 The crucial role of Beveridge in Federal Union and the Federal Union Research Insitute 

is outlined in excerpt 21, p. 72.
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canvass support for our ideas in this country and in the countries which will have 
the great responsibility of making the peace. It means that we must declare our 
peace aims now and so build up an opposition in Nazi Germany in support of our 
ideas -  a fifth column to overthrow the Nazi régime, composed not only of 
Norwegians, Danes, Austrians, Czechs, Poles, Dutch, and Belgians, but also of 
those many Germans who being Christians and democrats at heart detest Na- 
ziism and who see no alternative to Hitler but defeat. These men are our allies in 
the cause of civilization and they must be mobilized in support of our ideal.

Federal Union does not believe there will be security and freedom in Europe 
while each nation retains the unfettered right to be judge in its own cause. It does 
not believe that international agreements however solemnly guaranteed can instil 
confidence. Will any of us feel secure if at the end of this war Germany promises 
to renounce aggression but keeps control of her armed forces, however much 
they are temporarily reduced: will Germans feel confident of just treatment if the 
Allies do no more than promise it but keep a preponderance of force: will the 
smaller nation ever again feel confident if their security depends on guarantees by 
the great powers?

Federal Union believes there is only one solution. Nations which wish to 
obtain that security behind which they can develop their own culture and insti
tutions, must have a common foreign policy and a united defence. It means that 
they must have a common government elected by the peoples of the different 
nations to regulate those affairs which they have in common. The laws which it 
makes may be good laws or they may be bad laws but provided the electorate are 
free to criticize and oppose they can always be changed.

In this way the citizens of different nations unite in one great commonwealth 
under a federal government which they freely elect. By so doing they present a 
united front to the outside world with a single foreign policy and a single defence 
force, with a single government regulating their tariffs, currency, and migration 
in the interests of them all. At the same time each nation preserves its national 
government to manage its own purely national affairs in its own way ( . . . )

12. Henry Brailsford: A Wider Patriotism End 1939

From The Federal Idea, London (Federal Union) pp. 15-16.

In this concluding paragraph of The Federal Idea, Brailsford1 affirms that the first aim of 
federation is to abolish war in Europe. But the aims are also to preserve civilisation, widen 
patriotism and respect the rich variety of European culture.

What shall we have gained if we can realise anything resembling this project of 
Federation? Firstly and chiefly we shall abolish internecine war in Europe, the 
homeland of our civilisation. That is a negative statement. In the positive sense

1 See introduction to excerpt 4, p. 43.



t 60 Documents

we shall achieve vastly more: we shall rescue the priceless values of this civilisa
tion itself. It cannot survive the totalitarian corruption that assails all it prizes -  
truth and mercy, honest dealing and intellectual integrity. If the peoples of Eu
rope can be led to erect this structure, it will be because they demand a political 
framework within which they may lead a social life governed by reason and 
humanity. If we abandon the old concept of the Sovereign State, it will not be 
because we have changed our views about a legal theory. It will be because we 
have reached an ideal of human fraternity that embraces our neighbours, who in 
other languages think the same civilised thoughts. We can end war only by 
widening patriotism. If that is what we intend, the rest follows inevitably. Our 
Federation will organise the democratic discussion and decision of our common 
affairs. It will respect the rich variety of a Continent, that has preserved many 
stocks, many cultures, many tongues, through all the vicissitudes of its history. It 
will end the anarchy of our economic life by orderly planning for the common 
good. In so far as it still must arm, it will arm for the common safety alone.

13. Ivor Jennings: Federation or War May/June 1940

From A Federation for Western Europe, Cambridge (Cambridge University Press) 1940, 
pp. 11-12, 17.

o

William Ivor Jennings (1903-65, later Sir William Ivor Jennings) was one of the out
standing constitutional lawyers of his time. He was Reader in English Law, University of 
London, at the London School of Economics, from 1930 to 1940; Professor of Political 
Science, University of British Columbia, 1938-39; Vice-Chancellor, University of Ceylon, 
1942-55; a member of the Constitutional Commissioners for Ceylon and Malaya and Con
stitutional Adviser and Chief Draftsman for the Pakistan Constitution; Vice-Chancellor, 
University of Cambridge, 1962-63 and Downing Professor of the Laws of England, Uni
versity of Cambridge, 1962-65. His books on The Law and the Constitution, Cabinet 
Government and Parliament “ brought him into the front rank of writers on the constitu
tional These were followed by other classic works on constitutional law in Britain and the 
Commonwealth. In the middle of this illustrious career, on his return from Canada in 
October 1939, he became totally committed to the Federal Union movement. In January  
1940 he offered to write a weekly newsletter, which was to be incorporated in Federal Union 
News; he was a member of a committee to consider the development of the organisation; 
and he joined the Council in June. He attended all but one of the meetings of the three main 
committees of the Federal Union Research Institute and drafted a constitution for the third 
conference of its Constitutional Committee.2 His book on A Federation for Western Europe 
was the result: a carefully argued case for the adoption of a constitution for such a federation, 
with his “Rough Draft of a Proposed Constitution”  included as an appendix. Before justi
fying his proposals on membership, parliamentary and government institution, the judi
ciary, relations between the federation and the states, powers in the fields of defence, foreign

1 The Times, 20 December 1965.
2 See “ Report of the Third Conference of the Constitutional Committee” , in FURI, First 

Annual Report 1939-40.



I. Federal Union 1939-41 61

policy, colonies, and the economy,3 he defined the main purposes of the federation as the 
perpetuation of European peace and the maintenance of democratic institutions in Eu
rope.

It is ( . . . )  a primary purpose of the Federation proposed in this book to 
prevent war in Western Europe. A federation which included Germany, France 
and the United Kingdom would include the major participants in the three major 
wars of the past sixty years. It would, however, do far more. It would prevent 
war elsewhere in Europe. The federal force would be by far the most powerful in 
the world. Being maintained by a democratic system interested only in the main
tenance of peace and having no anxiety for more territory, colonial or otherwise, 
it would not be an instrument of aggression. On the contrary, it would be strong 
enough to prevent aggression elsewhere in Europe. The Concert of Europe 
worked well enough after 1815 so long as it was a concert. The great powers in 
unison can prevent aggression outside and compel resort to peaceful settlement. 
N o  nation, not even an imperialist Russia, would dare to go to war if a great 
Western European power said nay and meant it. The proposals of this book are 
restricted to a federation of Western Europe for reasons given in the next chapter. 
It is hoped, however, that the extension of democracy and the economic and 
cultural development of Europe would permit its gradual extension so as to 
include the whole of Europe and, perhaps, the whole of the world. In the mean
time, the Federation would not only establish permanent peace in Western 
Europe; it would also compel permanent peace elsewhere in Europe.

The primary purpose of federation, then, is the perpetuation of European 
peace. For this purpose the Federation itself must have complete powers over 
defence, internal and external. It must, also, be the body conducting foreign 
affairs, represented in the League of Nations, negotiating with other powers, 
preventing other powers in Europe, by the inherent strength of its war potential 
and the instrumentality of the League of Nations, from breaking the peace 
(• • 0

It is clear, however, that the democratic nations of Western Europe would not 
enter a federation that was not democratic. Indeed, it is a main purpose of federal 
proposals to maintain democratic institutions in Europe.

3 A number of these aspects are the subjects of excerpts 23, p. 76; 31, p. 90; 33, p. 99; 35, 
p. 107; 56, p. 151, 59, p. 153.
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14. James Meade: ‘Economic Problems of International
Government’ End 1939

From “ Economic Problems of International Government” , p. 1, in Federal Union Re
search Institute, First Annual Report 1939-40, London, 1940 (mimeographed, obtainable in 
British Library and Chatham House Library).

James Edward Meade (born 1907) was one of the most distinguished economists of his 
generation. He was a Lecturer in Economics at Oxford (1930-37), on the staff of the Ec- 
nomic Section of the League of Nations (1938-40), Economic Assistant and subsequently 
Director of the Economic Section of the Cabinet Offices (1940-47), and Professor of Political 
Economy, University of Cambridge (1957-68). In 1977 he was awarded the Nobel Prize for 
Economics. He wrote influential books on international economics, including Problems of 
Economic Union7 and The Theory of Customs Unions.2 His paper on the Economic 
Problems of International Government, written as a member of the Economists' Committee 
of the Federal Union Research Institute and considered at its second economic conference, 
analysed the problems of monetary policy, international trade, movements of capital and 
movements of labour that would be encountered by an international organisation with 
powers of decision in economic affairs.3 He had clearly thought deeply about these matters in 
his time at the League of Nations and his paper foreshadowed many of the issues that were to 
arise in the development of the European Community. In discussing the aims of internatio
nal government, as he called it, he added the raising of living standards to the “primary 
object o f permanent peace".

The main purposes of any international organisation are, no doubt, political; 
but at the same time many economic issues of the first importance are raised. 
Only if the economic foundations of the international organisation are soundly 
laid, will the conflicting economic interests of the individual nations which con
stitute that organisation be sufficiently resolved to enable a harmonious and 
coherent whole to be formed. Moreover, the causes of war are themselves to 
some extent of an economic character; and for this very reason a political struc
ture whose primary object is to eliminate war must have a healthy economic 
constitution. Finally, in addition to its primary objective of permanent peace, 
one of the direct, if subsidiary, objectives of the International Organisation 
would be to raise standards of living through appropriate economic and financial 
policies.

1 Meade, James, E., Problems of Economic Union, London (Allen and Unwin) 1953.
2 Meade, James E., The Theory of Customs Unions, Amsterdam (North-Holland Pub

lishing Company) 1955.
3 See also excerpts 40, p. 121; 46, p. 136.
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15. Lionel Robbins: ‘Economic Aspects of Federation’
Middle 1940

From “ Economic Aspects of Federation” , in Chaning-Pearce, M. (ed.), Federal Union, 
London (Jonathan Cape) 1940, p. 167; reprinted in Federal Tracts No. 2, London (Mac
millan) 1941, p. 1, and in Ransome, P. (ed.), Studies in Federal Planning, London 
(Macmillan) p. 77; published in Italian as “ Aspetti economici della federazione” , in La 
Federazione Europea, Florence (La Nuova Italia) 1948, p. 221.

Lionel Robbins1 opens his essay on Economic Aspects of Federation by affirming that the 
preservation of justice and civilisation is the raison d’etre of union, which harmonious 
economic relations will help to secure.

The existence of clashes of economic interest between independent sovereign 
states provides one of the most important reasons for the creation of wider 
organizations; and the acceptability of such organizations will depend, in large 
measure, upon their capacity to eliminate such disharmonies. It would be wrong 
to say that economic advantage was the raison d'être of union; the raison d'etre of 
union is the preservation of justice and civilization; and justice and civilization 
involve much more than economic advantage. But it is none the less true that 
without a solid basis of harmonious economic relations, these values are likely to 
be jeopardized. It is no exaggeration to say that a federation will stand or fall by 
the adequacy of its economic constitution.

16. Melville Chaning-Pearce: ‘Federal Union’ April 1940

From Federal Union, London (Jonathan Cape) 1940, pp. 322, 326.

Melville Chaning-Pearce (1886-1969) was the Headmaster of The College, South Leigh, 
near Oxford, and a member of the Oxford branch of Federal Union. The idea for a sym
posium on the subject arose when eight Oxford federalists met in his house in the first week 
of the war “ to consider what we could do in the cause o f Federal Union.y>1 The twenty-two 
contributions2 were completed by January 1940 and the hook was published a few months 
later, containing four parts on The Meaning and History of Federalism, Federalism in 
Theory, Federation in Practice, and Federation Today and Tomorrow. The contributors 
included Sir John Boyd Orr, Storm Jameson,3 Ivor Jennings, Professor G. W. Keeton, John 
Middleton Murry, J . B. Priestley, Lionel Rohhins and Wickham Steed. While the hook 
lacked the coherence and consistently high intellectual quality of the work generated by the 
Federal Union Research Institute, it castïts net wider and drew in a number of contributions 
with interesting social, cultural and Christian perspectives. Chaning-Pearce, in his conclu-

1 See introduction to excerpt 5, p. 44

1 Federal Union, p. 13.
2 The excerpts from contributions to Federal Union are listed in n. 29, p. 85.
3 Author, see excerpt 65, p. 172.
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ding chapter, showed himself to he more in line with the Proudhonion than with the 
Hamiltonian strain of federalist thought that has been more characteristic of the British 
federalists. He saw federalism as the integration of people into a new and comprehensive 
community, which would apply as much to the internal integration of a society as to 
federation with other peoples: “a full federalism begins at home and ends with the world 
and assumes the character rather of a political philosophy than of a policy

In point of fact, for a full federalism, all unbridled sovereignty whether of the 
individual or of the state, is evil. For absolute sovereignty implies the right either 
of a person or a people to ‘fulfil’ themselves or their ‘destinies’ regardless of the 
being and rights of other persons and peoples. ‘Sovereignty’ is, in fact, no more 
than the political term for that self-will of which every religion requires the 
surrender and it is in their common demand for that surrender that federalism 
and religion are upon common ground. A full federalism, therefore, will be 
concerned, not only with the surrender of the sovereignty of states but also with 
that of individuals, not only with the security and fulfilment of the ‘Rights of 
Man’, but also of the rights of communities, not only with the definition and 
defence of the ‘Rights of Man’ and of communities, but also with the obligations 
of the individual towards the community and of the community towards the 
individual.

Yet, though the scope of federalism be thus deepened and widened, for a full 
federalism these are only the first and relatively unimportant stages in its task. 
For federation, the formation of a covenant, and from that covenant, of a com
munity of persons or peoples, implies not only the surrender of unrestricted 
sovereignties, whether of person or people, and the definition of their respective 
rights and duties, but also -  the real task of a real federation -  their integration 
into a new and comprehensive community, into a new ‘whole’ .

( . . . )  Community, like charity, begins at home. It will therefore become also a 
primary objective of such a federalism to work at home for the preliminary 
constitution of a national community co-ordinating these conflicting elements 
and capable, since it is itself integrated, of becoming the nucleus of a greater 
integration with other national communities. In fact until federalism can point to 
a national society which itself integrates all its elements and no longer, for ex
ample, parades the scandal of a large section of the community, such as the 
unemployed, disintegrated from its economy, the invitation to other national 
communities to federate with it seems premature.

Such a conception of the nature of a short- and long-range policy for a full 
federalism is, no doubt, to advocate a counsel of perfection at a time when 
catastrophe may compel some form of federation of communities not yet, on 
such a view, themselves ripe for federation. But it seems at least clear that, upon 
such conclusions, a full federalism will concern itself at least as much with inter
nal integration as with federation with other peoples.

In fact, upon such conclusions, a full federalism begins at home and ends with 
the world and assumes the character rather of a political philosophy than of a 
policy.
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17. John Priestley: ‘Federalism and Culture’ Middle 1940

From “ Federalism and Culture” , in Chaning-Pearce, M. (ed.), Federal Union, London 
(Jonathan Cape) 1940, pp. 97-99.

John Boynton Priestley (1894-1984) was a prolific and famous writer of novels and plays 
and a well-known broadcaster. His essay on Federalism and Culture stressed the interna
tional and the local aspects o f culture, and the need for loyalties both wider and narrower 
than the nation-state: to both international federation and regional cultures.

Many people strongly oppose federal or similar schemes because, in their heart 
of hearts, they are afraid that with the disappearance of national sovereignty and 
the arrival of a central federal authority, peoples that now exhibit a lively and 
entertaining variety will soon be all alike. I am myself more in sympathy with 
these objectors than are some of my distinguished colleagues (for example, Fi. G. 
Wells), whose natural impatience with the follies of nationalism has led them to 
suspect and denounce all differences between the nations.

( . . . )  if I thought federalism meant the cosmopolitan touch everywhere, I 
would certainly oppose it. But when we say that the arts are international we 
mean that it is their destiny to go everywhere and not that they begin anywhere. 
They must have their roots. It is good that Fiardy’s novels should come out of the 
Dorset soil, that Cezanne’s landscapes should belong to Provence, that the sym
phonies and tone-poems of Sibelius should give us the cold glitter of his Finnish 
lakes. But all this, to my mind, is not nationalism but regionalism, a very dif
ferent thing, not political at all. And I cannot see the slightest reason why the 
delegation of national sovereignty to a federal authority should blot out all re
gional influences, depending as they do not on political organization but on local 
climate, landscape, social traditions and the like. Indeed, it is possible that the 
removal of national barriers, many of which are purely artificial, and the disap
pearance of cunningly stimulated national feeling, might not [sic] increase the 
natural attachment of all sensitive persons to the region in which they live, an 
attachment that can be of great cultural value.

It might do most of us good to have loyalties at once wider and narrower than 
the ones we have at present. Wider, because we substitute for the nation a great 
federation of peoples, with whom we co-operate instead of competing. N ar
rower, because once we are free of the age-long dog-fight of the nations, once we 
have no longer to attend to the horrible, cynical spectacle of the powers lying, 
cheating and arming, we can attend to what is in all truth our own bit of the 
world, our own hills and dales and woodlands, our own wind and rain, our own 
folk whom we know by name, the near magical world in which we spent our 
childhood, and out of our interest, attachment and love can come flowering all 
the arts.
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18. Cyril Joad: The Positive Philosophy of Federal Union 1941

From The Philosophy of Federal Union, Federal Tracts No. 5, London (Macmillan) 
1941, pp. 26-36; reprinted in Ransome, P. (ed.), Studies in Federal Planning, London 
(Macmillan) 1943, pp. 62-72.

In this later section of The Philosophy of Federalism, Joad1 claimed that it was not only a 
political hut also an ethical and even religious theory. Liberalism, based on Greek philosophy 
and the Christian religion, had crumbled in Europe and fascism had risen as a creed. The 
only philosophy the state could offer was worship of itself. But federal union offered a creed 
of the brotherhood of man, with the principle of supersession of the obsolete nation-state.

The positive philosophy of Federal Union, starting from the pre-supposition 
that the State is an anachronism, puts forward a demand not only for a political, 
but also in part for an ethical and even a religious theory appropriate to the 
circumstances of the time and the needs of the twentieth-century consciousness, 
it is precisely this demand which, it claims, the proposal to federate the peoples 
under a common government can help to satisfy. ( . . . )

The fundamental problem of our times is the problem of so increasing our 
wisdom and our virtue that we may become fitted to meet the challenge of our 
powers. (. . .)

The structure of ethical principle which has determined the thinking and sup
ported the conduct of Western Europeans for some two thousand years owned 
two main foundations, one in the Greek philosophers, the other in Christianity. 
From the philosophers it derived its belief in justice and the ideal of the free mind; 
from Christianity, compassion and respect for the individual. These two sets of 
principles formed the basis of the liberalism which dominated the nineteenth 
century and led to the series of legislative enactments by which the lot of the 
common man has been progressively ameliorated. Together they shaped the soul 
of Western European civilization.

Some fifty years ago, this foundational structure of European thought and 
conduct began to crumble, and in consequence, for fifty years past, the soul of 
European civilization has been dying. In the Western democracies which have 
hitherto escaped the fiercer storms and stresses of our times, the way of life which 
has been gradually built up during the last two thousand years still persists and, 
persisting, disguises the gradual erosion of the foundational principles on which 
it is based. (. . .)

But in Central and Southern European communities which have been exposed 
to the full force of the past war storms, the breakdown of the structure of 
principle which we have inherited from Greece and Christianity was reflected in 
the conduct of men’s lives, as in Germany and Italy it became increasingly man
ifest in the post-war years that men and women had neither a creed to live for nor 
principles to live by.

1 See introduction to excerpt 7, p. 52.
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( . . . )  the demand for a creed and a code which with us had remained uncon
scious, rose into consciousness, became insistent, and ultimately found satisfac
tion in the service of dictators and the worship of the State. Fascism is a growth 
with many roots: one, the least noticed, but not the least important, has been the 
spiritual needs of young minds left unsatisfied by the decline of the traditional 
ethics and the traditional religion.

( . . . )  Every advance in moral and political insight has originated in individuals. 
A new philosophy cannot, then, it is obvious, be born of the State. Hence the 
only philosophy which the State can offer is the worship of itself, the only ethical 
ends that it can suggest are the ends appropriate to itself. The ends appropriate to 
the State are prestige, expansion and power over other States. Thus the growth in 
the sentiment of nationalism which is one of the distinctive features of our time 
and the spread of the philosophy of power in which it issues, are in part the 
results of the breakdown of the traditional structure of religion and ethics that has 
formed the beliefs and guided the conduct of Europeans during the last two 
thousand years ( . . . )  There has been a vast increase in human power and conse
quently a vast release of human energy, but there has been no proportionate 
increase in ethical insight. To make good the deficiency, men have embraced the 
worship of the State and the philosophy of militarism which combine to ensure 
that power shall be used in the most destructive way.

It is at this point that Federal Union offers itself as an alternative. I do not wish 
to suggest that, regarded as an ideal, it can fulfil all the ethical aspirations of 
modern man, but it does offer in the present anarchy of ethics a creed to live for 
and a principle to live by. The creed is the brotherhood of man; the principle, the 
supersession of the obsolete form of organization which impedes it.

19. Ronald Mackay: European Federation and the Peace
April 1940

From Federal Europe, London (Michael Joseph) 1940, pp. 23, 107-116; revised and 
republished as Peace Aims and the New Order, London (Michael Joseph) 1941, pp. 23, 
117-126. *

i

R. W. G. Mackay1 brought to the Federal Union movement a grasp of political realities. 
This was already demonstrated on the first page of the text o f Federal Europe, where he 
proceeds, after stating that federation would enable the peoples of Europe to live in peace, to 
insist that any proposals for federation should satisfy the reasonable claims of each of the 
three major West European powers.2 He goes on to show how federation would provide 
France with security, Germany with justice and democracy, and Britain with its place in a 
European order. Boundaries, colonies and minorities would cease to be causes of conflict, and 
there would be scope for <(unbounded prosperity” .

1 See introduction to excerpt 3, p. 41.
2 But in the revised edition, published in 1941, the second paragraph of the present 

excerpt was omitted. After the fall of France, the satisfaction of French demands may 
have seemed to be less of a primary problem. The subsequent text was also adjusted to 
take account of the fall of France and the entry of Italy into the war.
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This book ( . . . )  attempts to describe ( . . . )  the kind of machinery, for a new 
order in Europe, the establishment of which, when the war is over, would enable 
the peoples of Europe to hope with some confidence that in future they might be 
free to live and work in peace. The book, in short, is a study of government, and 
of a particular kind of government, namely Federation, for a particular group of 
nations, namely those of Europe, at a particular time in their history, namely at 
the end of the war.

In specifying “ the kind of machinery” for a new order, it is essential that any 
proposals should be directly related to the circumstances of the time. The pri
mary problem, at the end of this war, will be to reconcile the conflicting 
ambitions, demands and fears of the three Great Powers, Great Britain, France 
and Germany. N o scheme of Federation is of practical value if it does not satisfy 
the reasonable claims of all three Powers.

( . . . )  At the end of the war ( . . . )  France will be determined to procure for 
herself the security which she failed to obtain in 1919, and no peace settlement 
will be satisfactory which does not take her point of view into account. There is 
also a number of other questions such as boundaries, strategic frontiers, colonies, 
racial minorities, and finally the eternal question of trade barriers, which have to 
be removed, if prosperity is to return. How does the Federal solution meet these 
problems? For it will be judged, not by its merits on paper, but by the extent to 
which it provides a practical organisation for Europe, in which the different 
distrusts, fears and hatreds can either be buried or satisfied.

The crux of any post-war settlement is security for France, and no war aims or 
proposals for a final settlement are of the slightest value which do not make 
adequate provision for French security. Three countries are interested in this 
problem, and three points of view have to be taken into account. France wants 
security, which may perhaps mean the dismemberment and complete disarma
ment of Germany, a British guarantee, and an Allied police force on the 
Continent to preserve the victory or the peace. Great Britain probably will desire 
to give France security, but not on those terms. She will seek to create some new 
form of European order, without the dismemberment of Germany, on a basis of 
substantial disarmament, and by the establishment of a democratic government 
in Germany. Finally, there are the views of the German people to be considered. 
When the war ends, they may have suffered a second defeat at the hands of Great 
Britan and France, and have passed through a further revolution in throwing over 
the Hitler regime. While Britain may emphasise the importance of justice for the 
German people, the French will emphasise the importance of security for the 
French people. Thus, as Mr. Crossman has pointed out, “ the true lesson of 
Versailles is twofold: that justice for Germany is impossible unless Britain gua
rantees French security; and that French security is unattainable so long as it is 
made an exclusively French policy.” 1

1 (fn in the original text) R. H. S. Crossman, “ British War Aims and French Security” , 
The New Statesman & Nation, 20 January, 1940.
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N o realist will deny the justice of the French claim for security. Differences of 
opinion, however, may arise as to how this can best be attained. At the end of this 
war, apart from the Federal solution, there are two other courses open to the 
French. If they can defeat Germany, they can perhaps occupy her, and break her 
up into a number of small States. In this way, for the time being, there will be no 
country of eighty million people on the borders of France and, for the time 
being, France will be secure. Such a solution would not be a lasting one. In time, 
another Hitler would arise to unite the German people, and the French dismem
berment of Germany would be the rallying cry round which such unity would be 
secured. Quite apart from the practical reasons, which make such a policy a 
short-sighted one, there are obvious moral objections to it as well. Such a policy 
would lose for France the respect of the other democratic countries of the world. 
In the second place, the French could do again what they did in 1919. By a system 
of alliances she could create such a strong position for herself and her Allies in 
Europe that security would be attained. After the last war, France nursed as 
military allies the States of Czechoslovakia and Poland, created the Little Entente 
and negotiated the Franco-Soviet Pact. All these steps were designed to procure 
security for France against German attack. But the events of the last twenty- 
one years show how unreal that security was. So long as France was strong 
and Germany weak, France could secure and keep her Allies. Since 1933, 
with the growth of a strong Germany, the alliances began to weaken, and, 
as different States came under German influence, French security was under
mined. In other words, so long as Germany is weak, France does not need 
Allies to make her secure. When Germany is strong, it is unlikely that France 
will be able to procure all the Allies necessary for the purpose of encircling 
Germany.

It is in the light of these considerations that the Federal idea seems to provide 
the solution to the French claim for security. The policies of the three countries 
obviously are bound together. France wants security, which she cannot get with
out a permanent and adequate guarantee from Britain. Britain will not give such a 
guarantee, unless justice is being done to the German people. How, except 
through a Federation, can any of these three points of view be reconciled? A 
Federation gives security to France, and justice to Germany, and brings Great 
Britain into a European order, in a way in which she has never entered one 
before. A common government of the three countries removes the causes of 
conflict between them . . .

A provision for French security is the first condition which has to be satisfied 
in the peace, the establishment of a democratic order in Germany is the next. The 
war is being fought for democracy -  as was the last -  and it must not be necessary 
to fight it again. Thus it is essential that, in the post-war settlement, provision be 
made for democratic government in Germany satisfactory to the victors and 
vanquished alike. History has plenty of examples to prove that dictatorship is not 
a form of government which can endure, or which can provide a basis for a good 
civilisation. If, in the post-war period, Germany were to overthrow its present 
rulers, democracy would very likely be re-established. This happened after the 
last war, but the democratic Republican Government of 1919 gave way in 1933 to
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the dictatorship of the Nazis. How can the Powers guard against this happening 
again? A Federation provides the answer.

If provision is made for a democratic system of government in the Federation, 
then the German people will be able to enjoy the same economic and political 
freedom as is enjoyed by the peoples of Great Britain and France. By such a 
Federation, there will be secured for the German people full opportunity for free 
development. They will not be placed in the position of an inferior or crushed 
people. The dismemberment of Germany is avoided. A State is established of 
British, French and German peoples on a basis of freedom and equality. A 
European State established on a basis of representative government, guaranteeing 
political freedom and universal suffrage, would provide machinery which would 
give the sort of political and economic freedom that is desired by all the peoples 
of Europe. There would, moreover, be sufficient countries taking part to ensure 
stability for democracy, so that, if in some parts of the Federation there were 
tendencies to overthrow its democratic basis, the stability of the other members 
would be sufficient to withstand the attack.

Thirdly, any possible terms of peace must restore the integrity and indepen
dence of certain countries in Europe. Many people think of the next peace only in 
terms of boundaries. This is a mistake, for, in the long run boundaries are of 
secondary importance. The Rhine may seem of great strategic importance to the 
French in a Europe divided into competing and hostile national States. Bind these 
States in one Federation, and the necessity for the strategic frontier is removed. If 
the United States of Europe is established, then questions of the actual boundary 
lines do not matter so very much. The people will be subjects of a European 
government first, and local boundaries will lose their importance. Furthermore, 
provision will be made in the Constitution for changes in boundaries to be 
secured by peaceful means, and for the creation of new States within the Feder
ation out of some of the older countries. Thus, when the passions of the war have 
passed, and as economic and other factors are brought into play, boundary 
revision will take place. It may be that Austria will prefer to remain with Ger
many. It may be that she will prefer to be a separate State. Czechoslovakia can be 
re-established, or split up into different States, if the people so desire. It may be 
that, in the European Federation, England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ire
land will become four separate States, all members of the Federation.

In the fourth place, the colonial problem ceases to be a cause of friction in a 
Federation. The colonies of Great Britain and France, including the colonies 
administered by mandate, will be separated from the national State. They will 
become vested in the government of the European Federation. They will become 
the colonial Empire of the European Federation, and will cease to be a factor in 
the rivalry of national States. ( . . . )

A United States of Europe would, therefore, automatically solve the colonial 
problem, in so far as it is one of prestige or ownership. It would not necessarily 
deal satisfactorily with the administration of the colonial territories. That is 
another question which will be considered later.

As with colonies, so too with the problem of racial minorities. In Europe, 
members of one race live as a minority in a State ruled by another. After the last
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war, an attempt was made, by using the machinery of the League, to provide 
protection for these minorities against the intense patriotism of the ruling race. 
Each State entered into treaties undertaking to protect their minorities, but there 
was no real “ power” to police and enforce the treaties. With the establishment of 
the Federation, this position of inferiority ceases. Every citizen of Germany, be 
he Czech, Austrian, Pole, or anything else, becomes at once a subject of the 
Federal Government, as well as of his own State. He is a European first and a 
Czech second, and he may live in the State of Germany. Under the Federal 
Constitution, he secures all the protections which he had under the minority 
treaties, but they become enforceable by the Federal Government. In addition, 
no question of majority racial rule can arise. N o German will be subject to Czech 
rule in anything that matters to him. If he lives in a Czech State, he will have to 
conform to the laws of that State, but these laws cannot discriminate between any 
citizen of the Federation, whatever his race or previous nationality. National or 
racial minorities cease to be minorities. They become citizens of the European 
Federation, in the government and life of which they participate on equal terms 
with any of their neighbours.

Finally, such a Federation would reverse the drive for economic self-suffi
ciency. It has been said that there can be no lasting peace unless there is a full and 
constant flow of trade between the nations, and that only by increased inter
change of goods and services can the standard of living be improved. It is not 
necessary to agree wholly with that statement to realise that, without a restora
tion of the flow of trade in Europe, there will be little or no real prosperity. 
Federation provides the machinery which would express the economic interde
pendence of the different States. A Federation would mean for Europe a uniform 
customs tariff and the economic development of a very large area as a free trade 
market. A Federation of the States of Europe would present, from an economic 
point of view, a territory with a population and resources almost as great as those 
of the United States of America. It would present unbounded possibilities for the 
development of the economic prosperity of the peoples of the Continent.

/



3. Membership and Conditions of Federation

20. Ronald Mackay: A Federation of European Nations
April 1940

From Federal Europe, London (Michael Joseph) 1940, p. 100; revised and republished as 
Peace Aims and the New Order, London (Michael Joseph) 1941, p. 109.

Having rejected the ideas of a world federation, a federation of Atlantic democracies as 
proposed by Streit,1 and a European union based on national sovereignty as proposed by 
Briand,2 Mackay* goes on to argue that Britain, France and Germany must be the nucleus 
for a European federation.4

The first step towards any European Federation would be to secure a common 
government for Great Britain, France and Germany as it was before the annex
ation of Austria. These are three of the four Great Powers of Europe, in whose 
power lies the question of war or peace among the European nations. If they can 
agree upon a common policy, reconcile their conflicting ambitions, and satisfy 
the demands of all their peoples, peace should be secured in Europe. Thus, these 
three Powers form the nucleus around which a larger organisation might grow. 
Without such a nucleus, no satisfactory structure can be devised. If a common 
government were established, it would provide a basis for a peaceful order in 
Europe, as the larger unit of government would solve not all, but most, of the real 
problems which confront the States of Western Europe to-day.

21. William Beveridge: A Peace Federation 1 May 1940

From Peace by Federation?, Federal Tracts No. 1, London (Federal Union) 1940, 
pp. 11-12, 23-24; reprinted in World Order Papers, First Series, London (Royal Institute 
of International Affairs) September 1940, pp. 73-74, 85-86.

1 See introduction to excerpt 1, p. 35, and excerpt 25, below.
2 See excerpt 3, p. 41.
3 See introduction to excerpt 3, p. 41.
4 In the revised edition, Mackay added Italy as the fourth power which must be part of 

the nucleus around which a European federation might grow.
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Sir William Henry Beveridge (1879-1963, later Lord Beveridge)1 was a social researcher, 
a civil servant from 1908-19 (Permanent Secretary of the Ministry of Food 1918-19), D i
rector of the London School o f Economics 1919-37, Vice-Chancellor of the University of 
London 1926-28, Master of University College, Oxford 1937-45, a Liberal Member of 
Parliament 1944-45, and chairman of numerous official and unofficial committees. He 
attained his greatest fame and influence during the Second World War as the author o f the 
Beveridge Report on social security in 19422 and of another report, Full Employment in a 
Free Society,3 published in 1944. He combined being a tremendous worker himself with a 
genius for getting other people to work with him. As such, he played a central part in 
generating the intellectual output of the Federal Union movement and Research Institute. 
This doubtless helps to explain the prominence, among the writers o f this body of literature, 
of people associated with the University of London, and particularly the London School of 
Economics, where Beveridge had until recently been Director, and with the University of 
Oxford, and particularly University College, where he was Master at that time. In the 
autumn of 1939, Beveridge established, with Patrick Ransome, the research committees of 
the Federal Union Research Department and he became Chairman of the FU R I when it was 
constituted in March 1940. He was chairman of the conferences of the economists' commit
tee, the constitutional research committee and the colonial research committee of the FU RI,4 
from whose work the papers and publications associated with the Institute sprang.5 He wrote 
Peace by Federation? in February 1940 as the first Federal Tract, in which he outlined the 
rationale for a “Peace Federation its membership, powers, institutions and limits; and the 
way in which it should be achieved by offering membership to the German people. This 
proposal set a framework for the subsequent Federal Tracts6 which dealt with particular 
aspects o f federation. When the Tracts were collected by Patrick Ransome into Studies in 
Federal Planning, however, Beveridge felt that many passages in Peace by Federation ? were

1 See p. 26 above and excerpts 30, p. 88; 36, p. 108; 54, p. 150. For an excellent general 
biography, see José Harris, William Beveridge: A Biography, Oxford (Clarendon 
Press) 1977. This work, however, devotes only a smal space (pp. 367ff.) to the part 
Beveridge played in the Federal Union movement.

2 Social Insurance and Allied Services, (Report presented to Parliament, November 1942, 
Cmb 6404, London (HMSO) 1942).

3 Beveridge, Sir William, Full Employment in a Free Society, London (Allen and Unwin) 
1944.

4 The establishment and work of the FURI are outlined in the general introduction, 
pp. 26-34, and Ransome’s part in it, in the introduction to excerpt 2 on p. 39. The 
proceedings of the Institute during this period are contained in FURI, First Annual 
Report 1939-40.

5 The Federal Tracts by Bentwich (see excerpt 51, p. 145), Beveridge (excerpts 30, p. 88; 
36, p. 108; 54, p. 150), Joad (excerpts 7, p. 52; 18, p. 66), Lugard (excerpt 52, p. 146), 
Robbins (excerpt 15, p. 63; 41, p. 123; 45, p. 135; 55, p. 150), Wheare (excerpt 29, p. 85), 
Wootton (excerpt 47, p. 138); Jennings, A Federation for Western Europe (excerpts 
listed in fn 1 to excerpt 13, p. 60); and papers in FURI, Annual Report 1939-40 by 
Kahn-Freud (excerpt 32, p. 98), Meade (excerpts 14, p. 62; 40, p. 121; 46, p. 136), 
Robbins (excerpt 38, p. 113), Wilson (excerpts 39, p. 118; 44, p. 134; 53, p. 149) and 
Wootton (excerpt 37, p. 110).

6 The first Federal Tract was published by Federal Union. In May 1940, however, the 
editorship of the Tracts was passed to Patrich Ransome, with FURI to control the 
editing and publishing; and the remaining Tracts were published, on behalf of the 
Institute, by Macmillan.
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out of date7 and it was therefore replaced, as the first chapter in the symposium, by Lothian's 
The Ending of Armageddon/ This excerpt explains why Beveridge proposed a federation of 
European states, with, if  possible, British Dominions; but it also shows that Beveridge
would readjust his plan if  c<the United States of America desired to enter a Peace Federa
tion” .

The proposal for federation in this paper is a peace proposal designed in ending 
the present war to establish a barrier against future wars. It is a ‘Peace Federation’ 
and the States envisaged as its members are all those who as belligerents or as 
neutrals have been most deeply concerned in the present war and will have 
suffered by it. This means in Europe, Britain, France and Germany as belliger
ents, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Finland, Belgium, Holland, Switzerland, and 
Eire as neutrals; it means, outside Europe, the four self-governing Dominions of 
the British Commonwealth who are belligerent -  Australia, Canada, New Zea
land, and South Africa. The treatment of Poland and Czecho-Slovakia, when 
they are restored, depends upon other possible groupings in Europe.

The following comments explain the choice of countries for federation:
(a) The area is limited and therefore manageable ( . . . )
(b) The States have to a large extent a common culture, comparable standards 

of life, close economic relations, and all but one of them is already democratic. 
The exception -  Germany -  has been democratic from 1919 to 1933 and before 
1914 had a strong and growing democratic movement. As is explained below, 
practical considerations of government make it necessary to limit federation to 
effective democracies, i.e. to exclude dictatorships and one-party States.

(c) The inclusion of Germany is essential to making the federation an organ of 
assured peace. If she is in, the neighbouring neutrals will have every reason for 
coming in, for certain security. Without Germany, the federation will look too 
much like an alliance against fascist States. The adhesion of the neutrals is im
portant for two reasons. First, they will hold the balance of power in the federal 
government, between those who are now belligerent. Second, as small nations 
they take naturally the right view of human values; they pursue the happiness of 
the common people because they cannot provide glory for rulers.

(d) The inclusion of the four British Dominions and Eire, while not essential, 
is highly desirable. Clearly Britain could not go into a European federation 
turning her back upon the British Commonwealth. She could not enter herself

7 Beveridge may well have moved, by then, to support of proposals for world organ
isation and Atlantic rather than European federation. By January 1945 he had written 
“ The first aim in planning the organisation of the world after the war is to make as 
certain as we can that the United States, Soviet Russia and the British Commonwealth 
should always keep together in a union, not for world domination, but for world order 
and for the security of small nations as well as large nations. If that aim cannot be 
realised, then it is even more necessary that the United States and the British Common
wealth should keep together. A Federal Union is the most certain guarantee of th at. . .”  
(The Price of Peace, London (Pilot Press) 1945, p. 86).

8 See excerpt 1, p. 35.
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except after full consultation with the self-governing Dominions and regard for 
their views; if they were not willing to join but Britain did join, she would have to 
preserve a special relation to them ( . . . )

Federation has been proposed above for a limited area. Limitation of area is 
essential; federalism is a strong remedy for a virulent disorder; it is not a healing 
lotion that can be sprayed over the world. World federation is for the millen
nium. The federation projected here is for the next peace treaty: it is a federation 
of nations which from fresh experience of war will be determined to make as 
certain as they can that war will never be repeated.

If, in addition to the nations named above for inclusion, the United States of 
America desired to enter a Peace Federation, that would be a welcome revolu
tionary fact leading to readjustment of all plans. But that is too much to hope for 
and not necessary to the project here in view.

22. William Curry: Union Now End 1939

From The Case for Federal Union, Harmondsworth (Penguin Books) 1939, p. 155.

The first part of the chapter entitled "Union Now”  in Curry's book1 was written early in 
August 1939 and was " based on the proposals contained in Mr. Clarence K. Streit’s book"2 
of that name. Thus it advocated a federation of the democracies, which would at first exclude 
the Axis powers. But the last seven pages, written after the outbreak of war, concluded, as 
this excerpt shows, that Germany should be offered membership "on terms of absolute 
equality ”  in order to "detach the German people from Hitler”  and so cut short the war. 
Thus Curry had moved half way towards the advocacy of a European federation which was 
developed by Federal Union and the Federal Union Research Institute in the first half of 
1940.3

Before the war it would have been worth while to start Federal Union without 
Germany for the simple reason that Hitler was an insuperable obstacle to starting 
with Germany. The situation is now changed completely, and it must be our 
object to detach the German people from Hitler by offering to establish a federal 
structure that would include the German people on terms of absolute equality.

1 See introduction to excerpt 6, p. 51.
2 The Case for Federal Union, p. 137. For reference to Union Now , see introduction to 

excerpt 1, p. 35.
3 Jennings, whose A Federation for Western Europe reflected thinking in the Institute at 

that time, had himself moved in the same direction. His original proposal, “ made 
publicly in the United States in December 1938 . . and hence before the publication 
of Streit’s book, “ was for a federation which excluded Germany” . (A Federation for 
Western Europe, p. 155.) But, as excerpt 23 shows, he now explicitly proposed a Eu
ropean federation.
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23. Ivor Jennings: A Federation of Democracies May/June 1940

From A Federation for Western Europe, Cambridge (Cambridge University Press) 1940, 
pp. 23-25, 28-31.

Jennings1 defines the states that would form his federation of Western Europe and iden
tifies the conditions that favour a union of this group of democracies.2 He then contemplates 
its gradual extension to cover the whole of Europe “ or at least that part of it which is outside 
the USSR”, with the admission of Russia on special terms only if  a democratic system were 
created in the Soviet Union. On the other hand “ the inclusion of the United States of 
America” , although an application was unlikely, “would be most welcome”, and would 
“make the inclusion of a democratic Russia much easier” .

A democratic federation implies, then, a federation of democracies. Fortu
nately, democracy is distributed on a geographic basis in the north-west of 
Europe. Assuming a democratic Germany, there would then be a solid block of 
democratic States stretching from the Pyrenees, the Mediterranean and the Swiss 
and Austrian Alps to the Arctic Circle, a block comprising France, Germany, 
Switzerland, Luxemburg, Belgium, Holland, the United Kingdom, Eire, Den
mark, Sweden, Finland, Norway and Iceland. Its boundaries on the East are at 
this stage uncertain. Austria might or might not choose to become part of a 
democratic Germany. The boundaries of Czechoslovakia, Poland and Finland 
will depend primarily on the results of wars now raging. ( . . . )

The comparatively small and compact group of thirteen democratic nations 
(including Germany as in March 1937) in the West contains, with their European 
dependencies, a population of 205 millions, or rather more than half the popu
lation of Europe and about half as much again as are to be found in the United 
States of America. Excluding Greenland, it occupies an area less than one-third of 
that of the United States of America or of Canada. Though its inhabitants speak 
at least ten different languages, these nearly all belong to two main language 
groups. O f the 205 million people, in fact, about 175 millions have English, 
French or German as their mother tongue. Secondary education having pro
ceeded far, large sections of the populations understand two or even three of 
these languages. The thirteen States, too, include most of the great commercial 
and industrial nations of the world, they all have large urban populations, and 
those populations have a relatively high standard of living. They are connected by 
excellent transport facilities infinitely better than those possessed by the United 
States in 1787. Finally, except for Switzerland, which is accustomed to federa-

1 See introduction to excerpt 13, p. 60.
2 His assumption that Germany would be a democracy (see line 3 of this excerpt) was a 

reasoned (as well as a prophetic) one: “ There is nothing in democracy, difficult as a 
method of government though it is, which is contrary to the essentially German genius. 
The Germans would work a federal and democratic system as enthusiastically, as en
ergetically and as efficiently as they -  or the rump of them -  now follow strange, 
barbaric gods.” (A Federation for Western Europe, p. 155).
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tion, and Germany, which had experience of responsible government from 1919 
to 1933, they all possess remarkably similiar constitutional systems based upon 
the principles of the British Constitution. ( . . . )

Most “ federalists”  start, like the present writer, from the assumption that 
“ ultimately”  complete international government will be necessary -  not so much 
for the prevention of war as for the further development of economic collabora
tion ( . . . )  While they would not be anxious for the admission at an early stage of 
States whose problems were so complicated that they added immeasurably to the 
difficulties of working a federal system, they would be anxious to include as soon 
as possible contiguous States whose problems were essentially the same as those 
of the federated States. Among these, evidently, are Italy, Spain and Portugal. 
One would hope, also, for a gradual extension into the south-east of Europe. The 
settlement of international problems of the first order through the creation of the 
Federation, the removal of the likelihood of aggression, and the general rise in the 
standard of living that federation would inevitably produce, would remove the 
main justification -  if there be a justification -  for the maintenance of dictatorial 
systems in the States outside the Federation. We should find, I think, a gradual 
extension of the democratic system in Europe, and a development of popular 
education among the more illiterate peoples of the Iberian Peninsula and the 
Balkans. It is therefore reasonable to contemplate a slow extension of the area of 
the Federation until it covered the whole of Europe, or at least that part of it 
which is outside the USSR.

Another consideration leads to the conclusion that Western Europe should 
regard itself as a nucleus for expansion and not an end in itself. We cannot 
anticipate what will be the position of the Soviet Union at the end of the present 
war. It is possible that it will be much stronger than it is at present. Its sphere of 
influence may extend over much of Eastern Europe. There is an obvious danger 
of conflict between the Federation and the Soviets which we must face. It is 
certainly not the intention of “ federalists”  to make the Federation an anti- 
Communist front. If that were the intention it would be impossible to form the 
Federation in the first instance. Truly democratic nations in modern conditions 
are not aggressive, and it would be one of the advantages of insisting on a de
mocratic constitution as a condition of admission to the Federation that ambi
tious nationalistic fervour would be kept out. We can assume that a democratic 
Federation will not prove aggressive.

Whether Russia might not prove aggressive is a question much more difficult 
to answer. Until recently the answer which most would have given was that the 
Soviet weapon was not force but propaganda. The change in Soviet policy since 
the retirement of M. Litvinov has however caused many to proceed to the op
posite conclusion. If that interpretation is correct -  and at present I do not think 
that it is -  the need for federation is all the more urgent as a defensive measure. 
Great Britain and France could not allow the Soviet Union to swallow up the 
nations of Europe one by one, for we should then get rid of Hitler only to be 
compelled to face Stalin. The Russians would not dare to attack a federation so 
powerful as that which we contemplate, or to develop aggressive designs in 
Eastern Europe if the West warned them off.
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The condition of equilibrium between Eastern and Western Europe would 
nevertheless be somewhat unstable, and we must contemplate that at some time 
in the future the problem of admitting Russia into the Federation would have to 
be faced. If a democratic system of the Western type were created in the vast 
Russian dominions -  and the rapid extension of education under the Soviet re
gime makes it less impracticable than it may appear at first sight -  their admission 
on special terms would have to be contemplated.

This instance might suggest to many the desirability of making admission 
subject to stringent terms and conditions. It is clear, however, that no such 
stringency should be applied to democratic States in the Iberian Peninsula, Italy, 
or the Balkans. Moreover, there is another possibility which must not be left out 
of consideration. The inclusion of the United States of America at any stage of 
the proceedings would be most welcome. Though an application from the United 
States is most unlikely under present conditions, the formalities of entry should 
not be too complicated. The inclusion of the United States would, in fact, make 
the inclusion of a democratic Russia much easier because it would redress the 
balance of the enormous Russian population.1

24. William Curry: Union Now End 1939

From The Case for Federal Union, Harmondsworth (Penguin Books) 1939, pp. 140, 
188-89.

The first paragraph of this excerpt is from the part of Curry's book1 in which he advocates 
Streit’s proposal because the federation should start with the democracies. The remainder of 
the excerpt, from a chapter entitled “ Questions Answered” , explains why Russia, with its 
different political and economic system, could not be included.2

1 (n in the original text) According to current figures:
Western Europe 205 millions
USSR 162 millions
Rest of Europe 84 millions
USA 137 millions

Total 588 millions

1 See excerpt 6, p. 51, and excerpt 22, p. 75.
2 C.f. “ agreement on the most important social purposes of the time is a condition of 

successful union5’ (Greaves, Harold, “ Federal States in Europe” , in Ransome (ed.), 
Studies in Federal Planning, p. 205). Greaves (1907?—81) worked for a year in the 
Institut Universitaire de Hautes Etudes Internationales in Geneva, then taught at the 
London School of Economics from 1930 and was Professor of Political Science in the 
University of London 1960-75. His books on international organisation included Fed
eral Union in Practice, London (Allen and Unwin) 1940.
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We must start with the democracies for three reasons. The first, already men
tioned, is that the rest are either too backward, or actively hostile. The second, 
which may be even more important, is that the world order we propose to create 
must have a democratic basis. There must be no compromise on this point. 
Countries that are unwilling to accept a democratic basis are best left out. Let 
them learn by experience -  that it is cold outside. Let them come in when ex
perience has taught them that democracies work and that the other systems do 
not. Once we compromise on the democratic basis, we have jettisoned that 
liberal tradition which must remain the core of any civilisation worth creating.

The first objection to the inclusion of Russia then is that her political and 
economic system differs in too many important respects (whether for better or 
worse we may leave open to argument) from that of the democracies, to make it 
likely that a constitution could be devised covering both Russia and them (. . .) It 
is essential that the constitution of the Federal Union should guarantee free 
speech and publication throughout the whole Union. It should also guarantee 
elementary civil liberties. So long as the Russian government is not prepared to 
concede these points it is difficult to see how Russia could be included.

25. Ronald Mackay: Alternatives to European Federation?
April 1940

From Federal Europe, London (Michael Joseph) 1940, pp. 90-91, 94—95, 106; revised 
and republished as Peace Aims and the New Order, London (Michael Joseph) 1941, 
pp. 96-97, 100-101, 115-116.

Mackay1 rejects the ideas o f world federation because of the incompatibility of Asian 
forms of government, and of a union of democracies, including the United States,2 as igno
ring the fundamental need to build a unity in Europe. He suggests that Russia should 
develop as a separate federation alongside the federation of the other peoples o f Europe.

( . . . )  An acceptance of the view that there is no escape from war except by the 
gradual reduction in importance and power of national States does not mean that 
the only way in which this reduction can be secured is by a simultaneous and 
comparable reduction in the power of all of them. Fiowever strongly we may like 
to put the argument that the States of the world are politically and economically 
interdependent, it does not follow that we must at once, in order to avoid some of 
the faults of the present system, create an organisation which is a complete union 
of all the States of the world.

1 See introduction to excerpt 3, p. 41.
2 The text of the revised edition was amended to allow that a federation of the democra

cies might have prevented war if adopted before Hitler came to power.
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An examination of the position of some of the Great Powers and of some of 
our national States in the different Continents, will show at once how exceed
ingly unreal and impracticable is the suggestion of World Union. Considerable 
progress must be made in the development of the art of government before any 
union is possible between the Asiatic States and the States of Western Europe, 
quite apart from the States of the New World. This does not mean to imply that 
the present system of government in the Asiatic States is necessarily worse than 
that in the Western States. It means only that such a system as exists in most parts 
of Asia is so entirely inconsistent with the ideas and the practice of the West that 
there is no common political basis on which they can come together under a 
single government. If there is a steady international tendency towards democracy 
and representative government, then in time democratic systems will be esta
blished in the Asiatic States. Then union of the national States in the East and in 
the West may well take place. ( . . . )

All that has been said of the unwillingness of America to enter any world 
organisation applies equally to a union of the democracies, or any other form of 
association with European States. In any event, in so far as this union of the 
democracies involves a grouping of one set of Powers against another, it does not 
provide any new solution for our problems. It only presents in another form the 
old conception of the balance of power, which must inevitably perpetuate the 
struggles of the last hundred years. A union of the democracies would probably 
lead the remaining Great Powers, Germany, Italy, Japan and Russia, to combine. 
The world would be divided into two hostile camps, whose differences might be 
resolved only by a war worse than any which we have known.

Finally, such a suggestion for a democratic federation ignores the fundamental 
need -  the need for building a political and economic unity in Europe. A union of 
the democracies, including some of the European States but excluding others, 
would intensify the anarchy and insecurity which exist to-day. It would not 
contribute to the unification of the European Continent, and whatever merit the 
scheme may have had has been destroyed by the outbreak of war. The situation is 
now so changed that a union of all the democracies of the world becomes im
possible. At the end of this war, the belligerent democracies, if they are victors, 
will be faced not with the problem of co-operating with their fellow democratic 
States, but with the problem of creating some organisation to embrace the con
quered Power so that a durable peace may be established.

( . . . )  Numbers make the inclusion of Russia in any scheme of European Fed
eration impracticable. A Federation of all the peoples of Europe, other than 
Russia, would have an adult population of approximately 250 million people. If 
Russia is included, the number will be nearly doubled, and a government of over 
400 million people would be created, extending from the North Sea in the west to 
the Pacific in the east. These factors of numbers and geography speak for them
selves. But there are other reasons for her exclusion at present. She covers 
sufficient territory, and has sufficient people and sufficient resources, to build up 
a State which can become an almost self-sufficient and self-contained unit. It is 
surely wiser for Russia to build up her Federation in her own way, and for 
Europe to build up hers, in the hope that, when both are soundly established,
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future generations will be able to bring about some common government of the 
two. It might be argued that a European Federation without Russia would turn 
into an Anti-Communist Axis, and as such, serve only to plunge the world into 
what might become a religious crusade, with all the horrors of a class or civil war. 
Obviously, anything of that kind may happen, but it is unlikely that either 
Federation will desire to risk its break-up in a conflict of that kind. Each Fed
eration will have its own political problems to solve. Each will be almost 
economically independent. There should be no cause for conflict between them, 
unless the one desired to interfere in the political development of the other.

26. John Middleton Murry: ‘Pre-Conditions of Federal Union’
Middle 1940

From “ Pre-Conditions of Federal Union” , in Chaning-Pearce, M. (ed.), Federal Union, 
London (Jonathan Cape) 1940, pp. 155-60.

John Middleton Murry1 (1889-1957) was a journalist, editor o f literary journals, author 
of many publications o f literary criticism and on pacifist. Christian and socialist themes. He 
was editor o f Peace News 1940-46. In this excerpt he stressed that the American states were 
much more homogeneous than the states which federalists in 1939proposed to federate.2 The 
Federal Union movement would be useful if  it brought out the practical difficulties of 
federating a diverse group of states.

The position of the states of North America just prior to the Union was vastly 
different from that of the sovereign national states which it is proposed to unite 
to-day. The American states were already united in victorious resistance to the 
claims and the armies of the British Government; they were at least stirred by a 
conscious desire for closer political unity; the great majority of their inhabitants 
spoke a common speech; and they had a common tradition of civil government,

1 See also excerpt 49, p. 143.
2 Arthur Goodhart (1891-1978), a distinguished lawyer of American origin who became 

Master of University College, Oxford, 1951-63, and who was a member of the Con
stitutional Research Committee of the Federal Union Research Institute and, with 
Professor Wheare (see excerpt 29 below), prepared a Draft Constitution for its first 
Conference, made this point in more detail in his chapter in Ransome’s symposium. 
“ The American Constitution has . . . been particularly fortunate in the conditions un
der which it has worked. The United States is a single geographical whole . . . the people 
have a single language . . . ”  Continual internal migration has “ reduced inter-State jea
lousy to a minimum. Another element. . . has been the substantial uniformity in 
political ideas . . . The United States has had no religious division along territorial 
lines . . . Finally, there is at present no conflict in the economic interests of the various 
parts of the country, except the inevitable one between agriculture and industry” . 
(Goodhart, A. L ., “ The Constitution of the United States” , in Ransome, P. (ed.), 
Studies in Federal Planning, pp. 267-268).
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derived from a common original. These conditions are very far from existing 
among the sovereign national states which it is proposed to federate to-day. ( . . . )  
That is not to say that the difficulties are insuperable; but that they are much 
more formidable than the enthusiastic advocates of Federal Union allow. (. . .)

As it stands ( . . . )  Federal Union is a utopian scheme, and cannot wholly 
escape the charge of ‘pseudo-practical short-sightedness5 brought against it by 
Mr. H. G. Wells. That does not mean that it may not be the most promising 
means of focusing public attention on the necessity for a true international com
munity, and also on the arduous conditions that have to be fulfilled before such a 
community can be established. But unless those arduous conditions are realisti
cally investigated and honestly expounded, the danger is very great indeed that 
Federal Union may become the latest refuge for escapist idealism. It may easily 
take over the position in the imagination of the large, well-meaning section of the 
British public which was occupied by the League of Nations prior to Manchu- 
kuo. People are naturally, and pathetically, anxious to believe that there is an 
easy way out of our modern anarchy. N ow  that they have learned, by practical 
experience, that the easy way the League of Nations appeared to offer was not a 
way out at all, they are mentally and psychologically prepared for something a 
little more difficult -  the next exercise, so to speak. Leagues are finished, world- 
states are too difficult; Federal Union comes in between, or so it appears. But in 
fact a federal union, to be viable, makes substantially the same demands as a 
worldstate. It involves the creation, out of the fifteen sovereign states of Mr. 
Streit’s choice, of a single state as homogeneous as the USA is to-day. That 
cannot be achieved without tears, or without far greater sacrifices than can be 
apprehended by the average well-meaning supporter of a pre-industrial scheme 
of federation. If the Federal Union movement is going to make its business 
fearlessly to explore, and honestly to acknowledge all the practical difficulties 
which lurk behind its gracious eighteenth century façade -  well and good; it will 
be engaged in an effort of political education of the first importance. But if, in 
order to gain recruits, it insists on the simplicity of the scheme, at the best it will 
have helped to break down some of the resistances to the coming of a new 
world-order, by accustoming men’s minds to the necessity of superseding na
tional sovereignty, but that possible good will be cancelled by a more certain evil. 
Its adherents will find that the simple solution, in so far as it remains simple, is 
not a solution at all; and they will travel the familiar road through illusion to 
despair.

27. John Boyd Orr: ‘Federalism and Science’ Middle 1940

From “ Federalism and Science” , in Chaning-Pearce, M. (ed.), Federal Union, London 
(Jonathan Cape) 1940, p. 103.

Sir John Boyd Orr (1880—1971, later Lord Boyd Orr) was Professor o f Agriculture in the 
University of Aberdeen, 1942-45; Rector of the University of Glasgow, 1945; Director- 
General of the UN Food and Agriculture Organisation, 1945-48; and was awarded the
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Nobel Peace Prize in 1949. In addition to books on food and agriculture, he wrote Fighting 
for What?,1 published in 1942. In his contribution to the Federal Union symposium, Boyd 
Orr argues that science has made federalism inevitable, but that the identification of natio
nal leaders with the sovereign power of the state is a barrier which psychological research 
should try to discover how to remove.

( . . . )  there is one sphere in which the leaders of a nation and the governing 
class resist international co-operation, that is, in the exercise of their national 
sovereignty backed by their armed forces. They mobilize a spurious patriotism 
and a distorted national history to rouse the people for the defence and extension 
of the sovereign power of the state. The present war is due to an acute exacer
bation of this aspect of nationalism in Germany. The psychologist should try to 
find the reason for this prejudice amongst the governing class against allowing the 
sovereignty of the state to be merged with a wider sovereignty and so relieve the 
peoples of the world of the burden of maintaining great armed forces. It is 
probable that the leaders identify the state with themselves and feel that the loss 
of its sovereign power would be a loss of their personal power.

28. Duncan Wilson: ‘The History of Federalism’ Middle 1940

From “ The History of Federalism” , in Chaning-Pearce, M. (ed.), Federal Union, Lon
don (Jonathan Cape) 1940, pp. 55-56.

Archibald Duncan Wilson (1911-83; knighted 1965) worked in the Ministry of Economic 
Warfare 1939-41, and subsequently in the Foreign Service, was British Ambassador to 
Yugoslavia 1964—68, to the Soviet Union 1968-71, and Master of Corpus Christi College, 
Cambridge, 1971-80. After writing with Elizabeth Wilson, a small book entitled Federation 
and World O rder/ he analysed the origins o f federalism in this contribution to the Federal 
Union symposium. He concludes with this excerpt, in which he foresees economic motives 
driving European nations to federate sooner or later, and suggests that the wartime economic 
alliance between Britain and France should be carried on after the war, as the beginning of 
progress towards economic union.

What is the bearing of the history of federalism, as here analysed, on the 
problem of an international federation? There can be no doubt that all the pre
cedent circumstances of a federation are present to-day. There is discord enough 
between the nations of Europe, there are dangers enough to the east of the Rhine 
to unite them with or without Germany. Still it may be doubted whether Euro
pean nations have a sufficient sense of solidarity to desire any closer union.

1 Orr, Sir John Boyd, Fighting for What?, London (Macmillan) 1942.

1 Wilson, Duncan and Elizabeth, Federation and World Order, London (T. Nelson & 
Sons) 1939.
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Economic motives, however, will probably drive them to it sooner or later. The 
whole world is so closely bound by economic ties that economic nationalism 
must be disastrous; the great development of productive capacity demands wide 
markets; and the appalling conditions under which many millions are now forced 
to live necessitate the proper exploitation of world resources. The first steps 
toward an economic union have already been taken, under stress of war, by 
England and France, just as they were taken in the last war. It is of the utmost 
importance that there should be no retreat at the time of peacemaking from this 
economic alliance, which we may hope is but a beginning.



4. Constitutions, Institutions and Powers

29. Kenneth Wheare: ‘What Federal Government is’ 1941

From What Federal Government is, Federal Tracts No. 4, London (Macmillan) 1941, 
pp. 1-2, 9-24; reprinted in Ransome, P. (ed.), Studies in Federal Planning, London (Mac
millan) 1943, pp. 17-18, 23-38.

Kenneth Clinton Wheare (1907-79, subsequently Sir Kenneth Wheare) was an Australian 
who became a Fellow of University College, Oxford (1939-44), Dean of University College 
(1942-45), Gladstone Professor of Government and Public Administration at the University 
of Oxford (1944—57) and Vice-Chancellor of the University of Oxford (1964—66). He wrote 
standard works on constitutional and legal matters, including Federal Government/ most of 
which he wrote when he was a Fellow of University College during the Second World War. 
He was at University College with Beveridge when he became a member of the Federal 
Union Research Institute's Constitutional Research Committee, together with Goodhart2 
prepared a Draft Constitution for its first Conference, and wrote What Federal Government 
is for the Institute. This excerpt comprises a large part of his Federal Tract, which was 
explicitly designed to explain federal government to British readers who had little under
standing of its rationale and structure.

Federal Government is a thing of which most people in the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland have had no direct, personal experience, and 
they find it hard, therefore, to understand what it is. (. . .)

They are accustomed to a form of government one of the leading characteris
tics of which is that one single legislature, the King-in-Parliament at Westmins
ter, has authority to make laws for the whole of the United Kingdom on all 
matters whatsoever; and these laws duly made prevail over rules made by any 
other body in the Kingdom and are accepted by the courts as valid law and 
supreme law. The result is that people in this country may doubt whether acts of 
parliament are good laws, but they cannot doubt that they are good law. In a 
federation it is otherwise. There, it is possible to doubt not only whether the acts 
of some legislature in the federation are good laws but also whether they are good 
law, and it is possible for a court to declare acts which are almost universally 
recognised as good laws to be bad law and no law at all. This intentional ob
struction, in a federation, of the will of the elected representatives of the people as 
expressed in acts of the legislature, appears to us to be a strange device. Why do

1 Wheare, K. C ., Federal Government, London (Oxford University Press) 1946.
2 See excerpt 26, n. 2.
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people adopt such a form of government, and why do they continue to put up 
with it? (. . .)

What Federal Government is
What then is federalism? Its essence consists, I think, in this: that in a federal 

system, the functions of government are divided in such a way that the relation
ship between the legislature which has authority over the whole territory and 
those legislatures which have authority over parts of the territory is not the 
relationship of superior to subordinates as is the relation of the Parliament at 
Westminster to the Parliament at Stormont, but is the relationship of co-ordinate 
partners in the governmental process. In a federal government there is a division 
of governmental functions between one authority, usually called the federal gov
ernment, which has power to regulate certain matters for the whole territory, and 
a collection of authorities, usually called state governments, which have power to 
regulate certain other matters for the component parts of the territory. ( . . . )

What Federal Government is for
If this is what federal government is, what is it for? Why is it adopted? Why are 

people not satisfied with devolution? A short answer to these questions may be 
given in this way. If all that people want is the power to regulate local affairs 
locally as a general rule, and if they are prepared at the same time to leave to a 
national parliament not only the power to regulate national affairs but also a 
power to regulate local affairs too if it thinks fit, that is, a potential supremacy 
over all matters whatsoever in the territory, then a system of devolution will do. 
(. . .) It is only when a group of territorial communities are prepared to co
operate with each other for the regulation of certain matters but for those matters 
only, and when they are determined at the same time to remain separate and 
supreme, each in its own territory, for the regulation of other matters, that 
federal government is appropriate. Federalism provides for this desire for co
operation in some things coupled with a determination to be separate in others. It 
was because the American colonies had this attitude to each other that they 
formed the federation of the United States of America, enumerating in their 
constitution the matters which they handed over to the federal congress for 
regulation -  foreign commerce, inter-state commerce, coinage, naturalisation, 
post office, copyright, defence, and so on. ( . . . )

What Federal Government is like
I have attempted to explain what federal government is and what it is for. It 

may next be asked: What is it like? Is the governmental machinery in a federation 
arranged in any special way? Are there any essential, distinguishing marks in the 
institutions of a federal government? There are, and two or three of them may be 
mentioned.

First of all, since federal government involves a division of functions and since 
the states forming the federation are anxious that this division should be explicit 
and guaranteed and that they should not surrender more powers than they know,
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it is essential for a federal government that there be a written constitution em
bodying the division of powers, and binding all governmental authorities 
throughout the federation. From it all state and federal authorities derive their 
powers and any actions they perform contrary to it are invalid. It must be the 
supreme law of the land. ( . . . )

In the second place, if the division of powers is to be guaranteed and if the 
constitution embodying the division is to be binding upon federal and state 
governments alike, it follows that the power of amending that part of the con
stitution which embodies the division of powers must not be conferred either 
upon the federal government acting alone or upon the state governments acting 
alone. It is preferable, though not essential to federalism, that the power should 
be exercised by the federal and state authorities acting in co-operation, as is done 
in the United States, for example, where amendments may be carried by a two- 

th irds majority, in both houses of Congress, together with a simple majority in 
the legislatures of three-quarters of the States. In Australia and in Switzerland the 
people are associated in the amending process through a referendum. ( . . . )

Again, if there must be a division of powers and if this division must be 
inscribed in a constitution and if this inscribed division must be guaranteed, it 
follows that in any case of dispute between federal and state governments as to 
the extent of the powers allocated to them under the constitution, some body 
other than the federal and state governments must be authorised to adjudicate 
upon those disputes. It is not accidental, therefore, that there exists in the United 
States, Australia and Canada a body of this kind. The United States has its 
Supreme Court; Australia has a High Court together with, for some cases, the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council; and Canada has the Judicial Committee 
of the Privy Council. Switzerland has no institution performing this function 
completely and is to this extent imperfectly federal. ( . . . )

Finally, if the governmental authorities in a federation are to be really co
ordinate with each other in actual practice as well as in law, it is essential that 
there should be available to each of them, under its own unfettered control, 
financial resources sufficient for the performance of the functions assigned to it 
under the constitution. It is no good allotting functions to the federal or to state 
authorities and devising legal safeguards so that each should be limited strictly to 
the performance of its respective functions, unless at the same time adequate 
provision has been made so that each authority can afford to do its job without 
appealing to the other for financial assistance. ( . . . )

Financial subordination makes an end of federalism in fact, no matter how 
carefully the legal forms may be preserved . . .

Some modifications upon the completely delimited and co-ordinate division of 
functions characteristic of federalism may be essential if good government or 
efficient, decisive government shall be achieved in a given community. It may be 
wisest for a group of states in devising a system of government for themselves to 
adopt strict federalism in some matters and a modified federalism or no federal
ism at all in other matters. Federalism is not an end in itself. ( . . . )

It has usually been hard to establish a federal government. The forces of 
separatism and individualism which make federalism necessary make any super-
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state government at all almost impossible. And when a federation has with dif
ficulty come to exist, it is only with difficulty that it continues to exist. Its 
operation requires great skill and tact. Its success depends upon an enormous 
patience and an enormous capacity for compromise among the statesmen who 
work it. Swift and decisive government is impossible. Deep dividing issues must 
be avoided. Changes can come about only at the pace of the slowest. Federal 
government is conservative government. Federal government is above all legalis
tic. It is created and regulated by a legal document; it is safeguarded by a court of 
law.

Compromise, conservatism, and legalism -  these are at once the virtues and the 
vices of federal government. It is wise to recall them when one proposes to set up 
a new federal government in the world. Those who do propose such a federal 
government, however, may feel inclined to say to me at this point: The difficul
ties you have been talking about seem to us to be much less urgent and more 
remote. Our greatest difficulties come not from those who prefer a unitary gov
ernment for Europe to a federal government for Europe, but from those who do 
not believe that any form of government, strictly so called, for Europe is possible 
or desirable. The real obstacle for us is the supporter of the sovereign, indepen
dent state and not the supporter of the unitary state.

That is true. It is also true that they must expect, when they overcome the 
objections of those who believe in the sovereign, independent state, to meet 
thereafter the objections of those who, used to the simple certainties of unitary 
government, declare that they do not believe in federalism. It has seemed wise 
therefore to recall that federalism is a form of government which is not always 
appropriate or always easy to work. It is fair to recall at the same time that federal 
government is at least government; it is order, not anarchy, it is peace, not 
war.

30. William Beveridge: Form of Federal Authority 1 May 1940

From Peace by Federation?, Federal Tracts No. 1, London, Federal Union, 1940, 
pp. 18-20; reprinted in World Order Papers, First Series, London, Royal Institute of In
ternational Affairs, September 1940, pp. 80-82.

In this excerpt, Beveridge1 expounds in simple terms the form of federal institutions which 
Wheare analyses in more detail in his Federal Tract.2 Beveridge firmly insists on the need for 
“ constitutional guarantees for the maintenance of effective democracy in the member Sta
tes

1 See introduction to excerpt 21, p. 72.
2 See excerpt 29.
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In regard to the form of the federal authority, the framing of th in s g 
by two general considerations -  that the individualities of the membd 
large and small, must be adequately protected, and that the federan^ut 
must be strong, with unquestioned power in its own sphere.

The first of these general considerations is important both for acceptance of 
federation at the outset, and for keeping it together in contentment. The purpose 
of federation is not the power of large nations but security for citizens of all 
nations and for their different cultures.

The second of these general considerations tells strongly against any plan of 
constituting a federal authority by nomination from national governments. 
Whatever provision were made for giving federal representatives a tenure inde
pendent of their nominators or securing that they should represent not simply the 
national party in power but all parties in fair proportion, it is difficult to believe 
that nominated federal representatives would ever have the authority that they 
will need. They cannot get this authority otherwise than directly from the people 
whom in common affairs they will govern. Whatever the difficulties of direct 
election, it seems essential that they should be overcome. N or is there reason to 
suppose that they cannot be overcome, if the States for inclusion are chosen with 
this in mind.

This means, not only that the area of the federation must be manageable, but 
that every member State must be a democracy, with effective provision for peace
ful change of governments and policies and for free discussion and association in 
parties. Requirement of democracy as a condition of federal membership results, 
not from abstract preference of democracy to dictatorship as a means of govern
ment, but from practical reasons. The working of a federal legislature as a 
super-national authority would become impossible if all the representatives of a 
particular nation were the nominees of one man in it: very rapidly it would 
become a cock-pit for national interests. Again, if it becomes impossible in any 
member State for the national government to be changed except by violence, the 
federal authority controlling the armed forces may be driven to an insoluble 
dilemma, between allowing disorder within the federation and supporting a dic
tator against a probable majority of his nationals. Effective democracy is a 
condition of federation.

These arguments point to a federal constitution on the following lines:
(a) A Federal Legislature of two Houses, one with membership based on 

population or electorate and chosen directly by the citizens, and one with equal 
or nearly equal representation of the separate States, whose members might be 
either elected or nominated by the national governments.

(b) A Federal Executive responsible to the Federal Legislature.
(c) A Federal Judicature interpreting a written constitution.
(d) Constitutional guarantees for the maintenance of effective democracy in 

each of the member States, i.e. for peaceful change of governments and policies in 
them by free discussion and association and secret voting.

These are the main lines only. To discuss all the constitutional problems of 
federation and the alternatives available for their solution would occupy many 
books, not part of a single pamphlet. The relations of the two Houses and

\
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possibility of deadlock between them, the methods of constituting the executive, 
the degree of responsibility of the federal authority for internal as well as external 
order, the delimitation of powers in respect of taxation or making treaties, the 
form in which the liberties essential to democracy shall be guaranteed in the 
constitution and the methods for making such guarantees effective, the provision 
for constitutional amendments -  these and many other major problems arise as 
soon as federation becomes a practical issue. It is sufficient here to point out that 
federalism under a written constitution is not an uncharted field. Unfamiliar in 
Britain, its problems have been the subject of intense study and practical experi
ment for generations elsewhere. The problems have proved capable of solution, 
as they arose, in the existing federations. There is no reason to think of them as 
insoluble in a new federation.

31. Ivor Jennings: People’s House, States’ House, Federal Govern
ment, Judicial Power May/June 1940

From A Federation for Western Europe, Cambridge (Cambridge University Press) 1940, 
pp. 69-70, 77-78, 82-85, 144-148, 164-171, 184-185.

Jennings' draft constitution for a European federation was discussed at the last confer
ence of the Federal Union Research Institute's Constitutional Committee,1 and it seems that 
he reflected fairly closely the mainstream of opinion in the Institute.2 This excerpt explains 
his proposals for a two-chamber legislature,3 a responsible government with a Prime Mini
ster appointed by a President, and a Federal Supreme Court to decide disputes between 
member states, between the federation and a member state, and regarding the interpretation 
of the Constitution. It then reproduces the Articles V-X and X X II  (to which reference is 
made in the following text) of his draft constitution, which relate to the federal executive, 
legislature and judiciary.

1 See introduction to excerpt 13, p. 60.
2 The other draft constitution published at the time, Mackay’s in his Federal Europe, 

differed in proposing a single-chamber parliament: “ There is no need to have a Senate to 
protect the rights of the States. For these rights are protected by the Constitution itself, 
in that certain powers are reserved to the States and cannot be exercised by the Federal 
authority at all.” (Federal Europe, p. 148; Peace Aims and the New Order, p. 158.) 
Mackay also gave much greater powers to the federal institutions (see excerpt 34, 
p . l ° 2).

3 In addition to his proposals for the legislature, Jennings considered some of the political 
conditions for its successful working. His conclusion about party organisation remains 
very relevant, forty years after it was written: “ It is . . . essential for the successful 
operation of a federation that representatives should not vote on national lines . . . 
We . . . must have if the system is to operate, party organisations cutting across national 
boundaries.” (A Federation for Western Europe, pp. 19—20.) Jennings was equally per
ceptive about the role of economic interest groups, identifying their tendency, once 
economic powers are given to a union, to act in an integrative way:
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The People's House
It is essential to any true federal system that it should possess a legislature in 

which at least one House is directly elected by the people of the Federation. I 
have called it the “ People’s House”  because that term enables one to distinguish 
it from the lower Houses in the federated States. It is also the invariable practice 
that the peoples of the several States should be represented in it roughly accord
ing to population. This is done because it is the only fair method of representa
tion which can be reached without interminable haggling over numbers. It gives, 
of course, a preponderance to the larger States, and it was for this reason that in 
the United States -  and the example has been followed by Australia and Swit
zerland -  another House was created with equal representation of States. 
Proposals are elaborated below for off-setting the dominance of Germany, the 
United Kingdom, and France by setting up a second Chamber. ( . . . )

The States' House
The problem of a second Chamber is always open for discussion. The case 

usually made for it is that it imposes a check upon the action of a majority which 
may have been obtained in the lower House through the accidental conditions of 
a general election held, perhaps, some years before. It is an argument used by 
persons of conservative temperament who distrust democratic election, or who 
consider that restrictions on legislative power are desirable to prevent “ extreme” 
or “ wild”  or “ extravagant”  reforms. The result is that most second Chambers are 
conservative bodies which hinder “ radical”  legislation but do not obstruct “ reac
tionary”  legislation. Consequently, Conservatives think a second Chamber 
essential and Radicals view any such proposal with suspicion -  and the debate 
continues.

In a federation, however, the problem is simpler. The major consideration in 
such a system is not reform and obstruction to reform, but the securing of the 
adhesion of the States to be federated and of their willingness to take part in the 
operation of the federal machine. If we allow representation according to popu
lation in the lower House, we give preponderance to the States with large 
populations -  in our present example, Germany, the United Kingdom, and

“ . . . if the temporary revulsion against war which always arises at the coming of peace 
could be used to overcome the opposition of interested economic groups and the mo
ment seized to give economic control to a federation, those groups would perforce have 
to bring their pressure to bear on the Federation. They would, so to speak, become 
federalists because they would come to the European equivalent of Washington to ask 
for federal favours’'. (A Federation for Western Europe, pp. 25-26.) Thus Jennings 
anticipated the argument of the postwar neo-functionalists (Haas, Ernst B, The Uniting 
of Europe, London (Stevens) 1958; Lindberg, Leon N ., The Political Dynamics of 
European Economic Integration, Stanford (Stanford University Press) 1963; Lindberg, 
Leon N . and Scheingold, Stuart A., Europe's Would-be Polity, Englewood Cliffs (Pren
tice-Hall) 1970, although he did not press the argument, as they did, to the point of 
expecting a “ spillover”  of competence to the central institutions, and hence presumably 
an array of powers such as Mackay envisaged.



92 Documents

France. Historical experience does not in fact suggest that the division of opinion 
is ever between large States and small States. Nevertheless, small States are as 
patriotic and as sensible of their own importance as the large States, and they are 
not likely to be content with nothing more than a small fraction of the total 
representation.

If the People’s House were formed strictly according to population, Germany 
and France, or Germany and the United Kingdom, or France and the British 
Commonwealth, would have a majority. I do not think that any such combina
tion is possible, because the national representation would certainly be split up 
between parties, and we should not find the representatives of any great power 
acting as a solid bloc. Nevertheless, the possibility of its happening may be 
enough to make the entry of small powers difficult.

This problem was overcome in the United States, Switzerland, and Australia, 
by allowing representation by population in the lower House and equal State 
representation in the upper House. A combination of small States can then ob
struct in the upper House legislation which is forced upon the lower House by a 
combination of large States -  though in point of fact this has never happened, I 
believe, in any of the three federations. In Canada, this system is modified by 
giving equal representation not to the provinces but to groups of Provinces. 
( . . . )

The Federal G overnm ent

Our discussion so far in this chapter leads to the conclusion that we should 
recommend the establishment of a “ Cabinet”  or Council of Ministers responsible 
to the People’s House. For this purpose it is necessary to have some compara
tively impartial person to set the machinery in motion, like the sovereign in the 
constitutional monarchies and the presidents of the republics. His essential func
tion would be to choose a Prime Minister. ( . . . )

On the other hand, it is necessary to create a federal patriotism, and for this 
purpose it is useful to have a figurehead who can become the focus of that 
patriotism. The President should thus exercise what Walter Bagehot called the 
“ dignified” functions of the Federation. He should be the official head of the 
Federation, he should theoretically command the armed forces, he should send 
and receive ambassadors, sign formal documents, and the like, though always on 
the advice, as we call it -  that is, the instructions -  of the Council of Ministers. I 
have provided for him in the draft no independent function except the appoint
ment and (subject to qualification) the dismissal of the Prime Minister, and one 
power in respect of the dissolution of the Federal Legislature.

The President would thus occupy much the same status as the President of the 
French Republic. I have therefore suggested (Article V) that he should be elected 
by the two Houses of the Legislature in joint session. In view of the many 
nationalities involved and the desirability of his not obtaining a position which 
infringes the status of the head of a State, I have suggested a three-year term of 
office only. For the same reason, I have left the State legislature to fix his pre
cedence. I contemplate that in the United Kingdom he would be given a 
precedence next after the Sovereign.
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His primary function (Article VI) would be to appoint a Prime Minister. 
Other ministers would then be appointed by him at the request of the Prime 
Minister. We assume a system of responsible government. It is not necessary, I 
think, that this should formally be embodied in the Constitution. I have, how
ever, provided that the President, acting in his discretion, may dismiss the Prime 
Minister if a resolution to that effect has been passed by the People’s House. This 
implies also, on the principle known to English law as inclusio unius exclusio 
alterius, that he cannot be dismissed by the President in other cases, though he 
can of course resign. This in my view is the British rule, though others have 
sometimes expressed a contrary opinion. ( . . . )

The Judicial Power
( . . . )  Though we have achieved government by law internally, this present war 

is being waged because government by law has never been established interna
tionally on the same kind of foundation. We are fighting, as statesmen of all 
parties have said, in order to re-establish the rule of law in Europe. Rule or 
government by law cannot be placed on a firm foundation unless all disputes are 
determined by judicial decisions.

For this purpose, the judicial power is not ancillary to the division of powers, a 
means to achieve other ends; it is an end in itself. One of the first tasks of 
federation must therefore be the establishment of a Federal Supreme Court 
charged with the function of deciding all disputes between federated States. The 
rules to be applied, in so far as they are not included in the Constitution or in 
federal legislation enacted under powers conferred by the Constitution, would be 
the rules of international law. For the first time in Europe there would be a 
tribunal applying to all disputes between federated States the rules which inter
national lawyers have optimistically expressed for centuries. Law, not force, 
would regulate controversies within the Federation.

The Federation would itself be a new State, and disputes between the Feder
ation and a federated State would similarly fall within the jurisdiction of the 
Federal Supreme Court. ( . . . )

Clearly, the interpretation of the Constitution or of federal laws cannot be left 
to the State Courts alone. To do so would be to allow different interpretations to 
be adopted in different States. Accordingly, it is necessary to give a right of 
appeal to the Federal Supreme Court, as is done by Article X X II, section 2, of the 
draft. The Supreme Court would then be the final interpreter of the Constitu
tion. Its interpretations of federal laws could be overruled, because the laws 
could be changed by the Legislature, as is often done in England. Its interpreta
tion of the Constitution could not be overruled by the Federal Legislature, 
because the Constitution would be as binding on the Federal Legislature as upon 
any individual or State within the Federation. If the Supreme Court adopted an 
unfortunate interpretation, only a constitutional amendment could reverse the 
decision.
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Proposed Constitution

Article V 
The President

1. On the establishment of the Federation, Her Majesty the Queen of the 
Netherlands shall appoint a person to be Acting President of the Federation.

2. As soon as may be after the first meeting of the Federal Legislature and 
thereafter as soon as may be after the office of President falls vacant, the two 
Houses of the Federal Legislature, meeting in joint session, shall elect a person as 
President of the Federation.

3. The President shall hold office for three years but may be re-elected, and 
may resign by message addressed to both Houses of the Federal Legislature.

4. Whenever the office of President is vacant or the President is unable to act 
by reason of illness, absence or otherwise, the Chief Justice of the Federal Su
preme Court shall be Acting President; and in this Constitution a reference to 
“ President”  means the President of the Federation or the Acting President.

5. Except where the contrary is expressly stated, the powers of the President 
under this Constitution shall be exercised by the President at the request of the 
Council of Ministers.

6. The legislature of a federated State may enact laws for determining the 
precedence and the immunities of the President in that State, but legal proceed
ings in respect of any act of the President in his official capacity may not be 
brought except in a federal court.

Article VI
The Council of Ministers

1. When the office of Prime Minister is vacant, the President may, in his 
discretion, appoint such person to be Prime Minister as he thinks fit.

2. The Prime Minister may resign by writing addressed to the President, and 
he may be dismissed by the President (who shall act in his discretion) if a reso
lution requesting the President so to do has been passed by the People’s 
House.

3. Other ministers shall be appointed by the President at the request of the 
Prime Minister, and such of these ministers as the Prime Minister indicates shall 
be members of the Council of Ministers, of which the Prime Minister shall be 
chairman.

4. The Prime Minister and the other ministers shall be, or within six months 
after appointment shall become, members of the one or the other House of the 
Federal Legislature.

Article VII
The Federal Legislature

1. The legislative power of the Federation shall be vested in two Houses, the 
People’s House and the States’ House.
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2. A Bill assented to by a majority in each House shall become law on being 
signed by the President:

Provided that a money Bill assented to by the People’s House and rejected by 
the States’ House, or assented to by the States’ House with amendments which 
are rejected by the People’s House, or not assented to by the States’ House 
within three months of its receipt by the States’ House, on again being assented 
to by the People’s House without further amendment (excepting only such 
amendments as have been accepted by the States’ House) and being signed by the 
President shall become law without being assented to by the States’ House.

3. For the purposes of this Article a money Bill is a Bill which is certified by 
the Chief Justice of the Federal Supreme Court for the time being to be a Bill 
which contains only provisions dealing with all or any of the following subjects, 
namely:
(A) The imposition, repeal, remission, alteration or regulation of taxation.
(B) The raising or guarantee of any federal loan or the repayment thereof.
(C) The expenditure of money on services already authorised by the laws of the 

Federation.

Article VIII
Meeting and Dissolution of the Federal Legislature

1. The first meeting of the Federal Legislature shall be held as soon as may be 
after the establishment of the Federation, on a date to be fixed by proclamation 
issued by the Acting President.

2. The Federal Legislature may be dissolved by proclamation issued by the 
President, and such proclamation shall order new elections and shall fix a date for 
the first meeting of the new Legislature. The President shall not issue a procla
mation under this section except at the request of the Council of Ministers; but he 
may, in his discretion and subject to section 3 of this Article, refuse to issue such 
a proclamation.

3. Such a proclamation must be issued before the expiry of five years from the 
date of the first meeting of the Legislature being dissolved: provided that the 
Federal Legislature may prolong this period for one year and no longer.

4. Where a State accedes to the Federation after the establishment of the Fed
eration, the President shall as soon as may be by proclamation order elections in 
that State for members of both Houses and (in the absence of a federal law to the 
contrary) the State legislature shall enact the laws necessary for this purpose.

5. Casual vacancies in either House shall be notified to that House by the 
President and shall be filled in the manner provided by this Constitution for the 
election of members to that House.

Article IX  
The People's House

1. The People’s House shall be composed of members elected by the people of 
the Federation.

2. The number of members elected from each federal State shall be in propor-
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tion to the number of federal electors in that State; and, until the Federal 
Legislature otherwise provides, each State shall have one member for every 
500,000 federal electors: provided that a federated State shall have at least as many 
members in the People’s House as it has in the States’ House.

3. The Federal Legislature shall have exclusive power to determine the quali
fications of federal electors and of members of the People’s House, the electoral 
areas for the election of members to that House, and the methods of election. 
Subject to section 2 of this Article, it shall also have power to determine the 
number of members of the People’s House.

4. Until the Federal Legislature otherwise provides, the federal electors in any 
federated State shall be the persons entitled to elect members to the most nume
rous House of the State legislature: provided that
(A) For the purpose of section 2 of this Article, the number of federal electors in 

any federated State shall be the number of persons entitled to elect members 
to the most numerous House of the State legislature at the establishment of 
the Federation, and the number shall not thereafter be altered for the pur
poses of that section until the Federal Legislature so provides; and

(B) A federal elector shall not have more than one vote in each electoral area 
unless the Federal Legislature otherwise provides.

5. Until the Federal Legislature otherwise provides:
(1) Each federal State shall form a single area for the election of members, and 

the elections shall be conducted on the principle of proportional represen
tation with a single transferable vote; but the State legislature may, with the 
consent of the Council of Ministers, divide the State into two or more areas 
for the purpose of the election of members.

(2) Any federal elector may be elected a member.
(3) The conduct of federal elections in any federated State shall be under the 

control and at the expense of the State, and the State legislature shall enact 
laws accordingly; but such laws may be disallowed by the President.

6. In this Article “ State”  does not include the dependencies of that State but, in 
the case of a federated State in Europe, does include all the territories of that State 
in Europe (including Greenland).

Article X  
The States' House

1. The States’ House shall consist of members from each federated State elected 
in accordance with the provisions of State laws enacted for that purpose.

2. The number of members from each federated State shall be a follows:
The German Reich 9 members
The French Republic and the United Kingdom of Great Bri
tain and Northern Ireland 7 members each
The Commonwealth of Australia, Belgium, the Dominion
of Canada, Denmark, Eire, Finland, the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, the Union of South 
Africa, Sweden and the Swiss Confederation 5 members each
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Iceland, the Grand Duchy of Luxemburg, Newfoundland 
and Southern Rhodesia 3 members each

3. The Federal Legislature may, by law assented to by at least two-thirds of the 
whole number of members in each House, provide for the representation in the 
States’ House of any State to which section 7 of Article I of this Constitution 
applies, or of any State which is, or is qualified to be elected, a member of the 
League of Nations: provided that the representatives from any such State shall 
have a right to speak but not to vote. Where under this Constitution a certain 
proportion of the whole number of members of the States’ House is required for 
any purpose, members of the States’ House under this section shall be excluded
for the purpose of calculating such proportion. ( . . . )

-  ?

Article XXII  
The Federal Judiciary

1. There shall be a Federal Supreme Court which shall have original and ex
clusive jurisdiction in
(A) All disputes between any two or more federated States.
(B) All disputes between a federated State or federated States and the Federa

tion.
(C) Prize.
(D) Piracy on the high seas; and
(E) Such other matters within the competence of the Federal Legislature as that 

legislature may prescribe.
2. The Federal Supreme Court shall have appellate jurisdiction in all cases 

concerning the interpretation of this Constitution and of all legislation made by 
the Federal Legislature.

3. The Federal Legislature shall have exclusive power to create such inferior 
tribunals with such jurisdiction as it thinks fit for the administration of the laws 
of the Federation.

4. The Federal Legislature shall have exclusive power to make laws for the 
exercise of jurisdiction under this Article by federal courts and tribunals.

5. The judges of the Federal Supreme Court shall be appointed by the Presi
dent on the nomination of a Judiciary Commission. The members of the 
Judiciary Commission shall be appointed by the States’ House and shall be per
sons who hold or have held high judicial office in the Federation or in any 
federated State, or persons who hold or have held the office of dean of a Law 
Faculty, or similar office, in any University in any federated State. A member of 
the Judiciary Commission shall hold office for three years, but may be reap
pointed, and may resign by notice in writing to the President, who shall 
communicate such notice to the States’ House.

6. A judge of the Federal Supreme Court shall hold office for life:
Provided that

(A) The Federal Legislature shall have power to make laws fixing an age for the 
retirement of judges.
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(B) A judge may resign on giving notice in writing to the President, who shall 
communicate it to the Judiciary Commission.

(C) A judge may be removed by the President on receiving a resolution to that 
effect from both Houses of the Federal Legislature.

7. The salary of a judge shall be fixed by the Federal Legislature, but shall not 
be diminished during his tenure of office.

8. The judges of the Federal Supreme Court shall appoint one of their number 
to be Chief Justice of the Federal Supreme Court, and he shall hold office until he 
ceases to be a judge of the Federal Supreme Court, or resigns the office.

32. Otto Kahn-Freund: The Organisation of the Federal Union
1940

From “ Memorandum on the Constitutional Aspect of Federal Union’’, p. 1, in Federal 
Union Research Institute, First Annual Report 1939-40, London, 1940 (mimeographed, 
obtainable in British Library and Chatham House library).

Otto Kahn-Freund (1900-79, later Sir Otto Kahn-Freund), was brought up in Germany 
and was a Judge in German Courts 1928-33. After emigrating to England he taught law at 
the London School of Economics, 1935-64, becoming Professor of Law in 1951. In 1964 he 
became Professor of Comparative Law at the University of Oxford. He was called to the Bar 
in 1936 and wrote many books on law, especially labour law. In his memorandum for the 
Federal Union Research Institute he applied his knowledge of previous German federal 
systems to the problem of establishing a European federation.1 In this excerpt he argued that 
a federal government could consist of member governments' delegates not responsible to the 
federal legislature; or there could be a second chamber delegated by the parliaments of the 
member states or elected by their peoples. Although he was alone, among the writers o f the 
federalist literature of the period, to suggest federal government by a Council o f Ministers, 
he came nearer than all the others to foreshadowing the structure of the European Com
munity.

It is assumed that the Federal Union is meant to be a federation (Bundesstaat) 
and not a confederation (Staatenbund). It is further assumed that the constitution 
of the federation is meant to be of a democratic character. All the problems 
connected with the organisation of a democracy will, therefore, arise with respect

1 This contribution was the more valuable in that the knowledge of others who took part 
in the work of the Federal Union Research Institute on constitutional matters at the 
time was concentrated mainly on the federations of the United States and Common
wealth countries. As Greaves, who also helped to fill this gap in 1940 with his Federal 
Union in Practice, wrote in his chapter on “ Federal States in Europe” (Ransome (ed.), 
Studies in Federal Planning, 1943, p. 201): “ On federalism, as on most other problems 
of political science, Europe is a grand laboratory of political experiment. It has seen so 
many federations that it would not be surprising if we had more to learn from them even 
than from the United States of America and the few other English-speaking federal 
states . . . ”  The chapter went on to analyse the experience of federal systems in Swit
zerland, the Soviet Union, the Spanish Republic 1931-38 and Germany.



I. Federal Union 1939-41 99

to the Federal Union itself. Cabinet system or presidential system, uni-cameral 
or bi-cameral system, etc. In addition to these problems, however, there are 
special questions arising from the federal character of the central government. 
These centre around the mode of participation of the member units in the federal 
government. True federalism necessarily involves some sort of influence of the 
members on the government of the federation. This influence may be exercised 
through a second chamber, but that need not be so. It is possible to have a 
uni-cameral federal unit and a government not responsible to the federal parlia
ment, which is entirely or partly composed of delegates of the member govern
ments. The Bundesrat of the Bismarck Constitution is not necessarily bound up 
with an undemocratic system. There is, however, the more practicable solution 
of having a second federal chamber composed of representatives of the member 
units. Here again there are various possibilities. The members of the second 
chamber may be delegated by the Parliaments of the member units, either ac
cording to laws enacted by the member units themselves or according to a system 
laid down in the federal constitution. It is also possible to have the members of 
the second federal chamber elected by the peoples of the member units, as is the 
case in the USA. There is much to be said in favour of the second system. It 
strengthens “ federal consciousness”  among the people themselves. On the other 
hand, it makes the system more difficult to manage. Whichever system is chosen, 
there remains the important question of the rights of the federal chamber. Is it to 
exercise functions parallel to those of the first chamber? Will each federal law 
require the consent of both houses? Will preferential rights be given to the federal 
chamber with regard to foreign policy (treaties) and appointments to the federal 
civil service as is the case in the United States? O r should not the history of the 
relationship between the USA and the League of Nations be a warning that such a 
solution may lead to a preponderence of local interests and ideas? These are 
questions which must be carefully studied.

33. Ivor Jennings: The Maintenance of Democracy
May/June 1940

From A Federation for Western Europe, Cambridge (Cambridge University Press) 1940, 
pp. 94-100.

In the conferences o f the Constitutional Research Committee of the Federal Union Re
search Institute there had been a good deal o f discussion on civil liberties and on how far  the 
federal government should be empowered to intervene in order to guarantee democracy in 
the member states.1 Jennings2 had written a paper3 on the subject for the Committee and

1 See “ Report of two Conferences on the Constitutional Aspects of Federal Union” , 
pp. 9-10, and “ Report of the Third Conference of the Constitutional Committee” , 
pp. 2, 5, in Federal Union Research Institute, First Annual Report 1939-40.

2 See introduction to excerpt 13, p. 60.
3 “ Memorandum by Dr. W. I. Jennings: Civil Liberties” , in Federal Union Research 

Institute, First Annual Report 1939-40.
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subsequently wrote more extensively about it in A Federation for Western Europe. As this 
excerpt shows, he affirmed the need for a guarantee that the member states remain demo
cratic, by maintaining free elections and freedom of speech, o f assembly, of the press, etc. This 
would he done by inserting a Bill of Rights in the Preamble to the constitution, enforcing 
with federal forces only those state laws that were compatible with the Bill o f Rights, and 
giving the Federal President the power to disallow state laws that interfere with the holding 
of free elections.

( . . . )  Reasons [have been] given for suggesting that the Federation must be 
composed of democracies and of democracies alone. What protection have we 
that all the federated States will remain democratic? At present we have none, 
though it must be remembered that it would be much more difficult to establish a 
dictatorial State within a free federation than it is for a Sovereign State to pass 
under the fist of a dictator. It is at once seen that this problem is a problem of 
maintaining certain fundamental rights which are essential to a democratic system 
-  free elections, freedom of speech, freedom of assembly, freedom of the press, 
freedom to form political parties, freedom to establish broadcasting systems or, 
alternatively, impartial control -  and the like.

It is necessary to preserve these within the States because without them federal 
elections within a State would be a farce. “ Election by acclamation’’ as it is 
practised in Italy and (presumably) Russia is not election at all. The right to 
answer “ Yes” or “ N o ” , even without the implied threat of the concentration 
camp, is not a right to determine the aims and means of government. Our federal 
system implies free democracy within the States. Some, indeed, would go 
further. They urge that it is the business of Western Europe to see that the 
decencies of civilisation are maintained, that we should insist upon trial by jury, 
habeas corpus, impartial judges, law-abiding police forces, the suppression of 
Gestapos and Ogpus, and the like.

Our approach to this problem must be, I think, from the federal angle only. 
The fewer sources of controversy there are, the more likely are we to achieve 
federation. The time and energy devoted to discussing habeas corpus and trial by 
jury would be time and energy devoted to an interesting subject, but would not 
be devoted to federation. Moreover, we propose to leave the criminal law and its 
enforcement to the States: if at the same time we impose serious limitations on the 
States we shall introduce a new element of confusion and further decrease effec
tive State powers.

How, then, are we to prevent such interference with liberty as will hinder the 
effective operation of federal institutions? The obvious remedy is the insertion of 
a “ Bill of Rights”  designed to protect such fundamental liberties. It is the obvious 
remedy because it has been adopted in the United States. There are, however, 
serious difficulties. The first is in drafting. The common phrase is that we believe 
in “ liberty but not licence” . That means that we believe in liberty subject to 
restrictions. We believe in liberty of speech, but (in England) subject to the law of 
libel, slander, blasphemy, sedition, incitement to disaffection, treason, and the 
like. We believe in freedom of assembly, subject to the law of highways, parks,
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public order, unlawful assembly, rout, riot, and treason. In a word, we believe 
that restrictions on liberty should be reasonable.

It is not possible to draft a Bill of Rights to give the liberty that is necessary and 
yet to allow restrictions which are reasonable, unless the terms used are very 
general. If the terms are general, the interpretation will depend largely on the 
judges’ subjective notions. (. . .)

Moreover, judicial review in these cases is not always adequate. Let us suppose 
that X  is arrested for a speech in Trafalgar Square, advocating the admission of 
the Soviet Union to the Federation. He is sent to gaol for six months under an 
Act of the British Parliament designed to prevent the propagation of commu
nism. He asks for a case to be stated for the opinion of the High Court whether 
the Act is invalid under the Federal Constitution. If the decision goes against him 
he may (let us assume) appeal to the Federal Supreme Court. The Court holds the 
law invalid in so far as it relates to the propagation of communism (or any other 
“ ism” ) for federal purposes. By this time, twelve months will probably have 
elapsed, and the man has already served his six months -  or, (what is worse) been 
remanded in custody pending the result of the appeal.

For these reasons, I do not recommend a Bill of Rights in the Constitution. 
There is, however, a stronger case for the insertion of a Bill of Rights in the 
preamble. It would then have no legal effect. State legislation contrary to it would 
not be invalid, but the document would be quoted in debates in the State and 
Federal Legislatures, and breaches of it would form the basis of protests by the 
Federation to the State. Though this is not in the British tradition, other nations 
appreciate the importance of “ unenforceable”  rights of this character. Many 
written Constitutions include provisions of this kind, and the famous Declara
tion of the Rights of Man attached to the French Constitution of 1791 is really in 
a similar position. It was not re-enacted in the constitutional laws of 1875 which 
govern the third republic, but it is considered by French lawyers to be implicit in 
the French constitutional system.

General statements of this character are not unimportant. They provide a stand
ard of reference by which legislative proposals can be criticised. Especially where 
they have become embodied in the national tradition, as in France, they form a 
body of doctrine to which public opinion can rally. If similar statements were em
bodied in a federal Consitution, they would form a basis for representations 
by the Federation to a State and a basis for political opposition inside a State. 
It is, however, doubtful whether this is enough or whether the advantages would 
be sufficiently great to overweigh the difficulties of securing an agreed draft.1

It must be remembered that our scheme contemplates that all armed forces in 
the Federation (except possibly in special cases in colonies) would be vested in the 
Federation. In the last resort, the enforcement of laws rests on force. The State 
would have police-forces, but it would have no troops. In the event of serious 
resistance on the part of a section of its population, it would have to call for the 
assistance of the Federation. Article III of my draft contains an undertaking by

1 (fn in the original text) There is a further technical difficulty. According to the law of 
many States a provision in a preamble is a substantive enactment.
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the Federation to assist a State in the maintenance of public order. Now, if the 
State enacted laws to suppress an opposition or to interfere with free elections, it 
is certain that the minority would resist, whether by “ non-co-operation” or even 
by rioting (armed resistance would not be practicable), and the laws could not be 
enforced unless the Federal forces were brought into action. It is arguable that a 
limitation of the federal guarantee to the effect that federal forces would not be 
used to enforce laws contrary to a Bill of Rights would be enough. It would then 
be impossible for a State to proceed to such extreme measures as would in fact 
interfere with federal elections. However, I feel that this also is not enough. If 
political opposition in a State were illegal, and were suppressed as far as it could 
be by ordinary police action, a good deal of it would disappear. Only the more 
intransigent elements would continue in operation, and the election of these 
elements to the People’s House would cause riotous scenes in that House that we 
should do well to avoid. N or would this method allow a fair representation in the 
States’ House. Further, what is to be feared is not so much a coup d'état by which 
one party seized the government and suppressed its opposition as a gradual 
encroachment on political liberty which would, over a long period, result in the 
elimination of opposition political doctrines. Only in the last resort would fed
eral intervention be necessary, and by that time it would be too late.

I consider that the method of disallowance is the key to the solution. If the 
President has power to disallow laws which might tend to interfere with the 
holding of free elections, the question of enforcement would not arise. N or 
would it be necessary to draft a Bill of Rights. In Article XII, section 2, I have 
provided a power of disallowance over any law which, in the opinion of the 
Council of Ministers:
(a) tends to interfere with the freedom of elections to the People’s House;
(b) tends to prevent the formation or constitutional operation of political parties 

having federal objects; or
(c) is likely to require the performance by the Federation of its obligations under 

Article III.
This provision is strictly relevant to federal purposes. It does not interfere with 

State legislation more than is necessary. It does not involve judicial interpretation 
of wide and vague phrases -  indeed, it does not require judicial interpretation at 
all, because the Council of Ministers is the judge. Wider powers could be in
cluded if the States would agree, but I doubt if they would accept such further 
limitations of their sovereignty.

34. Ronald Mackay: Exclusive and Concurrent Powers
April 1940

From Federal Europe, London (Michael Joseph) 1940, pp. 180-181, 191-192, 238-242; 
revised and republished as Peace Aims and the New Order, London (Michael Joseph) 1941, 
pp. 190-191, 201-202, 247-251.
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In this excerpt Mackay explains the allocation of powers in his draft constitution.1 Exter
nal affairs, defence, customs, currency and essential services go exclusively to the federation, 
and he defines a further, long list of economic, industrial and social subjects on which the 
states may continue to legislate only until the federation begins to legislate on them. Thus he 
gives his federation much greater powers than those working with the Federal Union Re
search Institute's economic and constitutional committees,2 and most other writers, have 
done. He justifies this by referring to “ the development of mass production and international 
trade”  and by his expectation that those concurrent powers “ may not be exercised by the 
Federal Authority for quite a long time". The excerpt then reproduces Chapter 2 (Sections 
27-30, to which reference is made in the following text) o f his draft constitution.

( . . . )  The division of powers should be made in such a way that the residue 
goes to the States and the defined powers to the Federation. The defined powers 
are divided into the exclusive and the concurrent. Every matter given to the 
Federation under the heading of exclusive powers can be dealt with only by the 
Federal Parliament. All the remaining powers belong to the States, excepting the 
concurrent powers, but each concurrent power will remain within the scope of 
the State Parliaments until the Federation begins to legislate in respect of it. The 
division of powers should be determined in such a way that the Federal authority 
shall have effective power to govern as a State of the modern world . . .

The chief powers which the Federation must possess relate to (a) external 
affairs and defence; (b) customs and fiscal duties; (c) currency, coinage and bor
rowing; and (d) the essential services of the Federation. These powers are more 
fully enumerated in Section 27 of the Constitution where they are set out in 
detail. They cover the main questions in respect of which the Federal Parliament 
must have full and unfettered power to legislate. (. . .)

In Section 28 there are set out a further list of powers, which, over a period of 
years, the Federation may desire to exercise. These are the “ concurrent powers” . 
So long as the Federation does not exercise these powers, they can be exercised 
by the States, as they will be. Once the Federation does exercise them, or exer
cises one of them in part, in such a way as to conflict with what the States have 
done in the same field, then to that extent the State legislation will cease to be 
valid and the legislation of the Federation will supersede it. In Section 28, power 
is given to the Federal Parliament to raise money by taxation, to deal with a large 
number of economic questions, to regulate industrial matters, to control the 
social services and with respect to the administration of law. ( . . . )

1 See introduction to excerpt 3, p. 41. The constitution follows the main body of the text 
of Federal Europe, in which Mackay explained, with a sense of political realities which 
has already been noted (see excerpts 19, p. 67, and 25, p. 79, in particular), the reasons 
why he believed such a constitution was required.

2 See excerpts 31, p. 90, and 37, p. 110, and the “ Report on two Conferences on the 
Constitutional Aspects of Federal Union” , “ Report of the Third Conference of the 
Constitutional Committee” , “ Report on First Conference: Economic Aspects of Fed
eration” and “ Interim Report on Economic Aspects of the Federal Constitution” , in 
FURI, First Annual Report 1939-40. (The two latter reports are reproduced as excerpts 
37 and 38.) See also Jennings, A Federation for Western Europe.
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Many people may consider that it is unnecessary to give to the Federal author
ity such wide powers with regard to economic, industrial and social matters. 
With the development of mass production and international trade, there are very 
powerful reasons for giving to the central authority the fullest powers in these 
fields. It is, however, only right to point out that these are given as concurrent 
powers, and may not be exercised by the Federal authority for quite a long time. 
In point of fact, they will only be exercised after the Federation has been estab
lished for a number of years, and when there is a general demand from the 
different State authorities for legislation on these matters to be made uniform 
over all the territories of the Federation. If the principle is accepted that unifor
mity in legislation is desirable over the whole of the Federation, then it will 
follow that the concurrent powers will in time have to be exercised by the Federal 
authority. ( . . . )

The Constitution of the United States o f Europe

Chapter 2

The Powers of Parliament
Exclusive 27. The Parliament shall, subject to this Constitution, have exclu-
Powers sive power to make laws for the peace, order and good government

of the Federation with respect to:
(1) External affairs and defence, including:

(a) the relations of the Federation with other countries;
(b) the diplomatic and consular services;
(c) the military, naval and air defence of the Federation;
(d) the control of the forces of the Federation to execute and 

maintain the laws of the Federation;
(e) the control of the forces to execute and maintain the laws of 

the States within the Federation;
(f) the preservation of law and order within the Federation.

(2) Essential services, including:
(a) postal, telegraphic, telephonic and other like services or 

forms of communication;
(b) broadcasting, television and other like services;
(c) lighthouses, lightships, beacons and buoys;
(d) astronomical and meteorological observations;
(e) quarantine and public health;
(f) census and statistics;
(g) weights and measures;
(h) naturalisation and aliens;
(i) the people of any race in any State for whom it is deemed 

necessary to make special laws;
(j) immigration and emigration;
(k) the influx of criminals.
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Concurrent
Powers

(3) Money and finance, including:
(a) duties of Customs and Excise on the production, importa

tion and/or exportation of any goods;
(b) bounties on the production or export of any goods;
(c) borrowing money on the public credit of the Federation;
(d) currency, coinage and legal tender;
(e) banking in all its forms and the incorporation of Banks;
(f) the issue of paper or other forms of money and/or credit;
(g) bills of exchange and promissory notes.

(4) Matters
(a) in respect of which this Constitution makes provision until 

the Parliament otherwise provides.
(b) referred to the Parliament of the Federation as exclusive 

matters by the Parliament of any State or by the Parliaments 
of any States but so that the law shall extend only to States 
by whose Parliaments the matter is referred or which after
wards adopt the law.

(c) in relation to the seat of government of the Federation and 
all places acquired by the Federation for public purposes.

(d) relating to any department of the civil or public service the 
control of which is by this Constitution transferred to the 
Executive Government of the Federation.

(e) declared by this Constitution to be within the exclusive 
power of the Parliament.

28. The Parliament shall, subject to this Constitution, have power
to make laws for the peace, order and good government of the
Federation with respect to:
(1) Taxation;
(2) Economic questions, including:

(a) trade and commerce and the relation thereto of all persons 
and enterprises engaged therein;

(b) insurance in all its forms;
(c) the creation, dissolution, regulation and control of corpo

rations;
(d) the dissolution, regulation and control of corporations 

formed under the law of a State whether for the acquisition 
of gain by the corporation or by its members or formed for 
religious, charitable, scientific or artistic purposes;

(e) the regulation, dissolution and control of foreign corpora
tions;

(f) the acquisition of any real or personal property or any 
interest therein;

(g) the regulation, ownership and control of the production, 
manufacture, distribution or supply of any primary, secon
dary and tertiary industry;

(h) the regulation, control, creation and dissolution of any
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trusts, combinations, monopolies and arrangements in res
pect of any primary, secondary and tertiary industry or of 
any goods, commodities and services;

(i) transport in all forms by road, by rail, by water, in the air or 
otherwise.

(3) Industrial matters, including:
(a) labour;
(b) organisation of employees and employers;
(c) employment and unemployment;
(d) the terms and conditions of labour and employment in any 

trade, industry, occupation or calling;
(e) the rights and obligations of employers and employees;
(f) strikes and lockouts;
(g) the maintenance of industrial peace;
(h) the settlement of industrial disputes;
(i) family endowments and allowances to parents and 

children.
(4) Social services, including:

(a) invalid and old-age pensions;
(b) unemployment insurance;
(c) workmen’s compensation;
(d) health and sickness insurance;
(e) national insurance;
(f) maintenance allowances and benefits.

(5) The administration of law, including:
(a) bankruptcy and insolvency;
(b) copyrights, patents of invention and designs, and trade

marks ;
(c) marriage;
(d) divorce, matrimonial cause, questions of maintenance of 

wife by husband and vice versa;
(e) Parental rights and the custody and guardianship of in

fants;
(f) the service and execution throughout the Federation of the 

civil and criminal process and the judgments of the courts of 
the States

(6) Matters
(a) referred to the Parliament of the Federation as concurrent 

powers by the Parliament of any State or by the Parliaments 
of any States, but so that the law shall extend only to States 
by whose Parliaments the matter is referred, or which after
wards adopt the law;

(b) incidental to the execution of any powers vested by this 
Constitution in the Parliament of the Federation, or in the 
Government of the Federation, or in the Judicature of the 
Federation, or in any department or officer of the Federation.
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Interprets,- 29. The provisions of the clauses and sub-clauses of Sections 27 and 
tion 28 shall be given the widest interpretation and the subject matter of

the sub-clauses shall be treated as extending and not limiting the 
meaning of the operative words in each clause and the power or 
powers in each sub-clause shall be treated as independent powers 
and shall not be construed as ejusdem generis with any other power 
in the same sub-clause.

Uniformity 30. In the exercise of any power, Parliament shall not legislate so as 
to discriminate between the people in any of the States or parts of 
States and any legislation relating to taxation shall be uniform 
throughout the Federation, and the Parliament shall not by any law 
or regulation of trade, commerce or revenue give preference to any 
one State or any part thereof over another State or any part 
thereof.

35. Ivor Jennings: Defence and Foreign Policy May/June 1940

From A Federation for Western Europe, Cambridge (Cambridge University Press) 1940, 
p p .101, 105-6.

After explaining that the federation he proposed would be “a union for defined purposes 
only”  and that the powers remaining with the member states would be “much larger than 
has been provided in any federal constitution at present in existence” J  Jennings2 goes on to 
insist, as this excerpt shows, that defence power and responsibility for foreign affairs should 
be transferred to the federation. This was the common assumption of those working with 
Federal Union and the Federal Union Research Institute at the time3 -  although, with the 
failure o f the European Defence Community and the success of the European Economic 
Community, postwar integration in Western Europe has taken a different course.

O f all the objects for which federation is proposed, by far the most important 
is to render war among the nations of Western Europe absolutely and literally 
impossible. Complete disarmament is not practicable unless all the nations of the 
world disarm, and even if that could be achieved war potential would remain. 
Proportional disarmament, if world-wide, would merely mean that the trained 
forces and armaments immediately available would be reduced, while leaving war 
potential unaltered. The one solution is to forbid absolutely the possession of 
armed forces or armaments to Western nations individually, while making them 
so strong collectively that they would be safe against aggression from outside. 
The armed forces and armaments required for this purpose would be but a frac-

1 A Federation for Western Europe, p. 89.
2 See introduction to excerpt 13, p. 60.
3 See, for example, “ Report on two Conferences on the Constitutional Aspects of Federal 

Union” , FURI, Annual Report 1939-40, p. 6.
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tion of the forces and armaments maintained in 1938, which were designed 
primarily to defend the Western nations against each other.

It is a cardinal point of our proposal, therefore, that defence power should be 
transferred to the Federation. ( . . . )

Responsibility for defence inevitably carries with it responsibility for foreign 
affairs. The Federation cannot control the use of armed forces without also 
controlling the policy which determines when, if ever, those forces are to be 
used. Accordingly, direct political relations between the federated States and 
foreign countries must cease, foreign policy will be in the hands of the Council of 
Ministers, and the President will send and receive ambassadors. Moreover, it is 
proposed in the next chapter that responsibility for external commerce, migra
tion, air traffic, and navigation and shipping shall be transferred to the Federa
tion, so that commercial treaties as well as political treaties would come within 
the jurisdiction of the Federal Government.

There are, however, many subjects of international discussion which would be 
entirely within the jurisdiction of the federated States. They might include, for 
instance, public health, extradition for the purposes of the criminal law, the 
mutual enforcement of civil judgments, bankruptcies, patents, trade marks, 
copyrights, postal and telegraphic services, broadcasting, and the like. In most 
federations nearly all these subjects come within federal jurisdiction. Since it is 
not proposed that all of them should be transferred to the Federation, it is 
reasonable that federated States should have relations with each other and with 
foreign governments, and relations with which the Federation would not be 
directly concerned.

36. William Beveridge: Defence and Foreign Policy 1 May 1940

From Peace by Federation?, Federal Tracts No. 1, London, Federal Union, 1940, 
pp. 13-14; reprinted in World Order Papers, First Series, London, Royal Institute of In
ternational Affairs, September 1940, pp. 75-76.

Beveridge,1 like Jennings in the preceding extract, makes defence and foreign policy the 
minimum powers for his proposed federation. In this excerpt he argues that this should he 
acceptable to the public and to the armed forces.

Two affairs are certainly common and form the minimum for transfer, viz, 
defence and foreign policy. This means, in the end, that all the armed forces of all 
the federated nations will become a single force, owing allegiance to the federal 
government and not to the national governments. There will be no British Navy, 
no German Army, no French Air Force, but British, German, French, Swedish, 
Belgian and other contingents of a federal navy, army and air force.

1 See introduction to excerpt 21, p. 72.
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To many this will be a hard saying -  at first, perhaps, too hard to be accepted. 
Those who find pooling of all arms in a federation unthinkable must face the 
alternatives. Is it worth while to keep a British Navy at cost of there being a 
German Army and a German Air Force? Is it feasible to keep British and French 
armaments while denying them to others? That was tried in 1919, with results 
known to all. If Britain and her allies were once again in the dominant position of 
1919, there would be temptation to ensure security for themselves by their own 
arms. Could they trust themselves, would they be trusted by others, not to abuse 
power, not to use it for economic gain? An alternative of another type is that one 
form of armed force -  say that of the air -  should be made international or 
super-national, while other forms remain under national control. It is difficult to 
see merit in such a compromise. If the force which remains national is of a scale 
and type that it can challenge the super-national force, it may become the basis of 
aggressive civil war. If not, it is a delusive safeguard; it makes armed conflict and 
bloodshed possible for no advantage.

The steps by which the pooling of the armed forces of an international feder
ation could be brought about depend on the circumstances in which the 
federation came to birth. The military aspects of accomplished federation need 
expert consideration. But if the peoples wish to get security through federation, it 
is hard to suppose that the military problem of guaranteeing their security against 
civil war would prove insoluble. Critics of federation often cite the American 
Civil War as proof that federation may fail to prevent war between member 
states. The reply to this criticism is that the American Civil War occurred 75 
years ago, and that since that time there have been two revolutions -  one in arms 
and one in the minds of men. First, in the America of 1860 the simple arms 
required were available to all; every man had his musket. The aeroplanes, tanks, 
submarines and scientific equipment of modern warfare are not broadcast and 
cannot be improvised. So simple a device as making guns in one part of the 
federation and the shells to fit them in another part might prove an effective 
safeguard against revolution or forcible secession. Second, war, in the minds of 
all peoples who know it, bears an aspect to-day very different from its aspect 
even a generation ago: to talk of civilized man as a fighting animal, when fighting 
means modern totalitarian war, is patently ridiculous. War threatens to die of 
inanition in the minds of thoughtful men. The greatest danger to civilization 
to-day is not the risk that war will go on for ever, but that the more civilized 
nations will abandon war too soon, before others do, and will leave the world to 
the oppressors.

The ordinary citizen to-day does not have to be kept from fighting; the ordi
nary citizen to-morrow, fresh from new experience of war, will be ready to 
barter arms for security. The men of the fighting professions will not find any
thing unthinkable in federation. The traditions and spirit of those who in 
different nations choose the risks of the fighting professions have much in com
mon. The British navy becoming, as at first it naturally would be, the main part 
of a federal navy, would find no difficulty in keeping the peace of the seas with a 
wider loyalty.



110 Documents

37. Federal Union Research Institute: ‘Economic Aspects of
Federation’ End 1939

“ Report on First Conference: Economic Aspects of Federation” , (written by Barbara 
Wootton), in Federal Union Research Institute, First Annual Report 1939-40, London, 
1940 (mimeographed, obtainable in British Library and Chatham House library).

This excerpt is the report, written by Barbara Wootton,1 of a conference of the Econo
mists3 Committee of the Federal Union Research Department, which soon after became the 
Federal Union Research Institute. It was generally agreed that defence, foreign policy and 
the control of dependencies should be federal functions, and that it would be desirable to 
have federal control of exchange rates, tariffs and migration; the majority also wanted to 
establish a federal currency and central bank. This difference between those who were for a 
common currency and those who were against it on the grounds that it would prevent 
Ciexpansionist experiments”  by the member states, as well as the subsequent discussion of the 
scope for c<collectivist experiments” , reflected the differences between socialist and liberal 
economists, expressed in excerpts 42-49 below.2 It was agreed in the conference that the 
member states should be free to undertake cccollectivist experiments”  provided these did not 
imply c<differential advantages in competition with the enterprises o f other states” .

At the invitation of ‘Federal Union’, a conference of economists was held at 
the Master’s Lodgings, University College, Oxford, to consider the economic 
aspects of federation. With a view to making their examination of the problem as 
concrete as possible, the Conference took as basis of discussion a federation 
embracing, as a minimum, Britain, France, Germany, the four Scandinavian 
countries, Belgium and Holland.

The general conclusions reached by the conference were summarised in the 
following propositions:

1. There should be established a Western European Federal Government, cov
ering as a minimum the countries named, for defence, foreign policy and control 
of dependencies, with a view to making war between members of the Federation 
impossible.

2. As a further safeguard against such war and as a means of raising the stan
dard of living among all peoples and of removing insecurity, it would be desirable 
for the Federal Government to have control also of trade, currency and migra
tion.

As regards these general conclusions agreed, it was agreed (a) that the federal 
control of trade, currency, migration and dependencies would prevent divisions 
of economic interest from coinciding with national boundaries, and so help to 
destroy the economic basis of nationalism; (b) that the degree of unification to be 
proposed depended more on public sentiment than on technical factors, and must 
be primarily governed by what the public would be ready to accept.

The general conclusions involve many special points. The results of the dis-

1 See introduction to excerpt 47, p. 138.
2 p p .125-143.
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cussion of these special points are set out in the Memorandum of Discussion 
(. . .) which was prepared after the conference by one of the members. ( . . . )

Memorandum o f Discussion by Economists on Federal Union
A. Currency. Complete unification of currency was defined as including:
Federal control of legal tender;
Federal control of inter-State payments;
Federal central bank.
The importance of complete unification was urged on the ground that a com

mon currency is a psychologically valuable symbol of union, currency being 
handled every day by every citizen of the Union.

Alternative proposal. A minority opinion was in favour of retaining distinct 
national currencies and regulating their relative value by federal control of ex
change rates. This view was supported on the ground that it would make possible 
expansionist experiments by the member-States, to which the States would prob
ably attach importance. Swedish experience and the Blum experiment in France 
were quoted as illustrations.

B. Migration. Importance was attached to freedom of migration as being, like a 
common currency, an important symbol of unity, and as likely to make for 
cultural contacts between the populations of the member-States.

It was not thought likely that completely free migration could be introduced at 
the outset. The possibility of free migration would depend upon:

1. the area of the Federation (the inclusion of Italy would present immediate 
problems);

2. the effect of population and other conditions upon the likelihood of actual 
migration taking place (e.g. older people less likely to move than younger 
ones);

3. comparative standards of living within the federation. It was felt that 
completely free migration would, in almost any federation, be a danger to the 
standards of sections of the British working class;

4. complicating questions of colour or racial prejudice.
C. Trade. 1. It was agreed that the Federation should have the sole power from 

the outset of concluding commercial treaties with outside countries.
2. It was agreed not to urge immediate abolition of all inter-federation tariffs, 

though the argument was used that sudden abolition of tariffs would cause less 
dislocation if it was carried out by many countries than if by comparatively few. 
(This last argument was not exhaustively discussed.)

3. It was generally agreed that complete freedom of trade within the Federa
tion was the ideal to be aimed at eventually; subject, however, to minority 
reservations as to the possibility of tariffs being used in connection with collec
tivist experiments mentioned under F below.

4. It was agreed that member-States which might wish to subsidise certain of 
their own industries should have liberty to do so.

D. Dependencies. It was felt that the problems of dependencies are on the 
whole more problems of political status and rights than of economics. They
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should be discussed by a subsequent meeting of specialists in colonial pro
blems.

It was agreed that immediately upon the formation of the Federation, a 
declaration should be made that there should be no discrimination in favour of 
any member-State in trade relations with any of the dependencies, and that the 
abolition of all such discrimination should be fixed for a definite and early 
date.

It was regarded as desirable that the dependencies should be administered by a 
federal (international) civil service.

E. Social Services. It was agreed that the fullest possible freedom should be left 
to the member-States to provide their own Social Services. It was suggested, but 
the suggestion was not endorsed, that it might be desirable to impose a federal 
minimum.

It was agreed that specially generous State services should not carry with them 
a law of settlement.

F. Collectivist Experiments. It was agreed that the member-States should have 
freedom to indulge in collectivist experiments, provided that these were not 
restrictive, i.e. did not enjoy differential advantages in competition with the 
enterprises of other States.

A minority opinion held that there might be a case for allowing restrictive 
experiments provided that the restrictions required federal sanction. If the Soviet 
Union, for example, should adopt the basic civil liberties required by the feder
ation, it was agreed that its adherence might be so valuable that it would be worth 
while giving considerable freedom under special privileges to its form of econ
omic organisation. It was also possible that Germany would wish to adopt a 
somewhat similar form of economic organisation.

G. Alternative Programmes. The foregoing is an attempt to summarise the 
common opinion of those taking part in the conference. It was, however, agreed 
that if this programme should prove unattainable, a federation could be esta
blished even if only defence and foreign policy and the taxation necessary to 
support these services were the sole functions of the federal authority.

The possible degrees of centralisation, and the alternative programmes covered 
by the majority and by the various minority opinions in the group, may therefore 
be summarised in a series of steps as follows:
1. Defence and foreign policy and relevant taxation to be sole federal func

tions;
2. Above, plus federal control of exchanges, tariffs, migration and dependen

cies;
3. Federal control of tariffs, migration and dependencies and federal currency and

state bank.
The remaining différencies of opinion relate chiefly to the policy to be pursued 

by federal authorities after the formation of the Union, rather than to the scope 
of federal functions and powers.
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38. Federal Union Research Institute: ‘Economic Aspects of the 
Federal Constitution’ Beginning 1940

“ Interim Report on Economic Aspects of the Federal Constitution’’, (written by Lionel 
Robbins), Federal Union Research Institute, First Annual Report 1939-40, London, 1940 
(mimeographed, obtainable in British Library and Chatham House library).

“At the second conference”  of the Economists' Committee of the Federal Union Research 
Institute, “an Agreed Interim Report was drafted hy Professor Robbins” .1 While Robbins2 
was of the liberal school, and favoured a common currency and completely free migration 
and trade within the federation,3 his report resolved the conflict between liberals and social
ists in the Economists' Committee by providing that these issues should not be determined in 
advance, but that the federal institutions should have the power to decide the policies for 
currency, migration and trade, which could include limits to integration if  these were found 
desirable. The report also introduced the idea of a transitional period for the freeing of trade 
or migration, which was employed by the European Economic Community during its first 
decade. The report was discussed at an Anglo-French Economists' Conference on 13 and 14 
April 1940, when Beveridge, von Hayek, Ransome, Robbins and Wootton went to Paris to 
meet a distinguished group of French economists.4

I. Introduction
While it is commonly agreed that it is essential that the Federal Constitution 

should include provisions relating not merely to foreign affairs and defence, but 
also to economic activity, there has existed considerable difference of opinion 
concerning the nature of the provisions. On the one hand there is a school of 
thought which holds that Federation should guarantee complete freedom of trade 
and migration, a common money and a total absence of any regulations impeding 
full unification of economic life; on the other hand there are many sincere fed
eralists who are apprehensive lest a policy of this sort should involve danger to 
certain kinds of local initiative which they wish to foster, and should at the same 
time arouse damaging opposition among various interests which may be affected. 
These differences have been very carefully considered; and while it is realised that 
it is impossible to reach common agreement with regard to detailed policy in 
connection with the matters concerned, it is hoped that an expedient has been 
devised whereby, for the purpose of the formation of the Federation, the mem
bers of the different schools of thought may present a united front.

This solution consists in making a clear distinction between the necessary 
powers of the Federation and the policy which is to be pursued in the use of these

1 FURI, First Annual Report 1939-40, p. 2 of Editorial Note.
2 See introduction to excerpt 5, p. 44.
3 See “ Economic Aspects of Federation” , in Chaning-Pearce (ed.), Federal Union, 

pp. 171-177; see also excerpt 41 below.
4 See “ Anglo-French Economists’ Conference” , and “ Editorial Note” , p. 2, in FURI, 

First Annual Report 1939-40.
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powers once the Federation has been established. Thus, to take a concrete ex
ample, it may be disputed whether the federal control of money should take the 
form of a coordination of semi-independent national monetary systems, or 
whether it should take the form of a complete unification. This, however, is a 
matter of policy. What is essential to the formation of the Federation is that 
power should be given to the federal organ to carry out whatever policy with 
regard to money may ultimately be thought to be desirable. On the basis of a 
distinction of this sort it has been found possible to reach a very considerable 
degree of agreement.

II. The General Principle o f Division o f Powers
It is assumed that, in any Federation in Western Europe or the associated 

regions which is at all probable, the general principle to be adopted as regards 
division of powers between State and Federation should be that the Federation 
should assume only such powers as are necessary to the maintenance of the 
stability and prosperity of the Federation. That is to say, in drawing up the 
articles of the Constitution, it is necessary only to enumerate those powers which 
are to be given to the Federal authority; the powers of the States will be residual -  
they will be free to do whatever is not explicitly withdrawn from them by the 
power given to the Federal authority.

The criterion for the establishment of Federal powers is twofold. On the one 
hand the Federation must have power to prohibit or to regulate such actions on 
the part of individual States as might cause embarrassment to other members of 
the Federation. On the other hand, it must have certain positive powers to 
perform functions which are not within the technical competence of the smaller 
areas.

If these principles be accepted, further details of the Constitution may be 
discussd under the following headings:
1. Money
2. Migration
3. Trade
4. Other Powers of the Federation
5. Powers of the States
6. External Economic Relations.

1. Money
The question of the most appropriate monetary system for the Federation has 

given rise to perhaps more controversy than any other matter. As has been 
indicated already, opinion with regard to monetary policy is sharply divided. 
There are those who urge a complete unification of money and banking and those 
who feel that such a system would unduly hamper local initiative and who press 
therefore for some degree of monetary independence for the constituent States. It 
is, however, agreed that in the last resort the Federation must have full powers of 
co-ordination. It would be incompatible with the principles of Federation if it
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were within the power of any one State to pursue independently a policy which 
should cause dislocation of trade for other members of the Federation. In draw
ing up the constitution, therefore, the essential requirement is that the Federation 
should have adequate powers of control. It may desire to use these powers to 
institute a common currency, or it may decide that some looser system is desir
able; but in any case it is agreed that it must have full powers to carry out 
whatever policy is thought desirable. This clearly involves not merely control of 
legal tender, but also powers of legislation in regard to banking and capital 
movements and also of disallowance of State laws which are incompatible with 
Federal legislation.

2 . Inter-State Migration

The problem of inter-State migration involves matters very fundamental to the 
ultimate stability of the Union. If the inhabitants of the richer States were to have 
an unrestricted power to limit migration from other parts of the Federation, the 
inhabitants of the poorer areas might look upon the whole Federal construction 
as a sort of trap. They would have been induced to abandon the armaments 
whereby they might hope in some favourable future conjunction of circum
stances to improve their position as regards living space, and they might regard 
themselves as confined indefinitely to areas of inferior economic opportunity. 
On the other hand, it may be thought that the institution of complete laisser- 
passer might give rise to rapid and large scale movements of population endan
gering social stability in the areas of immigration. This danger would probably be 
most acutely feared in the years immediately following the formation of the 
Federation.

The solution of this problem as regards the Federal constitution is clearly to 
place the control of migration in the hands of the Federal authority. The consti
tuent States must not retain the right of limiting freedom of movement; but 
nothing should prevent the Federation from imposing such limitations if it de
sires to do so. A State, therefore, which wished to see migration into its area 
controlled would have to induce the Federation to set the necessary machinery 
working. This would cover not merely migration for permanent settlement, but 
short period migration arising from seasonal fluctuations of industry or from 
local labour disputes. If any one State wished to keep out occasional immigrants, 
it would have to obtain the sanction of the Federal legislature. Some variation of 
these provisions might possibly be found desirable as regards non-European 
States which became members of the Federation, e.g. the British Dominions. 
Here it is suggested that the appropriate mechanism might be, not direct Federal 
control and regulation, but Federal power of disallowance of State legislation. It 
might be noted that migration from regions outside the Federation does not fall 
under the heading “ Inter-State Migration” : it is a matter of the external relations 
of the Federation. Clearly if a member wished to have Federal defence, it would 
have to allow the Federal authority to determine what immigration should be 
allowed from outside.
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3. Trade
The same principle of solution is suggested in regard to inter-State trade. For 

the constituent States themselves to limit trade from other parts of the Federation 
by means of tariffs or quotas would clearly involve damage to other members of 
the Federation. But to write into the Constitution a complete prohibition of 
internal obstacles might be unacceptable. The general solution therefore should 
be to give to the Federal authority power to deal with matters of this sort. If the 
members of the particular State wish that the goods produced by other members 
of the Federation should be subject to special disabilities in their own markets, 
they must persuade the Federation to impose the limitation they desire or to 
sanction the imposition of such a limitation.

It must be realised that this principle involves considerably more than the 
machinery of tariffs and quotas. State measures of indirect protection such as the 
illegitimate use of veterinary regulations must be subject to Federal review. 
Moreover, it is agreed that the Federal function in this respect involves overriding 
powers in regard to transport regulations. Freedom on the part of States to 
discriminate as regards inter-State trade either through transport or conditions of 
service might be as damaging to other States of the Federation as direct discrim
ination via tariffs and quotas. This matter is dealt with again below in connection 
with “ Other Powers of the Federation” and with “ Powers of the States” .

4. Other Powers o f the Federation
The powers of the Federation must not be limited to a negative control of 

anti-social activities on the part of State governments. There are certain positive 
powers which it is indispensable for the Federal authority to have if the stability 
and the welfare of the Federation is to be assured.

The Federation must have full powers of taxation and borrowing. It is unde
sirable that any limitations should be imposed upon the Federation as regards the 
method of raising its finances.

It should have powers to initiate and operate, either directly or through the 
States, such public works and enterprises as may be necessary to the welfare of 
the Federation. These must cover on the one hand public utility operations 
transcending the areas of particular States, and on the other hand public works of 
a more ephemeral character which may be thought necessary to deal with unem
ployment and the general fluctuations of business.

Further, it must have full powers in regard to legislation concerning restraint 
of trade, company registration, patent law and banking. It would be highly un
desirable if the laxity of the law in any particular State in this respect should make 
it possible for anti-social practices to find refuge from legislative restriction else
where.

The question of the appropriate machinery for discharging these functions is a 
highly technical matter involving much further research and consideration. It 
may be suggested that institutions resembling the United States Inter-State Com 
merce Commission and the Federal Trade Commission, armed, however, with 
more extensive powers, might be found desirable. These, however, are matters of
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policy rather than constitutional provision; the essential thing is that nothing in 
the constitution should impede the full discharge of whatever Federal functions 
are thought to be necessary.

It is not thought desirable that labour legislation should be a direct Federal 
function. There is some danger that, if this were so, the wealthier parts of the 
Federation might succeed in imposing regulations detrimental to the interests of 
laborers in the poorer states; there is, moreover, a possible advantage in leaving 
these functions to be discharged by the States, where more detailed account can 
be taken of local conditions. If conditions in any particular State were felt to be 
unduly retrograde, this could be remedied indirectly through the variations of 
Federal Grants-in-Aid.

5. Powers o f the States
As has been indicated above, the States should have power to do anything not 

expressly forbidden to them by the Constitution. It is therefore not necessary to 
attempt to draw up any exhaustive catalogue. There are certain matters, however, 
which deserve further elucidation.

A critical question for many supporters of Federal Union is the scope of 
collectivist experiment on the part of individual States. To what extent would the 
articles of the constitution limit initiative in this direction? The answer to this is 
implicit in what has been said already, but it may be worth while to state it 
explicity. The States would be free to make what experiments they wished, 
subject to the powers of the Federation. Local collectivist experiment would be 
limited only by the power of the Federation to regulate restriction or discrimi
nation against other members of the Federation. Thus a State might decide to 
nationalise certain mineral resources. Nothing in the Federal constitution would 
prevent it instituting what form of industrial control it thought most proper. It 
would not, however, be free, without Federal permission, to restrict imports 
competing with the products of nationalised industry, and if such industry, vis a 
vis the rest of the Federation, were in a position of monopolistic power, it would 
be subject to the Federal powers in regard to restraint of trade. That is to say, the 
States have freedom to do anything which increases productive efficiency. Ac
tivities which involve the curtailment of the market of their neighbours or the 
charging of monopolistic prices to other members of the Federation are however 
subject to Federal control.

The question is sometimes raised as to what extent the constituent States 
should be allowed to grant special subsidies to their own industries. Here the 
general consensus of opinion seems to be that straightforward subsidies financed 
out of the State budget may be permitted. But subsidies which involve discrim
ination in export markets necessarily impinge upon the welfare of other members 
of the Federation and should be subject to Federal disallowance.

6. External Economic Relations
It is agreed that external economic relations should be a matter of Federal 

control. This involves powers to make commercial and industrial treaties, exter-
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nal migration and trade and the control of external communications. Any system 
which permitted independent initiative to the constituent States in this respect 
would be likely to lead to great confusion and indeed to permit the undermining 
of that Federal control of foreign affairs which is indispensible to the stability of 
the Federation.

III. Transitional Problems
It is agreed that, whatever the policy which is adopted by the Federation in 

regard to the various matters coming within its control, it will probably be 
necessary that in the years immediately succeeding the actual formation of the 
Federation, special provisions will have to be made to provide for the difficulties 
of the change-over. Thus if it were decided as a permanent policy to institute 
freedom of trade or migration within the Federation, it is improbable that it 
would be thought desirable for this to commence immediately. The details of 
policy in regard to the transition are clearly matters of immense intricacy, de
pendent on the long-period policy eventually contemplated and on the particular 
circumstances of the States entering into the Federation. They are however es
sentially matters of policy rather than of constitutional powers; and although it 
might be thought desirable to append to any agreement to federate an instrument 
giving precise indications with regard to the policy to be adopted through the 
transition period, it is clearly not necessary to enter into these details in any 
statement regarding the general principles of constitution-making.

39. Harold Wilson: ‘Economic Aspects of Federation’ 1940

From “ Economic Aspects of Federation” , pp. 4-6, in Federal Union Research Institute, 
First Annual Report 1939-40, London, 1940, (mimeographed, obtainable in British Library 
and Chatham House library).

'C

James Harold Wilson (born 1916, now Lord Wilson) became a lecturer in Economics at 
New College, Oxford in 1937 and a Fellow of University College in 1938. He became a 
Labour Member of Parliament in 1945, President of the Board of Trade 1947-51, Leader of 
the Opposition 1963-64 and 1970-74, and Prime Minister 1964—70 and 1974—76. In 
1939-40, at University College, he was helping Beveridge with his research projects, and he 
took part in the Economists’ Conference and Constitutional Conferences o f the Federal 
Union Research Institute. His paper on “ Economic Aspects of Federation3,1 began with a 
rebuttal of an article by von Hayek2 and, more generally, of proposals to abolish tariffs and

1 See also excerpt 44, p. 134; 53, p. 149.
2 von Hayek, Friedrich “ Economic Conditions of Inter-State Federalism” , New Com

monwealth Quarterly, Vol. V, No. 2, London, September 1939, pp. 131-148. See 
excerpt 43, p. 129 from von Hayek’s article and excerpt 44, p. 134 from Wilson’s 
rebuttal.
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national currencies. This, he argued, would inhibit collectivist policies such as the raising of 
wages and labour standards (which he called the “ Blum experiment", after the policy of the 
prewar Blum Government in France) and the control of the trade cycle with the help of 
exchange rate policy (which he called the “Swedish experiment", after Sweden's counter
depression policy in the 1930s); and it would <(rob labour in better-paid states of such 
protection as it now possesses against the competition of lower-paid labour" ?  Yet he went 
on, in the excerpt below, to write that “a closer economic union must be one of the long- 
period objectives o f the federation", as ((a factor making for political unity and the potential 
cause of a greatly increased standard of life". While his tariff proposals were less rigorous 
than the European Community's internal programme of tariff reductions, his monetary 
proposals went further, and his labour proposals much further, than anything the Commu
nity has yet been able to achieve.

The suggestion of the foregoing pages has been that a federal union should 
begin as unambitiously as possible in the economic sphere, in order to avoid 
severe dislocation, and to secure the acceptance of those who advocate collectiv
ism and the maintenance of labour standards. Yet a closer economic union must 
be one of the long-period objectives of the federation, for, over a long period, and 
carried out in such a way as to minimise friction, a closely knit economic unit is at 
once a factor making for political unity and the potential cause of a greatly 
increased standard of life. Even in the short period it is clear that the individual 
states should not be free to increase tariffs against one another and to indulge in 
unlimited competitve currency devaluation. At the same time it has been shown 
that trade should be freed only gradually and that the economic union should not 
be allowed to involve a lowering of labour standards and a ban on collectiv
ism.

The difficulties might be met by a long-period plan for achieving economic 
union. The raising of existing tariffs above the level of, say, August 1939, might 
be forbidden, save with the sanction of a Federal Tariff Commission who would 
safeguard the interests of other states. The gradual reduction of tariffs might be 
achieved by steps, each one being taken when, due to an increase in internal 
demand or some new external, demand it could be accompanied by a minimum 
of dislocation and unemployment. The whole process might be softened by a 
persistent moderate federal inflation. Low tariff groups (e.g. Scandinavian) and 
most favoured nation clauses might assist in the process. At the end of the period 
it might be laid down that any remaining tariff on inter-state commerce had to be 
justified to the Federal Tariff Commission by the state retaining it.

At the same time the currency question might be tackled on similar lines. 
There is no necessity for a federal circulating currency, its “ psychological advan
tages making for union”  being as likely as not to be offset by the currency’s being 
blamed for all economic troubles. There might, however, be a federal non
circulating money, used by the Bank for Inter-State Settlements for clearing 
purposes. The State currencies might be pegged to this at a rate broadly repre
senting the exchange parities of 1939, when war had greatly altered them. Any

3 “ Economic Aspects of Federation” , p. 3.
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movement of currency, resulting from, say, a change in the terms of trade might 
be sanctioned by a Federal Currency Commission after due notice (120 days?) 
had been given to preserve some degree of certainty in future transactions. The 
Commission would give its sanction only in those cases where it was satisfied that 
the terms of trade were moving against the individual state, due either to collapse 
in certain prices or to a genuine rise in costs, relatively to other states, such as 
might be occasioned by a Blum or Swedish experiment. It would not sanction 
any proposed alteration which, it believed, was aimed at stealing the export 
market of other states on familiar beggar-my-neighbour lines.

But concurrently with these two commissions would be a third, to prevent 
economic union from causing a deterioration in labour standards. This would be 
a Federal Labour Office. Its task would be to secure uniformity in labour con
ditions, particularly the “ market”  conditions of wages, hours and compulsory 
social insurance. The F .L .O . would be similar to the I.L .O . in the breadth of its 
interests, but it would go far beyond it in the extent of its powers. The terms of 
reference of the I.L .O . and its nine “ guiding principles”  might well be applied to 
its Federal counterpart. ( . . . )

These interests and principles, increased by twenty years of social progress, 
might form the basis of the work of the F .L .O . Its powers, however, would be 
greatly in excess of those of the Geneva body. The latter is dependent on the 
goodwill of governments for ratification, and there have been, as is well known, 
important measures which have not been ratified. The F .L .O . would have the 
same status in the Federation as a Ministry of Labour in an individual state. It 
would have contact with the Federal Parliament and the right to initiate legisla
tion prescribing federal minima, together with certain powers of decree.

The creation of such a body would have three important results. First it would 
enable economic union to be achieved without any deterioration in labour stan
dards. Secondly, it would base the federal peace on social justice, a necessity 
realised even at Versailles. Thirdly, in making one of the avowed objects of 
federation the raising of the position of labour -  rather than the achievement of 
Professor von Hayek’s “ liberal economic programme”  -  it would provide at the 
same time a more widely acceptable economic ideal, and a useful sphere of in
terest and action for the federal government. Nothing would be quite so 
dangerous as a powerful federal government with nothing to do but promote 
laissez-faire.

The subject we have just discussed is, of course, only one of the many eco
nomic problems likely to be met in the project for federation. It is probably the 
most important because it involves the whole question of the economic philos
ophy of the union as well as the programme on which it is to go to the political 
parties of left and right.
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40. James Meade: Monetary Problems End 1939

From “ Economic Problems of International Government” , pp. 9-13, in Federal Union 
Research Institute, First Annual Report 1939-40, 1940 (mimeographed, obtainable in Bri
tish Library and Chatham House library).

In this excerpt, as in many of his subsequent writings, Meade1 argued that a common 
currency would be feasible only if  “ wage rates and other costs'' were “flexible within each 
nation "  and the international authority had “ extensive powers over international monetary 
policies and over public expenditure in the various constituent nations". In the absence of 
these conditions, nations would have to be able to vary their exchange rates, though in order 
to prevent unjustifiable exchange depreciations, the right to fix the national exchange rates 
might be surrendered to an international body. This became the “minority opinion"  in the 
Federal Union Research Institute's Conference of Economists;2 indeed Meade's paper as a 
whole, and the section on monetary problems in particular, was a remarkable precursor of 
the debate between “ monetarists" and “ economists" after the launching of the European 
Community's proposals for economic and monetary union in 1970.3

( . . . )  An International Organisation may be successfully built upon the econ
omic bases of a common currency and of free international trade if various 
conditions are fulfilled.

(1) The International Authority must have extensive powers over internal 
monetary policies and over public expenditure in the various constituent nations.
(2) There must, broadly speaking, be a unified basis of economic organisation 
and policy for the various constituent nations. (3) Wage-rates and other costs 
must be flexible within each nation. (4) The successful operation of the system 
will be aided by the absence of hindrances to international trade and migra
tion.

This radical solution will probably have to be abandoned. The nations 
constituting the International Organisation will probably not be prepared to give 
up their individual economic structures and policies in order to form a single 
unified economic organisation. Moreover, in present conditions when economic 
experimentation is the order of the day, when no single nation has yet devised a 
perfect economy, and while each has still much to learn from the experiences of 
its neighbours, a diversity of national economic policies is not without positive 
advantages. If for these reasons nations retain a large degree of freedom in the 
determination of their internal economic policies, they must also retain some 
degree of freedom for the adjustment of their economic relations with other 
states; and it has been suggested above that such freedom must take the form 
either of flexibility in the restrictions on international trade or of variations in the 
exchange value of the different national currencies. In a later section of this paper

1 See introduction to excerpt 14, p. 62.
2 See excerpt 37, p. 110.
3 See for example Loukas Tsoukalis, The Politics and Economics of European Monetary 

Integration, London (Allen and Unwin) 1977, p. 90 ff.
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reference will be made to the fundamental advantages which are to be obtained 
from the application of the principles of free trade to international trade; and 
these advantages can be maintained if the necessary adjustments in the balances of 
international payments are made by means of appropriate changes in the rate of 
exchange between the various national currencies.

Such a system has, of course, its own peculiar disadvantages. The conveniences 
resulting from a single unit of monetary account will be lost. International trade 
will have to submit to some uncertainty arising from the fact that the rate of 
exchange between two national moneys may be varied in the course of any given 
international transaction.1 ( . . . )

But the most important disadvantage of fluctuating exchange rates remains to 
be considered. It may be summed up in the phrase “ competitive exchange de
preciation” ( . . . )

If, therefore, it is desired to maintain the possibility of variations in exchange 
rates as a means of adjusting the economic relations between the various nations, 
nevertheless it is equally desirable to eliminate the possibility of unjustifiable 
exchange depreciations. ( . . . )

In putting these ideas into practice various difficulties arise, because a nation’s 
international payments and receipts include many items besides receipts from 
exports and payments for imports, -  such as receipts and payments for shipping 
services, for tourist traffic, for financial services, for payments of interest and 
dividends, for the granting of loans, the repayment of loans and various other 
capital transactions. A nation must be permitted to depreciate the exchange value 
of its currency when its international payments on all normal accounts are in 
excess of its receipts from all such accounts, and not simply when the value of its 
commodity imports exceeds the value of its commodity exports.

The substance of the above proposal could be obtained by the following de
vice:

(i) The value of each national currency might be fixed from time to time in 
terms of gold or of some special “ international currency” , such as the notes or 
deposit liabilities of a specially constituted international bank.

(ii) Any excess of payments on the balance of its international account might 
be paid by each nation by means of a transfer of gold or of “ international cur
rency”  to other national monetary authorities.

(iii) The national monetary authorities might surrender the right of fixing the 
value of their national currencies to an appropriate International Monetary Au
thority.

(iv) Whenever any nation persistently lost balances of gold or of “ interna
tional currency” , the International Monetary Authority might depreciate the 
value of that nation’s currency to an extent which it considered sufficient to offset 
the excess of the particular nation’s international payments to other nations. 
Conversely, the International Monetary Authority might appreciate the value of

1 (fn in the original text) This disadvantage can, in part at least, be removed by the 
organisation, by the International Authority if necessary, of markets in the forward 
exchanges of the various national currencies.
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the currency of any nation, which was persistently gaining balances of gold or of 
“ international currency” from other nations.

By such means every individual nation would be free to choose its own internal 
monetary and economic policy. Even though this led to a temporary excess of 
imports, it would not be obliged to abandon its internal policy: for in this case the 
international Monetary Authority would permit it to depreciate the exchange 
value of its currency. If, on the other hand, the internal policy which it adopted -  
(e.g. a policy of deflation of costs, prices and incomes) -  led to the exertion of 
economic pressure upon other nations through a restriction of its national mar
kets and a cheapening of its exports, it would be obliged to offset this pressure by 
appreciating the exchange value of its money.

We may conclude therefore that the constitutional powers of the International 
Authority should include the power of control over international monetary re
lations. This would leave the International Authority free, if conditions were 
considered favourable, to institute a single common currency for all the consti
tuent nations. On the other hand, if some measure of variation between the 
exchange value of national currencies were considered desirable for the reasons 
outlined above, the International Authority could institute an International 
Monetary Authority with the powers and duties outlined above, in order to 
regulate the variations in the exchange values of the national currencies. ( . . . )

41. Lionel Robbins: Money and Banking Middle 1940

From “ Economic Aspects of Federation” , in Chaning-Pearce, M. (ed.), Federal Union, 
London (Jonathan Cape) 1940, pp. 176-177; reprinted in Federal Tracts No. 2, London 
(Macmillan) 1941, pp. 17-19; and in Ransome, P, (ed.), Studies in Federal Planning, Lon
don (Macmillan) 1943, pp. 91-93; and in Italian as “ Aspetti economici della federazione” , 
in La Federazione Europea, Florence (La Nuova Italia) 1948, p. 236.

Whereas in his “ Interim Report on Economic Aspects of the Federal Constitution” /  
written as an agreed document for the Economists' Conference of the Federal Union Re
search Institute, Robbins2 proposed a monetary arrangement designed to be acceptable to 
both liberals and socialists, he expresses, in the following excerpt, his own clear preference, as 
a liberal economist, for a common currency for the federation.

At first sight it might seem that the argument was all in favour of a common 
currency and a common banking system for the whole of the federation. The 
convenience of a system which would eliminate all the tedious business of turning 
one currency into another, the superiority of a state of affairs in which the 
disturbances arising from the lack of co-ordination of the monetary policies of 
different states would be automatically eliminated by a general unification, seem

1 See excerpt 38, p. 113
2 See introduction to excerpt 5, p. 44.
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so obvious that, to the lay mind, it must be difficult to conceive that any other 
policy could be favoured. And the writer of this essay must himself confess that, 
on this point, he believes that the lay mind is thoroughly justified. The advan
tages of a single money are so great that it seems difficult to believe that, once 
they were firmly established, they would ever seriously be called in question. 
Would it be seriously suggested that it would be better for England and Scotland 
to have different currencies or for the different districts of the Federal Reserve 
System of the United States to have special dollars of their own and independent 
powers of varying the rate of exchange with other kinds of dollars?

Nevertheless it must be realized that there is a school of thought, especially 
strong in Great Britain and Scandinavia, which, far from regarding the existence 
of different monetary systems for existing national areas with disfavour, looks 
upon it as a positive advantage. The reasons for this attitude are various. But the 
reason which is relevant here is that it is thought that variations of the rate of 
exchange are an easier way of maintaining equilibrium with the rest of the world 
than internal expansions or contractions of credit.



5. Federalism, Liberalism and Socialism

42. Lionel Robbins: The Causes of Economic Nationalism
End 1939

From The Economic Causes of War, London (Jonathan Cape) 1939, pp. 91-98; reprinted 
New York (Fertig) 1971; and in Italian as Le cause economiche della guerra, Turin (Einaudi) 
1944, pp. 88-95.

Having rebutted the Marxist theory of imperialism, Robbins1 goes on to show, in this 
excerpt, that it is “ not the interests of the capitalists as a class, but the interests of sectional 
groups (who may be groups o f capitalists or groups of workers or temporary alliances of both) 
which give rise to the practices o f restrictionism which are indirectly responsible for war.” 2 
He then turns the argument against socialism that is based on national collectivism, on the 
grounds that it is more likely than capitalism to lead to conflicts of interest between collec
tivist states and hence to w ar? He ends the passage with a conclusion with which 
“ International liberals and international socialists can surely be at one . . . that national 
ownership of the means of production is not conducive either to international union or to 
international peace” .4

Here ( . . . )  we find a place in our main theory for the influence of sinister 
interests -  interests, that is to say, which are not the interests of the national 
group as a whole. These interests do not usually produce conflict directly. It is 
the exception rather than the rule for governments to risk serious diplomatic 
friction in the interests of an economic group. The immediate cause of conflict is 
the desire of governments to maintain or extend their power -  a national not a 
sinister interest. The ulterior purpose here is the safeguarding of the economic 
opportunities of the citizens -  again a national not a sinister interest. But this aim 
would not arise were it not for the practices of restrictionism; and these practices 
must be ascribed in large part to the influence of pressure groups. ( . . . )

At the same time it must be noticed that the sectional interests invoked by our 
theory are not usually the interests contemplated by the Marxians. The interests 
which we find to be active are not class interests in the Marxian sense, they are

1 See introduction to excerpt 5, p. 44.
2 P. 126 below, and The Economic Causes of War, p. 94.
3 On the other hand, Robbins was tolerant of “ collectivist experiments” within the 

member states of a federation, provided only that there should be no discrimination 
against the rest of the federation withouth the permission of the federal authority. See 
excerpt 45 below.

4 P. 129 below, and The Economic Causes of War, p. 98.
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sectional interests having common prospects of monopoly gains in the mar
ket.

Thus, if we take the influence of property owners, it is at once obvious that it is 
not property owners as a class who are active; it is particular groups of property 
owners, who hope that the value of their special kind of property will be en
hanced by the limitation of markets. ( . . . )  The pressure groups whose operation 
can actually be observed are not constituted on a ‘horizontal’ basis at all. Their 
constitution is essentially ‘vertical’ . It is particular industries and trades with 
obviously homogeneous market interests which are the breeding ground of res- 
trictionist pressure.

Moreover, this kind of interest is not limited to groups of property owners. If 
the movement of labour between industrial groups were completely free, then, in 
the long run, the workers in any branch would have no particular interest in 
restriction; only the owners of more specific factors could ultimately hope to 
benefit. But in fact the movement of labour is not free; and to obtain the limi
tation of markets is sometimes as much an interest of the workers as it is of the 
capitalists. We see this clearly enough when particular measures of protectionism 
are under debate in political assemblies. It is notorious that, in such countries as 
the United States of America and Australia, groups of trade unionists have been 
at least as zealous as groups of capitalists in promoting measures of trade restric
tion. (. . .)

To argue that interest in restriction is confined essentially to property owners 
is out of harmony both with theory and with the facts.

We can see this all the more clearly if we turn for a moment to the other 
relevant type of restriction, restrictions on immigration.

As we have seen, at the present day such restrictions are among the chief causes 
of international tension. But no one with any sense of reality could ascribe them 
to the influence of groups of property owners. The interests of property owners 
in general are indeed quite obviously opposed to restrictions on immigration; and 
it is notorious that, both in Australia and in the United States, it has been the 
influence of trade unions which has been predominant in securing their imposi
tion. (. . .)

A more complete justification for the desire to maintain and extend the area of 
national sovereignty is scarcely possible to imagine. But it certainly cannot be 
described as emanating from capitalist sources.

The Marxians were right in suspecting that in the causation of major wars there 
was sinister interest operating somewhere. But they mistook the nature of the 
interest. It is not the interests of the capitalists as a class, but the interests of 
sectional groups (who may be groups of capitalists or groups of workers or 
temporary alliances of both) which give rise to the practices of restrictionism 
which are indirectly responsible for war.

The Wars o f a National Socialist World
It is possible that all this might be granted and that yet it might be argued that 

the very existence of sectional interest in this sense is only possible under capi
talism. Sweep away prodution for profit, it might be said, nationalize the means
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of production, and the disharmonies which have been diagnosed under capital
ism, will automatically disappear.

This belief is general among socialists. Eager to build socialist institutions 
within the framework of the sovereign states within which they happen to be 
living, it seldom if ever occurs to them to ask whether the achievement of social
ism within national units is compatible with the ultimate achievement of the 
international socialism to which most of them give lip service.1 Yet the ownership 
and control of the means of production by the different geographical groups 
which are the present sovereign states, is palpably not the same as the ownership 
of the means of production by the citizens of the world; and, in fact, there is 
strong reason to believe that national collectivism is likely to create international 
disharmonies at once more glaring and more dangerous than any which arise 
under capitalism. The bellicosity of the national socialism of Germany and Italy 
is certainly due to many factors other than economic. But it is not altogether an 
accident. There are inherent in the fundamental principles of national collectiv
ism certain basic assumptions which make conflict with other national units 
almost inevitable.

Let us take for a moment a hypothetical example, free from the disagreeable 
and tendentious associations of European national politics. Let us suppose, what 
is not altogether improbable, that in the course of the next few years, the eco
nomic system of Australia or New Zealand becomes completely collectivist. The 
inhabitants of these areas are not Nazis. They inherit much of the easy-going and 
friendly traditions of British politics in general. It is most improbable, within any 
time about which it is worth while speculating, that they would be inspired by 
motives of external aggressiveness. Yet, unless they were desperately in need of 
man power for military purposes or unless they were threatened with extreme 
depopulation, it is not to be expected that they would be any more willing than 
they have been in the recent past to admit immigration on a large scale. On the 
contrary, there is every reason to suppose that the incentive to oppose such a 
policy would be even stronger than before. Under capitalism, the incentive is 
concern with the level of labour incomes only. Under national socialism it is 
concern with incomes per head from all sources. Under national socialism, the 
workers are interested, not only in the level of wages but also in the level of rents; 
and while more labour would raise the marginal productivity of land, there 
would come a point at which additional claimants on the total of rents would 
mean less per head to go round.

N ow  suppose that, simultaneously with these developments in richer areas, 
national socialism is also instituted in areas less well provided. The inhabitants of 
such areas would have no further hope of improving their position by appro
priating the rents of internal property owners, for by hypothesis, these rents 
would already have been appropriated. They would have little hope of migrating 
to areas more richly endowed, for the inhabitants of such areas would cling

1 (fn in the original text) There are of course exceptions, from Trotsky to Bertrand
Russell. But it is not unfair to add that, by the majority of active socialist politicians
such exceptions are regarded as cranks.
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tenaciously to their rents. In such circumstances would there not be solid justifi
cation for envy? Would there not be a standing justification for attempts to 
enlarge the national boundaries, or attempts to secure a Lebensraum more richly 
endowed with the material factors of production?

But, if this were so, then the struggle for power would be perpetuated. The 
inhabitants of the richer states would have to be prepared to defend attacks on 
their possessions. They would have to maintain military and naval forces and to 
safeguard their position by suitable alliances. Attempts might be made to secure 
‘international understanding’ . Leagues of nations might be proposed and, in 
intervals between times of tension, might flourish for a while. But, while the 
inequality of possessions persisted and while the inhabitants of the richer areas, 
maintaining national independence, refused to share their higher incomes with 
the inhabitants of the poorer areas, it would all be a fool’s paradise. Underneath, 
the basic disharmony would persist; and only power and accident would keep the 
peace.

Our example is of course conjectural; and always in conjectural examples there 
is the possibility that some element which may have an important modifying 
influence has been overlooked. But our picture is not so unlike contemporary 
reality to warrant much hope that the model is very misleading. We do not find, 
in the poorer areas of national collectivism, any strong disposition to be content 
with a position of inferiority. N or do we find in the richer areas, any disposition 
to forgo either the gains of monopoly or the advantages of restrictions on mi
gration. Before the invasion of Poland it used to be said that the policy of Soviet 
Russia was consistently non-aggressive. But this was merely a particularly sig
nificant example of the incapacity of English intellectuals to see straight where 
Russia is concerned. Revolutionary Russia showed no scruple in invading Geor
gia; and the socialization of the apparatus of production of Russian urban 
industry did not prevent the invasion of the rural areas and the appropriation of 
kulak rents. Rosa Luxemburg’s book is full of complaints of the destruction of 
peasant economy by capitalist exploiters. But it is doubtful whether there is any 
example in history of the destruction of a peasant economy more ruthless or 
more complete than the destruction of the Russian peasantry under Stalin’s first 
five year plan.

The fact is that, once states take over, on an extensive scale, the ownership of 
the material factors of production within their borders,1 the distinction between 
territorial jurisdiction and property disappears and, for that very reason, the fact 
of geographical inequality becomes a permanent cause of disharmony. Under lib
eralism there is inevitably some inequality of private property; and this, as we 
know, is apt to breed envy and disunity. But the inequality of atomistic private 
property is something much less permanent, much less intractable than the ine
quality of state possessions. The one is something which is continually changing

1 (fn. in the original text) It is not denied that governments must necessarily own certain 
types of productive factors, such as roads, which are characterized in one way or 
another by extensive indivisibility. But this is quite different from general ownership of 
mines, land and the apparatus of manufacture.
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with the passing of successive generations, and which is susceptible of profound 
modification by taxation and changes in the law of inheritance. The other is 
something which is as permanent as the states themselves, and which is only 
capable of modification by force or the threat of force. A world of national 
socialist states is analytically on all fours with the world of primitive times when 
the rival hordes owned and had ‘sovereignty’ over the lands over which they 
roved, and when the existence of rich soils, good hunting grounds and accumu
lated treasure, side by side with poor soils, lean hunting grounds and inferior 
accumulations, was a standing cause of brutal and total war.

International liberals and international socialists can surely be at one in this 
conclusion, that national ownership of the means of production is not conducive 
either to international union or to international peace. There is no reason to 
suppose that the coming of national socialism all round would diminish the 
economic causes of war.

43. Friedrich von Hayek: Economic Conditions of Inter-State 
Federalism September 1939

From “ Economic Conditions of Inter-State Federalism” , New Commonwealth Quar
terly, Vol. V, No. 2, London, September 1939, pp. 131-148.

Friedrich August von Hayek (born in 1899) was the Director of the Austrian Institute for  
Economic Research 1927-31; Tooke Professor o f Economic Science and Statistics, University 
of London, at the London School of Economics, 1931-50 (he became a British citizen in 
1938); Professor o f Social and Moral Science, University o f Chicago, 1950-62; Professor of 
Economics, University of Freiburg, 1962-69. In 1974 he was awarded the Nobel Prize in 
Economic Science. He wrote many books on economics, including Monetary Nationalism 
and International Stability7 and Individualism and Economic Order,2 and became world 
famous as the prophet o f a return to an economic order based on impersonal market forces. 
In 1939-40 he was an active participant in the meetings and conferences o f the Economists* 
Committee of the Federal Union Research Institute. His article in the New Commonwealth 
Quarterly, from which the following excerpt is taken, is a closely argued case for a federal 
system with a minimum of economic powers for either federal or state governments. A 
political union needs economic union because ((any measure o f economic isolation”  produces 
solidarity within national states and conflicts among them. Within such a union, free trade 
and the free movement o f capital and people prevent the member states from having effec
tive price or monetary policies and restrict their fiscal autonomy. The economic policies of the 
federal government itself will be limited by divergent interests within the federation and 
hence inability to agree on a common policy; planning presupposes common ideals and 
values, which a federation will be too heterogeneous to possess. So there must be less go
vernment all round if  federation is to be practicable. Both the federal and the state

1 Von Hayek, F. A., Monetary Nationalism and Economic Stability, London (Graduate 
School of International Studies) 1937.

2 Von Hayek, F. A., Individualism and Economic Order, London (Routledge and Kegan 
Paul) 1949.
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governments must be less interventionist; and there will probably be much devolution of 
powers to smaller units. Not only is a liberal regime needed for inter-state federation, but 
federation offers a new point d’appui for liberals. Nineteenth century liberalism did not 
succeed more fully because it failed to develop in this direction, and instead joined forces first 
with nationalism then with socialism.

1. The impracticability o f political union without economic union
It is rightly regarded as one of the great advantages of inter-state federation 

that it would do away with the impediments as to the movement of men, goods, 
and capital between the states, and that it would render possible the creation of 
common rules of law, a uniform monetary system, and common control of 
communications. The material benefits that would spring from the creation of so 
large an economic area can hardly be over-estimated, and it appears to be taken 
for granted that economic union and political union would be combined as a 
matter of course. But since it will have to be argued here that the establishment of 
economic union will set very definite limitations to the realisation of widely 
cherished ambitions, we must begin by showing why the abolition of economic 
barriers between the members of the federation is not only a welcome concom
itant but also an indispensable condition for the achievement of the main purpose 
of federation.

Unquestionably, the main purpose of inter-state federation is to secure peace: 
to prevent war between the parts of the federation by eliminating causes of 
friction between them, and by providing effective machinery for the settlements 
of any disputes which may arise between them; and to prevent war between the 
federation and any independent States by making the former so strong as to 
eliminate any danger of attack from without. If this aim could be achieved by 
mere political union unextended to the economic sphere, many would probably 
be content to halt at the creation of a common government for the purpose of 
defence and the conduct of a common foreign policy, when a more far-reaching 
unification might impede the achievement of other ideals.

There are, however, very good reasons why all plans for inter-state federation 
include economic union, and even regard it as one of its main objectives; and why 
there is no historical example of countries successfully combining in a common 
foreign policy and common defence without a common economic regime. 
( . . . )

The most compelling reasons for extending the union to the economic sphere 
are provided by the necessity to preserve the internal coherence of the Union. 
The existence of any measure of economic seclusion or isolation on the part of an 
individual state, produces a solidarity of interests among all its inhabitants and 
conflicts between their interests and those of the inhabitants of other states which 
-  although we have become so accustomed to such conflicts as to take them for 
granted -  is by no means a natural or inevitable thing. ( . . . )

We need not stress here the extreme but nevertheless important case that 
national restriction will lead to considerable changes in the standard of life of the 
population of one integral state in proportion to that of another. The mere fact
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that everybody will find again and again that their interests are closely bound up 
with those of one constant group of people and antagonistic to that of another 
group, is bound to set up severe frictions between the groups as such. That there 
will always be communities of interest which will be similarly affected by a 
particular event or a particular measure is unavoidable. But it is clearly in the 
interest of unity of the larger whole that these groupings should not be perma
nent and, more particularly, that the various communities of interest should 
overlap territorially and never become lastingly identified with the inhabitants of 
a particular region. (. . .)

2. Limitations o f the economic policy o f the individual states
in a federation

The absence of tariff walls and the free movement of men and capital between 
the states of the federation has certain important consequences which are fre
quently overlooked. They limit to a great extent the scope of the economic policy 
of the individual states. If goods, men, and money can move freely over the 
inter-state frontiers, it becomes clearly impossible to affect the prices of the 
different products through action by the individual state . . .

N ow  most contemporary economic policy intended to assist particular indus
tries tries to do so by influencing prices. Whether this is done by marketing 
boards or restriction schemes, by compulsory “ reorganisation”  or the destruc
tion of excess capacity of particular industries, the aim is always to limit supply 
and thus to raise prices. All this will clearly become impossible for the individual 
states within the Union (. . .)

It will also be clear that the states within the Union will not be able to pursue 
an independent monetary policy. With a common monetary unit, the latitude 
given to the national central banks will be restricted at least as much as it was 
under a rigid gold standard -  and possibly rather more, since even under the 
traditonal gold standard, the fluctuations in exchanges between countries were 
greater than those between different parts of a single state, or than would be 
desirable to allow within the Union. Indeed, it appears doubtful whether, in a 
Union with a universal monetary system, independent national central banks 
would continue to exist; they would probably have to be organised into a sort of 
Federal Reserve System. But in any case, a national monetary policy which was 
predominantly guided by the economic and financial conditions of the individual 
state would inevitably lead to the disruption of the universal monetary system. 
Clearly, therefore, all monetary policy would have to be a federal and not a state 
matter. ( . . . )

Also, in the purely financial sphere, the methods of raising revenue would be 
somewhat restricted for the individual states. N ot only would the greater mobil
ity between the states make it necessary to avoid all sorts of taxation which would 
drive capital or labour elsewhere, but there would also be considerable difficul
ties with many kinds of indirect taxation. In particular, if, as would undoubtedly 
be desirable, the waste of frontier controls between the states were to be avoided, 
it would prove difficult to tax any commodities which could easily be imported.
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This would preclude not only such forms of state taxation as, for instance, a 
tobacco monopoly, but probably most excise taxes. (. . .)

3. Economic powers o f the Federation
The reader who has followed the argument so far, will probably conclude that 

if, in a federation, the economic powers of the individual states will be thus 
limited, the federal government will have to take over the functions which the 
states can no longer perform and will have to do all the planning and regulating 
which the states cannot do. But, at this point, new difficulties present themselves.

It seems clear that, in a federation, the problem of agreeing on a common tariff 
will raise problems different in kind from those that arise in a national state. It 
would lack the support of the strong nationalist ideologies, the sympathies with 
the neighbour; and even the argument of defence would lose much of its power of 
conviction if the Union were really strong enough to have little to fear. It is 
difficult to visualise how, in a federation, agreement could be reached on the use 
of tariffs for the protection of particular industries. And the same applies to all 
other forms of protection. Provided there is great diversity of conditions between 
the various countries, as will inevitably be the case in a federation, the obsoles
cent or declining industry clamouring for assistance will almost invariably 
encounter, in the same field and within the federation, progressive industries 
which demand freedom of development. And it will be much harder to retard 
progress in one part of the federation in order to maintain standards of life in 
another part than to do the same thing in a national state.

But even where it is not simply a question of “ regulating” (that is, curbing) the 
progress of one group in order to protect another group from competition, the 
diversity of conditions and the different stages of economic development reached 
by the various parts of the federation, will raise serious obstacles to federal 
legislation. Many forms of state interference, welcome in one stage of economic 
progress, are regarded in another as a great impediment. Even such legislation as 
the limitation of working hours or compulsory unemployment insurance, or the 
protection of amenities, will be viewed in a different light in poor and in rich 
regions, and may in the former actually harm and rouse violent opposition from 
the kind of people who in the richer regions demand it and profit from it. Such 
legislation will, on the whole, have to be confined to the extent to which it can be 
applied locally without at the same time imposing any restrictions on mobility, 
such as a law of settlements.

These problems are, of course, not unfamiliar in national states as we know 
them. But they are made less difficult by the comparative homgeneity, the com
mon convictions and ideals and the whole common tradition of the people of a 
national state. ( . . . )

Planning, or central direction of economic activity, presupposes the existence 
of common ideals and common values; and the degree to which planning can be 
carried is limited to the extent to which agreement on such a common scale of 
values can be obtained or enforced. It is clear that such agreement will be limited
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in inverse proportion to the homogeneity and the similarity in outlook and 
tradition possessed by the inhabitants of an area. And although, in the national 
state, the submission to the will of a majority will be facilitated by the myth of 
nationality, it must be clear that people will be reluctant to submit to any inter
ference in their daily affairs when the majority which directs the government is 
composed of people of different nationalities and different traditions. It is, after 
all, only common-sense that the central government in a federation composed of 
many different people will have to be restricted in scope, if it is to avoid meeting 
an increasing resistance on the part of the various groups which it includes. But 
what could interfere more thoroughly with the intimate life of the people than the 
central direction of economic life, with its inevitable discrimination between 
groups? There seems to be little possible doubt that the scope for the regulation 
of economic life by the central government of a federation will be much narrower 
than that of national states. And since, as we have seen, the power of the states 
which comprise the federation will be yet more limited, much of the interference 
with economic life to which we have become accustomed will be impossible 
under a federal organisation. ( . . . )

4. The general regime o f economic freedom requisite for a Federation
The conclusion that, in a federation, certain economic powers, which are now 

generally wielded by the national states, could be exercised neither by the fed
eration nor by the individual states, implies that there would have to be less 
government all round if federation is to be practicable.

There will, of course, always be certain kinds of government activity which 
will be done most efficiently for areas corresponding to the present national states 
and which, at the same time, can be exercised nationally without endangering the 
economic unity of the federation. But, on the whole, it is likely that in a feder
ation, the weakening of the economic powers of the individual states would and 
should gradually be carried much further than will at first be evident. N ot only 
will their powers be decreased by the functions taken over by the federation, and 
by those which cannot be exercised by either federation or states but must be left 
free from legislative control, but there will probably also be a great deal of 
devolution of powers from the states to smaller units. There are many activities 
which are to-day entrusted to the sovereign states merely in order to strengthen 
the states as such, but which could really be carried out much more efficiently 
locally, or at any rate by smaller units. In a federation, all the arguments for 
centralisation which are based on the desire to make the sovereign national state 
as such as strong as possible disappear -  in fact, the converse seems to apply. N ot 
only could most of the desirable forms of planning be conducted by compara
tively small territorial units, but the competition between them, together with 
the impossibility of erecting barriers, would at the same time form a salutary 
check on their activities and, while leaving the door open for desirable experi
mentation, would keep it roughly within the appropriate limits. (. . .)

Certain forms of economic policy will have to be conducted by the federation 
or by nobody at all. Whether the federation will exercise these powers will
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depend on the possibility of reaching true agreement, not only on whether these 
powers are to be used, but on how they are to be used. And the main point is that, 
in many cases in which it will prove impossible to reach such agreement, we shall 
have to resign ourselves rather to have no legislation in a particular field than the 
state legislation which would break up the economic unity of the federation. 
Indeed, this readiness to have no legislation at all on some subjects rather than 
state legislation will be the acid test of whether we are intellectually mature for 
the achievement of supra-state organisation. ( . . . )

5. Federation as the consummation o f the liberal economic programme
Since it has been argued so far that an essentially liberal economic regime is a 

necessary condition for the success of any inter-state federation, it must be ad
ded, in conclusion, that the converse is no less true: the abrogation of national 
sovereignties and the creation of an effective international order of law is a ne
cessary complement and the logical consummation of the liberal programme. In a 
recent discussion of international liberalism, it has been rightly contended that it 
was one of the main deficiencies of nineteenth century liberalism that its advo
cates did not sufficiently realise that the achievement of the recognised harmony 
of interests between the inhabitants of the different states was only possible 
within the framework of international security.1 And the conclusions which 
Professor Robbins drew from his considerations of these problems, and which 
are summed up in the statement that “ there must be neither alliance nor complete 
unification; neither Staatenbund nor Einheitsstaat but Bundesstaat,” 2 are essen
tially the same as those which have recently been elaborated by Mr. C. Streit in 
greater detail in their political aspects. ( . . . )

44. Harold Wilson: ‘Economic Aspects of Federation’ 1940

From “ Economic Aspects of Federation” , p. 2, in Federal Union Research Institute, 
First Annual Report 1939-40, London, 1940, (mimeographed, obtainable in British Library 
and Chatham House library).

While the second half of Wilson3s paper1 comprises his proposals for gradual progress 
towards an economic union in which both federal and member governments can pursue 
collectivist policies, the first half contains his case against federalist proposals that are based 
on a laisser-faire policy, and against von Hayek’s article (see the preceding excerpt) in 
particular. He argues, in this excerpt, that the trend of democracy is towards closer state

1 L. C. Robbins, Economic Planning and International Order, 1937, p. 240. (fn in the 
original text).

2 Ibid., p. 245 (fn. in the original text).

1 See excerpt 39, p. 118.



I. Federal Union 1939-41 135

control over economic affairs and that von Hayek’s policy would set the clock back a 
hundred years or more.

It is clear that the liberal economic programme as envisaged by Professor von 
Hayek would mean a denial of the right to practice collectivism. “ The conclusion 
that, in a federation, certain economic powers, which are now generally wielded 
by the national states, could be exercised neither by the federation nor by the 
individual states, implies that there would have to be less government all round if 
federation is to be practicable” . The parties of the left are not likely to be ap
peased by the statement that not only can they not hope for that extension of 
collectivism for which they have been working, but that they must be prepared to 
surrender much of the social legislation they have already attained. It is very 
much in doubt, too, whether the adherents of “ Tory Socialism” and of the 
particular brand of collectivism that is based on control by producer boards will 
take kindly to the suggestion. The whole trend of democracy in the last century 
has been towards closer and closer state control over economic affairs. To tell 
collectivists that peace can only be assured by methods which will put back the 
democratic clock a hundred years or more will place them in a cruel dilemma. 
And, if Professor von Hayek’s original assumption that peace can only be assured 
by “ economic freedom” is accepted as has been said -  a most doubtful assump
tion -  the abandonment of collectivist legislation and experiments must fol
low.

45. Lionel Robbins: Collectivist Experiments Summer 1940

From “ Economic Aspects of Federation” , in Chaning-Pearce, M. (ed.), Federal Union, 
London (Jonathan Cape) 140, pp. 182-183; reprinted in Federal Tracts No. 2, London 
(Macmillan) 1941, pp. 27-29; and in Ransome, P. (ed.), Studies in Federal Planning, 
London (Macmillan) 1943, pp. 101-103; and in Italian as “ Aspetti economici della 
federazione” , in La federazione Europea, Florence (La Nuova Italia) 1948, p. 246.

*

Robbins1 affirms, in this excerpt, that member states “ must be completely free to set up 
collectivist undertakings” , provided that in so far  as these may involve discrimination 
against the rest of the federation, permission from the federal authority must be obtained. 
This was, indeed, the solution that had been devised in the Federal Union Research Insti
tute2 to resolve the conflict between liberals and socialists, epitomised in the two preceding 
excerpts.

To what extent will the states be free to make experiments in general economic 
organization? In particular to what extent will it be possible for the states to 
initiate collectivist experiments?

1 See introduction to excerpt 5, p. 44.
2 See excerpts 37 and 38 (pp. 110-118).
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The answer is surely obvious. The states are completely free to set up collec
tivist undertakings. They may nationalize the means of production within their 
own borders or they may impose collectivist controls on private undertakings. 
They are not free, however, to restrict the economic opportunities of other 
members of the federation without receiving federal sanction. In so far, therefore, 
as local collectivist experiments involve restriction or discrimination as regards the 
rest o f the federation, it should be necessary for permission to he obtained from the 
federal authority. (. . .)There is surely nothing in this which is incompatible with 
the aspirations of genuine collectivism. Collectivists who are genuine in their 
belief and not the secret or unconscious agents of sectional interests, will wish 
that their states should be free to institute forms of industrial organization which 
in their judgment have superior productivity. But they will not wish that they 
should be free to curtail the outlets of their neighbours or to make extortionate 
gains through manipulating the federal markets.

46. James Meade: The Liberal or the Socialist Economy End 1939

From “ Economic Problems of International Government” , pp. 17-18, in Federal Union 
Research Institute, First Annual Report 1939-40, London, 1940, (mimeographed, obtain
able in British Library and Chatham House library).

Meade,1 in this excerpt, offers a technical solution to the problem of discrimination by 
state trading enterprises. The central authority would be represented on any national boards 
which were designed for control of a member state's foreign trade; the costs of production of 
exports would be assessed and exports would have to be sold at prices which correspond to 
them.

There is ( . . . )  no hard and fast line to be drawn between the “ liberal”  and the 
“ planned” or “ socialist” economy and every gradation in the absence or presence 
of state interference may exist between the completely liberal and the completely 
socialist economy. But to take an extreme case, in the socialist state in which all 
property is owned by the state, in which all production is state managed and in 
which there is a state monopoly of foreign trade, “ free trade”  becomes a mean
ingless term. In other words if the International Organisation is to be so 
constituted that not only nations with substantially liberal economies, but also 
those with a large measure of state control and ownership may be able to become 
constituent members, there can be no constitutional provision for “ free trade” . 
The International Authority must simply be given the power to control and 
regulate international trade.

But it is a more difficult problem to decide how the International Authority 
would be best advised to exercise this power of control. In addition to the gradual

1 See introduction to excerpt 14, p. 62.
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removal of tariffs and import quotas, which has already been suggested, the 
International Authority might be represented on any national import or export 
boards which were designed for the state control of foreign trade. Although in 
these cases “ free trade”  is meaningless, the International Authority could nev
ertheless insist upon the application of a principle of state control of foreign trade 
which had the same fundamental effects as a free trade policy in a liberal econ
omy. Even in a socialised economy it is not impossible to assess the cost of 
production of the various products of the economy. The “ free trade”  principle 
will be observed by the various Foreign Trade Control Boards, if exports are sold 
abroad at prices which correspond to their internal costs of production and if 
imports are purchased from abroad in greater quantities so long as the price at 
which they are obtainable abroad is lower than their internal cost of production. 
As in the case of the liberal economies, these nations with complete state control 
of their foreign trade could fix an exchange value of their currencies in terms of 
gold or of some other international currency; and the international monetary 
authority to which reference has already been made could from time to time 
adjust the exchange value of their national currencies to avoid any excess of 
imports or exports which might arise from the control of their foreign trade on 
the lines which have just been suggested. The problem would necessarily be of 
great complexity in detail; but a solution on these principles might be 
sought.1

In addition to the problem of the foreign trade of the completely socialised 
economy, similar problems of a smaller scope could be treated on the same lines 
in the nations whose generally “ liberal”  economies were modified by certain 
elements of state control. Thus national import and export boards set up to 
control particular markets could be treated in the same manner. Moreover, in
ternational cartels or monopolies might be submitted to the control of the 
International Authority in order to ensure that the products concerned were 
made available to all consumers throughout the constituent nations at a uniform 
price equivalent to the cost of production.2 A particular instance of such control 
would be the prevention by the International Authority of the charging of ex
cessive prices by the various bodies which already control prices, production, 
sales or exports of various primary commodities such as tin, rubber and tea.

1 (fn. in the original text) A socialised nation would presumably be allowed to give some 
preference to its own industries for “ social”  reasons or to promote “ infant industries” , 
if the power of granting direct subsidies to their industries was retained by the liberal 
economies.

2 (fn. in the original text) Allowance would, of course, need to be made for differences in 
the cost of transport to different localities.
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47. Barbara Wootton: ‘Socialism and Federation’ 1941

From Socialism and Federation, Federal Tracts No. 6, London, (Macmillan) 1941, 
pp. 28-32; reprinted in Ransome, P. (ed.), Studies in Federal Planning,, London (Macmil
lan) 1943, pp. 294-298; in Italian as Socialismo e federazione, (preface by G. Canevascioni), 
Milan, La Fiaccola, 1945; and Lugano, Nuove Edizioni di Capolago, 1945; and in La 
Federazione Europea, Florence (La Nuova Italia) 1948, p. 215 ff. ; and in part in Albertini, 
Mario, Il federalismo e lo Stato federale. Antologia e definizione, Milan (Giuffrè) 1963, 
pp. 163-181 and in his II federalismo. Antologia e definizione, Bologna (Il Mulino) 1979, 
pp. 226-245.

Barbara Frances Wootton (born 1897, now Baroness Wootton), was a Research Officer 
for the Labour Party and the Trades Union Congress 1922-26; Director of Studies for 
Tutorial Classes, University of London, 1927-44; Professor of Social Studies, University of 
London, 1948-52; and Deputy-Speaker in the House of Lords from 1967 to the present. She 
has been a member of four Royal Commissions and written many publications on economic 
and social affairs. In 1939-40 she was extremely active in Federal Union and its Research 
Institute. She was Chairman of Federal Union's provisional Executive Committee in the 
winter of 1939-40, and Chairman of the National Council until 1943, spoke at many 
Federal Union meetings, was a member of the Committee of the Federal Union Research 
Institute and of its Economists' Research Committee, and wrote the report for its first 
economists' conference.1 In Socialism and Federation, she showed how war had divided the 
international socialist movement and undermined social progress. Federation, by putting an 
end to war, would make possible social progress, and the planned direction of economic life 
over a wide enough area. Nazi rule must be replaced by a federal government for a United 
Europe. In this excerpt, Barbara Wootton points out that socialists must help to create the 
federation if  they are to influence it. Three elements are essential if  the needs of the common 
man and woman are to be met: civil and political freedom; social and economic security; and 
a supranational authority, for peace and socialist planning. The alternatives are not federa
tion or socialism, but international anarchy or creative socialist internationalism.

The position that the socialist has to face amounts (. . .) to this. Political 
federation is now a necessary condition for ordered political activity of any kind. 
Indeed, it is probably a condition of mere survival. Federate or perish, as Attlee 
said. But the nature and the possibilities of any Federation, if and when it comes, 
will depend upon the aims and objects of the men and women who are instru
mental in bringing it to birth. That is why to boycott the idea of federation on the 
ground that that idea is not inherently and inescapably socialist is a most short
sighted policy; because in that way the danger of non-socialist or anti-socialist 
elements dominating the drive towards larger political units is gravely magnified. 
For a socialist to demand, on this account, a boycott of federalist movements is 
like refusing to ride in a bus because buses can be used to carry people to anti
socialist meetings. Federation itself, like planning and collectivisation, is a neutral 
instrument. It is the job of the socialist to direct its great possibilities towards his

1 See excerpt 37, p. 110.
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own particular ends. To do that job effectively, the time to begin is before, not 
after, Federal Europe is an accomplished fact.

For the time has come when we have to recognise that the needs of the com
mon man and woman can only be met by a programme in which there are three 
equally essential elements. First comes civil and political freedom -  the common 
platform of all professing democrats, socialist or non-socialist, from the eight
eenth century onwards. We must have the right to speak our own minds and to 
listen to what is in the minds of others, to be free from spying and arbitrary 
arrest, and to say our say in the choice, and in the criticism, of those who exercise 
political power.

Next come our social and economic needs. We must be freed, in this age of 
plenty, from the tyrannous spectre of want and insecurity. We must not be the 
victims of economic power concentrated in the hands of an irresponsible minor
ity. We must not suffer exclusion, on grounds of birth or poverty or other social 
inferiority, from opportunity to make the most of our talents in the service of the 
community. We must not be exposed to the indignity and humiliations (or cor
rupted by the arrogance and narrowness) which every system of social stratifi
cation brings in its train. It is in this struggle for social and economic security that 
the socialist has given most conspicuous service. It is for these ends, and no 
others, that he wants his planning and his socialisation, his redistributive taxation 
and his generous social services.

The third element is the creation of a supranational authority -  partly, as we 
have seen, as a means of putting an end to the incessant mutual destruction of 
peoples who claim to stand in the front ranks of civilisation; and partly as itself 
the indispensable instrument of socialist planning, on a scale commensurate with 
the technical and economic realities of the age in which we live.

N o ; socialism and federation are not the true alternatives. The true alternatives 
which face the socialist are these. He can continue to socialise and plan and 
equalise within his own particular territory and under his own particular flag, 
leaving his (still foreign) comrades in equal isolation to do the same. He can shut 
his eyes to the yawning gap in socialist programmes which the decay of interna
tionalism has torn open. He can follow the road of the past twenty-five years -  
twenty-five years in which the socialists of this continent have twice abandoned 
their class struggles and their social programmes, in order to take up arms against 
their comrades: twenty-five years in which “ socialism in our time,, has been 
degraded into the bastard parody known as National Socialism.

Or he can reject what has proved itself to be only the socialism of the battle
field and of the war cabinet. He can admit in Laski’s phrase “ the necessity for 
world control where the decision is of world concern” , recognising that “ the 
sovereignty of the State is incompatible with a just system of international rela
tions” .1 He can demand the “ concepts not of imperialism but of federalism” .2 In 
the graves of France and Flanders and the ruined homes of London he can read 
the implications of international anarchy in a shrinking world; and he can consign

1 (fn in the original text) Laski: Liberty in the Modern State.
2 (fn in the original text) Laski: Grammar of Politics.



140 Documents

the nation-state to the limbo of out-worn political systems, as he has already 
consigned the private bank and the workhouse to the limbo of economic ana
chronisms. That way alone can he, at last, release the creative socialist interna
tionalism that has been so long and so painfully frustrated.

48. Ronald Mackay: Socialism before Federation? April 1940

From Federal Europe, London (Michael Joseph) 1940, pp. 136-141; revised and repub
lished as Peace Aims and the New Order, London (Michael Joseph) 1941, pp. 146-151.

Mackay,1 like Wootton in the preceding excerpt, argues that socialism will be easier to 
achieve in a federal Europe than in a single European country: ccthe question of the inde
pendent national States must be dealt with first, as until it is dealt with, the social system 
cannot be adequately changed . . .”  But the powers of the federation must be adequate to 
(ideal with all the major problems of the industrial and economic system of Europe

Objections to a European Federation will be raised by a large number of 
people drawn from the Left-wing elements of the community, on the ground that 
it will postpone, and not advance, the cause of Socialism for which they work. 
They will argue that a Federation of European States will be a Federation of 
capitalist States, which will mean the further development of imperialism. If the 
analogy of the American Federation is used, these people will argue that it is an 
example of the growth of capitalist imperialism over the world, and that the role 
of American imperialism in relation to its own working classes is not so bright 
that people in this country should sigh for a European Federation.

The argument on the grounds of imperialism does not carry the matter very 
far. One American capitalist State is no worse in this respect than forty-eight of 
them, and perhaps a little better. If Capitalism is the form of economic organi
sation which States adopt, that is no argument against Federation which is a 
political union of States whatever the economic form of their organisation. There 
would be considerable substance in the objection to Federation if it could be 
shown that a European Federation would postpone for a number of years those 
economic and social changes in a country like Great Britain which are near at 
hand . . . Just as Great Britain can change from being a capitalist State into being a 
Socialist State and probably would change in that way if a Labour Government 
secured power with an absolute majority, so too can a Federal government of 
Europe with a Socialist Government at the helm convert the social system of 
Europe from Capitalism into Socialism. ( . . . )

There are several other answers to this objection. The first is that Federation in 
itself does not prevent the individual member States of the Federation from 
making such changes in their social system as they desire to make. The second is

1 See introduction to excerpt 3, p. 41.
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that in all probability you can never effectively convert the economic system of 
one country into Socialism half as effectively as it can be done in an area like 
Europe as a whole. The person who tries in a Federation to create a Socialist 
Europe will be far more successful than a person who without a Federation 
endeavours to create a Socialist England. In the third place, consideration must 
be given to the question of whether we can ever have Socialism without a Fed
eration. If the argument is right that further wars will break down the civilisation 
of Europe, then surely it becomes important that the form of machinery of 
government among the nations should be put right before we try to use the 
machinery to change the nature of our social system.. There are two questions 
which have to be considered. One is the form of government of Europe and the 
other is the form of economic society of Europe. Socialists must think out for 
themselves whether these two changes can be secured together, or whether they 
must not be obtained one by one in separate and distinct stages. The history in 
the last twenty-five years of the Socialist movements and governments in Eng
land and in France shows that in any national State international affairs and the 
considerations of security and armaments and power play the predominant part, 
and that domestic questions such as the type of economic society, Socialism and 
Capitalism in the State take a secondary place. However strong the Socialist 
Government of Great Britain might be, if it is faced with an international crisis 
such as the last European war, or this, it will find itself having to subordinate its 
domestic Socialist policy to the problem of defence and security and the question 
of making sure the country can resist attack from without. Socialists must con
sider this factor, and realise that until the machinery for the proper government 
for the different States of the world inter se is satisfactorily established there is no 
immediate future for the economic and social changes which they desire.

In the concluding lines of Equality Professor Tawney writes: “ What confronts 
us to-day is not merely the old story of the rivalries of ambitious nations, or the 
too familiar struggles of discordant economic interests. It is the collapse of two 
great structures of thought and government, which for long held men’s alle
giance, but which now have broken down. The first is the system of independent 
national States, each claiming full sovereignty as against every other. The second 
is an economic system which takes as its premise that every group and individual 
shall be free to grab what they can get, and hold what they can grab.”

The task of citizenship to-day is to deal with the first of these two problems, 
namely the system of independent national States. The solution of the problem of 
national States must take priority over the solution of any other political ques
tion. It is a condition precedent to the solution of any other question. N o other 
political problem can have prior attention until this one has been dealt with. The 
system of national States has collapsed, and we must substitute for the collapsed 
system a European Federation, or all that we value may perish in the collapse. 
But if that is the problem with absolute priority, we must see that in solving it, we 
do nothing to postpone or prevent the solution of the second. If the system of 
competitive private enterprise, too, is now breaking down, we cannot substitute 
for it a successor without establishing our European Federation. The success of 
the establishment of the Federation, which is the solution to the first problem, is
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a condition precedent to a system of government which can solve the second.
( . . . )

If a Socialist in Great Britain will consider the problem of European Federa
tion impartially, he will appreciate how necessary it is that some form of common 
government such as a Federation provides must be established. If he considers the 
matter further he will realise that there are two conditions which must be satisfied 
before a Federal solution can be satisfactory to him. In the first place, the Fed
eration must have an adequate system of representative government. As Great 
Britain has a system of representative democracy, bad though that system may be 
in certain respects, the Labour or Socialist Party can hope to secure in time the 
government of the country by a victory at the polls. In other words, the Labour 
Party can secure office by using the machinery of representative government. It is 
important, therefore, that the Federation which is to be established must have a 
form of representative government at least no worse than the British system and 
one which makes the will of the people supreme. In the second place, the powers 
of the Federation must be adequate. A majority Labour Government in this 
country would have power to pass such legislation as may be necessary to estab
lish a Socialist State in England. It could do this, because there are no limitations 
on the powers of the parliament of Great Britain. Thus it is necessary that there 
should be no limitations of an effective character on the powers of a European 
Federation. If the Parliament of the Federation were to be as limited in its powers 
as the Parliaments of the United States or the Commonwealth of Australia, then, 
however strong the Socialist Government in the Federation might be, it would 
never have sufficient power to convert the capitalist economic system of Europe 
into Socialism. The division of powers between the Federation and the States 
must be such that the Federal Parliament will be able to deal with all the major 
problems of the industrial and economic system of Europe, in the same way as 
the Parliament of Great Britain can do at the present time.

49. John Middleton Murry: ‘Pre-Conditions of Federal Union’
Middle 1940

From “ Pre-Conditions of Federal Union” , in Chaning-Pearce, M. (ed.), Federal Union, 
London (Jonathan Cape) 1940, pp. 161-162.

Unlike Wootton and Mackay (excerpts 47 and 48 above), Middleton Murry1 calls for 
political and economic decentralisation within the member states, before they can create 
healthy societies which can <(stand the shock ”  of supranational centralisation of power in 
matters of peace and war, as well as of the necessary ((central economic control” .

1 See introduction to excerpt 26, p. 81.
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( . . . )  In so far as Federal Union avoids, or postpones, the positive problem of 
creating a democratic international socialism, it is a superficial solution, which if 
attempted would no more stand the strains of real life than did the League of 
Nations.

I do not profess to know how a viable democratic socialism can be achieved; in 
other words how the degree of collectivism necessary to escape economic anar
chy can be reconciled with the degree of responsible freedom necessary to make 
the good life possible. But I cannot help feeling that the path must be sought in 
the direction of decentralization. Every function that can be decentralized with
out palpable loss of efficiency must be decentralized. That does not necessarily 
conflict with the fundamental idea of Federal Union, for sovereignty in matters 
of peace and war cannot be decentralized, or devolved upon the national states, 
without a very palpable loss of efficiency amounting to a suicidal degeneration. 
And the same applies, quite as forcibly, to the necessity of a central economic 
control. But these movements of centralization, I fear, will have catastrophic 
consequences unless they are accompanied by equally determined movements 
towards decentralization, political and economic, within the national states. The 
nations have to become healthy organisms, that is to say, societies concerned 
primarily to promote the true well-being of their members, before they can stand 
the shock of supernational centralization in those fields where it is necessary.
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50. Federal Union Research Institute: ‘First Colonial Conference’
20/21 January 1940

From “ Report of the First Colonial Conference” , 20/21 January 1940, pp. 1-2, in Fed
eral Union Research Institute, First Annual Report 1939-40, London, 1940, (mimeo
graphed, obtainable in British Library and Chatham House library).

Reflecting the importance of colonies in British and international politics of the period, the 
Federal Union Research Institute's first Colonial Conference, held on 20/21 January 1940 in 
Oxford with Beveridge in the chair, attracted a distinguished group of participants.1 Lord 
Lugard,2 although unable to attend, wrote a memorandum for the meeting, and afterwards 
wrote a second document and some notes on points raised at the conference.3 A second 
conference was held in May4 before the pressure of events curtailed the Institute's work on 
colonial problems, apart from the publication of Federal Tracts on the subject by Norman 
Bentwich and Lord LugardJ

The first conference discussed <cthe relationship of the federation to the dependencies of its 
member states", “ the economic problem" and “  the interests of native races". This excerpt, 
which is the record of the discussion on the first point, shows that ccthe general conclusion" 
was in favour of federal control until the establishment o f full self-government, rather than 
federal administration or reliance on a strengthened League Mandates Commission with no 
federal control at all.

The first meeting was opened by Dr. Mair and the subsequent discussion 
showed that there were three possible alternative solutions to the problem of the 
relationship to the Federation of the dependencies of its member-States.

1. To leave the dependencies under the existing national administrations, with 
no federal control, but with a strengthened League Mandates Commission.

2. To continue the present national administration, but to create a Federal 
Colonial Commission with extensive powers of inspection, of deciding broad 
lines of policy and of making grants-in-aid.

1 See p. 32.
2 See excerpt 52, p. 146.
3 “ Memorandum on the Relations of a Federal Union with the Non-Self-Governing 

Dependencies” , “ The Relation of Federal Union to the Colonies” , and “ Notes on 
Points raised at the Conference of Jan. 20—21, 1940” , in FURI, First Annual Report 
1939-40.

4 See “ Report of the Second Colonial Conference” , FURI, First Annual Report 1939-40.
5 See excerpts 51 and 52 below.
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3. To hand over the dependencies to the Federation and to create a Federal 
administrative service.

O f these solutions, 2. received the most general support. It was generally 
agreed that 1. was insufficient, and it was felt by a majority of the members of the 
Conference that 3. presented too many practical difficulties. Among these 
were

a) the wide divergence in colonial policy at present pursued by the great co
lonial powers, such as France, England and Holland;

b) the technical difficulty of creating a Federal colonial service with a unified 
system of recruitment and education;

c) the probable dislike of native populations, particularly of those under Bri
tish control, of being transferred, without their consent, to an impersonal 
international administration, to which they feel no loyalty and in which they 
would have no confidence;

d) the unnecessary dislocation which would be produced by a scheme which 
would in any case be merely transitional, in view of the fact that the ultimate goal 
should be the establishment of full self-government in the dependencies and the 
disappearance of outside control, whether federal or national.

Advocacy of 3. was based primarily on the argument that one of the chief 
inducements to enter the Federation would be the opportunity to participate in 
colonial administration. It was urged that it was difficult to justify the present 
distribution of colonial possessions and that Germany in particular would not be 
satisfied by a seat on a Federal “ Mandates Commission” . It was further stressed 
that the difficulties listed above were greatly exaggerated; that federal adminis
tration could take account of immediate local differences and that gradually a 
more uniform policy could be evolved. Nevertheless, the general conclusion was 
in favour of Federal control rather than of Federal administration. ( . . . )

51. Norman Bentwich: ‘The Colonial Problem and the Federal 
Solution’ 1941

From The Colonial Problem and the Federal Solution, Federal Tracts No. 3, London 
(Macmillan) 1941, pp. 3-5, 19, 31-32; reprinted in Ransome, P. (ed.), Studies in Federal 
Planning, London (Macmillan) 1943, pp. 108-9, 123, 135-6; and in Italian as “ II problema 
coloniale e la soluzione federale” , in La Federazione Europea, Florence (La Nuova Italia) 
1948, p. 256 ff.

*

Norman Bentwich (1883—1971) was called to the Bar in 1908 and did war service in the 
Middle East 1916-18. He was Attorney General to the Government of Palestine 1920-31 
and Professor o f International Relations at the University of Jerusalem 1932-51. He was 
active in public and Jewish affairs in both Britain and Palestine, being Director of the High 
Commission for Refugees from Germany 1933-35; Chairman of the National Peace Council 
1944-46; and Chairman of the Foreign Office Committee on Restitutions in the British 
Zone of Germany, 1951. He wrote widely on Palestine as well as on legal and Jewish
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problems; and he was active in the Federal Union Research Institute's Colonial Research 
Committee and Conferences. This excerpt summarises the gist of the argument in his Federal 
Tract. He stressed the importance of the Commonwealth, containing a quarter of the pop
ulation and area of the earth, and of the colonies of other European powers, and considered 
various ways in which a federal union could deal with this issue. There must in any case he 
no privileges for the colonial powers and the colonies should eventually he able to ccenter the 
Federal Union as independent members

( . . . )  The British Commonwealth, which comprises the self-governing D om 
inions and the British Colonial Empire, together contains about one-quarter of 
the area and population of the world. The French Empire, most of it in Africa, 
comes third in territorial extent, next to the British Empire and the Soviet Union. 
Apart from Great Britain and France, the chief colonial Powers are Holland, 
Belgium and Portugal ( . . . )  Five European Powers, then, control vast areas in the 
other continents, are responsible for the well-being of many millions of the native 
inhabitants of Asia and Africa, and control the resources of areas many times 
larger than the mother-State . . .

What should be the system of the colonies in a federal union? There is no 
compelling reason why a single system should be applied. It might be found best 
to retain some colonies under national government if that were the wish of the 
peoples who have attained a status where they can choose for themselves; to place 
others under federal administration, subject to the supervision of the League; and 
lastly to place one or more territories experimentally under international govern
ment, directly appointed and responsible to the League . . .

One thing is certain: we cannot hope to establish a peaceful order with an 
approach to world citizenship, whether by Federal Union or any other way, 
unless we are prepared, in deed as well as in word, to renounce national advan
tages and privileges in the governing of territories inhabited by less developed 
peoples, and to let people in other countries have a part with us. We cannot have 
a federal omelette without breaking some national eggs. The criterion of a federal 
system of colonial administration must be its capacity to fit the native peoples for 
self-government as rapidly as possible, recognising that colonies are not posses
sions of the governing Power, but belong to their own people and should be 
developed for their benefit; and that their peoples should be helped “ to stand by 
themselves in the strenuous conditions of the modern world,”  and enter the 
Federal Union as independent members.

52. Lord Lugard: ‘Federal Union and the Colonies’ 1941

From Federal Union and the Colonies, Federal Tracts No. 7, London (Macmillan) 1941, 
pp. 3, 11-16, 27, 32; reprinted in Ransome, P. (ed.), Studies in Federal Planning, London 
(Macmillan) pp. 137, 145-150, 161, 166.
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Frederick Dealtry Lugard1 (1858-1945) had a tremendous reputation as a colonial admi
nistrator. He served in the Afghan War, the Sudan campaign and Burma, and commanded 
an expedition against slave traders on Lake Nyasa in 1888. He was High Commissioner and 
Commander-in-Chief, Northern Nigeria, 1900-06; Governor and Commander-in-Chief, 
Hong Kong, 1907-12; Governor-General of Nigeria, 1914—19; and British Member of the 
League of Nations Permanent Mandates Commission 1922-36. He wrote two books on 
colonial problems and, although over eighty by the time that Federal Union and its Research 
Institute were established, he wrote three papers2 for the FU RI Colonial Conferences and 
subsequently the Federal Tract on Federal Union and the Colonies. This excerpt shows the 
essence of his argument. He was against international or federal administration or control. 
Even control without administration, as soon as it was exercised, would imply a transfer of 
sovereignty, hence a conflict between policy and administration. A “ Mandates system”  of 
supervision by the federation for all colonies of the member states would be less objection
able. The federal constitution should contain general principles of colonial policy, including 
commercial equality and federal supervision, but without provision for federal interference 
in colonial administration.

This essay is an attempt to explain the reasons why many of those who have 
the interests of the Colonies at heart are opposed to any form of international 
administration or control, whether by a Federation of States or any other non
national Consortium. It ventures no opinion as to the success of the project of a 
Federation in Europe and is exclusively concerned with the relation of the pro
posed Federal Union with the non-self-governing dependencies, if and when it is 
successfully inaugurated. Since the States which it is suggested should federate 
include four of the leading Colonial Powers, on whose adhesion success must 
depend, consideration of their attitude on this important aspect of the problem 
cannot be delayed. ( . . . )

Some of the advocates of Centralised Administration have realised that its 
application to the sixty or seventy Colonies of four or five nations with different 
traditions and policies is impracticable, and now substitute Federal Control of 
National Administration. This means that the Federal Council would exercise 
final authority in matters of policy, to which the National Government must 
conform. They propose that Inspectors should be sent to visit the Colonies and 
see that the local Government obeys the instructions of the Council. The essen
tial principle of democracy that the Executive is responsible to the local Legisla
ture is thus set aside.

On the other hand, even if all considerations of national obligation and na
tional sentiment were put aside, it is probable that few, if any, who have had 
experience of Administration in the Colonies, or of service in the Colonial Min
istries of the Paramount State, would consider that such a scheme would, in 
practice, be a workable proposition.

A State which accepts Federal Control over its Colonies -  viz., the right to 
dictate policy -  while continuing to administer them, transfers its sovereignty

1 See Perham, Margery, Lugard , vol. I, The Years of Adventure, 1858—1898, vol. II, The
Years o f Authority, 1898-1945, London (Collins) 1956 and 1960 respectively.

2 See footnote 3 to introduction of excerpt 50, p. 144.
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over them without the consent of the people concerned, no less than if it had 
accepted direct Federal Administration. If, however, the Federal Government 
disallowed a local Ordinance approved by the Minister on behalf of the National 
Parliament of a leading Member-State, or prescribed a policy from which it 
dissented the Union could not enforce its authority by armed force or economic 
sanctions, and must choose between the disastrous alternatives of expulsion of 
the dissident State, or permitting its secession. The exploitation of Colonial re
sources without the safeguard of individual national responsibility would not 
improbably be found to be incompatible with Native interests.

Though international intervention in any form would meet with strong oppo
sition, there would be less objection in principle to the proposal to extend the 
Mandates system to all Colonies, provided that the supervision exercised by the 
Federal Council excluded -  like the Mandates Commission of the League of 
Nations -  any authority in regard to Administrative policy. The general princi
ples to which Member-States might be invited to subscribe would take the place 
of the League Mandate, and would involve only a comparatively insignificant 
cession of Sovereignty. ( . . . )  Success, as with the Mandates Commission, would 
depend on world opinion invoked by the publicity given to its proceedings, and 
not on force, which in practice could not be applied to a Member-State. If the 
nations which control dependencies learn from this war that the more generous 
policy of giving access to Colonial resources is better than exclusive national 
privilege and “ economic self-sufficiency” and that it will remove a cause of 
friction and unrest, they may perhaps accept this broad definition of a new 
objective. ( . . . )

The Federal Constitution should, it is suggested, include such general prin
ciples of Colonial policy as are agreed by the federated States to be fundamental. 
The relevant clause -  viz. the Federal “ Mandate” -  would embody the maximum 
collective agreement attainable (including the scope of the definition of Equal 
Opportunity and federal supervision), and would in the first instance be such as 
no Member would find difficulty in accepting. Additions or alterations could 
later be discussed in the Federal Parliament. The limitation of federal supervision 
to the observance of the economic pledge would, of course, in no way restrict 
freedom of debate, though the National policy would remain unfettered. ( . . . )

( . . . )  Under the system here suggested of National Administration of depen
dencies (subject only to federal supervision regarding the pledge of Equal 
Opportunity) there would be no necessity for the creation of a “ Federal Colonial 
Commission” endowed with almost autocratic powers which was thought to be 
necessary under the system of federal administration and control of all Colonies1 
(. . .) I fear that this method of dealing with the problem, which differs funda
mentally from that suggested in this pamphlet, will endanger the acceptance of 
the Federation project.

1 The powers to which Lord Lugard referred were those in Ivor Jennings’s draft consti
tution, which provided that the President might, on the advice of a Colonial Commis
sion nominated by joint resolution of the two houses of Parliament, disallow a law 
enacted for a dependency by a member state. (Jennings, A Federation for Western 
Europe, p. 178).
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53. Harold Wilson: ‘Economic Aspects of Federation’ 1940

From “ Economic Aspects of Federation’’, p. 7, in Federal Union Research Institute, 
First Annual Report 1939-40, London, 1940, (mimeographed, obtainable in British Library 
and Chatham Flouse library).

Wilson concludes his paper for the Federal Union Research Institute1 with a call for 
federal control and administration of all the existing dependencies, until they become “ ripe 
for self-government and admission to full membership of the union” .

As an absolute minimum the solution ( . . . )  involves the “ open door”  to all 
members of the federation. A vastly superior solution would be that all existing 
dependencies should be taken over by the federation and controlled federally. 
The administration of these territories would then be another useful function of 
the federal government, and it would ensure equality of treatment of the inha
bitants until one area after another became ripe for self-government and admis
sion to full membership of the union.

%

1 See excerpt 39, p. 118.



7. The Federation and the Rest of the World

54. William Beveridge: ‘Peace by Federation’ 1 May 1940

From Peace by Federation?, Federal Tracts No. 1, London, Federal Union, 1940, 
pp. 25-26; reprinted in World Order Papers, First Series, London, Royal Institute of In
ternational Affairs, September 1940, pp. 87-88.

Beveridge's Federal Tract contains a section called “ The Limits of Federalism33, in which 
he explains that the membership of the federation must at first be limited: “federalism is a 
strong remedy for a virulent disorder; it is not a healing lotion that can be sprayed over the 
world33.1 But he goes on to insist, in this excerpt, that its relations with the rest of the world 
would be peaceful and that it must support justice among nations and resist aggression.

It may be presumed that the federation itself will be peaceable. It will be too 
strong to fear attack from any other power, and will thus have no temptation to 
organize defensive war; it will have no reason to be jealous of voluntary associa
tion of other states or of full federation between them. It will be too varied in 
interests to be aggressive; it will have pacifism in its bones and disarmament as a 
natural goal. But the federation will have to be much more than peaceable in itself 
if it is to serve fully the cause of world order. ‘The armed force of the Peace 
Federation shall be used to support justice among nations and to resist aggression 
wherever it may occur. The armed force of the Peace Federation shall not be used 
to gain for all or any of its members territory or economic advantage over any 
other state.5 Declarations of this nature, though they could hardly be written into 
the constitution of the federation, should be deeply engraved in its policies from 
the start.

55. Lionel Robbins: External Economic Relations Middle 1940

From “ Economic Aspects of Federation” , in Chaning-Pearce, M. (ed.), Federal Union, 
London (Jonathan Cape) 1940, p. 185; reprinted in Federal Tracts No. 2, London (Mac
millan) 1941, p. 32; in Ransome, P. (ed.), Studies in Federal Planning, London (Macmillan)

1 See escerpt 21, p. 72. But that excerpt also makes clear his view that the United States 
should be included if it wished. He believed in any case that “ World order, as distinct 
from European order, cannot be established without the cooperation of the United 
States of America. But the cooperation can take a form less intimate than federation 
with European States” . (Peace by Federation, p. 24).
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1943, p. 106; and in Italian as “ Aspetti economici della federazione” , in La Federazione 
Europea, Florence (La Nuova Italia) 1948, p. 250.

Robbins1 concludes his analysis of Economic Aspects of Federation by declaring that a 
European federation, as a rich and powerful state, must base its external policy on the 
principles of justice and freedom.

A European Federation would be a supreme example of a “ have” state; and if 
its economic policy vis-à-vis the “ have-nots” in other parts of the world were 
markedly illiberal, it might raise up against itself formidable combinations. Quite 
apart, therefore, from the undesirability of giving rise to the internal disunities 
and maladjustments which almost always accompany the policies of restriction
ism, there are solid reasons of international politics, why such policies should be 
reduced to a minimum. The formation of the federation is essentially an affirma
tion of the principles of justice and freedom as regards internal relations. It is 
desirable that its external policy should be based upon similar principles.

56. Ivor Jennings: Collaboration with other States
May/June 1940

From A Federation for Western Europe, Cambridge (Cambridge University Press) 1940, 
p. 32.

Jennings1 suggests that European states which could not at first join the federation might 
nevertheless be offered some of its economic or security advantages.

The exclusion of non-democratic States does not necessarily imply that some 
advantages of the Federation could not be extended to them or that the Federa
tion could not secure the benefit of their more limited collaboration. Spain and 
Portugal, and perhaps even Italy, might desire to enter the customs union which 
would be, according to my plan, one of the great advantages of the Federation. 
The fact that there were some elements, at least, of collaboration in Africa might 
induce Italy and Portugal to join for colonial purposes. Some States outside the 
Federation -  Poland and Czechoslovakia, for instance -  might undertake to 
maintain no armed forces if the Federation undertook their defence.

1 See introduction to excerpt 5, p. 44.

1 See introduction to excerpt 13, p. 60.
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57. William Curry: What about India and China? End 1939

From The Case for Federal Union, Harmondsworth (Penguin Books) 1939, 
p p .194-196.

In this excerpt Curry1 stresses the importance of India and China, containing half the 
population of the human race.2 He expresses his confidence that, once they are independent, 
they will cooperate with the federation to build a <(sane, peaceful, democratic world 
order33.

The proposal that this book is concerned to advocate is that since a federal 
government for all mankind is not immediately practicable, a start should be 
made with those countries that are ripe for union now because they are in a 
similar stage of political evolution, and are on the whole inspired by similar 
desires. Nevertheless India and China between them comprise about half the 
human race, and it is clear that no proposal that aims at the organisation of the 
affairs of the whole planet can afford to neglect them for long. What part may we 
expect them to play?

Both countries are at present subject to foreign control, both have been the 
victims of imperialist exploitation, both have a passionate desire for freedom, and 
neither, left to itself, seems likely to be a menace to its neighbours. ( . . . )  Plainly 
this freedom is necessary, and a Federal Union should set itself to secure it . . . 
But while freedom is necessary, we can clearly hope for more, and for active 
co-operation at an early stage.

Is it not clear . . . that an India released from her present burning sense of 
injustice, and provided with technical and financial assistance (not domination) in 
the solution of her own problems, would presently play a far from negligible part 
in the new world order to be created? ( . . . )  If . .  . peace can be restored to China 
before, in the course of acquiring western vices, she has lost her own virtues, we 
can be sure that no nation will welcome more wholeheartedly the opportunity 
that Federal Union provides of co-operating in the building of a sane, peaceful, 
democratic world order.

1 See introduction to excerpt 6, p.
2 The importance of China and India in the world system was likewise stressed by George 

Keeton, Professor of English Law at University College, London, and Director of the 
New Commonwealth Institute (see excerpts 64, p. 171; 78, p. 203), in his “ Federation 
and India” , in Chaning-Pearce, M. (ed.), Federal Union, 1940. Keeton also stressed the 
obstacles to their inclusion in any federation with the western democracies, from both 
the western and the Asian points of view, but concluded that India might associate with 
a European federation for purposes of security, provided that this was on a basis of 
equality and democracy.
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58. Ronald Mackay: European Federation and the Peace
April 1940

From Federal Europe, London (Michael Joseph) 1940, p. 117; revised and republished as 
Peace Aims and the New Order, London (Michael Joseph) 1941, p. 127.

Mackay1 insists, in this excerpt, that Europe must federate without delay, and responds to 
the idea o f world federation by suggesting that, although interdependence makes “a work
ing arrangement” necessary among all nations, the construction of a “strong World Union” 
will be a matter for future generations.

The course of wisdom is to build a strong European Union, so that the Eu
ropean peoples will become accustomed to the ideas and the consequences of a 
Federal system of government. Later, let there be a World Union on that sure 
foundation. There is no reason why future generations should not construct a 
strong World Union on the basis of the European Federation, the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, the United States of America and an Asiatic Federa
tion.

In proposing only a European Federation now, the necessity for a World 
Union is not overlooked. The interdependence of States makes it necessary that a 
working arrangement should be made between all nations. Without it, there will 
be no ultimate economic stability in the world. On the other hand, the peoples of 
the United States of America are not yet ready to combine in government with 
the States of Europe. It will take years, and perhaps generations, to create the 
framework of an ordered society amongst the many millions of people in Asia. 
Europe at least has a common civilisation, and a very pressing need for a common 
authority now. For, unless Europe federates, it will perish.

59. Ivor Jennings: Federation or War May/June 1940

From T  Federation for Western Europe, Cambridge (Cambridge University Press) 1940, 
pp. 6-9.

In this excerpt, at the outset of his book, Jennings1 sets the European federation in its 
world context. World government, though “ ultimately”  essential, is not yet possible. It is 
necessary first to “ equate more closely the civilisations o f the East and of the West, raise the 
standard of living and of education in Asia and Africa, and develop closer communications 
between the continents” . The League of Nations must be strengthened. But its “ real task”  is 
“ not so much prevention o f war as the development of such conditions that world govern-

1 See introduction to excerpt 3, p. 41.

, 1 See introduction to excerpt 13, p. 60.
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merit becomes possible” . It could concentrate on this work if  “we, the people o f Europe, can 
solve our own political problems” . But for this we need “  a much stronger organisation and a 
much more emphatic cooperation than the League machinery, designed as it was for world
wide collaboration, rendered or can render possible” . By making war in Europe virtually 
impossible, the proposed federation will not tend “ to destroy the League ideal”  but will ‘help 
immeasurably to make it more easily realisable” .

Europe is the cauldron in which most wars are brewed. There have been, of 
course, many wars elsewhere, but if we can solve the European question we shall 
take a step forward of untold value. N ot only should we prevent wars in Europe, 
but also we should prevent European rivalry from leading to war elsewhere. 
Moreover, the Federation which is proposed in this book would be so strong that 
threats against the security of its outlying portions -  in the Far East or North 
Africa, for instance -  dare not be made. At the same time it would be, I think, a 
peaceful federation which involved no threat against an extra-European 
power.

If we could prevent wars everywhere we should, of course, produce an even 
greater benefit to humanity. We could not, however, propose at this stage a 
practicable form of international government. It is certain that Japan would not 
withdraw from China at once, and equally certain that the rest of the world 
would not consent to the stabilisation of the present position in the Far East. It is 
reasonable to infer that if the United States of America would not accept the 
feeble obligations of the Covenant of the League of Nations, she would not 
accept a scheme which involved an even further intervention by her in the affairs 
of the world at large. Moreover, the task of providing a representative govern
ment for the illiterate millions of Asia and Africa is too vast, and a world system 
of government would be too enormous for our present political technique. It is 
still true that “ ultimately”  we must have world government, but before that aim 
is achieved we must equate more closely the civilisations of the East and of the 
West, raise the standard of living and education in Asia and Africa, and develop 
closer communication between the continents.

The first step to this solution clearly lies in the development of the League of 
Nations. N o doubt the obligations of the Covenant require strengthening; and if 
they are strengthened such breaches as the Japanese attack on China will be less 
easy. Moreover, if the main problems of Europe could cease to be League pro
blems, the task of the League would be immeasurably eased. It was in Europe 
that the League system of preventing war finally broke down. The real task of the 
League is, however, not so much prevention of war as the development of such 
conditions that world government becomes possible. The prevention of war has 
been the most urgent problem for the past twenty years and has therefore re
ceived most attention. Regarded with a historical perspective, however, the most 
important part of the League’s work has been the part which it has played su
premely well, the part which is concerned with economic rehabilitation and 
co-operation, with the control of the drug traffic and traffic in women, with 
international action for the prevention and eradication of disease, and with in
tellectual co-operation.
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These functions will receive due emphasis if we, the people of Europe, can 
solve our own political problems without burdening the League machinery any 
longer. Twenty years’ experience has shown that these problems require a much 
stronger organisation and a much more emphatic co-operation than the League 
machinery, designed as it was for world-wide collaboration, rendered or can 
render possible. There was something to be said for the lack of interest sometimes 
displayed by South American states; there was also something to be said for the 
attitude of the Republican Party in the United States of America, unfortunate 
though the sequel proved to be. Collaboration from both parts of the American 
continent will be readily forthcoming if we show that we, in Europe, are not 
asking for outside support in our own disputes, but are asking the American 
peoples to give us assistance in making a better and more civilised world.

Those of us who believe in the federal solution are not, therefore, opponents of 
the League of Nations. Many of the most fervent “ federalists”  are also among the 
most fervent supporters of the League. We believe not that our proposal tends to 
destroy the League ideal, but that it will help immeasurably to make it more 
easily realisable. If we can make war in Western Europe absolutely impossible 
and if, as I shall suggest we can, we can make war in Europe virtually impossible, 
three-quarters of the League’s task in preventing war will be accomplished; and if  
Western Europe comes to Geneva as a unit, the problems to be solved in Geneva 
will be fewer and much more easily solved. Let us, then, remember the whole 
range of world problems, but direct our attention primarily to Europe.
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P h i l i p  M. H . B e l l

Introduction
The literature produced by the Federal Union movement, illustrated in Section 

I of this chapter, formed a central core of British discussion of the question of 
European integration in the period 1939-41. It was accompanied by a wide- 
ranging debate whose main concern was not so much with European integration 
or federation for its own sake as with the whole question of war aims and the 
post-war settlement, in which the prospect of European unity was often seen as 
an important element.1 It is primarily in this context that the extracts collected in 
Section II must be seen. Those who took part in the debate on war aims which 
was so vigorous in the period of the phoney war, and which continued (though 
with less intensity) through 1940 and 1941, sought answers to two questions -  
one particular and one general. The particular question was: what had gone 
wrong at the peace settlement of 1919 and in the following twenty years, so that 
what was intended to be a lasting peace had proved to be merely a twenty years 
truce? The general question was: were there fundamental faults in the existing 
system of international relations which meant that it was almost inevitable that 
the system would break down in crisis and conflict from time to time? From 
these two questions there followed a third: what could be done to put right what 
had gone wrong, to remove fundamental faults in the system -  or if necessary to 
change the system itself? Very often, the answers to these questions produced 
proposals for federation or integration between states, whether on a European or 
a wider basis. One line of argument ran thus. One important thing which had 
gone wrong between the wars had been the failure of the League of Nations; the 
League had failed because it was based on the continued sovereign independence 
of its member states; therefore the remedy was to be found in a new international 
system which would curtail state sovereignty. Another common line of argument 
was that wars had repeatedly arisen out of conflicts between European states; to 
eliminate those conflicts would be a major step towards the elimination of war in 
general; and the best way to get rid of such conflicts would be some form of 
European integration or federalism.

The chronological arrangement of extracts within this section brings out 
clearly the development of this debate within the 1939-41 period. Documents

1 For the reasons why war aims were so vigorously debated at a time when it was by no 
means clear how the war was to be won, see the General Introduction to this chapter, 
above, p. 26.
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N o. 60-70 all date (in their composition, if not always in their publication) from 
the period of the phoney war, before the German assault in the west and the fall 
of France. They are concerned almost entirely with Europe -  sometimes the 
continent as a whole, sometimes western Europe; and frequently with the pos
sibility that union between France and Britain could form the basis for a wider 
federation. Documents N o. 72-78 date from the very end of 1940 and from 1941, 
and their emphasis is on Britain and Europe in the context of the wider world. 
They deal with Anglo-American relations (Nos. 74 and 78); with the British 
Commonwealth (No. 76); and with Britain and Europe caught between the 
looming — and possibly opposed -  influences of the United States and the Soviet 
Union (No. 75). Even when the emphasis is on Europe itself, the approach to 
European integration is economic and administrative, not federal; and there is an 
expectation that American initiative will play a large part in the post-war order 
(Nos. 73 and 77). Sometimes the writers envisaged western Europe becoming 
part of a widespread Commonwealth or Anglo-American union; sometimes they 
saw such a union being formed to the exclusion of European states. In either case, 
the perspective had changed completely since the early summer of 1940; though 
the general questions under discussion -  war aims and the need for a new inter
national order — remained the same.

Within the two chronological halves which make up this section, a number of 
themes recur frequently in the discussion which is illustrated by the following 
extracts. One dominant theme unites the two halves: that some form of federa
tion, union or integration between states was necessary as the best (some said the 
only) cure for inflamed nationalism -  including economic nationalism; for inter
national anarchy; and for war itself. This theme, amounting as it did almost to an 
article of faith, may be found explicitly in Documents N o. 62, 65, 70, 73, 75 and 
77; and it is implicit in most of the others. Such a view, of course, did not 
necessarily lead towards European union or integration -  in logical terms, Eu
rope might then only make a new and bigger unit in the anarchy, and the only 
satisfactory objective was a world order. A conflict between a European and a 
world approach to the problem of international order was indeed a frequent 
element in British public discussion. But a number of other themes showed good 
reasons for treating the European aspect of the problem as being of primary 
importance, and for believing that a European solution would help rather than 
hinder the search for a world order.

One such theme was the argument that European unification would provide an 
answer to the German question. (Documents N o. 60, 61, 63, 65, 69 and -  by

1 On Anglo-French relations in this period, see Comité d’Histoire de la 2e Guerre Mon
diale, Français et Britanniques dans la Drôle de Guerre Paris, Centre National de la 
Recherche Scientifique, 1979; financial and economic co-ordination is dealt with in R. 
Frankenstein, “ Le financement français de la guerre et les accords avec les Britanniques”  
(pp. 461-487), and L. S. Pressnell, “ Les finances de guerre britanniques et la co-opér
ation économique franco-britannique en 1939 et 1940”  (pp. 489-510). Cf. W. K. 
Hancock and M. M. Gowing, British War Economy London (H. M. S. O .) 1949, 
pp. 179-196.
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implication -  73.) The root of the “ German question” lay in the fact of German 
economic and military power, and the widespread conviction that that power had 
been used twice in a quarter of a century to wage aggressive war. Everyone was 
agreed that Germany must first be defeated; but after that it appeared to many 
that the most constructive and hopeful way forward was to harness German 
power in a united Europe, and to turn the Germans into good Europeans in a 
great company of other good Europeans.

Another theme which, between September 1939 and April 1940, seemed to 
strengthen the cause of European unification was the widespread belief that Bri
tain and France were developing a close wartime union which would form a 
natural basis for a united Europe. (Documents N o. 60, 63, 64, 67, 68.) The 
outward appearance of Anglo-French co-operation was indeed impressive: a 
Supreme War Council, an Anglo-French Co-ordinating Committee, an Anglo- 
French Industrial Council, various joint boards, and military representatives 
intended to work as a joint staff. Looked at in retrospect, it is difficult to see that 
these joint bodies amounted to much more than co-operation between the two 
states; and in any case the outward appearance concealed a good deal of dispute 
and uneasiness.1 But at the time the impression of a close and growing unity was 
strong, and the prospects for an Anglo-French union were under active public 
discussion well before the British government, in March 1940, decided to pro
mote the idea as a matter of policy. Parts of this discussion may be followed in the 
extracts printed below. In a sense, it both culminated and terminated in the 
spectacular offer of “ indissoluble union”  between Britain and France made by 
the British War Cabinet on 16 June 1940. In fact, it seems clear that this offer was 
made almost entirely as a response to the immediate crisis of the day and the need 
to keep France in the war, and not from any wider or more theoretical conside
rations about unity. In the torrent of events in June 1940, the offer passed 
without much public comment in Britain (though see Document N o. 71); and its 
story mainly belongs to a study of government policy. In the earlier period, 
however, Anglo-French union was an important element in the public discussion 
of possible European unification.1 It was also of some importance that the two 
countries were both great colonial powers: we have already seen that colonial 
questions loomed large in the thinking of Federal Union, and for at least some 
observers a joint administration of British and French colonial possessions see
med a likely federal function. (Documents N os. 61 and 64.)2

The question of economic integration was an important theme in most discus
sions of union; and here too it was widely considered that Europe was both a case 
demanding urgent treatment and one which offered some chance of success. 
(Documents N o. 61, 65, 67, 73, 75, 77.) The negative aspect of the argument was

1 See P. M. H. Bell, A Certain Eventuality. Britain and the Fall of France (Farnborough, 
1974), pp. 6-7, 72-76, 122-3; Max Beloff, “ The Anglo-French Union Project of June 
1940” , in The Intellectual in Politics (London, 1970), pp. 172-99; Avi Shlaim, “ Prelude 
to Downfall: the British offer of Union to France, June 1940” , Journal of Contempo
rary* History, vol. 6, No. 3 (1974), pp. 27-63.

2 See above, Chapter I, Docs. Nos. 50-53.
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that economic nationalism, tariff barriers and obstacles to migration created ten
sions which helped to cause war, and to remove them would ease the tensions. 
The positive side was that economic interdependence was already a fact, even 
if not always acknowledged; and that large parts of European industry were 
concentrated in regions which cut across national boundaries -  an obvious ex
ample was the complex of mining and industry which lay across the Ruhr, Lor
raine, Luxemburg and eastern Belgium. If such complexes could be placed 
under international control, then the individual states concerned would lose 
their power to make war, which depended on their economic resources. In this 
connection, the proposals made by Julian Huxley in December 1940 (Docu
ment N o. 73) deserve particular mention, as foreshadowing in a remarkable man
ner the sort of idea which was eventually to emerge as the Schuman Plan of 
1950.

The theme of economic organisation led some of its exponents to adopt an 
economic and administrative approach to the problem of integration. (Docu
ments N o. 73 and 77.) They argued that the way forward should not be sought 
through political unification, at any rate in the first instance, but through the 
pooling of various economic activities -  transport, electricity production and 
distribution, certain heavy industries. If the control of such activities was placed 
in the hands of international commissions, then the frontiers between states 
would gradually be overlaid with a mesh of common interests and plain day- 
to-day work, and national sovereignty would come to be limited not so much de 
jure as de facto.

During 1941 a further theme, that of Commonwealth or Atlantic union, came 
into prominence. (Documents N o. 74, 76 and 78; and compare N o. 75.) Neither 
of these ideas was new -  Imperial (later Commonwealth) federation especially 
had been advocated since well before the 1914 war; but they naturally received a 
fresh impulse from the Commonwealth’s apparent unity in war in 1940-41, and 
from the developing Anglo-American co-operation, symbolised in 1941 by lease- 
lend and the Atlantic Charter. O f the writers represented in the following ex
tracts, Curtis (Document N o. 76) argued for federation between Britain and the 
Dominions, though he certainly hoped for the ultimate participation of the Uni
ted States; while Catlin and Keeton (Documents N o. 74 and 78) held that the 
time had come for Anglo-American union. The circumstances of the time, and 
the links formed by language, history and family ties, gave such ideas a more 
powerful and widespread appeal in Britain than plans for European unification; 
but at least in some cases the different ideas were not thought wholly incompa
tible. Both Catlin and Curtis thought it possible that certain west European 
countries (the Low Countries and Scandinavian states seem to have been the 
favourites) might wish to join either a Commonwealth or an Anglo-American 
union. Keeton, however, was opposed to Britain fettering herself, as he sternly 
put it, with increased European commitments, and held that a choice should 
be made firmly for association with the Dominions and the United States. In 
neither case could it be argued that these ideas made any direct contribution 
to the development of the concept of European integration; but they deserve 
some representation in this collection, because a grasp of this trend of thought
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is vital for an understanding of later developments in British relations with 
Europe.1

It is also desirable that this selection of extracts should give at least some 
flavour of the arguments which were deployed against the various ideas for union 
or integration. We are looking back on a public discussion, not only about 
different means of attaining European integration, but also about whether that 
objective was either practicable or desirable -  and there can be no doubt that in 
Britain after June 1940 the preponderance of opinion was that it was neither. In 
this collection, whose aim is to illustrate the development of thought about 
European integration, the opposition can scarcely be allotted equal space; but to 
understand the context in which the discussion was conducted it is desirable that 
the opposition should have some representation. Document N o. 67, therefore, 
presents an exchange of views in Spring 1940 between an opponent and a sup
porter of European federation; and Document N o. 72 presents some critical 
comments, from a socialist point of view, on the economic ideas of Federal 
Union.

60. Wickham Steed: War Aims and European Federation
Oct.-Nov. 1939

(a) Excerpt from “ Foreground and Background” , Fortnightly Review, voi. 146, Octo
ber 1939, (pp. 361-370): pp. 369-370.

(b) Excerpt from Our War Aims, London (Seeker and Warburg) November 1939, 
p p .207-209.

Henry Wickham Steed (1871-1956) first made his name with The Times, which he joined 
as a Foreign Correspondent in 1896, and of which he was Editor from 1919 to 1922. He later 
became Lecturer in Central European History at King's College, London (1925-1938); and 
during the Second World War he was an active writer and broadcaster. He had wide 
contacts and influence in journalism and politics. He was of the generation which had seen 
two great European wars; and in autumn 1939 he was seeking not only victory in war but 
also to secure a permanent peace when the war was over.

The first extract sets out a series o f war aims (which Steed believed would command wide 
support), in which European federation occupied a central position. The second extract is 
taken from a book on war aims which was published shortly after the article in the 
Fortnightly Review, and covered some of the same ground; it emphasises the importance of

1 For the Commonwealth during the war, see Nicholas Mansergh, Survey of British 
Commonwealth Affairs. Problems of Wartime Co-operation and Post-War Change, 
1939-1952, London (Oxford University Press) 1958. A favourable account of Anglo- 
American relations during the war, reflecting the views about a “ special relationship”  
current at the time, may be found in H. C. Allen, Great Britain and the United States. 
A history of Anglo-American relations, 1783-1952, London (Odhams) 1954, 
pp. 781-885.
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developing the already close relationship between Britain and France as the basis for a 
European federation.1

&

( . . . )  this nation means to-day to have done not only with “ Hitlerism”  but 
with predatory international violence of all kinds; (. . .) it is ready to go to lengths 
and to accept “ sacrifices”  which no British Government of the past imagined it 
would be capable of. This is why our people demand to-day that our war aims 
and peace aims should be set forth in such terms and such fashion that none can 
mistake them. I do not assert that the “ common man”  in Great Britain could 
state offhand what he thinks our war aims should be; but I am quite sure he 
would approve of the following general principles:

N o recognition or toleration of any of the fruits of Hitlerite aggression. The 
watchword must be: “ Back to the German frontiers of 1919!”  This means that 
independence and the right of independent decision, must be restored to Austria; 
to Czechoslovakia within her pre-Munich borders; and, of course, to Poland 
with Danzig. The Memelland to be given an opportunity of choosing, without 
propaganda or pressure of any kind, its own allegiance.

The total disappearance of Hitler, with all the Nazi personnel and system, and 
the establishment in Germany of a Government based on a representative demo
cratic system.

The formation, if possible during the war, of the beginnings of a federation or 
federal union between all the peoples allied or associated with the present enemies 
of Hitlerism.

After the conclusion of peace with a representative democratic Germany, the 
German people to be admitted to this federation, either as a political unit or as a 
sub-confederation of German States, when it has been ascertained that they have 
disarmed to the level requisite for the maintenance of internal order, and have set 
up institutions guaranteeing the personal freedom and individual rights of all 
Germans without distinction of race, class or creed.

Countries now neutral to be eligible for membership of this federation pro
vided that their institutions correspond to the principles of the federation itself 
which must exclude future neutrality towards aggression in any shape or 
form.

N o bartering or other concessions in respect of colonies. Colonial possessions 
eventually to be placed under a federal trusteeship for the welfare of their inha
bitants, and in order to secure equality of access to raw materials for members of 
the federation, provision being made for the development of present colonies, 
dependencies and protectorates into individual nationhood, eligible for member
ship of the federation.

The League of Nations, its Covenant and its institutions to be reorganized and 
amended so that they may become instruments of intercourse between nations 
within the federation and those that may remain outside it, on condition that war 
be not only renounced by all League Members but that all undertake to treat it as

1 Cf. Documents Nos. 63, 64, 67, 68 below.
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a felon)* depriving those who engage in it of intercourse with civilized peo
ples.

With war aims conceived on these lines the free peoples of the earth would feel 
this war to be a struggle for the right of entry into a new and higher phase of 
human existence. Short of such aims, or of aims akin to them, this war would 
prove to be merely another episode in a series of attempts to decide whether men 
and peoples are worthy and capable of peace.

b) (. . .) Decisive moments in human history -  and this is such a moment -  
demand bold thinking and high aims. To the idea o f federal union many minds in 
many countries already assent. The practical difficulty is where and how to 
begin. If we wait until the end of the war we may fall into errors similar to those 
that were destined to ruin much of the work done by the framers of the League of 
Nations Covenant. We may try to form, with an elaborate written constitution, 
another League or federation o f sovereign States, each jealous of its own sover
eignty . . .  In this matter the rule of thumb is the safest guide. We must work with 
the tools and the materials that He ready to hand.

The nearest and readiest of these tools are Great Britain, France and the British 
Dominions. All stand on democratic foundations. France and Great Britain are 
now united, far more than allied, in this war. A  “ Supreme Council”  directs their 
war effort. This union should be broadened and deepened until the principle of a 
Supreme Council -  in which, if their peoples desire it, the British Dominions 
could take part -  would be embodied in a permanent institution. From it might 
evolve something in the nature of a federal Government for the British and 
French democracies -  with one proviso o f ultimately decisive importance. To 
membership of this federation and to a share in its government, democratic 
countries now neutral could be admitted at the end o f the war, or earlier should 
attack upon them by the enemy or his helpers bring them into the w ar. N o  
country without democratic institutions could be eligible.

The proviso “ o f ultimately decisive importance”  is that whatever federal in
stitutions may be set up, or federal government that may be formed, should be 
responsible not to the Governments but directly to the peoples o f the countries 
belonging to the federation. As the American writer, Mr. Clarence K. Streit, has 
urged unanswerably in his famous book, Union Now„ the main cause o f the 
failure of the League of Nations was its character as a League o f sovereign States, 
not a Union of peoples, each o f the States-members of the League retaining its 
unlimited national sovereignty over affairs which by their very nature should 
have been common to all. Here Mr. Streit is on strong ground. One of the 
authors of the Constitution o f the United States, Madison, learned from a study 
of confederacies, ancient and modem, that only those federations which were 
founded upon the assent of individual citizens, not on that of States, had endured 
or could endure. This is, indeed, the underlying principle o f the United States o f 
America, just as it is o f the Swiss Confederation. Each member o f a workable 
federal s\*stem must retain control of its own internal affairs while surrendering 
to a federal government, drawing authority from the peoples not from the States 
o f the federation, sovereignty over affairs that are common to alL (__ )
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61. G. D. H. Cole: ‘War Aims’ November 1939

Excerpts from War Aimsy London, New Statesman and Nation, Novem ber 1939, 
(56 pp .), pp- 13-15, 41-13, 44-46.

George Douglas Howard Cole (1889-1959) was a historian, a university teacher, and one 
o f the most influential intellectuals in the Labour Party. In 1939 he was a Fellow of Nuffield 
College, Oxford; and he was Chairman o f the Fabian Society from 1939 to 1946. He was a 
prolific writer o f books, pamphlets and press articles, and a man of individual views.

The following extracts are taken from a substantial pamphlet on war aims, in which Cole 
developed the argument that it was not enough to say that Britain was fighting against 
Hitlerism: it was also necessary to say what she was fighting for. In Cole’s view, the then 
Prime Ministers of Britain and France, Chamberlain and Daladier, were incapable o f taking 
an initiative on war aims, because all they really wanted was to restore the status quo ante 
bellum; and so fa r the Labour Party had failed to fill the gap with a programme of its own. 
Cole therefore set out his personal views on positive war aims, putting European federation 
as the main objective. He concentrated on questions raised by colonial territories and econ
omic union, arguing that the political problems had been resolved. The extracts deal with (a) 
the general aim o f federation; (b) colonies under a federation; and (c) economic union.

(. . . )  What is it that needs to be said? First and forem ost, that we are fighting 
H ider, not as defenders o f the old Europe, but as protagonists o f the new. That 
we stand, not for restoring Poland or Czechoslovakia, or any other country, to 
the status and the condition that it has lost, but for creating a new Europe in 
which Poles, Czechs and Slovaks, equally with Britons and Frenchmen and 
Germ ans, will have freedom to manage their own internal affairs on condition of 
being ready to play their parts in a wider Federal system . Secondly, that, if 
European peace and prosperity are to be secured, there m ust be, all over Europe, 
a fundamental change in the very conception o f statehood, and a renunciation, in 
certain vital respects at least, o f State Sovereignty and independence, with a view 
to the creation o f a peace as well assured as the peace between the English and the 
Scots, or between the German, French and Italian Cantons o f Switzerland, or 
between H olland and the Scandinavian States. There must be in our war aims no 
motive o f re-drawing the map o f Europe so as to partition it again into a number 
o f completely independent sovereign States, each entitled in international law to 
pursue its own interests to any extreme, even by means o f armed force. We must 
recognise that the day o f wholly independent small nations is over, and that the 
only alternatives before us are either to create a Federal Europe in which national 
autonom y will be reconciled with common responsibility and acceptance of a 
general rule, or to allow the continent to be cut up into “ spheres o f influence”  
dominated by the m ajor Pow ers, which will prom ptly proceed to reorganise their 
forces in preparation for the next great war.

If, rejecting the latter alternative, we decide to make our war aim the institu
tion o f a Federal Europe, we must realise clearly what this objective requires of 
us. For if there is one thing certain it is that a Federal Europe cannot be built 
upon the foundations on which the attempt was made to build a League of
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Nations after the last war. Countries which are to live permanently at peace must 
accept a common rule of conduct as limiting their national rights. They must be 
ready to renounce not only the resort to war in furtherance of their aims, but also 
the means of resorting to it. Moreover, they must be prepared to co-operate 
positively, especially in their economic affairs, and to use every endeavour to 
create in their people’s minds a feeling of loyalty to the Federation of which they 
are members, even when this seems to conflict with the stimulation of a more 
narrowly patriotic sentiment towards their own country as distinct from the 
rest.

We cannot expect the Germans to pay any attention to us when our statesmen 
proclaim that we are making war upon “ Hitlerism” and not upon the German 
people, unless we pledge ourselves to war objectives which they can accept as 
theirs as much as ours. We and they will have to live together in the new Europe 
that will come into being after the war; and we should know by now that even the 
most complete military victory cannot for long keep in subjection a people as 
numerous and assertive as that of Germany. The future well-being and satisfac
tion of the Germans are as much in our interest as our own well-being and 
satisfaction. Accordingly, our war aim cannot be merely victory, or merely the 
reduction of Germany to military impotence. We and the Germans and all the 
other peoples of Europe must work together with a good heart in building the 
new European system, or it cannot be built at all, except in such a shape as will 
lead to yet more wars.

It is therefore necessary, in considering the future, to be mindful of the past, in 
order both to avoid a repetition of old crimes, and to search in these for indica
tions of where we went wrong in making the Versailles settlement, and in 
administering it when it had been made. If now, on the ground that we are at war, 
we endeavour to bury our past mistakes under the heaps of the slain, we shall be 
making the worst possible preparation for the tasks ahead. The wiser course is to 
admit openly what we have done amiss, and to lay plans no less openly for a 
settlement which shall be free of the faults that have led to the present disaster. 
We may blame Hitler as the author of the war; but we shall be wise to ask 
ourselves also what it was that raised Hitler to a position of power which enables 
him to lay Europe waste. Our war aims must be not merely to defeat Hitlerism, 
but to create a world in which Hitlerism will be impossible and unknown. We 
cannot hope to achieve this unless we are aware and repentant of the follies which 
have been committed in our name ( . . . )

Even a Federation based on Europe must include the colonial territories of the 
Great Powers, whether recently or anciently acquired. There are only two ways 
of dealing with colonies that are consistent with the conditions of a lasting settle
ment among the great powers. One way is to give them self-government, in a 
sense as full and complete as that in which it is enjoyed by Canada, or Eire, or 
South Africa, or Australia, or New Zealand. That, plainly, is the only way open 
to us of dealing with India, or with any other colony or mandated territory that is 
capable of looking after its own affairs. But admittedly we cannot solve the 
colonial problem simply by turning all the colonies into virtually independent 
States; for many of them are not capable of standing alone, nor is it any more
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hopeful a solution of the world’s problems to balkanise Africa than to balkanise 
Europe.

Accordingly, for many colonies we must adopt the alternative way of action -  
the international way. ( . . . )

The only possible answer to the demands of the “ Have-nots”  for colonial 
empires is that we are prepared to throw our conquests together into a common 
pool, and to do our best to work out an international solution of the entire 
African problem. The basis of this solution can be only that no European power 
shall have any colonies in Africa, but that all parts of the continent that are not 
fully self-governing shall be put under the administration of an international 
body (or of more than one) empowered to exercise all the authority of a Gov
ernment. By this I mean that the administrators of these internationalised 
territories must have full power to levy taxes and provide services, to maintain 
their own armed police and their own machinery of justice and administration, 
and to control the economic and social development of the territories under their 
control under an international deed of trust which will instruct them (a) to act as 
trustees for the inhabitants, (b) to grant no discriminative privileges, political or 
economic, to any of the States entering into the agreement, or indeed to any 
others, and (c) to foster as speedily as possible local, regional and continental 
institutions of African self-government in such a way as to lead towards the 
removal of tutelage without the effect of splitting up the continent into a number 
of independent sovereign States. In effect, in Africa as well as in Europe, we have 
to work towards a federal solution on a democratic basis, even if the advance has 
to be made more gradually and requires a period of international tutelage.

This would mean that Africa, divided perhaps into three or four suitable re
gions, would be governed by an international civil service recruited personally 
and not on the nomination of the various European Governments. It would be 
governed under a deed of trust; and the administrators would be answerable to a 
sort of Mandates Commission appointed by the new Federal European Author

ity- ( * • • ) . . . .
Just as, in Africa, it is essential to plan and to administer common services over 

areas much wider than those of the separate colonial possessions of the various 
powers, so in Europe Federation must rest on a basis of common services and 
international administration. Two very simple examples will help to illustrate 
what I have in mind. At present, each independent State has its own patent law, 
so that a patent is valid only when it has been registered in each separate country. 
Again, each State has its own laws regulating the existence and working of joint 
stock companies, partnerships, Trade Unions, Cooperative Societies, and every 
sort of business enterprise or private association. Federal Europe, on the con
trary, must have a common patent law and a common commercial code, which 
will render any registered patent or enterprise free over the entire territory of the 
Union. This, of course, will not prevent any State forming part of the Union 
from bringing any particular service under public ownership or under any special 
form of control. What is needed is not uniformity, but a unified pattern of law 
and practice which can be administered on international principles in the courts 
both of the constituent States and of the Union as a whole.
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This common basis of law is indispensable if the States which form the Union 
are to be able to grow together naturally by transacting the ordinary business of 
life in a common way. It is not, I think, practicable to propose that over the entire 
territory of the Union all customs barriers shall be thrown down at once; for 
import duties are indispensable to some States as sources of revenue, and the 
sudden destruction of all forms of protective duty would too seriously dislocate 
the economic systems of some others. The constituent States should, however, 
mutually agree to a progressive lowering of tariff barriers, to a common method 
of levying customs duties, and, with one important reservation, to a Most Fa
voured Nation Clause which would exclude all discrimination against the goods 
of any country belonging to the Union.

The suggested reservation is that this equality of treatment should not prevent 
contiguous States, such as the Scandinavian, the Danubian, or the Balkan groups, 
from entering into arrangements of their own either for complete Customs Uni
ons, with full freedom of trade between members of the group, or for mutual 
tariff reductions leading in the direction of commercial union. Without this re
servation, the laying down of rules against tariff discrimination might hinder, 
instead of helping forward, the freedom of international trade; for neighbouring 
countries would be prevented from relaxing their restrictions -  as they have been 
in recent years -  if every concession which they granted one to another had to be 
made immediately applicable over the whole area of the Union.

In the nineteenth century, statesmen worshipped the fiction -  for not even 
then was it really a fact -  that the economic relations between States had nothing 
to do with their political relations. In these days of gigantic national combines 
claiming the support of the State power, and of totalitarian war which involves 
the entire economic resources of each belligerent, the fiction that diplomacy can 
be divorced from economics has to be entirely given up. Economic power largely 
determines military strength; and it is an essential part of modern warfare to 
weaken the economic potential of the enemy. This, which applies to waging war 
and to preparing for it, applies with equal force to the arts of building peace. If 
the peoples of Europe are to achieve economic and social welfare, the economic 
barriers between them must be torn down, and their Governments must set to 
work, collaboratively, to develop their common economic heritage. Moreover, 
as long as the economic forces of Society are left to be controlled by contending 
economic groups, economic conflict will engender political conflict, and each 
State will set out to grab as much as it can of the economic means both to riches 
and to military strength. These are the reasons why, in building a better substi
tute for the abortive League of Nations, we must build upon foundations of 
economic, and not merely superstructura!, union.
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62. Clement Attlee: ‘Europe Must Federate or Perish’
November 1939

Excerpt from C. R. Attlee, Labour's Peace Aims, London (Peace Book C o.) January 
1940, (16 pp .), p. 12; reprinted in C. R. Attlee, Arthur Greenwood and others, Labour's 
Aims in War and Peace, London (Lincolns-Prager) 1940.

Clement Richard Attlee (1883-1967; Lord Attlee, 1955) became leader of the Labour 
Party in 1935. In May 1940 he was to join Churchill's coalition government and serve in the 
War Cabinet throughout the rest of the Second World War. He was Prime Minister from  
1945 to 1951.

During the period of the phoney war, as Leader of the Opposition in the House of 
Commons, he gave general support to Chamberlain's government in the prosecution of the 
war, while exercising the right to criticise and make suggestions. In a speech at Caxton H all 
on 8 November 1939, to a meeting of Labour Members of Parliament and Parliamentary 
candidates, he set out six principles which should form the basis for a peace settlement. One 
of these principles (the fifth) dealt with the need for an international authority, and included 
the striking phrase “ Europe must federate or perish", which was eagerly taken up and 
quoted by advocates o f federalism at the time. It should be noted, however, that it was not 
elaborated or developed in the text of Attlee's speech, and it did not prove to be a permanent 
commitment by the Labour Party to the principle o f federalism.1

The following extract puts Attlee's phrase in its context by setting out all his six princi
ples.

What then should be the principles of a Peace Settlement?
The first principle is that there should be no dictated peace. We have no desire 

to humiliate, to crush or to divide the German nation. There must be restitution 
made to the victims of aggression, but all ideas of revenge and punishment must 
be excluded. If peace is to be lasting it must result from the agreement of all, not 
from the dictation of a few nations. The failure of the treaties at the end of the last 
war to bring abiding peace was largely due to the neglect of this principle. But if 
we desire to build a new world its foundations must be laid not only by the large 
and strong, but by the small and less powerful. It is the function of law to prevent 
the strong abusing his strength at the expense of the weak. The smaller nations, 
just because they are not aggressive, bring to the councils of the nation a most 
valuable element.

The second principle necessarily follows. It is the recognition of the right of all 
nations, great or small, of whatever colour or creed, to have the right to live and 
to develop their own characteristic civilisation, provided that they do not thereby 
infringe the rights of others. The German, relinquishing his conception of the

1 An official statement of war aims issued by the National Executive of the Labour Party 
on 8 February 1940 referred to the need to create a new international organisation, 
based on the existing ties between the British Commonwealth, France and their allies; 
but it did not include Attlee’s remarkable sentence. See The Times, 9 February 
1940.



168 Documents

primacy of the German race, must recognise that the Pole and the Czech and the 
Jew have as much right as he, no more and no less, to a place in the world and to a 
share in the bounty of nature. Equally, the Briton must recognise that the same is 
true of the African or any other inhabitant of the British Empire. The German 
must concede to the Austrian the right to decide his own future. The Briton must 
equally concede the same right to the Indian.

Thirdly, there must be a complete abandonment of aggression and of the use of 
armed force as an instrument of policy. War must be outlawed and the rule of law 
accepted. Where disputes cannot be amicably settled by negotiation, they must 
be submitted to the decision of disinterested arbitrators and their decision ac
cepted.

Fourthly, there must be recognition of the rights of national, racial and 
religious minorities. While as far as possible every State should be left free to 
manage its internal affairs, there is a common interest in the prevention of op
pression, and in the recognition of the rights of individuals. It may well be that 
later the principle of the recognition of the rights of the individual might be given 
still wider extension, and be firmly established as part of the law of nations. Here 
it is sufficient to lay down as a principle that where there are racial minorities in 
any State, there must be some effective authority by an international body over 
the sovereign rights of the individual State.

Fifthly, there must be acceptance of the principle that international anarchy is 
incompatible with peace, and that in the common interest there must be recog
nition of an international authority superior to the individual States and endowed 
not only with rights over them, but with power to make them effective, operating 
not only in the political, but in the economic sphere. Europe must federate or 
perish.

Sixthly, there must be abandonment of Imperialism and acceptance of the 
principle that in the government of colonies and dependencies where self-gov
ernment cannot yet be conceded, the interests of the natives must be paramount, 
and that there must be equal access for all nations to markets and raw materials. 
This can best be achieved by an extended and strengthened mandate system under 
international authority. We hold that the redistribution of colonial territories 
between rival Imperialisms is no solution, for we do not admit that any nation 
has the right to hold others in subjection.

63. Norman Angell: The Unification of the West December 1939

Excerpt from For What Do We Fight?, London (Hamish Hamilton) December 1939, 
(275 pp.), pp. 264-270.

;r

Sir Norman Angell (1872-1967) was a prolific political writer. His most famous book was 
The Great Illusion (1909), in which he argued that war could bring no economic benefits to 
the belligerents and that co-operation was replacing force in the conduct of international
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affairs.1 Despite the collapse of the latter part of his argument in 1914, Angell remained an 
influential figure. He was a Labour Member of Parliament from 1929 to 1931, and was 
knighted in 1931.

The main argument of AngelVs book For What D o We Fight? was that the principle at 
stake in the war was the preservation of “ the rights of man". He wanted the British gov
ernment to make use of the stalemate o f the phoney war period (which he thought would 
last a long time) to prepare a general statement of war aims which would appeal both to 
neutral countries and to the enemy. In particular, he urged that Britain should declare her 
support for “ the unification of the West" and “ the Federal idea". The following extracts, 
taken from the concluding chapter of the book, deal with the idea of using Britain, the 
Commonwealth and France as the basis for a federal union; with the need for common 
policies in foreign affairs, defence and economics; and with the position of Germany.

Implicit in much that has been written in the foregoing pages is the fact that 
one of our major difficulties will be to persuade the enemy people and the neu
trals that this time we mean what we say when we speak of fighting for principles 
of security and equality of right as important to the world as a whole as to 
ourselves.

There is one means by which we can prove that we mean business; by begin
ning to put our vaguely outlined plans into execution now.

There are two immediate steps which more than anything else whatsoever 
would show whether and to what degree we ourselves are prepared for the 
unification of the West, are ready for the Federal idea; which would tend to 
convince the world -  neutral and enemy peoples alike -  of the reality of our 
professions about a new international system. And that is to begin, now, to build 
up a real federal unity with France; to make of the French and British Empires a 
unit, not merely for war purposes, but as the beginning of the permanent recon
struction of Europe and the world along new lines. Concurrently a persistent 
drive should be made towards a real Federal Union of the Commonwealth. We 
should begin to accustom ourselves and the world to think of France and Britain, 
not as two countries of about forty million people each (confronted by a greater 
Germany twice the size of either), but as a single country of eighty millions, the 
pivot of a union of an additional five hundred millions, girdling the world.

The beginning of some kind of Franco-British federalism might be found in 
the Franco-British Supreme Council already linked with Franco-British Boards 
for Shipping, Purchase of Supplies, Exchange Problems. There might well be 
established, by private effort at first, a Franco-British Interparliamentary Con
ference, first of all between like-minded parties of both parliaments, going on to 
conferences of representatives of all British and all French parties.

The essence of any plan for “ federalizing defence”  should be its operation in 
peace time as well as in war. ( . . . )

In other words, if there is to be co-operation in war, there must be a common

1 Norm an Angell, The Great Illusion London, (Fleinemann) first ed. 1909; several later
editions; cf. the obituary of Angell, The Times, 9 October 1967, reprinted in Frank C.
Roberts, ed., Obituaries from The Times, 1961-1970 London, (Newspaper Archive
Developments Ltd.) 1975.
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foreign policy -  British, French, Dominion -  in peace; otherwise we do in fact 
place our fate, in Sir John Simon’s words, in the hands of foreign governments, 
who may force us into war.

N or is that all.
If to-day, Denmark, or Holland were faced with a German invasion, they 

would be overwhelmed, as Poland was overwhelmed. Their resources for de
fence would not be equal to standing up to German power. But if Britain, 
Finland, Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Holland, Belgium, France, Italy were one 
country, such a country obviously would not be powerless to resist Germany. It 
would in fact be impregnable, for its resources would be so distributed, and 
defensive arrangements so made, as to be able to meet either German or Russian 
power. In other words, if defence is to be effective, it must mean that defensive 
arrangements -  military and naval budgets, the distribution of resources -  must 
be co-ordinated in peace time. That is what is meant in this book by the term 
“ federalism for defence.”

Such military and naval federalism could not operate, of course, without a 
great deal of economic federalism. In order to achieve that there should be added 
another step, already referred to in the preceding pages. To the democracies of 
the Atlantic seaboard and Scandinavia we should say: “ We are prepared to regard 
you economically as part of the Commonwealth, if you so desire. If you think 
there is any advantage in the ‘possession’ of empire, come in and share the 
possession. You, Denmark, can, if you will, occupy the same position econom
ically as Canada or Australia; can participate in all Imperial Conferences for 
economic purposes.”

It is the position which they would occupy in any Federal system; but it could 
be offered them now , as a step to that end, and as proof that we mean busi
ness. (. . .)

There is a further point in relation to making the Federal idea a reality by 
beginning to apply it now. If the German people saw that it was being applied, 
that it had a future, that States brought within its scope gained thereby political 
and economic advantage, were placed on a plane of complete equality with the 
great empires, having unhampered access to their markets and their raw mate
rials, then the division of Germany into several states, which the French may 
demand, would lose much of its terror.

Already some of those in France who voice the slogan, “ il f a u t  en fin ir , ”  are 
demanding a separate Rhineland State, a detached Bavaria. That way lies disaster, 
unless the separated German States join a union on honestly equal terms with 
ourselves, and the union is open on those terms to other German States. The 
Federal principle, imaginatively and consistently applied, might make even the 
policy of “ breaking up Germany”  a step to peace instead of to another war in the 
next generation.

In other words, we should use the security provided by the French Maginot 
Line and British sea power to bring about the unification which would frustrate 
the ambitions of Hitler, and render them unnecessary and unattractive to the 
German people.

But it all depends upon some degree of popular understanding at the time of
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the peace making. If there is to be that, then that understanding must make some 
progress, while the war is going on. We failed before because as the war went on 
passion took charge of the public mind, swamping reason and common sense. 
These were blown away in gales of belligerent emotion. There had been no 
adequate educational preparation for the peace. We did not see why the policies 
for which we then clamoured -  the policy of a Carthaginian Peace, of crushing 
Germany, of refusing to discuss the terms, of guilt clauses, of absurd Reparation 
claims -  were foolish, any more than we saw later why we had to defend trou
blesome little States against aggression as the condition of our own security. The 
thing was not clear to us at all, and because we were confused and muddle- 
headed, we were fruitful soil for emotional exploitation by demagogues.

We must learn to “ see why,”  most particularly to see the fundamental issue at 
the root of it all, namely, that our power must be pledged to the constitution, to 
the law against violence.

64. George W. Keeton: ‘Anglo-French Union’ Dec. 1939

Excerpt from “ Anglo-French Union. A  Suggestion’ ’, New Commonwealth Quarterly, 
vol. V, N o . 3, December 1939, pp. 230-236: pp. 234-236.

George Williams Keeton (born 1902) was Professor of English Law at University College, 
London, from 1937 to 1969, and also from 1938 to 1932 the Director o f the New Common
wealth Institute (from 1943, the London Institute of World Affairs), which published the 
N ew  Commonwealth Q uarterly.7

The possibility o f developing the Anglo-French alliance into a closer union between the 
two countries, which in turn might form the basis of a wider federation, was much discussed 
during the winter and spring o f1940.2 Keeton's article reviewed some of the difficulties likely 
to be raised by schemes for a wide federation bringing in the United States, and by proposals 
for an immediate European federation; and went on to argue that states were unlikely 
simply to scrap the past and make afresh start, but preferred to build on what already existed 
-  which was the Anglo-French relationship. The following extract forms the conclusion of his 
argument.

Large States do not take leaps in the dark and the following seems to me a 
fruitful line for further enquiry.

For the second time in 25 years we are fighting by the side of France.
For the third time in 40 years, the Dominions, including India, are by our 

side.
These are the most significant facts in our present position. Still another is that 

the two greatest colonial empires which the modern world has seen, possess and 
have possessed for some years a common external policy, and are pledged to

1 For the New Commonwealth Quarterly, see above, Doc. N o. 68
2 See Docs. N o. 60, 63, 67, 68
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support the principles set out above. This is a beginning which has already been 
made. Cannot Great Britain, France and the Dominions including India evolve 
an organization founded on the principles to which they have repeatedly ex
pressed their adherence -  a federation which really works -  and show the others 
that they have more to gain by coming in than by staying out? It can be done, and 
if it is done, others will join. We shall then have the active and unembarrassed 
sympathy of the U .S .A ., which stands for similar principles, but which is not 
prepared as yet to exchange her own security for the untried hazards of federal 
union. One hundred and thirty years ago, in the height of the Napoleonic Wars, 
Pitt said: “ This year England has saved herself by her exertions, and will now 
save Europe by her example.”  Can we not say at this moment that having saved 
ourselves by our exertions, we with France, the free Dominions and a united 
India will now save not Europe only, but the world by the example which must 
surely be successful?

Already there are plain signs that such a union is in process of formation under 
the stress of war-conditions, and our efforts should be directed towards ensuring 
its permanence. The unity of military command which exists, the vast scheme for 
an Empire air force, the intricate coordination of the resources of the two em
pires, the supreme Anglo-French executive which meets periodically to concert 
foreign policy, and more recently the elaboration of machinery for the closer 
association of English and French trade unions, -  these are plain signs of a 
growing sense of Unity which might well be extended by elaborating a common 
administration of our African possessions upon a basis of trusteeship. In this 
way, some of the existing arbitrary divisions of Africa to suit political conve
nience would quickly disappear. Moreover, the inauguration of such an admin
istration, in which our dominions would necessarily take an active part, could 
not fail to have an important influence upon the administration of other parts of 
Africa, not under the control of the Anglo-French Union. In this way, it might 
be possible to contemplate, after some time, an extended administrative system 
to include members of those nations which at present have no direct voice in 
African affairs.

65. Storm Jameson: ‘The New Europe’ January 1940

Excerpt from “ The N ew  Europe” , Fortnightly Review, vol. 147, January 1940, 
(pp. 68-79), pp. 75-79.

*

Margaret Storm Jameson (horn 1891), novelist and occasional writer on politics, provides 
in this extract an example of the arguments that federalism in Europe was essential as a cure 
for inflamed nationalism (especially economic nationalism), and also as a solution to the 
problem of the future of Germany within Europe.

The choice between anarchy and some measure of federalism cannot wait. 
Whatever the internal politics of the chief European nations at the end of the war,
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they must either sacrifice as much of their sovereign independence as will allow 
them to establish the framework of an economic order, or perpetuate a Europe 
strangled by traffic barriers and crushed by the burden of defending its right to 
choke to death. If it were merely a question of slaughtering every twenty years an 
unstated number of men, women, children, our statesmen would doubtless re
sign themselves to the disagreeable necessity; they would either set up a Ministry 
of Cenotaphs or the Lord Privy Seal would get the job; and our religious leaders 
would accommodate themselves. But it has become a question of the survival of 
States, that is, of statesmen. If we do not organize Europe it will fall to pieces. 
The process, even for statesmen, will be damnably unpleasant. ( . . . )

The first essential of peace and order in Europe is a limitation of sovereignty. 
States must be prepared to resign their powers to adopt financial and trade pol
icies which, whatever temporary advantage they offer to the particular nation, 
are certain to end badly. International conferences and leagues or associations of 
independent States are useless without the machinery of economic co-operation. 
The power to control trade and finance, to deal with other States and groups of 
States, to control and limit armaments, to enforce respect for international law, 
to control the use of raw materials, to govern and educate in colonial territories 
and to prepare them for self-government, to reconstruct and develop certain 
social services in Europe (e. g. communications, medicine), should be handled by 
a federal European Council, or Parliament -  what does the name matter? With 
effective economic and social co-operation the political causes of friction between 
member States would be reduced to a minimum. But unless the nations of Europe 
are able to limit their sovereignty to the minimum degree necessary for the 
establishment of a central economic and financial authority, they are done for. 
We are done for. And serve us right. There is no room now in Europe for the 
destructive quarrels, economic and military, of gangs of armed States. (Valiant 
efforts to prove that England is not part of Europe and could remain profitably 
neutral have been silenced by the logic of events). There must be order and there 
must be economic co-operation. Without it, western democracy is at an end. 
There are some virtues in nationalism, but the nationalism which has strangled 
trade and movement in Europe, given their opportunity to a Hitler and a 
Himmler in a country somewhat prone to these diseases, robbed us of hope, and 
brought us to the edge of destruction, has outlived its uses. Unless we have 
determined to use it to destroy ourselves.

It will not be easy to replace uncontrolled State sovereignty by some form of 
economic and social federation, but nothing less is worth fighting for. Without 
the hope of such a new departure, the irony of this war following the war to end 
war would be unbearable. We have been brought to the edge of despair in the last 
few years. The maiming and slaughter of children and defenceless people in the 
streets and fields of their countries, the misery and humiliation of tens of thou
sands of exiles, the suicides, the foulness of concentration camps, the torturing of 
prisoners -  these things have made our lives bitter, have made the spectacle of 
Europe a horror. The ideals of social justice, tolerance, freedom, are being 
ground to dust between the fragments of a disordered Europe. A mad and des
tructive nationalism has done this. Nothing matters but to get rid of it.
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. . . We must be prepared to achieve federal union in Europe by stages. A basis 
exists in the Oslo Group, and in the re-created mechanism for Franco-British 
co-operation. It is not utopian to make plans for the common economic and 
social organization of western Europe, including Norway, Sweden -  and Ger
many. Germany cannot be left outside, and we ought to agree that we are 
fighting this war to compel her to come in. ( . . . )

For the sake of Europe, of which she is an integral part, we cannot allow 
Germany to go on corrupting herself with lies. N o more than we can plan the 
organization of Europe -  it is silly to speak of reorganizing what has never been 
organized -  without her energy, her capacity for idealism, her decent virtues. 
Ruritanian plans to dismember Germany, put about by a few persons not notable 
for their political sagacity, will -  if they are given enough publicity -  stiffen 
German resistance. Is this what their authors want?

To say that the obstacles to inducing States to limit their sovereignty are too 
great is to say that we cannot save Europe. If the war were to end this week, some 
measure of federation would still be an instant practical necessity. This war, in 
effect a civil war, will decide the issue between civilization and anarchy.

66. H. A. L. Fisher: The Short-term and Long-term Prospects for 
European Federation February-March 1940

Excerpts from “ Beyond the War” , Part 1, Fortnightly Review, vol. 147, February 1940, 
(pp. 117-126), Part 2, ibid., March 1940, (pp. 256-265), pp. 125-126, 265.

Herbert Albert Laurens Fisher was a historian, a former Liberal minister (he was Presi
dent of the Board of Education in Lloyd George's government from 1916 to 1922), and 
Warden of New College, Oxford, from 1925 to his death in 1940. He was the author of an 
influential and widely-read History of Europe (3 vols., 1935), and was active in many 
aspects of British intellectual and cultural life, being at various times President of the British 
Academy, a Trustee of the British Museum and a Governor of the B. B. C.

In these articles, which must have been among his last writings, Fisher offered his com
ments and criticisms on the current debate on European federation. The following extracts 
illustrate his belief that in 1940 there was as yet no sufficient basis for such a federation, but 
that there existed a common foundation of European tradition and culture on which a 
federal structure might be built at some future time.

( . . . )  A federation, in which Britain might enter as a member, even as a mem
ber in a permanent minority, would not be unthinkable if there were a real basis 
of common ideas between the different members of the Federation. Such a basis 
of common ideas exists now in the United States. It has not always existed. There 
was a time when a difference on Slavery provoked a civil war. It was then decided 
that unity could not survive in a nation half slave and half free. N or, as that 
brilliant American journalist, Dorothy Thompson, has observed could it now



II. Other Contributions 1939-41 175

survive if American society were inflamed by differences of political religion as 
fierce as those which divide the European Commonwealth.

( . . . )  Miss Dorothy Thompson puts her finger on the important point. 
“ Union depends upon the universal acceptance of certain rules and moral pre
cepts.”

It is common knowledge that there is in Europe at this moment no such 
universal acceptance of certain rules and moral precepts. The psychological and 
moral unity which alone could dispose nations like France and Britain to become 
members of a Federal European State is conspicuously wanting. Never indeed 
has the opposition between national ideas been so sharp and absolute. ( . . . )

In the last analysis the Italians and French, British and Germans have much in 
common, Greece, Rome, Christianity, the universal language of music, philos
ophy and science, an almost homogeneous village life. There is, despite the long 
and melancholy tale of European wars, a common foundation of European cul
ture. Much of that precious inheritance the Germans under their present 
leadership renounce. But this Nazi fever will not infect the body politic for all 
time. Hard experience will bring its lesson. The bad diplomatic tradition of the 
bumptious parvenu power working through perpetual menaces of war will break 
on the wheels of history, the fiery racialism will lose its appeal, the grandiose 
historical generalization will prove delusive. Other leaders will arise who will lay 
stress not on the hatefulness of Germany’s neighbours, but upon the many things 
which the leading peoples in Europe have in common. For we Europeans are 
more of a piece than the political fanatics would have us believe, and there are 
things less likely than that France and Britain will at last find a modus vivendi 
with the Germans and Italians, who have helped with them to build up the fabric 
of European civilization. When and how such an understanding may be reached 
we cannot say, but since, without such a settlement there can be no durable 
peace, we may hope that when the guns have ceased to fire, men of good-will will 
endeavour to reach it.

67. Henry Wilson Harris and Lionel Robbins: ‘Federal Union 
Examined’ March-April 1940

“ Federal Union Examined” : articles in the Spectator, N os. 5829-5834, 15 March -  18 
April 1940

The Spectator was (and is) a weekly journal of opinion, which in 1940, under the edi
torship of Wilson Harris, was liberal-conservative in its standpoint. Acknowledging the hold 
which the idea of federal union had secured on sections of public opinion, the Spectator 
published in March-April 1940 a series o f six articles under the title “Federal Union Exam
ined” . Wilson Harris contributed four articles of sympathetic and measured criticism of 
federalist ideas, and Professor Lionel Robbins wrote two articles in reply.

Henry Wilson Harris (1883-1955) was a journalist and writer o f Liberal political sym
pathies, becoming more conservative with the passage of time. He began his career on the
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Liberal paper the Daily N ew s; and between the wars was an active supporter of the League 
of Nations. He was editor of the Spectator from 1932 to 1953, and was Independent Member 
of Parliament for the University of Cambridge from 1945 to 1950. Lionel Robbins (born 
1898; Lord Robbins, 1959) was Professor of Economics at the London School o f Economics 
from 1929 to 1961, and one of the most eminent academic economists of that time.1

In the following extracts, Harris criticises the analogies drawn by some federalists be
tween the formation of the U. S. A. and the Swiss Confederation and the likely formation of 
a European federation. Robbins replies by emphasising the need to improve on the League of 
Nations as a peace-keeping system, and by advocating Anglo-French union as the founda
tion for a United States o f Europe. Finally, Harris emphasises his belief that evolution 
towards federalism (which he did not rule out entirely) must be gradual. The tone of the 
discussion was friendly and temperate, and the extracts form a good example of how the issue 
of federalism was discussed in serious journalism.

Wilson Harris, “ Federal Union Examined -  II” , Spectator, 22 March 1940, 
pp. 404-5.

Federal Union, as I understand it, is advocated on the ground that some 
effective organisation, at least in Europe, after the war is the only alternative to 
prolonged anarchy; that the League of Nations has been tried and failed, largely 
because it accepted the principle of national sovereignty, which is necessarily evil 
and must be sharply curtailed; that a new organisation to which the constituent 
States surrender a large part of their sovereignty is the only hope; and that the 
example of such unions as the United States of America or the Swiss Confeder
ation show how practical a proposition Federal Union is . . .

( . . . )  there is, of course, a sense in which the example of the United States has a 
very real relevance, as showing what the relation of the constituent States in a 
Federal Union to the central Union is. Switzerland can be, and often is, taken as 
another example, but it is well to remember that Switzerland began as an alliance 
(not union) of three cantons in 1291, and did not reach the federal stage (by this 
time with twenty-two cantons) till 1848. Such measured progress as that towards 
Federal Union could disturb no-one’s sleep. But the United States is, in this 
country at any rate, the more familiar model, and to argue from that to a potential 
European Union is pertinent and instructive. The United States is a federal union 
in the fullest sense. The whole completely, and beneficially, dwarfs the parts. The 
several States are, of course, far more important as political entities than an 
English county or a French department, but since none of them ever had any 
independent existence worth considering (35 of them never, 13 of them for less 
than a dozen years a century and a half ago), the Union is everything . . .

That suggests large questions. If we are to visualise a European Union analo
gous to the Union which has its seat of government at Washington^ one of two 
consequences seems to follow. Either the central Government will be weak and 
ineffective, or the constituent parts -  Great Britain, France, Sweden, Holland -  
will be reduced to the status of Ohio or Minnesota or Missouri. As an ultimate 
objective there may be something to be said for that -  though I doubt it -  but it

1 See the more detailed biography of Robbins in Doc. no. 5, p. 44.
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can only come by gradual and ordered evolution if it is to come at all. That 
consideration may reduce to right proportions, but by no means disposes of, the 
analogy between the United States and a European or some other Federal Union. 
We cannot abandon lightly the hopes inspired by the spectacle of a territory as 
large as Europe, inhabited by 130,000,000 people, with no possibility of war 
within its borders except civil war, with no frontiers to cross, no customs-houses 
and no impediments to trade from the Atlantic to the Pacific, from the Great 
Lakes to the Rio Grande. To emphasise the lamentable state of Europe compared 
with that would be waste of ink. In the economic field at least Europe must take 
the first step towards some kind of closer association or perish.

Lionel Robbins, “ Federal Union Examined -  III” , ibid., 29 March 1940, 
p p .441-2.

The problem of Federation, for me, is essentially a European problem. I do not 
believe in the practicability of Mr. Streit’s federation of all the democracies. The 
project of a world federation, embracing not only Europe but also the vast 
populations of Asia and the New World, seems to me to be an impossible aspi
ration. I can conceive loose forms of association, such as a modified League of 
Nations, which might do something to minimise friction in the world at large. 
But, outside Europe, I am convinced that, for generations to come, the prospects 
of peace must depend on the goodwill and the power of the more strongly 
organised States.

Inside Europe, however, the situation appears to be different. Here, it seems 
to me, we are confronted with one of those historical crises in which extensive 
change is ultimately the sole alternative to chaos. The changes in the technique of 
war, the increase in the means of widespread destruction, have brought it about 
that the existence in close geographical propinquity of a multiplicity of indepen
dent States is no longer a workable arrangement. If war breaks out anywhere, it is 
liable to spread everywhere; and, in intervals of peace, the expense and disloca
tion of preparing for war are likely to be such as to frustrate all the benefits of 
scientific progress and to lead to a period of retrogression and decay. European 
civilisation cannot indefinitely survive conditions such as have prevailed since the 
rise of the Bismarckian Empire. N or can the peace of the world at large be 
regarded as even moderately well assured until there is once more stability and 
order in Europe.

But, to secure this, something more than traditional techniques are necessary; 
and the innovations of recent times have not proved to be very reliable. When the 
Great War of 1914-18 was over, high hopes were based on the principle of 
collective security laid down in the Covenant of the League of Nations. In the 
League system, it was thought, there had been discovered a mechanism whereby 
we might have the best of both worlds, the shelter of an international peace- 
system and the benefits of national self-government. These hopes have not been 
fulfilled; and today we have to ask whether we can continue to trust in those 
principles or whether we must not look to other solutions.

N ow  I know that there are many high authorities who hold that the break
down of the League was due to what are called accidental causes. If only America
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had not held aloof, if only the Foreign Offices of this or that country had not 
sabotaged the League or misconceived the appropriate method of using it, the 
history of our age might have been different. Next time, it is said, we can do 
better.

These arguments do not reassure me. I can easily conceive that, if the policy of 
England and France had been different, the present crisis might not have arisen. I 
can willingly concede that, given knowledge and goodwill, peace can be main
tained within any international system -  or even without any system at all. But 
this is surely to beg the fundamental question. If we could assume knowledge and 
goodwill everywhere, then we should not need to worry about institutions; any 
institution would be as good as another. It is because the constitution of the 
League is such that its working may easily be upset if knowledge and goodwill are 
lacking, that I cannot regard it as altogether an accident that we have got into our 
present muddle. Given the League Covenant as it is, or as it could conceivably be 
modified without infringing the principles of voluntary association and national 
sovereignty, the ill-will of one powerful State or group of States, playing on the 
confused counsels of the rest, can produce disturbances which endanger the 
whole edifice. Neither within States nor between States can the rule of law rest 
upon a wholly voluntary basis.

Exactly the same type of difficulty arises in the sphere of economic relations. It 
is the conclusion of everyone who has given serious attention to the subject, that 
the existence of barriers to trade and migration is a cause of grave economic 
dislocation and a perpetual irritant in international relations. Yet the failure of 
international conferences to produce any amelioration of this state of affairs 
is notorious. In the absence of central control within a national area, there would 
be no reason to expect that the towns and counties would not resort to anti
social economic policis -  local octrois, local restrictions on movement -  as they 
did in the Middle Ages. Similarly, in the absence of an international author
ity with overriding powers, there is no reason to suppose that Sovereign States 
will not resort to parallel practices. The idea that there can be a satisfac
tory economic reconstruction in Europe without an antecedent political re
construction runs counter, not merely to all reasonable supposition, but also 
to the lessons of all recent experience. The economic problem is essentially 
political.

If this is so, it seems to follow that, to preserve the civilisation of Europe, the 
various peoples must enter a form of union more permanent and more far- 
reaching in its powers than the confederate system of the League of Nations. The 
different States must surrender their right to make war and peace. They must 
surrender also the right to pursue economic policies which embarrass and im
poverish their neighbours. I do not think that this need necessarily involve a 
slavish imitation of the constitutions of existing federations. I attach considerable 
importance to direct election of the central legislature as establishing lines of 
division cutting across national boundaries and thus minimising centrifugal ten
dencies. But I can conceive other arrangements here, just as I can conceive 
arrangements other than those of existing federations for the regulation of inter
state trade and migration. The fundamental requirement is the surrender to a
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central authority of those powers whose independent exercise is inimical to sta
bility and justice.

But how is this to be brought about? It is difficult to believe that permanent 
European peace can be attained by anything which stops far short of all Europe, 
excluding Russia; a smaller federation, limited to the Western Powers, would run 
the risk of raising up rivals. But it is to live in a Fool’s Paradise to suppose that 
such a construction can take place immediately; as Mr. Nicolson has remarked, it 
is truly saddening to see the facility with which certain enthusiasts assume away 
the difficulties of this most tremendous objective. Federation implies not merely 
a common culture -  we have the beginnings of that -  it implies almost more or 
less similar governmental institutions and habits; it implies complicated admin
istrative and financial readjustments; it implies a degree of order which, on the 
most favourable hypothesis, is not to be expected at the end of the present war. 
These are not things which can be brought into being in a day or even perhaps in a 
generation. We can only hope for them at all if, in the period after the war, there 
is a solid nucleus of stability and power in the west.

For this reason my hopes for the immediate future centre chiefly in a sugges
tion which I have already put forward in The Spectator. I believe that there exist 
already the main conditions necessary for a permanent federal union between this 
country and France -  common political ideals, close geographical propinquity, 
no insuperable clash of economic interest. This is surely a step which is called for 
by all the necessities of the present situation. Unless there is permanent associa
tion between our two peoples -  permanent pooling of military and economic 
resources and continued identity of foreign policy -  there is no hope of even the 
beginnings of a successful peace settlement. Why should we not proceed imme
diately to construct it, not only as a consolidation of defensive power but also as 
the foundation-stone of an eventual United States of Europe?

Lionel Robbins, “ Federal Union Examined -  V” , ibid., 12 April 1940, 
pp. 517-8.

Mr. Wilson Harris agrees with me that some form of economic disarmament is 
necessary if the peace of Europe is to be secured. ( . . . )  But he is not convinced 
that this cannot be brought about -  and maintained -  without political recon
struction. He still hopes for an economic order without a political frame
work.

I wish I could share his optimism. But I find it hard to discover its basis in 
either reason or experience. To me it seems in the highest degree improbable that, 
if the Governments of independent States are free to pursue whatever policies 
they please, sooner or later, some at least will not choose policies which are 
inimical to international harmony; and I cannot see anything in the history of the 
attempts of the League of Nations to secure economic disarmament which sug
gests any other conclusion. ( . . . )  Where countries in close proximity are 
concerned, I am sure that we must rely on something more than sentiment or 
voluntary agreements if we are either to keep the peace or to remove the im
pediments which imperil it.

I insist on this; for I am convinced that it is the fundamental point of the issue
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which divides us. There are indeed passages in Mr. Wilson Harris’s last article 
from which one might infer that his extreme reserve regarding any form of federal 
union, including even union with France, rested, not so much upon scepticism of 
its practicability, but upon unwillingness to see the disappearance of national 
independence. But I cannot believe that this is what ultimately matters, for him 
any more than for me. It is not proposed to admit to the federation countries 
which do not accept permanent constitutional safeguards of liberty and democ
racy. It is not proposed to impose the rigid uniformity of a unitary and 
centralised state. All that is proposed is the surrender of liberty to make war and 
liberty to limit the economic opportunities of one’s neighbours. I cannot believe 
that these are liberties which Mr. Wilson Harris regards as among the ultimate 
goods of life. I cannot believe that, if he were confronted with the naked alter
native of the permanent surrender of these liberties or the perpetuation of the 
present chaos, there would be any doubt of his choice.

I am sure that, in the last analysis, his hesitations are due to the fact that he 
believes that somehow or other some intermediate solution is possible; that the 
nations of Europe can retain an ultimate liberty and yet be restrained from abu
sing it; that they can enjoy at once the prestige of independence and the benefits 
of indissoluble union; that there can accrue from the voluntary association of 
central governments what he would never expect to accrue from the voluntary 
associations of lesser governmental authorities. If I could persuade him that this 
is only likely, in any circumstances, as the result of an accidental equilibrium of 
inherently unstable forces, and that, in the present state of Europe, it is in the 
highest degree improbable, I do not think he would shirk the task of attempting a 
more solid construction. We both seek the same goal. We both see the tremen
dous difficulties ahead. It is only because I do not see any hope at all in the 
methods in which he still believes that I am compelled to turn to more drastic and 
difficult alternatives.

Wilson Harris, “ Federal Union Examined -  VI” , ibid., 19 April 1940, 
pp. 549-50.

I do not, as I said earlier, reject Federal Union as an ultimate objective. On the 
contrary, I think the countries of Europe (it will be quite enough to consider 
Europe only for the present) should aim at so consolidating their relations with 
one another that whatever international association -  whether a survival or a new 
creation -  unites them after the war may evolve gradually and naturally from the 
stage of co-operation towards a closer relationship which may some day go as far 
as actual fusion. But I emphasise the words ‘gradually’ and ‘naturally’ , particu
larly the second. An artificial union, if ever ingenious framers of paper constitu
tions could persuade the peoples of Europe in a moment of enthusiasm or 
exhaustion to adopt it as part of the peace settlement, would lead inevitably to 
early and complete disaster. There can be no legislative union where there is no 
union of hearts and no spiritual allegiance.

(. . .)
You cannot reverse natural processes or skip stages. Co-operation must pre

cede fusion. And till the one has been effected it is futile to press for the other.



II. Other Contributions 1939-41 181

On the other hand, fusion may well emerge as the natural goal of co-operation. 
Nations that will not dream of divesting themselves of their sovereignty once for 
all by a single act may well divest themselves of it bit by bit, as their co-operation 
breeds confidence, through political, economic and disarmament agreements, by 
all of which they sacrifice some part of their full freedom of action. A European 
Council within the League may gradually generate that sense of Europeanism 
which is lacking today and without which any European Union would be built 
on sand, or, worse still, on friable parchment. And within Europe groups of like- 
minded and contiguous nations may be able to put Federal Union to the proof on 
a small scale and so provide a working model for the whole Continent. No-one 
but a bigot would rule out Federal Union as an ultimate goal. No-one but an 
anarchist would seek to bring it into being before the fundamental conditions for 
its existence have developed.

68. Wolfgang Friedmann: ‘Anglo-French Union’ April 1940

Excerpt from “ Aims and Problems of Anglo-French U nion” , New Commonwealth 
Quarterly, vol. V, N o . 4, April 1940, pp. 272-285: pp. 272-274.

The issue of the N ew  Commonwealth Quarterly which appeared in April 1940 was 
entitled “Anglo-French Union?” , and contained a number of articles on this subject} The 
following extract is from one of these, by Wolfgang Gaston Friedmann, a Lecturer in Law at 
University College, London. The tone of the article was cautious, and Friedmann was 
mainly concerned to examine the problems posed by the creation of such a union -  consti
tutional, imperial, and especially economic problems. The article, and the special issue of the 
N ew  Commonwealth Quarterly, formed a good example o f the serious and informed dis
cussion of the development o f Anglo-French co-operation, and the possibility that it might 
lead to a permanent union of the two states.

The strong movement towards an intensive and permanent co-ordination of 
the British and French economic and financial systems as well as of their military 
and political aims, and the emphasis given to its wider implications even by the 
most conservative and nationalist politicians in both countries, has rightly been 
acclaimed as the most constructive development produced by the present war. 
But the time has come when those who work for future international collabora
tion on a sounder basis, should substitute for a well meaning and vague 
enthusiasm a careful and matter of fact analysis of the many grave problems 
which are to be faced, and seek a solution. The development towards Anglo- 
French Union, while powerfully stimulated by the necessities of the war, is no 
more inevitable or automatic than that towards universal socialism of which the

1 For the New Commonwealth Quarterly, see above, Doc. N o. 5. The other articles 
were: A. B. Keith, “ Constitutional Aspects of Anglo-French U nion” , pp. 263-271; V. 
Gollancz, “ Practical Steps towards Anglo-French Union“ , pp. 286-295.
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lesser successors of Marx dreamt, and by which they could excuse unwillingness 
to face problems and to overcome them. Above all, let us beware of worshipping 
names. What form and name Anglo-French collaboration may ultimately as
sume, is a very secondary matter. If the collaboration should reach sufficient 
strength and permanency, the form might eventually be a Federal Union. But the 
legal form always comes last, and it must be preceded by a solution of the 
essential political, social and economic problems. Before we attempt, tentatively 
and with no claim to completeness, a brief survey of the principal problems, a 
few general points should be made clear.

There are only two aspects of the present development of Anglo-French rela
tions which anyone who calls himself an internationalist can unconditionally 
welcome: one is the fact that two of the oldest and greatest of European nations, 
with a long history of nationalism and, incidentally, largely a nationalism nur
tured by their mutual hostility and conflicting ambitions, should feel less 
reluctance than at any other time, to abandon large domains of their national 
sovereignty in favour of a common authority. The other is that it has become 
clear that future international collaboration is not likely to develop from a loose 
association of all nations, however little connected by political, social and eco
nomic bonds, but from an intensive collaboration, in the essential spheres of 
social life, of those nations which fate and common purposes link. It has there
fore become imperative for anyone who studies international relations, whether 
as a politician, economist, sociologist, or lawyer, to view these matters together, 
and to collaborate with experts on those branches with which the particular 
student is not familiar. The futile formalism which has characterized the study of 
international law will become impossible.

It is equally clear that collaboration, or even union, between formerly sover
eign nations, in itself is no answer to the decisive social issues which face the 
world, or at any rate, Western Civilization. It means nothing more than the 
substitution of a larger for several smaller units. That is neither good nor bad in 
itself. The smaller units may have been healthier than the bigger one. What is 
perhaps still more important is that union may have any social substratum. There 
can be, and we see it largely happening, union of autocracy as well as of demo
cracy, federation of capitalism (although not the old individualist capitalism) or 
of socialism, federation of freedom or of suppression, federation of aggression or 
of organization of peace and order. It would seem trivial to stress this fact, were it 
not for the widespread worship of such words as “ Federal Union,”  as if they 
meant the cure for everything.

The federation of two great nations, which both have empires, and, otherwise 
too, maintain manifold relations with the outside world, is bound to raise a 
number of problems which could not occur where either the whole world, or an 
essentially self-sufficient bloc, is constituted in a close association, such as a 
federal state.
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69. David Davies: ‘A Federated Europe’ Spring 1940

Excerpts from A Federated Europe, London (Gollancz) 1940, (141 pp.), pp. 78-79, 
82-85.

D avid Davies, first Baron Davies (1880-1944) was a former Liberal Member of Parlia
ment, and received a peerage in 1932. A very wealthy man, he was a large-scale public 
benefactor in his native Wales; and after the First World War he took a lively interest in 
international affairs. He was a founder and trustee o f the League of Nations Union; and in 
1932 he founded the New Commonwealth movement, o f which the New Commonwealth 
Institute was a later offshoot. One of his central ideas was that there could be no permanent 
peace without an international police force. During the Second World War, he wrote a 
number o f books on international order and federalism, o f which the first was A Federated 
Europe, written during the period of the phoney war}

In this book, Lord Davies advocated a vigorous prosecution of the war, but also wished to 
assure the German people that the Allies would not impose a vindictive peace; and he 
believed this could best be done by laying the foundations of a federated or confederated 
Europe from which the Germans would not be excluded when the war was over. The 
following extracts are taken from Chapter X I, ccWhat is Europe?” , and set out Davies' ideas 
on eligibility o f states for membership o f a European federation, and notably with the 
problems posed by Germany and the U. S. S. R.

Europe Defined
What is Europe? First, it is a community of peoples possessing a historical 

background and the nucleus of a common civilisation. Secondly, it is a geogra
phical expression inhabited by men and women of divers races, languages and 
creeds. This sounds paradoxical, expecially as at the moment its inhabitants are 
engaged in the primitive, exciting and ruinous pastime of killing each other which 
they have always indulged in from time immemorial. Thirdly, it is a community 
of peoples who, living in a perpetual state of anarchy, are compelled by' the 
crimes and follies of their rulers to slaughter each other at frequent intervals, 
although the vast majority hate and detest the idea of war. Fourthly, it is the 
ancestral home of millions of men and women whose ancestors, emigrating from 
this warring community of sovereign States, co-operated in founding new com
munities, knit together by the bond of federalism. The most notable examples are 
the U. S. A. and the British Dominions. If and when they are prepared to do so, 
there seems to be no reason why they should not participate in a federation or 
confederation of Europe. Fifthly, Europe at the moment is divided into two 
Camps -  Totalitarian and Democratic. Totalitarianism is allied to imperialism. 
Democracy should be allied to federalism. ( . . . )

1 Cf. David Davies, The Problem of the Twentieth Century London (Ernest Benn) 
1930, 795 pp ., and the article on Davies by Wynn P. Wheldon, Dictionary of National 
Biography, 1941-1950 London (O xford University Press) 1959, pp. 199-200.
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Eligibility
(. . .) if we are concerned about the practical working of the plan, we need not 

worry ourselves unduly about the internal forms of government of the Member- 
States. The essential point is whether they are willing to equip the European 
Authority with teeth. Are they prepared, as Theodore Roosevelt suggested, “ to 
put Force back of Righteousness”  -  in other words, to limit its exercise to the 
police function? At the moment there are no indications that they are prepared to 
make this surrender of national sovereignty. But on two occasions at the Disar
mament Conference France proposed the creation of an International Police 
Force as part of the machinery of the League. There is, therefore, every reason to 
suppose that she would welcome the establishment of a common defence force in 
Europe. If democratic countries are unwilling to do this, the project ends in 
smoke, but if they agree, the major problem will be solved, and the non-demo- 
cratic States will probably follow their example.

Geography
Let us assume -  a big assumption, no doubt -  that they have agreed: what 

other considerations should be taken into account in order to define eligibility for 
membership in a European Authority? I have already referred to two -  geogra
phy and a common civilisation. The first includes all the countries of Europe with 
the exception of Turkey and Russia. Turkey has one foot in Europe and the other 
in Asia. So has Russia. Turkey, however, is a small power. She threatens no one; 
she has been a loyal member of the League, and has ranged herself on the side of 
the democracies against the dictators. Moreover, she controls the Dardanelles, 
and is therefore strategically important from the standpoint of the European 
Authority. For these reasons it is suggested that she should be included as part of 
Europe. On the other hand, the Soviet Union is predominantly a great Asiatic 
power, stretching across that Continent from the Urals to the Pacific Ocean. It is 
difficult to imagine how this vast territory can be included in a United States of 
Europe.

Common Civilisation
The second condition is a common civilisation with a historical background. 

There can be no question about the countries of Western Europe -  Great Britain, 
France, Scandinavia, Holland, Belgium, Switzerland, Italy, Portugal and Spain. 
Then there are the Balkan and Danubian countries, including Hungary, Rou- 
mania, Jugoslavia, Greece, Bulgaria, Turkey, Austria and Czechoslovakia.

( . . . )  Then there are Poland, Finland and the Baltic Republics. There seems to 
be no reason why they should be excluded from a common civilisation when they 
have been rescued from the domination of Russia and Germany.

Germany and Civilisation
Next we come to Germany. As we have seen, since the advent of Herr Hitler 

and the Nazi Party, Germany has cut herself adrift from Europe. She has repu
diated her membership of the European family. ( . . . )
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But it has not always been so. In the past, Germany has made her contribu
tions to the common fund. She is now in the melting pot. Will she emerge from 
the cauldron of war purged of the dross of Nazi tyranny and imperialism? If so, 
then she may be readmitted into the circle of civilised communities, and her 
co-operation enlisted in the rebuilding of Europe.

Russia
Lastly, there is Russia. What is her civilisation? It is difficult to dogmatise, but 

in Tsarist days it was regarded as a mixture of East and West. It used to be said, 
“ Scratch a Russian and you will find a Tartar” . St. Petersburg was the point 
where the civilisations of Asia and Europe met. To-day, Orientalism has been 
mated with Marxism, but the resulting prodigy can hardly be described as a child 
of Europe. On the contrary, it is typically Russian. The autocrat of all the 
Russias -  the Little Father -  is still in evidence, only he has changed his address 
from Tsarskoe-selo to the Kremlin. It follows that the inclusion of the Soviet 
Union would mean the introduction of representatives, not merely of a new 
economic system, but of a different brand of civilisation. Moreover, with a 
population of 180 millions, its representation in a Federal Parliament or Confed
erate Assembly would completely upset the balance between Western and 
Eastern Europe. To include this heterogeneous mass in a United States of Europe 
would make the latter top-heavy and prevent its consolidation. This does not 
mean, however, that any attempt should be made to isolate Russia. The day may 
come when, having abandoned her imperialistic designs, she may be re-admitted 
as a member of the League. It is through the League, rather than by participation 
in a European Parliament or Assembly, that co-operation can best be achieved 
between the Republics of the Soviet Union and the nations of Europe.

70. William Temple: Regional Federations May 1940

Excerpts from “ Principles of Reconstruction” , Fortnightly Review, vol. 147, May 1940, 
(pp. 453-461), pp. 455-457.

William Temple (1881-1944) was Archbishop of York from 1929 to 1942, when he be
came Archbishop o f Canterbury. He was extremely able and energetic, with a personal 
influence which extended fa r  outside the bounds o f the Church o f England. He was a 
leading figure in the ecumenical movement, and was much concerned with the Church's role 
in social, economic and political questions} From 1918 to 1925 he was a member of the 
Labour Party, and he remained sympathetic to its ideas and attitudes. This article was one of 
a series in the Fortnightly Review on the subject of “ Europe after the w a r" }

1 For Tem ple’s European and ecumenical activity, see chapter below, in this volume, on 
Christian Peace Aims G roups, plus F. A. Iremonger, William Temple, London (O x
ford University Press) 1948, chapter X X IV .

2 Cf. further texts by Archbishop William Temple below in the Chapter “ Churches” , 
D oc 257 and D oc 266.
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( . . . )  N o system, however cunningly devised, will work smoothly to the gen
eral satisfaction unless it contains within itself elements which balance and hold 
back the unexorcised egotism of individuals and, still more, of all collective 
groups of men. The civilized state secures a substantial measure of justice in the 
lives of its citizens by attaching penalties to unjust action, so that self-interest 
itself prompts avoidance of injustice and pursuit of justice. Even those of us who 
are usually honest on principle and by preference, are occasionally saved from 
lapses into dishonesty by the penalties attached to it when detected. But the 
egotism of a nation is infinitely greater than that of an individual; for in any 
individual there are instincts and impulses tending to generosity and social con
duct. But the nation appeals first to those very impulses as it demands of its 
citizens self-sacrifice in its service, and then to the impulses of self-assertion as it 
urges them to gird themselves to battle with its and their enemies. It appeals to 
love and to hatred, both at once, with the result that the nation itself, in its con
trast with and opposition to other nations, can become demoniac in its egotism.

The cure for this, short of the leavening influence of an effective universal 
Church, seems to lie in a profitable union and organized co-operation of peoples 
sufficiently close in tradition and interest for this to be voluntarily accepted, yet 
sufficiently disparate to introduce some efficient checks and balances. How far 
contiguous national groups provide opportunity for this is a matter for the pol
itical specialist. But I suggest that some groups stand out as offering these 
characteristics in greater or less degree: (a) the Danubian group; (b) Germany, if 
freed from the Prussian domination over the other constituent parts of the Reich;
(c) The Czechs, Slovaks and Poles; (d) the Scandinavian countries; (e) Great 
Britain and France, with, perhaps, Belgium, Luxembourg and Holland.

It is not suggested that all these groups can be at once established after the war. 
But it seems most unlikely that a general federation of Europe can be effected 
then either, and to propose as a means to this (which would best accord with our 
principle) a number of smaller federations opens the way for advance. Some 
might be established before others. There is no value in uniformity of action 
unless it is also spontaneous. As nations long used to complete autonomy become 
accustomed to action within a federal scheme, they will become ready for the 
federation of the civilized world ( . . . )

Within each federal or confederate unit which is established the federal Par
liament or Council and the Executive responsible to it will, of course, take over 
the control of all matters of common interest, including Foreign Policy. And 
secession would be forbidden. If any State which is sufficiently aggrieved by the 
action of the federal authority is free to secede, the system becomes unworkable. 
Abraham Lincoln was quite right when he insisted that to permit the secession of 
the Southern States was in principle to approve the dissolution of the United 
States into its component elements. Any federal Government must have the use 
of full and effective “ sanctions” against its own rebellious members.

But the federation of the civilized world and even of Europe lies far in the 
future, unless this war, before it ends, causes such distress and havoc as to drive 
men to drastic remedies. Consequently there will be need for the more compre
hensive League of Nations which shall include the various local federations.
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71. Press Comments on Churchill’s Proposal for an Anglo-French 
Union 16 June 1940

In the afternoon of Sunday, 16 June 1940, the British Prime Minister, Churchill, and the 
War Cabinet put to the French Prime Minister, Reynaud, a proposal that their two govern
ments should make a “ declaration of indissoluble union” , opening with the statement that 
“France and Great Britain shall no longer be two nations, but one Franco-British Union” . 
This proposal was made at a time when the French government had already asked British 
permission to approach Germany for armistice terms; and it must be seen as a last desperate 
throw to try to keep France in the war, rather than as part of a considered policy of inte
gration or unity between the two countries} As such, it was a failure. It was brushed aside, 
rather than being seriously considered, by the French Cabinet, which saw the only important 
issue as being that o f an armistice. It remained a spectacular but isolated event.

It was a time when even the spectacular was almost commonplace, and when the press 
could scarcely keep up with events. In these circumstances the offer of union attracted less 
public comment than might have been expected; but the following extracts illustrate a range 
of opinions on the subject, from the Spectator’s relief that a hasty gesture had led nowhere, to 
the hope expressed by Charles Morgan (also in the Spectator,) and by the N ew  Statesman 
that the proposal might be revived in the future and become the basis for some form of 
European federation.

For the Spectator, see above, Document No. 67. The Economist was (and still is) a 
weekly journal o f record and opinion, largely but by no means exclusively concerned with 
economic affairs. Its editor from 1938 to 1956 was Geoffrey Crowther (later Lord Crow- 
ther); its political stance was independent of party. The N ew  Statesman and Nation was 
during the war at the height o f its prestige as the leading British left-wing weekly journal. 
Despite wartime difficulties, its circulation rose from 29,000 in 1939 to 42,000 in 1942. Its 
editor, Kingsley Martin, was for the thirty years o f his editorship an intellectual guide (and 
latterly almost a father-figure) for two generations o f the British left wing. Charles Lang- 
bridge Morgan (1894—1958) was a novelist and dramatic critic, with a particular interest in 
French affairs.

(a) Excerpt from “ And N ow  Britain” , leading article, Spectator, N o. 5843, 21 
June 1940.

French troops have fought with incredible gallantry, and no word of accusa
tion against the French for what has happened should be countenanced here. 
France is still our ally. We associate in a single purpose her restoration and our 
own preservation. Mr. Churchill, indeed, definitely proposed on Sunday to link 
those two purposes irrevocably by creating an indissoluble Anglo-French Union. 
It was a heroic gesture, designed to convince every Frenchman irresistibly of our 
resolve to stand by his country to the end. But it may be doubted whether the

1 See above, Introduction to this section, p. 158, and the references there cited, for the 
background to the offer of union. The final text of the offer, together with the draft first 
submitted to the War Cabinet, may be found in Bell, A Certain Eventuality, 
p p .303-5.
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immense implications of the proposal had been thought out, and it is impossible 
to regret that in its present form it has lapsed. It needs far more study in both 
countries.

(b) Excerpt from “ The Fate of France” , leading article, The Economist, 
vol. 138, No. 5052, 22 June 1940.

As a proposal, the British scheme [the offer of union with France] was a 
milestone in the slow journey away from frenzied and stultifying nationalism. As 
a practical possibility, it depended upon its reception in France. But France’s 
reaction remained in doubt, as did everything else in the first days of the calam
ity-

(c) Excerpt from “ If Necessary Alone” , leading article, New Statesman and 
Nation , vol. 19, N o. 487, 22 June 1940.

Mr. Churchill sought to stiffen their [the French] resolution by an offer that 
has no parallel in our history for its boldness and imaginative generosity . . . Flere 
at last is the idea which gives to our struggle for European freedom a dynamic 
meaning. Continental unity must come out of this war. Shall it be on this basis of 
federal democracy or must it be the hegemony of a German master-race over 
herds of helots? What Mr. Churchill by this brilliant inspiration offered to the 
French will presumably be open, mutatis mutandis, to our other allies. It made 
apparently no very favourable impression on politicians of the French Right, 
who professed to see in it merely a scheme for annexing the French colonies to 
the British Empire. It never reached the French public, for the French wireless 
suppressed it.

(d) Excerpts from Charles Morgan, “ The United Powers” , Spectator, 
N o. 5844, 28 June 1940.

Nearly a fortnight has gone by since the British Government offered to the 
French a Pact of Union with ourselves. Paris had fallen. In the hour of supreme 
crisis, the French Government became divided; Reynaud, Mandel and others, 
who were regarded as fighting Ministers, resigned or were driven out; Pétain . . . 
asked for terms; and the life of France fell into so great a confusion that apart 
from a casual reference by an official spokesman, no French answer to our offer 
has been made known. N or has it been widely discussed here. Many people in 
England appear to have believed that it amounted to little more than an emotional 
confirmation of the existing alliance or to have argued that, as soon as it was 
made, it became irrelevant. Others, recognising the gigantic commitments im
plied in it, may be glad to believe that it is dead. I neither believe nor wish to 
believe this . . .

[The] balance-sheet of immediate advantage and disadvantage, which might 
have led the French to accept, was, at the time, an overwhelming justification of 
the British offer. To avoid a separate peace, to preserve French naval power in the 
Mediterranean, to save from invasion even a single province of France that might 
be the base of an ultimate offensive, was worth any offer and any pledge; but it 
may now be argued in England that the opportunity is past and that union with 
France ought no longer to be contemplated. France, it may be said, is lost; we 
stand our siege; we can make no commitments beyond it. This, I suggest, is false 
realism because self-betrayal is implied in it.
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We believe that for America there is no light at the end of the tunnel except 
with us. If we fall, though for a few years America may preserve a part of her 
possessions, there will vanish from the earth what America is and what makes 
American life honourable and worth living. This belief, upon which rests the 
whole case for American intervention, implies in us, commands in us, a corres
ponding adherence to France. Her cause is ours -  as ours is America’s -  not by 
sentiment only or by choice only, not even by the compulsion of self-defence, 
but indissolubly ours whether we like it or not. By no divorce or change of 
circumstances can a man’s sister cease to be his sister. They are children of the 
same mother, and death itself does not annihilate the common inheritance of their 
blood; nor can the most profound ruin of France affect the truth that she, with 
us, is a child of the humanities and an inheritor of the spirit of man.

The arguments of expediency can be summarised in a sentence: that if such a 
Union had existed, Germany would not have been able to profit from the divi
sions of our foreign policies to make this war; that, if we are now victorious, the 
absence of Union will again be our enemies’ opportunity; that those who look for 
a wider European federation must find in the union of England and France the 
only practical nucleus of their dream; and, finally, that a pooling of Anglo- 
French resources offers the only possibility of saving post-war Europe from 
economic chaos. But it is as yet too early, politically and economically, to haggle 
for consequences and weigh the pound with the franc. We must stand with 
France, because not to do so is to be untrue to ourselves.

(e) Excerpt from “ France and Britain” , supplement to New Statesman and 
Nation , vol. 19, N o. 488, 29 June 1940, prepared by the Anglo-French C o
operation Committee of the Fabian Society.

. . . this new Europe for which we are working will be an integrated Europe, 
but so integrated that there will be in it much more real democracy, based on 
greater economic equality, and much more room for individuals of all classes to 
think for themselves . . . These are the purposes for which we have to work; and 
in working for them the close co-operation of Frenchmen and Englishmen is, 
before all else, vital. It is a tragic fact that Great Britain’s offer of equal and joint 
citizenship for the peoples of Britain and France should have come too late to 
influence the immediate course of events . . . [But that is not the end of the story.] 
There will be a whole continent to rebuild; and the hope of rebuilding it on 
assured democratic foundations will depend primarily on the united effort of the 
French and British peoples.

72. John Strachey: The Economics of Federal Union 1940

Excerpt from Federalism or Socialism?, London (Gollancz) 1940, (283 pp.), 
p p .201-204.

Evelyn John St. Loe Strachey (1901-1963) was a Labour Member of Parliament from 
1929 to 1931. In the 1930s he flirted briefly with Sir Oswald Mosley's New Party before
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swinging to an active sympathy with Communism and becoming an ardent exponent o f the 
Marxist critique of capitalist society. During 1940 he moved away from the Communists, 
and in 1943 he was adopted as a prospective Labour Parliamentary candidate. He was 
elected as a Labour M P in 1945, and was successively Minister of Food and Minister o f War 
in Attlee's government.

Strachey's book Federalism or Socialism? was a reasoned attack on the ideas of Federal 
Union from a Marxist point of view; and as such it makes an interesting contrast to the 
approach of G. D. H. Cole.1 Strachey was particularly severe in his strictures on the econo
mic thinking of advocates of Federal Union, as the following extract illustrates. Their belief 
that Federal Union would produce economic progress and prosperity for its members rested, 
in Strachey's view, on a view of economics which was simple to the point of naivety.

It is (. . .) essentially the “ confidence” which the formation of Federal Union 
would engender which is to do the trick of curing unemployment in a Federal 
Union of capitalist states. It is vital to examine this belief -  it is hardly an argu
ment -  on the part of the Federal Unionists, and to see what are the implications 
lying behind it. For I fear that Federal Unionists have themselves so far failed to 
think out the real meaning of what they are saying. The, I imagine, largely 
unconscious assumption on which the Federal Unionists are working appears to 
be this: “ Clear away the fear of restrictions to trade caused by national sover
eignties in the Federal area, and reduce Government expenditure on armaments 
by many hundreds of millions of pounds a year; then the private capitalists -  ‘the 
entrepreneurs’, as the economists call them -  both individual and corporate, will 
be so encouraged that, seeking a profit, they will launch out on all sorts of 
enterprises. Thus they will give employment to the entire population.”

We should, I am afraid, be flattering the Federal Unionists if we suggested that 
they had clearly realised that this -  i.e., an increase in the activities of entrepre
neurs seeking a profit -  is the only way in which employment can increase in an 
unmodified capitalist society. Mr. Streit’s and Mr. Curry’s books both show that 
their authors vaguely and confusedly assume that somehow or other the mere fact 
of the formation of a Federal Union, with its greater probability of peace, would 
increase employment. They make no attempt to give precision to their economic 
ideas. They give us no indication that they have grasped the two simple propo
sitions: (1) that in an unmodified capitalist society the level of employment can 
only rise if the entrepreneurs increase their investment of money in new enter
prises of all sorts; (2) that the only reason that can prompt entrepreneurs to do 
this is the expectation that by doing so they will earn increased profits.

Once we have faced these simple and -  once they are stated -  obvious and 
undeniable facts, we have secured a rational method for judging whether the 
establishment of a Federal Union would in fact “ solve the problem of unemploy
ment” , as Mr. Streit maintains. Moreover, as we have seen, “ the problem of 
unemployment”  is a most inadequate name for the central and decisive evil, for 
that “ abomination of desolation” , that frightful condition of stagnation which,

1 Doc. N o. 61, above. A contemporary Communist critique of Federal Union may be 
found in D. N . Pritt, Federal Illusion f (London, 1940).
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with war, is the supreme evil of our times. The question boils down then simply 
to this: Would the establishment of a Federal Union increase the expectation of 
profit on the part of the entrepreneurs within it? If it would, then, undoubtedly, 
it would tend to increase economic activity, and so bring some, at any rate, of the 
benefits which are claimed for it. But if not, not. It is, to say the least of it, 
irresponsible of the Federal Unionists not to have so much as realised that this is 
what they are really claiming for their proposal: that unless they can show that 
the capitalist entrepreneurs would find it profitable “ to turn the world into a 
garden” , there is no reason to suppose that a penny of the millions which would 
be saved by reductions in armaments would in fact be spent on this, or any other, 
of the constructive tasks of peace.

73. Julian Huxley: ‘National Sovereignty and Industry’
December 1940

Excerpts from “ Balbus”  (Julian Huxley), “ National Sovereignty and Industry: a step 
towards the new order in Europe’’, Fortnightly Review, vol. 148, December 1940, 
pp. 541-547.

Julian Huxley (1887-1975; knighted, 1958) was a member o f a famous scientific and 
literary family. He was Professor o f Zoology at King's College, London, from 1925 to 1927, 
and Secretary o f the Zoological Society o f London from 1935 to 1942. During the war, he 
took an active interest in problems of post-war reconstruction; he became Secretary-General 
of the Preparatory Commission for UNESCO, and in 1946 was appointed the first Director- 
General o f that organisation. He was widely known to the British public as a member o f the 
BBC's t(Brains Trust" programme.

His article contained a proposal to remove the main industrial resources of Europe from  
the control o f individual states, and so prevent them from being used for national military 
purposes. It sketched out a functional approach to European economic integration, and 
foreshadowed in a striking manner the Schuman Plan o f 1950.1

To proposals for any form of federal or commonwealth organization for Eu
rope, the stock objection is “ what about Germany?”  This is merely the particular 
and obvious form of a more general question -  how is any one nation to be 
prevented from breaking the rules and setting out on the path of rearmament and 
aggression? The orthodox federalist answer is, by means of an international 
armed force. But it takes time to build up an armed force which shall be truly 
super-national, in the sense of having an esprit de corps and a loyalty which will 
resist the temptation to break up in nationalist terms if national interests come

1 Huxley set out the same ideas at greater length, but without change of substance, in a 
pamphlet, Reconstruction and Peace, London (Kegan Paul) 1941, 64 pp., which was 
itself reprinted in a collection of papers on reconstruction published by the Fabian 
Society in 1943 under the title When Hostilities Cease.
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into play. The tough realist asserts that some great power must take the respon
sibility for keeping the supernational organism together and preventing any 
national break-aways, by the frank use of overriding force.

There is truth in both views. We must set about building up some sort of 
European army and air-force as quickly as possible; yet Britain will clearly have 
to assume considerable policing responsibilities for a space after the war. But 
Europe needs every piece of machinery that might serve to weaken nationalist 
power and to make war less likely: and in modern conditions we look naturally 
to see whether some economic machinery cannot be devised to this end. Modern 
war has become total and elaborately technological. It cannot be successfully 
waged without concentrating enormous industrial production to back it. Inter
nationally-operating armament firms have been accused of responsibility for war; 
but as a matter of fact Germany deliberately nationalized its armaments produc
tion. Is there no method by which the industrial potential of Europe can be taken 
out of the sovereign control of national States, and so prevented from being 
mobilized in support of militarist national policies? Putting the matter in another 
way, can we not evolve some non-nationalist superstructure for European indus
try, which will ipso facto prevent nationalist preparations for war on the scale that 
modern conditions demand?

There is a possibility of doing this, but only if we plan the necessary machinery 
with care. The following suggestion is the outcome of numerous discussions 
between experts in various fields. Above all, we must see how far the needs of the 
reconstruction period can be converted into the opportunities of the New Order 
that we hope will succeed it. The immediate post-war needs will be immense and 
pressing. The alleviation of hunger and disease -  very possibly famine and pes
tilence -  will be the most urgent. The next will be the repair of communications 
to serve as the basis for trade and normal life in general -  neglected roads, 
blown-up bridges, worn-out track and over-worked rolling-stock on the rail
roads, bombed ports, damaged canals. A third will be the reconstruction of 
housing accommodation. A fourth will be the restoration of European agricul
ture and its adaptation to new conditions. And a fifth, also urgent, will be the 
restoration of industrial production and its conversion to peace-time functions.

The first essentials are to ensure that help goes first where it is needed, that 
neither commercial interests nor luxury demands are allowed to interfere with 
the priorities that the situation calls for, and that Europe is not once more ex
posed to the instability resulting from her needs being serviced by short-termed 
and unplanned private lending. ( . . . )

This means that the allotment of all credits and raw materials for reconstruc
tion must be entrusted to an authoritative international body. Let us call it the 
Reconstruction Commission. Private lending is primarily determined by the ‘cre
dit-worthiness' of particular individuals or institutions; but the Reconstruction 
Commission will be able to assign credits to any area in relation to need, which, 
as the experience of our own distressed areas shows, is often in inverse relation to 
credit-worthiness. In general, it is clear that the programme of reconstruction 
must be conceived in terms of the fundamental economic realities -  the quantity
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of man-hours and of materials available. This is the key to the whole problem. 
The Reconstruction Commission must be in control of the basic agencies of 
production, including the physical movement of essential materials.

Various consequences follow. The British blockade has not only a negative but 
a positive aspect; it is being employed to help neutral countries to cover their 
needs. This positive part of its machinery must be kept intact and placed at the 
disposal of the Reconstruction Commission. Again, the British Ministry of Ship
ping gives orders to the largest mercantile fleet ever assembled under one control. 
This machinery of shipping control must also be kept intact to ensure that prior
ity of shipping space is allotted to those materials most urgently needed, and not 
diverted to luxury goods or materials of secondary importance.

It is in the allotment of raw materials and the necessary credits that the Re
construction Commission could make its contribution to later stability. A glance 
at an atlas of economic geography will show that a large part of European in
dustry, notably but by no means entirely heavy industry, is concentrated in 
regions which cut right across national boundaries. It is often stated that Ger
many cannot avoid being the industrial centre of the new Europe: but this is the 
reverse of the truth, and shows the hypnotic power of the idea of national
ism.

The most obvious case is that great concentration of coal mining and heavy 
industry in the Ruhr, the Saar, Luxemburg, Lorraine and N . E. France and 
Eastern Belgium. Another striking example is that of the Silesias. The shipping 
and shipbuilding industries of Europe are largely concentrated round the North 
and Irish seas, the Baltic and the English Channel, and there are other conspi
cuous cases of industrial areas overlapping political boundaries. In many cases a 
regional grouping appropriate for one group of industries will cut right across the 
grouping appropriate to another and there is no reason why they should all 
coincide.

Acute economic nationalism and competitive individualism have placed every 
obstacle in the way of organizing these industries as a whole. Yet the tendency 
towards pooling of ownership and markets was in some cases already becoming 
irresistible during the ’thirties. After they have been organized in one economic 
area under the German occupation it will be as hopeless to go back to the pre-war 
anarchy as it was to restore all the German princelings after Napoleon.

In several cases, functional agreements have been made which imply a consid
erable degree of industrial unification across frontiers, such as the European iron 
and steel cartel, the aluminium cartel and the asbestos and chemical industries.

However, such organizations have been purely the affair of big business and 
have been irresponsible in the sense that they have been subject to no control in 
the general interest. The results have been largely unfortunate since even where 
labour standards have been fair the consumer has often suffered from inflated 
prices. The social irresponsibility of big business is reflected in the fact that 
business fortunes have been used more than once to defeat democracy by sub
sidizing Nazi and Fascist movements.

Other components of European industry are “ unnatural” . Some are function
ally unnatural, in having been fostered solely for nationalist purposes, whether
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for direct armaments production, or to secure a greater degree of autarky. Others 
are unnatural in regard to location, having been moved away from their natural 
site in order to lessen the risk of destruction in war. Examples of the first type are 
some (though by no means all) Ersatz synthetic industries, and of the second the 
Hermann Goring works. Similarly, many German aeroplane factories are now 
being located along the Baltic coast in Prussia, to escape bombing.

The Reconstruction Commission could aid the natural geographical develop
ment of industry, and discourage its subordination to purely nationalist aims, by 
insisting that access to credits and to the key raw materials should be conditional 
upon the formation of regional industrial associations overriding national boun
daries. Such associations must represent all undertakings in the industries 
concerned, and must bind themselves to submit programmes of production and 
marketing. If these programmes did not conform to the demands of consumers or 
were liable to assist illicit national armaments, requests for credits and raw ma
terials would be turned down. If any firm or group of firms tried to break away, 
they would be helpless, as the Commission would have control of the channels of 
supply as well as of the supplies themselves.

Such a system would be of the greatest importance for the handling of the 
reconstruction problem -  for instance, in determining priority among different 
countries for the rebuilding of devastated areas and damaged factories, or in 
guiding industrial production along the most suitable channels.

However, what concerns us here is its implications for the post-reconstruction 
period. If the supply of certain key raw materials to the factories and works can 
continue to be organized exclusively through regional industrial associations, 
then the economic ground will have been cut from under the feet of any attempt 
at militaristic national revival. ( . . . )

There is widespread agreement that national sovereignty must be limited. The 
problem is just how to limit it. It is difficult to obtain agreement for juridical 
limitation, as in a Federal Scheme, and difficult to define the precise degree of 
limitation requisite. Under such a scheme as here proposed, these difficulties 
largely disappear. National sovereignty in regard to certain vital economic activ
ities would be limited not de jure but de facto.

74. George Catlin: Anglo-American Union and Western Europe
Spring 1941

Excerpt from One Anglo-American Nation, London (Andrew Dakers) 1941, (155 pp.), 
pp. 30-33.

Geoi’ge Edward Gordon Catlin (bom 1896) was an English intellectual who made his 
career in both Britain and tJje United States. He was Professor of Politics at Cornell Uni
versity from 1924 to 1935; and in Britain he was a Labour Parliamentary candidate in the 
elections of 1931 and 1935, and a member of the Executive Committee of the Fabian Society. 
During the early years of the war he was a member of the Federal Union group, and wrote
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the eighth of the Federal Union Tracts, Anglo-American Union as a nucleus of World 
Federation. The main trend of his thought in this period was the advocacy of a union of 
English-speaking peoples on the basis of their common language and traditions; hut he 
believed also that this could be the basis for a wider union which would also include France 
and other West European countries. In the circumstances of early 1941, when One Anglo- 
American Nation was written, Catlin regarded such a union as a counter-weight to the 
existing association between Germany and the Soviet Union; though he was willing to 
contemplate the incorporation of Germany in the union at some future date.

The following extract illustrates how British federalist thought was turning in 1941 to 
prospects of Atlantic or Commonwealth-American union; and also how such thinking could 
include the possibility of union with western Europe.1

The specific proposal in this book is that the British Commonwealth and the 
United States shall unite. For those who believe that the old world of sovereign 
states, the breeding nest of wars, must be thrown into the discard, the plain duty 
is to begin with the most artificial frontier -  to carry through the simplest Ansch
luss first. Here is the guarantee that, when we talk so much about peace and 
collective security, we also mean it. There is no reason to suppose that objection 
to this proposal will come from the United States. One object of this book is to 
show that, were the proposal properly presented, objection would not come 
from the New World. We want the North American Anschluss now.

Further, the specific plan is that France and Britain should also unite in a federal 
union, so soon as this is feasible. The North American Union should be carried 
through along with the Anglo-French Union and pari passu with it, by mutual 
agreement. Those who object to Canadian-American Union as fantastic must 
decide whether they also object to Anglo-French Union as fantastic. We have the 
word of such an authority on constitutional law as Dr. Ivor Jennings for stating, 
if this reassurance is required by anybody, that these schemes for Federal Union 
will not interfere with the position of the monarchy.

For the moment, however, this section of the plan -  although the one that, 
until recently, progressed most rapidly -  must necessarily remain in abeyance. It 
is anyhow of secondary and contingent importance compared with Anglo-Saxon 
unification. It rests on the assumption that the Rhine, rather than the Channel, is 
the desirable strategic frontier. The issue rather is whether the frontier may not 
be the Atlantic rather than the Channel, or whether the airplane which eliminates 
tactically the one must not also eliminate the other.

Also, the specific plan is that the British Commonwealth that links Britain, 
Ireland, Canada, Australia and the rest of the Dominions shall not dissolve but 
shall be augmented. The lax relation that binds Britain, Ireland, and Canada will 
be replaced by one that binds Britain, Ireland, and North America. Whether or 
not we include Iceland and possibly the other Scandinavian countries -  even, in 
the extreme instance, Germany herself — is a matter for subsequent discussion. So 
also is the position of the Colonies, whether in the Federation or under some 
international Geneva control.

1 For another example of this line of thought, see Doc. No. 75, below.
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Last, the specific plan is that this whole organized region shall, if  possible, take 
its place within a loose confederation o f world extension, centred at Geneva, 
within which other federated regions can also have their place and proper func
tion in the regulation of the territory of the globe for peace. The function of 
Geneva will be to prevent “ bigger and better wars”  -  although, be it noted, our 
present wars are now regional wars, if our peaces are still national peaces -  by 
holding the whole together.

Nationalism, certainly not as cultural autonomy, but as “ sovereign state-ism,”  
is as dead as the Nineteenth Century and laissez-faire. We must recognize that 
fact. Federalism provides the legitimate liberty for the nation as democracy pro
vides it for the individual. Liberty, democracy, and federalism are intrinsically 
connected principles.

A humble illustration may be used, which I adopted in discussing this matter 
on board ship with Mr Vincent Sheehan. Let us take from our pocket some coins. 
Fiere are two American “ quarters.”  Let them represent the large areas of Canada 
and the United States. Let them be put near each other. Then we take two dimes. 
These smaller coins will stand for Britain and France. One dime, Britain, touches 
one “ quarter,” Canada. Now  let us find a nickel or cent. Let that be Germany. 
Then let us take a lump of melting ice. That is Stalin. Let us put the lump down 
beyond Germany. N ow  we draw the lump, Stalin, and the nickel, Germany, 
together. When we do so we also draw the two dimes together. That is the 
necessary political rejoinder -  the next move in the game. But let us now do the 
same with the two “ quarters.”  Since the one “ quarter,”  Canada, and the one 
dime, Britain, began by touching, all four pieces are drawn together, although 
the United States and France need not touch. And, ecco! so our Western Union is 
constituted.

75. G. D. H. Cole: ‘The Shape of the New Europe’ Summer 1941

Excerpts from Europe, Russia and the Future, London (Gollancz) 1941, (186 pp.), 
p p . 127-130.

These extracts are from a book which Cole1 wrote at great speed after the German attack 
on the Soviet Union in June 1941, reassessing the likely future of Europe in the light of that 
event. The main premiss of his argument was that there were only two possible outcomes to 
the war in Europe: either the establishment of Nazism as the dominant force in European 
affairs, or the establishment of Socialism -  he dismissed the restoration of the old state system 
on capitalist lines as being highly unlikely. In a chapter on “The Conditions of European 
P?ogressi3y he argued that all armed forces in Europe which were capable of waging war 
must be handed over to a supra-national authority; and that the same authority should have 
the power to lay down and cany out a general economic plan for the continent. In Chapter

1 For Cole, see Doc. N o. 61, above.
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X I  “ The Shape o f the New Europe” , from which the following extracts are taken, Cole 
discussed the possible organisation of Europe into three “ economic planning units” , and 
asserted the need for Britain to join the West European unit.

N or is it necessary, or perhaps even desirable at the present stage, that all 
Europe should be covered by a single, unified economic plan. If the Soviet Union 
is large enough, and diversified enough, to form a satisfactory planning unit -  at 
any rate for some time to come -  there is room in the rest of Europe for more than 
one plan, and for more than one group of countries committed to concerted 
economic and social planning on a common institutional basis. It is quite possible 
to conceive of a situation in which there would be one plan for Central, Eastern 
and South-Eastern Europe, west of the U .S .S .R ., and another plan for Western 
Europe -  that is, three plans for Europe as a whole, including certain attached 
territories outside the European continent. In order to get the full benefit of 
concerted planning under these conditions, it would be necessary for these 
groups to enter into close relations both one with another and with the United 
States — or perhaps with a wider group including Latin America as well. But these 
mutual arrangements could be made without the need for each of the related 
plans to rest upon a common institutional foundation, or to be sponsored by 
political parties having closely similar constitutions and methods of govern
ment.

Indeed, planning in post-war Europe can hardly be made workable except on 
some such basis as this. To plan for all Europe, even apart from the Soviet Union, 
would be too formidable a task, unless the Soviet Union had spread its own 
planning area over a larger part of the continent than at present seems likely. It 
would be task enough, in Western Europe, to devise and administer a common 
plan covering, say, Great Britain, Scandinavia, Holland, Belgium, France, Spain, 
Portugal, Switzerland, Italy, and perhaps one or two other countries. Germany, 
Austria, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Poland and the Balkan countries would form 
a second planning group quite as large as could be effectively unified, either 
politically or economically, at the present stage of human development in the arts 
of government and administration. To attempt more than this would be to court 
disaster on account of the dangers of bureaucracy and over-centralisation.

Be it understood that I am not putting forward these actual groupings as more 
than hypothetical examples. I do not pretend to know either how far westward 
the economic and political influence of the Soviet Union will extend after the 
war, or how precisely the countries of Western, Central, Southern and Eastern 
Europe will group themselves, either politically or in their economic relations. 
Ail I am suggesting is that there does seem to be a possibility of these groupings, 
with the Soviet Union, Germany, and the Western Parliamentary countries as 
their respective rallying points, and that this triple division offers positive advan
tages, in that each of these groups could rest on a sufficient compatibility of 
fundamental institutions to make concerted planning effective, whereas a wider 
grouping probably could not, at any rate for a long time to come.

I am conscious, at this point, of begging a very large question -  that of the
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British Empire. Will Great Britain be prepared to enter into a planning unit based 
on Western Europe; and, if so, will the British Dominions come in, too? (. . .) 
There is, moreover, the wide question of the future economic and political rela
tions of Great Britain with the United States. It is quite on the cards that Great 
Britain, with the British Dominions, instead of entering into a supra-national 
State system based on Western Europe, will become an economical and political 
satellite of the United States, and that Europe will have to make its plans without 
the participation of the British Empire.

I recognise this possibility; but I do not propose to discuss it. The new or
ganisation of Western Europe will, of course, be very different, if Great Britain 
plays no part in it. In that event, the economic and political leadership in it is 
bound to fall to France; and the entire political future of France is so uncertain 
that little can usefully be said about it at the present stage. ( . . . )

If Great Britain comes into the new West-European system, Great Britain and 
France will share the leadership of it; and the common citizenship which the 
British Government proposed to Frenchmen at the eleventh hour will be realised 
in a wider unity of the Western peoples. If not, France will stand by itself as the 
great cultural leader of the Western liberal forces.

To say this is enough to make plain how important it is for the future of 
European democracy that Great Britain shall not stand aside. For it will be 
immensely harder for France alone than for France and Great Britain together to 
give a constructive lead to Western Europe towards a Socialism imbued with the 
ideas of liberal democracy. France cannot easily lead either Spain or Italy, which 
are Latin countries: nor can France alone easily give the right lead to the Scan
dinavians or the Dutch. Great Britain and France together can, if they are 
animated by a common idea, and working on the basis of a common set of 
fundamental institutions. To build up close relations between the progressive 
forces in France and Great Britain is a hard task under present conditions. But it 
is a task of immense importance for the future of Europe. For upon the decision 
of these relations may depend the decision whether Great Britain is or is not to 
stand aside from the work of European reconstruction, and is or is not to become 
a satellite of the United States.

76. Lionel Curtis: Britain, the Dominions and Europe
Summer 1941

Excerpts from Decision, London (Oxford University Press) 1941, pp. 56-60.

Lionel George Curtis (1872-1955) was by the time o f the Second World War an elder 
statesman in Commonwealth and international affairs. At the start o f the century he had 
taken part in the creation of the Union o f South Africa through the federation o f four 
separate colonies; and he then devoted his life not so much to active politics or administration 
as to the influeincing o f élite opinion in Britain and the Commonwealth. His early experi
ence in South Africa helped to make him an enthusiast for federal concepts, and he was one
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of the founders in 1910 o f the journal the Round Table, which advocated federation be
tween Britain and the self-governing Dominions within the British Empire. After the First 
World War he was one o f the founders of the Royal Institute o f International Affairs.

During the Second World War, Curtis wrote a series o f short and often repetitive books 
setting out his views on the organisation of the post-war world, all directed towards the 
fundamental idea o f federation between Britain, the Dominions, and perhaps some Euro
pean countries. Decision was the first o f these books, followed by Action (1942); Faith and 
W orks (1943); The Way to Peace (1944); and World War. Its Cause and Cure (1945).1 In 
Decision, Curtis accepted the view o f the advocates of Federal Union that the presence in the 
world of some sixty sovereign states produced a condition of anarchy which could not be 
cured by any system o f compacts or treaties; but he differed from them in arguing that any 
organic union between states should be limited to questions of security, leaving in the hands 
of the individual states the control of tariffs and migration. He proposed that a single 
legislative body and a single executive should be set up for Britain and the Dominions, with 
the sole task o f maintaining military security and raising revenue for that purpose. The 
following extracts explain how Curtis thought that this step would contribute to world peace, 
and how the union thus created might be extended to include states in western and even 
eastern Europe.

In the last war the situation was only saved by the timely arrival of Dominion 
troops, by the valour with which they fought, and the sacrifices made by the 
peoples behind them, till at last the U .S.A . came in and turned the scale. The 
Dominions supplied the margin without which the war would have been lost by 
1917. And the same is obviously true in this war. My own conviction is that if the 
cost of defending the Commonwealth as a whole from 1919 onwards had been 
recognized as a first charge on Dominion resources no less than on those of Great 
Britain, the margin of strength supplied would have sufficed to prevent the out
break of a second war twenty years later. The system might in time have been 
broadened to include European democracies and at length the U .S. A ., and when
ever the U .S.A . joins such a system the era of world wars will be finally over. The 
all-important thing for us who are now again fighting this desperate battle for 
freedom -  freedom from fear — is to make a beginning, to make some increase in 
the peacetime strength behind the democracies by a margin however narrow. If 
this were done after the war by a union of Great Britain with some, or all, of the 
Dominions on the lines suggested in these pages, I believe such a union for a 
decade, at any rate, would be strong enough to arrest the descent of the world to 
a third and even more disastrous war. There would then be one government 
which could speak for people in the Dominions, no less than for those in the 
British Isles.

But what of countries like Belgium, Holland, Denmark, and Norway, coun
tries whose safety has been shown by events to be closely bound up with our 
own? They will seek our protection, and in doing so point to the fact that in these 
days of air power they are all, in the hands of our enemies, pistols pointed at 
England, the heart of freedom in the world, no less than Belgium since the days 
of Marlborough. N ow  are we to offer the same guarantee that we gave to Bel-

1 All published in London by O xford University Press.
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gium? Shall we promise again to go to war to protect them, and accept the Belgian 
condition that until an outbreak of war no conference should be held with us as to 
the disposition of forces required to meet war when it happens? I think our 
answer should be never again to accept such conditions. I suggest that our answer 
should be that we offer protection on the same condition that Britain and the 
Dominions have arranged to protect each other. Their citizens must accept the 
cost of defence as a first charge on all their resources, and also assume the same 
control of the common defence, that citizens of the Dominions have assumed. In 
plain words, let us offer them the chance of entering the union on the same terms 
that Britain and the Dominions have already established between themselves.
(• • • )

We cannot ignore our responsibilities after this war to our allies, Czechoslo
vakia, Poland, Jugoslavia, and Greece, who have suffered calamities worse than 
those that the western democracies endure. Let us frankly face the question how 
far we are really able to secure their future freedom against German or Russian 
aggression. If once the democracies of western Europe had united with those of 
the British Commonwealth for their common defence, their common govern
ment would, I believe, possess the adequate power. It could then say that 
protection was open to our eastern allies on exactly the same footing as that 
accepted by the Scandinavian and Low Countries. They must join in a system in 
which their peoples accept the cost of common security as a first charge on all 
their resources, and also enjoy exactly the same control as that exercised by the 
people of the British democracies and those of western Europe.

All this, I believe, might happen far sooner than men now dream if once the 
British democracies had shown how to construct an organic union for common 
defence which left to each of them their present control of their own composition 
and national structure. The suggestion I make is, in fact, a league of nations 
rendered organic for the purpose of its common defence, a league established step 
by step, beginning with nations already free, and broadened as its strength is 
proved to others less free, until it comes in course of time to include the entire 
world. The most difficult step to take is always the first. It is for us, the authors 
of freedom, to take that step, and take it in time.

77. Barbara Ward: A European Planning Board and European 
Defence Force September 1941

Excerpts from “ Prolegomena to Peace Aims” , Political Quarterly, vol. XII, No. 3, 
September 1941, (pp. 237-250), pp. 244-249).

Barbara Ward (1914—81), life peer -  Baroness Jackson of Lodsworth, 1976) was during 
the Second World War Assistant Editor of The Economist. In the following extracts, she 
argues that the events of the war and the necessities of post-war reconstruction would almost
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inevitably create a large measure of economic and military integration in Europe, and that 
this might be developed into a lasting form of European unity. Her approach had much in 
common with that of Huxley.1

IV

Let us assume then that the Allied victory is a total victory and that Britain and 
the United States are prepared to accept a measure, possibly a large measure, of 
political responsibility for the settlement. Under such conditions -  they are, of 
course, the most favourable conditions that can be assumed -  what should be the 
shape of the future peace? The shape is not difficult to define. It is one in which 
the necessary degree of planning for economic security and progress is combined 
with the preservation of Europe’s diverse political and social traditions. It is the 
filling in of this general framework which offers formidable difficulties, of which 
the greatest is the sovereign national state. So long as the conception of sover
eignty is not effectively modified, economic policies and economic boundaries 
will inevitably follow national frontiers. Are the peoples of Europe prepared for 
the necessary modification of sovereignty? The nation-state is undoubtedly the 
basic political form of Western European society, and it is a valuable and fruitful 
form, for it has given that society diversity and richness. Can it now achieve the 
highest of all forms, that of diversity in unity?

Among the fundamental attributes of sovereignty have been military power 
and economic policy; indeed, a national army and a national tariff have seemed in 
recent decades to be the condition of independent statehood. In the “ new order” 
it is in just these two spheres that the most revolutionary changes have come 
about. The subordination of the resources of Europe to the German war eco
nomy has done away entirely with national economic policies. Whether the 
nations like it or not, they are now living in a unified economic system, and one 
of the elements of strength in this new economy is the extent to which the 
Germans are able to cut across political frontiers in their creation of economic 
regions -  to give only two examples, the Belgium-Luxemburg-Lorraine-Ruhr 
industrial unit and the Polish, German and Czech Silesian unit. The purpose of 
the “ new order,”  the mobilisation and exploitation of Europe to turn the wheels 
of Hitler’s war chariot is detestable. Many of its means -  zoning, currency con
trol, planning boards -  may have lessons for the Allies.

Along with economic independence has gone the hope of military indepen
dence. One of the most obvious lessons of this war is that small countries, even if 
they are heavily industrialized, and even large countries if they are under-indus
trialized, cannot defend themselves. Given modern armaments and the industrial 
potential they demand, there is no choice now between collective defence and 
domination. In the Allied armies, each with its separate entity yet operating 
under British command, we have a shadow of things to come.

Thus there are changes already at work in Europe which -  if they are intelli-

1 Doc. N o . 73, above.
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gently considered -  can modify men’s conceptions of the sovereign nation state.
(. . .)

Now taking the two original assumptions, of total victory and of a full Anglo- 
American participation in the settlement, there are two phases to the problem of 
Germany and of Europe. The preliminary phase during which the framework of 
the settlement will be built may last decades.

( . . . )  In this first phase, the chief characteristic of Europe will be intense 
political and economic dislocation. The continent will be short of food and vital 
raw materials, its industrial system will be to a very great extent perverted from 
its purpose of production for consumption, there will be vast bodies of unem
ployed. At the same time, wherever the Nazis are withdrawing, there may well 
be guerrilla warfare and local anarchy. In this period, the Allies will have to 
undertake two tasks which directly affect the main modifications necessary in the 
concept of sovereignty. They will have to occupy Europe with a force sufficient 
to keep order -  a far less onerous task than in the days before the tank and the 
bomber. At the same time, they will have to feed and restock Europe out of the 
reserves which during the war they will have been accumulating outside Eu
rope.

The key institutions of Europe for some time after the war would thus be a 
Military Mission and Economic Mission deriving their powers from the political 
authority of the victors. To these Missions or Commissions would fall the task of 
associating an ever widening circle of people in Europe with their work and from 
the start they would, on the analogy of the Allied armies to-day, be entirely 
representative. The ultimate political sanction would, of course, lie with the 
English-speaking world. ( . . . )

A state which really merits the name of peace will have been restored only 
when the Commissions have either become permanent bodies or have transferred 
their functions to other organizations. The Economic Commission might de
velop with widened representation into a European planning board, while 
subsidiary commissions controlled key industries and public utilities. If such 
vital services as Europe’s electricity supply were under international control -  for 
example, a European grid system -  a large amount of decentralization on a 
regional basis would be possible without any danger to the political order. Sim
ilarly, the Military Commission could be transformed into the General Staff of a 
European defence force, policing key strategic points and composed of different 
national army corps on the analogy of the county regiments.

These are possibilities; but their securing will still depend upon the political 
initiative of Britain and the United States. This international structure will be 
maintained only if there is effective power behind it and in the economic sphere 
British and American capital and in the military sphere British and American 
armaments (there should, obviously, be complete standardization of military 
equipment) would underpin the claims of the non-German peoples to a controll
ing voice in the political and economic decisions of a continent in which they are a 
majority. The question of how this new political relationship should be expressed 
is not vitally important. The affairs of Europe like those of Britain and America 
must get “ mixed up together.” This is not a question of constitution building but
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of common interests, common action and the growth of common sentiment. The 
Statute of Westminster is almost certainly a happier model than the American 
Constitution with its elaborate checks and balances, its distortion of the role of 
the minority, and its premium on friction and inaction.

78. George W. Keeton: ‘Anglo-American Co-operation’
December 1941

Excerpts from “ Anglo-American Co-operation” , Political Quarterly, vol. X II, N o. 4, 
December 1941, (pp. 431-441), pp. 440-441.

A number of the preceding documents have illustrated the growing British pre-occupation 
with the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. which was one of the almost inevitable results of events in 
1941. The extracts from writings by Catlin, Cole and Curtis1 showed how those writers 
thought that western European states might be linked with Britain or with an Atlantic 
Union; but there were many other writers who believed that Britain should seek association 
with the U.S.A. and/or the Commonwealth to the exclusion of union with Europe. This line 
of argument did not seek to promote the cause of European integration, but recognised that it 
was something which might happen, and which Britain must either accept or reject. The 
following extract briefly illustrates one of the arguments in favour of rejection; and shows 
how Keeton, who was previously an advocate (albeit a cautious one) of Anglo-French union, 
had changed his views by 1941.2

To sum up, permanent Anglo-American association would not only give the 
peoples of predominantly British stock greater security than they have hitherto 
enjoyed, and it would not only permanently associate peoples with similar out
looks upon domestic and international affairs, but it would also give them 
sufficient naval and air strength to preserve their territories from external attack, 
it would provide the resources and man-power for the necessary development of 
territories within their boundaries which are sparsely settled, and it would offer 
an example of association on the world-scale towards which other states would 
progressively gravitate.

( . . . )  There are those who are still hoping for a millennium in Europe when 
this war is over, and that hatreds whose roots lie buried deep in the past will 
somehow be dissolved. They hoped for this last time, and they will certainly 
hope for it in the next war; and their hopes are an important element in human 
progress. It is essential, however, to deal with people as they are, not with people 
as we should wish them to be, and after this war the peoples whom Hitler is 
seeking to crush will be in a vengeful mood. It is not in this atmosphere that a 
United States of Europe will be born, although it is virtually certain that some of 
the enslaved nations will draw closer together for mutual protection, and that

1 Docs. N o. 74, 75, 76 above.
2 Doc. N o. 64, above.
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they will seek the support of this country more consistently than they have done 
in the past. Faced, therefore, with the problem of Europe, we must take our 
stand. We must either fetter ourselves with increased European commitments, or 
we must consciously re-orientate our thought about our relations with the D o
minions and the United States. We must accustom ourselves to regard Great 
Britain, not as the hub of the Commonwealth, but as the original home of the 
British people, now spread over vast areas, and also as one element in a world 
system, the potentialities of which are practically unlimited, and which is so 
placed strategically that it can never be destroyed.



III. Discussion of European Integration in Britain 1942-45

P h il ip  M . H . B e l l

Introduction

The year 1942 saw the turning-point of the war in Europe; and after that time, 
with the increasing momentum of Allied victories, the questions of war aims and 
the structure of the peace settlement, already prominent in the early period of the 
war, assumed increasing urgency and significance.1 British foreign policy was of 
necessity dominated by relations with the United States and the Soviet Union, 
and much public discussion was directed to the future development of those 
relations. It came to be taken for granted that there would be a new world 
organisation, a successor to the League of Nations, under the leadership of the 
“ Big Three”  -  for it was also widely assumed that Britain would maintain the 
position of equality with the U .S.A . and U .S.S .R . which was apparently hers at 
the wartime conferences of Teheran and Yalta. Internationalist thought in Britain 
tended to concentrate on the problems of this new world order, and on the 
development of links with the United States and the Commonwealth. In view of 
all this, it is perhaps necessary to emphasise that the discussion of European 
union or integration, illustrated in the first two sections of this chapter, conti
nued to flourish. The question never disappeared from the agenda of British 
public debate; though in this period it did not recover the predominant place 
which it enjoyed in 1939-1940. The debate went on, across the political spectrum 
-  Conservative, Liberal, Labour and non-party opinion will all be found repres
ented in the following extracts; and in view of later developments it is interesting 
to see support for European federation or confederation from within the Labour 
left wing. (Documents N o. 86 b) and 97.)

Some of the themes of this discussion were continued from the earlier period, 
but there were some new elements and an important change of emphasis. In 
several contributions there was a severely practical, almost Realpolitik approach 
to the problems of integration, which was in contrast with the somewhat abstract 
or idealistic tone often adopted in the earlier period; and a similar shift of em-

1 The development of British Foreign Office thinking on war aims may be followed in 
E. L. (Sir Llewellyn) Woodward, British Foreign Policy in the Second World War, 
London (H .M .S.O .) 1962, especially pp. 429-501. The background of domestic poli
tics may be found in Henry Pelling, Britain and the Second World War, London 
(Collins) 1970; Paul Addison, The Road to 1945. British Politics and the Second World 
War, London (Cape) 1975; and T. D. Burridge, British Labour and Hitler's War, Lon
don (Deutsch) 1976.



206 Philip M. H. Bell

phasis can be seen in the increased prominence of the economic and administra
tive approach. The practical, power-politics approach may be seen particularly in 
the extracts from E. H. Carr’s Conditions o f Peace (Document N o. 80); in lead
ing articles from The Economist (Documents N o. 79, 93, 99); and in Aneurin 
Bevan’s article in Tribune (Document N o. 97). All these writers were conscious 
that the facts of power in the post-war world would have to be faced (though they 
were not always in agreement as to what those facts were going to be); and that 
ideas of European integration would have to take into account the attitudes of the 
U .S.S.R . and the U .S.A . Sometimes, as in Bevan’s article, the idea emerged of 
the need for European unity to provide a “ third force” between the two giants of 
east and west.1 Arguments in favour of an economic and administrative approach 
to European integration2 may be found in Documents N o. 80, 87, 89, 91. 92 and 
98, with David Mitrany’s A Working Peace System (No. 87) a particularly closely 
argued example.3 It was even argued from time to time that Hitler’s “ New O r
der”  and the German occupation of Europe would leave a positive legacy in 
terms of de facto unification which ought not to be simply swept away, but rather 
turned to constructive purposes. Similarly, on the Allied side, the Anglo-Ame
rican Combined Chiefs of Staff, the integrated inter-Service Commands, the 
Joint Shipping Board and other pieces of Anglo-American administrative machi
nery were often seen as offering promising examples for European states to 
follow.

Against the background of this widespread interest in practical and technical 
approaches to integration, the now less common advocates of outright European 
federation stood out in sharp relief. (Documents N o. 85, 94, 96.) Such proposals 
were infrequent in the 1942-45 period, but it remains interesting to see even a few 
writers maintaining the arguments for European federation, against the general 
current of opinion.

One question raised by all discussions of an integrated Europe, however that 
integration was to be achieved, was whether or not Britain was to be a part of it. 
In the following extracts, three different answers to this question may be found: 
that Britain should take a full part in whatever kind of European union was under 
discussion -  not always a full federation (Documents N o. 83, 84, 93, 95, 99); that 
Britain should act as a bridge between a European union and the Commonwealth 
or the United States, or both (Documents N o. 80, 81, 94); and that Britain’s role 
should be, not to join a European union, but to act as a guide or leader from 
outside (Document N o. 98). (It must be noted that the balance of opinion ap
pearing in these extracts did not correspond with that of British opinion as a

1 The phrase “ third force”  was not used in Bevan’s article, but the idea was present.
2 See Introduction to Section II of this chapter, p. 156 above, and Documents No. 73 and 

77 in that section.
3 The subtitle of Mitrany’s pamphlet was An argument for the functional development of 

international organisation. This use of the word “ functional”  to describe this type of 
approach to the problems of integration is an interesting development; but it should not 
be seen as marking the emergence at this stage of a specific “ functionalist”  school of 
thought. At the time, other writers were using different words to describe ideas which 
were similar to those put forward by Mitrany.
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whole, which at that time was either unconcerned about European union or 
opposed to British participation.)

Finally, as in the previous Section, it is desirable to indicate some of the 
arguments which were used against the advocates of European union or integra
tion. Document N o. 82, a leading article from the Spectator, could find little sign 
that federalism was a practical proposition, and developed an argument in favour 
of a revived League of Nations; while in Document N o. 90 Quintin Hogg (now 
Lord Hailsham) looked sympathetically at the federal ideal, but argued that it 
could only be the end, not the beginning, of a long historical process. These two 
pieces (and many others might be quoted) may help to put the discussion of 
European union in Britain in its context, and to show why it was that the advo
cates of various forms of European integration, while they continued to put their 
cases with skill and persistence, found at this stage little support.

79. The Economist: ‘European Federations’ January 1942

“ European Federations” , leading article, The Economist, vol. 142, N o. 5135, 24 January 
1942; probably by Isaac Deutscher.1

This article commented on the agreement signed on 15 January 1942 between the Yu
goslav and Greek governments in exile, providing for close co-operation between the two 
governments during and after the war. The British government hoped that this agreement 
(together with a Polish-Czechoslovak agreement, signed in the same month, setting out a 
projected confederation between the two countries) would form the basis for the regional 
organisation o f the Balkans and eastern Europe. The Econom ist’s comments, though critical 
of many aspects o f the Yugoslav-Greek agreement, still saw it as a hopeful starting-point for  
further developments in European confederation. The article provides an example of fede
ration being discussed in the context of a specific diplomatic event rather than in the 
abstract.

The agreement signed last week by the Governments of Jugoslavia and Greece 
embodies proposals for cooperation closer than any previously envisaged in the 
various schemes for confederation in Eastern Europe. The terms of the treaty are 
more precise than the arrangements already agreed on between Poland and Cze
choslovakia, and they fill in very fully one corner of the wide plan of a federated 
state stretching from the Baltic to the Aegean, outlined last November by the 
representatives at the International Labour Conference of Jugoslavia, Greece, 
Czechoslovakia and Poland. The new agreement proposes a union in which 
Greece and Jugoslavia will retain their sovereignty, but will meet together for

1 Private information. Isaac Deutscher (1907-1967) lived in Poland until 1939, and during
the war was on the editorial staff of The Economist. He was the author of biographies of
Stalin and Trotsky, and an eminent authority on Soviet and east European affairs. For
The Economist, see above Chapter II. British Authors, Doc. 71.
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political, economic and military action through three joint bodies -  a Political, an 
Economic, and a Military Organ served by a Permanent Bureau. The tasks of 
these organs will be to secure a common foreign policy, a common foreign trade 
policy, together with a common plan for national economic policy and a Joint 
General Staff to plan the defences of the union. The two states look on their 
union as the nucleus of a wider federation to which other states “ ruled by gov
ernments freely and legally constituted,”  will later adhere.

The two agreements -  Polish-Czech or Jugoslav-Greek -  represent a notable 
step forward in the process of consolidating the fluid national structures and 
anarchic political and economic conditions to the east of Germany. It should not 
be thought that these states had no political obstacles to overcome, and no hatch
ets to bury in making their gesture to the future. One of the stupider incidents of 
the inter-war years was the lasting hostility between Poles and Czechs. The 
Jugoslavs and the Greeks were divided over the question of Macedonia. Any 
agreement that reduces the amount of racial friction in Europe is by that fact 
alone a contribution to the building of a peaceful post-war system. A welcome 
sign that the drafters of the treaty have taken a realist approach can be seen in the 
provision that a joint commission shall be established to co-ordinate efforts to
wards “ a reciprocal rapprochement of public opinion”  in the two states. In 
general, too, the provisions are much more concrete and more convincing than 
the fleeting arrangements established under the Balkan and Little Ententes, both 
of them ominous examples of the fragility of political frameworks to which no 
element of decision, power, or economic substance has been given.

The two treaties are therefore beyond question to be welcomed, but chiefly as 
an earnest of more that is to come. In their present form, it may be doubted 
whether they go far enough to fulfil the purpose for which they are designed. The 
motive behind the creation of an independent federated bloc from Baltic to Ae
gean, either in one or two different confederations, is fundamentally a security 
motive. The national states have seen that their divisions, their squabblings, their 
economic and military weakness, have made them the easy prey of a neighbour
ing Great Power. They are looking round for means to prevent the menace 
recurring. Very naturally, it is a defensive spirit that breathes through the recent 
treaty, with its “ consultation at all times when vital exterior interests of the 
Union should be menaced,”  or its armed forces with a mission “ to defend the 
European frontiers of the states of the Union.”  The problem is, given this de
fensive purpose, do the arrangements outlined go far enough? It is clear that they 
do not.

In the military sphere separate staffs are to continue with a representative 
over-all General Staff. This division must remain a source of weakness, for how
ever well-coordinated in strategy and armaments, the armed forces and the 
commands remain separate. At a crisis, it should be possible to secure a single 
supreme commander, but he would then be faced with problems of co-ordina
tion, while his unified, hard-hitting opponent had already taken the field. If the 
Eastern bloc is to operate as an effective armed Power, it needs a single army, not 
merely the occasional and partial co-ordination of separate national armies.

Even so, it is doubtful whether, on a basis of national economies that are to be
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no more than co-ordinated, such a bloc would possess the industrial potential 
necessary in total war. This economic weakness would be equally operative in 
time of peace when the goal of economic policy is higher living standards. Some 
areas -  Russia, for example -  have natural resources rich and diversified enough 
to enable them to raise themselves by their own boot-straps. But the complete 
pooling of the industrial and mineral resources of the whole area from Poland to 
Greece would be required to support the heavy industry of a Great Power -  and 
even then a very substantial and extended plan of development, imposing sacri
fices on the consuming public in Five-Year Plan style, would be necessary. But 
though the Jugoslav-Greek treaty speaks of the elaboration of a common econ
omic plan, there is clearly no intention of pooling wealth unconditionally.

In the political sphere, what can be done in a limited solution of this type to 
solve the weary old problem of Hungary and Bulgaria? Will they feel any loyalty 
to the confederation which establishes the predominance of the states with which 
they have so recently and so selfishly been at war? Again, is it not obvious that 
the creation of a loose confederation of a strongly defensive type on Germany’s 
eastern frontier may well rouse all the worst instincts of a future Germany, which 
may again combine a feeling of ‘‘humiliation” at encirclement with the certainty 
of being able to knock the encirclers out? So long as national states have their own 
Foreign Ministries, some of them will tend to have, from time to time, ambitious, 
wrong-headed, appeasing, timid Foreign Ministers and divergent foreign poli
cies. An effective federation must have not merely a common army and a 
common industry, but a common foreign policy, decided by majority vote.

To write in this way is not to criticise the search for security, nor to despise the 
promise of better things that comes from the federal movement. It is simply to 
suggest that a weak federation will be a snare and a delusion, and that very much 
more needs to be done before the proposed federations can be regarded as strong. 
It is part of the new realism in international affairs to realise that diplomacy, like 
war, is a game of power, and that any weakness anywhere is a standing tempta
tion. The interest of the Great Powers in Central European and Balkan federation 
is to create an area of strength rather than of weakness, and they will be well- 
advised to stand firm on the point that the degree of assistance and support they 
will give will be directly proportionate to the inherent strength of the federation. 
The Great Powers will have the right to insist, for their help will be needed. 
Politically, even a strong unitary bloc reaching from Warsaw to Athens would 
still seek diplomatic and military support from the Great Powers. Economically, 
its progress might well depend on the extent to which Lend-Lease principles are 
continued into the post-war period. America and Britain would certainly, Russia 
would probably, have no interest in being committed to a structure that was not 
internally strong. This is, of course, to pose to the statesmen of Eastern and 
South-Eastern Europe a problem of infinite difficulty. But the difficulties are not 
overcome by ignoring their existence. An alliance, even a permanent alliance, 
between weak sovereign states is not a strong and viable Great Power.

N or is the creation of a new Great Power the end of wisdom and policy. It is 
perhaps a pre-requisite to any stable organisation of Europe that all should meet 
on approximately equal terms of power, and that there should be no tempting
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little morsels to attract the aggressor and obstruct the defenders of peace. But 
merely to even up the strength of the contending sovereignties does not by itself 
go very far towards solving the problem of peace. Any designs for Eastern Eu- 
ropa and the Balkans, any designs for Germany -  indeed, any designs for the 
British Isles themselves -  must be so drawn up that they will eventually fit into 
place in what the Atlantic Charter called “ a wider and permanent system of 
general security.”

80. E. H. Carr: ‘A European Planning Authority’ February 1942

Excerpts from E. H. Carr, Conditions o f Peace, London (Macmillan) 1942, 
pp. 205-206, 251-256, 270.1

Edward Hallett Carr (1892-1982) was an official in the British Foreign Office and D i
plomatic Service from 1916 to 1936, including service with the delegation to the Paris 
conference in 1919. He was Professor of International Politics at the University College of 
Wales, Aberystwyth, from 1936 to 1947; and from 1941 to 1946 he was also Assistant Editor 
of The Times, for which paper he wrote frequent leading articles on foreign affairs, especially 
relations with the Soviet Union. From 1955 he was a Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge 
and he was the leading British authority on the history of the Soviet Union.

During the war, as well as writing for  The Times, Carr kept up a flow of books on the 
problems of international relations and the possible lines of the post-war settlement. The 
general tone of his writings was one of severe realism: the problems of power and of eco
nomics must be faced. He argued that the foundations o f international interdependence 
which were being established in wartime should not be destroyed when the war ended, but 
extended from the wartime alliance to include other countries by a process based on practical 
needs and possibilities.

The following extracts illustrate first Carr's views on British relations with Europe, and 
next his ideas for the development of a European Reconstruction Corporation and a Euro
pean Planning Authority. He envisaged that such bodies would be designed in the first 
instance to meet the immediate needs of post-war reconstruction, but that in time they would 
develop into a lasting European order.

*

Rejection of isolation from Europe as an admissible policy should not lead us 
to embrace the opposite heresy of supposing that Great Britain can ever become a 
predominantly European Power and relegate to a secondary place her overseas 
interests. Such a course is indeed not often openly advocated. But it has been 
implicit in the francophil policies advocated in the past twenty years in certain 
influential quarters; and it reappears from time to time in the conception of a 
world divided into regional or continental blocs, with the principal role in a

1 Published in 1942, this book was in the press before the United States entered the war in 
December 1941; it used, in re-worked form, some material which had previously ap
peared in Carr’s book The Future of Nations. Independence or Interdependence?, 
London, 1941.
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European bloc assigned to Great Britain. It is, however, not difficult to show that 
for Great Britain’s role in Europe the formula of a European regional group is 
both inadequate and inappropriate. Britain’s position as a European Power is 
almost wholly dependent on her position as an overseas Power. Her policy in 
Europe must be more and more influenced by the attitude of overseas countries 
whose goodwill and cooperation are essential to her; and she cannot pull her 
weight in any European combination in which they have no place. Just as it is 
impossible for Great Britain to isolate herself from Europe, so it is impossible for 
her to immerse herself in Europe. Her role must be to serve as a bridge between 
the “ Western civilisation”  of Europe and the same “ Western civilisation” in its 
new homes in other continents. ( . . . )

The problem of organisation cannot for any but the briefest period be confined 
within the framework of relief and of the means of transport for its distribution. 
Once the immediate threat of famine and pestilence is staved off, the reconstitu
tion of ordinary ways of life and the obliteration of the ravages of war become the 
primary need. Thus we reach the group of problems bearing the familiar label 
“ reconstruction” , which includes the physical rebuilding of objects destroyed, 
the reabsorption into the normal productive process of manpower drawn by the 
war into the armed forces or into emergency occupations such as munition
making, and the diversion of material and plant from war-time to peace-time 
production. Here we find ourselves at once in the realm of long-term economic 
planning. Reconstruction cannot in fact consist either in setting up again the 
“ normal”  economic structure destroyed by the war, or in maintaining, with 
some slight adaptations, the abnormal economic structure created by the war. 
Both these conceptions -  the one looking back to the immediate, the other to a 
more remote, past -  prevailed with disastrous results after 1918. They may pre
vail again unless the problem is promptly faced. Side by side with a European 
Relief Commission and a European Transport Corporation we shall need, hardly 
less urgently, a European Reconstruction and Public Works Corporation, whose 
task will be to set on foot such major works of construction or reconstruction as 
are too extensive or cover too wide an area to be handled by local initiative; and a 
European Planning Authority, whose mission will be nothing less than the reor
ganisation of the economic life of “ Europe”  as a coherent whole.

The European Reconstruction Corporation will have an immediate appeal 
because it will be dealing with things tangible, obvious and important. There has 
been devastation and there must be reconstruction. In the first place, therefore, 
the Corporation will absorb into its sphere the problems of “ reparation” , which 
can be solved only on the basis of work to be done, not of money to be paid.
( . . . )

A European Planning Authority
The most ambitious body of all -  the European Planning Authority -  will be 

called into existence at an early stage through the necessity of reaching decisions 
beyond the competence of any other organ on long-term issues arising out of the 
immediate problems of reconstruction; and from this it should be encouraged to
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develop into the ultimate authority responsible for vital decisions on “ European” 
economic policies.

The European Planning Authority should therefore be regarded as the master- 
key to the problem of post-war settlement. If such an authority can be esta
blished and made effective, there is hope for the future of Europe. If it cannot, 
the prospect is almost unrelievedly dark; for the constitution of some such au
thority seems the only alternative to a recrudescence of the economic nationalism 
of the past twenty years -  the inevitable outcome in modern conditions of pro
viding no alternative to the pursuit by national units of independent, and 
therefore self-defeating, economic policies. A certain qualified optimism may be 
justified by the experience of both combatants in the present war. On the one 
side Hitler has, through his very ruthlessness, established some sort of central
ised European authority, and has created bonds some of which it might well 
prove difficult to destroy even if we wished. On the other side, the war has placed 
in the hands of the English-speaking countries and their associates an enormous 
concentration of economic power and has created some at least of the organs 
through which that power can be exercised. The European Planning Authority 
will in practice find itself the heir of two going concerns; the centralised econ
omic machinery of Hitler’s New Order and the machinery of Allied war-time 
controls. Both these organisations will prove in different ways unsuitable for 
adoption as they stand. But unless -  as happened in 1919 -  the advantage of 
building on existing organisations is recklessly and wantonly squandered, the 
rough foundations of an effective European Planning Authority will have already 
been laid before the end of hostilities. We must build on them, and perhaps recast 
them in the process of building.

Whatever may be the precise constitution of a European Planning Authority 
or of other “ European”  institutions in the immediate post-war period, they must 
from the outset represent, and be felt to represent, the interests of “ Europe”  as a 
whole and not of any one section of it. The needs can perhaps be most clearly 
defined by way of opposition to the defects of Hitler’s New Order; and this 
contrast will incidentally provide that basis for British propaganda in European 
countries which is at present so lamentably and conspicuously lacking. The nat
ure of Hitler’s bid for European support and sympathy should not be misunder
stood. He offers -  at a price -  order, security and unification. But his scheme is 
based on the hypothesis of German predominance; and it aims at securing ex
clusive advantages for Germany. In both these respects, the European Planning 
Authority must stand for a different principle.

In the first place, the European Planning Authority must enshrine the princi
ple of equal cooperation between peoples, not of national or racial predomi
nance. Hitler’s New Order presupposes a German Herrenvolk ruling over 
inferior subjects. The nucleus of power on which the European Planning Au
thority will depend will no doubt be drawn in the first instance from the 
English-speaking countries and from Russia; and the economic as well as military 
strength of these countries will necessarily give them a powerful voice in its 
decisions, at any rate in the first years. But there can be no branding of those of 
different nation or race as inferiors and no exclusion of them from the councils of
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the Authority. The conception of an international organisation cannot be recon
ciled with the permanent and predetermined supremacy of a single nation.

Secondly, the European Planning Authority must not aim at securing exclusive 
advantages for the country or countries possessing the maximum power and 
resources. Hitler’s New Order is admittedly designed to concentrate in Germany 
the most highly skilled and therefore most lucrative forms of production, and to 
reserve less lucrative forms of production -  especially agriculture -  to satellite 
countries. Even within Germany, according to some versions of the plan, foreign 
labour will continue to be employed after the war on menial, unskilled and 
ill-paid work. The machinery of currency and price control will continue to be 
used to secure for Germany the maximum profit from exchanges of goods with 
neighbouring countries. The principal economic purpose and result of the New 
Order will thus be to maintain for Germans a permanently higher standard of 
living than for other peoples brought within its scope. The European Planning 
Authority must from the outset reject the principle of differentiated standards of 
living. Living standards have become one of the most crucial issues in interna
tional politics and will constitute what Woodrow Wilson called the acid test of 
our sincerity. It must be the guiding aim of the European Planning Authority to 
raise the standard of living throughout the area in which it operates to the highest 
level prevailing within that area. This is one of the first essentials in any process of 
peace-making; for no real sense of community between countries is compatible 
with the maintenance of conspicuous and permanent discrepancies in the stan
dard of living. In a period in which the natural flow of immigration from lower to 
higher standard countries is almost everywhere dammed back, the perpetuation 
of marked discrepancies between countries of comparable capacity carries with it 
the eternal menace of war. ( . . . )

It is not until these provisional arrangements have been long enough in oper
ation to demonstrate their value and their indispensability that we may hope to 
create out of them something like a new political and economic order. If our 
provisional “ European”  organisations have succeeded in maintaining some sort 
of de facto international military control for the preservation of order and in 
establishing some sort of international economic control which promises a sub
stantial measure of prosperity and security to the people of Europe, they will 
have so far justified their existence that no serious question will arise of their 
abrogation. Habit will have insensibly created new and necessary institutions. In 
this provisional period, two conditions are above all necessary. The first is that 
Great Britain and the United States, together with Soviet Russia, should place 
their overwhelming military and economic power and resources behind the new 
Authority and make it effective over the area in which it operates. The second is 
that the power should be used, not for political ends, but primarily in order to 
restore economic prosperity and to raise standards of living all over Europe. If 
these conditions are fulfilled, it should not be difficult to convince a large ma
jority of the people of Europe that these organisations fulfil a vital need, and that 
they contain at any rate the seeds of a truly representative European or interna
tional order.
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81. Federal Union: ‘Federation: Peace Aim -  War Weapon’
28 March 1942

Excerpt from Federation: Peace Aim -  War Weapon. The Peace Aims Report of Federal 
Union issued with the authority of the Annual General Meeting held at Easter 1942. (Lon
don, June 1942) Italian translation: Confederazione mondiale e Federazione delle de- 
mocrazie. Rapporto sugli scopi di pace Lugano, (Nuove Ed. di Capo Lago) 1944, French 
translation: “ Fédération: but de paix, arme de guerre -  Rapport de la ‘Federal Union’, in 
L'Europe de demain, ed. by Centre d’action pour la Fédération Européenne, Neuchâtel, 
(Ed. de la Baconniére) March 1945, pp. 160-203.

During the later stages of the war, the ideas of the Federal Union movement ceased to 
command the interest and attention which they had attracted in 1939-1940. However, 
Federal Union maintained its activities: its membership was 2,761 in November 1941 and 
4,647 in July 1944; and it continued to be an active forum of debate on issues concerning 
federalism and integration. Federation: Peace Aim -  War Weapon was formulated by the 
Peace Aims Committee of Federal Union, consisting of C.E.M. Joad, Frances Josephy, 
Charles Kimber and Konni Zilliacus; and it represented a compromise between the idea o f a 
“Federation of Democracies”  and that o f a World Federation. It was accepted by the Annual 
General Meeting of Federal Union on 28 March 1942, and represents a carefully considered 
statement of the movement's position midway through the war. The main emphasis lay on 
world organisation and Commonwealth-American relations, and on what was seen as the 
“distinctive proposal”  for a Federation of Democracies within a World Confederation.

(. . .) Federation within Confederation

The system of world government proposed is a World Confederation contain
ing a Federation of Democracies.

As the two terms ‘confederation’ and ‘federation’ are often confused, it may be 
convenient to define the senses in which they are used in this report. Confeder
ation means an association or league of independent States which have signed a 
treaty pledging them to co-operate for certain purposes; such co-operation is 
through conferences of government delegates. The confederate government has 
no direct jurisdiction over the citizens of the confederate states. A Federation is a 
group of states which have united to form a common government to which they 
have surrendered certain powers of sovereignty, while reserving all powers not 
expressly delegated. The delegated powers are broadly defence and foreign af
fairs, interstate trade and communications, and relations between the federation 
and outside states. A federal government is a government responsible not to the 
governments of the separate member States of the federation, but to their peo
ples, by whom it is elected, and over whom it exercises a direct jurisdiction. It 
consists of a legislature, an executive springing from and depending on the legis
lature (Cabinet system) or elected directly by the whole union (Presidential 
system), and a Supreme Court, which adjudicates on all matters involving the 
interpretation of the federal constitution.
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( . . . )  A Federation o f Democracies
The distinctive proposal which this report is designed to urge is that the World 

Confederation should from the outset contain a Federation or Union of Demo
cracies open to accession by any member of the Confederation able to fulfil the 
conditions of membership. Experience of confederations in general and of the 
League in particular has proved that the only effective form of international 
government is supra-national government -  that is, a federal government to 
which the member States have surrendered jurisdiction over certain specifically 
defined matters, and which is elected by, responsible to, and has a direct claim on 
the loyalty of the citizens of the federating States.

(. . .) The Necessity for a System o f World Government
It is no longer necessary to establish the case against international anarchy as an 

infallible breeder of war, and for world government as the only sure guarantor of 
peace. This issue has already been decided in the minds of all civilised men. Its 
decision was expressed at the end of the last war in General Smuts’ famous 
pamphlet ‘The League of Nations: a Practical Suggestion’ : ‘We want a league 
which will be real, practical, effective as a system of world government.’ The 
present war is the price we have to pay for failing to achieve such a League. After 
this war the need for world government will be greater even than after the last. 
For now four-fifths of humanity are pitted against the remaining fifth, Australia, 
Africa, Asia and America being involved in the hostilities as directly as Eu
rope.

The needs and commitments of reconstruction are therefore world-wide in 
scope, knitting together the Far East, the Western Hemisphere and Europe in a 
vast and systematic exchange of goods and services that must be regulated by 
some international authority. This need is reinforced by the extent to which 
planning -  that is public control and direction of the resources of the community 
for the attainment of social objectives -  has permeated economic life.

The system of imperialist exploitation erected by Hitler on the Continent has 
destroyed the old order of national sovereignty and unfettered private enterprise. 
When this system is overthrown in its turn, we shall have to organise the com
mon life and interests of Europe on international lines. Events in America and the 
Far East are also pointers to the need for some system of international govern
ment to take the place of the old imperialisms whose failure has now become 
manifest.

Finally, the development of air transport and wireless communication makes 
common government of vast areas inhabited by huge populations technically 
feasible, while only a system of government that is truly world-wide can deal 
effectively with the twin problems of pacific settlement of disputes, and reduc
tion, limitation and control of armaments. We conclude that while different 
levels of civilisation and differences in social and political structure among the 
various States of the world put the ideal of world federation beyond the bounds 
of immediate practicability, a world organisation of some kind is nevertheless 
necessary. We suggest that it must take the form of some kind of confederation,
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which is adjusted to modern realities and has benefited by the lessons to be 
learned from the League.

Since, however, the setting up of a Federation of Democracies as the nucleus of 
the World Confederation is our distinctive contribution to the solution of the 
problem of peace, it is to this that we have devoted our more detailed proposals, 
supplementing them with an outline of the World Confederation as the frame
work within which alone a federation can effectively function.

The United Nations and the Future World Government
The war alliance of the twenty-six United Nations, pledged to conclude peace 

on the basis of the Atlantic Charter, contains the germ of the future World 
Confederation. For the United Nations include three world powers, the United 
States, the British Commonwealth, and the U .S .S .R .; the coming Asiatic great 
power, China; some Latin American States; and our European Allies. The Big 
Four among the United Nations will be primarily, and the United Nations as a 
whole will be jointly, responsible for the framing of the peace settlement and the 
first steps in reconstruction. These are world-wide enterprises and responsibili
ties. In implementing these obligations, under the leadership of the Big Four, the 
United Nations will lay the foundations of the future World Confederation. For 
the Big Four comprise between them the great majority of mankind, and are the 
corner-stones of the edifice of world peace.

At the same time the United Nations contain the germ of a Federation of 
Democracies. For among certain members of them close relations are growing 
up, pointing to some form of later fusion or union.

The British Commonwealth and the U.S.A.
Thus the defence systems of the U .S.A . and the British Commonwealth have 

been ‘mixed up’ by the lease to the U .S.A . of naval and air bases on British 
territory for 99 years, by Canada's membership of the Pan-American Union (for 
whose defence the U .S.A . is responsible), by the Canadian-American Joint D e
fence Board, by the Anglo-American Chiefs of Staffs Committee, by the 
implications of the fact that Australia is relying on the U .S.A . rather than on the 
United Kingdom for her defence, and by such practical measures as the arrival of 
the American warships at Wellington to defend New Zealand, and the pooling of 
the Empire and the American air training schemes into a single vast system.

All these developments point in the direction of a single English-speaking 
defence system, with a single air force, with joint navies, and with a single 
monetary, banking, tariff, economic planning and inter-state transport system. 
The joint commitments of the two countries in the domain of economic recon
struction (they will be the producers, buyers, storers, transporters and distribu
tors of the necessary food and raw materials) as well as for implementing the 
economic provisions of the Atlantic Charter, point in the same direction. But 
such a degree of military and economic association can in the long run be main
tained only upon the basis of some common machinery of government. The 
identity of language and similarity of political institutions and traditions between
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the U .S. A. and the member of the British Commonwealth of Nations make such 
machinery technically feasible. The growing inclination to consider proposals for 
common citizenship, and even for union coming from both sides of the Atlantic, 
shows that the establishment of such machinery has already entered the region of 
what is psychologically possible.

Britain and Europe
But this is not all. Our European Allies are already contributing their assis

tance to the working of the Anglo-American economic and military war-time 
machinery, and are also involved in our peace-time commitments. The Free 
Dutch, Belgians and Norwegians have made it clear that they are anxious to link 
their countries with the Anglo-American bloc. The Free French regard Chur
chill’s offer of union to France as still open, and want us to renew it to the French 
people as soon as the latter are liberated from Hitler and Vichy. The Czecho- 
Polish and Greek-Yugoslav agreements point also to the desire for closer union. 
The United States Administration will, it is anticipated, be willing to admit to 
whatever federation may be formed at the end of the war those of its fellow 
members of the Pan-American Union who are willing to comply with the qual
ifications for full membership (see Appendix A, Section 1).

(. . .) Origin and Outline o f the New World Government
It will be seen that the world government envisaged after the war comprises 

two essential features: (1) a Federal Union of Democracies; (2) the World Con
federation of States of which it would be the nucleus. Both must be established as 
parts of a single treaty. In form the Federation will be one unit in, and so a part, 
although the most important part, of the Confederation of States. But it will have 
a quasi-independent origin, being founded by some of the United Nations, who 
will at the same time be foundation members of the Confederation together with 
the rest of the United Nations.

Reconstruction Commission
The United Nations should therefore be urged to appoint at the earliest pos

sible moment a Reconstruction Com mission, with instructions to draft a treaty 
setting up a World Confederation of States, containing a Union of Democracies 
open to accession by any member of the World Confederation that could satisfy 
the Union of its willingness and ability to fulfil all the obligations laid down in the 
Union’s constitution.

The D raft Treaty should remain a draft until the Peace Conference, but the 
Twenty-six United Nations should be urged to agree to regulate their mutual 
relations by its provisions so far as is possible in the exceptional circumstances 
now prevailing. Those of the United Nations who are in control of their own 
territories and are competent to do so should at once make a start with the setting 
up of the Democratic Union. They would thus come to the Peace Conference not 
merely with a blue print for a future constitution but equipped with some prac
tical experience in co-operation and possessed of a skeleton framework of
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organisation. Such experience would form a basis on which a more permanent 
form of governmental co-operation could be established. At the same time the 
practice which the democratic governments would derive from the working of 
joint institutions both for winning the war and reconstituting order during the 
period of reconstruction that would precede the Peace Treaty, would afford a 
good preparation for the obligations and responsibilities of Federal Government. 
The road would be open for change and adjustment in the light of new conditions 
and the new governments that would spring up after the collapse of the Axis and 
their Quislings. In the meantime the existence of the Draft Treaty and the serious 
effort which had already been made to set its provisions in motion would furnish 
the United Nations with powerful weapons of political warfare.

(. . .) Appendix a Outline o f the Draft Treaty
The most important part of the Draft Treaty is the section defining the special 

position and functions of the Democratic Union. This section regulates the 
Union’s relations to the World Confederation, and in particular to the permanent 
members of the Council. It lays down the conditions with which the Union must 
comply in order to possess the minimum degree of cohesion, and give the mini
mum guarantees of democracy necessary if it is gradually to draw together the 
whole Confederation into a World Federation with common citizenship and a 
common, democratic system of government based on a Twentieth Century 
Charter of Rights.

Section 1: Democratic Union
The following would be the main points of the section of the Draft Treaty 

tracing the outline of the Democratic Union or Federation and fixing its relation 
to the World Confederation:

(1) The Union would be responsible for framing and revising its own Consti
tution, which would, however, have to be based on the following provisions: (a) 
a preamble declaring that the major purpose of the Union in its relations with the 
rest of the world was to uphold the obligations of the World Confederation and 
to work for the progressive transformation of the latter into a World Federation 
based on democracy, social justice and racial equality; (b) a Charter of Rights, 
including civil liberties and free election, free education, the right to employment 
and leisure, to a minimum standard of living and free care of the sick, the aged, 
and of those incapable of work; (c) common citizenship and federal control of 
migration; (d) a common democratically elected Parliament and a common gov
ernment; (e) a single defence system with a common War Office, Admiralty and 
Air Ministry; common control of war industries and standardisation of arma
ments; common training establishments for officers of all arms; a Union air force, 
army and navy; (f) federal control of inter-state trade, leading to a customs union 
within a specified period, a monetary union; an international bank and invest
ment board; common economic planning, including the allocation of raw 
materials and the location of industry, federal control of inter-State transport and 
communications, including a Union civil aviation monopoly; (g) a common co-
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lonial policy, looking to the improvement of social and educational standards, 
training for self-government, the progressive emancipation of non-self-govern
ing colonies and their ultimate membership of the Democratic Federation. In the 
meantime, such advantages as there may be in access to colonial markets, food
stuffs and raw materials, must be equally available to all citizens of the Federa
tion. Colonial policy must be under Federal control and eventually administra
tion; (h) common principles of educational policy, particularly for the teaching 
of history, ethnology and international relations, with national education under 
federal supervision.

(2) Membership of the Union would be open to any member of the World 
Confederation on application, provided the applicant satisfied the government of 
the Union that it could fulfil the obligations of membership.

(3) The Union would be a single member of the World Confederation and a 
permanent member of its Council.

(4) The Union would have a number of votes and delegates in the Council 
Assembly, Committees and Conferences of the Confederation proportionate 
both to its share of the total budget and of its population to the total population 
of all the members of the Confederation. How these delegates were selected 
would be an internal matter for the Union.

(5) In accordance with Clause 7 of Section 2 of the Treaty, the Union would 
have the only military air force, panzer divisions, tanks, ships above a certain 
tonnage or of certain types, or artillery above a certain calibre, allowed in the 
world, except for the armaments of permanent members of the Council not yet in 
the Union (ex hypothesi China and the U .S .S .R .). The Union would therefore 
have the obligation, in conjunction with the other permanent members of the 
Council, to uphold world law and order on the basis of the obligations and acting 
through the machinery of the World Confederation.

Section 2: The World Confederation
This section would deal with the constitution and functions of the new World 

League, which should be an improved edition of the old League of Nations,
I. L. O ., and Permanent Court of International Justice. In particular:

(1) The machinery and such of the obligations and functions as it is desirable to 
preserve of the League of Nations, the International Labour Organisation and 
Permanent Court of International Justice should be combined in a single consti
tution covered by a single budget and served by one secretariat, all subject to the 
authority of a Council and Assembly of Governments.

(2) All decisions in the Council and Assembly should be by majority vote, but 
with the power for any State member to contract out of executing a decision with 
which it did not agree (i.e.3 post-decision right of non-co-operation would be 
substituted for the pre-decision right of veto).

(3) There should be an International Consultative Parliament composed of 
delegations elected by proportional representation from the Legislatures of all 
member States. Each member of the I.C .P . would have a vote. The size of the 
delegations would vary according to a scale similar to that of, e.g., the Inter-
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Parliamentary Union. All reports and resolutions of the I.C .P . would be by 
majority vote. They could not bind the governments, but the governments 
would be pledged to submit reports and resolutions of the I.C .P . to their legis
latures and to find time for debate on them . . . 1

82. The Spectator: ‘A World to Rebuild’ November 1942

Excerpt from “ A World to Rebuild” , leading article, Spectator, No. 5969, 20 November 
1942; probably by Wilson Harris.1

This article observed that in recent days three major public figures (General Smuts2, Sir 
Stafford Cripps3, and Edvard Benes4) had drawn attention to the problems of a post-war 
world order, and agreed that it was necessary to discuss these problems well in advance of the 
end of hostilities. The writer argued that little basis for general agreement between the allied 
powers had so far  emerged -  little more, indeed, than the belief that there was a need for an 
international organisation to safeguard world peace. The article then picked out two systems 
of organisation which were frequently put forward: some form of federation or confedera
tion; and a revived League of Nations. The balance of argument within the article was 
clearly tilted towards the latter.

( . . . )  Half the speakers and writers who argue for a federation of Europe or the 
world are found (fortunately) not to mean that at all, but confederation. Con
federation means a free association of sovereign States, as Great Britain and the 
Dominions; federation the creation of a super-government, directly elected by 
individual votes, to whose decision in all major questions the constituent States 
must submit, as in the case of the Government at Washington in relation to the 
forty-eight States of the Union. Confederation may clearly develop into federa
tion, either by gradual evolution (in Switzerland it took nearly seven centuries) or 
by a sudden act.

1 The rest of Section 2 of the Draft Treaty stressed that the organisation of the proposed 
World Confederation should have “ more far reaching obligations”  than had the old 
League of Nations, especially in economic and financial matters, transport and com
munications, public health, social questions, and education and science. There was also 
to be an obligation never to resort to war or use force as an instrument of national 
policy, and to sever economic and financial relations with a State declared guilty of such 
aggression by a two-thirds majority of the Council and of the Assembly. It was further 
proposed that only the permanent members of the Council (i.e. U .S.A ., U .K ., 
U .S.S.R. and China) should in principle be the sole modern-armed states in the Con
federation.

1 See Chapter II. British Authors, Doc. No. 67, above.
2 Prime Minister of South Africa.
3 Lord Privy Seal in Churchill’s government.
4 Head of the Czechoslovak government in exile.
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It is not entirely clear which system some of the statesmen who have recently 
spoken desire. Dr. Benes, it is true, with considerable experience of engineering 
relationships between States, is quite explicit. He sees that the States of Europe, 
more especially the greater States, are not prepared for a moment for the exten
sive surrender of sovereigny which federation involves. There is not the slightest 
prospect that either this country or Soviet Russia, whose twenty-year alliance 
should be one of the chief elements of stability in post-war Europe, would look 
at such a plan (unless, indeed, Russia were superficially attracted by the voting- 
power she would command by virtue of the size of her population). The under
standings lately reached between pairs of European States, notably Czechoslov
akia itself and Poland, Jugoslavia and Greece, are both based on the principle of 
confederation, each State agreeing with the other on various measures of co
operation in such matters as common defence and free trade, but with no idea of 
creating a super-government to which (as in the old Austro-Hungarian Empire) 
each of the two would be subordinate. Sir Stafford Cripps, it appears, would go 
further, though not necessarily for his own country. It is true that he rightly 
warned his hearers at a Youth Conference on Sunday that, while an economic 
federation of the world might be an admirable objective, it was one that it would 
take generations to attain; but in a broadcast to the United States on Monday he 
expressed the hope that federal groups of States would be created in Europe, so 
that the continent would speak with fewer and more powerful voices. That is a 
most reasonable aspiration, but one whose realisation cannot be forced on other 
States against their will. Whilst various confederations are already in prospect it 
cannot be said that there is much sign of that closer union which federation 
involves.

There remains the League of Nations conception, about which General Smuts, 
one of the creators of the existing League, has spoken twice, to the joint meeting 
of the Houses of Parliament last month, and to a gathering of journalists last 
week. On the first occasion he suggested a little vaguely that we do not want “ a 
mere League” but something more definite and organised, though he rightly 
dwelt on the importance of preserving the valuable services of the League in the 
economic field. Last week he to some extent changed the emphasis, declaring 
against scrapping the League, but indicating that we should have “ in the League 
itself, or alongside it, an organisation whose special task it would be to look after 
the problem of world-peace and to prevent war in future.”  In the same order of 
ideas Sir Stafford Cripps advocates a European Council within a world-organis
ation, with an International Air Force to keep potential aggressors in check. Here 
clearly is material not merely for constructive discussion but for constructive 
decisions. Those who understand the structure of the existing League will be no 
more tempted than General Smuts is to scrap the League. With little or no 
fundamental change it is perfectly capable of constituting, round the close-knit 
fabric of the United Nations, the organisation he postulated for preserving peace 
and preventing war.
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83. R. W. G. Mackay: ‘The British Commonwealth in the Post-War 
World’ January 1943

Excerpt from National Peace Council, Peace Aims Pamphlet N o. 17, Towards a New 
World Order, London, n.d.-1943, pp. 30-32.

The National Peace Council, founded in 1908, brought together representatives of a 
number of voluntary associations with an interest in questions o f peace, disarmament and 
international organisation. During the Second World War, one of the Council's main activ
ities became the promotion of discussion of war aims and the post-war settlement, through 
the holding of meetings and the publication of pamphlets which expressed varying points of 
view -  not necessarily those of the Council or its constituent bodies.

At a Conference held by the Council at Oxford from 8 to 11 January 1943, Mackay put 
forward a number of propositions which challenged the orthodoxies of public discussion at 
that time.1 First, he argued that the political structure of the British Commonwealth did not 
provide a model for world government or organisation; second, that after the war the 
European countries (including Britain) might find that they could not hold on to their 
colonial possessions; and third, that Britain and the Dominions would need to harmonise 
their interests with those of other countries by creating some kind of European government 
and a world political organisation. The following extract is of particular interest, not so much 
for its assertion of the need for European federation as for its argument that Britain should 
commit herself to Europe, its playing down of the importance of the Commonwealth, and its 
observation that Australia and New Zealand were already turning their attention towards 
the United States. (It will be remembered that Mackay was himself an Australian.)

Finally, I want to examine very shortly how the British Commonwealth, 
without its colonial empire, fits in with whatever political structure there is in the 
post-war world. Here we must decide what the political structure is to be; and I 
am afraid that in this field I may not be much in agreement with others here.

The chief “ fire-trap”  in this world is Europe. At the end of the war we cannot 
permit that fire-trap to be restored in the same form in which it existed before the 
war. We have been told that, much as we would like to see a Federation of 
Europe, this is impossible. Where there’s a will, there’s a way. Certainly the 
Russians and Americans are determined to see that some kind of political organ
isation is created in Europe. The United Nations in my view should insist that a 
political constitution be given to a new European State, a Federation of the 
twenty-nine States of Western Europe, or else we shall have recurring war. And 
Britain must play her part in that federation as she has not played her part in 
Europe in the past. In 1815 we were allies of Russia against Napoleon; in 1914 
against the Kaiser; and now, in 1943, against Hitler. Why are we willing to make 
such sacrifices in war for death, but unwilling to make such sacrifices as are 
necessary to create a political organisation which will bring peace to the peoples 
of Europe? We have always been anxious to build up a balance of power in

1 For Mackay, see Chapter I. Federal Union, Doc. N o. 3. The pamphlet printed the 
addresses given by all nine speakers at the conferences, who included Lionel Curtis and 
Paul-Henri Spaak.



III. Discussion of European Integration in Britain, 1942-45 223

Europe, and so long as we go on following that policy, so long will there be wars 
in Europe. We must be willing to make sacrifices, and to take the plunge fully 
into a European political organisation.

Personally, I do not believe that this policy necessarily involves all the tragic 
things which some people forecast. Britain must realise her duty to Europe, and 
whatever political organisation is found necessary in Western Europe, to secure 
peace, must be accepted by the people of this island, even if the peoples of the 
Dominions will not join in. The isolation of Great Britain from the political life 
of Europe cannot continue. Why do not the English and the Scots and the Welsh 
people fight? Because they have a common government. Why do not the peoples 
of the United States, or of Russia, fight among themselves? Because they have a 
common government. Until there is a political structure for the whole of Western 
Europe, to provide a police power over that area, there will be no peace.

If that is Britain’s duty, then what of the Dominions? People in this country 
exaggerate the importance of the Dominions. They may play a large part in the 
next century, but their importance today is not great. We should, however, 
realise that there is a change of opinion in the Dominions to-day, particularly in 
the two Dominions in the Pacific. There the people are feeling that they have 
been left by Britain to defend themselves as best they can. The fact that America 
is now defending Australia is going to have a great effect on political opinion, 
both in Australia and in New Zealand. To-day Australian industry is coming 
more and more under American control. In the post-war world Australia is going 
to look to America, rather than to Britain, for the economic development of her 
resources, and I think Canada will turn more to America too.

I have suggested to you that, in the problem of government -  and we are 
fighting this war over the problem of government -  we cannot jump to world 
order at the end of this war, but we can think in terms of regional government, 
and we can tackle the spot that is worst. I have suggested that we think first in 
terms of a Federation of Western Europe. There are already Federations in Russia 
and in the United States. You will have a Federation in India at the end of the 
war, and a government in China. There you have five big political, geographical 
and economic units. We shall have to create some kind of government for Africa. 
There you have the sixty-six sovereign States of the world reduced to five or 
seven big areas, each under one government, from which can be created some 
kind of World Council, out of which it will be possible to get a world govern
ment and ultimate world order. It is on these lines that I look to the future, and it 
is only on these lines that we shall solve the political and economic problems of 
the world. To-day we are confronted with the breakdown of a world organised 
politically under a system of independent sovereign national States.

I conclude, therefore, by saying that the future of the British Commonwealth 
lies in co-operation with the other nations and peoples of the world in building a 
world political structure. For a beginning this will be regional, but it must lead 
ultimately to world government. In doing this Great Britain may become a State 
in a European Federation. The colonial territories may all get their freedom, and 
those in Africa form part of an African Federation. If this happens, it means the 
end of the British Empire as it has existed in the past, though the process will not
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be one of decline and fall, but rather one of merging identity and institutions in 
something greater. We must by no means take for granted that this is undesirable. 
Bigness is not necessarily greatness. If, by splitting up to-day, the units of the 
British Commonwealth can give that necessary leaven to the political structure, 
first of Europe and then of the world, they will have contributed far more to 
world order than any further expansion of Britain, or any further development of 
the British Empire, as such, could ever do.

84. Federal Union News: Federation and British Foreign Policy
January 1943

Excerpt from “ Simplificator” , “ The Principles of Federation Applied to British Foreign 
Policy” , Federal Union News, N o. 95, January 1943. A  run of this journal may be found in 
the papers of Federal Union at 13 Chester Square, London SW1.

Federal Union News (later Federal News) was the monthly journal published by Federal 
Union; its circulation in November 1940 was 1,330, and in April 1944 1,822. The following 
extract challenges a number o f the assumptions being made about British foreign policy after 
the war, arguing in favour of Britain taking the lead in creating a West European Associa
tion.

For Federal Unionists in this country the chief problem seems to be today how 
to apply the idea of Federal Union to British Foreign Policy.

What the League of Nations failed to achieve for Europe, Britain could achieve 
by a vigorous Foreign Policy, starting with an Association of Western Europe 
under British leadership.

Such an Association of Western Europe would be the nucleus for a European 
Commonwealth of Nations. The recent agreements between Poland and Cze
choslovakia and between Jugoslavia and Greece are important steps in the right 
direction. But it would be an illusion to believe that a Polish-Czechoslovak 
Association and a Jugoslav-Greek Association could be stepping-stones to a 
European Commonwealth unless -  most important of all -  the nucleus of a West 
European Association were established consisting of Britain, France, Fiolland, 
Belgium and Norway.

In view of the present complications concerning all French matters it will be 
very difficult at the moment to negotiate with any French body until the complex 
situation between de Gaulle and other French groups has been cleared up. Whilst 
this makes any negotiations with France impossible at the present time -  although 
propaganda in this respect is today more necessary than ever before -  the Belgian, 
Dutch and Norwegian Governments are bodies with which agreements can be 
made without any question, and the opportunity to come to agreements with 
them should not be lost. At present these refugee governments which are here in 
exile can be induced to give their consent to agreements involving a certain 
reduction of sovereignty, whilst at the end of the war the old haggling -  only too
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well known from the days of the League of Nations -  would start again. Let us 
hope that on this occasion British Foreign Policy will be fortunate in its 
timing.

The old axiom  that Britain must not have her world policy solely influenced by 
European interests still holds true today. But it should not be an excuse for 
putting off any arrangements which may be possible in order to lay the founda
tion stones -  now -  of a West European Association as the basis of a Common
wealth of European Nations which, through the joint membership of Britain, 
would be allied with the British Commonwealth of Nations.

The new axiom  popular amongst many British politicians that we cannot com
mit ourselves in Europe without direct parallel commitment on the part of the 
U SA is fallacious. The Americans have often criticised the old-fashioned British 
policy of the balance of power as well as the fact that British Foreign Policy after 
the last war did not take a vigorous leadership in the reconstruction of the Eu
ropean continent. British policy in Europe must proceed independently of the 
U .S ., although, of course, in consultation with them. A good start in this respect 
was made by the British-Russian Twenty Years Treaty.

The other new axiom  that future British commitments in Europe must be 
co-ordinated with Russian commitments in Europe is equally wrong. O f course 
Russian suspicions of British policy are still strong and have to be taken into 
consideration, but if we assure the Russians that we acknowledge the Russian 
frontiers before June, 1941, and if a more vigorous British Foreign Policy to
wards Europe concentrates at first on West European matters, co-operation 
between Britain and Russia should not suffer, but rather profit in this way, 
especially after the recent British-Russian Treaty.

The whole continent is full of resentment of the fact that during the twenty 
years between the last war and the present war British Foreign Policy refused 
consistently to give a real lead in European politics. When Britain did take a 
certain initiative at the time of the Abyssinian Sanctions the countries of the 
continent followed us to a remarkable degree and they felt very much let down 
by Britain when the sanctions were not consistently imposed.

The sort of association which Britain should begin to build in Western Europe 
and beyond would in the first place have to consist of the establishment of 
supernational authority concerning the following matters: (a) Military Affairs.
(b) Transport and Communications, (c) Planning and Public Works, (d) Cur
rency Arrangements.

Furthermore, there would have to be free migration within the association and 
the guarantee of certain rights to all inhabitants of the members of the associa
tion, especially freedom of speech and press (limited only by safeguards against 
personal or racial libels), habeas corpus and freedom of religion.

Nothing would be of more assistance in political warfare in Europe than a 
frank confession by the British Government that they themselves recognise the 
fatal character of the lack of British leadership in European policy before the war 
and, coupled with such confession, a solemn declaration that contrary to the 
mistakes of the past a grand leadership for Europe’s reconstruction -  starting 
with Western Europe -  is to come from here in the future.



226 Documents

An active British policy in Europe is not only a necessity for the European 
continent, but just as much for Britain, especially if we keep in mind the danger 
of relying too much on American help after the war. With the structure of 
American political life as it is we must face the fact that we can never expect any 
political lead from America nor any political actions from them on a large scale 
unless forced upon American public opinion by emergency situations. In all 
probability the Americans would not be at war to-day if Japan had not attacked 
them, and even after the Japanese attack they would not have gone to war with 
Germany or Italy unless the first step in this direction had been taken by the two 
latter countries.

H ow  then can Britain expect far-going economic co-operation from America 
after the war when the emergency force of a bloody battle is no longer upon the 
Americans? Only if Britain is in the position of a counterparty with considerable 
bargaining powers. If Britain should attempt to achieve far-going co-operation 
with the U .S . after the war she could not expect any success as long as she 
represents only 45 million inhabitants in the isles of the U .K . with a loose sup
port of other parts of the British Commonwealth. But if Britain could then speak 
also with the full and close support of as many European countries as possible the 
situation towards the U .S . would be entirely different, and what is said here with 
regard to the U .S . applies in a smaller, but similar, way to the relationship 
between Britain and other great powers of the world.

85. Alfred Cobban: Federalism and Regionalism January 1943

Excerpt from “ The Regional Reconstruction of Europe” , New Commonwealth Quart
erly, vol. VIII, No. 3, January 1943, (pp. 90-94), pp. 92-94.

Alfred Cohhan (1901-1968) was Reader in French History at University College, Lon
don, from 1937 to 1953, when he became Professor of the same subject. As well as being an 
eminent scholar in his own field, he was a frequent and perceptive commentator on inter
national affairs. The article from which the following extract is taken had three main 
arguments: that nationality was a force which could not be ignored; that the strict theory of 
national sovereignty had become unworkable; and that it was necessary to recognise and 
meet the national aspirations of a whole group of peoples which maintained a separate 
existence within various European states -  for example, the Welsh, Bretons, Catalans, and 
the many minorities of central and eastern Europe. Cobban suggested that these three points 
might be reconciled with one another by the reconstruction of Europe along regional lines, 
and by the development of federations made up of regional groupings. He illustrated his 
theme from French history, with the argument that the centralising tendencies of the Re
volution and Napoleon needed to be reversed in favour of regionalism.

( . . . )  Only by the application of a regional principle can a solution be found 
for the difficulties presented by such areas as the Southern Tyrol which are 
geographically part of one country, but by nationality attached to another. And
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when we turn to the jig-saw puzzle of Central Europe, experience seems to 
suggest that its national problems are insoluble on any basis other than a regional 
one.

But this is not the whole of the story. There is no need to suppose that a 
regional organisation of the European states would be of value only in those areas 
which present minority problems. Local administration has not been so conspi
cuously successful in the great nation states that we can regard its boundaries and 
scope as everywhere definitely and finally delimited. The present divisions of 
local government were settled in most countries at a time when conditions of 
transport dictated a fairly narrow radius for their functioning. Thus Turgot, in 
drawing up plan for the administrative reconstitution of France which had con
siderable influence on the actual system of départements established by the 
Revolution, laid down as his basic principle the rule that each chef-lieu should be 
no farther removed from the most distant boundary of the region of which it was 
the centre than the distance that could be covered by a day’s journey on horse. 
Again, in Great Britain many little boroughs, towns or villages existed a century 
ago, separated from one another by miles of open country, and each requiring its 
own local authorities, which still survive even where the districts they administer 
have merged into great united industrial areas with an economic life, character 
and local consciousness of their own, like Tyneside or Merseyside. The devel
opment of roads and railways has revolutionised the local basis of communal life, 
but no corresponding changes have been introduced in the areas of local govern
ment.

The motive that has already led us to suggest a regional organization in the 
interests of the smaller national communities, or of groups isolated from the main 
body of their nation, is also effective in this connection. The basic principle 
behind what we have said about national sub-divisions is that administrative areas 
should whenever possible represent social realities. While this principle involves 
the recognition of units of government smaller than most of the present nation 
states, it also, as a general rule, means an enlargement of existing areas of local 
government since the bonds of community have in most parts of Europe been 
steadily expanding during the last century. O f course, there is no standard area or 
population that can be laid down as everywhere the most desirable. States are not 
divisible on mathematical or geometrical rules: local conditions are the only 
criteria, and these may sometimes dictate a large, sometimes a comparatively 
small area.

There is a further point which follows from all this. The units of local gov
ernment that we have in mind are not mere administrative districts. As far as 
possible each should be a real community with special communal interests of its 
own, whether national, economic or geographical. The significance of this, and 
the extent to which it involves a repudiation of the existing tradition on the 
Continent of Europe, will become evident if it is realised that the modern system 
of local administration originated from precisely the opposite principle.

The first step in the modern administrative organisation of Europe was taken 
when the French Revolutionaries divided France into départements, and the next 
when Napoleon placed a préfet at the head of each.



228 Documents

( . . . )  The départements were invented as a means of weakening provincial 
sentiment and destroying local initiative; the préfets were intended to be the 
agents of centralized despotism. In both instances the results aimed at were 
achieved. Subsequently, France and other countries moved in the direction of a 
democratic, parliamentary government, but they made the mistake of attempting 
to build up a democratic policy round a despotic and bureaucratic framework. 
The national will had indeed been made supreme, as the French revolutionaries 
desired, in so far as all effective local springs of resistance were dissolved away; 
but to be effective the national will had to be incarnated in the person of a 
dictator, and the sovereignty of the nation showed a constant tendency to evolve 
into totalitarianism.

It is surely not a very bold conclusion to argue that the only way of leading 
Western civilization back into the path of liberty is to reverse this process. The 
French Revolution tried to create liberty from the top downwards: the only 
sound process is to build it from the bottom upwards. I believe that each of the 
three separate arguments indicated above is by itself adequate to justify us in 
examining the possibility of a regional reconstruction of Europe. Together their 
weight is much greater.

Let us pass them rapidly in review. First, the requirements of minorities -  
subordinate but still living nationalities like the Welsh, Bretons or Catalans, 
enclaves of alien nationality of which there are many in Central and Eastern 
Europe, or provinces with ancient tradition and liberties, the loss of which they 
permanently resent, such as Alsace -  must have their limited aspirations satisfied, 
if they are not to remain perpetual sources of discord and the cause of endless 
wars. Secondly efficient economic organisation demands, subject to the over
riding claims of national and provincial sentiment, that unduly small or inchoate 
areas shall be organised into more rational and coherent units of local govern
ment, with an institutional life of their own.

In the third place, regions such as we have suggested, with a raison d'etre 
within themselves, will be less susceptible of treatment as mere administrative 
subdivisions of the sovereign state. Their administrators, even if in the politically 
more backward areas the elected element has to be limited in scope, are more 
likely to regard themselves as the men of the province than as mere agents of the 
central power, and to represent its interests and sentiments as the greater French 
intendants represented the interests of their généralités. Where there are more 
advanced populations, on the other hand, regional councils may relieve the cen
tral Parliament of part of its excessive burden.

The result of such a reorganisation of local government would be that in effect 
the unitary nation state would disappear and in its place a European order con
sisting of a number of greater or smaller federations would be set up. If this 
change, besides conforming to the nature of things, is also a means of expanding 
true domestic liberties, that is not for us an argument against it.

But the advantages of the regional system do not end with its internal conse
quences. As we have already said, its significance for the future of the interna
tional order and world peace is equally important. There is much talk nowadays 
of federalism as a solution for the problem of international peace. Now, if fed-
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eralism is a valuable principle it is one which must operate throughout the social 
fabric. A federation of unitary sovereign states, of the type to which we are 
accustomed is a snare and a delusion. The history of the League of Nations shows 
well enough that such states are unlikely to achieve permanent co-operation in a 
peaceful world order. Moreover, the minority problems which any arrangement 
of such states must leave unsolved, present us with a Europe full of festering 
sores.

Both internal and external developments, thus, suggest the need for a re
fashioning of Europe on lines other than those of the prevailing nation-state. The 
standing temptation of the political theorist is the discovery of panaceas, and it is 
not pretended that the regional principle will solve all the problems of post-war 
reconstruction. There has been no space in this article to do more than introduce 
some of the main considerations which suggest the desirability of reconstruction 
on a basis of regional autonomy. Much more might be said on this subject, and 
many difficulties would emerge in the course of a more thorough discussion, but 
at least it is hoped that a prima facie case has been made out here for abandoning 
the prevailing faith in the unitary sovereign nation-state as the ideal and universal 
form of political organization, even of a world in which nationality remains a fact 
of basic importance.

86. The Spectator and the New Statesman on Churchill’s
Suggestion for a “Council of Europe” March-April 1943

Excerpts from (a) “ The Premier and the Future” , leading article, Spectator, No. 5987, 26 
March 1943; and (b) H. N . Brailsford, “ Mystery, Peril and Splendour” , New Statesman 
and Nation, vol. 25, No. 632, 3 April 1943.

On 21 March 1943, Churchill made an important broadcast on post-war reconstruction (a 
subject which he had resolutely avoided since he became Prime Minister in 1940, on the 
ground that the real necessity was to win the war rather than talk about the peace).1 He 
dealt mainly with domestic matters, but in a brief reference to international affairs mentio
ned a possible future Council of Europe: ((One can imagine that under a world institution 
embodying or representing the United N ations. . . there should come into being a Council of 
Europe and a Council of Asia” . The Council o f Europe might comprise the great powers, 
together with groupings or confederations o f smaller states. (The language was vague, and 
neither the great powers nor the possible confederations were specified.) Churchill also 
referred to the possibility that there might be a European (CHigh Court” , to which disputes 
could be referred.

The speech itself formed part o f British government policy; but the comments which it 
evoked help to illustrate public thinking about the future of Europe. The leading article in 
the Spectator emphasised that regional or continental organisations must be firmly placed in 
the context o f a world organisation. The article by Brailsford in the New Statesman regret-

1 For the text of Churchill’s speech, see Charles Eade, ed., The War Speeches of the 
Rt. Hon. Winston S. Churchill, vol. II, London (Cassell) 1952, pp. 425-37.
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ted that Churchill had not taken up the idea of a single European federation, and went on to 
some interesting speculation about a “ congress o f a federated Europe” .2

(a) More people, probably, heard the Prime Minister’s broadcast speech on 
Sunday night than have read it since. Actually it needed to be both heard and 
read. N o utterance so full of thought and reasoning can be assimilated adequately 
without considered and unhurried study of the words in print. Mr. Churchill 
packs his speeches close, and this one was closer packed than most. It outlined 
programmes of reconstruction and recovery in both the domestic and the foreign 
field, based on a robust and confident certainty of victory, though not of a 
victory that will be soon or easily achieved. It was an intensely practical speech. 
(. . .)

N ot everything Mr. Churchill said was crystal-clear, but many passages which 
may have raised a momentary question as they were heard were justified by study 
of the printed report. Both here and in America, for example, there was some 
disposition to criticise the Premier for laying undue emphasis on regionalism, 
expressed in the creation of European and Asiatic (and by implication American) 
continental councils as the cardinal features of the post-war settlement. But the 
whole of that section of the speech was introduced by an expression of hope that 
immediately Hitler is defeated ‘the three great victorious Powers, the British 
Commonwealth of Nations, the United States and Soviet Russia, should imme
diately begin to confer upon the future world-organisation which is to be our 
safeguard against future wars’ . A world-organisation therefore is postulated as 
the framework within which the regional, continental councils are to be set. 
(• • •)

[There is a] vital difference between creating a supreme world-organisation 
which shall devolve a number of appropriate functions and duties on regional 
councils, and calling into being forthwith continental councils which at some 
future date shall coalesce or federate into a world-organisation competent to 
exercise certain limited powers of which the constituent councils may agree to 
divest themselves. There can be no question that the former is the right concep
tion and the latter the wrong one. If this war has taught anything it is that division 
of the world into continents is rapidly becoming a subsidiary factor in world 
affairs. It may have its conveniences, and has, for certain purposes of adminis
tration, and many profound and real cultural differences still subsist, but the 
fundamental fact is the unity of the world.

b) Mr. Churchill may have intended that his eloquent broadcast should satisfy 
all our questions about the post-war world. But the glimpse he allowed us of the 
future -  “ the mystery, the peril and the splendour”  -  raised more questions in 
our minds than it answered. N or did Mr. Eden help us, in his charming oration 
beside the grave of his ancestor at Annapolis, save that he tried to reassure the

2 For the Spectator, see chapter II, Doc. No. 67. For the New Statesman see above, 
Chapter II, Doc. No. 71. Henry Noel Brailsford (1873-1958), who was already an 
influential publicist before 1914, was during the Second World War chief leader-writer 
for the New Statesman, as well as contributing signed articles.
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Chinese: they are, after all, to rank as the Fourth Great Power, a detail the Prime 
Minister omitted. It may be well, then, to review what Mr. Churchill has dis
closed and what remains mysterious. The perils are not far to seek.

The post-war framework of Mr. Churchill’s vision is very much dimmer in 
some of its outlines than in others. He can imagine a “ world-institution” which 
will eventually come into being, “ under”  which his Councils of Europe and Asia 
will operate, but not even by the vaguest hint did he tell us anything about it. 
This silence was puzzling, for over some at least of the aspects of power, any 
controls capable of assuring future peace must be world-wide. As sailors know, 
“ the seas are one.”  It is even clearer that the air is one. N o division of the earth 
into continents or regions can obscure the fact that sea-power and air-power 
have, or soon will have, a world-wide range. It is also obvious that any controls 
we set up over strategical materials and the manufacture and traffic in armaments 
can be effective only if they, too, are world-wide.

Clearer than anything else in this part of the broadcast was the outline of a 
project for a Council of Europe. Mr. Churchill seemed to view it as the successor 
of the League of Nations. It is to be created and in its early stages led by America, 
Britain and Russia. This raises several puzzles. That America will have a right to 
play her part and have her say in the settlement as in the liberation of Europe, 
everyone will concede. But are we to understand that America will be a “ per
manent”  member of the Council of Europe? Mr. Churchill seemed to imply it. 
What Europeans might say to that suggestion we need not inquire, for it is highly 
improbable that Americans would endorse it. What, again, in the geographical 
sense, is meant by “ Europe” ? Does it stretch, if the Soviet Union is in it, from 
Kerry to Kamchatka? Is it the whole Eurasian landmass? That would make a unit 
unmanageable in its extent, to say nothing of its cultural and political variety. 
N or is it easier to guess the composition and extent of the Council of Asia. In 
trying to guess what was in the Prime Minister’s mind we may have to dismiss 
any idea that he was proposing a regional grouping of the peoples of Europe and 
Asia which would enable them to manage their common affairs by association 
among themselves. What he seemed to be describing was rather a pattern of 
power. Three Great Powers, wielding irresistible might, military and economic-  
the U .S .A ., the U .S .S .R . and the British Empire -  are to shape and dominate 
both Europe and Asia, though in each of these Continents they will have to take 
into partnership at some date in the future governments which will be no match 
for them in the military sense.

Something, in very vague terms, Mr. Churchill did tell us about his European 
plan. He has adopted the idea which the Foreign Office has favoured for some 
years. It rejects as impracticable or undesirable any idea of a single European 
federation. On the eve of the collapse of France Mr. Churchill himself took what 
might have been, had the French accepted it, the first step in this direction. If we 
were then prepared for a full federal union with the French, might we not have 
gone on to include in it eventually the other European peoples who share with us 
a common cultural heritage? In place of this daring and hopeful idea, something 
much more questionable has emerged. The smaller and weaker States of Europe 
are to be encouraged to group themselves in confederations. Each of these would
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then eventually enter the Council of Europe, side by side with its three Great 
Powers, though hardly, one supposes, on a footing of equality. What groups will 
in the end emerge, if this idea prevails, not even the best informed of us could 
now predict. General Sikorski has sketched a Confederation of East European 
States, stretching from the Baltic to the Aegean. A  rival plan aims at a much 
smaller confederation of Danubian States. It would be a waste of time to discuss 
the many possible permutations and combinations.

This pattern offers a restless future to Europe. It means in a new form, and 
with bigger pawns and pieces, the old game of the Balance of Power. Each of 
these Confederations, like the Great Powers, would claim sovereignty in the old 
sense, and each would endeavour to develop its economic resources and man
power for the purposes o f its own defence. All or m ost of these power-groups 
would aim at the encirclement of Germany. Some of these projects seem to revive 
the equally disastrous idea of a cordon sanitaire, drawn between Western Europe 
and the Soviet Union. Others, again, would create a block of Slav States friendly 
to and dependent on the Soviet Union. In Washington there are those who toy 
with the idea of a Catholic-Latin block of an authoritarian type. The possibilities 
of intrigue are endless. With three foci of power, in W ashington, London and 
M oscow, these groups, large or small, would move in an incessant ballet of 
power politics, from one orbit to another. O ut of this pattern the integral unity 
of Europe could never be evolved.

Mr. Churchill did, indeed, tell us that his Council of Europe is to carry on the 
work of the old League. H e endowed it with a High Court to decide “ d isp u te s/5 
but mentioned nothing that suggested legislative powers. “ D isputes55 arise only 
because we have failed to create the legislative machinery capable of tackling 
common problems before they engender conflict.

It was evident that Mr. Churchill shrinks from facing the ultimate problem, 
when he described the armed forces that are to stand behind the decisions of his 
High Court as “ national or international or both .55 Until we choose between 
these alternatives we have settled nothing at all. If we mean to create an Inter
national Police Force it would be a fatuous insincerity to permit national 
governments to retain forces of their own with which to resist it. I confess that I 
listened to this broadcast with a growing sense of dismay. It was clear, when 
Mr. Churchill spoke of our dwindling population, that the future he plans for us 
does not exclude war. H e warned us that in thirty years we shall have a smaller 
“ working and fighting population.55 H e told us, moreover, that though he looks 
forward one day to an “ integrated life55 for Europe, he does not hope to see it in 
his lifetime. The mystery and the peril were more evident in this sketch than the 
splendour.

This postponement of any radical handling of our major problems was for me 
the most disturbing feature of this broadcast. The lesson of history is that major 
changes are made only in wartime or at its end. There m ost of the friends of the 
League went wrong in 1919, in the belief that all that was then lacking or amiss 
could be put right by gradualist methods. Are we going to do the same thing 
again? If we retain, after the peace, our national forces, we shall never discard 
them. If in the first heat of revulsion against the barbarism in which we have had
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to immerse ourselves during this war, we fail to create a single International 
Force, we shall never do it. If we start the new era with a power-pattern based on 
three foci, each with its armed satellites in its orbit, we never shall escape from it. 
The creative moment will come when the Axis is broken. What we fail to do then 
we shall not do after frontiers have become rigid and governments have begun to 
enjoy the heady exercise of sovereignty.

One question precedes all others. In whose hands do we mean to place the 
ownership of military power? If we leave it in many hands, owned by a score or 
more of national governments, confederations and Great Powers, infallibly it 
will be used for national ends. So long as each of us owns, separately, these 
instruments of power, so long will our thinking and our policy seek national or 
imperial ends. The history of the League should warn us that with such a struc
ture none of the devices of the jurists, neither covenants nor courts, will avail to 
impose social behaviour upon us. ( . . . )

87. David Mitrany: ‘A Working Peace System’ June 1943

Excerpts from A Working Peace System. An argument for the functional development of 
international organisation, London, Oxford University Press for Royal Institute of Inter
national Affairs, June 1943, pp. 31-35; 54-56.

At the time of writing this pamphlet, David Mitrany was Professor in the School of 
Economics and Politics at the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, and also economic 
adviser to Unilever Limited.

In A Working Peace System, Mitrany argued that war arose from the division of the 
world into competing political units; and that the aim of an international system must 
therefore be to remove political divisions. To create a number of federations would merely 
change the lines of division and reduce their number; and moreover the author believed that 
there were serious difficulties involved in the forming of federations. The aim of his propo
sals, therefore, was to “overlay political divisions with a spreading web of international 
activities and agencies . . . through which the interests and life of all the nations would be 
gradually integrated33 (p. 6). The following extracts illustrate how Mitrany envisaged the 
main lines of “functional organisation” , and his conclusions about the general aims and 
working of his proposals.

The problem of our generation, put very broadly, is how to weld together the 
common interests of all without interfering unduly with the particular ways of 
each. It is a parallel problem to that which faces us in national society, and which 
in both spheres challenges us to find an alternative to the totalitarian pattern. A 
measure of centralized planning and control, for both production and distribu
tion, is no longer to be avoided, no matter what the form of the state or the 
doctrine of its constitution. Through all that variety of political forms there is a 
growing approximation in the working of government, with differences merely 
of degree and of detail. Liberal democracy needs a re-definition of the public and
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private spheres of action. But as the line of separation is always shifting, under 
the pressure of fresh social needs and demands, it must be left free to move with 
those needs and demands and cannot be fixed through any constitutional re
statement. The only possible principle of democratic confirmation is that public 
action should be undertaken only where and when and in so far as the need 
for common action becomes evident and is accepted, for the sake of the com
mon good. In that way controlled democracy could yet be made the golden 
mean whereby social needs might be satisfied as largely and justly as possible, 
while still leaving as wide a residue as possible for the free choice of the indi
vidual.

That is fully as true for the international sphere. It is indeed the only way to 
combine as well as may be international organization with national freedom. We 
have already suggested that not all interests are common to all, and that the 
common interests do not concern all countries in the same degree. A territorial 
union would bind together some interests which are not of common concern to 
the group, while it would inevitably cut asunder some interests of common 
concern to the group and those outside it. The only way to avoid that twice- 
arbitrary surgery is to proceed by means of a natural selection, binding together 
those interests which are common, where they are common, and to the extent to 
which they are common. That functional selection and organization of interna
tional relations would extend, and in a way resume, an international development 
which has been gathering strength since the latter part of the nineteenth century. 
The work of organizing international public services and activities was taken a 
step further by the League in its health and drug control work, in its work for 
refugees, in the experiments with the transfer of minorities and the important 
innovations of the League loan system, and still more through the whole activity 
of the I.L.O . (. . .)

What would be the broad lines of such a functional organization of interna
tional activities? The essential principle is that activities would be selected 
specifically and organized separately, each according to its nature, to the condi
tions under which it has to operate, and to the needs of the moment. It would 
allow, therefore, all freedom for practical variation in the organization of the 
several functions, as well as in the working of a particular function as needs and 
conditions alter. Let us take as an example the group of functions which fall 
under communications, on which the success of post-war reconstruction will 
depend greatly. What is the proper basis for the international organization of 
railway systems? Clearly, it must be European, or rather, continental, North- 
American, and so on, as that gives the logical administrative limit of co-ordina
tion. A division of the continent into separate democratic and totalitarian unions 
would not achieve the practical end, as political division would obstruct that 
necessary co-ordination; while British and American participation would make 
the organization more cumbrous without any added profit to the function. As 
regards shipping, the line of effective organization which at once suggests itself is 
international, or inter-continental, but not universal. A European union could 
not solve the problem of co-ordination without the co-operation of America and 
of certain other overseas states. Aviation and broadcasting, a third example in the
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same group, could be organized effectively only on a universal scale, with per
haps subsidiary regional arrangements for more local services. Such subsidiary 
regional arrangements could in fact be inserted at any time and at any stage where 
that might prove useful for any part of a function; devolution according to need 
would be as easy and natural as centralization, whereas if the basis of organiza
tion were political every such change in dimension would involve an elaborate 
constitutional re-arrangement. Similarly, it could be left safely to be determined 
by practical considerations whether at the points where functions cross each 
other -  as rail and river transport in Europe, or civil flying in Europe and Amer
ica -  the two activities should be merely co-ordinated or put under one control.

A certain degree of fixity would not be out of place, however, in regard to the 
more negative functions, especially those related to “ law and order,”  but also to 
any others of a more formal nature, and which are likely to remain fairly static. 
Security, for instance, could be organized on an interlocking regional basis; and 
the judicial function likewise with a hierarchy of courts, the wider acting as 
courts of appeal from the more local courts. Yet even in regard to security, and in 
addition to regional arrangements, the elasticity inherent in functional organiza
tion may prove practicable and desirable, if only in the period of transition.
(...)

However that may be, in the field of more positive active functions -  econ
omic, social, cultural -  which are varied and ever-changing in structure and 
purpose, any devolution must, like the main organization, follow functional 
lines. Land transport on the Continent would need a different organization and 
agencies should the railways after a time be displaced by roads; and a Channel 
tunnel would draw England into an arrangement in which she does not at present 
belong, with a corresponding change in the governing organ.

Here we discover a cardinal virtue of the functional method -  what one might 
call the virtue of technical self-determination. The functional dimensions, as we 
have seen, determine themselves. In a like manner the function determines its 
appropriate organs. It also reveals through practice the nature of the action re
quired under the given conditions, and in that way the powers needed by the 
respective authority. The function, one might say, determines the executive in
strument suitable for its proper activity, and by the same process provides at need 
for the reform of that instrument at every stage. This would allow the widest 
latitude for variation between functions, and also in the dimension or organiza
tion of the same function as needs and conditions change. Not only is there in all 
this no need for any fixed constitutional division of authority and power, pre
scribed in advance, but anything beyond the most general formal rules would 
embarrass the working of these arrangements. ( . . . )

Peace will not be secured if we organize the world by what divides it. But in 
the measure in which such peace-building activities develop and succeed one 
might hope that the mere prevention of conflict, crucial as that may be, would in 
time fall to a subordinate place in the scheme of international things, while we 
would turn to what are the real tasks of our common society -  the conquest of 
poverty and of disease and of ignorance. The stays of political federation were
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needed when life was more local and active ties still loose. But now our social 
interdependence is all-pervasive and all-embracing, and if it be so organized the 
political side will also grow as part of it. The elements of a functional system 
could begin to work without a general political authority, but a political author
ity without active social functions would remain an empty temple. Society will 
develop by our living it, not by policing it. N or would any political agreement 
survive long under economic competition, but economic unification would build 
up the foundation for political agreement, even if it did not make it superfluous. 
In any case, as things are the political way is too ambitious. We cannot start from 
an ideal plane, but must be prepared to make many attempts, from many points, 
and build things and mend things as we go along. The essential thing is that we 
should be going together, in the same direction, and that we get into step now. 
Action at the end of the war will fix the pattern of international relations for 
many years to come, and in the conditions that will prevail then it is less than 
likely that we could hold a peace conference of the habitual kind. Frontiers must 
be settled, and there may be some changes; as no change can satisfy both sides, all 
one could hope is that frontiers will appear less important and more acceptable 
as we organize common action across them. But for this to be possible fron
tiers must be fixed in advance or at least in the actual armistice, or there 
will be conflict; and if plans for common action are not prepared in advance, 
there will be chaos -  the chaos of many competing and conflicting local 
actions. Could a returning Czech or Greek or Polish government tell its people 
to be patient and wait till a distant conclave works out plans for reconstruc
tion?

Co-operation for the common good is the task, both for the sake of peace and 
of a better life, and for that it is essential that certain interests and activities should 
be taken out of the mood of competition and worked together. But it is not 
essential to make that cooperation fast to a territorial authority, and indeed it 
would be senseless to do so when the number of those activities is limited, while 
their range is the world. “ Economic areas do not always run with political areas,”  
wrote the New York Times (February 26th) in commenting on the Alaska High
way scheme, and such cross-country co-operation would simply make frontiers 
less important. “ Apply this principle to certain European areas and the possibil
ities are dazzling.”  If it be said that all that may be possible in war but hardly in 
peace, that can only mean that practically the thing is possible but that we doubt 
whether in normal times there would be the political will to do it. Now, apart 
from everything else, the functional method stands out as a solid touchstone in 
that respect. Promissory Covenants and Charters may remain a headstone to 
unfulfilled good intentions, but the functional way is action itself, and therefore 
an inescapable test of where we stand and how far we are willing to go in building 
up a new international society. It is not a promise to act in a crisis, but itself the 
action that will avoid the crisis. Every activity organized in that way would be a 
layer of peaceful life; and a sufficient addition to them would create increasingly 
deep and wide strata of peace -  not the stand-offish peace of an alliance, but one 
that would suffuse the world with a fertile mingling of common endeavour and 
achievement.
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This is not an argument against any ideal of formal union, if that should prove 
the ultimate goal. It is, above all, a plea for the creation now of the elements of an 
active international society. ( . . . )

88. Wolfgang Friedman: ‘Federation and National Sovereignty’
June 1943

Excerpt from The Crisis of the National State, London (Macmillan) 1943, preface dated 
June 1943, (197 pp.), pp. 120-122.

Friedman's book on The Crisis of the National State1 was a historical and theoretical 
study of what the author regarded as the crucial political development of the twentieth 
century. In a short passage on “Federation and National Sovereignty", the author was 
critical of what he saw as serious weaknesses in the position of federal idealists, but argued 
that the federal movement gave expression to a widespread desire for an alternative to the 
sovereign state as a means of government.

Recent years have seen a sudden emergence of a powerful movement for the 
Federal form of government as the nost hopeful and practicable way of partial or 
universal world government and thus as an alternative to the anarchy of conflict
ing national and sovereign States. The wave of enthusiasm, initiated by Clarence 
Streit’s Union Now  (1939), has since somewhat abated, for a number of reasons. 
While a large number of the fifteen democratic national States envisaged by Streit 
as the nucleus of World Federation rapidly lost their independence, the difficul
ties of wider Federation became apparent as soon as the inclusion of partly or 
wholly non-European nations of overwhelming numerical strength such as the 
U .S .S .R ., the Chinese or the Indians had to be contemplated. Historians and 
lawyers pointed out that Federal Government is an old and well-tried device, 
very successful where conditions proved suitable, but no better a guarantee of 
peace and international order than any other form of government. Federation has 
succeeded where a combination of strong common interests, such as defence 
against a common enemy, complementary economic interests, common political, 
religious or social ideals, geographical continuity, racial kinship, push towards 
closer constitutional association. In such cases Federal Union implements a de
sire for closer constitutional links coupled with an equally strong desire of the 
different States concerned to retain a measure of independence.

The principal weakness of Federal idealism has been that it has, to some extent, 
put the cart before the horse. Its champions have often assumed that a constitu
tional and legal device which gives shape to a movement for closer integration 
based on forces making for social and political cohesion, might itself institute 
such integration. O r they have too lightly assumed that one link, like that of

1 For the author, see Chapter II, British Authors, Doc. No. 68, above.
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democratic constitution in Streit’s fifteen States, might make good for the lack of 
community in matters of geographical situation, defence needs, economic ties, 
etc.

Yet when this weakness is taken into account, the new enthusiasm for Federal 
Union does give effective expression to a widespread desire for an alternative to 
the sovereign national State. It springs from the recognition of a social and pol
itical community wider than that of the national State and more comprehensive 
than that of common international defence by collective security. It is thus com
plementary to the latter, and the expression which it has so far found in the 
anti-aggression and sanction clauses of the League Covenant and the supplemen
tary proposals for organised international forces. For it rightly sees that a mere 
system of common defence against aggression forms only one aspect of a wider 
community of interests between nations. It derives its principal support from 
fear, which is a strong moving force in times of anarchy and wholesale destruc
tion by war, but is apt to recede in times of greater comfort and security. It also 
sees that the form of social and economic international cooperation devised in the 
League of Nations Covenant and attempted in its various non-political organis
ations, in particular the International Labour Organisation, has suffered from the 
fatal weakness of lack of authority. Thus the work of the non-political “ bureaux 
and commissions for the regulation of matters of international interest”  has re
sulted in no more than the activities of “ a glorified Postal Union” , while all 
conventions adopted by the International Labour Organisation were subject to 
the final decision of the different State governments. A Federal Constitution is 
the expression of a stronger and more lasting link between national States. It 
sometimes, though not invariably, represents a stage in a development from a 
loose association to a unitary State.

89. The Economist: ‘Britain in the World’ September 1943

Excerpt from “ Britain in the World” , leading article, The Economist, vol. 145, 
No. 5219, 4 September 1943; probably by Barbara Ward.1

This issue of The Economist marked the journal's centenary, and was therefore an oc
casion for reflection and wide-ranging articles. “ Britain in the World”  was a general article 
on British foreign policy, including a discussion of the question of regional organisation and 
the possibility of a unified Europe. It envisaged a framework of world co-operation through 
various international agencies; and within this framework it argued that the aim of British 
policy should he “ to strengthen the different regional groupings by encouraging their eco
nomic development, helping to provide them with economic and social agencies which 
transcend their different frontiers, and by giving support to any local tendencies towards 
closer political union". After considering South-East Asia, Africa and the Middle East, the 
article turned to Europe, putting the case for a functional rather than apolitical approach to 
the problem of European organisation.

1 For Barbara Ward, see Chapter II. British Authors, Doc. No. 77, above.
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The problem of Europe remains. For Britain -  indeed for the world -  it is the 
most vital problem of all. Two world wars have had their origin in Europe. 
Unorganised, it is still the greatest menace to world peace. Organised, it could be 
the richest cultural and economic complex in both hemispheres. Britain has an 
obvious and urgent interest in the establishment of an ordered, prosperous Eu
rope. The fate of the only three attempts at political federation -  the Polish- 
Czech and Jugoslav-Greek negotiations and Mr Churchill’s offer of common 
citizenship to France -  suggest that a frontal attack on European nationalism is 
still beyond the power of diplomacy. But, as in the other regional groupings, a 
vast amount can be done to build up the economic, technical and social adjuncts 
of unity. From the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration 
could spring such joint agencies as a European medical and veterinary service, an 
agricultural advisory board with a permanent pool of experts and technicians. 
The unification of European industry brought about by the Nazis could be 
maintained to put control of heavy industry -  including German heavy industry -  
under European supervision. The Germans have also created a degree of central
ised control for transport and the public utilities. This could surely be maintained 
in a modified form. A European grid system, a network of international trunk 
roads, joint arrangements for civil aviation -  all these present technical problems 
and possibilities on which the nations could work together without feeling and 
resenting a loss of sovereignty.

Two obvious difficulties stand in the way of this ideal of a unified Europe. One 
is the fear of the European nations that a unified Europe would ultimately be a 
German-dominated Europe. The other is the possibility that the Soviets may 
prefer a weak and divided Europe to a closer organisation which, they fear, might 
eventually be directed against them. British diplomacy has at least a chance of 
dispelling both fears, provided always that its action is sufficiently clear and 
emphatic. By pledging its military and economic resources to the fullest partici
pation in the re-ordering of Europe, it can act as a counterblast to the fear of 
Germany, especially if its guarantees can have the more or less explicit backing of 
the United States. And a frank understanding with Moscow can surely convince 
the Kremlin that a peaceful Europe is a common interest and that neither of its 
Western allies will underwrite any organisation or policy directed against Rus
sia’s security.

All these questions represent only a part of the problems Britain will be called 
on to settle after the war. It is obvious, even from their bare enumeration, that 
they demand the highest measure of intelligence, flexibility and ingenuity. The 
old methods of diplomacy are bankrupt. The alternative methods most generally 
discussed -  federation, Leagues, political councils -  are not applicable to a world 
of jealous nationalism. It follows that methods more various, ingenious, and 
insinuating must be evolved.
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90. Quintín Hogg: British Foreign Policy September 1943

Excerpt from “ A National Policy” , Spectator, No. 6013, 24 September 1943.

Quintín Hogg (born 1907; now Lord Hailsham, and Lord Chancellor in Mrs. Thatcher's 
government) was during the Second World War Conservative Member of Parliament for 
Oxford and an officer in the Rifle Brigade. He had previously been a Fellow of All Souls 
College, Oxford, and a barrister at Lincoln's Inn, and he was one of the most brilliant and 
promising of the young Conservative MPs. This article was the third in a series on British 
post-war policy at home and abroad, and it included a discussion of federalist ideas in the 
general context of British foreign policy. Hogg argued that federalism was impracticable 
except as the end of a long process of historical development; but he sought not to discard it 
altogether but to include it as one of the elements which could be synthesized into “a 
complete national policy in external affairs". Hogg later returned to this subject in a book, 
Making Peace (London, February 1945), which included a careful examination of federalist 
ideas, ending by rejecting them as impracticable in the circumstances of the time. <cWe must 
build with what we have", he wrote on that occasion (p. 55). Similarly, in this Spectator 
article, he concluded by advocating the maintenance and development of the machinery of 
wartime co-operation.

The article notes that views on post-war security and peace-keeping ‘ fa ll naturally into 
three groups", which are dicussed in the following extract.

A strong body of Conservatives insists on the necessity of maintaining our 
military power after the war at a high level. This is clearly right. The way, as a 
writer of a somewhat different school has observed, to prevent war is not so 
much to make your potential enemy weak as to keep yourself strong. But in 
practice these Conservatives take too narrow a view of what constitutes our 
military power, and tend to overlook the fact that our own armed forces, what
ever their size, must necessarily remain too weak to effect our purpose alone, and 
must therefore form part of a concentration of force in order to equal in deterrent 
effect the influence of the Royal Navy in the nineteenth century. Our real mil
itary assets have never depended altogether on our armed strength. They include 
our unique national spirit, our industrial potential, our control over raw mater
ials, our identity of interest with the forces of justice in different parts of the 
world, and the unity of sentiment throughout the Empire and Commonwealth. 
The professional soldiers are doubtless right when they tell us that we shamefully 
neglected our army before the war. But it is also true that national morale was 
allowed to slip through our neglect of the distressed areas and our staple indus
tries, that we failed to build up our stock of wheat, rubber and other raw 
materials during the slump to protect us against submarine warfare and that by 
our failure to develop a foreign policy intelligible to the world we failed to 
develop a unity of purpose among the nations on whose help we should have to 
rely to maintain peace. It also needs saying that if we had maintained our army at 
the expense either of our social services or of our industry, we should most 
probably have suffered the fate of France.

A second strong body of opinion is formed by the canvassers of various forms
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of alliance. These include the enthusiastic supporters of connexions with the 
USA or Russia and the apostles of the British Commonwealth itself. This also is 
an unanswerable case. But it is a case that is too often overstated. Each group 
tends to champion too strongly its own favoured connexion at the expense of 
others. The Imperialists emphasise the need for unity in the Commonwealth 
before the need for friendship with America or Russia. It is certainly true that we 
should be of little use as an ally to the USA or Russia unless we retained the 
central leadership of a united Commonwealth and Empire. But it is also true that 
our position in the Commonwealth is stronger if we appear as friends and asso
ciates of the strongest Powers in the world than if isolated. There is, moreover, a 
growing and mistaken tendency on the part of public opinion to think that we 
must choose between America and Russia, or, worse still, that we must act as an 
honest broker between two potential enemies. It must, of course, be admitted 
that our friendship either with America or Russia might break down, but it is 
untrue that either depends upon or interferes with the other, and still more 
untrue that either would accept London as a sort of liaison office to interpret or 
explain the other’s intentions.

A third main school of thought is that which maintains that some form of 
World Government with executive and legislative power will be necessary if war 
is to be permanently eliminated. In this school are included prominent indivi
duals like Lord Davies or Mr. Lionel Curtis, and bodies of opinion like Federal 
Union or, to some extent, the League of Nations Union. This body of doctrine, 
too, is clearly right. If history has any lesson, it is that wars are due to the 
fragmentation of human society into separate sovereignties, and that they will 
consequently inevitably break out again from time to time, so long as human 
society remains fragmented. When it is replied that the fragmentation of human 
society is due to the fact that human beings prefer to be broken up into separate 
Sovereign States, these publicists reply with some force that in that case it is the 
business of leaders of opinion to preach an alteration of human desires, and that if 
they do not do so the vicious circle is complete and further wars are inevita
ble.

They do not, however, appear to see that the creation of a formal Federal 
Sovereignty of one sort or another, if it ever comes about, will be the end and not 
the beginning of a process, and that the fragmentation which has led to war is as 
often a political as a legal fact. Individual generals under the Roman Empire were 
sufficiently sovereign in fact to war amongst themselves, even although sover
eignty itself was not legally divided. Constitutional law is nearly always at least 
fifty, and often as much as six hundred, years behind constitutional practice, and 
the object of the practical statesman must therefore be to discover political ma
chinery which will in fact reduce the fragmentation of human society and at the 
same time prove acceptable to the participants -  not to work out a formal legal
istic constitution which will claim to do so. N o doubt there will come a time, if 
such machinery is devised, when the legal fictions which will accompany it are 
seen to be obsolete and to hamper, instead of facilitating, further progress. N o 
doubt when that hour comes legal theory will require revision to bring it into 
conformity with established practice. In the meantime, it is surely obvious that if
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British statesmanship started preaching unadulterated Streit to America, Ameri
can isolationist sentiment might immediately take fright, or if it preached pure 
Curtis to Canada and South Africa there might be some danger of the Common
wealth breaking up altogether.

Enough has been said, it is hoped, to indicate that while all these groups have 
grasped a portion of the truth, none has sufficient of the whole truth within it to 
found a complete national policy in external affairs. What is required is a syn
thesis of all. In the meantime all might usefully concentrate on an immediately 
practicable objective. After the last war we were in a position which is clearly 
analogous to that in which we shall find ourselves at the end of this. During the 
hostilities a vast deal of practical machinery had been growing up to manage the 
joint problems of the Allies. Apart from the joint command of military and naval 
operations, there were shipping committees, committees on production and var
ious other bodies designed to deal with the different enterprises in hand at the 
time. If these had been continued the history of the post-war world would have 
been very different. If they had been extended the interdependence of nations 
would gradually have so developed that it would have become politically impos
sible either to secede or to permit complete secession in others, and some form of 
legal basis for this machinery must then have been devised as a practical neces
sity.

As matters turned out, we chose to scrap the whole machine and embark 
instead upon a formally constituted League which failed to satisfy the minimum 
requirements of the Federalists, but succeeded nevertheless in so frightening 
American isolationist opinion as ultimately to prevent American participation. 
We have now a second chance. In this war the like machinery has been created -  
infinitely more flexible, infinitely more efficient and infinitely wider in its scope. 
We have also a better opportunity of keeping it. The continued war against 
Japan, the need for the relief and occupation of conquered Europe and the im
provement in American opinion (insufficiently marked as this may be) alike 
favour the continuation of joint enterprise. However that may be, the choice for 
the Allies will be between scrapping this machinery of joint endeavour and de
veloping and adapting what was made for war to the needs of peace. The object of 
British policy must be clear. To scrap-the machinery will be to make another war 
inevitable, whatever constitutions we propose. The one hope for the future lies in 
the continuation of joint enterprise under the present leadership of the United 
Nations. To this end all our energies must be bent.

91. The Fabian Society: ‘Labour and Europe’ 1943

Excerpts from: International Authority Group of the Fabian International Bureau, La
bour and Europe, Fabian Research Pamphlet No. 71; London, n. d. -  1943, pp. 22-25.
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During the Second World War, the Fabian Society, under the chairmanship of G. D. H. 
Cole1, kept up its work as an intellectual and research centre within the Labour Party. Its 
International Bureau was founded in 1941, and the members of the International Authority 
Group were Austen Albu, Lillian Chase (secretary), John Parker, Doreen Warriner and Paul 
Yates.2 This pamphlet, Labour and Europe, argued the need for a socialist foreign policy 
“ based on the belief that the main causes of war are economic”  (p. 6). A policy for Europe 
should therefore seek to guarantee peace by removing economic insecurity; which would 
necessitate a European agricultural policy, under a Food Control Board; a European indu
strial policy, under a Heavy Industry Control; and the setting up of a Danube Valley 
Authority to raise living standards in eastern Europe and the Balkans. (Throughout the war 
there was much interest in the work of the Tennessee Valley Authority in the United States, 
and the Fabian group was not alone in hoping that the precedent of the T.V.A. might be 
applicable to the Danube.) The pamphlet went on to propose that these various bodies for 
agriculture, industry and the Danube Valley should themselves be controlled by a European 
Economic Council and a Political Authority. “ To achieve the policy which we have outlined, 
it is clear that it is not going to be possible to leave much independence of action to the 
national states: the central authority must possess absolute power in certain essential 
spheres . . . ”  (p. 22) The following extract is taken from the section of the pamphlet which 
deals with the Political Authority.

( . . . )  we cannot win the war, nor can we establish an international authority, 
unless we can create new political loyalties in Europe. Hitler conquered Europe 
simply because he could exploit the divisions between his enemies: first between 
German Socialists and Communists, then between small nationalities and, most 
catastrophic, between Britain and Russia. No amount of diplomacy or demo
cratic ‘discussion5 is ever going to reconcile these conflicts now. Even where the 
elements opposed to Hitler are strongest, they are still opposed to each other; in 
Yugoslavia, for instance, where Yugoslav Communists and Patriots, and Serbs 
and Croats on both sides, are fighting each other. This is a situation which might 
be generalised in Europe as a whole, unless we can now find a political dynamic 
which can unite both the oppressed nations and the oppressed peoples.

That new dynamic must be provided by our support of the revolutionary 
forces. We must face the fact that at the end of the war the presence of the Allied 
armies in Europe will be a factor in the revolutions we expect. Though we 
cannot, at the moment, see what kind of revolutions will take place or what kind 
of governments will derive from them, we can be quite sure that none of them 
will hold power for long unless it gets military and economic support from the 
United Nations. In that situation, we must not be afraid of using the power we 
shall have to aid the democratic and socialist forces in establishing themselves. 
The choice between what elements we have to support will be forced on us: this 
will not be a choice between intervention and non-intervention, but between 
Socialist intervention and reactionary intervention. ( . . . )

1 See Chapter II. British Authors, Doc. No. 61, above; see his book Fabian Socialism, 
Plymouth London (Frank Cass and Co. Ltd) 1943, 19713.

2 Warriner and Yates were also working on the problems of agriculture in post-war 
Europe -  see Doc. No. 92, below.
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Socialist intervention means backing the revolutionary forces, of which the 
first are the Socialist movements. In the period of disintegration, these will be 
weak: we must not delude ourselves that there will be anywhere in Europe a mass 
popular uprising of a unified and organised kind. It will be our task to strengthen 
and unify them, and to bring them to power by convincing them and their 
potential supporters that we are going to back them by practical measures.

This means that in the period of occupation and United Nations control, we 
must aim at creating a new centre of power by unifying the revolutionary ele
ments. We must build up our friends into power, by giving them positions of 
responsibility in the organisations administering food relief, in the central plan
ning authorities controlling industry and trade, in the building of the power 
stations and the railways. We must give the younger generation the chance of a 
future, if we are to re-direct the current of European idealism into new channels. 
If we can do that, the creation of an international authority will not mean the 
imposition of a new dictatorship: it will arise as a means of supporting the 
constructive forces inside Europe itself. It is only these forces which will volun
tarily support an international authority, because it is essential to their own 
policy to do so.

We cannot, at this stage in the war, contruct a hard and fast form for the future 
European organisation, but whatever it is to be, we must be prepared to use the 
power which we shall have to aid the democratic and Socialist forces to establish 
themselves in a framework in which they will have a chance of surviving, and we 
must make it clear that we shall break with all pro-Fascist elements. After the last 
war, there was in fact a European revolution; in Germany, in Russia, in Hungary 
and the peasant countries, the popular forces seized power. Except in Russia, 
these forces were sabotaged and destroyed by the failure of the victorious powers 
to provide adequate backing in the form of an economic order. Economic chaos 
brought about the downfall of the Socialist forces, and the break-up of peasant 
rule. Our main aim must be to see that that cannot happen again.

But, although we cannot now say that we shall or must set up any rigid form of 
political institution, it seems obvious that the form most suited to a high degree 
of economic control at the centre, with room for local control of regional affairs, 
is that of a federation, in which the constituent members would conserve some 
independence, and would be subject, so far as defence and economics were con
cerned, to the decisions of the Central Government.

How the Central Government is to be constituted, whether by direct election 
or by election from the local governments, is again a question which would 
depend on the extent to which we can now unify the oppositional forces. Should 
we aim at creating only like minded’ governments, or should we aim at creating 
an All European Socialist and Peasant Party, which would stand at the elections 
definitely on a platform of European unity? These are questions for the future, 
and it is not essential to answer them now.

What is essential, and what can be decided now, is the creation of central 
economic institutions which will be really strong enough to plan and which will 
be based on real power, and not on mere contracts between States. This does 
mean in fact that national governments can only exist in so far as they fit in with
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the general planning scheme carried out by the central authority. To achieve this 
plan does not mean a rigid system of dictatorship, but it does mean a real un
derstanding between the constructive forces inside Europe which will work with 
the general plan and which we shall support because, in fact, their own political 
beliefs fit in with the policy which we want carried out.

But above all, we must be quite clear when making this policy that we are 
really planning in the interests of the European peoples themselves, and are not 
using military power to dictate economic settlements which in fact will give 
American, or British or Russian interests a dominant position. More important, 
we have got to convince the peoples of Europe that that is so. We need not delude 
ourselves that the people of Europe like the British or the Americans or the 
Russians, or that they will trust our intentions so easily, after the betrayals of the 
past. We cannot force this authority on to Europe, unless we can convince the 
popular forces that it is what they need, and not necessarily what suits us.

That means that we cannot really divorce our foreign policy from our internal 
policy. Unless Labour can carry through a social revolution and economic plan
ning in England, it will not be strong enough to build up the Socialist forces in 
Europe. In the last resort, foreign policy is not a matter of good ideas or good 
intentions; it is an expression of the political ideology of a country and unless 
Britain has a real faith in the future, and a real wish to achieve it, it will never be in 
a position to build up a Labour Europe.

92. Yates and Warriner: ‘Food and Farming in Post-War
Europe’ 1943

Excerpt from Paul Lamartine Yates and Doreen Warriner, Food and Farming in Post- 
War Europe, London (Oxford University Press) 1943, pp. 104-105.

The authors of this short book were members of the International Authority Group of the 
Fabian International Bureau.1 Their survey dealt with the likely agricultural problems of 
Europe, concentrating particularly on the problem of over-population in eastern Europe and 
the need to find industrial employment for some proportion of the existing agrarian popu
lation there. (The idea of a regional authority for the Danube basin reappeared in this book.) 
The following extract deals, in rather general terms, with the potential advantages of 
treating Europe as a single unit for agricultural purposes. It adumbrates the idea of a 
common agricultural policy, and raises some of the problems inherent in, for example, 
indirect subsidies for agriculture.

The republics of the USSR and the States of the USA enjoy very important 
advantages by being each members of a great Customs Union. Their farmers 
specialize from region to region in different products exploiting to the full the 
local variations in soil and climate. The USA, for instance, has its cotton belt, its

1 See Doc. No. 91, above.
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corn-hog belt, its wheat belt, its dairying belt. Similar freedom to specialize 
within a wide market is essential to agricultural progress in Europe. We saw . . . 
that the different European farming regions in no way correspond with national 
boundaries. We saw . . . how the development of the Danube basin necessitates a 
big regional scheme overlapping several frontiers. In the same way, to secure 
adequate markets for East and West alike, for Rumanian barley and equally for 
Danish butter, Europe needs to be treated as a single unit.

She will certainly have to be treated as one unit in the period of dislocation and 
relief immediately following the war, and it may not be too much to ask that, as 
the work of the relief and reconstruction organizations begins to come to an end, 
some central All-Europe organization should be retained for specific economic 
functions. One of its tasks would be to see that the no-tariff feature of the relief 
period was continued, at any rate as regards essential foodstuffs, and to prevent 
the reimposition of import duties. The adherence of France, Britain and others 
with imperial responsibilities could be secured provided they were allowed to 
accord similar tariff concessions to their overseas territories. N ot that the aim 
should be to fence off Europe (plus imperial territories) from the rest of the world 
by a specially high tariff. That would be contrary to all the principles of expan
sionism by which world prosperity can be developed. A comparatively low 
schedule of duties should suffice. It is sometimes urged that to create another 
large free-trade bloc of Europe in addition to the USA and the USSR would be to 
sow the seeds of economic warfare. This appears an unduly cynical view. If an 
immediate jump to world free-trade be considered impractical, as it must be, then 
surely one low tariff for Europe as a whole is better than twenty tariffs round 
twenty European States.

N o too-exclusive emphasis, however, should be laid on the tariff issue. Even 
with no tariffs at all, nation-States can nowadays find innumerable ways of pro
tecting their producers; in fact, these other ways are becoming the rule rather 
than the exception. In pre-war Britain, for example, though no duty was levied 
on imported wheat, home producers received a higher price financed out of a tax 
on flour-milling. The subsidy may be still more indirect -  e.g. grants for plough- 
ing-up grassland, special payments to producers on marginal land, cheap distri
bution of fertilizers, rebates on transport costs, and so on. In many European 
countries there are devices such as these which would keep internal agricultural 
prices much above the world level, even if import duties were abolished. More
over, peasant farming has become adjusted over the years to these particular price 
levels, and any attempt suddenly to reduce them to a uniform basis would cause, 
as has been pointed out earlier in this chapter, dislocations of the gravest char
acter. It can, and should, however, be the aim of policy gradually over a period to 
reduce these inter-State artificially maintained price differences. Efforts in this 
direction will be quite as important as efforts toward preventing the re-establish
ment of European tariffs. In both cases success will depend in large measure on 
the degree to which agricultural activity can be fostered in other enterprises. The 
more that expansion can be engendered, the less the need for protection.
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93. The Economist: ‘The Western Fringe’ January 1944

Excerpt from “ The Western Fringe” , leading article, The Economist, vol. 146, 
No. 5237, 8 January 1944; probably by Geoffrey Crowther.1

On 25 November 1943 General Smuts, Prime Minister o f South Africa, a member of the 
British War Cabinet, and a close friend of Churchill, spoke to a private meeting of the 
United Kingdom Branch of the Empire Parliamentary Association. The text of his speech 
was issued to the press on 2 December.2 Although Smuts repeatedly emphasised that he was 
thinking aloud rather than offering definitive proposals, his speech was widely regarded as 
containing important indications of British government thinking on post-war policy. It 
attracted widespread comment; and The Economist returned to it on a number of occasions 
as a point o f reference when discussing the post-war organisation of western Europe.3

In his speech, Smuts observed that at the end of the war Britain would be the weakest of 
the three great victorious powers. Her population was much smaller than that of the USA or 
the USSR; and in financial and economic terms she would be poor. He therefore wondered 
whether Britain might not seek to strengthen her position by co-operation with the smaller 
democracies of western Europe, and speculated on the possibility o f a “ closer union”  between 
Britain and those countries. (He had earlier dismissed France from his calculations, in dis
paraging terms which attracted much criticism.) This leading article in The Economist noted 
Dutch and Norwegian responses to Smuts's idea; and put the case for an association of 
western Europe, with close links with the USA. It emphasised that there should be no 
question of “a tightly-knit, mechanistic federation"; and envisaged the membership as Bri
tain, the Low Countries, and Scandinavian states (presumably Norway and Denmark).

It might be possible after the war to associate the Western democracies first of 
all at the level of strategy through a joint general staff or at least formal and 
regular consultations. Some measure of agreement on foreign policy could also 
be achieved through a regular meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the various 
states. In economic matters, common currency agreements have been made in the 
past. They could be made again together with agreements on shipping, freight 
rates, customs and similar matters. The test in each case would be the benefit of 
the proposed extension of collaboration to all the state members. The approach 
would be resolutely practical. In the colonial sphere, in particular, the closer 
association of the western states could be made into a real instrument of pro
gress.

Any proposal for closer association would clearly require the most delicate 
psychological adjustment. Every Western nation is more rather than less nation
alist as a result of the war. Any suggestion that they were being inveigled into the 
British Commonwealth would be resented and rejected. It was one of the mis
fortunes of General Smuts’s speech that the substance of his proposals was put 
forward in unnecessarily wounding language; and one of the reasons for the tepid

1 See Doc. No. 79, above; private information.
2 The text of Smuts’s speech may be found in Jean van der Poel, ed., Selections from the

Smuts Papers, vol. VI, Cambridge (C .U .P .) 1973, pp. 456-469.
3 Cf. Doc. No. 98, below.
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reception this passage received from the Allied Governments was obviously that 
they cannot be expected to be attracted by the suggestion if its only purpose is to 
strengthen the British hand at the Great Power table.

This fact should not lead to the assumption that only jealous nationalism keeps 
the western states from a greater readiness to accept the Smuts proposal. Their 
hesitations go deeper. They do not want to take part in any exclusive arrange
ments unless it is clearly seen that they form part of a larger whole. None of these 
western nations wishes its relations with Britain to exclude the closest possible 
links with the United States. Holland in particular, with the bulk of its colonial 
territory in the Pacific, is insistent upon the importance of American policy in 
shaping Holland’s own. Norway, too, sees its interests in an Atlantic rather than 
a European framework. As one Norwegian spokesman put it:

‘‘The objection . . .  to the European Federation is that it might create new 
barriers between the United States and Europe. This objection also applies to 
General Smuts’s plan for a British-West European federation. . . . An Atlantic 
Regional Agreement would probably give us the maximum degree of secur
ity-”

Speaking for Holland, M. Van Kleffens also makes the point that, to feel 
secure, his people and their neighbours would need to feel behind them the 
weight not only of Britain but of the United States. Then it would be a security 
system in fact as well as name.

“ If things move in this direction, we would see a strong formation in the west 
with America, Canada and the other British dominions as the arsenal and vast 
reservoir of power, with England as the base, especially for air power, and the 
west of the European mainland . . .  as the bridgehead . . .  It is difficult to imagine 
a stronger position for our country.”

Thus the first outspoken reservation is the need to associate with a “ western 
fringe”  the full collaboration of the United States. It is not the only reservation. 
Most of the Allied spokesmen have shown themselves equally determined not to 
enter a bloc which might be hostile to the Soviet Union. They regard Germany as 
the menace now and for generations to come. M. Van Kleffens demands that “ the 
formidable western bloc”  should “ find its eastern counterpart in Russia.”  The 
Norwegians demand that they should “ expand and strengthen” their good rela
tions with Russia. It is obvious that any acceptance they might give to local 
regional arrangements -  possibly on the model of the recent Russo-Czech Pact -  
would be dependent on the degree to which such arrangements were a part of an 
international security system and not a substitute for it.

These are the reservations of the smaller western powers. They are even more 
obvious and compelling in the case of France. The French naturally cling to 
sovereignty more fiercely than any other European state, for they are the greatest 
of the nations which were stripped of it. They would never take part in any 
arrangement that suggested the subordination of their military power and foreign 
policy or colonial responsibilities to those of Great Britain. This does not of 
course mean that they are irrevocably set on a policy of minimising British 
influence in Europe. On the contrary, the restraint of the Consultative Assembly 
in Algiers on the morrow of the Lebanon crisis and General Smuts’s wounding
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comment on France shows the strength of sympathy for Britain, particularly in 
occupied France. But it does mean that all the reservations made by the smaller 
nations about the form of association hold good, and that French diplomacy will 
in all probability seek to make its own arrangements with the other great power 
centres, the United States and Russia.

All these reservations need to be very carefully taken into account. But none of 
them is fatal to the proposal. They would, indeed, be fatal to any suggestion of a 
tightly-knit, mechanistic federation. But that would not, in any case, be the 
British way of going about the matter. The architects of the British Common
wealth of Nations are familiar with individual susceptibilities. The federalists and 
the constitution-mongers would be no more in place in designing a closer asso
ciation in Western Europe than they were at the drafting of the Statute of 
Westminster. Moreover, the particular reservations that have been mentioned 
can be directly met. The sort of special relationship that exists between the 
members of the British Commonwealth does not prevent each of them from 
seeking the most intimate association with the United States Moreover, though 
American policy has departed from isolation, it is unlikely to arrive at specific 
alliances with individual countries. It may very well be that the closest approach 
that the smaller West European democracies can obtain to that complete Atlantic 
Agreement which is their heart’s desire (and Britain’s), is to enter into a close 
association with Britain which, without any formal alliance, would, as a whole, 
concert its policies with those of the United States. A West European entente, so 
far from being inimical to good relations with America, could be so devised as to 
be the best means of securing them. Similarly with Russia. N o nation has done 
more than Britain to bring together the two worlds of Russia and America. 
Politically and militarily, the Anglo-Soviet Treaty is a guarantee that all local 
agreements are fully compatible with the wider object. Special relationships 
between Britain, Scandinavia and the Low Countries would be no more 
anti-Russian than the Russo-Czech Treaty is anti-British policy stands 
or falls by the attempt to build a world-wide system out of the existing local 
elements. By giving it their support and adhesion the countries of the western 
fringe would be advancing, not retarding, the growth of a universal associ
ation.

The Moscow and Teheran Conferences with their agreement on the necessity 
of post-war collaboration will have helped to dispel these uncertainties, but in 
any sound foreign policy there is always a maximum and a minimum approach. 
The policy which will best suit the interests of Britain and the western democra
cies will obviously be one of close military and economic collaboration between 
the Great Powers together with the regional organisation of geographical and 
cultural units such as Europe, supplemented by special arrangements between 
neighbouring states. But if by ill fortune or bad management the wider solutions 
fail to take shape, this is not in itself a compelling reason for abandoning all 
attempt at creating various forms of local understanding. Such an attitude would 
be as illogical as the behaviour of a man who, unable to insure with the best 
insurance company, refused to take out any policy at all. The western democra
cies -  and Britain itself -  are perfectly right to subordinate everything to the
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pursuit of the best and fullest settlement in which world-wide, regional and local 
organisations would all have their place. But they must also be ready to maintain 
any part of it, even if the wider plan should fail.

94. Walter Layton: European Unity March 1944

Excerpt from The British Commonwealth and World Order, London, News Chronicle, 
by arrangement with Oxford University Press, 1944, pp. 13-16. This pamphlet published 
the text of Layton’s Sidney Ball Lecture, delivered at Oxford on 3 March 1944.

Sir Walter Layton (1884-1966; Lord Layton, 1947) was editor of The Economist from  
1921 to 1938, and later owner and executive head of the News Chronicle, a Liberal daily 
newspaper. He was Director of the National Federation of Iron and Steel Manufacturers; 
took part in organising the Economic Department of the League of Nations; and during the 
Second World War worked in the Ministries of Supply and Production. After the war, he was 
deputy leader of the Liberal Party in the House of Lords, 1932-55; and a member of the 
Council of Europe at Strasbourg, of which he became a Vice-President.

In his lecture, he reviewed various questions involved in the establishment of a world 
order -  population, territory, power, problems of regional arrangements and a world asso
ciation; and then turned to what he considered the crucial question of European unity, which 
is the subject of the following extract. However, he believed that Britain should have close 
relations with a federated Europe without becoming a member of it; and the final section of 
his lecture dealt with the likely future development of the British Commonwealth}

A radical advance towards unity in Europe immediately after the war is ne
cessary for lasting peace. Here, shortly, are some of the reasons:

(i) The anarchic policies of Europe have given rise to two world wars. It is vital 
not only to Europe, but also to the world, that this anarchy should cease. If 
we try to put the broken pieces of Europe back into their own little boxes by 
restoring the sovereign independence of all its separate states, all the old 
rivalries and suspicions will revive, and if allowed to run riot in the aftermath 
of war will produce fresh chaos. All prospect of a steady advance towards 
sanity will be indefinitely postponed.

(ii) Reconstruction will be unduly prolonged if it is left entirely to the efforts of 
individual countries. It will be much more rapid and based on a sure foun
dation if it is carried out in co-operation.

(iii) N o permanent solution of the boundary questions of Europe is possible so 
long as boundaries are the limits of an area of absolute sovereignty and the 
walls of each country’s fortress.

(iv) If Europe returns to its pre-war regime, there is also no satisfactory solution

1 Later in his life, Layton changed his views on this question, and became an advocate of 
British membership of a European Union, which he thought should take the form of a 
loose association, developing into a closer federation.
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of the minorities problem even by the harsh device of a large-scale transfer of 
populations. This plan, which sharpens up instead of minimising national 
differences, is quite contrary to the trend of a shrinking world. The problem 
can only be eased by giving to every citizen definite rights as a European in 
addition to his national rights.

(v) It is essential that Europe should build up her own internal security. At the 
outset, the peace will be preserved by the authority of the Big Three. But this 
is a very provisional measure both for the policemen and for those who are 
policed. The Great Powers have other fish to fry, and a Europe which is not 
her own guardian will never be truly free. A beginning must be made with 
the task of preparing a European authority to whom responsibility for se
curity can be handed over.

The Solution lies in some form of federalism which has been described as “the 
magic word that permits a combination of the little countries with the security of 
large ones, and the organisation of huge markets without conquest.33

Mr. Churchill, in his broadcast address of 21st of March last, described his 
ideal as “ the largest common measure of the integrated life of Europe that is 
possible without destroying the individual characteristics and traditions of its 
many ancient and historic races.”

Purposes of Federation
I will not attempt here to define in detail the terms of the European Federation

or Union. I will only refer to one or two of its purposes:
(i) The security provisions should place all the armed forces of Europe under the 

European authority or council. The size of these forces -  which must be 
sufficient but not more than sufficient for internal security -  and the contri
butions of the component states, should be fixed by definite agreement. The 
Powers, who will eventually hand over responsibility for law and order 
throughout the Continent to the Union, must be parties to the agreement, 
for these arrangements will be an important factor of world security as well 
as in the preservation of European peace.

(ii) A European Supreme Court should he set up. One of its functions would be 
to settle all matters at issue between the component states. But it would also 
have responsibility for safeguarding certain social and political rights which 
would be conferred on all Europe by a Bill of Rights to be embodied in the 
Act of Confederation. These rights would be based on the Four Freedoms, 
and would include the right of minorities to use their mother tongue as is 
done in Switzerland. The Supreme Court and the code which it would 
enforce is the necessary safeguard against the recrudescence of tyranny in 
Europe.

(iii) The scope of the European authority in economic matters cannot be pre
cisely defined until after discussion between the states concerned. While it 
will be important not to endanger the two preceding principles by attempt
ing too much in the economic field, it is desirable that the European 
authority should, as far as possible, exercise control in all matters of Inter-
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State Commerce. Supervision of the Munition Industries and the regulation 
of Cartels must be within its province. Both rail and air transport should also 
be federal subjects, and it would be practicable and a great advantage to 
Europe if tasks such as the distribution of food and raw materials, which at 
the end of the war will have to be done by organs of the United Nations, 
could be continued and handed over to the new authority. If a scheme of 
European union is seriously intended, the operation of these and other Uni
ted Nations’ bodies should be so organised that they can readily be 
transferred into European hands. It was hoped in 1918 that the inter-allied 
organisations created during the war could be carried over into peace, but 
the opportunity was missed. We may do better this time if the plans are 
ready.

America’s experience in federation is not an exact model for Europe. But 
in all these matters Europe can draw freely on that experience. Every European 
nation is represented in the amalgam which is the United States. The influence of 
the descendants of Europeans overseas might be used to inform and encourage 
their kinsmen in the old world.

The difficulties in the way of such a scheme are many and obvious. But its 
achievement is not altogether beyond hope.

Ground for Hope
Resistance to Germany has united the people of the occupied countries in a 

common purpose, which will remain for some time as a bond of union. It is not 
surprising that the underground movements of many European countries have 
expressed themselves strongly in favour of an organisation for Europe as a 
whole.

Again, the war has done much to break down the old economic structure. 
Hitler has himself introduced by force a sort of economic unity. The horrible 
associations of his regime may make men shrink from anything new and try to 
revert to their old ways. It would be still better not to restore the old divisions, 
but to co-operate on the basis of enlightened self-interest.

Scope of Federation
The scheme should cover all Europe outside Russia and Great Britain.
There have been many, including myself, who in the past have thought that it 

would be easier to follow a less ambitious course of building up from smaller fed
eral groups. I believe to-day, that the only possibility is to start from the unity 
of Europe as a whole. One of the reasons for this opinion is that in the smaller 
groups local problems and personal considerations loom too large. Steps towards 
federation might be taken in the less disturbed areas of the Continent. In the 
more difficult regions, sectional schemes will fail. But, in a larger setting, local
ised difficulties should be overweighted by the advantage of ensuring security 
and wider economic opportunity.

Secondly, it is much more possible to deal with the problem of Germany in the 
setting of a United Europe than in one of 25 separate states. Sooner or later the
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German people must be admitted into normal relations with their neighbours. 
Within a continental federation it would be possible for the German people to be 
divided into more than one state without keeping them in a condition of eco
nomic subjection or creating the urge to smash a settlement that held no future 
hope. On the other hand, the provisions of the union could be such as would 
prevent a revival of German hegemony more easily and certainly than under any 
other plan.

Thirdly, a European Federation should encounter much less objection from 
Russia than a federation of a smaller group of states. The latter might take on the 
character of an anti-Russian Alliance. This could not be said of a European 
Federation. In all of its constituent parts there would be elements friendly to 
Russia, while at all times the influence of the Western European States would be 
used to prevent trouble developing on the Federation’s eastern frontier. N or 
would the argument present itself to Russia as wholly negative. It was a Russian 
who preached that peace is indivisible. In the absence of federation there might be 
chaos, division and weakness for a time. But in the long run that would lead to a 
struggle for power. Russia’s peace would eventually be endangered by the emer
gence of some dominating force in a Continent whose population is twice as large 
as her own. It should never be ruffled by the recovery and self-development of a 
federated Europe. Mr. Churchill was right when he said of his proposal for 
European integration that “ All this will, I believe, be found to harmonise with 
the high permanent interests of Britain, the United States and Russia.”

Big Three as Sponsors
This brings me to my last point about federation. The scheme needs more than 

the passive acquiescence of the Big Three; for no union of Europe is possible in 
the near future except under their active sponsorship. They must share the res
ponsibility, though none of the three should actually be members. World peace 
would not be achieved if Europe were taken under the wing of either Russia or 
England separately. If these two alone shared the responsibility without the 
United States it would separate the civilisations of the old and the new worlds, 
exclude the greatest industrial country from what would be in effect a grouping 
of the rest of the white races of mankind and we should lose the benefit of 
America’s detachment and experience. With a Union under the aegis of the three 
together, no other peoples of the world need fear that Europe would continue to 
be a chronic source of war.

Finally, a word about the time table. If, as I believe, such a scheme is the most 
realistic and practical way of approaching the peace settlement, it is important 
that the lines of European union should be settled in a convention of the Euro
pean peoples themselves before any final peace is made with Germany. This 
means that for some time after the cessation of hostilities, Germany should be 
dealt with under terms of armistice which would not prejudge the distribution of 
territory or any of the permanent terms of peace. For it is only when order has 
been restored, passions have cooled and the definite outline of Europe as a whole 
has emerged, that the final terms of lasting peace can be established. ( . . . )
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Great Britain, herself, is a European country. Her history is bound up with the 
Continent. In this air age she is more closely tied than ever. We cannot avoid 
taking a hand in European affairs. All other members of the Empire have a very 
great interest in Europe, for it is important to them that Britain should be secure. 
But their interest is secondary and indirect. Our link with these distant countries 
and our sea connections dictate that we should be in close relations with and a 
sponsor, but not a member, of a European federation.

95. The Spectator: ‘The Future of Europe’ March 1944

Excerpt from “ The Future of Europe” , leading article, Spectator, No. 6037, 10 March 
1944.

Sir Walter Layton's lecture at Oxford on 3 March 19441 drew a leading article from the 
Spectator, arguing that the conception of a Europe without either Russia or Britain (which 
Layton envisaged) was untenable; and that for Britain to promote a European union 
without taking part in it would he seen as desertion by her west European allies. As usual 
with the Spectator, the article stopped short of advocating a European federation; but its 
comments on the importance of British participation in European affairs were of marked 
interest.

On all imaginable grounds the conception of a Europe without Russia and 
Great Britain is untenable. For both the security and the stability of Europe the 
full, willing and convinced participation of both Great Britain and Russia is 
essential. The war has worked a marked evolution in the outlook of many na
tions, of none more than of Russia. From Communist proselytism she has turned 
to a robust nationalism, and she has contracted close and cordial relations with 
our own and other European countries. She is capable of constituting a guarantee 
of security in the East, as Great Britain is in the West; the aim must be to 
integrate her to the fullest extent possible in the common life of the continent. As 
for our own country, its participation in any European confederation is indisp
ensable. To France, who declared war with us in 1939, our defection would be 
the bitterest of blows. In her painful struggle back to prosperity and self-confi
dence she rightly counts on the sympathy and support which the relationship that 
has existed between herself and Britain for forty years abundantly entitles her to 
assume. The same is true in different ways of other Western European States like 
Belgium and Holland, and Norway. A new intimacy has grown up between them 
and us during the war years. Their Governments have been domiciled in London, 
their ships have been fighting with the Royal Navy, their air-squadrons incor
porated in the Royal Air Force. Some at least of them are thinking out plans for 
permanent military co-operation in the shape of a common use of air-bases in 
their countries and ours. Their political views and our own are in close accord,

1 Doc. No. 94, above.
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and they could hardly fail to regard as something like desertion a decision by 
Great Britain to promote a European Union but not to take part in it. We may be 
grateful to Sir Walter Layton for his salutary stimulus to thought on these im
portant questions, and it may be hoped that his reference to the Prime Minister’s 
broadcast of March 21st, 1943, will send some at least of his readers back to the 
full text of that document. They will find there a warm tribute to “ all the im
mense work which was accomplished by the creation of the League of N ations,”  
and an earnest hope that it will not be lightly cast aside, and a striking plea for the 
attempt “ to make the Council of Europe, or whatever it may be called, into a 
really effective League, with all the strongest forces concerned woven into its 
texture, with a High Court to adjust disputes, and with armed forces, national or 
international or both, held ready to enforce these decisions and prevent renewed 
aggression and the preparation of future wars.”  This is not federation but con
federation. It foreshadows a European organisation in which Britain and Russia 
have essential roles to play, and which, without them, would be incapable of 
survival, if it ever came into being at all. It is a conception which justifies rea
soned hope for the future of Europe.

96. F. L. Josephy: ‘Why Europe Must Federate’ April 1944

Excerpts from “ Why Europe Must Federate” , Solidarity, vol. V, April 1944, 
(pp. 47-57), pp. 48-50, 53-55.1

Frances L. Josephy was an active member of the Federal Union organisation, of which she 
was Chairman of Directors when this article was written; she was also a prospective Liberal 
Parliamentary candidate. Since the war she has remained active in the European movement. 
In this article, she argued that European federation represented the best solution to the 
problem of the future o f Germany, and insisted that Britain must take part in such a 
federation; she also, in a section on economic union, made another reference to a possible 
Danube Valley Authority. The following extracts deal with the German question and the 
case for British participation in a federation.2

1 Solidarity was edited by Jacques Metadier, a French intellectual in exile in Britain; it 
described itself as “ an international Review in book form” , and it appeared roughly 
quarterly between 1942, and 1944. Volumes I-IV were published by Harrap, and vo
lume V, which appears to have been the last, by Macdonald.

2 Cf. F. L. Josephy, Europe -  The Key to Peace, London, Federal Union, October 1944, 
in which the author developed the ideas set up in these extracts. In particular, she 
continued to insist on the necessity for Britain to participate in a European federation: 
“ A European Federation may well come about without us, if we are not prepared for it 
to come about with us. A united Europe without us would be a potential menace that 
we could not contemplate. If on the other hand, we are prepared to play our part in 
Europe in peace-time as we have to play it in war-time, and take our full share now in 
initiating the federation, it will come about very much more quickly and in a manner 
very much more in our interest.”  (pp. 9-10)
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If peace in Europe is to be assured the problem of Germany must be solved 
once and for all. The forcible breaking-up of Germany into a number of smaller 
states, combined with the destruction of her industrial power in an effort to keep 
her permanently weak, is the direct road to the next war. The mere policing of 
Germany for a number of years, coupled with the exaction of crippling repara
tions, followed by frenzied efforts to put her on her feet again, as happened last 
time, when the world discovered that Germany as a prosperous customer was 
more desirable than Germany as a prostrate foe, could only have the same end as 
before. Neither a Germany which is a festering economic sore in the heart of 
Europe nor a Germany which is a potentially erupting volcano is the foundation 
on which European peace can be built.

This time Germany must be deprived of all control of arms, armed forces, and 
arms potential. At the same time, after the “ unconditional surrender”  of the 
Nazis, after a period of occupation and of re-education (undertaken by her own 
nationals, some of whom are already engaged in preparing themselves for this 
task), the German people, under a democratic German government, must be 
accepted into the comity of European nations with equal rights with the others to 
economic security and opportunity. ( . . . )

“ Hitler has tried to make Europe German,”  said Thomas Mann, broadcasting 
in the European Service of the B .B .C . on January 29th, 1943. “ What we have to 
do is to make Germany European.”

Set up a federation for Europe in which no state will have national arms or 
armed forces, but the federal government will control a federal force and a federal 
arms supply; base that federation on a Charter of Political and Economic Rights, 
guaranteeing to every citizen of the federation, no matter what his state nation
ality may be, the basic civil liberties and economic opportunities that are his due 
as a free human being; put under federal control those areas of heavy industry 
which already spread across national frontiers (such as German and Polish Sile
sia, and parts of Alsace-Lorraine and the Ruhr Valley), which are the arms- 
producing potential of Europe; bring the Germans into this federation in which 
no state has arms and every citizen has equality of opportunity; in which the 
French will find security through pooled defence, and the small nations, by the 
same means, cease to be a temptation to their stronger neighbours; in which 
cultural and political emancipation will not bring with them economic slavery; 
and you have drawn the teeth of Germany, made collective security a reality, and 
laid the foundation of stable peace. ( . . . )

There is a possible No-M an’s-Land on the eastern marches of Europe where it 
may be necessary for the peoples to opt for membership either of the European 
Union or of the Soviet Union, but apart from that, the European Federation 
must consist of all the countries of Europe, west of Russia, including those 
islands which, till the development of air-power, were able to perch in compa
rative safety and comfort on that Continent’s perimeter. Great Britain is part of 
Europe geographically. It is essential for peace that she should also pull her 
weight in Europe politically. In addition, the smaller states will feel happier 
vis-à-vis Germany if Britain also is a member of the federation. And finally 
Britain can hardly expect other states to be prepared to accept federal control of
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colonial administration if she, the greatest colony-owning country, is not pre
pared to do so. The federation must be set up in the closest association with, and 
by the agreement and co-operation of, the United States and the Soviet Union, 
both themselves federations. Like them, it will be a single unit in the World Peace 
Organization, from which eventually world federation must grow.

The realization of a Federation of Europe is by no means impossible. Already 
the peoples of Europe are united in war. Loyalty has overstepped national 
boundaries, and fellow-nationals are fighting against each other and side by side 
with nationals of other states for or against freedom and democracy. In the 
immediate post-war period relief and rehabilitation will be administered accord
ing to a European plan. In that period “ sovereign rights and self-government 
[will be] restored to those who have been forcibly deprived of them” , and they 
will be given the opportunity of “ choosing the form of government under which 
they wish to live” . Those elections (like the post-war election in Britain) can and 
must be held on a federal platform. The accredited delegates of the duly-elected 
governments must come to the Peace Conference with a mandate to federate, 
thereby voluntarily abrogating part of the sovereign rights of which they were 
deprived by Hitler, and which will have been restored to them by the victory of 
the United Nations.

97. Aneurin Bevan: ‘Labour’s European Policy’ April 1944

Excerpt from “ Labour’s European Policy” , Tribune, 7 April 1944.

Aneurin Bevan (1897-1960) was Labour Member of Parliament for Ebbw Vale, in South 
Wales, from 1929 to his death, and during the latter part o f his career was generally regarded 
as the leader of the left wing of the party. He was one of the founders o f the left-wing weekly 
journalTribune, which he edited from 1942 to 1945, when he joined Attlee's government as 
Minister o f Health. During the Second World War, he conducted what was almost a one- 
man opposition to Churchill's coalition government in the House of Commons. One of the 
themes which he developed during the later years of the war was the need for western 
Europe to he able to stand independently between the USA and the USSR.

In this article, Bevan argued that with the failure of Neville Chamberlain's policies in 
1939 the initiative in foreign policy, as well as in domestic affairs, had passed to the Left in 
Britain. Unless the Labour Party took this opportunity, there was every likelihood that the 
initiative would pass to the United States and Russia, with unhappy results. American 
foreign policy obeyed “ the outward thrust of American capitalism"; Russia, though she had 
“a special place in the affections o f Socialists", took a view of her own needs which need not 
be accepted outright by others. Bevan therefore argued that a Labour initiative for a west 
European confederation was necessary to save the area from becoming “a ground of con
tention" between Russia and America -  an interesting foreshadowing of the idea of a c(third 
force" which was later one of the motives of some advocates of European unity.1

}{.

1 After the war, Labour’s “ Keep Left”  movement indeed took up the idea of a European 
Socialist “ third force” , as did the founders of the “ Movement for a Socialist United 
States of Europe” . Bevan, however, seems to have dropped the idea.
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(. . .) we cannot now be surprised if she [Russia] still fears a revival of capitalist 
aggression more than she is reassured by the prospects of the emergence of 
Socialist nations in Europe. In these circumstances she sees all attempts at an 
integration of Europe as another threat to her. Her diplomacy, therefore, appears 
to be aimed at keeping Europe in an atomised condition, consisting of a number 
of weak nations of varying political complexions in the West, with a fringe of 
small nations on her borders, under her economic and political domination.

I cannot believe that Russia will find her safety on the edge of an unstable 
Europe. Her main interest is an economically progressive Europe, satisfied with 
a future of material advancement and therefore not likely to become a prey to 
militarist adventurers. But that condition is impracticable unless Europe is also 
politically settled. Economic and political integration must go together, and that 
can only be accomplished by progressive Governments, friendly to Russia and 
preoccupied with their domestic reforms.

N or is it possible to envisage the operation of a policy of full employment in 
Britain unless the Continent is settled. The Labour Movement is committed to 
the destruction of Fascism in Europe, to the revival of democratic liberties, and 
to international co-operation between these, leading as it must to be successful to 
an ever closer integration. We should not abandon this aim merely because Rus
sia takes a short-term view of her interests.

In the absence of this Socialist alternative, Western Europe in particular will 
become a ground of contention between Russia on the one side and American 
and British capitalism on the other, with inevitable inflammatory consequences. 
Either Socialism or Fascism will eventually unify Europe. If it be Socialism 
Russia will have nothing to fear, but everything to gain by it. If it be Fascism then 
Russia stands to lose. Ah, but, I may be told, why not let Russia do it in her own 
way, and let us keep out of it? The answer is, Russia cannot do it nor indeed will 
she try.

The unification of Europe must be the independent act of Europe itself, and 
the aim of British Labour should be to enable her to do it as easily and peacefully 
as possible. Hitler’s experiment has already shown how impossible it is to impose 
an order from without on peoples with a high culture, and in a developed state of 
national self-consciousness. It is because of this that any attempt to partition 
Germany is not only uncivilised in its intent, but sinister in its consequences for 
the future peace and settlement of the Continent. Even to consider it shows to 
what extent Labour has allowed our thinking on foreign policy to degenerate.

It is quite natural and inevitable that Russia should influence preponderantly 
the life of the nations immediately on her borders, and that she should seek to 
prevent them from combinations that may be aimed at her. That is the price we 
have to pay for the bitter recent past, and only time and normal intercourse can 
assuage its evils. But -  as a first stage -  an organic confederation of the Western 
European nations, like France, Holland, Belgium, Italy, Spain, the Scandinavian 
nations along with a sane Germany and Austria, and a progressive Britain, is the 
only solution likely to lay the foundation for peace and prosperity in Europe.

It is this solution that Russia, because of her fears, cannot initiate, and that 
America and Britain, with their present policy of reaction, will be unable to bring
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about. It remains, therefore, for British Labour to show the way. To do other
wise is for us to admit that the end of the war finds us with no policy to avoid a 
recurrence of the present insanity.

98. Political and Economic Planning: ‘Britain and Europe’
August 1944

Excerpt from Building Peace out of War: Studies in International Reconstruction, Lon
don, Oxford University Press for Political and Economic Planning, August 1944, 
p p .29-34.

Political and Economic Planning was an independent, non-governmental body founded 
in 1931, by a group of economists, journalists, officials and businessmen to work for the 
improvement o f planning in national affairs. Before the war, it published a number of 
studies of industry, housing, and the social and health services. During the war, it was much 
concerned with problems o f post-war reconstruction, and its influence increased with the 
growing prestige of planning at that time. Building Peace out of War was a collection of 
studies o f various aspects of international affairs, prepared at different times and published 
anonymously. The following extract is from Chapter I, ((Britain and Europe", which dis
cussed the changing nature of power in the twentieth century; Britain's role in Europe; and 
principles o f European unity. This chapter argued that it was in Europe that the old power- 
system had most obviously broken down and would have to be replaced. Hitler had created 
a sort o f economic and administrative unity in Europe which neither could nor should be 
wholly undone. ((The issue is no longer whether Europe will move towards unity, but in 
what form and by what leadersh ip (p . 16) The answer offered was that the unity of Europe 
should be attained under British and Soviet leadership, with the full backing of the U.S.A. 
After examining problems of security, seen mainly as a question of preventing the resurgence 
of German aggression, the chapter went on to discuss the building of a European Commu
nity through the development o f economic and political institutions, with the emphasis on 
the growth of working organisations rather than on constitution-building or federalism.

Building a European Community
Security measures will provide only the bare bones of the new Europe. With

out flesh and blood they will prove as ephemeral as every system founded on 
repression. To give the new Europe the flesh and blood which alone can make it a 
lasting reality, the peace-makers must set out consciously and boldly to build a 
European Community, into which the national communities will slowly 
merge.

That means the creation of new social and economic patterns which will offer 
to the individual men and women of each people, victor, vanquished and neutral, 
an equal basis of security and opportunity. It means the injection of new life into 
the values and traditions which are the common heritage of European civilisa
tion, and the fostering of interests and institutions old and new, which transcend 
the boundaries of the national state; and last but not least it means the gradual
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building up of a European élite from individuals of every country who can take 
positions of responsibility in every branch of European life.

These are the broad objectives. What are the methods and mechanisms by 
which they can be achieved? In the first stage they will consist of a programme of 
first-aid relief, for the execution of which the necessary organisations and plans 
are already in being. What is important at this stage is that the plans should be 
drawn up, and executed, not on a purely ad hoc short-term basis, but as inte
grated parts of a general and long-term plan, related to a clearly formulated 
pattern of the future Europe.

The second stage will be the development of a new, more coherent economic 
and social system in Europe. On the economic side two principles should be 
paramount: the system should be directed to a clear objective, namely, the wel
fare of the peoples of Europe and the progressive raising of their living standards; 
and the use of Europe’s resources in working towards that end should be planned 
by some single European planning authority for Europe as a whole, and planned 
not on a year-to-year basis, as the practices of national budgeting have dictated in 
the past, but for five or ten year periods at a time. This does not mean that every 
detail in the economic life of Europe need be rigidly controlled by a vast bur
eaucratic machine. It does mean that the general direction of economic activity 
should be controlled, and that the planning authority should have sufficient 
powers and inducements at its disposal to effect such control.

On the social side the problem of restoring order out of the disintegration 
following the collapse of Hitlerism will be urgent. There may well be need in the 
early stages, in order to prevent complete social disintegration, to improvise 
emergency institutions of a new and simpler type, such as those evolved in 
Britain to meet the needs of bombed areas. Out of these might grow new social 
forms which would be of lasting value in European life. For the rest, the key to 
the restoration of social stability will be the rebuilding and development in new 
forms of those cultural and other institutions and associations which are the 
life-blood of a free community, but have been persecuted or suppressed by 
totalitarian Germany -  universities, churches, trade unions, co-operatives, pro
fessional organisations, the free Press and Radio. Here the British people, with 
long experience of the value of these institutions in the life of the community, will 
have a great opportunity for moral leadership, while some of the smaller Euro
pean nations amongst whom free institutions have reached their fullest maturity 
(the co-operative movements in the Scandinavian countries may be quoted as an 
example) will have a vitally important contribution to make.

Closely linked with the rebuilding of institutions is the gradual development of 
individual leaders in every sphere. In the early stages British, American and 
Soviet personnel are bound to play a leading part; but a start should also be made 
at once to place carefully picked and competent individuals from allied nations in 
key administrative positions, e.g., on skeleton staffs in European Reconstruction 
organisations, with a view to building up a European élite. Here the emphasis 
must be on individuals, not governments. For in a Europe which is functioning as 
a community the individual leaders of industries, trade unions, universities and 
other vital institutions must be at least as important as those of regional govern-
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merits. It is clear that in such a process the universities of Europe -  which inherit 
the tradition of European unity -  must play a central role. It would be important 
to set up at the same time, perhaps linked to the universities as centres of post
graduate training and research, one or more special European Staff Colleges for 
the training of Europe’s key administrative personnel.

It is necessary in this connection to stress the part which should be allotted in 
the task of community building in Europe to individual Germans. The German 
people are bound to remain the most numerous as well as in many respects the 
most highly trained in Europe (outside Russia). Any attempt to build unity in 
Europe in face of the continued opposition of the German people would contain 
the seeds of failure. The test of a durable settlement will be its success in assim
ilating the German people into the life of the European community on terms 
which the peoples of Europe can accept. Conceived in terms of Germany and the 
rights of the German nation, this problem would certainly prove as intractable as 
in the years after 1918. It must be thought of in terms of finding for Germans, 
and particularly for the younger generation of Germans, the outlets which will 
employ their talents and energies for the benefit of Europe and not for its dom
ination and destruction. From this it follows that picked individual Germans 
must at an early stage be admitted to the joint effort of reconstruction.

European Machinery
It has been the characteristic vice of much recent discussion of Europe’s future 

that it has concentrated on questions of political machinery while losing sight of 
the two essentials of community building: the source of effective power and 
leadership; and the development of organs of economic and social administra
tion.

The former question has already been discussed. The latter is one which must 
be tackled empirically. Bodies should be formed, and will in some cases develop 
naturally out of the needs of the immediate relief period, to handle specific 
European problems, and services, such as civilisation, land transport, epidemic 
control; as well as more general problems such as industrial reconstruction, the 
development of backward areas in Europe, and the protection of minorities.

Certain conditions can be laid down to which these institutions should con
form. They should not be mere appendages of Government offices, but auton
omous agencies, such as the I.L .O . or the Universal Postal Union. Their 
personnel should not be exclusively or even mainly representative either at the 
administrative or at the policy-making level, but should include a large propor
tion of public servants, selected solely for their technical or other qualifications. 
In order that they should be free from detailed financial control by Governments, 
their finances should be on a generous scale, and should be in the form of block 
grants, estimated roughly on the basis of capacity to pay; and they should be 
allowed wide powers of independent initiation. They would operate under the 
general direction of whatever authority is charged with the long-term planning of 
the European economy. At all stages they would work in close contact with the 
I .L .O ., the world commodity controls, and any other world organisations which 
may emerge from the co-operation of the leading Powers.
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The more effective these economic institutions, the less paramount will be
come the purely political organs of power in Europe. Organs of political 
co-operation will clearly be necessary, however to provide a meeting-place for 
statesmen, a clearing-house for political problems and a focus for political action. 
The approach should again be empirical and based on the experience of the 
British Commonwealth which, it should be noted, is not federal, does not pos
sess either supreme executive or supreme legislature, and the constitution for 
which was not the origin but the end-product of the British experiment in free 
partnership.

For this European Political Authority no elaborate written covenants are re
quired. All that is needed is a European Conference held regularly and at 
frequent intervals; the regular attendance of Foreign Ministers; a strong perma
nent secretariat; and a regular meeting-place. Its authority will in the last resort 
depend not on any ingenuity of mechanism, but on the harmony and clarity of 
purpose of its leading members, and above all of the U.S.S.R. and Britain.

Can Britain do the Job ?

One thing above all must be clear. The acceptance by Britain of a leading 
position in Europe means the acceptance of responsibilities on a scale we have 
hardly begun to realise. It is not merely a question of keeping an army and air 
force in Europe perhaps for years to come -  which may well entail the contin
uance of conscription at home and of the great Empire air-training effort in the 
Dominions; it is not merely a question of finding and training up the adminis
trative personnel needed for the job. It is a question of effecting a revolutionary 
change in our whole outlook and way of life. First, there has got to be a new 
attitude towards Europe both among statesmen and people. Only those states
man can be leaders in Europe who look at things through European and not 
through parochial eyes, and are prepared to sacrifice what appear to be their own 
immediate national interests when they conflict with the true interests of Europe; 
for only when we thus recognise our duties to Europe as well as our rights can we 
expect other peoples to do the same; and Britain will only command lasting 
support in Europe so long as the national purposes which engage the patriotism 
of the British people are identified with the purposes of Europe at large. Nor can 
we expect such an attitude amongst the British people without an intensive de
velopment of British education in foreign affairs, which ensures that the British 
people regard the problems of Europe with a more informed and realistic 
view.

Secondly, remembering that the only lasting leadership is leadership by exam
ple, we have got to set our own house in order, and at the same time to work out 
for ourselves and for Europe a new and more satisfying social philosophy than 
anything we have had to offer in the past. Britain will retain her position in 
Europe just so long as the progressive forces and forward-looking people in 
Europe look to Britain for leadership, and see Britain getting results.
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99. The Economist: ‘More Perfect Union’ October 1944

“ More Perfect Union” , leading article, The Economist, vol. 147, No. 5276, 7 October 
1944; probably by Crowther.1

By the autumn of 1944 much of western Europe had been liberated from German occu
pation, and one of the great political questions of the day was the future of the liberated 
countries. This leading article in The Economist reopened discussion of a closer union bet
ween the countries of western Europe, including Britain. It set this idea firmly in the political 
context of the time (notably the assumed views of the USA and the USSR), and examined 
several of its aspects -  defence, economic affairs, colonies. Its approach to the problem of 
union was (once again) to reject federalism and the formal surrender of sovereignty in favour 
of close association to deal with specific problems.2

The Governments of France and Belgium have returned to their countries. The 
Dutch will follow them soon, and now that these Allied neighbours are leaving 
London it is time to ask a question that could not perhaps be fully answered until 
their sovereignty was fully restored and they had re-established contact with 
their own peoples. The question is quite simply whether the bitter strategic 
lesson of 1940 and 1944 has been learnt, and whether the nations intend to 
develop a policy in accordance with that lesson. In 1940, and again in 1944, 
Western Europe has learnt that it has no hope of successful defence without 
Britain. Equally Britain knows that without the western fringe of Europe, it 
cannot ward off the threat of bombardment and invasion. Separate, they fall. 
Together, they can lay the foundations of security.

These are the simple facts from which arises the desire for closer and more 
permanent union between Great Britain, France, Belgium and Flolland -  to 
which might well be added Norway and Denmark. It is not only in this country 
that the idea has been discussed. General de Gaulle, some months ago, gave 
expression to a similar idea. The Dutch and Belgian Governments have con
cluded a currency agreement and are discussing, in general terms, the project of a 
customs union. Both these are specifically designed to invite the collaboration 
both of France and of Britain, and a British-Belgian currency agreement has been 
announced this week.

This idea of a closer association on the West Coast of Europe has hitherto 
suffered from some of its expositors. General Smuts was one of the first to give it 
authoritative expression, and he did so in the clumsiest possible way. What 
should be a project of Mutual Aid, of Good Neighbourliness, was presented as a 
means for aggrandising the competitive power of Britain, and was coupled with

1 See Doc. No. 79, above; private information.
2 The arguments set out in this article were further developed, in the light of the end of 

the war in Europe and the changing attitudes of the USA and USSR, in “ New Model in 
Europe?” , leading article, The Economist, 2 June 1945.
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the most offensive remarks about France. So presented, it offended American 
opinion, on whose ears all discussion of “ power politics” still grates. It offended 
Russia, against whom alone the combination would be directed. Most decisively 
of all, it offended the potential members of the association, who were invited to 
see in it only a means of subordinating them to British policies and exploiting 
them for British ambitions. And internationalists all over the world were af
fronted by a proposal that seemed to smack of exclusive particularism.

It has taken a long time for even such an obviously sensible idea to recover 
from such sponsorship. Fundamentally, of course, there is nothing in the pro
posal of a closer association in Western Europe to which anyone could reason
ably object -  save perhaps some future German aggressor. To American critics it 
can be said that the sort of association proposed is no more harmful to the outside 
world than the Pan-American Union -  and that it would have a more real econ
omic, cultural and strategic content. To Russian critics it can be said that the basic 
idea would, but for one thing, be identical with that which leads them to take an 
interest in Finland and the Baltic States, in Poland and Roumania -  the one 
difference being that the Western Association would proceed only by the free 
consent of all parties. And to the Western Europeans themselves, whose desire 
for unity is qualified only by apprehensions about the restoration of their full 
sovereign status, it can be pointed out that there is no country on earth that has 
had more experience in respecting the equal status of smaller countries than the 
leader of the British Commonwealth of Nations.

Nor is there any reason why closer union in Western Europe should be con
sidered to prejudice the chances of a more universal organisation. The practical 
possibilites along the universal line are being seen, at Dumbarton Oaks, to be 
very restricted. But even if that were not so, another association of free and 
peaceful nations should properly be regarded as a step in the right direction -  as 
are the Pan-American Union and the British Commonwealth. Anything in the 
nature of an all-European union or federation is clearly not practical politics at 
the moment. In the East there is a Russian veto on any such projects; in the centre 
there will, for many years, be a German void. In the Mediterranean, Spanish 
ambiguity and Italy’s probationary status are obstacles. There is nowhere but the 
Western fringe where a start can be made and where the techniques of merging 
sovereignty in a wider unity can be worked out.

At the moment, by a paradox, the chief step necessary to achieve closer rela
tions is not less sovereignty, but more. The attitude of France is to a great extent 
the determining factor in any schemes for closer union. At the moment, the 
French are bewildered and upset by the fact that Britain will not afford full 
recognition to the Provisional Government of General de Gaulle. Until this step 
is taken, it will be quite impossible to stabilise the relations between the two 
countries, least of all to suggest closer relations, which can easily be twisted into 
meaning a subtle attack on French independence. It is an inflamed and sensitive 
point. The British Government will need all its powers of tact and friendship to 
make it obvious that the proposal of closer association is not a disguised attempt 
to strengthen Britain but a common interest of equal powers, all concerned with 
forwarding their own security. It was evident however, from last week’s debate
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that the Foreign Secretary believes progress can be made, since he gave the pro
posal his explicit blessing.

How can the project be best advanced? The only method of approach lies 
through particular objectives, not through formal surrenders of sovereignty. 
Mr. Churchill’s dramatic offer, in 1940, of complete union between Britain and 
France was one of the great gestures of history. But it is not by such means that 
progress can best be made now. Any proposal of a federation, or a union, would 
rouse the maximum opposition, outside the countries concerned as well as inside. 
A more helpful precedent is to be found in the close association achieved between 
Britain and France in the first months of the war, the outward form of which was 
a number of ad hoc bodies, each dealing jointly with a specific problem -  finance, 
supplies, transport and so forth. With appropriate modifications, this is the best 
system to adopt now.

The first priority is naturally defence, since security is the impelling reason for 
a closer association. This war has shown how many different expedients in the 
way of pooling are possible, without an official abatement of sovereignty. The 
Combined Chiefs of Staff, who now link the American and British forces, might 
be reproduced in more permanent form to ensure the strategic unity of Western 
Europe. The types of weapons used should be standardised and, if a further 
precedent is needed, it can be found in the Combined Production and Resources 
Board. Research into developing methods of defence could be carried out jointly, 
and it should be possible to see that the staff colleges and military academies of 
the four countries not only gave the same type of instruction but were in close 
touch with each other. In this manner, a common “ staff mind” would be built 

Up‘
Strategy, of course, is meaningless without foreign policy. The complete co

ordination of foreign policies is perhaps too much to expect. The British spokes
man at the new Geneva will not be able to “ speak for” the countries of Western 
Europe in the sense of committing them by his words. But he can, and should, 
speak for them in the sense of consulting them before he takes his decision -  
France, of course, will always be directly represented. The British Government 
should cultivate the habit of consulting as regularly with Paris, Brussels, The 
Hague, Copenhagen and Oslo as it already does with Ottawa, Canberra, Wel
lington and Pretoria. And, in the one case as in the other, such consultation will 
almost always result in an agreed policy.

The scope for closer association in economic matters is as great as in political 
affairs. But the problem is more complicated. It should be possible to proceed 
from the clear to the less clear. Currency arrangements -  at least for the transi
tional period -  are among the most obvious objects of common policy, and it is in 
this direction that discussion has already proceeded furthest. The economic in
terdependence of these six countries is so great that they can hardly draw up Full 
Employment policies except in concert -  and with Full Employment goes, of 
course, capital development and budgetary policy. Civil aviation is another mat
ter in which there is an obvious community of interest -  the greater in view of the
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fact that British, French, Dutch and Belgian colonies adjoin each other all over 
the world.

But when the proposal for closer association in the economic field is broad
ened out to cover the general mutual trade of the countries concerned, the matter 
becomes more complex. For Imperial Preference among the British nations there 
is -  or at least is asserted to be -  a special exception to the Most Favoured Nation 
rule. Whether any such exception would be granted to preferential arrangements 
among the countries of Western Europe is much more doubtful. The proposal 
would be likely to arouse strong opposition, in particular, from the United 
States. It would, therefore, seem to be a case of all or nothing -  either a complete 
customs union or the status quo.

There is very little room for doubt that the creation of such a customs union -  a 
unified market of 115 million people, not counting any of their colonial depen
dencies -  would be an immense benefit to its members and to the world at large. 
But that does not mean that everyone would be in favour of it. From the British 
end, there would be opposition from the Dominions as well as from domestic 
producers. (How, for example, would the steel industry like the prospect of free 
imports from France, Belgium and Luxemburg, or the farmers that of unlimited 
Danish bacon?) And the other countries might well be as suspicious of a British 
proposal of customs union, as the British themselves would be of one coming 
from America. The possibilities will need to be very cautiously explored.

Another obvious field for joint effort is the development of the Western Eu
ropean countries’ colonial empires. In Africa and the Far East, political divisions 
do not always conform to geographical and physical differences, and economic 
development on a regional basis would give far better results. This is obviously 
the case in West and Equatorial Africa. There could of course be no question of 
diluting the political administration. Such a proposal would arouse fears for 
sovereignty and possibly suspicions of the “ imperialist”  intentions of Great Bri
tain. It would also bewilder the local peoples and retard their development 
towards self-government. Yet joint technical services should be possible at once 
in health, agriculture, engineering, and transport. Principles of administration 
would be approximated over a period of years to a long-term goal set for self- 
government, not piecemeal, colony by colony, but on a regional scale.

Such suggestions may sound revolutionary, but the Lancaster bomber and the 
assault craft and the duck and the doodle are all revolutionary. The environment 
of peaceful living in Europe has changed drastically in the last twenty years and 
unless the nations are prepared to alter their habits as drastically, they will go the 
way of all those who have failed to adapt themselves to their environment -  they 
will not survive. Yet while these projects are revolutionary, they are also in
tensely delicate. At every step, outraged national feeling, crusted vested interest 
and inveterate suspicion lie in wait to check this experiment in organised Good 
Neighbourliness. It is therefore essential that it should be launched at once. The 
enthusiasm of common victory, the good will and gratitude of shared hardship 
still link Britain to her eastern neighbours. In Europe, too, the unscrambling of
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the New Order must leave a period during which a sort of economic vacuum will 
prevail, before new interests and new groupings have time to come together. 
Therefore now, when optimism is highest and opposition is most disorganised, is 
the time to make the proposals, try the plans and put the whole weight of British 
prestige and diplomacy behind the project of a “ more perfect union” between 
Britain, France, Scandinavia and the Low Countries.
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I. Plans by Exiles from France

P ie r r e  G u il l e n

Introduction
From July 1940 onwards many of the French who took refuge in foreign 

countries or were already settled there spontaneously formed committees, the 
titles of which varied from place to place: Comité de Gaulle, Comité de Français 
libres, Association Trance quand même’, and so on. The local committees were 
grouped into national ones for each country, to the number of 39 by mid-1942. 
In addition there were various specialized and cultural organizations such as the 
committees of the Alliance française. Among their essential tasks was to conduct 
propaganda by means of journals, reviews and pamphlets, lectures, speeches and 
round-table discussions, aimed both at international public opinion and at the 
French community outside the mother country.

The organization of the post-war world, and of Europe in particular, was 
naturally among the themes of this propaganda. However, free French circles 
showed considerable reserve, if not hostility, towards the idea of unifying Eu
rope by limiting national sovereignty. There were two reasons for this.

In the first place, the ‘European idea’ was a hobby-horse of Nazi propaganda, 
and this made it suspect to the free French: they regarded it as a device for 
furthering pan-Germanism and enslaving the Continent by cutting it off from the 
Anglo-Saxon world. If post-war Europe was to be organized as a closed-off 
fortress, a self-contained community with its own peculiar interests, it would 
soon be dominated once again by Germany.1 Instead, the free French laid stress 
on links with the US and the British empire, and believed that the post-war world 
must be based on an indissoluble alliance between them and the peoples of We
stern Europe.

Secondly, the free French organizations considered it their duty to reawaken 
French national energies and persuade allied and neutral countries that France 
was still a great nation. The exaltation of national values and the resurrection of 
France as a great power did not harmonize with the abandonment of sovereignty 
or with federalist and supranational ideas. Thus the themes of European ideology 
were developed in circles that were somewhat detached from the more or less 
official organizations of free France.

This was observable, for instance, among the London French. Naturally the 
official publications of the Gaullist committee ignored the European question

1 This was also the majority view of the resistance movement in France: cf.the warning in
Cahiers politiques, No. 1, April 1943.
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altogether. Apart from these, the principal organs of the free French community 
in Britain were the Alliance française, Revue de la Fédération britannique des 
Comités de VAlliance française, and, especially, the Marseillaise. Hebdomadaire 
de la France au combat, edited by François Quilici, formerly of the Agence 
Havas. These journals spoke only of the greatness of France and the revival of 
national energies, and had not a word to say concerning the unification of Eu
rope. However, outside the official Gaullist organizations Europe was a live issue 
to Frenchmen in three political camps: democrats of a more or less radical kind, 
socialists and Christian democrats.

The left-wing democratic radicals were associated with the review France libre, 
the moving spirits in which were André Labarthe and Raymond Aron, together 
with some intellectuals who were anti-Vichy but also mistrusted the Gaullists. 
Between 15 November 1940 and 15 April 1944 this journal published eight ar
ticles on the organization of a European federation.2

The principal organ of the socialists was the daily France, founded by Pierre 
Comert and Georges Gombault: its chief editor, Louis Lévy, had been foreign 
editor of the Populaire before the war, and in London was the French represent
ative on the Socialist Vanguard Group3, in which capacity he signed the 
declaration advocating a united Europe. In autumn 1943 he was commissioned to 
formulate the foreign policy section of the socialist party’s draft of a joint 
programme for the Resistance movement, which also advocated a European fe
deration. France, which was published in London from 26 August 1940, carried 
several articles on the unification of Europe from the pen of Louis de Brouckère, 
a Belgian who had become a friend of Pierre Comert at League of Nations 
sessions in Geneva.4

From summer 1941 the Christian Democrats published a monthly journal, 
Volontaire pour la Cité chrétienne, edited by Maurice Schumann and François- 
Louis Closon, which in 1943 published a series of articles on the constitution of a 
European federation.5

Apart from the official movement, there were several Frenchmen in London 
engaged in propaganda under British direction: they ran the French broadcasts of 
the BBC (Michel Saint-Denis, Jean Marin, Jean Oberlé, Pierre Bourdan, Jacques 
Bord, René Lefèvre) and produced the Revue du Monde libre, which the RAF 
distributed in allied countries and dropped in occupied territory; many of its 
articles spoke of a union of Western Europe.6

We may also mention such personalities as the academic Jacques Métadier, a 
convinced federalist, who published the London review Solidarity and wrote for

2 Cf. docs. 102, 107 and 115.
3 This Group was set up following the international congress of exiled socialists, held in 

London in April 1942: cf. W. Lipgens, Europa-Föderationspläne der Widerstandsbewe
gungen 1940-1945, Munich, 1968, doc. 154, pp. 456-7.

4 Louis de Brouckère’s articles from France will be found in chapter III, 1 on Belgian 
exiles: see docs. 165 and 169.

5 Cf. doc. 108.
6 Cf. doc. 112.
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various British journals; and writers such as Joseph Kessel and his nephew Mau
rice Druon (who was for a time on the staff of Honneur et Patrie, the free French 
broadcasting station), who in conversations and correspondence debated the idea 
of a union of European peoples.7

In New York Geneviève Tabouis and Henri de Kérillis published the weekly 
La Voix de la France, which was renamed Pour la Victoire at the beginning of 
1942 and in the following year published a series of articles in favour of European 
federation.8 As this journal espoused the cause of Giraud, a Gaullist organ sub
sequently came into existence: France-Amérique, edited by Emile Buré and 
Henry Torrès.9 However, the principal association of the French living in the US 
was Trance forever’ , founded by the industrialist Houdry and led by intellectu
als such as H. Laugier, P. R. Weill, H. Focillon and H. Bonnet, with 82 local 
committees and nearly 200,000 members, French and American. Its review 
France forever, published in New York, carried the texts of numerous speeches, 
messages, lectures and round-table symposia. In November 1941 the association 
set up a free French university, the Ecole libre des Hautes Etudes in New York, 
which became a centre for many academies, writers and scholars who had settled 
in the New World during the war.10 From January 1943 the École published the 
quarterly Renaissance, in which H. Laugier wrote of European union.11 Gur- 
vitch, the director of the Institut de Sociologie, edited a Journal o f Legal and 
Political Sociology, a special number of which was devoted to ‘Sovereignty and 
federalism in post-war society’ . Mirkine-Guetzévitch, the dean of the Law fa
culty, edited a collection entitled Bibliothèque de l'Institut de Droit comparé, 
and, in collaboration with other members of the School, edited La République 
française. Revue mensuelle de l'idéologie républicaine et démocratique, the organ 
of the Comité républicain français set up in New York in March 1943.

Two New York publishing houses specialized in French books: Brentano’s 
and the Maison française under Crespin. The latter published numerous pamph
lets on the reorganization of post-war Europe, including Les sept mystères du 
destin de l'Europe by Jules Romains, Messages by Jacques Maritain, La guerre, 
cette révolution by Fr. J. V. Ducatillon, Une France nouvelle by Jacques Mar
quette, and France de ce monde by Pierre de Lanux. The last-named had been a 
director of the Paris office of the League of Nations: a convinced advocate of 
collective security, he gave numerous courses and lectures on the European idea 
in American universities during the war.12

7 Cf. doc. 109.
8 Issues dated 14, 21 and 28 Aug. 1943; cf. Lipgens, op, cit., p. 515, n. 1.
9 A well-known lawyer and Radical politician.

10 The Consultative Assembly at Algiers, at its session on 15 May 1944, paid a solemn 
tribute to the services rendered to free France by the Ecole libre des Hautes Etudes in 
New York: the vote was moved by Mme Simard and carried unanimously. Among 
prominent members of the École were J. Maritain, G. Cohen, H. Focillon, G. Chinard,
G. Gurvitch, B. Mirkine-Guetzévitch, J. Wahl, J. Perrin, H. Laugier, P. Rivet, H. 
Bonnet and J. V. Ducatillon.

11 Cf. doc. 105.
12 Some were reprinted in P. de Lanux, European Manifesto, New York, 1945.
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In Canada the free French published a monthly, VAlouette, edited by Marthe 
Simard, and from spring 1942 the review France-Canada. Bulletin périodique des 
Comités de la France libre au Canada, edited by Élisabeth de Miribel. This, 
however, made no mention of European union.

In Mexico 32 local free French committees were founded, largely thanks to 
Jacques Soustelle and Paul Rivet, a former director of the Musée de PHomme in 
Paris. Writers such as Jules Romains and "academics like Berveiller and Étiemble 
were active in the French firm of Quetzal, which republished some material on 
the future organization of Europe.13

The free French were also very active in South America. In Santiago they 
published Pour la France libre. Organe du Comité national de la France libre 
(under which there were 39 local committees). In Argentina Albert Guérin, the 
chairman of the French chamber of commerce in Buenos Aires, presided over a 
national committee representing 54 local committees, which from July 1940 pub
lished an information bulletin, Pour la France libre. Also in Argentina, in July 
1942 the writer Roger Caillois founded the review Lettres françaises and was 
active in the Institut français d’Études supérieures attached to the École libre des 
Hautes Études of New York, with a collection of publications entitled cles Amis 
des Lettres françaises'. In Brazil, the French teachers at the universities of Sâo 
Paulo and Rio de Janeiro formed two committees under the patronage of the 
École libre des Hautes Études to promote intellectual relations among American 
nations. In the political sphere, 14 local free French committees formed a national 
committee for Brazil under the chairmanship of Auguste Rendu. From 18 July 
1940 this committee published a roneotyped sheet Cher Compatriote, as well as a 
review Nouvelles Hebdomadaires. France libre, and a collection, Cahiers de la 
Victoire, in which various lectures and studies were reprinted. However, the free 
French in South America were devoted single-mindedly to the cult of a re
awakened France and the exaltation of its mission, and did not mention European 
union except in sceptical terms.14 Only Georges Bernanos in his Lettre aux 
Anglais spoke of the need for unity that was so keenly felt by the European 
peoples.15

Similarly we find no mention of Europe in the publications of the free French 
in India {France-Orient of Delhi, and the illustrated Le Clairon), or in France 
toujours (Cairo),16 or the collection of pamphlets published at Beirut by Georges 
Bianquis, director of the Société d’Edition des Lettres françaises; nor in the 
Bulletin du Comité France libre du Kénya-Ouganda-Tanganyika, nor again in 
Paris-Dakar, the organ of the free French in Senegal from 1943 onwards.

In Europe, a certain number of free French took refuge in Switzerland. They 
included some heads of resistance movements, such as F. Bondy and J. M. Sou- 
tou, who took part in the conference of resistance leaders from several countries, 
organized at Geneva in the spring of 1944 by Dr. V isser’t Hooft, which drafted a

13 Cf. doc. 103.
14 Cf. doc. 104.
15 Cf. doc. 100.
16 Edited by Jouguet of the Institut français du Caire.
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declaration on European federation.17 The firm La Baconnière of Neuchâtel pub
lished various works by French exiles including J. Avenol’s L'Europe silencieuse, 
which outlined a plan of European federation.18 The same firm published Les 
Cahiers du Rhône, a review founded by the Swiss Albert Béguin, with contribu
tions by French refugees who were determined not to remain ‘anxious but passive 
spectators of the European disaster’19 but to celebrate the unity of the peoples of 
Western Europe.20

From the end of 1942 attention naturally focused on North Africa. The free 
French in Morocco and Tunisia do not seem to have taken much interest in the 
European problem, however. Paris-Maroc. Le grand hebdomadaire de la Libé
ration, published at Casablanca by Camille Aymard -  a journal which was at first 
pro-Giraud and afterwards pro-De Gaulle -  raised the question whether France 
should join an Atlantic or a Western European federation, but did not commit 
itself as to the answer.21 There is nothing about Europe in Victoire. Hebdoma
daire du Mouvement de la France combattante de Tunisie; while in Opinion et 
Documents, published fortnightly in Tunis from May 1944, we find only a re
print of an article by Coudenhove from the American Mercury of April 1944, 
entitled ‘Why not a United States of Europe?’

In Algiers, on the other hand, the debate on Europe was already under way.It 
had been given impetus by negotiations in London between the British, Belgians 
and Dutch, in liaison with the French, on the possible formation of a West 
European union. This question was debated several times by the French cabinet 
at Algiers and was referred to by de Gaulle in a speech to the Consultative 
Assembly. It was discussed at many sessions of the Algiers Assembly22 and in 
various articles in newspapers and periodicals.

Two groups were firmly in favour of unifying Europe by limiting national 
sovereignty. The Socialists’ views were represented by their deputies in the Con
sultative Assembly, P. O. Lapie and in particular Vincent Auriol, and by articles 
in their official weekly Fraternité; the left wing, however, were hesitant for fear 
of dividing Europe into two blocs. They were also concerned not to sever links 
with the Communists, and did not want to see Europe dominated by monopoly 
capitalism.23 The second group consisted of the representatives in Algiers of 
certain mainland resistance movements. Professions of faith in Europe took the

17 Cf. Lipgens, op. cit., docs. 134-6, pp. 388-98.
18 Cf. doc. 122.
19 Albert Béguin, ‘Nos Cahiers’, in Les Cahiers du Rhône, No. 1, March 1942, p. 11.
20 ‘In the great polygon of the West, by a shared work of civilization, the centuries have 

formed countries facing on different seas and given them an inner unity . . .  so that their 
many provinces, races and languages have all become members of a single indivisible 
body’ : ibid., pp. 20-1.

21 Issue of 11 Feb. 1944.
22 Debate on French foreign policy, 22 and 24 Nov. 1943; debate on General de Gaulle’s 

message concerning general policy, 18 March 1944; debate on French external policy, 
12 and 15 May 1944; debate on general policy and the liberation of France, 24 and 
25 July 1944.

23 Cf. doc. 130.
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form of speeches in the Assembly by Mayoux, Hauriou, L. Vallon and Claudius- 
Petit, and statements by the Algerian group of ‘Combat’, headed by R. Capitant 
and P. Coste-Floret. Marcel Ray pubished articles in the journal Combat in 
Algiers, four successive numbers of which contained the record of a round-table 
discussion on Europe held in the USA. In March 1944 Henry Frenay proclaimed 
his faith in Europe to the congress of the ‘Combat’ movement held at Algiers.

Among the Radicals only Pierre Cot, who was not in the main stream of the 
party, advocated a socialist confederation of Europe, in which Germany would 
be absorbed.

The representatives at Algiers of the resistance outside France -  Francis Perrin, 
Marthe Simard, Albert Guérin and others -  were generally cautious, emphasizing 
the need for post-war France to maintain her alliance with Britain and the 
US.

The Communists based their position on that of the USSR, which had de
nounced the idea of a Western bloc as an anti-Soviet coalition. Declaring that a 
Western union would enslave France to American capitalism, they advocated 
integral sovereignty and a close alliance with the USSR. These views were ex
pressed at Algiers by the Communist representatives in the Assembly, such as F. 
Bonte,24 and by their offical organ France nouvelle.

Intellectuals in Algiers also expressed themselves outside political groupings.25 
The Association France-Grande-Bretagne-Etats-Unis, directed by academicians, 
organized lectures and round-table discussions of European union in the fields of 
defence and economics. The subject was also ventilated in the Revue économique 
et sociale, published by a group of economists; the Revue d'Alger, published by 
the university of Algiers; and the review L'Arche, which had André Gide as its 
patron and was directed by Jean Amrouche and Lassaigne.26

In addition, intellectuals and politicians collaborated on reviews such as the 
Cahiers antiracistes, directed by Bernard Lecoche from 1943 onwards, with an 
editorial board including H. Bonnet, L. Gernet, P. O. Lapie, A. Philip, R. 
Pleven and J. Soustelle: this journal took a critical line towards nationalism on 
account of its racist element. Many articles on post-war Europe were published 
in Renaissances. Revue de la pensée politique française, edited by P. E. Viard and 
supported by Alazard, Brousset, Berthault, Capitant, Gernet, Joxe and Sou
stelle.

Pamphlets by individuals on the European question, published at Algiers, 
included Le socialisme humaniste by A. Hauriou and Le problème allemand by
G. Weill.

It should be noted that most of those who advocated a federal or confederal

24 Sessions of 23 Nov. 1943, 5 Jan. and 12 May 1944.
25 Two political weeklies in Algiers, not attached to any particular party, were Le Courrier 

républicain. Grand hebdomadaire politique dAlger and La Quatrième République. No 
references to Europe can be found in them, except for the texts of some broadcasts by J. 
Maritain.

26 On the other hand there is not a word about Europe in Fontaine. Revue mensuelle de la 
poésie et des lettres françaises, edited by Max-Pol Fouchet.
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Europe linked it with the objective of integrating Germany into a West European 
bloc under French leadership, so as to eliminate the nightmare of a German threat 
once and for all. In this way they foreshadowed the European policy pursued by 
the statesmen of the Fourth Republic in the early 1950s.

100. Georges Bernanos: ‘Letter to the English’ Sept. 1941

Extracts from Georges Bernanos, Lettre aux Anglais, 3rd edition, Atlàntica Editoria, 
Rio de Janeiro, 1943, pp. 235-8. Biblio Comité F L  166.

The well-known Catholic author Georges Bernanos spent the war years in Brazil, where 
he was very active in free French circles, with lectures, articles and regular contributions to 
Informations et Nouvelles Hebdom adaires. France Libre, Rio de Janeiro. He took a moral 
line first and foremost, appealing for a revival of conscience and energy. His cLetter to the 
English', which attracted most attention, dates from Sep. 1941. Its theme was that Europe 
must be regenerated by a repudiation of nationalism and a return to the old tradition of 
unity.

(. . .) You see, my dear Mr. Roosevelt: the British and Americans have always 
been insular, they have isolationism in their blood. It is hard for you to under
stand the desperate need of our European peoples for unity. O f course you will 
reply that Europe has for centuries been engaged in fratricidal wars. Yes, exactly, 
they are fratricidal wars, horrible family quarrels, sometimes sordid or tragic, 
often absurd like all family quarrels. It is your mistake if you can only see them as 
territorial or economic rivalries. ( . . . )  O f course, historical films made in H ol
lywood are not going to teach the American public that nationalism is a scourge 
of the modern world, that the Nation is an economic caricature of our ancient 
homelands, or that the spiritual unity of the 13th century was on the point of 
bringing about a federation of those homelands. How can any of you begin to 
imagine the prestige at that time of such an international organization as the 
University of Paris, which I assure you was a thousand times more powerful than 
your League of Nations? (. . .)

Dear Mr. Roosevelt, it is not only a question of delivering Europe from Hitler: 
we have to eradicate a cancer of which he is only a superficial manifestation (. . .). 
One might perhaps already say that Fascism, Nazism and Communism will one 
day appear in the light of history as so many monstrous deformations of the 
ancient idea of Christianity. Millions of men see in totalitarianism a faith and a 
religion, with its own mysticism, morality and dogma; they see the Party as a 
church, and the omniscient, omnipotent dictator as a Pope or even a God. It 
would be disastrous to think that you can set all these millions on the right path 
by urging them to stop worrying about the fate of humanity and go back to their 
own petty material interests, even if you were to offer them a partnership on 
moderate terms. N o, my dear Mr Roosevelt, let us call things by their names.
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Among peoples as among individuals, there can be no true unity without a 
common ideal, and that ideal must be as lofty as possible, so that it can be seen 
from afar. ( . . . )  Democrats thought it clever to talk in practical terms: ( . . . )  ‘Let 
each man have his own little schemes, and long live the Republic! Why should the 
rest of us care?’ But the fact is that for a long time people have been in the habit of 
caring, they always have cared. People need to join together and care about 
something, because solitude is a kind of luxury for a few abnormal, idle people or 
privileged geniuses ( . . . ) •

101. New Commonwealth Quarterly: ‘National Sovereignty and 
International Authority’ October 1941-January 1942

Anonymous article published in two parts, in French, in the New Commonwealth 
Quarterly, London: Vol. VII, N o. 2, Oct. 1941, pp. 127-35, and N o. 3, Jan. 1942, 
p p .218-24.

An editorial note stated: ‘For special reasons, this contribution by a distinguished French
man, who represents French thought at its best, must remain unsignedThe present editor 
has not been able to identify the author. After discussing the failure of the League of 
Nations, the article concludes that the only foundation of peace is to persuade nations to limit 
their sovereignty and unite in a supranational federation.

For many years past, the facts have shown inexorably that states can no longer 
live in isolation, as they did for so long. Nowadays it is not only a question of 
peace among nations or states: internal order and the liberties of the individual 
are also directly dependent on the maintenance of international order. ( . . . )

Since 1914 the fear of wars that have become more and more universal and 
destructive has led to a multiplication of efforts to do away with the conception 
of the absolute sovereignty of states, which is rightly considered as leading di
rectly to international anarchy, that is to say the doctrine that might is right. 
(. . .)

Given the attachment of states to their sovereignty, it would seem that these 
failures are largely due to an erroneous theoretical conception, a false idea of 
sovereignty. Today as during the French Revolution, jurists are too much in
clined to regard sovereignty as necessarily one, indivisible and unlimited. ( . . . )  In 
actual fact, while sovereignty is necessary it is never absolute. ( . . . )

If sovereignty in the sense of public authority is divisible, then it can be divided 
between the various territorial states on the one hand and an extra-national or 
supranational authority on the other. This is what happens under federalism, a 
solution which the pressure of facts is imposing more and more on all those who 
are not afraid of words. ( . . . )

Today no one disputes the existence of an international community in which 
inter-state relations are becoming closer and increasingly extensive. N o less evi-
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dent is the need to preserve existing states, which will never give up their rights to 
a single state, a civitas maxima or universal empire. And yet, if civilization is not 
to collapse, a way must clearly be found to ensure peace among these states. And 
the only way to achieve that purpose, whether within the international commu
nity or within the states themselves, is to provide them with a complete legal 
framework. ( . . . )  Thus the international community, like the individual states, 
must have authorities competent to enact laws, to interpret them and see that 
they are obeyed. This twofold juridical organization is nothing more or less than 
federalism. ( . . . )

Since it is clear that our age requires these two things -  an international com
munity organized to ensure peace, and a degree of autonomy on the part of 
individual states -  the only possible solution is to share between them, not sov
ereignty in the strict sense, as is often wrongly said, but attributes of public 
authority exercised with the characteristic mark of sovereignty, that is to say as a 
last resort.

The only difficulty is how the attributes should be shared between the two 
types of collectivity. ( . . . )  There are two essential principles to be safeguarded: 
order and justice. This implies that the international community must have 
among its functions the question of external relations and the abolition of its 
members’ right to wage war, thus bringing about a large reduction in armaments. 
The community must have the right to conclude treaties and to supervise those 
contracted by its members. Abolishing the right to wage war means that there 
must be mandatory procedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes, and in 
case of need there must be mutual aid for the enforcement of decisions: conse
quently the community must possess an armed force, at least in the air. This 
question of an international force is closely linked with that of the disarmament 
of states and with the question of the respective strength of the international 
community and of non-member states. (. . .)

To these essential elements, others may gradually be added ( . . . ) ,  such as the 
right to confer citizenship, to coin money and prescribe weights and measures, to 
organize transport and postal services, to supervise or maintain other communi
cations among member states, and to regulate internal and external trade. Care 
must be taken not to neglect the economic aspect and not to allow high tariff 
walls to be raised between neighbouring states with complementary econo
mies.

( . . . )  As in federal states, all these things will come about naturally as 
confidence increases; but at the outset, as always, states will wish to surrender as 
few of their rights as possible. In view of this attitude they must first be asked 
only to give up what is essential. ( . . . )  In matters that essentially belong to the 
competence of the community, the central body must possess rights of its own: 
its decisions must not be subject to ratification by member states, otherwise 
nothing will be achieved. ( . . . )
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102. W. Ch. Posthumus-Meyes: ‘Towards the End of Absolute 
National Sovereignty’ 15 Jan. 1942

Article in La France Libre (London), 15 Jan. 1942, pp. 229-32. Biblio Comité, PR F L  
14.

This review, which appeared monthly in London from 15 November 1940 to September 
1945, was edited by André Labarthe, a supervisor at the Faculté des Sciences in Paris and a 
political correspondent of the Intransigeant, and by Raymond Aron, professor of philosophy, 
under the pseudonym of René Avord. Its contributors were a group of democratic intellec
tuals, anti-Vichy and for the most part anti-Gaullist. Relations with De Gaulle were 
strained from the outset, and became even more so when Labarthe supported Muselier in 
1941 and afterwards supported Giraud.1 René Massigli has stated that: 'these people do not 
seem to have been aware, at the time, that there was a European problem: not a single article 
in the review mentioned it from 1941 to 1943. 32 But this is quite incorrect. In the issue of 
15 August 1941 J. W. Beyen’s article 'L'organisation de la future bataille contre le chômage3 
developed the idea of states organized in groups with a \political monetary and economic 
superstructure3. A month after the article reproduced here, on 15 February 1942, Hervé 
Alphand in 'Les problèmes économiques d3après-guerre3 raised the question of a European 
free trade area: 'Should we envisage, over and above the sovereign states that may be 
restored or created by the peace treaty, the establishment of economic unions consisting of 
territories which would exchange complementary products free of duty?3 Articles during 
1943 included Raymond Aron (René Avord), 'Destin des nationalités3 (16 March) and Hen
ryk Strasburger, 'Sur l'Europe d'après guerre3 (15 July).

In the present article Posthumus-Meyes, whom we have not been able to identify further, 
developed a plan for the economic unification of Europe, with a supranational governing 
body.

( . . . )  Thus if it is really desired to achieve a lasting result, though still a partial 
one for the time being, the answer is to begin on a small scale and aim to unite in a 
single group only states whose standard of living and economic and social struc
tures are more or less similar. ( . . . )  On this basis the following links should be 
established among nations of a particular group:

1. Financial links. The central banks of all countries of the same group should 
mutually undertake, without restriction or within the widest possible limits, to 
buy and sell the currency of other members of the group at a fixed rate. (. . .) 
Clearly such an agreement would do much to facilitate trade among the contract
ing parties, by eliminating the monetary obstacles that have impeded it for many 
years. However, the agreement can only have a useful and lasting effect if the 
parties’ balance of payments is relatively stable and does not vary greatly from 
one year to another. This can only be achieved by a clear-cut overall policy on the 
part of the economic and monetary authorities concerned, so as to prevent ex-

1 For the conflict between the London Gaullists and the Labarthe group cf. René Cassin, 
Les hommes partis de rien, Paris, 1975, pp. 221-2, and Jacques Soustelle, Envers et 
contre tout, I, Paris, 1947, pp. 47-8.

2 René Massigli, Une comédie des erreurs, Paris, 1978, p. 32.
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cessive and unprofitable shifts of capital and to keep payments in balance as far as 
possible.

2. Commercial links. The primary object of forming groups of nations is to 
replace the autarkic tendencies of individual states by a system of free trade 
among them, as the first step towards greater freedom of trade throughout the 
world. ( . . . )  For multilateral trade alone can make it possible to buy and sell raw 
materials and manufactures in the most advantageous market.

In addition, exchange control and monetary agreements among the members 
of a group would naturally promote the development of trade within the group. 
This implies a need to coordinate the members’ economies and productive 
capacity.

3. Political links. Close and continuous contact among members of a group 
automatically involves political rapprochement. But this in itself is not enough, 
and here we come to the nub of the project. The monetary and economic plans 
outlined above can only be effective if member states are prepared to sacrifice part 
of their financial and economic independence in favour of a central body to be set 
up by the group. ( . . . )  There must be no illusions: If independent national 
economies, constantly waging unrestricted war against one another, are a thing 
of the past -  and who could wish to revive them? -  then the absolute sovereignty 
and complete freedom of nations in the economic sphere is over and done with 
also. Nations will pay the same price for an international economic order as the 
individual had to pay for the sake of living in an ordered society: the voluntary 
curtailment of his absolute liberties, while taking account of his neighbours’ 
rights. ( . . . )

Every member of a group of states should first set up a body of its own to deal 
with all questions affecting relations with other members. ( . . . )  These bodies 
should have undisputed authority and be as far as possible independent of the 
changing pressures of internal politics. (. . .)

But the organization of a group of nations can only be effective if the activities 
of the national bodies are coordinated and directed by a central institution. States 
and governments must surrender part or their freedom of action and economic 
and financial autonomy to the central body so that it can lay down with authority 
the general lines and principles governing relations among members of the group. 
Finally, to make its decisions effective the central body should have the power to 
impose sanctions on any member state that may contravene its instructions or 
hamper its operation. ( . . . )

We must keep in mind, however, that the plan to form economic groups is 
only envisaged as the first step towards a better economic organization of the 
whole world. Thought may thus be given here and now to the means of coor
dinating any economic groups that may be formed. Here again it will probably be 
necessary to surrender some national sovereignty in economic matters. But the 
first objective is to create solid, coherent and homogeneous groups. (. . .)
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103. Jules Romains: Trance’s Mission or Abdication’
7 May 1942

Lecture delivered in Mexico City on 7 May 1942, repr. in Jules Romains, Retrouver la 
foi, Paris, 1945, pp. 60-1, 100-3.

The well-known writer Jules Romains spent the war years in America, where he rallied 
the Free French cause. His pamphlet Sept mystères du destin de l’Europe was published by 
the Maison française in New York in 1941. Some of his wartime writing were republished in 
Retrouver la foi (Paris, 1945): they included ‘Messages aux Français’, delivered in New York 
and broadcast by Radio Boston and the BBC, and ‘Retrouver la fo i\ a series of articles 
published in La Marseillaise, London. The present lecture, ‘Mission ou démission de la 
France’, was delivered under the auspices of the Comité de la France libre and first published 
in Mexico City by Quetzal, a firm specializing in bilingual (French-Spanish) editions; it 
appeared in the collection ‘Renaissance’, edited by René Etiemble.

In the present extract Romains advocates a kind of universal republic based on the 
limitation of national sovereignty.

( . . . )  The French Republic was based on a metaphysical conception of the 
world and of mankind, and by the same token it is a republic before it is French. 
Its inspiration and aspirations are humane and universal. And this brings us to the 
second principle: a progressive advance towards human unity, a free and rational 
organization of mankind. ( . . . )  The Republic of 1792, in the mind of its foun
ders, was the embryo of a universal republic. The festivals of the Fédération were 
provisional and symbolic in character: they looked forward to the Grand Festival 
of the Federation of Peoples. ( . . . )

Today the outlook is, if possible, even more serious than in 1919. Peace will 
certainly not be achieved by territorial changes alone, nor will it suffice to create a 
formal, artificial institution as a cloak for the world’s anarchy. Nations must have 
the courage to follow certain ideas to the limit, for instance this one: that inter
national order is more important than the advantage of a particular state, and that 
national sovereignties must therefore bow to it and accept in advance the limits 
imposed by it. Or this other idea: the Declaration of the Rights of Man, since it is 
founded in reason, must not remain a privilege of the citizens of one nation or 
another, or be valid within certain State frontiers and become a dead letter out
side them. It must represent and guarantee the rights of any and every man in 
every state. In the sphere of individual life it must restrict the legislative sover
eignty of states, or rather their arbitrary power, just as in the sphere of world 
politics national sovereignty must be limited by international law and an inter
national authority.

The strict purity and radicalism of French thought can alone ensure that such 
principles as these are recognized without cautious attenuations and loopholes, 
so that their application is not blunted and falsified in advance -  in short, so that 
the world does not fool itself once more. ( . . . )
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104. André Gros: ‘The Unifying Forces of Europe’
July-November 1942

Chapter from the author’s Les problèmes politiques de l'Europe. Réflexions sur la paix 
future (s.l.n .d .), pp. 82-93. Biblio Comité, F L  138.

André Gros, professor of the Facultés de Droit, spent the war years in Brazil. This 
pamphlet was first published under the title Barbares ou humains by Atlântica Editora, Rio 
de Janeiro, in two instalments in July and November 1942. The author expresses scepticism 
as to the early unification of Europe.

( . . . )  The peoples do not feel themselves to be Europeans or to belong to 
Europe, in such a way as to make Europe a political reality. They do not think in 
European terms; there has never been a European ‘myth’. But some men have 
believed in Europe -  are their efforts altogehter in vain, and may they not grad
ually cause the myth to be born? The problem, it will be seen, is not one of 
Europe today but of the Europe to be created; and we may investigate genuine 
forces of collaboration without attempting to prophesy. ( . . . )

The forces that may create Europe are still at the beginning of their task, which 
will not be an easy one. Alongside particular interests we must look for European 
interests, so as to convince the peoples of the advantages of union. ( . . . )

When the common interest is manifest, people draw together; when it is not 
strong enough, an imposed union cannot be lasting. That is why imperialism has 
always failed in Europe, because there were not sufficiently obvious European 
interests. For the same reason there is no chance at present of a voluntary Eu
ropean federation. Europe has not evolved to the point reached by the North 
Americans in 1787: the disunited states have not yet realized that their common 
interests are superior to their particular ones. Each European state can only see its 
national interests, its trade relations with its colonies and other states, its own 
little world. The position of Great Britain is the most striking, between its Em 
pire and Europe; but France too shuts herself off, and Germany, in her dream of 
world domination, rejects Europe.

Thus federal Europe is not a utopia in itself, but only in time to come. When its 
states follow the American example by recognizing that order should prevail over 
chaos and consenting to limit their so-called sovereignty, then a European fed
eration may be possible despite the diversity of languages, national backgrounds 
and civilizations -  a loose federation in the first instance, confined to some 
general matters like the maintenance of peace and European commerce. But the 
idea of constructing and imposing a European federation today is no more than a 
dream. We encounter neither European feelings nor European interests -  what 
then would a union of European peoples signify?

Some endeavour to get round the difficulty by talking in terms of Pan-Euro- 
peanism, on the lines of present-day Pan-Americanism. But this again is a purely 
verbal comparison with no roots in reality. ( . . . )  There is no sign in Europe of the 
dawn of a ‘continental’ sentiment or the desire for a common policy such as the
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North and South Americans have made known. ( . . . )  The flexible formula of 
continental union on Pan-American lines has no future in Europe: without any 
common institutions or executive body to express its will, the Pan-European 
union would still be a chaos of independent states. It would simply be the old 
League of Nations under a new name. ( . . . )  With states proclaiming their sov
ereignty, nations demanding independence and peoples crying out for frontiers, 
what use is it to set up a nominal union with an intermittent council, without real 
powers and without sanctions? ( . . . )

Must we accept this negative conclusion and look forward to continued chaos? 
In our analysis of the forces making for European unity we said that even the 
slightest encouragement must be welcomed. Let us then note some elements of 
progress, some long-term indications that may point to the development of Eu
ropean feelings and interests. First comes the undoubted longing for peace 
which, if it is not in itself a European sentiment, is at any rate a universal need. 
Secondly, people are conscious of the absurdity of a world that is in a constant 
state of material progress but devoid of moral security: they are thus drawn 
towards any solution that offers total security, which means that there is a dis
position towards order. The dictatorships misused this feeling for their own 
advantage, but there is no reason why the forces of unity should not benefit by it. 
Finally there is a constant aspiration towards the divine, to which all forms of 
government have appealed. ( . . . )  When people are prepared to obey a European 
authority ( . . . )  then Europe will be in course of formation: many opportunities 
of collaboration will be afforded by reconstruction work in post-war Europe. 
Only the development of such feelings and attitudes will make it possible for 
Europe to come into being. (. . .)

105. Henri Laugier: ‘Political Notes on the French Situation’
January-March 1943

Henri Laugier, ‘Notes politiques sur la situation française’, in Renaissance. Revue tri
mestrielle publiée par l'Ecole libre des Hautes Etudes, N ew  York, N o . 1, Jan.-M arch 1943, 
pp. 150-1. Biblio. N at., Paris.

Henri Laugier, a professor of physiology at Paris University and director o f the Centre 
National de la Recherche Scientifique, left wartime France for Canada and taught at Mon
treal University. He was afterwards a moving spirit of ‘France f o r e v e r th e  free French 
association in the US; and taught at the École libre des Hautes Études in New York.1 
Established under the aegis of ‘France forever’ with aid from the New School for Social 
Research in New York, The École was inaugurated on 14 February 1942 with three facul
ties: letters, science and law. Among its members were intellectuals, writers and academici-

1 He was afterwards appointed rector of Algiers University and founded the Revue 
d3Alger: cf. doc. 137 below.
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ans such as H. Focillon,J. M aritain,J. V. Ducatillon,Jean Perrin, G. Cohen, H. Laugier. H. 
Bonnet, G. Gurvitch and B. Mirkine-Guetzevitch.

In the present article H. Laugier assigns a mission to France in the reconstruction of 
Europe, but gives priority to union with Britain and America.

( . . . )  Thus on the day when nations lay down their arms they must gird 
themselves to fight the continuing battle for peace. We know that the leaders of 
the United Nations have a high sense of their responsibilities in the rebuilding of 
the world as a whole and Europe in particular. France fervently hopes that the 
solidarity of the victor nations may be so strengthened as to win the peace -  that 
solidarity which has developed gradually and finally affirmed itself in the war 
effort that will bring us victory. ( . . . )

France accepts and claims its part in the battle for peace. Everything is pre
paring the French nation to play its proper role in the new Europe and in the 
world -  the role of a fighter for peace, disinterested and devoted to the cause of 
solidarity among nations. Strengthened by the immense sacrifices it has made 
over the centuries in defence of liberty; strengthened also by a political culture 
that lives in every citizen and derives from the long practice of free institutions; 
matured by so many trials and sufferings, the French people under Nazi oppres
sion has once more discovered its taste for fighting and adventure. Among the 
nations of Europe it will be the most impassioned defender, the most single- 
minded and effective champion, of the ideology of the United Nations. N o 
people will be readier than ours to entrust some of its sovereign rights to federal 
institutions if it is convinced that that sacrifice is the condition of a peaceful 
evolution of international relations. Any endeavour to cooperate in a European 
or world federation will find the French people ready to fight in its support. But 
while such arrangements, of which only the future will tell whether they are 
illusory or not, must be subjected to the test of time, many French people already 
think of themselves as citizens of a democratic union between France, Britain and 
America which will, they believe, be a cornerstone of peace, an essential force in 
the battle for peace. The French feel themselves attached to Britain and the US by 
many profound affinities rooted in a history of joint struggle for freedom and 
shared aspirations towards peaceful progress. ( . . . )  Like the British and Ameri
cans, the French have such an inborn horror of tyranny and violence, such deep 
respect for the eminent dignity of the human person, that they long for perma
nent cooperation among the three great democracies whose task is to construct 
the future. In the Europe which will emerge from the tortures of Nazism -  a 
suffering, passionate Europe where nationalism has been exasperated by oppres
sion -  France with its fervour and its sense of moderation will be a factor of 
steady progress combined with order.

For us members of the resistance outside France, the task is to strengthen by 
every means in our power the union between France, Britain and America, three 
nations faithful to the same ideals. (. . .)
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106. Henri Bonnet and Pierre Cot: The Democratic Organization 
of Europe February 1943

Extracts from a round table discussion organized in New  York at the beginning of 1943 
by the ‘Monde libre5 association, and reproduced in Combat (Algiers), issues of 13, 20 and 
27 Feb. and 5 March 1944. Biblio Comité, PR FL  64.

Participants in the discussion organized by Louis Dolivet, the secretary-general of Monde 
libre, were nine European personalities including two from France. The internationally - 
minded Henri Bonnet was in pre-war years an editor of L ’Ere nouvelle, a member of the 
League of Nations secretariat and director of the Institut international de Coopération 
intellectuelle. In New York at the time of the fa ll of France, he was co-founder of'France 
forever5 and taught at the École libre des Hautes Études.1 Pierre Cot, a Radical Socialist 
deputy who had been a member of Léon Blum's government between 1936 and 1938, 
reached the US during the war and in the first quarter of 1943 lectured at the Ecole libre on 
\political democracy and a planned economy\

In their contributions to the discussion Bonnet and Cot condemned nationalism and 
advocated the unification of Europe for economic, financial and defence purposes.

(. . .) H. Bonnet: It seems to me that we must distinguish clearly between two 
expressions of the national spirit. All Europe longs for national independence 
( . . . )  But a longing for independence is not necessarily the same thing as nation
alism, if by that is meant a hostile attitude towards foreign countries and 
especially the democracies. The desire for independence probably goes along 
with a real desire for greater unity among European peoples, for unity among 
countries which have fought for their national freedom will be a guarantee of 
future security against war. Such a guarantee requires that governments be truly 
homogeneous, and that homogeneity will inevitably depend in turn on a strong, 
progressive democratic system. ( . . . )

P. Cot: I think one of the greatest obstacles to the democratic organization of 
Europe after a German defeat would be an explosion of nationalism. ( . . . )  N a
tionalism, like capitalism, seems to me to bear within itself the most dangerous 
seeds of fascism. ( . . . )  I am less pessimistic, I am glad to say, than most of the 
previous speakers, as I believe the development of nationalism in Europe may be 
outweighed by other feelings. ( . . . )  In all the countries under Nazi dictatorship, 
including Germany, there is a trend towards internationalism. All these countries 
realize that to avoid war one can no longer trust to national armies, there must be 
an organization of collective security. Hence the instinct for national security is 
leading people more and more to seek international and European solutions. 
( . . . )  Moreover the masses, at least in the West of Europe, realize that they have 
as a rule been betrayed by the bourgeoisie in each country. O f course at present 
this is less strong than national feeling, at any rate in the countries under German 
occupation. But it will develop much more than nationalism once the war is over.

1 Bonnet was afterwards commissioner for information in de Gaulle’s government and
ambassador in Washington from 1944 to 1955.
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Why? Simply because the problems that will arise after the war will be mainly 
economic and social ones, which will loom larger than questions of frontiers and 
national vanity.

To sum up, I consider the development of nationalism in Europe as one of the 
great obstacles to the organization of peace, but I see two counter-currents de
veloping, one in favour of European solidarity and the other against fascism and 
capitalism, which I think may check and neutralize the former. ( . . . )

H. Bonnet: (. . .) I will touch briefly on another point. Federations will prob
ably take shape in various parts of Europe. The idea of confederation, which has 
been adopted by several of the exiled governments, is probably a very cautious 
step as compared with the desire for federation that their peoples will express in 
the near future. But they have been right to refrain from taking more vigorous 
steps towards federal government, which can only be set up by the exercise of 
popular sovereignty. It is by way of regional reorganization that we shall advance 
towards the organization of Europe. Western Europe will be one such region. 
France must play her full part in creating it, and I hope that Britain too will be an 
integral member. ( . . . )

P. Cot: ( . . . )  After the war the countries now under German occupation will 
be occupied by allied troops. ( . . . )  For purely technical reasons I believe that 
local authorities must be restored first. We must begin at the bottom, not at the 
top. Elected ‘local governments’ can be set up in two weeks, and will form the 
basis of the new European democracy. Only by beginning in that way can you 
reconstruct provincial and then national governments and eventually create a 
European federation. ( . . . )

107. Raymond Aron: ‘The Destiny of Nationalities’
16 March 1943

René Avord (pseudonym of Raymond Aron), ‘Destin des nationalités’ , in La France 
libre (London), 16 March 1943, pp. 344-6. Biblio Comité, PR F L  14.

Raymond Aron, a distinguished philosopher and writer on politics, took refuge in London 
and in 1940 founded, in collaboration with André Labarthe, the review La France libre, of 
which he was editorial secretary under the pseudonym of René Avord. He took a sceptical 
view of supranational plans, rejecting ideas of fusion or integration and limiting his vision of 
the future to international cooperation in place of nationalism. Later, however, he took a 
step forward by advocating permanent links among West European countries: cf. doc. 115 
below.

îj.

( . . . )  The nationality principle, just though it may be, is not in itself a gua
rantee of peace. ( . . . )  The juxtaposition of enormous populations and small 
communities will always present a risk of exciting ambitions and awakening 
dreams of conquest. Such a system can only work, therefore, if certain conditions
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are fulfilled. The countries in between the large units must not be absorbed in 
local rivalries but must play a part in collective security, accept military burdens, 
and enter into permanent alliance with forces that are concerned to safeguard 
their existence. ( . . . )

Ought we to go further and repudiate the very idea of national states, at least in 
part of Europe? ( . . . )

It may be regrettable in some ways that the old continent does not constitute a 
single unbroken area with the same opportunities for mass production as, for 
instance, the USA. But nothing is less scientific than to consider this problem in 
the abstract, ignoring the legacy of the past and the traditions of a long and 
complex history. Moreover, anyone acquainted with such countries as Switzer
land or Holland knows that some of the rarest human values may flourish in 
smaller communities which are not subjected to the same burdens as the great 
powers. What is lost in terms of rational economics is more than outweighed by 
the wealth and diversity of culture.

Setting aside our own preferences, however, and considering not what is de
sirable but what is inevitable, are we bound to admit the superiority of large 
areas ?

The size of a state, we are told, should be proportionate to the extent of 
markets and the concentration of capital demanded by modern manufacturing 
conditions. In the age of tanks and mass production, the thirty state frontiers of 
Europe are as anachronistic as the customs barriers that existed in France on the 
eve of the Revolution. ( . . . )

N o one would deny that the European economic system worked badly in the 
years before the present war: but it is a further question how far this was due to 
the multiplicity of small states. The ‘Balkanization’ of Europe does not seem to 
have played much part in bringing about the crisis of 1929, which spread to 
Europe from America. The financial collapse of central Europe was only a con
sequence, not an initial cause, of the worldwide depression. At most, the 
divisions among national states aggravated the effects of a crisis that arose in a 
large territory. Again, if we are considering the viability of small countries, it 
must be admitted that some of them, for instance Scandinavia, were less hard hit 
than many large countries. All this would seem to show that the prosperity or 
stagnation of a country does not depend simply on its size or the number of its 
inhabitants.

What actually undermined the pre-war system was not so much the existence 
of separate nations as the economic nationalism which most of them displayed. 
(. . .) This economic nationalism was itself excited by the world crisis and by the 
danger of war: it was not a necessary effect of national independence.

N o world system is viable nowadays if it does not ensure a reasonable division 
of labour, which in turn calls for the free movement of human beings, property 
and capital. In theory no government forbids such movement (. . .); but in prac
tice, whether in free or planned economies, there are obstacles at the present time 
( . . . )  This does not mean that the system of national states is finally discredited. 
It means that the system is only viable on one condition: international bodies 
must be set up to coordinate the development of the various units and regulate
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trade among them. What is to be condemned, in the economic sphere as well as in 
politics, is the temptation to which too many nations have yielded, to seek their 
own salvation outside that of the international community. The fate of the H it
lerite adventure has taught us a double lesson: the vanity of conquest and the 
vanity of nationalist isolation. ( . . . )

108. Jean Dalen and Jean Neurohr: ‘Elements of a European 
Federation’ May-June 1943

Article in Volontaire pour la cité chrétienne (London), N o. 19, M ay-June 1943. Biblio 
Comité, PR F L  16.

Maurice Schumann and Francis-Louis Closon (an official o f the Ministry o f Finance who 
reached London in July 1941 ) revived an English Catholic monthly The Sword of the Spirit 
and transformed it into a Christian Democrat journal entitled Volontaire pour la cité chré
tienne.7 From No. 18 onwards this contained a regular column ‘L'Europe\ arguing the case 
for European federation.

Introducing the new column ‘L ’Europe’ in our previous number, we endea
voured to show that a federal Europe has become possible, probable and 
necessary. The European nations have been cut off from one another in the 
unbearable ‘new Europe’ where nothing is heard but lying propaganda for Nazi 
oppression. Defeated one by one, they have discovered the interdependence of 
their fate, their common dignity and kindred aspirations. Their victory may be 
crowned by the establishment of a European brotherhood. ( . . . )

Today we shall try to indicate in broad lines how this future European feder
ation may be constituted. ( . . . )

The definition of a federal European group involves three sets of questions:
(1) Why is a European federation to be preferred to a narrower one? and why 

is it of greater priority than a worldwide grouping?
(2) What nations should be members, and on what principle should they be 

grouped?
(3) What powers should the federal body possess, and what sovereign rights 

should be reserved to the nations? ( . . . )
Those who advocate a Western bloc, e.g. including Britain, France, Belgium 

and Holland, point to the large imperial reserves of these nations, their comple
mentary resources, their social, political and cultural affinities. All this is true 
enough, yet the proposal seems to us a dangerous one, because it would be a 
forced solution and consequently a source of division. It would in effect accom
plish the N azi purpose of dividing Europe, creating a powerful coalition in the 
West but leaving central Europe to its fate, abandoning it to the hazards of a

1 Cf. Francis-Louis Closon, Le temps des passions, Paris, 1974, pp. 28-9.
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precarious diplomacy of alliances and of the next German ‘war of revenge’ mas
querading under some new disruptive ideology. Moreover the abandonment of 
central Europe would leave a gap between Russia and the West and inevitably 
give rise to conflicts of influence that would be fatal to all concerned, as the two 
centres of evolution would perforce be striving against each other instead of 
developing creative exchanges. Indeed, any idea based on the ‘defence of the 
West’ would have the fatal weakness of all defensive ideas which do no more than 
stave off an inevitable collapse, because they divide and oppose instead of creat
ing unifying links. ( . . . )

Coming now to the wider solution, proposed by some, of a worldwide asso
ciation of nations, we will explain why in our opinion it should be given second 
place. ( . . . )  From the global point of view the strongest argument against starting 
with a European federation is, stated in extreme terms, that the unification of 
Europe would mean a division of the world. Other blocs would certainly be 
created to oppose a European bloc. If an intercontinental war ensued, albeit only 
an economic one at the outset, what would then become of the European pro
montory?

We are of course fully aware that nations are today interdependent throughout 
the world and that it would be absurd, for instance, to imitate the outworn 
German notion of a ‘fortress Europe’, self-contained and divorced from its world 
setting, even though New York or Hankow are only twelve hours’ flight away. 
We know that a federated Europe would only be viable if it were linked to the 
rest of the world by trade and other exchanges. We are in no sense advocating 
watertight compartments. We only believe that things should be organized pro
gressively in the order of their importance. What does that mean in this case? It 
means that in the modern world Europe is the smallest unit with which global 
entities like the USA or China can usefully negotiate on worldwide questions of 
economic organization.

The organizational problems that will arise after the war have their appropriate 
areas: Danubian navigation is a more local question than the worldwide distri
bution of cereals. The first is a federal issue and is part of the problem of a rational 
organization of the resources of peninsular Europe; the second is one of the 
smaller number of more general problems affecting the whole of mankind.
( • • O.

This distinction between the federal problems of a given region and those 
which affect other continents as well may provide the basis for a geographical 
definition of the European federal area.

It must be clearly understood at the outset that it would be absurd to seek to 
federate Europe against Russia: Russia has re-entered Europe by the mere fact of 
her struggle against the common enemy. ( . . . )  One may no doubt imagine Russia 
belonging to a European federation in respect of the Soviet republics that are part 
of European territory, but the federal structure of the USSR might make this 
difficult. It seems more sensible to consider the Soviet Union as what it is, a 
power on the world scale like the USA or China. Being comparable in magnitude 
to the European federation, it could negotiate good-neighbourly relations di
rectly with the latter. ( . . . )
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Whereas in Russia, astride two continents, the ‘metropolis’ and the colonial 
domain are contiguous, this is not the case with Britain and France. Here the 
most logical solution, and the only practicable one for the British Common
wealth, would no doubt be for the home territory alone -  the U K  and 
metropolitan France -  to be part of the European federation, leaving the overseas 
possessions subject to national sovereignty. In the British case the distinction is 
already present, since the Dominions enjoy political independence. ( . . . )

At a later stage the members of the European federation might reach agreement 
on ways in which their huge colonial possessions could enjoy the benefit of a 
concerted programme of European migration and technical services, with each 
nation continuing to administer its own colonies.

Sovereignty

( . . . )  Under the League of Nations voting system Britain or the US [sic] 
counted for no more than Bolivia or Bulgaria: all states debated international 
affairs on the same footing. This was thought to be in accordance with interna
tional morality, but in fact tended to undermine it. ( . . . )

The attribute of ‘sovereignty’, inherited from the monarchies or feudal prin
cipalities to which modern governments gradually succeeded, gave each nation 
the right to set up customs barriers or commit arbitrary political acts like any 
princeling of former times. Every state was entitled to act as if it were alone on 
the planet. (. . .)

What is today happening on the international plane is similar to what hap
pened last century in economic matters. The growth of modern industry did 
away with small producers, who had either to unite or to go under. Today, war 
and peace are questions of association. ( . . . )  All sovereignty is henceforth rela
tive. ( . . . )  From now on, sovereignties must come to terms with one another. 
(. . .)

A European federation can offer its members a whole set of ‘services’ that none 
of them could provide for itself alone -  transport, economic distribution, social 
and health services -  without prejudice to any superior advantage that one or 
other of them may have in these fields. In return it seems legitimate for the 
federation to require nations that have freely joined it to observe common reg
ulations and provide guarantees as to the internal application of general directives 
concerning social action or economic organization. ( . . . )

109. Maurice Druon: ‘Letters from a European’ June-July 1943

Maurice Druon, Lettres d'un Européen, 1st edition, Algiers, 1944, 2nd edition, Paris, 
1945; pp. 28-33 (text A), 42-6 and 50-7 (text B). B D IC  R 2214.

From May 1943 onwards Maurice Druon, a writer and nephew of the novelist Joseph 
Kessel, was on the staff of Honneur et Patrie, broadcasting from London to France in 
collaboration with the BBC. The fletters', written during the summer of 1943, originated in
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conversations and discussions with Henri Frenay, who came from France in the second half 
of June and developed to Kessel and Druon the ideas of the resistance group ‘Combat* on 
post-war international politics, including the prevention of war and the creation of a United 
States of Europe.1

A. Letter to a European diplomat
Written at Ashdown Park, 30 June 1943. Druon protests at the idea of recon

structing Europe on pre-war lines.
( . . . )  It is not very clear to me what you intend for Europe. Each of you may 

reply that he has represented ‘his’ country and yielded up none of its prerogatives 
(as if there were any prerogatives left in the continental mishmash), that he is 
watching out for ‘his’ country’s most urgent needs and maintaining ‘his’ coun
try’s claims.

Each one can also say that he has never given a thought to others’ countries, 
except to send flowers on their birthdays. And you can all say that you are getting 
ready to meet one another in the spirit of mutual distrust that seems to you a 
sacred patriotic duty, so as to cut up the old European jigsaw once again and put 
the bits together as best you can, each one trying to collect as many pieces as 
possible and to spoil his neighbour’s game. And the economists will have their 
own jigsaw, and the diplomats theirs and the politicians theirs, and as the win
ning side will be in a hurry to have done with their victory, and the others with 
their defeat, you will shut your eyes to the bits that overlap or don’t join properly 
(. . .) You will paint over the blisters and cracks and all the future disasters, and 
you will be happy, or pretend to be, that you have put Europe back into much 
the same geographical, economic and political condition as the one which caused 
all its troubles in the past. Then you will write on the box: ‘This has been done in 
a spirit of justice and unity, and we strongly advise people never to go to war 
again.’ ( . . . )

It will remain a source of astonishment to history that ten governments 
brought together in London as if by a miracle, while their peoples on the con
tinent were being mingled and shuffled about in a way never seen before, should 
have carefully kept aloof from one another, each occupied solely with its internal 
dissensions; and that statesmen should have behaved, not as interpreters of the 
convergent aspirations of ten nations but as trustees of fossilized credits, preserv
ers of ancient servitudes. ( . . . )

The old order is passing away before our eyes. Since everything is destroyed, 
let us not meet the future in a spirit of self-seeking but in a spirit of construction. 
( . . . )

B. Letter to a compatriot
Written at Ashdown Park, 4 July 1943. Druon develops the idea that nations 

and nationalisms are out of date: he invites statesmen to build a united Europe in 
the political and economic sphere.

1 Cf. H. Frenay, La nuit finira, Paris, 1973, p. 346.
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( . . . )  Around the principal champions, the smaller nations, especially those of 
the European continent, are in a state of flux. Some have armies in both camps. 
Everywhere people are fighting for their own country and against their ideas, or 
for their ideas and against their country. On every side ancient national energies 
are being absorbed and swamped by new ones -  social, political and revolution
ary. I ask again, is it the fate of nations or that of mankind that is at stake? ( . . . )

The answer must be that the nations of Europe in their present state can no 
longer provide their citizens with the most elementary social welfare. ( . . . )

The answer must be, finally, that nations are made for men and not men for 
nations; and that as men endeavour to come to terms with a new period of 
history, it becomes necessary for us to review the way in which the human race is 
compartmentalized. ( . . . )

Have people forgotten that the present slaughter is due to the gross, mythical 
cult of nationhood on the part of defeated, impoverished people? Or that tomor
row there will be in Europe fifteen or twenty nations all more or less humiliated 
and equally impoverished? ( . . . )

There is no reason to suppose that the state, nation or homeland are unshake- 
able realities. What moral or natural law prevents the mother country or the 
nation from extending its borders; what law could forbid one family to inter
marry with another, or two neighbours to knock down the wall between their 
homes? ( . . . )  What would the French stand to lose, except everlasting wars, if 
one day the whole of Europe were to become their mother-country? Throughout 
the ages countries have united in this way -  England and Scotland, France and 
Navarre, Lombardy and the Two Sicilies. (. . .)

There can be no valid reconstruction of Europe unless peoples and their gov
ernments are firmly convinced from the outset of this essential principle, that 
countries are extendable, that nations can be enlarged, and finally that the system 
of states is only one way of organizing human society and is subject to alteration 
when society changes. (. . .)

If Europe is not to commit suicide once and for all it will have to turn itself into 
an ‘open nationality’ ( . . . )

Europe is today the smallest possible expression, whether geographical or eco
nomic. Just as in the last century there was no proper solution for Poitou, 
Normandy or Provence, but only solutions for France as a whole, so today there 
cannot be separate solutions for Holland, Yugoslavia or Portugal. All problems 
must be reduced to a common European denominator. Our peoples will work 
out their salvation together or not at all. ( . . . )

It is time, fellow-countryman, for us to abolish our frontiers ( . . . )  They must 
cease to be obstacles and barriers separating individuals and the fruits of their 
work by hand and brain. (. . .)

Which nations will first be ready to abandon the greater part of their sover
eignty to one another?

How can we ensure that every country, and as far as possible every minority, 
within the broad geographical framework and in obedience to a jointly elabo
rated ‘law of nations’ , is able to preserve its political individuality, the form of 
government it prefers, and its traditional institutions?
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How will the central European authority be constituted?
How should the churches work towards unity?
What part will public opinion play, and how can it be better educated so as to 

be increasingly respected?
Where will the frontier of the federation be, and will it be drawn once and for 

all or by successive retouches? How can we make it flexible enough to be elim
inated when it, in turn, has ceased to play a useful part? ( . . . )

At first, no doubt, the majority of specialists will be against us. Your ‘open 
Europe’ is impossible, they will say. You cannot abolish frontiers and customs 
duties, create an international coinage, organize security on a federal basis. It is 
impossible for dozens of reasons: the complications in which states are involved, 
their internal and external debts, a whole clutter of figures, documents and agree
ments; clauses, signatures, notes, deferments, red tape of all kinds, proliferating 
in all directions and throttling the best-conceived enterprises. ( . . . )  But special
ists are, by definition, incapable of general ideas. (. . .) It is for statesmen to plan 
general directives, for them to command and for specialists to carry out what is 
decided (. . .).

110. Jacques Maritain: ‘The Fourteenth of July, 1943’
14 July 1943

J. Maritain, ‘Quatorze juillet 1943’ . Speech delivered at the meeting of ‘France forever’ 
at Hunter College, New York, 14 July 1943. Free French Press Information Service, New 
York, pp. 9-11. Bihlio Comité, FL 37. Also reproduced in Renaissance, review of the École 
libre des Hautes Études, New York, No. 3, July-Sept. 1943, pp. 493-5.

'France forever. The Free French Movement in America ’ was founded by the industrialist 
Houdry and directed by H. Laugier and P.A. Weill. Its publication France forever was 
intended to combat American prejudice against de Gaulle and the free French movement. 
The Ecole libre des Hautes Etudes in New York was founded unter the association's aegis. 
The celebrated Catholic philosopher Jacques Maritain was vice-president of the École and 
taught there, as well as at Columbia University and the Pontifical Institute, Toronto. While 
still in France, during the German offensive in May 1940, he wrote a manifesto 'De la justice 
politique’ which caused a considerable stir: in it he already spoke of the need for a European 
federation as the only solution to the German problem.1 In his 1943 address, after extolling 
the genius of France and appealing for the restoration of her greatness, he concluded by 
repudiating nationalism and advocating a supranational community.

( . . . )  The time when Europe alone decided the fate of the world is no more. 
Does that mean that Europe must henceforth be governed by the rest of the 
world? N o. Engaged in a great community of peoples with equal rights, Europe

1 Extracts in W. Lipgens, Europa-Foderationsplane der Widerstandsbewegungen 
1940-1945, Munich, 1958, oc. 58, pp. 183-5.

iff lh
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is called on to play a free part in the collective and solidary task of directing world 
progress. (. . .) The thoughts I have just put forward only make sense if the policy 
of domination is decidedly and definitely rejected. Neither for France nor for the 
world can there henceforth be any question of a policy of prestige or domination, 
or the will to power that was first codified by Machiavelli. The great danger to 
tomorrow’s world is selfish, unbridled nationalism. To France, given the human
ity and universality of her reason and her vocation, an age of nationalism would 
be a domestic calamity. We know that a deep, strong national sentiment is a 
normal and healthy foundation for the task that nations have to perform, but we 
also know that nationalism is a grave danger to that national sentiment as well as 
to world peace, because it is a mere irrational substitute masking the absence of a 
constructive ideal and a real national force.

How is that danger to be overcome? The first need is to trust people. In their 
enslaved countries they have endured every kind of physical and moral suffering, 
but they have remained faithful to liberty. ( . . . )

But what is needed above all is the collective vision and inspiration that depend 
on a great constructive ideal -  the awakening of an immense, heroic hope for a 
new civilization that shall be more worthy of mankind. A positive sense of 
democratic comradeship and brotherly friendship, and the determination to 
make together the profound changes that are needed in the structure of the world 
-  only thus can the danger of nationalism be surmounted wherever it occurs.

The nations must choose between the prospect of aggravated, irremediable 
chaos and a strenuous effort at cooperation, working with patience and persever
ance towards a progressive organization of the world in a supranational commu
nity. (. . .)

111. Jean Monnet: ‘Imagining Peace’ 5 August 1943

N ote addressed by Jean Monnet to the Comité Français de Libération Nationale, A l
giers, on 5 Aug. 1943. Jean Monnet papers, box 15 A. Extracts published in André Kaspi, 
La mission de Jean Monnet à Alger. Mars-octobre 1943, Paris, 1971, pp. 217-19, and in 
Jean Monnet, Mémoires, Paris, 1976, pp. 262-4 (tr. Memoirs, London, 1978,
pp. 221-2).

The organizer o f inter-Allied economic cooperation in the First and Second World Wars, 
Jean Monnet was assistant secretary-general of the League o f Nations from 1919 to 1923. He 
went to the US in 1940 and in 1943 proceeded to Algiers at Roosevelt's request to unite the 
French around Giraud. He was at the heart of the negotiations which led to the formation of 
the French Committee of National Liberation, to which he belonged for a short time as 
Commissioner for Armaments. The present note raised a number of themes which he dis
cussed at Algiers with men who later played an important part in building Europe under the 
Fourth Republic. The notes argues for the necessity o f an economic union of Western Europe, 
though it does not suggest in detail how it is to be achieved.
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( . . . )  It is necessary to foresee the essential measures that will prevent the 
European continent from falling into chaos and will lay the foundations of its 
reconstruction. ( . . . )  If nothing can be offered to the peoples of Europe, it will 
mean the triumph of the idea that their anxieties can be assuaged and future prob
lems solved by means of nationalism and the assertion of national sovereignty in 
every possible form, political and economic. ( . . . )

There will be no peace in Europe if states re-establish themselves on the basis 
of national sovereignty, with all that this implies by way of prestige policies and 
economic protectionism. If the countries of Europe once more start protecting 
themselves against each other, it will again be necessary to build up vast armies. 
Some countries, under the future peace treaty, will be able to do so; to others it 
will be forbidden. We experienced such discrimination in 1919; we know the 
results. Alliances will be concluded between European countries: we know how 
much they are worth. Social reforms will be prevented or delayed by the pressure 
of military expenditure. Europe will be reborn yet again under the shadow of 
fear. ( . . . )

It is essential to prevent the reconstitution of economic sovereignties. Conse
quently, all the governments in exile or authorities such as the French Committee 
should be asked here and now to undertake that they will not impose customs 
duties or quotas until the peace treaty is signed. ( . . . )

The countries of Europe are too small to give their peoples the prosperity that 
is now attainable and therefore necessary. They need wider markets. ( . . . )  More
over, they must not devote a large proportion of their resources to maintaining 
and protecting so-called ‘key’ industries required for national defence, as we 
knew them before 1939. To enjoy the prosperity and social progress that are 
essential, the states of Europe must form a federation or a ‘European entitiy’ 
which will make them a single economic unit. The British, the Americans and the 
Russians have worlds of their own into which they can temporarily withdraw. 
France is bound up in Europe. She cannot escape. Her life depends on solving the 
European problem.

112. Pierre Bourdan: ‘War and Peace in Western Europe’
Sept. 1943

Pierre Maillaud (pseudonym of Pierre Bourdan), ‘Guerre et paix en Europe occidentale’ , 
in Revue du monde libre. Revue mensuelle apportée par la RAF (Londres), N o. 9, Sept. 
1943, pp. 24—7. Biblio Comité, PR FL  35.

The Revue du monde libre, run by a group of Frenchmen in London, was dropped by air 
in French territory to ‘keep up a flow of ideas between free countries and those in the course 
of being freed . It published both reprints and original articles. Pierre Bourdan was one of
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the chief members o f the group, together with Jean Oberle; its leader was Michel Saint- 
Denis, head of French broadcasts at the BBC. Bourdan here argues for a West European 
union}

(. . .) Today Europe is shaken to its foundations. If we want to rebuild it, and 
to do so on the same principles as before, we must start from a firm base. We 
must begin with the nations which, despite the erosion of time and the trials of 
history, have remained actively faithful to those essential ideas [of liberalism and 
democracy].

Britain, France, Belgium and Holland undoubtedly answer to the definition. 
And I do not doubt that when Winston Churchill proposed an act of union 
between the British and the French empire he had in mind the preservation of 
Western values no less than the military and political advantages of such a union. 
(. . .)

If a Western bloc, while holding to its own institutions, were to subscribe to 
the Anglo-Soviet treaty of alliance, it would ensure that the two parties respected 
each other’s way of life. At the same time British, French, Belgian and Dutch 
traditions would guarantee the peaceful purposes of the association and the safe
guard of its principles.

I do not claim that such a Western Union, by its mere existence and by its 
agreement with the USSR (an agreement which the US could not fail to approve), 
would be a remedy for all the troubles of Europe, but it would be a cornerstone 
of the building to be erected. The values that we recognize and which dominate 
our actions -  which spring from Western Europe and could not survive if it 
disappeared -  would be strengthened, revived and given fresh clarity. ( . . . )

From the economic point of view, such a group of states would encourage the 
development of colonial resources. (. . .) Fortified by their union, the Western 
countries might well pool the resources of their empires and permit other nations 
to share in them in a way that would justify that concession. They would thus be 
able to encourage the progress of colonial territories towards a liberal social and 
political regime. ( . . . )

There is one aspect that it would be dangerous to leave out of account. ( . . . )  
The present conflict will have stimulated national sentiment among most of the 
peoples of Europe. ( . . . )  This is another reason why it is better to begin with a 
system of international relations which is not on too big a scale and does not 
subject to too harsh a test such feelings of international solidarity, or aspirations 
towards that solidarity, as may be found to exist after the war in Western Europe, 
and in Europe as a whole. ( . . . )  An association between a limited number of 
powers whose political principles are essentially the same, and whose immediate 
interests clearly coincide in the field of economics and defence -  this is a solid 
concept, concrete enough to be readily understood and accepted by the peoples

1 In the issue of the Revue dated 15 January 1944 Bourdan wrote: ‘European remains
alive: diverse, because that is the condition of its genius, and federated, which is the
condition of its survival.5



306 Documents

of the states in question. It could be put into practice without putting too great a 
strain on our sense of international responsibilities, which is still precarious in the 
extreme and has been acquired at a high price. ( . . . )

A Western union of Britain, France, Belgium and Holland, pursuing a com
mon policy, bound together by the articles of faith that I have mentioned, and 
cooperating closely in the military, political and economic spheres, would be an 
example to other nations. ( . . . )  By reason of its peaceful character and its latent 
wealth, it would be particularly well placed to assist weaker nations. (. . .) If the 
Western powers drift apart ( . . . )  Britain will be shut out of Europe and France 
enslaved, sooner or later, by one of the larger racial groups of the Continent.

After the war, the rival claims of social progress and political security will 
again impose a heavy burden on national treasuries and the economy in general. 
Nothing can prevent this, whatever solution is found for the European problem. 
But the burden will be lighter if it is distributed over many shoulders. Britain has 
so far escaped the chaos of Europe, though she has received grievous wounds. 
But isolation will bring her neither social nor political security. N or can she hope 
to solve the problem of Europe without the aid of the other Western powers, 
helped only by Russia two thousand miles away, across a continent which is one 
long expanse of misery, famine and disorder. The immediate salvation of Europe 
has priority over everything else. In the political sphere, Britain must in any case 
move forward step by step. The first thing to do, from this point of view, is to 
re-establish, together with France, a Western ‘base’ from which civilization can 
again spread throughout Europe at the same time as it achieves material progress. 
( . . . )

113. André Hauriou, Jean-Jacques Mayoux and Vincent Auriol: 
French Foreign Policy 22 November 1943

Extracts from Débats sur la politique étrangère de la France, session of the Consultative 
Assembly at Algiers, 22 November 1943: Supplément au Journal officiel de la République 
française, Algiers, 25 November 1943, pp. 6-10. Cf. Lipgens, op. cit., doc. 74,
p p .216-18.

In October 1943 the French Committee of National Liberation debated foreign policy 
and especially the question of a Western economic group as desired by Belgium and Holland, 
or even a Western federation including the Ruhr and the Rhineland. On 12 October, fol
lowing an unfavourable report by Massigli, the Committee rejected for the time being the 
idea of a federation in Western Europe and decided to give priority to the alliance with the 
US, Britain and the Soviet Union. However, De Gaulle called for a study to be made of the 
political and economic implications of a West European federation comprising France, Hol
land, Belgium and Luxemburg, with which Britain might be associated.1

The Foreign Affairs Committee of the Consultative Assembly, after electing its officers on 
12 November, at once called for Massigli to appear before it. On 15 November, replying to 
Hauriou, the rapporteur général of the Committee, Massigli stressed the need for France to

1 René Massigli, Une comédie des erreurs, op. cit., pp. 40-1.
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belong to the system of inter-allied cooperation, while agreeing that a federation of Western 
Europe might help to solve the German problem. Pierre Cot opposed the idea of a federation 
confined to Western Europe and excluding Germany.2 In the Assembly debate which began 
on 22 November Hauriou,3 Mayoux4 and Auriol5 supported the idea of European unity on a 
federal basis, while on 24 November P. O. Lapie advocated some limitation of sover
eignty.6

Hauriou. (. . .) I believe it to be essential to maintain and develop our links of 
friendship and cooperation with the allied powers; to show everywhere the true 
face of France; and to work out constructive solutions for the post-war period. 
We wish here to affirm the position of France. It is not one of narrow nationalism 
(applause), for all French people realize how criminal it is for such as Maurras to 
speak of Trance and France alone’ . International solidarity is a precondition of 
the recovery of our nation. ( . . . )  France owes it to herself to defend the old 
civilizing ideas of freedom and human brotherhood. (Hear, hear!). On the in
ternational level that brotherhood must take the form of international coopera
tion. (. . .)

Mayoux. ( . . . )  And once we are on our feet again, are we going to be vexatious 
neighbours, something of a nuisance in the new Europe? In 1919 people were 
afraid of France -  they thought in those days that we were too strong. Alas, the 
real danger was our weakness -  the kind of weakness that tries to hide itself by 
pretending to be strong.

2 Archives Assemblée nationale, Commission des Affaires étrangères, G 35-475, p.v. 
séance du 15 nov. 1943, pp. 8-9. P. Cot stated that ‘from the economic point of view 
this would not make sense, and politically too it would be wiser to absorb Germany 
into a European confederation/

3 André Hauriou, professor in the Law Faculty at Toulouse, was a leading spirit in 
‘Combat", which he represented in the Consultative Assembly at Algiers from the 
autumn of 1943 onwards. He put forward his ideas in Vers une doctrine de la Résistance: 
cf. doc. 140 below.

4 Jean-Jacques Mayoux, professor of English at Nancy, belonged to the group ‘Ceux de 
la Résistance5, which he represented in the Assembly at Algiers. In 1944 he was ap
pointed liaison officer of the Algiers government with the BBC in London. He 
developed his ideas on Europe at greater length at the session of 18 March 1944: cf. doc. 
120 below.

5 Vincent Auriol, a deputy and former socialist minister, wrote for Libérer et fédérer, the 
organ of the ‘Mouvement révolutionnaire pour la libération et la reconstruction de la 
France5, whose leading spirit, at Toulouse, was the Italian anti-fascist refugee Silvio 
Trentin. Auriol represented the SFIO (French socialist party) in the Algiers assembly 
and spoke in the debates of 22 November 1943 and 12 May 1944 in favour of a Euro
pean federation of autonomous states, to be enlarged in due course into a world 
federation. He repeated this idea in Hier . . . Demain, published in Paris in 1945, shortly 
after the liberation.

6 ‘If France wishes seriously to uphold the conception of her own unity, surrounded by 
her colonies and Empire, she must be able to take a less absolute view of her nationality 
and frontiers.5 Lapie declared himself to be ready for a ‘new revolution5 leading to a 
European confederation.
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Today we can see more clearly than in 1919. We shall not again retreat into our 
own solitude. Already we view with much sympathy the various international 
plans that are being put forward, especially that of a Western group in which 
Belgium, Holland and perhaps Great Britain would form, together with France, 
the nucleus of a future United States of Europe.

Gentlemen, we are told that Gaullists are xenophobes, but that is nonsense. 
Our young soldiers, fighting without respite, have come to understand what is 
meant by the fraternity of peoples. ( . . . )

Auriol. ( . . . )  Whatever aspect our new Republic presents, it must be said that 
she can only live and develop in a framework of international cooperation. For if 
tomorrow’s world is always to be constantly troubled by the pride of one nation 
or by economic hazards, no democratic progress will be possible. (. . .)

In a world in which coalitions of interests are constantly in conflict, peace can 
only be established by the agreement of all peoples ( . . . )  This international com
munity must be subject to laws ( . . . )  An international political order can only be 
effective if it is supported by a harmonious economic organization.

Indeed world cooperation expressed itself for the first time in economic terms. 
Economic development tends towards concentration and cooperation. The war 
of 1914 accentuated this evolution and dealt a mortal blow to old-fashioned 
liberalism. ( . . . )  The old equilibrium was destroyed by those formidable 
methods of production. ( . . . )

What President Roosevelt has done in his own country to master what he calls 
‘blind forces’ must be attempted still more boldly in the international sphere. All 
nations must be drawn into a system of solidarity and economic cooperation in 
such a way that if any one of them rebels against the community and is excluded 
from the circuit it will be condemned to impotence and paralysis. By cooperating 
towards worldwide prosperity the nations will ensure their own security. ( . . . )

The order of the future must bear the marks of democracy. Liberty, in which 
each individual respects the rights of others; Equality, so that all peoples have 
equal access to the world’s resources; and Fraternity, that is the mutual aid of all 
peoples in defence of the rights of man and of nations. These are the principles 
which have enabled the United Nations to be strong by pooling all their human 
and material wealth, it is because these principles were neglected in 1918-39 that 
the peacemakers’ policy condemned the world to disorder and facilitated the 
revival of barbarous forces of pride and domination. (Applause). ( . . . )

I believe that today more than ever a federation of autonomous states can be an 
element of progress and peace. But it can only lead to true peace if such a 
federation is not aimed against other powers. I ask the Government if it would 
not be useful and desirable to prepare at this stage to unite France with certain 
other states. I know some countries that would join us. It would be the first stage 
of European federation which might later broaden into a worldwide federation. 
Such a union would make it possible to set up a higher executive council such as 
was lacking to the League of Nations. This should be a permanent body, organ
ized like a government, with its own law and judiciary, its own army and 
administration. The existence of an international air force would in itself help to 
remove the threat of conflict. ( . . . )
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114. Henri Frenay: ‘Resistance ... the Hope of Europe’
12 December 1943

From  Combat (Algiers), 12 Dec. 1943. Bibliothèque Nationale, Rés. G  1470. Also 
quoted in Henri Frenay, Combat, 1945, pp. 70-2. The latter part of the text is cited in 
Henri Michel, Les idées politiques et sociales de la Résistance, pp. 396 ff. A German trans
lation appeared in Walter Lipgens, Europa-Fôderationsplàne, op. cit., doc. 77, 
pp. 227-9.

In Algiers during the summer of 1942 two law professors, René Capitant and Paul 
Coste-Floret, formed a Gaullist group affiliated to ‘Combat the movement founded by H. 
Frenay in metropolitan France. A year later the group decided to publish an Algiers edition 
of the periodical Com bat, so as to spread the ideas of the movement in free French circles 
abroad. The first number appeared on 3 July 1943 with the title Com bat. Hebdomadaire du 
Mouvement de Libération française. The chief editor, R. Capitant, wrote a leader ‘La voix 
de la nation' in each successive issue. In December Frenay, who was passing through Algiers, 
set forth his views on foreign policy and argued for a European federation, as he had 
frequently done in France.1

From the North Cape to the Pyrenean frontier, from the Channel to the 
Aegean Sea, millions of men, despite the diversity of their customs and lan
guages, are fighting the same fight against the same enemy: a fight for freedom 
against slavery, for justice against injustice, for right against might.

Hundreds of thousands are secretly fighting the battle of the mind, with wea
pons or by subterfuge. Forgetting whatever may have divided them, they are 
fighting together against one kind of civilization and in favour of another, in 
defence of a common way of life.

Beside them, millions of men, women and children who do not take a direct 
part in the battle are upheld by the same hope and commune with them in the 
same faith.

The mind is stirred by journals that come to us in mysterious ways -  secret 
journals, often written in their authors’ blood. In whatever language, they bring 
us a triumphant certainty: fighting, suffering, starving Europe shares a single 
thought and a single determination, to win first the war and then the peace.

All these peoples have examined their consciences and learnt from their past. 
They understand that their division was the sole cause of their misfortunes, and 
that only unity will assure them of security and happiness.

I remember a journey I took, more than a year ago, in conditions that cannot 
be related here. The trip was not without its dangers. It included Poles, Czechs, 
some French people and a Belgian. We talked of our struggles, our hopes and

1 The first number of Combat, published at Lyons in December 1941, called on the 
peoples of Europe to organize a European crusade of ‘truth, goodness, Christianity and 
freedom ’ (Lipgens, Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 1, doc. 79, p. 284). The manifesto ‘Com bat et 
révolution’, published in the issue of Sept. 1942, spoke of founding a unified Europe 
(ibid., doc. 83, p. 291). The issue of 12 Dec. 1943 returns to this theme.
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ideas for the future. Like the others, I was struck by the amazing similarity of our 
thoughts.

In France, let me say, while the men of the resistance have lost none of their 
battle-ardour, they have raised their minds above misfortunes and hatred. Their 
gaze is fixed far beyond wars and frontiers.

I do not know a single man in the ranks of the resistance who could be called a 
nationalist as our fathers understood the term. Not a single one would wish to see 
France’s security protected merely by the illusory rampart of a new Maginot line. 
Not one of them is a ‘flag-waver’ . Every single one would repudiate, today and 
tomorrow, Maurras’s slogan of Trance and France alone’, as the most stupid and 
criminal of errors. ( . . . )

The European resistance will be the cement of tomorrow’s unions. It was to 
mark this growing unity, the strength of which will be seen in peace-time, that I 
suggested that the French Committee of national liberation should propose to the 
other nations of the continent the idea of a medal of the European resistance.

The governments of today must realize that their own peoples will impose the 
necessary unions, and in each country the men of the resistance will be found in 
the lead -  tough, honourable men who will devote to the service of unity their 
faith, courage and tenacity, the same virtues as they have displayed in under
ground warfare.

Some of these governments, living far away in exile, may not be able to hear 
the thundering sound of the wave that rises up from amid their peoples. They had 
better pay heed to it. In three years the peoples have developed more, in and with 
their misery, than in the previous half-century. If governments do not take heed 
of this they will find on returning that there is a deep gulf between them and their 
peoples, a gulf that will be difficult to bridge.

Ever since the world began, it has moved towards unity. Such is the higher law 
of humanity. No doubt, through selfishness and lack of imagination, men have 
lost sight of the imperative of evolution: time and again, their crimes and errors 
have cost them casualties without number.

Today we are paying a heavy price for the mistakes of our predecessors, but we 
have seen them clearly and denounce them. The men of the European resistance 
are those who will tomorrow build a new Europe.

Here and now, the men and women of the French resistance stretch out a hand 
to those of other nations. They wish to join them in re-making their countries 
and in making Europe in the same spirit as in 1789, applied to nations this time -  
the spirit of liberty, equality and fraternity.

115. Raymond Aron: ‘For the Western Alliance’ 15 January 1944

Raymond Aron, ‘Pour l’alliance de l’Occident’, in La France libre, London, 15Jan. 
1944, pp. 184-6. Biblio Comité, PR FL 14.
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This article is an advance on what the author wrote a year earlier: cf. doc. 107 above. 
While it still does not speak of supranationality it advocates permanent links between West 
European countries, with a special place for Franco-British union.

*

( . . . )  Given the scale of large states at the present day, it is hard for a country of 
40 million inhabitants to cope with the continental, Mediterranean and Atlantic 
obligations that France’s geographical situation imposes on her. In the short term 
this relative weakness can only be compensated for by means of organic coali
tions -  it matters little whether they are called alliances, federations or anything 
else. The small states which, until the present war, sought security in neutrality 
should belong to these coalitions. ( . . . )  France is for the time being not strong 
enough to ensure by her own efforts the landward protection of the West.

Some have envisaged this reinforcement of the West in terms of a Latin bloc of 
France, Italy and Spain. This idea corresponds to cultural traditions, but there are 
two decisive political objections to it. A purely Latin bloc would lack the most 
essential raw material, namely coal. ( . . . )  Powerless on the continental field of 
battle, the bloc would unfailingly arouse British suspicions because it would 
virtually close the Western Mediterranean, the direct route to the Middle East 
and India. ( . . . )  Finally it is unlikely that the Dutch and Belgians would ever 
enter into a permanent combination that did not include both France and Britain. 
Hence an association between these two countries is more than ever the only 
possible basis for a Western entente.

Without prejudging the nature of such an entente, it can be emphasized at once 
that a more or less loose alliance of the old type is not enough. There must at the 
very least be permanent coordination of the economy, diplomacy and the armed 
forces. ( . . . )  Integrated armies, economies coordinated to the point of eliminat
ing all customs barriers: such would be the object of a Western entente.

The US would in normal times provide such an entente with moral support 
and be an indispensable complement to it. ( . . . )  In the shorter term for some 
years after this war, there can be no balance in Europe without the active parti
cipation of the US. In the long term the Western entente will be the more 
influential in proportion as the huge reservoir of US strength can be felt behind 
it.

The basic objection usually raised against the idea of a Western bloc is that 
Britain, the centre of an immense overseas empire, could not link itself to an 
essentially continental country such as France. We reply, firstly, that in all parts 
of the world Britain and France are linked by a deep solidarity which has its roots 
in their desire to prevent an upheaval in the territorial status quo. ( . . . )

Secondly, the reinforcement of the West, far from turning Britain’s attention 
away from the Suez Canal or the frontiers of India, would increase her liberty of 
action by its very contribution to the peaceful balance of the old continent.
( . . . )

What Frenchman could be so blind as not to perceive the ties between France 
and the Atlantic nations? In the immediate future France is linked to the Anglo- 
Americans by her need of internal reconstruction. (. . .) To make light of that
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solidarity on whatever pretext would be to jeopardize the future of our nation. 
Next, France is linked to Britain by the similarity of the obligations and dangers 
created by her colonial empire (which she can only keep with the acquiescence of 
the maritime powers). Finally France is linked to the Atlantic nations by their 
common desire that in all plans for European organization or federation the 
independence and equilibrium of states should be safeguarded. ( . . . )

In our time Britain and France have strengthened their spiritual bonds in spite 
of misunderstandings and prejudices, in spite of extreme differences of structure 
and internal evolution. The two countries are united by a supreme task and by 
their shared determination to preserve liberal and civilized values in an age of 
mechanism and collective organization. The Franco-British alliance would not be 
a superficial, transient diplomatic association like so many others: it would be of 
a nature to restore the balance, at present interrupted, between Western culture 
and Western strength.

116. Robert Aron: ‘Why war?’ February 1944

From VArche, Revue mensuelle, Algiers, N o. 1, Feb. 1944, pp. 66-7. Biblio Comité PR 
FL  58.

Launched at Algiers with the collaboration of free French writers and politicians (André 
Gide, Jacques Maritain, A. de Saint-Exupéry, Joseph Kessel, P. Mendès-France, André 
Philip and others), the review L ’Arche was dedicated to upholding the spiritual and hu
manistic values inherent in the French genius.

Robert Aron, a political journalist and historian and an opponent of nationalism, here 
calls for a limitation of sovereignty in favour of a federal organization.

He subsequently developed this view in Principes du fédéralisme, Paris, 1948.

*

( . . . )  At this stage in human evolution, and with the responsibility it imposes 
on us, it is certain that the peace cannot be fruitful or lasting unless it brings an 
answer to the problems which Hitler caused and which he was so unsuccessful in 
solving. [We must] depart from capitalism in order to find a formula of economic 
solidarity among nations and individuals which will subordinate production to 
the satisfaction of essential human needs. ( . . . )  One need only recall the after- 
math of the last war or the prelude to this one, to realize what blindness 
capitalists have shown in economic matters.

Do people still remember the schemes of American financiers, the Young Plan 
and the Dawes Plan, designed to establish the solidarity of bankers in the ruins of 
Germany? Or the pernicious role of the City of London, risking the develop
ment of German imperialism for the sake of petty and short-sighted investments? 
It is a contradiction in terms to seek to achieve solidarity among nations by means 
of monopolies and trusts. Will that be understood this time? Will people go to 
the root of the problem, or be content, once again, with a solution consisting 
merely of technical patchwork?
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The political corollary of economic solidarity is that we must abandon nation
alism. What is the use of assembling, at Geneva or elsewehere, delegates from 
countries of which none has abdicated any of its claims, and which base their 
relations on the same principle of watertight compartments and fundamental 
hostility? It is a contradiction, too, to try to bring about a spirit of solidarity and 
understanding when national structures lead inexorably to conflict.

Cannot the independence of nations be reconciled with the sharing of certain 
general functions? Will Europe always be incapable of distinguishing in practice 
between what is national and peculiar to each country and what is European, 
pertaining to our threatened continent as a whole? Might not Europeans conceive 
the possibility -  perhaps not of a United States, which would no doubt involve 
subordination to a single authority, but at least of a federation in which states 
would keep their independence in order to cooperate more fruitfully and effec
tively? And could not the same principle be applied to the internal affairs of 
certain composite states, so as to do justice to national minorities as well as to the 
central power?

If the peace takes account of these ideas, we shall have won the war. If not, 
then in the final account of history the credit balance of Nazism, however slight 
and spurious it may be, will be increased by all the discredit that the victorious 
powers have brought on themselves by their incompetence. ( . . . )

117. Pierre Cot and ... Bordaz: Post-war International
Organization 25 February 1944

From  Conférences d'Alger 1944, published by the Association France-Grande-Bretagne- 
États-Unis, Oran, 1945, vol. I, pp. 158-66. Biblio Comité, F L  183.

•j.

From 1944 onwards the Association France-Grande-Bretagne-Etats-Unis, directed in 
Algiers by the academicians Henri Laugier1 and Marie-Jeanne Durry, organized lectures 
and discussions on the organization of peace. Below are extracts from contributions to a 
round-table discussion on 25 February 1944 by Pierre Cot,2 who returned from the US to 
take his seat in the Consultative Assembly, and . . . Bordaz,3 principal private secretary to 
the Commissioner for Transport and the Merchant Marine. Both speakers discussed the 
possibility of a union of European states from the point of view of economics and de
fence.

Cot. The previous speaker said that the question of sovereignty seemed to the 
British a rather theoretical one. We in France are perhaps more systematically- 
minded, and we think it an important matter. Agreed, any state which signs a 
treaty limits its sovereignty. But the question is whether in some cases a majority

1 For Henri Laugier cf. doc. 105 above.
2 For Pierre C ot cf. doc. 106 above.
3 It has not been possible to ascertain the speaker’s first name.



314 Documents

of powers can take a decision which is binding on others. That is what is meant 
by the limitation of sovereignty. We saw with the League of Nations that some 
decisions might have been taken but were not, because one state opposed the 
decision of a majority of others.

( . . . )  Bordaz. I noted one or two points while our friends were speaking. The 
first is that we are evidently agreed in contemplating an international organiza
tion. There is no need to recall that this was originally a French initiative. France 
called for the creation of an international body, and accepted that national sov
ereignty should be in some degree subjected to it.

But we must be clear as to how the organization would work. We were told 
just now that the Big Four would set it up in the first place. (. . .) If decisions are 
reserved to the Big Four, they will not have to limit their sovereignty very much. 
It will be a more serious matter for other states. ( . . . )

We have only spoken of politics, but there will be economic questions to be 
solved. There must be a lasting peace, and it must be based on economic plans 
applying to the whole world. I do not believe that a League of Nations can by 
itself organize the world economy on a rational basis. Plans must be decentral
ized, and therefore, from the economic point of view especially, I think that in 
addition to the world-wide League of Nations there should be regional economic 
unions for smaller areas. For instance, there should be an economic plan for 
Western Europe, concerned with trade among its member countries. ( . . . )

Cot. If we are considering security it is certainly clear that in Europe we must 
envisage units larger than single nations, for military technology is such that our 
European states are too small a basis. ( . . . )

To sum up the first part of our discussion, we have two problems here. First, 
we are agreed on the necessity of a general organization, which will be, so to 
speak, the arch spanning our work. Within that framework there should be 
regional organizations where political or economic problems can be studied. The 
unanimity rule may be acceptable for the overall organization, but in the regional 
sphere we must go further and impose stricter limits on sovereignty. It will be 
easier for smaller states to accept such limitations, since they will know that if 
they do not unite they may lose not only sovereignty but security as well. 
(.. 0

Bordaz. In peace-time it is even more complicated than in time of war. How is 
the international force to be envisaged? Will it be organized by a worldwide 
League of Nations, or will there be armies controlled by federations of states?

Cot. It seems to me that international armies must be confined to the regional 
level. That is where they are most necessary. ( . . . )

118. Jacques Maritain: ‘Messages’ February-March 1944

From Jacques Maritain, Messages 1941—1944, Éditions de la Maison française, New 
York, 1944.
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The 'messages' in question were broadcast to France by the Voice of America. In four of 
them, during February and March 1944, ] . Maritain1 discussed the question of European 
federation.2

A. Every state exists for the sake o f the civilized community

J. Maritain, op. cit., pp. 144-7: message No. 31, 23 February 1944
I mentioned last time an article in the journal Libération entitled ‘Beyond the 

nation’, which raised the problem of post-war international organization. ( . . . )  
Certainly world peace cannot be achieved once and for all, today or tomorrow. 
(. . .) But if we do not establish after this war a strong and just peace with a 
genuine promise that it will be lasting, we shall be betraying those who have died 
and making a mockery of the appalling tortures that nations are at present suf
fering. Tom orrow’s international organization must lay a solid foundation for 
the abolition of wars among nations. It must do away with policies of the balance 
of power and armed rivalry: it must lead the way to a federation of peoples and 
discover new, positive forms of political and economic structure so that frontier 
problems can become a minor issue: nations must be freed from the old enve
nomed quarrels of prestige and pride and nationalist claims, and must willingly 
accept the necessary limitation and diminution of their sovereignty. In future big 
and small states alike must realize that they exist for the sake of the civilized 
community, that their destiny is to be members of that community and parts of a 
single living body. They must be conscious of their responsibilities towards the 
common welfare of civilized society and must accept that they may be prevented, 
by international institutions set up for the purpose, from creating disorder and 
anarchy in the body politic as a whole. ( . . . )

B. Atlantic and European federation

J. Maritain, op. cit., pp. 152-5: message No. 33, 8 March 1944
( . . . )  As regards the international problem, the idea which seems to prevail in 

the [French] resistance movements is that of a federal organization of nations. 
The same idea prevails in the most enlightened and generous parts of public 
opinion in the other countries at war with Germany. But there are also other 
trends, and there are many quite different ways of imagining a federation of 
peoples.

Here in America, where so many ideas and opinions confront each other, one

1 For J. Maritain cf. doc. 110 above.
2 Some extracts were reproduced in L'Europe de demain, Neuchâtel, 1945, pp. 204-5, 

and in the Algiers weekly La Quatrième République, 25 March and 1 April 1944. The 
latter also published a message by Maritain dated 15 March 1944, which was not re
printed in the volume.
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of the strongest associations working for federation is Mr Clarence Streit’s ‘Fed
eral Union’. ( . . . )  Mr Streit’s crusade is for a federation of those nations that are 
already united by the same ideal of freedom and faith in democracy. It would be 
an Atlantic federation of America, Britain, France and the other demoratic na
tions of Europe, and would enlarge its boundaries in proportion to the increase 
of liberty among nations.

This would be, so to speak, a federation based on ideology. Without disputing 
the importance of this aspect, it may be wondered whether it affords a sufficient 
basis for the profound change involved in adopting a federal international sys
tem. There must also be shared experience and mutual knowledge born of 
suffering and even of conflict. By rejecting the German dream of unification by 
force, Europe has shown that it possesses a spiritual reality of its own and aspires 
to a different kind of unity, one which would respect national diversity and the 
souls of peoples. Every birth is a victory over a tragedy -  can it be that the 
nameless griefs and heartbreak of nations are anything but a prelude to the birth 
of a free Europe, truly united at last? The United States of America took final 
shape after the crisis of their Civil War. When the international civil war has 
ceased to ravage Europe, will there not come into being a European federation, 
itself forming part of a wider one?

The truth is that the establishment of a European federation, progressively 
formed in the first instance by those nations which have fought and suffered for 
civilization, is linked with the triumph, in the shared consciousness of nations, of 
the sense of liberty, human dignity and justice, and the common good of civilized 
society.

C . Federation is not a simple idea

J. Maritain, op. cit., pp. 160-2: message No. 35, 22 March 1944
Many of us are turning our minds today to the idea of a federation of peoples. 

The resistance journals seem in general to favour this idea. In France and else
where in the world, the freest minds seem to regard a federal organization of 
nations as the final goal of the slow and difficult reconstruction that will begin 
after the war.

I would like to point out that federation is not a simple idea or one that works 
in a uniform manner. It may be applied to different plans at different levels, and 
take place in very different ways.

In particular three types of federation can be clearly distinguished. The most 
complete is political federation, in which separate states or political units join to 
form a federal state, as in the USA. Switzerland with its federation of cantons is a 
similar example, as is Russia with its federation of Soviet Republics, whose au
tonomy has recently been increased.

The second type is an economic federation. Relating solely to the material 
basis of people’s lives, such a federation may control and organize the economic 
life of a group of political states, which may themselves be national or federal.
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One can also envisage a purely cultural federation, which would not involve 
political unity or a common economic regime among different states, but provide 
institutions for the purpose of developing their common spiritual heritage and 
their shared treasure of culture and civilization.

Moreover it is clear that each of these types, and especially political federation, 
may be applied in different degrees. Just as particular states may form a federa
tion by giving up part of their sovereignty, so it may be that federal and national 
states will one day agree to limit their sovereignty in certain spheres in favour of a 
worldwide federal regime.

It is a pity that as regards the federal ideal and many other matters, peace aims 
which could have raised men’s hopes and given vital strength to the democratic 
cause were not formulated at the outset of the war. Only the federal ideal seems 
capable of solving problems that remain intractable if they are looked at in purely 
national terms, and making frontier questions less acute and harmful. But, as Mr 
Sumner Welles has pointed out several times, it is likely that after the military 
victory there will be a long period of experiment and adjustment before peace 
treaties are signed which will give definite shape to the new world organization. 
During that time, when the state of world affairs is still fluid, it will be for France 
to exert her influence and propose solutions. That is why it is so important that 
French people should be alive to these issues at the present time.

D. French people must not only think in terms o f Europe 
but o f the whole world

J. Maritain, op. cit.y pp. 163-6: message No. 36} 29 March 1944
The idea of European federation can be understood in two opposite ways. The 

Germans want to create by violence a united Europe enslaved to Germany and 
excluding both Britain and Russia. To this German idea is opposed the true idea 
of Europe, based on a living community of civilization and formed of free nations 
linked in a system of collective security in which each is responsible for all and all 
are responsible for each. Moreover, it is clear that by their heritage of civilization 
Britain and Russia are an inseparable part of Europe. ( . . . )

Assuming that the federal idea wins the day, does this mean a United States of 
Europe on the American model? I do not think so.

Britain and Russia, as I said, are an integral part of Europe, but they extend 
beyond it as well. ( . . . )  France too extends beyond Europe: on account of the 
French empire, her polity extends into Africa and Asia. It follows that one 
cannot conceive of a federal state confined to the geographical area of Europe and 
uniting European nations after the fashion of the USA. A political ‘fortress 
Europe’ does not exist. Europe is a mentality and a civilization -  it is not clear 
how it could become a self-contained political entity or a single state, even a 
federal one. A European federation would have to be a cultural federation com
plemented by federal institutions of an economic and political kind. But while 
these federal institutions, these common economic and political organs, would
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reflect the common interests of European nations and would in consequence help 
to maintain the peace of Europe, they would only have partial and limited func
tions and would be subordinate to wider organizations of collective security. 
They would not amount to a political federation in the proper sense, even one 
less unified and integrated than the USA.

What would be the components of such a political federation, the first outline 
of a future federation of the whole world? Should it be an Atlantic body, as many 
sound thinkers here have suggested? Will several federal groups take shape in 
different parts of the world, to unite eventually in a larger system? Would one of 
these groups consist of France and the other free nations of Western Europe? It 
would be idle to speculate. ( . . . )  What is certain is that nowadays all nations 
depend on one another, and collective security is a worldwide issue. The solution 
cannot be European, American or Russian -  it must be a global one.

France is not only a European power: she is a world power, since her empire 
involves her in the common destiny of the whole world. As a world power she 
has her part to play alongside the British empire, America and Russia. ( . . . )  The 
idea of ‘Europe alone’ is no less absurd than that of ‘France alone’. We French 
must get used to thinking not only in terms of France or even Europe, but in 
world terms.

119. Socialist Party (Algiers): ‘Our Programme of Government 
Action’ 5 March 1944

Article signed ‘J- M.* in Fraternité. Hebdomadaire du Parti socialiste, 5 March 1944. 
Biblio Comité RV 1237.

Fraternité, the official weekly of the Socialist party at Algiers, appeared from 26 Decem
ber 1943 to 10 October 1944. In the ‘Programme d'action gouvernementale3 published on 
5 March 1944, Point VI on colonial and international policy was inspired by the programme 
presented by Daniel Mayer on 11 December 1943 to the Comité Central des Mouvements de 
Résistance.1 To avoid offending the Communists, who were hostile to ideas of European 
union, no mention was made of a European super-state, as in the programme of the Comité 
d'action socialiste of January 1943,2 but only of an international organization.

( . . . )  Our foreign policy is governed by three main principles: France desires, 
first and foremost, both during the war and in peacetime reconstruction, to 
remain in close and confident union with all her allies, great and small. We do not 
make a choice between the Anglo-American and the Russian world. We do not 
rank ourselves either with the ‘great’ powers or the ‘small’ ones. We remain allies 
of all the United Nations, without any distinction.

1 Cf. Lipgens, Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 1, doc. 100, p. 332.
2 Published in Le Populaire, 16 Jan. and 1 Feb. 1943. Cf. Lipgens, op. cit., doc. 85, p. 295.
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Secondly, we are no less determined to work for an international society of 
free peoples, based on the de jure equality of all federated nations. In such a 
society each member state would of course have to give up part of its sovereignty 
to the ‘supernation’ or international unit thus created. We for our part are willing 
to do this.

Finally we are resolved to create an international jurisdiction within this so
ciety of peoples, and to endow it with necessary means of coercion such as 
economic sanctions and an international armed force. The security thus achieved 
would have as its counterpart not only general and progressive disarmament but 
also the incorporation of plans for national recovery in an international plan for 
the use of resources on a worldwide basis.

The League of Nations collapsed because it was an association of governments 
and not of free peoples; it was paralysed by the unanimity rule, its economic 
sanctions were inadequate and it had no international force to back its decisions. 
We do not intend to repeat the errors of twenty-five years ago, and we are 
therefore willing that part of the national sovereignty of every independent state 
should be given up for the sake of an international organization designed to 
ensure general peace and prosperity.

120. Jean-Jacques Mayoux: Speech to the Consultative Assembly
18 March 1944

Supplément au Journal officel de la République française, Algiers, 25 March 1944, ses
sion of the Provisional Consultative Assembly, 18 March 1944.

Following a statement by General de Gaulle on general policy, a debate took place in 
which speeches were made by F. Billoux, Marc Rucart and J . J .  Mayoux.1 The last-named 
referred to general problems of French policy and also the question of a United States of 
Europe, which he had briefly touched on at the session of 22 November 1943.2

( . . . )  What is the state of occupied Europe today? The continent has under
gone a veritable Passion and crucifixion. For three years and a half it has lived in a 
state of hellish torment, but it will emerge purified by the flames, with a fresh 
vision that the world cannot afford to ignore. Germany tried to create Europe. 
She failed, or rather she did create a Europe united by joint resistance and shared 
reflexes. Nations whose names were once strange to us have become our broth
ers. (Applause). That is why occupied Europe must determine its own fate, why 
nations overwhelmed by the same tragedy must find a voice to express their 
feelings. There is a European soul, and it is a revolutionary one. Everywhere the

1 Member of the Algiers assembly, representing the Resistance movement of the North
ern Zone of France: cf. doc. 113 above.

2 Cf. doc. 113 above.
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same inspiration is felt. ( . . . )  In the present situation every nation has found in 
itself the springs of its resistance. None the less, we must have an international 
order. After this war, will there be an international hierarchy as our Anglo-Saxon 
friends maintain? ( . . . )  It is possible to envisage another solution, for I believe 
the hierarchical one tends to dissociate international democracy from national 
democracy. ( . . . )

The nations that have been united in extreme suffering do not intend to be
come disunited. Nations, like people, have no doubt been individualistic in the 
past: they are no longer so to the same extent. The closer the links of union can be 
drawn, the less need will there be for power politics.

Shall we then move towards a United States of Europe? I know that some feel 
misgivings at the idea. From this point of view we must distinguish what is 
practicable from what is not. If we think of the USA, for instance, there is 
doubtless no great sense of individuality as between Oklahoma and Kansas; but it 
is quite a different matter as between Greece and Rumania. Nations in general are 
sensitive as to their individuality, and this feeling must be respected. Nations, 
like people, have a unique, unreplaceable character, and we have no intention of 
sacrificing it. To unite does not mean to mix up or confuse: we are uniting for 
precise objects. General de Gaulle spoke of economic unity, and I would add 
unity for defence, which can no longer be thought of in national terms. Econ
omic unity presupposes a joint plan to achieve common interests, with a 
democratic political basis of which I have outlined the main principles.

Can such a union be of indefinite extent? It is easy nowadays to think on a 
world scale, measured by the speed of air travel, but it is not so easy to make 
plans for the whole world. It is as well to combine in a single plan only enough 
elements to make a coherent, self-sufficient whole. The extent of that whole 
might, it seems to me, be limited to the nations of Western Europe, forming a 
unit that would be essentially economic but also political in a secondary de
gree.

We must be careful not to go beyond the point at which size becomes 
unwieldy; on the other hand, the proposed bloc would not be closed or opposed 
to anyone or anything. This limited unity might extend tomorrow to the whole 
of Europe, opening ever broader and finer prospects.

It is of the first importance that Europe should be healthy and strong. We all 
know what a part fear plays in bringing about wars. Strength, and a balance of 
forces, are a guarantee of generosity. Even our attitude to the German people 
may be modified by the creation of a West European bloc. Naturally German 
industry cannot be left in its present state, however: power must be established at 
its expense.

What would be France’s part in such an organization? France knows what it is 
to be the clear voice of conscience. She would be the voice of the European 
conscience, speaking for a martyrized continent. France alone can explain what 
Europe has suffered, and point out the ways of soothing its grief. ( . . . )
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121. Henri Frenay: The ‘Combat’ Appeal 26 March 1944

From Combat, Algiers, 2 April 1944: BN  Rés G 1470. Also published in L'Unità Eu
ropea, No. 5, Aug. 1944; H. Frenay, Combat, op. cit., 1945, pp. 91, 93; L'Europe de 
demain, op. cit., p. 67; Lipgens, op. cit., 1968, doc. 83, pp. 238-9.

On 25-6 March 1944 the ‘Combat' group held a congress at Algiers at which other French 
resistance movements were also represented. Frenay moved a ‘Declaration of principles' (A)1 
which was adopted unanimously, point VII being devoted to foreign policy; he also made a 
speech (B) calling for European union.

A. Political principles, point VII
It is our desire:
To accelerate the advance of the world towards unity.
That that advance should not be impeded by pride or selfishness on the part of 

governments, or the principles of a sovereignty that is often illusory.
That France, after reconquering her full sovereignty, should declare that she is 

willing to limit it so as to play her part in an international organization.

B. Extract from Frenay’s speech
( . . . )  I know, for I have seen many proofs of it, that in each country of 

occupied Europe the men of the Resistance are actuated by desires and hopes that 
are remarkably similar to ours. Flow indeed should it be otherwise? For months 
and years they have lived the same life, endured the same hardships, faced the 
same risks and fought the same fight. They are combating the same enemy and 
the same ideology for the same ideal of freedom and justice.

Like us, they have examined their consciences. They know, as we do, that 
their division has been their weakness and that tomorrow union will be our 
strength.

So, from this rostrum, I address an appeal to all men of the European Resist
ance. I call on them to discuss togehter whatever we decide here. If we are in 
agreement we shall forge the first link in the chain by which, tomorrow, free 
peoples will be bound together. That will be the birth of a great hope for Eu
rope.

122. Joseph Avenol: ‘Silent Europe’ March 1944

From Joseph Avenol, L'Europe silencieuse, Neuchâtel, 1944, pp. 62-3 and 66-9. Biblio
thèque de Documentation internationale contemporaine (BDIC), S 28233.

1 The Principles were also published in the edition of Combat for metropolitan France, 
No. 55, March 1944. For Frenay’s ideas on European federation cf. doc. 114 above.
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Joseph Avenol was an Inspecteur des Finances who entered the Secretariat of the League 
of Nations and was its Secretary-General from 1933 to 1940. For a long time he was opposed 
to internationalism, admiring authoritarian regimes and even, for a brief period, the Ger
man order in Europe. At a late stage he completely changed his views, as is shown by this 
pamphlet, written at Geneva in March 1944, in which he put forward plans for a union of 
Western Europe.

( . . . )  May we not imagine our old ruined Europe finding a fresh vital impulse, 
if cooperation in joint plans were to set the sap flowing in its veins once more? 
Western Europe could adopt a fundamental charter that might in time become 
that of the whole continent.

1. Each member state would preserve intact the right to choose its constitution 
freely, its own sovereignty, the form of its regime and its administrative organ
ization; but each would have to undertake to practise the Four Freedoms 
proclaimed by President Roosevelt. The first two -  freedom of speech and free
dom of worship -  must dominate and inspire the internal policies of nations. As 
to the other two -  freedom from want and freedom from fear -  it would be the 
supreme object of the European community to put them into practice.

2. Each state would declare its resolve to join in resisting a threat of aggression 
against any other member of the community. Each would undertake to contri
bute to the military forces needed to give effect to this guarantee, and accordingly 
to provide a contingent either to a European police force or to a European 
combination of national forces, or to both. A special statute might be provided 
for Switzerland.

3. Each state would undertake to carry out programmes of European econ
omic and social reconstruction adopted after free discussion by the Council of 
Europe.

Special status might be accorded to states and possessions situated outside 
continental Europe. ( . . . )

( . . . )  If the nations of Western Europe were really determined to associate, not 
only for a distant goal of perfect security, but in order to restore their devastated 
economies without delay, the CounciPs activity would be directed to coping 
with the most vital realities. Thus the new international framework would not be 
a frail structure confided only to the care of professional diplomats.

It would not be enough for member nations to adopt formulae of international 
solidarity renouncing long-standing habits, administrative routine and esta
blished interests. They must make a choice, as everything is being rebuilt, either 
to associate together or to face the risks of economic isolation. To let things slide 
would be to perpetuate destruction and misery. Every nation will be obliged by 
its own needs to work out a programme of reconstruction. Will the national plans 
be fragmentary and contradictory, or will they be coordinated?

By a piece of good fortune that is exceptional in history, the neighbour coun
tries with their advanced culture and complex economies can agree of their own 
free will to be complementary to one another. Their interdependence is in the 
nature of things, but they have a chance to organize and systematize it. This
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would today be the most exalted mission of their statesmen. Accordingly the 
Council of Europe would naturally be formed at top level by heads of govern
ment who would lay down principles and main lines of policy. But all the 
technical work will be done by special committees of delegates from correspond
ing national bodies.

There will be problems such as regulating the output of cereals, meat and dairy 
products, the supply of fertilizers, primary products and raw materials, the dis
tribution and use of sources of energy (coal, electricity, natural and synthetic 
fuel), iron and steel production, mechanical engineering, the chemical and textile 
industry, the banking system, credit and currency; the organization of labour, 
the distribution of incomes and comparative living standards. Every kind of 
interest will be involved, and the great national interests will be represented in an 
organized manner, in the States-General of Europe. When plans and recommen
dations have been assembled and coordinated they will be submitted to heads of 
government for approval; then they will be ratified and carried out in each coun
try by the normal operation of its sovereign institutions.

If any state failed to ratify a decision within the agreed time, the only sanction 
would be its isolation, which should suffice in the majority of cases. If, on the 
other hand, a member state agreed to a decision but did not carry it out, it could 
be called to account by the Court of Justice.

Unlike the Council of the League of Nations, the main function of the Council 
of Europe would not be to conciliate and arbitrate disputes, but to coordinate, 
decide and take action. Whenever a conflict threatened peace or good order in 
Europe it would be for the Council to intervene and impose a peaceful settle
ment; if necessary, in extreme cases, by using force. However, such processes as 
investigation, negotiations with a view to compromise, or attempts at arbitration, 
should be entrusted to a Court of Justice which would inherit the relevant powers 
of the Hague Court and also those of the Council of the League of Nations. It 
would be much smaller than the former, and its members would be persons 
chosen not so much for their theoretical knowledge of law as for their political 
experience and independence of judgement. The Court would be empowered to 
seek expert assistance from jurists and technicians of all kinds. Disputes among 
states cannot be settled by the strict and rigid methods appropriate to cases of 
private law. The best inter-state settlements are achieved by negotiation and 
persuasion. (. . .) If a state refused or did not comply with the findings of the new 
Court, it would be for the Council of Europe to take a decision on the resulting 
situation. ( . . . )

123. Marcel Ray: Trance in Europe’ 9 April 1944

‘La semaine diplomatique. La France en Europe’, by Marcel Ray, in Combat, Algiers, 
9 April 1944. Biblio Comité PR FL 64.



324 Documents

The writer comments favourably on General de Gaulle's statements to the Consultative 
Assembly on 18 March 1944, on the possibility of a grouping of West European states.1

( . . . )  Talks have begun in London for the purpose of establishing close eco
nomic links between Belgium, Holland and Luxemburg. The British government 
has of course been kept informed. If the countries bordering on the Rhine and the 
North Sea are grouped together in this way, one can imagine a corresponding 
Mediterranean group of which France would form an essential part. Moreover 
France -  by reason of her geographical position, her history, economy and cul
ture -  would be naturally destined to form a link between these groups, between 
the two maritime basins of Western Europe. This is all the more so since beyond 
the Mediterranean there opens up the expanse of Africa, the great Franco-British 
reserve territory of the future Europe.

The objection that immediately comes to mind is the danger of division that is 
involved in the very idea of groups. It is the nature of peoples, as of individuals, 
that they generally unite in order to defend themselves and to keep aloof from 
others. That is the case with a continental group such as Count Coudenhove- 
Kalergi’s proposed European union, in opposition to other continents. It is also 
true of ideological groups that oppose other ideologies. It is much safer to con
centrate at first on geographical propinquity and economic reality, that is to say 
the exchange of services in a limited area and equally limited possibilities of 
agreement, for instance in the form of a customs union. Even in that limited 
sphere there is a certain danger of reverting to the formation of hostile camps. If, 
as is to be expected, several groupings are formed in Europe, they must as far as 
possible be directed against no one -  not against the British empire and not 
against the Soviet Union, which has certainly not forgotten 1919. The materials 
of European reconstruction have, so to speak, an explosive quality; they must be 
handled with the utmost care. That is why General de Gaulle, who has French 
security more at heart than anyone, stresses the need for caution from the very 
beginning: he speaks for the most part in hypothetical terms, and envisages a 
centre forming part of a world organization. ( . . . )

When the General speaks of the Channel as an ‘artery of the West’, is he not 
implicitly recognizing British interests? When he mentions the African back
ground to a Western grouping, is he not alluding to the problem of cooperation, 
and some degree of merger between the two sections of the Muslim world, that 
which looks chiefly towards London and that which sees its future as bound up 
with ours?

1 In the part of his speech devoted to foreign policy, de Gaulle said inter alia: ‘Europe 
exists and is conscious of her worth in human terms. ( . . . )  But if the renewal of the old 
Continent is to lead to the stability which is necessary in this era, we think, certain 
groups should be formed, without, of course, damaging any state’s sovereignty. So far 
as France is concerned, we think a sort of western group which would be principally 
economic and as wide as possible would be advantageous.’ (Mémoires de guerre, Paris, 
1956, vol. 2, p. 566; tr. War Memoirs, vol. 2, Unity 1942-1944, Documents, London, 
1959, pp. 259-60).
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President de Gaulle takes a realistic view of the future of Europe, but it is a 
realism which takes account of imponderables and spiritual affinities. The plan he 
has outlined -  and I deliberately use this cautious term -  is one which would free 
Europe from leading-strings, enabling the liberated nations to preserve their rank 
and dignity, so that each can aspire to the greatness that is not measured in terms 
of money or arms. The General himself envisages the interpenetration of groups 
and also of continents. In order to achieve a closer merging of interests he may 
have in mind the sort of non-political associations which intertwine with political 
groupings and which Professor David Mitrany in America has called ‘functional 
groupings’ . These are one of the great innovations of our time, and perhaps one 
of the most hopeful signs that mankind is becoming better organized and better 
protected against itself. ( . . . )

A particular country, according to its needs, may belong simultaneously to 
several of these groups. ( . . . )  A small nation may be of the first importance in a 
particular functional group, for instance Norway in a merchant marine organi
zation. (. . .) In this way, above or beyond regional groupings, more flexible and 
more subtle international links would come into being. Such a texture, more and 
more closely woven, might become the strongest armature of collective security 
and peace. ( . . . )

124. Georges Weill: ‘The German Problem’ April 1944

From  Georges Weill, Le problème allemand, with preface by André Le Troquer, A l
giers, 1944, pp. 49-50. Biblio Comité, F L  51.

Georges Weill was a socialist deputy for Strasbourg and member of the Consultative 
Assembly at Algiers. He argues here that the German problem can only be solved in an 
international context.

( . . . )  All territorial questions will be the subject of provisions in the treaty. But 
after it has been drafted and agreed, initialled, signed and ratified, we shall still be 
a long way from having made peace. That will require a sustained effort of 
worldwide reorganization, both political and economic.

For collective security there will have to be mutual assistance pacts and a 
supranational body to which elements of national sovereignty will be surren
dered. Only such a body will have the necessary capacity to maintain security, 
retaining armed force and thus making it possible for nations to set about dis
arming themselves.

The world economy must be entirely rebuilt, since in the past production and 
trade have been left to haphazard selfishness and anarchy under the name of 
liberalism. Clearly the German economy must be integrated into a new, coherent 
system for the siting of industries, the allocation of raw materials, the distribu
tion of profits and the functioning of credit arrangements. Such is a rough outline
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of the general plan which will have to be worked out in detail by technicians and 
will take a long time to put fully into effect.

It is quite clear that the solution of the German problem is in part dependent 
on the attainment of world peace by means of a new organization of human 
societies and their material, spiritual and political relationships ( . . . )

125. ... Bordaz: Postwar Economic Organization 28 April 1944

From Association France-Grande-Bretagne-Etats-Unis, Conférences d'Alger, 1944, 
vol. II, Oran, 1945, pp. 220-5. Biblio Comité, FL  183.

*

From a lecture given by . . . Bordaz1 at Algiers on 28 April 1944 under the aegis of the 
Association France-Grande-Bretagne-Etats-Unis. After mentioning the US-UK reconstruc
tion plans of White and Keynes, Bordaz spoke of an economic federation of Western Europe, 
which had been much discussed in London since 1943.2

( . . . )  Some problems will have to be dealt with on a more limited scale. H ow 
ever, states which form economic units are often too small to solve these 
problems on their own. One cannot imagine the small countries of Europe, the 
Danubian states for instance, organizing their economies single-handed. Conse
quently, in addition to international cooperation within the framework of the 
League of Nations, closer cooperation must be organized among individual 
countries.

Is it not desirable to advocate economic decentralization by the creation of 
economic federations within a worldwide League of Nations? This idea might 
well be launched by France, which has always in the past been looked on as a 
protectress of small states. ( . . . )

The most general principle is no doubt that these unions would be created in 
the first place by contracts enabling states to adjust their respective plans. This 
would have the advantage of fully safeguarding the independence of each parti
cipant; states belonging to the same union could progressively lower their tariff 
barriers. ( . . . )  Later it will be necessary to go further and set up a joint institution 
with power to suggest modifications of the plans of one or other member state. 
( . . . )

The role of the Economic Federation might no doubt be confined to deter
mining the most profitable use of materials and to organizing the protection of 
indispensable resources. In countries which continued to maintain free sectors 
there would also be a measure of decentralization. Finally the Federation could 
make it possible to fix exchange rates so as to facilitate trade among members of 
the Union.

1 Cf. doc. 117 above.
2 Cf. R. Massigli, Une comédie des erreurs, op. cit., ch. 1.
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( . . . )  From a purely rational point of view it would seem that these Federations 
would naturally be formed among neighbouring countries, provided the groups 
in question consisted of countries whose resources complemented each other. 
But such a close economic understanding is only thinkable between countries 
which implicitly trust one another. It cannot be overlooked that an economic 
association of this kind would largely restrict a country’s political autonomy. 
(• • 0

At the present time one cannot envisage the revival of customs unions with the 
ultimate object of bringing about political unions. Any idea of political expansion 
must be excluded from efforts to rebuild the world. ( . . . )

These regional economic unions must in no sense be closed groups, but must 
be highly flexible. We should envisage ever closer agreements among the regional 
groups, and it is to be expected that in the future each of them may admit to 
membership certain neighbouring countries. ( . . . )

How is the extent of these unions to be determined? We have considered 
geographical and political conditions; a unit composed of several states must also 
be strong enough to organize rationally, within its borders, the protection of key 
industries. In Europe one might, for instance, imagine a Western Federation 
including France, Belgium and Holland, or other European states together with 
their colonial empires. ( . . . )

When we speak of these regional federations we do not intend to abandon the 
ideal of peace, sole and indivisible. On the contrary, it is a question of finding the 
way to enlarge an economic framework which has become too narrow, so that we 
may gradually overcome selfish nationalism and create a huge, peaceful Republic 
of mankind. (. . .)

126. Vincent Auriol: Speech to the Consultative Assembly
12 May 1944

Supplément au Journal officiel de la République française, Assemblée Consultative pro
visoire, séance du 12 mai 1944, Algiers, 1 June 1944, pp. 18-19; cf. Lipgens, op. cit., 1968, 
doc. 85, pp. 241-4.

In Allied discussions o f the post-war reorganization of Europe more and more reference 
was made, despite Soviet hostility, to the idea of a Western group. At this time, on 12 May 
1944, the Consultative Assembly held a debate on foreign policy. R. Massigli, Commissioner 
for Foreign Affairs, emphasized the need to limit sovereignty for the sake of a community of 
nations. Vincent Auriol followed with a long speech in which he reverted to the idea o f a 
democratic federation of all Europe.1

1 He had spoken on these lines to the Assem bly in Nov. 1943: cf. doc. 113 above. The 
foreign policy debates of 12 and 15 May 1944 are mentioned by R. Massigli, op. cit.,
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( . . . )  If we do not want to be carried away by the turmoil of selfish policies, 
which will spring up without delay as they did after Versailles in 1919, leading to 
improvisation and mutual destruction ( . . . ) ,  we must first of all plan for this 
organization of Europe. How does it stand? Russia ( . . . )  is building up peace 
around herself (. . .). To begin with, she has given more freedom to her consti
tuent states. ( . . . )  But she is also gradually establishing a friendship zone. A 
Soviet-Czechoslovak pact has been signed, respecting the absolute independence 
of Czechoslovakia ( . . . )  and offering the prospect of future economic coopera
tion in the interest of both countries. A similar pact has already been offered to 
Poland and will be solemnly offered her once more; it will probably be extended 
to Bulgaria and Yugoslavia, and perhaps one day to Rumania ( . . . )  Thus a zone 
of security, prosperity and friendship is being created, while respecting the in
dependence of small states.

Britain too is concentrating and strengthening herself. The main object of the 
present conference with the Dominions is to unite all efforts so that Britain, in 
accordance with her glorious tradition and in ever-increasing strength, can treat 
on equal terms with the two giants, Russia and the USA, which are continents 
rather than states.

Again, in Western Europe we have seen how Belgium and Holland -  both 
struck by the same misfortune on the same day (yesterday was its anniversary), 
united since then by their magnificent heroism during the occupation, sharing 
common interests but still divided by competition between their ports and their 
economies -  how Belgium and Holland have seen the need to join their political 
and economic forces both in Europe and overseas: mindful of their common 
history, these two states are preparing to join together in a close and brotherly 
union.

On 23 November last I suggested that France should take the initiative in 
creating ‘Unions of States’ by means of solemn and explicit agreements. Latterly 
President de Gaulle has emphasized this idea of a union of states in Western 
Europe, but I think we should lose no time in adopting precise positions and 
clear initiatives. I believe that together with Holland -  and Luxemburg, which 
must not be forgotten -  we could achieve a useful result with these countries, 
whose economies in some respects complement those of our country and whose 
overseas possessions are not far distant from ours. ( . . . )

Does this mean that two or three blocs are to be created, in Europe and in the 
world, and that the old policy of the European balance of power is to be main
tained or resuscitated? On behalf of my friends I say, emphatically no! It would 
be a disaster for peace. (Applause). We must not create two blocs, two Europes or 
two continents; we must create a single Europe, a single continent. (Ap
plause).

( . . . )  The European federation may take shape with the collaboration of the 
Scandinavian countries. Is there to be an eastern group opposed to a western 
group? No! -  but a combination of the two groups, each organized around its 
own security zone, and each comprising big and small states with equal rights. 
That is how the European federation will be constituted.

Gentlemen, the League of Nations is defunct, but not because it was wrong in
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principle (. . .). It had too many members, and its decisions required a majority 
or even a unanimous vote. It had no military force and no economic organiza
tion. And after the disappointments of yesterday it would perhaps only bring 
fresh disappointments if we were to revive the League in its old form.

What is wanted is a European federation composed of unions formed around 
certain powerful states, all members having equal rights, with periodic assemblies 
in which the small countries could express their opinions and desires, suggestions 
and complaints. Then there should be a Supreme Council formed by delegations 
from each union of states, a body to which each would contribute part of its 
sovereignty, so that the super-state would have its own budget and judiciary, its 
international force with land, sea and air bases, and its own information and 
propaganda services.

This, I believe, is how the new League of Nations might take shape. It may be 
called idealism, but it is realism too; and would it be such a bad thing if it were 
partly idealistic? Human society need not be a jungle, and sometimes a bright 
light is needed to illuminate difficult parts of the way and perhaps to prevent 
strife. But, as I have said before and repeat today, such a federation can only be 
firm and ensure peace if it enjoys the real presence, the effective power and 
permanent cooperation of the US, either directly in the Supreme Council or 
through a system of intercontinental confederations. ( . . . )

Naturally every nation must be master in its own house; but no one has the 
right to set the neighbourhood on fire, even if he is capable of defending himself 
against fire-raisers.

When there is a common purpose, whether of security that belongs to all, or 
prosperity which is shared by all, then by contributing a portion of sovereignty, 
we are not losing it but protecting and increasing it. (Applause). We are combin
ing and uniting shares of sovereignty so that the independence and sovereignty of 
all may be respected, and it is a sophistry to call this a sacrifice. (Applause).

Gentlemen, the German problem can only be solved satisfactorily within an 
international community ( . . . ) .  If Germany had been confronted by a strong, 
unified Europe in a state of readiness, and by America, this war would never have 
desolated the world. General security, which demands the surrender of a portion 
of sovereignty, is the only way of preserving the total and permanent sovereignty 
of every state, and what is true of security it also true of prosperity. ( . . . )

127. Pierre-Oliver Lapie, Francis Perrin and Louis Vallon: Speeches 
to the Consultative Assembly 15 May 1944

Supplément au Journal officiel de la République française. Assemblée consultative provi
soire, séance du 15 mai 1944, Algiers, 1 June 1944, pp. 35-43.

Continuation of the foreign policy debate begun on 12 May. P.-O. Lapie, a socialist 
deputy before the war, was the first parliamentarian to join de Gaulle in London. He 
governed the French colony of Chad in 1941-2 and held other free French posts before
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representing the socialist party (SFIO) in the Consultative Assembly. At the session of 
24 November 1943 he declared that France should be ready to yield part of its sovereignty to 
a confederation; this idea is developed in the speech below.1 Francis Perrin, a noted physi
cian, was the representative in the Consultative Assembly of the free French community in 
the US: in his speech he warned against uniting Europe in such a way as to separate France 
from the US.2 Louis Vallon, together with C. Pineau, was head of the resistance movement 
Libération-Nord, and afterwards of the free French intelligence network in the Northern 
Zone. In London from the summer of 1942, he directed the non-military section of the 
Bureau Central de Renseignements et d ’Action (B.C.R.A.). Representing the resistance 
movements in the Algiers Assembly, in this speech he advocated a democratic federation of 
Europe.

At the conclusion of the debate the Assembly adopted a resolution moved by Hauriou on 
behalf o f the Foreign Affairs committee, point 3 of which urged the government to work 
towards an international organization.3

P.-O. Lapie. ( . . . )  The forces of technology that are beyond the control of 
individuals must be restored to the community, and for this purpose there must 
be organizations large enough to constitute a naturally viable whole. As exper
ience has shown, a small country cannot cope with the task without resorting to 
artificial measures. ( . . . )  Large areas and vast resources have to be subjected to a 
single governmental authority. Nations too small for the purpose must merge 
into larger economic groups. ( . . . )  Already there are at least two such large 
entities, both political and economic, counterbalancing each other in the modern 
world, namely the USA and the USSR. ( . . . )  These two are striving, with their 
opposite ideologies, to obtain control of modern technology ( . . . )  and thus two 
types of civilization confront each other.

It is for Europeans to prevent this opposition degenerating into hostility. ( . . . )  
Europe’s role in this is not only a political one. Europe should neither be a 
bridgehead of the productionist civilization against Communism, nor a glacis of 
Communist civilization against American productionism. It must be an interme
diate ground, a place where the two are synthesized. ( . . . )
You intend to work for the cohesion of Europe, and the only way to do so 
without arousing anxiety is by means of federalism.

In my extempore speech in November I briefly mentioned the countries in 
France’s immediate orbit, that is to say Holland and Belgium first and foremost. I 
developed this theme in January. ( . . . )  I suggested then that by taking advantage

1 P.-O. Lapie also produced a plan for a ‘French federation’ of France and her overseas 
possessions. Cf. his war memoirs, Les déserts de Paction, Paris, 1946.

2 His father, Jean Perrin, was a Nobel prizewinner for physics and a moving spirit of the 
École Libre des Hautes Études in New York.

3 The resolution specified that the organization should ‘take into account, firstly, the 
common interest of different countries, large and small, in the maintenance of peace; 
secondly, geographical and economic needs and regional understandings for purposes 
of common interest within the world organization; finally, the effective solidarity of 
peoples, which should be expressed in the creation of international bodies designed to 
coordinate the main elements of production and so facilitate, the economic and social 
progress on which world security depends.’
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of the contiguity of the mother countries and their colonial possessions it should 
be possible -  perhaps starting with tariff and financial agreements, and in any case 
without infringing national sovereignty -  to create one of the great international 
systems which would turn Western Europe into a political unit of vital impor
tance for peace. (. . .) I realize that the new European body would have to make it 
clear to the Americans -  who do not understand our position, as all they had to 
do was to add one state to another -  how divided Europe is, yet how determined 
we are to come together at last. And, in the same way, we should have to assure 
the Russians that the new unit is not limited to the Western fringe of Europe but 
is the nucleus of a great friendly country -  not a system created against the USSR, 
but one in which the ancient institutions of European countries, evolving with
out necessarily imitating one another, endeavour to coexist in a federal associa
tion, just as our economic habits merge into a more and more community-based 
economy.

( . . . )  I foresee all the obstacles that will be opposed to the federal idea: econ
omic and political, rural and industrial, problems of language and religion. But 
are they a reason for doing nothing? N o! To tell the truth, I see only one serious 
obstacle. This is that, in spite of appeals from Belgian, Dutch and now French 
statesmen, Britain is still hesitant and has not yet, officially at all events, vouch
safed any reply. Moreover, among British plans for Europe, one of the most 
authoritative and perhaps the most elaborate suggests that the Continent might 
be organized without Russia, extraordinary as it may seem, and without Britain -  
which, coming from the British, is more extraordinary still. ( . . . )  N o -  having 
once shown that the Channel can be crossed, the British can never again disin
terest themselves from Europe. They are committed by their own feat of arms. 
(. . .) Britain and France, side by side, will make the great European nation. 
( . . . )

F. Perrin. ( . . . )  But peace can only be ensured if, in addition to the world 
organization, closer agreements are concluded between the powers especially 
threatened by a possible repetition of German or Japanese aggression. For this 
reason France should conclude treaties with various European countries, and 
first of all with her powerful allies, Britain and the Soviet Union. She should also 
be a party to agreements for peace in the Pacific, especially with the US, the 
British empire and China.

The world organization should be completed by regional agreements, not only 
from the political but also from the economic point of view. But, as M. Vincent 
Auriol has well said, these regional agreements should not lead to the formation 
of closed groups which might become rivals, separated from neighbouring 
groups by rigid economic frontiers, and preventing the conclusion of agreements 
with more distant countries although such agreements are often vital, for France 
in particular. Regional groupings based on political and economic agreements 
should be essentially loose and flexible; they should overlap to some extent, and 
be capable of ‘acting at a distance’. (. . .)

L. Vallon. ( . . . )  Diplomacy must adapt itself to the new form that this ‘war of 
peoples’ has assumed. The danger may be that some of our allies underrate the 
urgency of popular feeling. Europeans are impatient, they are in a state of
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feverish expectation, they feel that the hour of decision is at hand and they want 
to know where they are being led. ( . . . )

The Resistance in France ( . . . )  has its own ideas. The men of the Resistance 
belong to all walks of life and every political camp, but their experience in the 
movement itself, and their reflections on defeat and its consequences, have 
brought them to a certain unanimity on this point. ( . . . )  An article appeared in 
occupied France in the Cahiers de la Libération dated September 1943. ( . . . )  I 
will read two passages. ( . . . )  The first runs: ‘World peace depends on two pre
conditions. One is the constitution of unions or federations to enable states 
which adjoin one another or share a common civilization to manage their re
sources jointly and do away with tariff, financial and military barriers. The 
second requirement is an international court applying an international code of 
law, so as to arbitrate between interests and identify common elements in the 
moral and legal systems of the respective federations and unions.’ The second 
passage runs: ‘The limitation and abandonment of national sovereignty naturally 
leads to abolishing the system of national forces in the service of nationalism or 
imperialism, and substituting a system of international forces in the service of an 
international body endowed with a degree of sovereignty higher than that pos
sessed by nations.’

The article from which these passages are taken is signed ‘Merlin’ . I think that 
today the author’s identity can be revealed without danger. (. . .) It is M. d’Astier 
de la Vigerie, Commissioner for Home Affairs in the Provisional Government. I 
trust that, in a spirit of ministerial solidarity, the Commissioner for Foreign 
Affairs will wish to examine the text from which I have read two passages only, 
but which shows the way of thinking of the Resistance movement on this sub
ject.

The men of the Resistance, then, are thinking in terms of a democratic 
international system, and I believe they are right. We have before us the example 
of a state which is also a federation of states, namely the United States of Amer
ica. Thanks to democracy it can be said that the Americans have achieved 
marvellous things, both in their unity based on the federal system and also in the 
social sphere. ( . . . )  But many of those in France who support General de 
Gaulle’s government, and who are in the Resistance, spent long years in the 
international movement for the organization of Europe and for peace with dis
armament. ( . . . )

128. Roger Garaudy: ‘A Franco-Soviet Alliance’ May 1944

Article in France nouvelle, Algiers, May 1944, pp. 42-3. BD IC 8° P 3844.

France nouvelle, a monthly published at Algiers from Dec. 1943 onwards by MM. Ber- 
Hers, Billoux, Bonte, Fajon, Marty and Midol, was the official organ of the French 
Communist Party (PCF). In this article Roger Garaudy, an agrégé in philosophy and a 
young militant who later made his name in politics, held up the Soviet-Czechoslovak treaty
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of April 1944 as a model, while firmly opposing any kind of West European union. Echoing 
the statement made to the Consultative Assembly by F. Bonte on 12 May 1944, itself based 
on the ‘Remarques du Comité Central du PC F ’ drawn up in Paris on 25 April, Garaudy 
rejected the socialist party's programme advocating a European super-state, and denounced 
supranationalism in all its forms as a mortal danger to France.1

( . . . )  The twenty-year treaty signed in April 1944 by the Soviet Union and 
Czechoslovakia is of the greatest importance: it determines the character of So
viet relations with countries, large and small, engaged in the common struggle 
against German fascist imperialism. Its basic principles are mutual respect for the 
independence and sovereignty of the contracting parties and non-interference in 
the internal affairs of other states. ( . . . )  Such honest and straightforward treaties 
provide a basis for relations among peace-loving peoples, and for a just and 
lasting peace, in a way which seems far preferable to artificial ‘blocs’ in Western, 
Central or Eastern Europe.

The treaty is not a ‘closed’ one, since one of the annexes provides that any 
neighbour of the USSR or Czechoslovakia which has been a victim of German 
aggression in the present war may join the contracting parties and accede to the 
agreement.

This is an important milestone in history, the first concrete contribution to the 
just and peaceful reconstruction of a liberated Europe.

It is a magnificent example for France, which is suffering and fighting for its 
freedom just as the USSR and Czechoslovakia are suffering and fighting. An 
alliance between France and the Soviet Union, inspired by confidence and free 
from reservations, can no longer be retarded by anti-Bolshevik fables invented to 
serve the interests of cosmopolitan trusts.

Still less can one envisage the immediate creation of a ‘Western bloc having as 
its arteries the Rhine, the English Channel and the Mediterranean’.2 For the 
question arises: against whom would this bloc be directed? -  seeing that it may 
even have among its members the Germany ruled by the Krupp dynasty.

As M. Bonte pointed out to the Assembly on behalf of the Communist dele
gation, French foreign policy must above all be governed by the interests of the 
present struggle. What those interests require is:

1. A Franco-Soviet alliance.
2. A policy based on those who are actually fighting, such as for example the 

Tito government in Yugoslavia, and not the ‘émigré governments’ in Cairo or 
London.

Today and tomorrow, the liberation and security of France will be guaranteed, 
first and foremost, by the conclusion of a total Franco-Soviet alliance. ( . . . )

1 Cf. Lipgens, Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 1, doc. 106, p. 344. The P C F statement followed a 
protest to Massigli by the Soviet ambassador Bogomolov, who denounced the idea of a 
West European group as a reversion to the policy of isolating the Soviet Union: M as
sigli, op. cit., pp. 49-50.

2 Gen. de Gaulle used these terms in his speech to the Assembly on 18 March 1944, which 
provoked Bogom olov’s protest to Massigli.
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An alliance between the two great countries of innovation and revolution, 
which have created the highest forms of patriotism and humanism, is indispens
able for the construction of a new Europe, just as the union of all patriots is 
indispensable to the reorganization of France.

Only the enemy and his accomplices have an interest in preventing this alli
ance.

129. A. Bernaudeau: ‘For the United States of Europe’
3 June 1944

A. Bernaudeau, ‘Plus jamais ça! Pour les Etats-Unis d ’Europe. L ’ex “ Der des D ers’” , in 
Fraternité. Hebdomadaire du parti socialiste, Algiers, 3 June 1944. Biblio Comité, RV 
1237.

For ‘Fraternite’ cf. doc. 119 above. The writer1 firmly advocates a United States of 
Europe. But not all socialists were so categorical (cf. doc. 130 below), and the party's official 
statements were much less clear (cf. doc. 119 above).

( . . . )  Since it was Europe that set fire to the powder-keg -  since Europe, with 
its mosaic of peoples, nations and states, is the main source of conflagrations, it is 
Europe that must be transformed from a breeding-ground of war into an element 
of peace.

Peace ( . . . )  is not simply a matter of restoring devastated regions, of the 
political, economic and social resurrection of states and human associations. It is 
not merely a question of carefully confining nations within new frontiers which, 
like the old ones, will be subject to the ebb and flow of nationalities and nation
alism. (. . .) Peace, first in Europe and then in the world, can only be achieved by 
means of a general community of the interests and aspirations of individuals 
(. . .); by the voluntary reunion of all Europeans in a huge single group, the 
United States of Europe. (. . .)

Has not the moment come for the United States of Europe, for those who are 
united in the struggle, to imitate the historic gesture of the revolutionary night of 
4 August 1789 and to surrender part of the privilege of sovereignty to an author
ity constitutionally established by them and vested with such powers as belong to 
any government de facto and de jure?

It is time for the countries that are fighting together for liberation -  Britain, the 
USSR, France, Belgium, Holland, Poland, Denmark, Norway, Luxemburg, 
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Greece — to declare their solemn resolve to 
associate for peace and to form the nucleus of the United States of Europe.

Like the great Republic of North America, this confederation would have the

1 It has not been possible to ascertain his forename, or any other information about
him.
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right to coin money, to establish weights and measures, to administer posts, 
telegraph and customs services, to organize and control a federal army and so on 
-  in short, the rights generally vested in the central power of any state governed 
on the basis of political and administrative decentralization.

The members of the confederation would retain their sovereign rights in res
pect of internal affairs -  political, economic, social and cultural -  provided only 
that they are democratic in spirit.

Subject to adequate guarantees, the original nucleus of states might be enlarged 
to include, in the first instance, neutrals such as Spain, Portugal, Sweden, Turkey 
and above all Switzerland. The states which are today our enemies would be 
admitted on a footing of complete equality at a later stage, when they have been 
sufficiently cured of evil habits [désintoxiqués].

In this way Europe will become a living reality, pacified and resolved to live in 
peace. ( . . . )

130. ‘H. H.’: ‘A West European Federation is Desirable’
28 June 1944

Article signed ‘H . H . ’ : ‘Une fédération de l’Europe occidentale est souhaitable à la 
condition qu’elle ne soit dominée ni par les intérêts capitalistes ni par le fanatisme soviéti
que. Les organisations ouvrières doivent dès maintenant se préoccuper de ce problème’, in 
Fraternité. Flebdomadaire du parti socialiste, Algiers, 28 June 1944. Biblio Comité, RV 
1237.

An anonymous article commenting on proposals for West European federation that had 
been put forward by J e f  Rens, deputy secretary of the Belgian trade union organization 
(CG T), and published in Trade Union World, the organ of the International Federation of 
Trade Unions. The author speaks for those French socialists who had reservations about the 
idea o f European unity, fearing on the one hand that they would cut themselves off from the 
French Communist Party and provoke Soviet hostility, and on the other that a unified 
Europe might be dominated by capitalist groups.

5$.

(. . .) Je f Rens advocates a federation of Western Europe consisting of Britain, 
France, Holland, Belgium and Luxemburg, while the Soviet Union would group 
its East European neighbours around itself. (. . .) The possible objections can be 
seen at once. In the first place, to organize regional federations within a world 
organization which is still young and therefore weak may succeed in bringing 
about closer collaboration within each federation, but at the risk of dividing the 
world into separate blocs which may easily become rivals or even enemies. Se
condly, the USSR, which has not forgotten the ‘cordon sanitaire’ of 1919, might 
regard a Western federation as a threat to its security in the shorter or longer 
term. ( . . . )  Everything depends on the political, economic and social conditions 
in which the reconstruction of Europe will take shape. If a West European 
federation were dominated by still powerful capitalist interests, or if its members
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were anything but democratic states ruled by governments of the people, the 
federation might present a triple danger. It would appear to be a bridgehead of 
American imperialism on the European continent; it would be a rival to groups of 
nations with a different economic and social structure; and it would in fact be a 
menace to the socialist Republics of Eastern Europe.

But if the governments of Britain, France, Belgium and Holland are firmly 
democratic, and if workers’ organizations everywhere exercise control over 
economy and social policy, then these dangers will no longer exist: for the Wes
tern federation is bound to desire a close fraternal understanding with the Eastern 
federation around the USSR, with a view to organizing the European continent 
as a whole. ( . . . )  Clearly the workers of Western Europe are united by close 
links, based on centuries of history and a common civilization. Why should they 
not establish contact at once? This could only have advantages -  and above all it 
would ensure that the idea of a Western federation, which is already occupying 
the minds of many governments and public figures, is not diverted from its 
peaceful objective and does not become a new anti-Soviet enterprise in the hands 
of trusts.

131. E. Leotard: ‘An Iron and Steel Union for Western Europe’
July 1944

Article in Revue économique et sociale, Algiers, N o. 8, July  1944, pp. 49-52.

This review, founded in Algiers in Dec. 1943 and edited by G .H . Bousquet, was con
cerned with post-war economic problems and with Resistance and Allied plans for the 
reconstruction of France, Europe and the world economy.1 The idea of an economic grouping 
of Western Europe was put forward by the Belgian statesman P. H. Spaak in July 1943, and 
was the subject of negotiations with Britain, Holland and Luxemburg from the beginning of 
1944. The Belgian government addressed a memorandum on the subject to the French on 
25 April 1944.2

The British, Belgian, Dutch and Luxemburg governments in London recently 
approved the idea of a customs union to which France would probably accede at 
a later stage, together with French North Africa and perhaps all the colonies of 
the signatory states. If the Rhineland were also included in this new Zollverein, 
peace would definitely be assured: there is no doubt that the Union would be one 
of the strongest economic groups in the world, or at all events the only one 
capable of holding its own with those that will result from the Allied victory. It 
must be borne in mind that the influence of the US in the American continent is

1 It has not been possible to discover the forename of the writer of this article or any other 
information about him.

2 Cf. Massigli, op. cit., pp. 29-55 passim.
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increasing daily, and that the new type of Soviet federalism is likely to extend to 
the Balkans and even to a large part of Asia. Taking into account China’s iron and 
coal deposits, Asia may become the most important economic unit in the 
world.

Faced with these three or four great centres of attraction, France in her ravaged 
state can no longer stand aside. In the nature of things we must integrate our
selves with the European economy and especially the new union of Western 
Europe. (. . .)

( . . . )  The combined iron ore production of the U K, Belgium, Luxemburg and 
Holland reached 21.9 million tonnes; that of France 37.8 million, and Algeria and 
Tunesia 2.4 million. This makes a total of 62.1 million tonnes, closely balancing 
America’s 62.7 million.

The position is different as regards coal. The U K , Belgium and Holland, plus 
the Saar, produced altogether 301.4 million tonnes. Adding France’s 44.3 million 
we get a total of 345.7 million tonnes, which is a long way below America’s 463.5 
million.

This difference seriously affects the output of cast iron, the more so as bitu
minous coal, that of the Saar in particular, is still not suitable, in spite of recent 
progress, for the production of furnace coke. This means that France, which has 
in Lorraine the largest iron deposits in Europe, can only use a small quantity of 
Saar coal for its iron and steel industry. It has had to buy no less than 75% of 
small coal from Westphalia to obtain the necessary percentage of volatile material 
in its coke ovens. This involves high transport costs, and the Germans took 
advantage of the situation to maintain high selling prices. ( . . . )  As a result, cast 
iron production in France was far from proportionate to its iron ore deposits. 
(. . .)

The problem of a West European economic union can and should be studied 
from many other points of view. The above outline of the iron and steel situation 
shows in any case that France cannot remain aloof from the new post-war or
ganization. She is bound to be involved in economic agreements that will commit 
her for the future. (. . .)

Britain, which though conservative is prepared for bold reforms, has pointed 
the way we should follow, along with our old friends the Belgians, Dutch and 
Luxemburgers. They, like us, are imperial countries and have the same interests 
to defend. Let us adopt the wise motto of that country which is geographically 
closest to us: union is strength. ( . . . )  While France is ready to ally herself with 
her neighbours, she does not wish to be dependent on any of them. This should 
never be forgotten by those who negotiate these indispensable agreements.

132. Claudius Petit: Speech to the Consultative Assembly
24 July 1944

Supplément au Journal officiel de la République française. Assemblée consultative provi
soire, Algiers: session of 24 July 1944, p. 232.
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On 24 and 25 July 1944 the Assembly at Algiers debated the ‘general policy of French 
liberation\ Eugène Petit, known as Claudius, represented the Franc-Tireur resistance group 
at Lyons, of which he was one of the leaders. In this speech he advocated an economic 
federation of Europe.

( . . . )  We must state very plainly that there can be no political peace without a 
worldwide economic settlement. This does not mean that we overlook the dif
ferent degrees of evolution of the nations of Europe and of the world. (. . .) 
Looking at a world map, one is struck by the small size of Europe or, as someone 
called it, the peninsula of Asia. And it is not a utopian dream to wish to unite 
closely the economies of all the countries of Western Europe. Such a union is 
feasible because a number of states have attained the same degree of political and 
human development.

Our sister country Belgium, as well as Holland, Britain and Luxemburg, 
together with Norway and Sweden, might form the nucleus of this union of 
states, which would preserve the originality of their habits and customs, religions 
and philosophies, and would unite all their economies to develop the true wealth 
of mankind in all its fullness.

I recall with emotion the solemn and courageous offer of Mr Winston Chur
chill, who, on the brink of the abyss, proposed to France the complete union of 
our two states and empires.

My friends and I believe that as soon as France has recovered her greatness this 
idea might and should be taken up within the framework, no doubt, of a broader 
union, open to all states that are sufficiently developed and that accept as the basis 
of their government the democratic principles of the Declaration of the Rights of 
Man.

In this way we should not only have small regional units like the Rhineland 
and the Low Countries, but an economic unit of rational size which would do 
more than any political agreement to bring down barriers between states and 
would, we venture to say, diminish the absolute national sovereignty which is 
one cause of war among many others.

Such an economic unit, alongside others in the world, would not be a mere 
autarky. Its internal economic relations would be more developed than its exter
nal ones; but we know that certain industrial or agricultural products only exist 
in certain parts of the world, and that they must move freely from one major 
economic region to another.

In any case there is no thought of forming a bloc that would then be opposed, 
politically or economically, to another bloc: it is a question of making arrange
ments on the scale of our civilization, of enabling the world to use its resources 
properly, without being hampered by the thousand petty political barriers be
hind which men learn to hate instead of loving one another.

There are many French people who have rediscovered their national awareness 
but do not intend, when peace comes, to confine their horizon to it: the sacrifices 
they have undergone are of a different order of importance ( . . . ) .
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133. Vincent Auriol: Speech to the Consultative Assembly
25 July 1944

Supplément au Journal officiel de la République française. Assemblée consultative provi
soire, Algiers: session of 25 July 1944, p. 239.

On the second day of the debate on general liberation policy, Vincent Auriol made a long 
speech recalling his previous statements in favour of European union. He expressed anxiety 
that the government was taking no steps to promote such a union, which was the only way of 
solving the German problem.

( . . . )  On two occasions, in November and May last, I indicated to the A s
sembly the Socialist Party’s views on foreign policy. ( . . . )  In this field too, 
unfortunately, the government’s action does not seem to me to match up to the 
President’s ideas.

We called for a union of small countries -  small in size, but great in their 
heroism and nobility, united by sorrow and suffering and also by historical 
tradition: above all I had in mind Holland, Belgium, Luxemburg, Czechoslova
kia and Poland. We said then: T h is union of Western states and a union in 
Eastern Europe could be the first stage in a new European federation with the 
close and confident cooperation of Britain, Russia and France, and from beyond 
the seas that of the US, the Pan-American federation, and China.’ We set forth 
with precision a policy that is both realistic and idealistic. I would have expected 
some initiative to be taken in that direction ( . . . )  Indeed I wonder if we are not up 
against the old habits of routine, timidity and conservatism in our diplomacy, 
which has always been too remote from popular idealism and popular feeling.
(...)

Gentlemen, this unity and close friendship is an urgent objective, the more so 
as some of these nations have the same interests, the same ideas and intentions as 
we have concerning the solution of an immediate problem of the first order, 
namely the German problem. ( . . . )

Whatever her future political system, Germany must be integrated into a pow
erful European and world federation based firmly on inter-Allied solidarity. 
Without such permanent solidarity among the United Nations, no peace can be 
lasting. ( . . . )

It would be desirable to see a federation of German republics, the nucleus of a 
wider federation such as the revolutionaries aspired to in 1848. But, I repeat, no 
solution will be possible and viable unless Germany is controlled and feels herself 
to be controlled. That means that she must be incorporated, integrated and 
disciplined in an international community that is strong enough, politically and 
economically, to keep her in order and lead her by degrees towards a progressive 
civilization.

As to what this community should be like, I described it at our November 
session and shall not repeat what I said then. But I would say again that a League 
of Nations without an international system of justice, an international force and
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an international economic organization would be nothing more than a diplomats’ 
club such as we have known in the past. Little by little it would disintegrate under 
the pressures of national self-interest; economic rivalries and competition would 
estrange and set nations against one another, leading to economic crises bearing 
the seeds of political conflict and renewed wars.

Security, like prosperity, is indivisible: I have said this before, but in some 
countries it still does not seem to be understood. People do not see that the 
security of one nation depends on that of all the rest, and that world security can 
only be ensured by pooling national sovereignty once and for all. ( . . . )

134. Marcel Ray: ‘Destroying or Remaking Europe’
20 August 1944

Marcel Ray, ‘Chronique diplomatique, Détruire ou refaire l’Europe’, in Combat, A l
giers. 20 Aug. 1944. Biblio Comité, PR FL  64.

5$.

In this article, marking a clear retreat from the views he expressed in April 1944J  the 
leader-writer of Combat-Alger no longer speaks of a union of European states but only of 
international cooperation.

(. . .) If we are to restore the nations that now lie prostrate, and reconstruct our 
dismembered continent, we must be guided by a new vision of the future, 
whether it be a national plan, a European or a global one. The vital cell of the 
future is a strong, free nation. ( . . . )

For France to live again, for Europe and America and the whole world to live, 
it is necessary and sufficient for them to establish and coordinate their aspirations 
towards a system of peaceful but active competition and cooperation, leading to a 
free and spacious future. There must be an end to the immense, sterile, pernicious 
tedium of nations isolated in a wretched, precarious present. Either mankind will 
strongly and consciously desire something beyond the present, or else, in its 
distress and its divisions, it will again be at the mercy of plunderers who always 
know what they want, who detest belonging to an organized world and will 
never take their place in it.

Tomorrow’s organized world must consist of a band [faisceau] of strong na
tions, capable of defending and also of voluntarily restricting their liberties and 
sovereignty, each for itself or each for a group, taking account of their duties as 
well as their rights, and with regard for the common interest, which means that 
there must be equality of rights but inequality of duties. Granted, the effort is 
complex, but it is not utopian. The only method that will work is a kind of 
perpetual arbitration. ( . . . )

The nations destroyed by Plitler, the Europe destroyed by him can only revive

1 Cf. doc. 123 above.
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on this moral plane: nations, like individuals, must rediscover the sense of the 
community, turn their eyes to the future and subordinate their claims to their 
duties.

135. Jacques Metadier: Trench Resistance and the Federal Idea’
August 1944

An article published in English in Federal News,1 London, No. 114, Aug. 1944, 
pp. 8-9. British Library.

Founded in 1938 as the organ of ‘Federal Union3,2 this review also published contribu
tions by federalists o f other nationalities. Jacques Metadier, a professor of biology at Poitiers 
University, edited the journal Solidarity5 in London from 1941, to 1945; he also wrote in 
various publications to inform the British public of the activities o f the French resistance.4 
The passage reproduced below is the conclusion of an article mentioning several under
ground journals which had advocated a united Europe.

It would be a great mistake to imagine that the French Resistance Movement is 
dominated by the spirit of federalism, but it would be an equal mistake to imag
ine that it has not in mind this solution of the problem of peace in Europe. If the 
Peace Conference sets up a European Federation it seems probable that the 
French people (and when I say people I stress that word) will not be hostile to it. 
From what I know of the Resistance Movements in the other occupied countries 
the idea of European Federation is looked upon in the same light. Thus, the 
conception of a united Europe, so much vaunted by Hitler, is in process of 
development among the oppressed peoples, but not according to his dream. His 
idea was to bring about a European bloc by binding all the peoples to the same 
chain.

In the first volume of Solidarity I wrote: ‘From Berlin decrees for this Gothic 
domination are spread to all the corners of Europe (. . .) To destroy all opposi
tion it forces the breaking of ties which unite individuals to each other. It seeks to 
destroy national solidarity. But, and this is the curious thing, it has produced a 
European solidarity, a European consciousness. Hitler has in truth succeeded in 
forming his European bloc -  but it is not the one he believed he held in his hands. 
It is a bloc of those peoples who will not accept unity while it entails slavery ( . . . )  
Thus a new solidarity among the European peoples is developing day by day. It 
will survive the oppression, and thus will be created a Europe which is a new 
unity in a new w orld.’

1 Cf. Part One, chapter III above, doc. 84, p. 224.
2 Cf. Part One above, introduction to chapter I, p. 26.
3 Cf. Part One, chapter III, above, doc. 96, p. 255.
4 Esp. People and Freedom, 15 Feb. 1944.
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I have nothing to add to these lines written at the end of 1941. Since then -  as 
becomes more and more clear -  European consciousness has grown stronger and 
is clearly expressed in the underground papers. The opportunity is there. Let us 
hope the peacemakers will not let it slip.

136. Gérard Disqué: ‘International Politics’ Aug.-Sept. 1944

G. Disqué, ‘Politique internationale’, in Renaissances. Revue de la pensée politique 
française, Algiers, N o. 7, Aug.-Sept. 1944, pp. 22-3. Biblio Comité, PR F L  23.

The review Renaissances was founded at Algiers in Nov. 1943 by a number of intellec
tuals belonging to the resistance or the Free French movement. Its chief editor was 
Paul-Émile Viard, with a committee consisting of Alazard, Brousset, P. Berthault, R. Ca
pitani, L. Gernet, L. Joxe and J . Soustelle. G. Disqué, editor of the foreign affairs column, 
here advocates an international organization with limitations on state sovereignty.

In the Council of Nations France will defend the equal rights of all peace- 
loving states, great and small. Already, in those conferences to which she has 
been invited, she has spoken up for the occupied states of Europe. If it is thought 
fit to set up an executive Committee of the great powers, especially for the 
purpose of creating a joint military force to defend the peace, France will natu
rally be an indispensable member.

But it is European security that affects her most closely. Above all she will 
require a lasting solution of the German problem, affording concrete pledges and 
real prospects of peace, and excluding all misplaced sentimentalism. France will 
strengthen the natural economic ties she already has with her sister nations in 
Western Europe: Belgium, Holland and Luxemburg. She will seek to emphasize 
the community of interest between her European and imperial position and that 
of Great Britain with her empire. She must continue a policy of trusting colla
boration with the USSR and its western neigbours so as to prevent a revival of 
German power. ( . . . )

An international security organization linked to regional agreements will best 
enable the French genius to comply with the world’s expectation of a lasting 
peace based on justice and good sense.

There are two great lessons to be drawn from the eruption of the tragic conflict 
which is now nearing its end:

Firstly, any international organization which is not based on a partial renun
ciation of sovereignty by its members is doomed to failure.

Secondly, excessive nationalism on the part of a state or group of states sooner 
or later provokes a reaction from the threatened peoples. Unless there is an 
international security system this will lead to a conflict, the length and frightful
ness of which will increase as fresh means of destruction are devised.

The failure of the League of Nations is an instance of the first point, while the
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warlike adventure of the Axis illustrates the second. But there would doubtless 
have been no war if the League of Nations had been made for action and not for 
speech-making.

The victorious nations must learn from this double experience. They must 
surrender part of their sovereignty to an international organization whose func
tion will be to preserve peace and which will have means of enforcing its 
decisions. But this is not the time for a new Holy Alliance, a directorate of great 
powers maintaining a precarious balance of interests among themselves. While 
technological progress is making the world smaller every day, this does not mean 
that the lesser countries are condemned to become satellites of the ‘giant states’ . If 
they did so, it would unfailingly lead to the formation of blocs which, one day, 
would collide in the most frightful catastrophe. If humanity is to survive, the era 
of nationalism must be closed once and for all. In one form or another, the 
peoples’ International must be the reality of tomorrow.

137. Gustave Mercier: ‘Towards a New Europe’ Nov.-Dee. 1944

Gustave Mercier, ‘Chroniques. Vers une Europe nouvelle. Nécessité d’une fédération 
mondiale des peuples’, in Revue d'Alger. Publiée par l'Université d'Alger, No. 5, 
Nov.-Dec. 1944, pp. 88-91. Biblio Comité, PR FL 25.

The Revue d’Alger, the first number o f which was dated March-April 1944, was founded 
by Henri Laugier, rector o f Algiers University.1 The writer of this article pleads for an end to 
nationalism.

( . . . )  It is absolutely necessary that these peoples should understand one 
another and act in concert, suppressing rivalries, clashes of interest and selfish 
passions, and embarking on a humane and generous course which will lead to the 
benefit of all. They must form a union -  not a closed one, but open to all nations, 
both small and great. ( . . . )  The need for a permanent understanding means that 
there must be a new world order. Nationalism must give way to the spirit of 
sacrifice demanded by the higher interest of all mankind. ( . . . )  Patriotism first 
attached itself to the city state, then to a province, and finally to modern states 
composed of diverse provinces, regions and races, with common laws and com
mon ideals. The time has come to extend this patriotism and to recognize the 
profound solidarity of all mankind. This in no way involves abandoning national 
autonomy and national peculiarities -  the very opposite, since diversity is the 
mark of all creation. (. . .)

The settlement which cannot be imposed by violence must be born of the free 
consent of peoples, as it is demanded by the interests of each and by the universal 
law of morality. What distinguishes the twentieth century from the nineteenth is

1 For H. Laugier cf. doc. 105 above.
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that in the past hundred and fifty years the world has seen a complete change in 
its material equipment as well as in its intellectual horizons and communications. 
Distance has been vanquished, and ideas fly instantaneously from one continent 
to another. In less than a quarter of a century, America has twice gone to war for 
the salvation of this unhappy Europe of ours, and by so doing has earned herself 
rights that Europe can no longer ignore. The need for an organization including 
all peoples has become absolutely clear, and our task is merely to establish it in 
justice. Success will depend on mutual good will, the renunciation of egoism and 
the perception of our true interests by each one of us. ( . . . )

138. Georges Aguesse: ‘Delenda est. . Nov.  1944

Georges Aguesse: ‘Delenda est. . in Renaissances, Algiers, N o. 7 bis, N ov. 1944,
pp. 59-62. Biblio Comité, PR F L  23.

*

For the review Renaissances cf. doc. 136 above. The writer argues that the destruction of 
Germany as a state is a necessary condition of a united Europe.

( . . . )  What is necessary, no more and no less, is to reduce Germany to a 
condition in which she can no longer dream of absolute power. Germany must 
become a small nation and give up her dreams, so that Europe may be free from 
nightmares.

Germany must be deprived of her essential strategic base, which means distri
buting to other European countries a large part of her territory and population. 
In her reduced state she may be no more content with her material lot than when 
she was great, but at least she will no longer be able to think of improving it by 
force. ( . . . )

Demanding the destruction of Germany does not mean that we wish to replace 
German domination by that of any other country. On the contrary, it may well 
be thought that the abolition of Germany as a political factor is an essential 
condition of any real progress towards a better international order. ( . . . )

Once Germany has been erased from the map as a political power, it must be 
ensured that German thought and the German genius, whose products are a 
glorious part of the heritage of mankind, are not stifled. ( . . . )

It will be a delicate task for the nations of Europe to restore to Germany, once 
she has returned to the fold, all that she has been deprived of by her own people. 
But each of them, having first meted out exemplary punishment to war criminals, 
will derive benefit from the attempt at assimilation and mutual understanding 
vis-à-vis the German minorities within its frontiers: it will have to outdo itself, 
collaborate with other nations in the same task and thus become the active cell of 
a new international order. Each country will have its internal German problem, 
but they will no longer be threatened or disturbed by a permanent external 
German threat. In this way the paralysing problem of European security will
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have been solved: the continent will no longer be haunted by the need to guard 
against intestine dangers. Europe will no longer be in the terrifying situation in 
which, as we have said, any attempt at unity bears the fatal appearance of a 
coalition of the community against one of its own members. Instead of trembling 
before its own image, Europe will be able to gather its forces. This will be a great 
step towards the United States of our Old World. There would be no German 
power, but there would be Germans. Mingled with the men and women of other 
nations they will, as if by a decree of natural justice, be henceforth a ‘people 
without territory’ -  a deprivation which may itself encourage them to good 
behaviour and to a less devouring love of the outside world.

139. A. Henry Rochefort: ‘Small European Nations in the Post-war 
Period’ Dec. 1944

Article in Renaissances, Algiers, N o. 8, Dec. 1944, pp. 79-83. Biblio Comité, PR F L  
23.

For the review Renaissances cf. doc. 136 above. The writer recommends that the small 
European states should be made to form associations with their bigger neighbours.

( . . . )  The freedom that several small European nations enjoyed before the war 
meant anarchy leading to chaos. This is bound to recur unless we accept the need 
to revise the principle of sovereignty and recognize that equality among states is 
only feasible if their resources are approximately equal. ( . . . )

The first task will not be to organize the world but, we repeat, to achieve a 
tolerable European settlement. ( . . . )  In such an association all the small Euro
pean states would be represented under the aegis of Britain, France and the Soviet 
Union, but the effective authority of each must be proportionate to its impor
tance, that is, in the last analysis, to its responsibilities. ( . . . )

It is far from our intention to deny the right of these small or medium-sized 
states to independence. Certainly they should be allowed to decide freely all 
matters relating to their internal affairs, on the sole condition that they do not 
flout the principles of democracy which this war is being fought to safeguard. But 
we maintain that in the international sphere their absolute sovereignty is a delu
sion, and any European organization that does not restrict it is bound to be a 
failure.

How is this to be remedied? There can be no question of establishing a cut- 
and-dried hierarchy of nations, but a clear distinction must be drawn between 
what we may call for convenience major and minor countries. The general policy 
of Europe should be a systematic whole, not the rough-and-ready juxtaposition 
of a set of national policies. These must be subordinated to the achievement of 
stability on lines agreed beforehand: in other words a reversal of diplomatic 
methods, with the substitution of ends for means. Once the world is in a state of
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equilibrium -  which will depend on the statesmen responsible for the future 
peace treaty -  the new European League of Nations (to avoid confusion it would 
be better to give it a different name), organized under the aegis of Britain, Russia 
and France, will to a large extent be independent of the votes of small states, 
though each of these separately may claim a hearing on matters that affect it 
directly.

What would be the practical ways of giving effect to this tutelary system (let us 
not be afraid of the term)? There might be a system of weighted voting, or each of 
the small states might be obliged to join an alliance (without the right of seces
sion) and undertake to carry out its policy. Either solution would be a negation 
of sovereign equality, which we regard henceforth as a myth. ( . . . )  The lesser 
nations would be integrated in the European League, but also, and primarily, in a 
more local system of cooperation, without the right to disregard the obligations 
this imposed, or to seek to ‘go it alone’.

As far as Western Europe is concerned, the patrons of such a system would 
clearly be Britain and France: France in the first instance, as her role would be 
that of a direct bulwark against any revival of German imperialism. In countries 
such as Belgium, encumbered with an ethnic duality that is difficult to overcome, 
a sharp distinction would be drawn between internal and external policy, and 
care would be taken that the former did not impinge on the latter. Only such 
arrangements can guarantee the unbroken continuity of international coopera
tion for the purpose of maintaining peace, justifying an independence based on 
diplomatic realities, and preventing an imbalance that might revive age-long Ger
man dreams of domination, which can only be checked by ceaseless vigilance.

After the conclusion of such a European pact it is quite possible to imagine 
conventions being concluded on similar lines to safeguard peace in other parts of 
the world, and mutual understandings among the different Leagues of Nations. 
( . . . )

140. André Hauriou: ‘Towards a Doctrine of the Resistance’ 1944

From André Hauriou, Vers une doctrine de la Résistance. Le socialisme humaniste, 
Algiers, 1944, pp. 194-8. Biblio Comité, FL 43.

On André Hauriou, delegate of the ‘Combat3 resistance movement at the Algiers assem
bly, cf. doc. 113 above. In this pamphlet he offers a definition of ‘European personalism3 as 
an intermediate philosophy between American liberal capitalism and Russian materialist 
collectivism. The humanistic socialism on which the doctrine is based is opposed to all forms 
of nationalism and, in the political sphere, postulates a federation to which European states 
would surrender part of their sovereignty.

II. The nature o f the international statute
In the context of security we have pointed out some considerations which bear 

on the establishment of the international statute. The first desideratum, in our 
view, is to create national states, i.e. such as do not have within their borders
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national minorities that may be the occasion of irredentist claims and fresh con
flicts.

But, while these national states are, by definition, ‘closed societies’, they must 
be subject to an international statute that does not enhance that character but, on 
the contrary, looks towards the ‘open society’ of tomorrow’s world. From this 
point of view it seems important to avoid systems of political alliances whereby 
states combine in blocs that may, sooner or later, come into conflict. We believe 
that the ‘balance’ of Europe, or any other form of political balance, is an outworn 
conception, for the supposedly equal groups almost inevitably drift towards a 
trial of strength. In the political sphere -  which, in international society as within 
the state, is concerned with the arbitration of general interests, the immediate 
objective must be to create an ‘open society’, guided and if possible controlled by 
an international body possessing the necessary powers.

But in the economic sphere things are different. Here a degree of regionalism 
seems to be the next step towards world unity, if humanistic socialism is to be 
fully in keeping with reality. The effective construction of socialism calls for a 
substantial increase in production, so as to raise national living standards and 
enable every individual to develop his culture and sense of human values. It also 
involves the division of labour, which may be possible within a single large 
country like Russia but is out of the question for states like Belgium, Holland, 
Sweden or even France. Hence small or medium-sized states may have a major 
interest in forming economic groups. Such groups, especially if they are to a large 
extent open, lead to a general improvement of living standards and should there
fore serve to increase international stability.

From this point of view an economic federation of Western Europe -  which 
might begin with France, Belgium and Holland, but could also include Britain, 
the Scandinavian countries and others -  would give humanistic socialism a firm 
foothold on the shores of the Atlantic. Such a federation would have no reason to 
practise autarky, as its members would have interests in other parts of the world. 
But it would make it possible to standardize production in an important part of 
the globe, and thus improve the distribution of commodities for large masses of 
people.

We hope that the forthcoming peace treaty will not only permit but encourage 
such economic unions, which might also be formed in other regions.

III. The application and modification o f the international statute
( . . . )  The League of Nations, which assumed the role of an international 

organization after 1918, was largely a failure. None the less we have no choice but 
to repeat the attempt, while doing our best to avoid the errors of the past.

A third reason for its ineffectiveness was the absolute sovereignty of every 
state. Nowadays state sovereignty is more and more closely linked to economic 
independence. But no state is today economically independent, and absolute 
economic independence, or autarky, ought in any case to be prohibited, as it is 
directly contrary to the peaceful organization of the world. Since states are per-
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force economically interdependent, absolute political sovereignty is an anachro
nism. We therefore hold that, within the international political organization of 
the future, states must consent to give up part of their sovereignty. In particular 
they must agree in advance to accept procedures for the prevention of interna
tional conflict and decisions by qualified bodies in such fields as the regulation of 
labour and the allocation of certain economic tasks.

It also appears to us that the unanimity rule was a very serious obstacle to the 
efficiency of the League of Nations. In particular, any amendment of the Cov
enant was made practically impossible by the need for universal consent. Clearly 
this rule must be modified so as to provide for majority decisions subject to 
necessary guarantees, probably of a jurisdictional nature.

A final cause of weakness in the League of Nations was the lack of an executive 
force to back its decisions. The absence of means of enforcement condemned the 
League to be no more than a kind of moral academy, uttering recommendations 
to which no obligation or sanction was attached.

The future League of Nations must be equipped with a military force. This will 
also make possible a large measure of disarmament, which is the only way of 
tackling the immense problems of peace with any hope of success. ( . . . )

141. Jacques Marquette: ‘A New France for a New World’ 1944

Jacques Marquette, Une France nouvelle pour un monde nouveau, Editions de la Maison 
française, N ew  York, 1944, pp. 174-5, 185-6. B D IC  O  43141.

The writer, a publicist in the US and a member of ‘France forever’, argues that a United 
States of Europe will not be possible directly after the war, but that as a first stage there 
should be regional groups o f states.

( . . . )  In the first place, failing a United States of the world, the creation of a 
United States of Europe on the model of the USA, uniting all the European 
peoples in a single nation, would put an end to the bloody conflicts which have so 
often rent the old continent. Unfortunately, even the limited area of Europe is 
not sufficiently homogeneous to constitute a single region. If it were only a 
question of different customs, languages or religion, the diversity of peoples 
might be palliated by a federal system with regional autonomy. But there is a 
more fundamental divergence, viz. between two completely different concep
tions of the citizen’s role and his duties to the state. Liberal democracy, which 
regards the individual as the essential human element, is opposed by etatism, 
which maintains that the community is the basic reality and that individuals must 
at all times be subject to it, in peace as in war.

To anyone who looks facts in the face it is clear that this fundamental differ
ence as to the relationship between the state and its citizens militates against the 
creation of a common European citizenship, which is the condition of a unitary
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European state. A third solution therefore suggests itself, whereby neighbouring 
peoples of similar character would combine so as to resolve conflicts that might 
divide them and to form large enough units to cut a figure in tomorrow’s world, 
which will be marked by the advent of states more powerful than any known in 
history. Statesmen seem to be leaning towards this solution, which has the merit 
of being immediately realizable. It can be regarded in two ways: either as a first 
step towards a United States of the world, by way of the suppression of local 
opposition, or, on the contrary, as a reinforcement of the tenacity and individual 
character of former groups, enlarged by the adherence of peoples forming fresh 
combinations. (. . .)

If the United States of Europe took the form of a kind of super-Switzerland to 
which all the old states belonged as ‘cantons’ having equal rights, whatever their 
population or economic importance, then there would be no danger in allowing 
the aggressor countries to belong to the European community. Setting aside the 
reparations to which their victims would be entitled ( . . . ) ,  it would be possible in 
a new world, unified and hence protected from armed conflict, to respect the 
collective prerogatives of the aggressor peoples which desired to preserve their 
national community. In the opposite case there would have to be decentralization 
and regional international leagues. The French provinces, with the aid of the 
Swiss cantons and the Belgian and Dutch provinces -  all of which have been 
democratically mature for a long period -  would play a tutelary role vis-à-vis the 
German and Italian provinces, helping them to evolve towards a pacific and 
Christian way of life. ( . . . )

The existence of large regional units -  Mediterranean, Scandinavian, Slavo- 
Danubian, Germanic, and the Soviet Union -  would make a powerful contribu
tion to the political development of Europe by reducing its thirty-odd states to 
five large groups representing large populations and economic forces. Desirable 
as it may be to reconstruct the League of Nations and organize a United States of 
Europe, the tangled problems by which the old continent is afflicted rule it out 
for the time being. ( . . . )
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II. Plans by Exiles from East European Countries

F e l ik s  G r o ss  and M . K a m il  D iz ie w a n o w sk i*

Introduction
During World War II many Central and Eastern European political leaders, 

publicists and writers, whom fate had brought to France, Great Britain and the 
United States, vigorously debated various plans for a federated Europe. This 
revival of federalist ideas was not accidental. The shaky independent existence of 
Central and East European states between the wars had ended in a political 
catastrophe; and it had become obvious that the isolated nations of this region 
could survive only as long as Germany and the Soviet Union were militarily weak 
or genuinely peace-loving. The future security of Central and Eastern Europe 
called for new answers, since a zone of small and weak states could guarantee 
neither political nor economic stability.1 Consequently, among the leaders of the 
area there was a growing interest in seeking federal solutions.2

Historical tradition played a considerable role in this respect. Many Balkan 
statesmen had for a long time envisaged a Balkan Union or at least a confedera
tion. These plans went back to the early days of liberation of the Balkan nations 
from Turkish rule. Poland had a four-hundred-year-old federal tradition of its 
own, as well as a post-World War I federalist movement.3 In 1848, during the 
heyday of the ‘Spring of Nations’, the parliament at Kremsier had considered 
transformation of the Austrian monarchy into a commonwealth of nations.4

*  Research for this chapter was carried out under the History of Ideas Project of the 
Polish Institute of Arts and Sciences of America, supported in part by a grant from the 
Rockefeller Foundation. Dr Teofil Roll and Anna Meyer were research assistants on 
this project.

1 Leo Pasvolsky, a gifted American economist, later associated with the Brookings In
stitution in Washington, pointed out the inner economic weakness of post-1918 
solutions in Central and Eastern Europe, where political borders were often adverse to 
the requirements of economic development. See his Economic Nationalism of the Da- 
nubian States, New York, 1928.

2 E.g., Feliks Gross, ‘Proba planu’ (Outline of a Plan), Nowa Polska, London, 1942, 
Vol. 1, No. 3, p. 242.

3 See Theodore J. Geshkov, Balkan Union, New York, 1940; Oskar Halecki, ‘Federal 
Tradition in Central Eastern Europe’, New Europe, December 1940; Otakar Odlozilik, 
‘A Czech Plan for a Danubian Federation,y Journal of Central European Affairs, 1941, 
and his ‘Bohemia and Poland in Medieval Plans of European Organization’, Bulletin of 
the Polish Institute of Arts and Sciences in America, April 1943; M. K. Dziewanowski, 
Joseph Pilsudski, A European Federalist, 1918-1922, Stanford, 1969.

4 Oscar Jaszi, The Dissolution of the Hahsburg Monarchy, Chicago, 1929, pp. 93 ff.
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During the First World War plans for confederal systems were advanced by 
prominent Czechoslovak and Yugoslav groups and leaders, among them Thomas
G. Masaryk, the great statesman who became the first president of the Czecho
slovak Republic.5 In addition, Balkan statesmen and diplomats had some practi
cal experience in the Balkan Conferences of 1930 and the Balkan Entente of 1934. 
Similarly Czechoslovakia and the Danubian states had a recent tradition of limi
ted but pragmatic cooperation in the form of the Little Entente.

Moreover, during the interwar period, the Pan-European movement had some 
partisans in Czechoslovakia and Poland; they sympathized with the general idea 
of European unity, although they may have had some reservations about the 
sweeping plans of its promoter, Richard N. Coudenhove-Kalergi. Thomas Ma
saryk was among the qualified supporters of these plans. Aleksander Lednicki, a 
prominent Polish lawyer and statesman, once a leading member of the Consti
tutional Democratic Party in the Russian Duma, was Poland’s main spokesman 
of the Pan-European movement; he had warm support from the Rector of the 
University of Cracow, Stanislaw Estreicher, a liberal-conservative, as well as 
Stanislaw Posner, a socialist member of the Polish Senate, and Konstanty Sro- 
kowski, a prominent political writer. Besides this distinguished but very small 
group, enthusiastic young students formed their own organizations.

In search of a peaceful world order, many Polish students of the democratic 
left and centre-left formed associations of supporters of the League of Nations. 
At the University of Cracow European federalist student groups organized their 
own association as early as 1925, jointly with pacifists of a more general orien
tation. Within this group, European federalists had their representation which 
called for ‘constructive pacifism’. Aristide Briand’s plans for a United Europe 
strengthened these tendencies. The pacifist-federalists in the Cracow organiza
tion were relatively numerous. Members of this group, many of whom belonged, 
then or later, to socialist movements, were to play an often influential part in the 
wartime resistance and also in the political planning and activities of the exiled 
East Central European governments in England and the United States.6

In view of such traditions, it is not surprising that the years from 1939 to 1942 
witnessed not only a spontaneous revival of federalist tendencies among the exiles 
from East Central Europe, but also several governmental and semi-official steps 
toward integration of the area. The first was the ‘Joint Declaration of the Polish 
and Czechoslovak Governments Favouring Closer Political and Economic As
sociation’, issued in London on 11 November 1940 by the Polish Government 
and the Provisional Czechoslovak Government.7

5 Feliks Gross, Crossroads of Two Continents, New York, 1945, pp. 12 ff.
6 Janina Bogucka-Ordyricowa gives probably the only published account of the Student 

Pacifist Union (Akademicki Zwiqzek Pacyfistow) in ‘Mi^dzy Kopernikiem a Michali- 
kem’, in Ordyncowa and others, Cyganeria i polityka, Cracow, 1964, pp. 166 f.

7 For the terms of the declaration see Czechoslovak Sources and Documents, No. 2, 
Struggle for Freedom, New York, 1943; for a monographic treatment of the integrative 
attempts on the part of the two political representations in exile, see Piotr S. Wandycz, 
Czechoslovak-Polish Confederation and the Great Powers, 1940-1943, Bloomington,
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Open debates on this issue ensued in the press of both countries, both at home 
and in exile. In March 1941, various mixed Polish-Czechoslovak commissions 
were established to work out more concrete plans. A series of more far-reaching 
joint declarations followed, culminating in the Polish-Czechoslovak Agreement 
of 23 January 1942, which foreshadowed a Polish-Czechoslovak confederation 
after the war. The confederation was to assure common policy with regard to 
foreign affairs, defence, economic and financial matters and communications, 
and, as the agreement specified, it ‘should embrace other states of the European 
area with which the vital interests of Poland and Czechoslovakia are linked up.’8 
At the same time, the declaration welcomed a similar Greek-Yugoslav agreement 
of 15 January 1942 as a stepping-stone toward a broader integration of the entire 
Baltic-Danubian-Balkan region.9

Organization of the Central and East European Planning Board established at 
the International Labour Conference in New York on 4 November 1941 was 
another step forward. The Declaration, signed by representatives of four govern
ments as well as trade unions and employers, was convincing evidence of broader 
support for a federal solution of regional problems.10 These official and semi
official declarations were reinforced by frequent programmatic articles and re
ports about ongoing planning, as well as debates among representatives of 
various federalist trends.

The idea of a Central and Eastern European Federation as well as a European 
Federation found wide support among the exile and émigré communities, in the 
armed forces, and above all, in the resistance movements. In New York and 
London, democratic committees and leaders of Free Austrians, Romanians and 
Flungarians responded to the new ideas with sympathy and support, although 
frequently not without reservations. On the whole, the parties of the centre and 
left of centre -  i.e., socialist, peasant, and Christian Democratic groups -  gave 
broad but not always undivided support.11 Voices of warning and opposition 
appeared on the right and later on the extreme left: some politicians anticipated 
Soviet opposition to any integration of the countries on Russia’s western bor
ders. Even those who understood the need for a regional and global political 
structure in the future world order expressed some theoretical as well as practical 
reservations.

Ind., 1956; also F. Gross, Crossroads of Two Continents, op. cit. The books by Wan- 
dycz and Gross contain numerous key documents and bibliographical data.

8 Wandycz, op. cit., p. 133.
9 Ibid., p. 136.

10 Crossroads of Two Continents, New York, 1945, pp. 87-88. Text of the Declaration in 
the present volume, Part Three, chapter III, p. 764.

11 In answer to Feliks Gross’s federalist articles in the organ of the Polish Socialist Party 
(P.P.S.), Robotnik, London-e.g. ‘Europa Powojenna’ (Postwar Europe), 15 June 1944 
-  Czeslaw Poznariski expressed strong reservations in an article in the same paper, 
15 July 1944, entitled ‘United . . . and Deprived of its Will’ (‘Zjednoczona i Ubezwlas- 
nowolniona’). See also Round Table Conference, ‘Shall Europe Federate?’, New 
Europe, April-May 1944, reprinted below, Part Three, chapter IV, ‘Other Transnatio
nal Groups’, p. 818.
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The major centres of the federalist movements were in London and New 
York. Support for and interest in federalist solutions had historical roots in the 
native American tradition; this in turn was not without effect on the East Central 
European movement. This congenial climate was reflected in numerous round
table debates, university lectures and seminars. From the outset Professor Philip
E. Mosely of the Council of Foreign Relations, later editor of Foreign Affairs, 
followed federalistic post-war plans with sympathy.

The lively interest of a major foundation, the Carnegie Endowment for Inter
national Peace, was of special relevance for the East European federalists. Two 
old friends of these nations, the well-known historian Professor James T. Shot- 
well (at one time adviser to President Wilson and friend of Thomas Masaryk) and 
Malcolm Davis, who initiated and directed the Danubian research project, as well 
as Raymond Leslie Buell, a well-known political scientist, foreign policy expert 
of Time-Fortune, and an associate of Wendell Willkie, backed the federal solu
tion to the last, even when hopes vanished.12 William Henry Chamberlin, author 
of a classic history of the Russian Revolution, a columnist for the Christian 
Science Monitor and New Leader, also advocated federalist solutions with his 
talented pen. At New York University, Professor Arnold Zurcher (later director 
of the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation) chaired a federalist seminar and from the 
outset lent his support to federalist-regional ideas.13 John Foster Dulles met in 
London with General Wladyslaw Sikorski, the Polish Prime Minister, who put 
forward regional federal plans in the course of their conversation on the post-war 
organization of Europe. After returning to New York Dulles, on Sikorski’s 
suggestion, discussed this matter further with some federalists and invited two of 
them to address a meeting of the Protestant churches.14

All these expressions of interest invigorated and reinforced the movement. The 
record of interwar nationalism was generally regarded by American scholars and 
writers as discouraging, to say the least. Some, however, including the historian 
Charles Beard (in a letter to Liston Oak, the editor of New Leader), expressed 
their doubt: Eastern Europe, wrote Beard, had no tradition of federal solutions. 
Among the weeklies, the socialist New Leader and its editors -  Sol Levitas, 
Liston Oak, Leo Dennen, and a young and promising managing editor, Daniel 
Bell -  gave their enthusiastic backing. Leo Dennen, later columnist for the 
Scripps Howard Press, supported a regional federation in a prophetic book.15

The main theoretical federalist centre was in New York, while the political one 
functioned in London. In New York, work focused around the Central and 
Eastern European Planning Board, which was a meeting-ground and clearing
house of Central and East European federalists. The Yugoslav minister of Re-

12 E. g., Buell’s article ‘Federalism on the Swiss Model’ in New Leader, 12 May 1942.
13 See in this volume, Part Three, chapter IV, ‘Other Transnational Groups’, pp. 811 and 

818; also Arnold J. Zurcher, The Struggle to Unite Europe, 1940-1958, New York, 
1958.

14 This meeting took place in Gramercy Hotel, Bronxville, but the precise name of the 
organization is uncertain.

15 See L. Dennen, Trouble Zone, Chicago, 1945.
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construction, Sava N . Kosanovich, chaired the Board; Jan Masaryk, the Cze
choslovak Foreign Minister, was deputy chairman, and Feliks Gross Secretary- 
General. From 1942 Gross was also editor of New Europe and World Recon
struction, the first wartime federalist review, founded in 1940 by Roman Micha- 
lowski, afterwards a Colonel in the United States Army, and Professor Ludwik 
Krzyzanowski, who took over the editorial work. New Europe became, next to 
Free World, a leading review in the field of post-war planning, but was far more 
outspokenly pro-federalistic.16

Another centre of federalist interests was the seminar on European Federalism 
at New York University, chaired by Richard N . Coudenhove-Kalergi and Pro
fessor Arnold J. Zurcher. This seminar prepared a considerable number of 
working papers and publications. The Pan-European seminar and Coudenhove’s 
personal qualities attracted prominent scholars and political leaders.17 The per
sonal friendship between Coudenhove-Kalergi and the secretary-general of the 
Planning Board, Feliks Gross, helped towards the exchange of views and 
ideas.

However, already at this stage a certain reserve and mistrust toward the inte
grative schemes could be observed in certain circles. For instance, Czechoslovak 
and Yugoslav federalists were uneasy about pro-Habsburg activities in the 
United States. Some of these sensitivities were aroused by Otto Habsburg’s 
article in Foreign Affairs, which advanced plans for a commonwealth of natio
nalities on the Danube.18

The Yugoslav Information Centre in New York, directed by Professor Bog
dan Raditsa, a federalist, established a special committee of its own, which 
coordinated its activities with the Central and Eastern European Planning Board. 
Federalists from Greece, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria were primarily interested in 
Balkan integration and in solutions of the political problems of multi-ethnic 
areas, mainly in regard to the Macedonian problem.

The Czechoslovak profederalists had brilliant and experienced representatives: 
statesmen -  Milan Hodza, Stefan Osusky, Jan Papnek, Hubert Ripka, econo-

16 See the many quotations from New Europe among the documents in this volume. 
Roman Michalowski, a highly cultured Polish diplomat between the World Wars, was 
also active in organizing early federalist groups. After World War II he taught military 
history at New York University. For details on the Central and Eastern European 
Planning Board see in this volume, Part Three, Introduction to chapter III, ‘East Eu
ropean Transnational Groups’, pp. 754.

17 To mention only a few: Fernando de los Rios, former rector of the University of 
Madrid, foreign minister of the Spanish Republic; E. George Payne, Dean of New York 
University, a prominent American educator; André Istel, former financial advisor to 
the French prime minister; the conservative economist Ludwig von Mises; Richard 
Schiiller, former Secretary of State of the Austrian Republic, and others. See also below, 
Part Three, Introduction to chapter IV, ‘Other Transnational Groups’ .

18 Otto Habsburg, ‘Danubian Reconstruction,’ Foreign Affairs, XX. Jan. 1942. Cf. Ed
vard Benes, ‘The Organization of Post-War Europe’, Foreign Affairs, XX , Jan. 1942. 
For further discussion, see below, Part Three, Introduction to chapter III, ‘East Euro
pean Transnational Groups’.
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mists, to mention Ladislav Feierabend, prof. Antonin Basch, a leading planner, -  
the social democratic minister of reconstruction Jaromir Necas, scholars and 
writers -  to mention only educator Vojta Benes, brother of President Edward 
Benes, Joseph Hanc and historian professor Otokar Odlozilik. Some in this 
group -  expecially in official circles, were at times alerted by the activities of a 
small Austrian pro Habsburg group. N or did some forget the tragic, recent 
experience: Colonel Beck’s policies toward Czechoslovakia, when the Polish 
government incorporated a part of Czech Silesia while Hitler destroyed this 
democratic Republic. But, the Polish government in exile represented democratic 
parties, which opposed vigorously the pre-war government.

The Free Austrian Committee led by the young and gifted Ferdinand Czernin, 
son of the last foreign minister of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy supported 
with enthusiasm the regional federal and democratic plan. Similarly Hungarians 
among them prominent social democrats, Michael Karolyi, his associates and 
friends prof. Oscar Jaszi, Rustem Vambery, later ambassador in Washington and 
the young and brilliant political scientist Nicholas Doman.

Attemps to include a representation of those groups into the Planning Board 
met however with opposition. There were also political difficulties; such inclu
sion would nessitate a formal recognition (as a kind of governments in exile). 
Roumanians were active in London -  repredented by V. V. Tilea, later however 
also Carlos Davila in the USA, both prominent diplomats.

There were also plans for an Austrian-Bavarian and Rhineland confederation 
suggested by a distinguished German historian Veidt Valentin. But atrocities of 
the Nazi regime made it difficult to advance such plans. There was still a fear of a 
new Anschluss.

Echoes of the discussions in political and academic communities of the United 
States also appeared in daily papers and scholarly reviews. A new federalist 
literature began to grow, stimulated by the general interest in planning for a more 
rational post-war world. These debates in the émigré press met with a strong and, 
on the whole, friendly response in American newspapers, including the New 
York Times, the New York Herald Tribune and many others.19

The American ethnic press, however, was divided. Democratic and social 
democratic weeklies and dailies gave their enthusiastic support: e.g. the Greek 
New York daily Ethnikos Kerux, the Croat Hrvatski Glos, the Polish Social 
Democratic Robotnik Polski, and in London the Socialist Robotnik and a leading 
liberal magazine, Nowa Polska. On the other hand, the federal idea met with 
strong criticism and opposition in the New York Polish-language daily Nowy 
Swiat, and in nationalist Serbian weeklies favouring Pan-Serbian solutions.20

19 Among the many comments and articles cf. Emmet Crozier, ‘The World Ahead: Cen
tral and Eastern Europe Pose Knotty Problems for Planners’, in New York Herald 
Tribune, 20 June 1943. An Associated Press feature by Sigrid Arne, ‘Plans for Mid- 
Europe Well Advanced’, dated 24 July 1943, appeared in many United States newspa
pers, e.g. a main feature story in the Washington Post, 25 July 1943, and the St. Louis 
Post Dispatch of the same date.

20 E.g. the Polish-American Robotnik Polski, 16 November 1941, ‘Regjon Wschodnio- 
Europejski’ (East European Region); 8 March 1942, ‘Struktura Unji Europejskiej’
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In addition to general political parties and orientations, spontaneous federalist 
groups appeared among exiles in Great Britain. There was a great deal of inter
action and cross-fertilization between the official activity of the governments in 
exile, the peoples under occupation, and centres of federal thinking abroad, 
mainly in America and Great Britain. The progress made by the Polish, Cze
choslovak, Greek and Yugoslav governments in exile was soon known in 
occupied Poland and Czechoslovakia, and was welcomed as heralding a better 
postwar future for the entire region. For instance, Biuletyn Informacyjny (Infor
mation Bulletin), an organ of the Resistance movement in German-occupied 
Poland, in its issue of 29 January 1942 printed a summary of the Polish-Czechos- 
lovak agreement of 23 January about a future confederation of the two countries. 
The Bulletin commented that this agreement and the almost simultaneous one 
between Greece and Yugoslavia seemed to outline the future organization of 
East-Central Europe. The paper expressed its hope that the future Polish-Czech- 
oslovak confederation would become a nucleus around which other countries 
of East-Central Europe would soon gravitate. Similarly the Polish Socialist un
derground periodical Nowe Drogi (New Ways) of April 1942 reprinted in its 
entirety an article first published in Robotnik Polski (Polish Worker) in New 
York on 16 November 1941. The article, entitled ‘The East European Region’, 
supported the idea of a post-war Central and Eastern European confederation 
within a European union. This article was sent by underground channels to 
Poland, and a photocopy of the underground paper was sent by similar channels 
to London and New York, an evidence of effective communication.21

Thus the ‘triangular’ exchange of ideas between Poland, London, and New 
York was in a sense also ‘circular’ -  for there was feedback and a circulation and 
exchange of federalistic ideas. The true heroes of this story are not the authors of 
the messages and articles but the emissaries who carried the messages back and 
forth to the occupied continent, risking life and torture at every moment. Among 
them we should mention such truly heroic and selfless personalities as Jan Karski, 
Jerzy Lerski, Jan Nowak and Jerzy Szymanski. But there were many more -  
Czechs, Slovaks, Greeks and Yugoslavs, as well as representatives of other op
pressed nations.22

(Structure of European Union). Croat-American Hrvatski Glas of 30 March 1943, 
‘Kako bi imala da izgleda Evropa poslije rata’ (How Europe May Look After the War). 
Basil Vlavianos in numerous articles in the Greek-American Ethnikos Kerux, in support 
of Balkan federation (also doc. 157 below). The New York Polish daily Nowy Swiat 
opposed a federalist solution in Central and Eastern Europe in an editorial of 6 Febru
ary 1943, ‘N a marginesie Deklaracji o Federacji Polsko-Czechoslowackiej’ (On the 
Polish-Czechoslovak Declaration), and later in other articles.

21 For a selection of Polish underground press articles dealing with integrative plans, see 
Doc. Eur. Integr., Vol. 1: Continental Plans for European Union, 1939-1945, Part Two, 
chapter VIII, pp. 609-658.

22 For the ‘secret history" of emissaries and underground communications across Europe, 
see two fascinating volumes: Jan Karski, Story of a Secret State, Boston, 1944; Jan 
Nowak (Zdzislaw Jeziorariski), Kurjer z Warszawy, London, 1978; tr. Courier from  
Warsaw, Detroit and London, 1982.
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In September 1943, four Polish political parties, which formed the core of the 
resistance movement (the National Party, the Polish Socialist Party, the Peasant 
Party and the Polish Labour Party) issued a programmatic declaration which 
strongly supported the idea of an East-Central European confederation. This 
point of the programme was backed not only by the left-of-centre press, espe
cially the socialist periodicals, but also by the right-wing papers, which had 
previously been rather lukewarm toward all supra-national solutions. For in
stance, the underground paper Reforms of October 1943 stressed that, despite 
the Soviet veto, the interrupted negotiations between Polish and Czechoslovak 
governments in exile should be continued. The paper concluded by saying: T o r  
Poland and Czechoslovakia a confederation is a necessity well documented by 
history.’

Among the Polish exiles, besides the fertile and versatile group around the 
New York periodical New Europe, there were at least two major focal points of 
federalist thought. In September 1940 a group of Polish federalists in London, 
headed by Zygmunt Slawinski, launched an irregularly appearing publication 
entitled Biuletyn Zachodnio-Slowianski (West Slavonic Bulletin), which advoca
ted the unification of all Western Slavs; they were to form a confederation, a 
stepping stone toward eventual unification.23 Another nucleus of East-Central 
federal thought was a club called Tntermarium’, formed at the end of the war by 
officers and men of the Polish Second Army Corps in Italy. Its main object was 
to bring together, within a federal union, all nations living between the Baltic, the 
Black, and the Adriatic Seas: hence the name of the group and its periodical, 
which survived the war. Both the Bulletin group and Intermarium enjoyed the 
support of many officers and soldiers of the Polish armed forces in the West as 
well as many civilian exiles. Some issues of these two periodicals were smuggled 
into Poland under the German as well as the Soviet occupation, and stimulated an 
interest in the cause of European integration.

Economic considerations and problems of international security, especially in 
regard to post-war Germany, were not the sole considerations that played a part 
in European and East European federalist plans. Emphasis was also laid on the 
cultural ties among the peoples of this region, as well as their political and eco
nomic interdependence.

Analysing the East-Central European federalist movement of 1939-45, one 
may discern three complementary trends: one was universalist, another conti
nental-federalist (federation of the entire continent), while the third was purely 
regional (regional or sub-regional confederation). Regionalism was a new theo
retical approach, an original contribution of Central and East European federa
lists: Europe as an entitiy of democratic and confederated or federated regions, 
‘une Europe des fédérations * instead of cune Europe des patries.3 The regions were

23 The editorial board of the Bulletin (headed by Zygmunt Slawinski), which in 1942 
changed its name to Ruch Zachodnio-Slowianski, published a number of articles by 
Czechoslovak and Balkan contributors, who analyzed various aspects, political and 
economic as well as cultural, of the integration, first of the West Slavic and later on of all 
nations of East-Central Europe.
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considered as a part of an eventual European Federation. The Continental fed
eralists favoured a traditional scheme of a somewhat mechanical ‘Constitution of 
the United States of Europe'. The universalists, for their part, preferred the idea 
of a single worldwide collective security system, an improved League of Nations. 
This idea was especially favoured by the Wilsonian generation of American acad
emicians, idealists and pacifists who were influential at that time. Universal, 
continental and regional forms of integration are not necessarily contradictory. 
Some East Central European federalists advanced an integral solution: a feder
ated East Central Europe as an integral part of a United Europe. In turn, a United 
Europe was envisaged as an important confederal community in a united world,
i.e. forming part of a world organization, the future United Nations.

At the same time functional and regional trends began to germinate, functional 
solutions being regarded as a means of integration.

The regionalists suggested a number of variants. A Central and Eastern Europe 
extending from the Baltic to the Aegean was one possibility. Others suggested 
two, even three confederations. The interest of some Balkan federalists was lim
ited solely to their region, and here they followed their earlier 19th and 
20th-century traditions. For instance, a Lithuanian group advanced a plan for a 
Balto-Scandian federation, a sub-regional union of Scandinavian and Baltic na
tions. The obvious weakness of this idea was, however, the complete indifference 
of Scandinavians to such a proposal; it is doubtful whether they even noticed 
these efforts, spearheaded by a Lithuanian geographer.24

One of the paramount problems facing the East-Central European federalists 
was the crucial question of relations with the Soviet Union. The promoters of the 
planned federation were quite aware of Soviet sensibilities in this area. Conse
quently, they were at great pains to stress their friendly attitude toward Moscow. 
The attempted to prevent the federation appearing as a new version of Pilsudski’s 
East European plans, or the French idea of a cordon sanitaire during the 1920s.25 
Hence the Czechoslovak and Balkan confederal ideas had a Danubian and a 
North-South orientation, a continuation of Thomas Masaryk's ideas of 
1917-18.26 The former East-West regional orientation was abandoned. The main 
promoter of federalism, General Sikorski, was born in the old Austro-Hungarian 
monarchy, in a multi-ethnic province of southern Poland. Unlike Pilsudski, who 
was born in Lithuania in the tradition of struggle against Russia, Sikorski looked 
toward the South and the Danube, while Pilsudski’s political outlook in 1918 was 
toward the Dnieper and the Ukraine. Peaceful and friendly relations with the 
Soviet Union were a paramount issue for Sikorski, as they were for Edvard 
Benes. Both men well understood the significance of the potential Soviet objec
tions. Consequently, they stressed that the Baltic-Danubian area should be 
integrated not against the USSR but in agreement with it, to strengthen its secu
rity against a possible resurgence of German militarism and expansionism.

24 Kazys Pakstas, The Baltoscandian Confederation, Chicago, 1942.
25 For a comprehensive discussion of these schemes see M. K. Dziewanowski, op. cit.

(n. 3), passim.
26 Thomas G. Masaryk, The New Europe, London, 1918.
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President Benes and the Yugoslav statesmen, Sava N . Kosanovic and Milan Gav- 
rilovic, to mention only a few, thought and planned above all in terms of close 
friendship with the powerful Slavic neighbour. All three repeatedly stressed that 
peaceful cooperation and good neighbourly relations with the Soviet Union were 
fundamental to their objectives. Their political record testified to their inten
tions.

All these assurances notwithstanding, by July 1943 Soviet policy was definitely 
opposed to the federal or confederal plans.27 They were denounced as a ‘plot’ 
against the USSR disguised in a federal garb. Under Soviet pressure the Czecho
slovak Government in London withdrew from the negotiations with its Polish 
counterpart.

Similarly, the triumph of the Tito partisans in Yugoslavia foredoomed the 
plans for a parallel Greek-Yugoslav confederation. In view of these events, the 
East Central European federalist movement in exile began to decline after 1943. 
Some of its leaders eventually joined the newly formed Soviet-sponsored govern
ments in their respective countries.

Yet the idea of federalism was not completely dead.28 Others refused to sur
render to the new regimes and remained in exile to continue their work. 
Moreover, new émigrés soon began to come to the west and East-Central fede
ralist associations reappeared. When the European movement began to grow 
again, this time as the hopeful beginning of a European community, many Cen
tral and Eastern European federalists gave it their whole-hearted support.29

142. Sudeten German Social Democratic Party: Declaration
10 March 1940

Distributed in duplicated form to exiled groups in London and British sympathizers; 
first printed in Karl Kern (ed.), Wenzel Jaksch, Patriot und Europäer, Munich, 1967, 
pp. 302-10; repr. in Friedrich Prinz (ed.), Wenzel Jaksch -  Edvard Benes. Briefe und 
Dokumente aus dem Londoner Exil 1939-1943, Cologne, 1973, pp. 83-90. The introduc-

27 Information Bulletin, Embassy of the USSR in Washington, D .C ., ‘What is Behind the 
East European Federation Scheme’, 24 August 1943 (repr. from War and the Working 
Class).

28 It is worth mentioning that plans for Central and Eastern European federation were 
discussed in extenso in the Balkan countries and in Moscow during Milovan Djilas’ visit 
in Feb. 1948. Molotov insisted on a more detailed discussion of Dimitrov’s plans for an 
East European federation in which Greece was to be included, similar to plans advanced 
by democratic federalists during the war. Cf. Milovan Djilas, Conversations with Stalin, 
New York, 1962, pp. 174 ff.; also Hamilton F. Armstrong, Tito and Goliath, New 
York, 1951, pp. 310-15; and Walter Lipgens, A History of European Integration, 
Vol. 1: 1945-47, Oxford, 1982, pp. 441-57.

29 For instance, Joseph Retinger, former adviser to General Sikorski and a Central-East 
European federalist, became secretary-general of the European Movement (cf. W. Lip
gens, op. cit., pp. 335-8 and 676). Feliks Gross, who returned to academic work, 
became one of the first guest professors at the College of Europe, founded at Bruges in 
1950.
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tion and sections I, II and IV are here reproduced in abbreviated form, together with 
sections III and V -V III in full.

Thousands of Sudeten German Social Democrats who opposed the annexation of their 
territory to Germany in September 1938 were imprisoned in concentration camps or fled the 
country. Many staunch opponents of the N azi regime settled in London, where by reason of 
nationality they formed part of the Czechoslovak (not the German) exiled community} The 
trade union wing o f the Social Democrats was uncompromisingly in favour of restoring the 
pre-Munich republic, while Wenzel Jaksch, the party chairman, from the summer of 1939 
favoured a Central European federation as a means of solving the Sudeten German pro
blem? After lenghty consultations, in which Ernst Paul took part on behalf of Sudeten 
German exiles in Sweden, the two wings of the party reached agreement at Holmhurst 
(London) on a declaration dated 10 March 1940, in which the federal principle was placed in 
the forefront o f the party's programme.

Our basic position
The experience of history shows that the problems of political organization in 

central and south-eastern Europe cannot be solved on the basis of the ethno
graphic principle. The endeavour to create national states in this area is irrecon
cilable with the needs of communication, trade and the social welfare of the 
labouring masses.

The Austro-Hungarian monarchy was a large and well balanced economic 
area. Politically too it might have constituted an endurable transitional form, if 
the ruling circles of the monarchy had taken account in good time of the basic 
desire of the different nationalities for autonomy and equal rights. The Social 
Democrats of old Austria wanted to preserve the advantages of a large unified 
economic area for the workers, regardless of whether their mother-tongue was 
German, Czech, Hungarian, Polish, Croatian, Rumanian, Slovak or Slovene. In 
the decades before 1914 they fought tenaciously to transform the Dual Monarchy 
into a democratic federation of nationalities. Two of their leaders, Karl Renner 
and Otto Bauer, were pioneers of the theory of a modern law of nationality. 
They sought, by a realistic combination of personal and territorial autonomy, to 
lay a firm foundation for the long-term coexistence of the Danubian peoples on a 
federal basis.

These efforts were thwarted by the First World War and its consequences.

1 For the best account of the Sudeten German exiles in England see M. Bachstein, ‘Die 
Politik der Treuegemeinschaft sudetendeutscher Sozialdemokraten als Hauptrepräsen
tanz des deutschen Exils aus der tschechoslowakischen Republik’, in K. Bosl (ed.), Das 
Jah r 1943 in der Tschechoslowakei, Munich/Vienna, 1971, pp. 65-100; here 
pp. 66-78.

2 W. Jaksch, Was kommt nach Hitler? Die Möglichkeiten und Voraussetzungen einer 
demokratischen Föderalisierung Zentraleuropas (hectographed, London, spring 1939); 
printed in F. Prinz (ed.), Wenzel Jaksch -  Edvard Benes. Briefe und Dokumente aus 
dem Londoner Exil 1939-1943, Cologne, 1973, pp. 55-79. Cf. W. Jaksch, Europas Weg 
nach Potsdam, Stuttgart, 1958, 2nd edn. Cologne, 1968.
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Since then the need for a constructive settlement of the Central European and 
Danubian problem has become clearer than ever. ( . . . )

For two decades the Western democracies missed every opportunity of solving 
the political and economic problems of this region by their own initiative. Since 
the sacrifice of Czechoslovakia and the overthrow of Poland, the south-eastern 
portion of the continent has become a cockpit of German, Russian and Italian 
influence. ( . . . )

From this historical survey we draw the conclusion that the Sudeten problem 
cannot be solved in isolation. The frightful reign of terror to which Nazi Ger
many is subjecting the Czechs and Poles will place great difficulties in the way of 
any future understanding between a free Germany and its Slav neighbours. N or 
do we see any possibility of the Danube peoples agreeing among themselves as to 
such matters as the frontiers of Slovakia, the problem of Sub-Carpathian Ruthe- 
nia or that of Transylvania. The limits of Russian influence in Poland and the 
Baltic States, or Italian influence in the Balkans, cannot be decided by a Diktat of 
whoever is the stronger. After the war party in Germany is overthrown, there is a 
danger that the peoples of the continent will tear one another to pieces in new 
wars of partition. This can only be averted by creating a strong democratic 
authority in Europe.

More important than any new frontiers is the spirit in which Europe is organ
ized after this war. If revanchism again prevails, all hope of peaceful unification is 
lost. All sovereignties, claims and rivalries must be subordinated to the vital 
necessity of a general European settlement. The triumph of a new spirit in Eu
ropean politics is no less important than the military victory of the democracies 
over the slave armies of the despotic rulers.

We wish to make a modest contribution to this end. (. . .) As the last surviving 
free German party on the continent, we fought Nazi imperialism until the Mu
nich settlement. In September 1938 a quarter of a million men, women and 
Young Socialists stood under the banner of Social Democracy in the Sudeten 
area. They accepted the fate of the conquered rather than betray their conviction. 
The unrestrained terror of the over-mighty Henlein party, the horrors of civil 
war and the menacing shadow of the greatest war machine in the world could not 
vanquish their morale. ( . . . )

I. Our attitude to the war
The meaning of this war is clear: it will decide where the frontiers of freedom 

lie. Only in the area of Western civilization can human rights and the basic 
conditions of a free workers’ movement be ensured. The western democracies 
had to choose between shameful surrender and armed resistance to totalitarian 
violence. The freedom of mankind and of continental nations depends on the 
success of their arms. We therefore recognize the need to defend the last hope of 
Western democracy at all costs. ( . . . )
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II. Our peace aims
We declare to our own people and to the civilized world that there is no other 

way to peace than the destruction of the Nazi regime. We consider ourselves as 
allies of the democracies so long as they continue to fight for freedom and justice. 
Just as we have stubbornly resisted the triumph of Nazi imperialism, when it has 
been overthrown we shall no less stubbornly demand freedom and justice for our 
own people. ( . . . )

III. Peace and justice
Whether or not a lasting peace is made after this war will depend on whether it 

is made with the cooperation of a liberated German people on a basis of equal 
rights. We therefore welcome all statements from authorized quarters to the 
effect that the Western democratic powers are not fighting the German people 
but only the criminal Nazi regime. We greet with especial satisfaction the con
ciliatory peace aims of the British and French workers’ movements as they have 
been expressed in statements by C. R. Attlee and Léon Blum. We call for a peace 
of mutual understanding to include the population of the Sudeten area as well as 
others. In two decades the nationality of that population has twice been decided 
arbitrarily. The Diktat of Saint-Germain saddled Czechoslovakia with unsolved 
nationality problems for the next twenty years, and the Munich decision was 
likewise a Diktat against democratic Sudeten Germans and the Czech people. In 
the interests of European peace, therefore, it is our aim to prepare the way for a 
final settlement of the political future of the Sudeten district, to be arrived at with 
the free and equal cooperation of its people. We assert the right of self-determi
nation of the three million Sudeten Germans. In accordance with the great 
tradition of our movement, we shall fight for the application of the principle of 
self-determination in a spirit of European solidarity. This means that our asser
tion of the right of self-determination involves recognition of all the economic 
and geographical ties which link the Sudeten a**ea with the historic provinces of 
Bohemia and Moravia-Silesia.

IV. Our attitude to the Czech resistance
The claim of the highly developed Czech people to enjoy freedom and national 

independence is beyond all question from the democratic point of view. The 
composition of the population of Bohemia and Moravia is such that the Czech 
national problem will always involve the fate of a larger or smaller number of 
Germans. That is why the Sudeten German Social Democrats fought with un- 
shakeable determination, right up to the time of Munich, for a democratic 
solution of the German-Czech question. The history of our friendly connection 
with the democratic masses of the Czech people is written in blood and tears. The 
heroic battle of the Czech people for the restoration of a free, independent state 
arouses our deepest sympathy. We acknowledge that the frontier drawn at Mu
nich to a large extent violated the ethnographic principle and cannot represent a 
just solution for the future. But as a section of the Sudeten German people we 
have above all to represent their interests, by preventing a repetition of the



366 Documents

mistakes which led to the triumph of the Henlein movement and the catastrophe 
of Munich. It was a basic political error to confer all the privileges of a governing 
nation [Staatsvolk] on two million Slovaks and to grant local autonomy to half a 
million Carpatho-Ruthenians, while treating three million Sudeten Germans as a 
‘minority’ (. . .)

V. The economic problem o f the Sudeten Germans
We reject as undemocratic and barbarous any idea of solving the German- 

Czech frontier problem by compulsory resettlement. The area is densely popu
lated, and its inhabitants are closely linked with it by centuries of peaceful labour. 
Most of it is infertile, mountainous territory, where only a fifth of the population 
can live by farming: the great majority are employed in the manufacture of 
quality goods for export. We recognize that the special economic interests of the 
Sudeten Germans cannot be catered for either in a centralized Greater Germany 
or in a revived centralized Czechoslovakia.

Germany is over-industrialized. On the other hand, since 1918 the Sudeten 
region can no longer perform its original economic function as the industrial 
workshop of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy. Owing to the industrialization of 
the south-east European countries, the Danubian area has become too narrow a 
market for Sudeten goods; moreover, the big industrial countries are in a more 
advantageous position in that area, as they can absorb its agricultural surpluses in 
return for their products. Until such time as Sudeten industry can recover from 
the self-blockade of the Nazi economy, its future prosperity depends on an 
intensification of trade exchanges throughout Europe and in the world as a 
whole. The social future of the Sudeten German population can only rest on a 
basis of highly developed quality production.

VI. The best solution: autonomy in a federal state
These socio-economic facts, as well as the national-cultural needs of the Su

deten Germans, point to the need for autonomy in all matters that do not 
demand, by their nature, to be dealt with on a national basis. This need cannot be 
satisfied merely by a system of local self-government. The three million Sudeten 
Germans must have a provincial parliament and a provincial government to re
present their collective interest. This government should also administer German 
cultural and welfare institutions in Bohemia and Moravia, and exercise control 
over German local authorities.

If Czech policy accepts the idea of a federal state, a suitable combination of 
territorial and personal autonomy will also make it possible to find a satisfactory 
solution for problems of administrative demarcation. It will be necessary in this 
connection to decentralize and democratize the administration.

In this way it will be possible for the nationalities to coexist in friendship and 
to build up a state which both can regard as their own, with a federal government 
superior to national differences and disputes.

In foreign affairs too, if Czechoslovakia is reorganized on the federal principle 
it will present much less of a target for attack than did the centralized pre-Munich
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state, as its new constitution will enable it to cooperate successfully with its 
neighbours.

VII. Readiness to accept a wider federal solution
The policy of creating small national states, incapable of standing on their own 

feet economically, reached its culmination in the peace treaties of 1919-20. The 
present trend is, on the contrary, to create larger areas, capable of independent 
existence and cooperation. From the socialist point of view we are fighting 
against political and economic nationalism. The madness of totalitarian violence 
must be overcome by a solution that will bring peace and employment, bread and 
freedom to the labouring people of all nations. We accept that there must ulti
mately be a federal reorganization of all Europe. Federalism has proved itself a 
success in Switzerland, the USA and the great British Dominions. The desire of 
Germans for equality, that of the French for security and that of the British for 
peace can only be satisfied within a completely new European order. The prob
lems of Germans and Czechs, Poles and Germans, Poles and Ukrainians, Slovaks 
and Hungarians, Hungarians and Rumanians, Rumanians and Bulgarians, Yu
goslavs and Italians can only be solved in a European federation with a demo
cratic constitution. Our adherence to the federal principle is based on experience 
and conviction; in proclaiming it we do not wish to raise questions of juridical 
form, but simply to indicate the problems that will have to be solved in Europe 
after this war. The tasks that history imposes on us are:-

To free the peoples of Europe from the intolerable burden of armaments and 
bestow on them the blessing of a stable peace.

To banish chauvinism and racial hatred from Europe and provide effective and 
lasting protection for all national and religious minorities.

To harness the efforts of all European peoples to combat unemployment, trade 
restrictions, the danger of inflation, and rural poverty.

To ensure and extend the supremacy of human rights by cooperation among 
the world democracies.

To give a fresh impulse to social progress and achieve progressive international 
agreements concerning the right to work, immigration and emigration, and the 
distribution of raw materials.

To create effective joint institutions for the recovery of Europe and the world 
economy.

‘We must federate or perish!’ Such, in C. R. Attlee’s words, is the fateful 
decision that faces Europe.

It follows that we shall support in the most selfless manner any federal solution 
beyond the frontiers of Bohemia and Moravia. The Munich decision proved that 
the Sudeten question is a European one. Realizing this, we shall base our external 
policy on support for those who seek a European solution of all the economic, 
social and national problems of peace.
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VIII. The task o f democratic socialism
In these proposals we have drawn conclusions from the democratic principle 

with a view to peaceful coexistence among nations. We seek to prepare a firm 
foundation for the immense task of socialist construction so that we may embark 
on it with all our strength, unimpeded by national problems. This task, we hope, 
will engage the best forces of the Germans and Czechs as of all other European 
peoples. In this way we shall be fulfilling the political and moral duty imposed on 
us by our friends in the home country. We are profoundly convinced that the 
true interests of the Sudeten Germans are represented by this socialistic, demo
cratic policy with its European orientation. Sooner or later we shall render an 
account of this policy to the active majority of the Sudeten German population, 
and we are certain that it will support us.

143. Jan Papanek: ‘The Significance of the Czechoslovak-Polish 
Declaration’ 1 December 1940

Published in New Europe (New York), 1 December 1940, p. 10.

Jan Papanek studied political science at the Universities of Paris and Prague. During 
World War I  he served in the Czechoslovak Legion in Italy. Later, in the Czechoslovak 
diplomatic service, he held posts at Budapest, Washington and Pittsburgh. From March 1939 
he was a close collaborator of D r Edvard Benes in the struggle for the restoration o f free 
Czechoslovakia. At present he is honorary president of the International League of Human 
Rights in New York.

(. . .) We must be cognizant of the fact that all present arrangements must be 
approved by our nations in order to become effective at the end of the war. We 
must remember that what is at stake is not the formulation of beautiful and 
splendid plans but the endeavour to express as genuinely as possible the hopes 
which live in the hearts of the common people in Czechoslovakia and in Poland. 
All the reports which reach us from enslaved Czechoslovakia confirm the fact 
that the people of Czechoslovakia are putting their faith in the cooperation of all 
smaller and greater European nations, primarily Poland ( . . . )

The Czechoslovak and Polish nations have learned a lesson from these events. 
Their Governments, now in London, have grasped each other’s proffered hand 
and agreed,1 above all, that the foundation of this new cooperation must be based 
solely on their common future and that their dissentious past ought to be for-

1 The Czechoslovak-Polish declaration of 11 Nov. 1940 announced that the two govern-, 
ments had decided to enter into ‘a closer political and economic association’ . Cf. The 
Times, 12 Nov. 1940; Inter-Allied Review, New  York, 1 Jan. 1941, p. 12; Journal of 
Central European Affairs, N o. 1, 1941, p. 96.
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gotten. There must no longer be any reproaches or disputes between Poland and 
Czechoslovakia. The analysis of the past must be left entirely to the historians, 
while the politicians and the statesmen of both nations must concern themselves 
only with the future. The step taken by the two governments in London is in 
agreement with the attitude and the spirit of their nations at home. ( . . . )

144. Anatol Miihlstein: The Necessity and Possibility of an
East-Central European Federation Feb. 1941

An article under the title ‘The United States of Central Europe’, first published in New  
Europe, Feb. 1941, pp. 60; reprinted in A. Miihlstein, The United States of Central Europe, 
N ew  York, 1942, (together with three other articles contributed by A. Miihlstein to the 
December 1940, January and April 1941 issues of New Europe). Here we reprint a passage 
from New Europe.

Anatol Miihlstein studied philosophy at the Universities o f Geneva and Paris. At the 
outbreak o f World War I  he was in Brussels, and during the German occupation of Belgium 
he edited an underground journal, Le Flambeau, in collaboration with the historian Henri 
Grégoire and Oscar Grojean. Later, in the Polish diplomatic service, he was minister to 
Belgium and also in Paris (1930-6), where he was privy to Pilsudski’s soundings o f the 
French government for preventive action against Hitler.

The present article argues the necessity and possibility of an East Central European 
federation, pointing out that such an organization:

( . . . )  could not be established advantageously without taking into proper ac
count the two essential factors of number and space. In other words, the new 
Federation would need a relatively large number of people and an extensive area; 
it should extend from the Baltic to the Adriatic, comprising at least the following 
countries: Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Roumania, Yugoslavia, and Aus
tria

Will the Federation of Central Europe be an ‘artificial’ creation? Are the na
tions ready to accept it? Among statesmen there are some who are sceptical. 
Central Europe seems to them to be ripe for an economic, but not for a political 
union. This pessimism is not justified. N o doubt the past has bequeathed us 
many quarrels and many disputes, but the idea of union continues to make 
progress. The Polish-Czech rapprochement is its most striking example.

The agreement of November 11, 1940 shows that the terrible lesson of the war 
has been understood by both parties. And yet, what has not been said of this 
famous Czech-Polish conflict! Only a few years ago Poles and Czechoslovaks 
were regarded as enemies. One spoke of an incompatibility of temper between 
the two nations, of an irreducible opposition of their respective historical mis
sions, and finally of their divergent economic interests. O f all this nothing 
remains. How is such a thing possible? The answer is simple. It is that, in reality, 
there never has been any veritable conflict between the two nations. There have
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been disputes which were carefully cultivated by politicians and finally developed 
to such a point that superficial observers could have had the impression that a 
vital conflict was involved. In this, a sociologist might find much material to 
write a fine essay on ‘artificial conflicts’. ( . . . )

Among the countries which should form part of a Central European Federa
tion there are some which have temporarily lost their sovereignty. There are 
others, like Hungary, whose independence is no more than a shadow; [or] like 
Roumania, either lying prostrate at the feet of an invader to whom, in a moment 
of folly, she had opened her gates, or writhing in frightful convulsions, tearing 
herself to pieces under the amused eyes of the Germans, and losing more blood in 
massacres and pogroms than she would have shed in an honorable combat with 
the enemy. There is also Yugoslavia, which until now has enjoyed relative peace 
but whose independence is at the mercy of Hitler’s whim. Can these countries 
that still have national governments or pseudo-governments be regarded as fully 
independent? No one has any doubts on this point, those concerned less than 
others ( . . . )

145. Feliks Gross: ‘Poland and the European Settlement’*
29 June 1941

Archives of the Council on Foreign Relations, New York: Studies of the Peace Aims of 
the European Nations, vol. (I) EN Al: Polish Peace Aims. Appendix III, ‘Poland and the 
European Settlement’, in the possession of Council on Foreign Relations, also Polish Insti
tute of Arts and Sciences of America, 5 typed pages. The extracts below are from pp. 1 f., 
3 f. and 4 f.

Feliks Gross, an early proponent of European federalism, was active before the Second 
World War in the Polish Socialist Party (PPS) and Workers' Universities movement. From 
1941 to 1945 he was secretary of the Central and East European Planning Board in New 
York, a body set up at a conference on 4 November 1941 by the employers' and employees' 
associations and representatives of the exiled governments of Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yu
goslavia and Greece.1 He was editor of the Board's monthly publication New Europe as well 
as several books and articles,2 and initiator of many federalist conferences. He was soon 
regarded as one of the most eminent of the non-governmental Polish émigrés.

The non-governmental Council of Foreign Relations in New York, financed by the 
Rockefeller Foundation, carried out ‘War and Peace Studies' in several committees from the

*  This document was located and selected by Prof. Walter Lipgens, who also wrote the 
note.

1 Cf. the announcement of 4 November 1941 and further texts on the Board’s activity in 
Part Three, chapter III below: East European Transnational Groups, pp. 759-761.

2 See esp. Crossroads of Two Continents, New York, 1945; also ‘Some trends in Euro
pean federalism’ in New Europe, September 1941, and a more popular article ‘The 
structure of a European union’, repr. from The Polish Worker (Robotnik Polski), 3 May 
1942. Cf. also docs. 156 and 160 below. F. Gross was Professor at New York Univer
sity and later Professor of Sociology at the City University of New York (Brooklyn 
College and Graduate School) and was the author of many books.
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beginning of 1940 onwards. In May 1941 it set up a sub-committee for ‘Studies of the Peace 
Aims of the European Nations' with Hamilton Fish Armstrong as chairman and Philip E. 
Mosely as research secretary. This body, which passed its papers and minutes regularly to the 
Research Division of the State Department, began by discussing Polish peace aims.3 At the 
sub-committee's invitation Jan Ciechanowski, the Polish ambassador in Washington, wrote 
a paper referring inter alia to the Polish-Czechoslovak federation project, and Feliks Gross 
contributed the present paper outlining a plan for a European federation based on a regional 
pattern.

Poland's Security Based on Federal Reorganization of Europe
The problem of Poland’s security can be solved only on a European basis. The 

collaboration of all free European nations is obviously the premise of such a 
solution. This collaboration must be based upon real international institutions, 
consequently upon the internationalization on a European scale of some vital 
institutions and upon the international control of some important branches of 
production.

Victory will not be attained solely by the military defeat of Germany. A 
simultaneous popular uprising of ‘revolutionary nations’ against Nazi and Fascist 
occupations will play a dominant part. The strong national feeling will be closely 
related to the longing for social security and peace.

The first period of great changes, after the collapse of German-Nazi adminis
tration in the occupied areas and in Germany, will open the path for the new 
European organization to safeguard the interests of the oppressed masses. The 
destruction of heavy industries and the retarded progress of other industries will 
require the application of a European reconstruction plan. European planning 
means European organization and control of key industries. Such industries 
should be subjected to ‘federal’ control and direction in the execution of a Eu
ropean reconstruction plan. This ‘federal industrial board’, controlling heavy 
industries and simultaneously armament production, will also be an instrument 
of international security.

European reconstruction based on international planning also requires inter
national centralized financing, -  hence, a European Federal Reserve Bank. The 
privilege of issuing notes will be granted to this one European bank, and thus 
Germany and Italy will be deprived in the future of the possibility of financing 
rearmament.

Postwar Reconstruction of Poland
During the first postwar period Poland will need immediate help.
(. . .)This import can be organized and financed only on the basis of an Amer

ican loan. The reconstruction of the whole Polish economy must be coordinated 
with the European and regional system.

3 Cf. the Council’s pamphlet The War and Peace Studies of the Council on Foreign
Relations 1939-1945, New York, 1946, esp. pp. 5 f ., 10, 24 and 46 f. (list of archives).
The editor of this chapter is indebted to Prof. Walter Lipgens for a copy of this pub
lication and of the present document from the Council’s archives.
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Regional and Federal Organization of Europe
The question of future frontiers cannot be discussed without taking into con

sideration absolutely new aspects of the notions of (1) federation (2) region, (3) 
frontier, and (4) sovereignty. A federation is understood to cover the total ter
ritory of Europe. By region we understand an area embracing several states, and 
founded on strategic, economic, cultural and ethnographical premises. European 
organization must proceed by stages and on two levels. The states will be organ
ized into regions and the organization of regions will form the second level of 
European federation. The representatives of the regions will form the European 
executive. Germany will not be included in this regional organization, and by 
this means the regional system will form also an element of security against 
German imperialist tendencies.

Regarding the Polish situation three combinations are possible: (1) Poland as a 
part of a Baltic region, (2) Poland as a part of a Danubian region, and (3) Poland 
as a part of a Baltic-Danubian region. For the two first combinations we can find 
sufficient motivation in tradition, culture, economy, and strategy. But all the 
arguments speak in favour of the third conception. Only thus will the Central 
European bulk be sufficiently strong to sustain the German and Russian pres
sures. This system will constitute a real basis for a European union, and is only 
the first step to the great federal European conception.

Such a system of European organization will be tantamount to a transvaluation 
of the meaning of state frontiers. The old conception will apply to the frontiers of 
the federation as a whole. The essence of regional frontiers will also have a 
different meaning. Poland, with a view to assuring to the minorities full freedom 
of cultural national development, will introduce autonomous areas, similar to the 
Swiss cantonal system. Fundamentally it will be necessary to discuss the four 
conceptions of frontiers: (1) federal, (2) regional, (3) state, (4) autonomous area. 
Only the first will correspond to the present type of the state frontier, even 
though not completely so; the other frontiers will not represent the type of legal 
wall of the past. The prewar meaning of sovereignty will also undergo a change. 
The regional and federal conception will impose limitations on full state sover
eignty in the interest of European collaboration and security.

Problem of National Minorities
I am against any compulsory population change, for both practical and poli

tical reasons. A small change is not a solution. Great transfers mean the forming 
of an uprooted population. But we cannot exclude voluntary changes and migra
tion, based on individual option or emigration. The problem of compulsory 
deportation is a very different one. Compulsory deportation must be applied 
wherever the Nazi regime has expelled the Polish citizens and replaced them by 
Germans. Every nationality has the right to self-determination, but this right 
must be limited by (1) the interests of European and world security, (2) the 
interests and motives of regional planning, and (3) the interests of a European 
democratic order.
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146. Vojta Benes: ‘The Mission of Small Nations’ 1941

Excerpt from Vojta Benes, The Mission of Small Nations, published by the Czecho
slovak National Council in the United States, Chicago, 111., 1941, pp. 95-100.

Vojta Benes, brother of Edvard Benes, was a former senator of the Czechoslovak Re
public. His work The Czechoslovak movement for independence in America (1923) is a 
valuable source for historical studies of the establishment of the Czechoslovak Social De
mocratic Party. In 1941 he was a member of the non-governmental Czechoslovak National 
Council in the United States. In his book he took as a point of departure the joint Polish- 
Czechoslovak declaration of 11 November 1940, and in the selected passages he stressed the 
defensive character of the projected federation.

The new democratic central European confederation will have no aggressive 
imperialist aims. It will resume its historic mission: it will be a union for the 
defence of language, culture, and spiritual values that have been cradled for a 
thousand years in our beautiful homelands. It will never act in opposition to the 
reasonable, morally justified needs of any of its neighbours, with whom it will 
live in friendship and peace as long as their principles of living continue to be 
moral, their methods humane, and their aims noble.

We Czechoslovaks and Poles, too, are now experiencing a profound spiritual 
change. We, too, have become conscious of the deadly earnestness of our deter
mination to begin a new life. We know that the new Europe must become a home 
of cooperation, mutual toleration, understanding and aid. May the London 
agreement of the eleventh of November be the first evidence of these aspira
tions . . .

In our union for Czechoslovak-Polish cooperation and the struggle for justice 
and peace we are also beginning our joint labours for the cooperation of the small 
European races in the work of regeneration. All that we present here is our idea 
of a new democratic intellectual freedom as opposed to the brutal Nazi real
ity-

It is the sense of the life of all the living generations of all really civilized 
nations to assist in the achievement of this grand purpose. No, that is no longer 
an affair of Europe only. It is in the interest of all mankind that civilization shall 
not be robbed of its highest values . . .

The small nations of Europe have an aggregate population of 150 million souls. 
Their history is a continuous chain of defensive struggles against powerful, ag
gressive neighbours, primarily a struggle against brutal Germany.

It was these small nations who first grasped the strength of their spiritual and 
moral values, as the best defence of their language, customs, traditions, faith and 
national existence. It is for these reasons that these small nations have always 
remained faithful keepers and defenders of a Christian moral order, and of in
ternational universal laws which safeguarded their existence. With the exception 
of the Magyars, there was not one single small nation in Europe guilty of op
pressing its minorities with the brutal intensity with which they were oppressed 
by the Germans . . .
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It is on behalf of all these small nations that Thomas Garrigue Masaryk uttered 
his famous dictum: ‘The protection of the small nations and states, that is the task 
of modern times’ . . .

By virtue of their diversified cultural national heritage, these nations have 
impressed deeply upon the mentality of Europe a profound human character, 
and contributed richly to the cultural glory of Christian Europe. They remained 
throughout history a powerful testimonial of the power of the soul, the might of 
a spirit that fully understood that the true meaning of life, its greatness and 
beauty are based upon diversity of spiritual values, not upon a totalitarian one
ness of matter and brute physical force.

The first basis or foundation, which the smaller nations find in the world of 
spiritual and moral values, leads them to a more profound religious existence.

147. Stanislaw Strzetelski: Criticism of the Planned East-Central 
European Federation January 1942

Article entitled ‘Federation in its Place’, by Stanislaw Strzetelski, published in New 
Europe, Jan. 1942, pp. 45-47, abridged.

Stanislaw Strzetelski studied at the Universities of Lwow and Vienna. Journalist, Mem
ber of the prewar Polish Parliament {Sejm), publisher and editor of Warsaw papers. Author 
of numerous political essays. During World War II  editor o/Polish Review-Tygodnik Polski 
in New York; he was also, from 1955 to 1960, Director of the Polish Institute of Arts and 
Sciences of America.

There were many critical voices, from the left as well as from the right, decrying the idea 
of integration of East Central Europe. The criticism from the left came overwhelmingly from 
the Soviet Union, the Communist parties and Communist-inspired circles. The voices from 
the right were mostly those of conservative politicians and political writers who rejected the 
federal idea as contrary to the principle of state sovereignty. For instance, Colonel Ignacy 
Matuszewski, a former Minister of Finance, who became during World War II  the chief 
columnist of the New York daily Nowy Swiat (New World), in a series of articles published 
in January and February 1942, took a negative attitude toward the projected Polish-Cze- 
choslovak federation as incompatible with Poland's independence. The most extensive 
criticism of the East Central European federal concepts came, however, from the pen of 
Stanislaw Strzetelski.

In the present article he subjected the idea to a searching analysis.

Let me state at the outset that I am not opposed to the federative idea. I believe 
that, under certain conditions, the federative system may prove an effective 
means for the preservation of peace in Europe. Furthermore, I think that a 
federation may become a useful instrument in overcoming a number of political 
and economic difficulties in the post-war world. Yet I cannot agree with the 
phenomenon which I define as federalism, that is, a kind of doctrine seeking to 
solve, by means of a federal system, all political and economic problems of 
post-war Poland or Europe. In my opinion, Polish policy is imperilled by all
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those who see in the federal system a sort of panacea, or universal prescription, 
whose application is sufficient to make the future Poland and Europe happy.

The federative conception indeed has become for many Poles a sort of univer
sal remedy, which, at the time of the next peace conference, will replace both the 
principle of national self-determination and the League of Nations. Even those 
who raise questions accept the federative axiom, insisting merely on more con
crete details as to programme. One gains the impression that federation is the 
alpha and omega of Polish, and not only Polish, peace doctrine.

What are the causes of this phenomenon? In my estimation they are three
fold.

The first cause is the constant searching for some formula of security for the 
future, so common among the Poles and other Central European nations. The 
political thinking of these nations, based on the tragic experience of the past, 
seeks to minimize the danger of attack from the two imperialist colossi, Germany 
and Russia. Since it is impossible today to restore faith in the permanence and 
efficacy of alliances, the Central European nations are counting up their re
sources. Fifteen million, thirteen million, or even thirty million against 100 
million or 180 million is a proportion ruling out any possibility of effectual 
resistance. What then is to be done? Only one solution remains, to unite the 
splintered strength of the Central European nations into one bloc, in which the 
combined human and economic potentials will, by a prearranged understanding 
with the Western powers, constitute a sufficiently strong barrier against the 
rapacity and aggression of Germany or Russia.

The second cause of the spread of the federative idea is the development of 
economic relations, and thinking in terms of economics. The complex conditions 
of modern production and distribution brought about a ruinous competitive 
battle for markets. Many people therefore have arrived at the conclusion that, 
unless we have a planned coordination of production and a breaking up of es
tates, it will be impossible to insure a socio-economic equilibrium for the world. 
This, in turn, leads to the conviction that it will be much easier to carry out the 
task of planning and normalizing the economic processes in great economic 
basins enjoying a certain degree of self-sufficiency, than in political and economic 
dispersion slashed by customs barriers.

Finally, the third cause: the attitude assumed by public and government opin
ion in Great Britain and the United States. Anglo-Saxons regard the federative 
idea with definite and warm sympathy. ( . . . )

Would the realization of this conception in itself solve the problem of the 
future peace and reconstruction of Central Europe? It certainly would not.

In the first place, the federative bloc of Central European nations could create 
an effective counterbalance to German and Russian imperialism only if the links 
binding the federated nations were strong enough to form a uniform, smoothly 
functioning political and economic mechanism. Such a link could be either of a 
mechanical or a spiritual nature.

A mechanical link would have to rely on a centralization of power and admin
istration so far-reaching that the very principle of federation of equals would, of 
necessity, be endangered.
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As regards the spiritual link, certainly no one entertains any illusions that the 
sentiment of national interest would give way before the patriotism of a wider 
federal homeland.

Hence, the conclusion is clear: a federation of Central European nations -  
especially in the present epoch of total warfare -  could become an effective and 
independent instrument only if it turned into a uniformly directed empire. 
(. . .)

148. Milan Herzog: ‘Past and Future Collaboration in Southern 
Europe’ June 1942

Published in New Europe, June 1942, pp. 196-8. Only pertinent introductory sections 
from pages 196-7 are reprinted below. The extensive polemical section, general and rather 
popular in character, has been omitted, as have historical reminiscences.

Milan Herzog, a Yugoslav journalist, expressed in this article the views of moderate 
Yugoslav democrats o f federalist orientation. At this time already there were ideas in some 
quarters of re-establishing after the war an independent Serbia and a Croat state instead of a 
federal Yugoslavia. Herzog represented the federalist position.

The Balkans as a whole, and the Balkan states in particular, had a very unfor
tunate reputation before the first World War. They were regarded and treated as 
an eternal element of dissension, a source of evil and upheaval, and a constant, 
ever-threatening danger to European peace.

Partially, this belief was due to general ignorance of Balkan matters; partially, 
it was the result of a deliberate policy on the part of some great powers and their 
leaders; to a great extent, it was wilful and persistent propaganda -  German or 
Habsburg. (. . .)

Eastern Europe cannot be regarded as an entity in the Swiss or American sense. 
Any development towards unity must be along the loosest federalist lines, con
sidering moral independence and bound by community desire for protection 
(self-defence), community interests (economic collaboration for mutual benefit), 
and community aims and ideals (political theory of the democratic way of 
life).

Economic difficulties will have to be surmounted. They can be solved within 
the Eastern European sphere if there is good will among the partners. Foreign 
influence will have to be discarded. The remaining reactionary elements, com
mon to the whole Continent, will have to be eliminated and the giant problems of 
the Church and religion will have to be put in their channels. These are all great 
problems, but they can be solved and must be tackled at once if peace is to be 
worth the sacrifice in blood . . .

It is very probable that the whole Eastern European territorial complex cannot 
be united into one bloc with concerted positive and negative aims. Two or three
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groups (Polish-Czechoslovak, Danubian or Austrian-Magyar-Rumanian, and 
Balkan) could be created separately with a planned or even enforced cooperation: 
e.g. the Austro-Hungarian -  et al. bloc could be forced into line by the northern 
and southern groups of the East Bloc on the basis of majority rights. The pos
sibility of forming such blocs in East Europe is proved by history. It was only 
due to influences from without that the Balkan nations did not form an alliance 
earlier in history. In many instances they have shown more political instinct than 
the older nations in the West. (. . .)

149. Joseph Hanc: ‘Tornado Across Eastern Europe’ 1942

Excerpt from Joseph Hanc, Tornado Across Eastern Europe: The Path of Nazi Destruc
tion from Poland to Greece, N ew  York, 1942, pp. 317-22.

Josef Hanc studied in Prague, served with the Czechoslovak Legion during first World 
War. Later in diplomatic service in Prague, London and New York; during World W arlike  
was also on the faculty of Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy (Mass.). Closely associated 
with Jan  Masaryk and Edvard Benes, in 1942 he was active in the Czechoslovak exile groups 
planning the postwar reconstruction of Czechoslovakia and East Central Europe. In the 
selected passages he discussed some practical issues facing the projected East-European asso
ciation of Nations.

y.

The common problem of the Eastern European area is how to raise the stand
ards of living and the level of purchasing power of a relatively overpopulated 
region under undeveloped agricultural conditions. The remedy points to more 
industrialization and labour-intensive farming. This does not mean that prepon
derantly agrarian communities will have to be transformed into unbalanced 
industrial regions. Neither should such a policy be regarded as economic nation
alism, provided that nothing is done to seriously interfere with international 
division of labour and specialization. Without a degree of regional planning 
forming a part of international planning with government participation or the 
application of private common sense initiative, the task would prove almost 
impossible of achievement. On the other hand, given proper understanding of 
the essentials of the problem, the increased purchasing power of more than one 
hundred million people would benefit world trade as much as it would accom
modate a peaceful Germany. Once for all, the concept of treating the German 
people as a problem child should be abandoned. The idea has again become 
popular of trying to plan out for the Germans how they should live in the future. 
N o self-respecting people will accept such an attitude. Let the Germans solve 
within their proper space their own internal affairs as best as they can. But make 
it clear to them, and insist on it by practical and effective policies, that through 
cooperation they can go much further than by unilateral action . . .

The technical aspects of Eastern European union present certain practical dif-
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ficulties, but they should not be regarded as insurmountable or serious. The 
moral and factual demobilization will open ways and means toward dealing with 
them in a rational manner. More vitally important are certain fundamental prin
ciples, the observance of which will be necessary. One of them, i.e. the minimum 
of unity of moral, political, economic and social outlook, has already been re
ferred to. Only sheer optimism would maintain that such a unity already exists. 
It does not. But the majority of people desire it and should be able to give it 
concrete forms of expression. There will always be recalcitrant elements, but 
they will be kept in check and must not be allowed to reverse the course of 
events. It is also unlikely that all the nations will join the unifying movement at 
the very start. The Hungarians for instance may find it hard to relinquish some of 
the advantages which they wrested from their neighbours due to the Axis con
jecture [sic]. There must be no excessive zeal in forcing union on anyone who is 
not ready for it. The growth should be empirical rather than categorical. If union 
is made worth while the ranks of the recalcitrants will automatically grow thin
ner. The ideal of having all the nations between Germany, Russia and Italy under 
one roof may take a long time to materialize. Individual groups may eventually 
never belong to it and seek their future elsewhere. Yet it can be soundly assumed 
that for the majority a union represents the most advantageous if not the only 
course.

The essential point of the union, or whatever alternative plan may take its 
place, will be the Eastern Europeanization of the military and economic power. 
So long as power is compartmentalized, a united policy of defence and broad 
economic control is unthinkable. The constitutional forms in which the region
alization of power will be integrated may vary. A sui generis form of multilateral 
alliances of eternal validity would represent the weakest though not necessarily 
an entirely ineffective arrangement. A hastily concocted union might prove as 
ineffectual at the time of crisis as a system of alliances. In the end it will not be the 
form but the realization of common interest that will make the union strong or 
effete. On the other hand it is the form backed by the agencies of enforcement 
which may act as an ever-present and compelling reminder of the community of 
interest. In any case the maximization of sovereign rights and minimization of 
common duties will have to be eliminated and sovereignty as such will have to be 
re-interpreted in a thoroughly new and unorthodox light. N o member state will 
be the sole and ultimate judge of its action in the field of international and 
economic policies. Its rights and duties will be controlled by special organs 
possessing the enforcing authority. A return to anything that had existed before 
1938 must not take place. Old traditions cannot be left out of account entirely, 
and, where possible and serviceable, new institutions will be grafted upon 
healthy tradition.

Equally essential will be the re-interpretation of the status of the individual 
citizen with regard to the state and the union. The safeguard of individual free
doms will be the basis of all intercourse. The people must be more concerned 
with the dignity of human personality than with so-called national prestige, 
which in many ways is nothing else but the vulgar deification of vested preroga
tives and selfish ambitions of unscrupulous groups of oligarchs. The establish-
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ment of a society in which all peoples would enjoy equality of economic 
opportunities and social security without distinction of language, race, religion 
and birth must be made into the organic law of the new Eastern Europe. The 
generalization of the conception of human integrity will solve more than half of 
the minority problems and may be found more practicable than any transfers of 
large masses of people from their ancestral homes. Within the union protection of 
remaining minorities would be equally generalized and no single state could pass 
legislation that would be discriminatory and opposed to the organic law. Eastern 
Europe would thus be a region where people can move freely without being 
molested by reason of their nationality.

Since the small nations are not equal in size, economic development and politi
cal maturity, care must be taken and proper institutional safeguards established, 
with force behind them, so that no single state or combination of states could 
create within the union a preponderance of weight and use it for the domination 
of the rest. Eastern Europe must not allow itself to be degraded to the Reich 
where Prussia made herself through steel and fist the domineering factor. In a 
measure the existing national and cultural diversity of the component parts of the 
area will serve as an automatic barrier to such attempts. Due to their historical 
evolution and innate traditions the individual nations of the union would claim 
and retain a large measure of state rights compatible with unity. In that respect no 
existing federation could be transplanted to Eastern Europe. The peoples must 
evolve a political system of their own. To some extent the experience of the 
growth of the Swiss confederation may furnish guidance.

Lastly, the Eastern European system must not include any great power. 
Neither can it be directed against any great power except in self-defence. It must 
not be conceived as an autarchic system pursuing a restrictive economic policy. 
Considering the absence of many important raw materials, capital and geographi
cal position, there is little likelihood of such perversion. The ultimate security of 
the Eastern European peoples will depend upon the measure of universal security 
that the great and small powers will organize after the war. The same applies to 
the ultimate economic prosperity. Eastern Europe is not and never can be a world 
of its own. The delegates of the Polish, Czechoslovak, Yugoslav and Greek 
workers, employers and governments formulated their views and expectations in 
a joint declaration to the conference of the International Labour Organization 
held in November 1941 in New York: ‘We hope that the end of this war which 
was forced upon us will save a hundred million inhabitants of Central Europe and 
the Balkans from their present state of wretchedness by assuring them the pos
sibility of stable employment, guaranteed by reconstruction and by the develop
ment of their industries, and that those peoples will be included within the sphere 
of international exchange of goods and services/ A free Eastern Europe is a 
social, moral and political axiom. To prevent another enslavement of the small 
nations as a step towards the enslavement of the large ones is a vital concern of 
all.
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150. Milan Hodza: ‘Federation in Central Europe’ 1942

Excerpts from Milan H odza, Federation in Central Europe: Reflections and Reminis
cences, London/N ew  York/M elbourne, 1942, pp. 165-7, 172-5 and 178-9.

Milan Hodza had a strong background for analyzing the political as well as economic 
problems pertaining to Central-European integration. A Protestant Slovak, before the first 
World War he was connected with the team of experts organized by Archduke Francis 
Ferdinand, heir to the Habsburg thrones of Austro-Hungary, to plan federal reconstruction 
of the Dual Monarchy. After the establishment o f the Czechoslovak Republic in 1918 Hodza 
became a leader of the Slovak wing of the Czechoslovak Peasant Party, which included 
members of both nationalities. From October 1932 till November 1935 he was Minister of 
Agriculture and Food Supplies, and from 9 November 1935 till the eve of the Munich crisis, 
22 September 1938, Prime Minister of Czechoslovakia. Apolitical exile in France and Great 
Britain from the close of the year 1938, Hodza first tried to compete with Edvard Benes and 
in November 1939 created a Czechoslovak National Committee in Paris. The Committee 
strongly supported the idea o f Czecho-Slovak-Polish federal union. Benes, however, won 
the struggle and managed to have his Czechoslovak National Committee recognized by 
Great Britain in July 1940.1 Hodza then retired from active politics and devoted himself to 
writing. Analysing Central Europe's chances of becoming an economic unit, Hodza con
cludes (pp. 165-167):

(. . .) In speaking of the future and in suggesting a close cooperation of some of 
the Central European countries, the principle of organic evolution must not be 
underestimated. In fact, it is by no means unimportant to establish whether that 
co-operation can find support in any spontaneous effort to build it up in the 
recent past.

There was only one bloc of countries in Central Europe during the years from 
1920 onwards, the Little Entente, which was, however, substantially only an 
automatic continuation of the Rumanian-Yugo-Slav-Slovak collaboration which 
had started in 1848. Since 1926 Hungary, and several years later Austria, became 
connected with Italy. In 1934 a formal division of Central Europe into two fields 
took place; one being the Little Entente and the other the countries of the Pro
tocol of Rome. It was in the same year that the effort to bring both of these 
groups closer to a common system was started. It was at the end of 1935 and the 
beginning of 1936 that I succeeded in achieving an agreement with Schuschnigg’s 
Austria, and in 1937 that a Czecho-Slovak preferential system consisting of six 
Danubian countries existed, after the system had been extended to embrace Hun
gary and Bulgaria. It did not attain the solidarity or the variety or the volume of 
the Ottawa Agreement; but it was precisely in this direction that it had set out. It 
is also noteworthy that political obstacles to co-operation were eliminated as far 
as Austria was concerned, and that practically half-way was reached to remove 
hindrances in the political field to a closer co-operation with Hungary, as already 
mentioned in the second chapter of this book. Poland [went] her own way up to

1 Cf. Wandycz, Czechoslovak-Polish Confederation, op. cit., pp. 32 ff.
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the outbreak of the German-Polish War. In the present horrific crisis of Poland, 
the leadership fell back to those men who from 1923 to 1926 never ceased to take 
the view of encouraging good neighbourly relations with my country and of a 
close collaboration with her as well as with the rest of Central Europe.

So the co-operation of Central European countries appears to be able to em
bark upon a series of precedents. In fact it is far from being an improvisation now 
that Central Europe is shattered. It has to be considered as a continuation and 
also as a growth of what has already been done. The present situation of Central 
Europe should none the less play a considerable part in building its future from 
the aspect of a possible federation. This part is a tragic one; but the more this is 
so, the more effectively will the truth be driven home that in co-operation only 
lies security.

The suggestion, daring as it may be, is a Federation -  dreamed of by some, 
voiced by many, prepared by others, based upon a self-decision of independent 
nations existing or to be restored in Central Europe.

Can Central Europe be made an economic unit? Yes.
Can it be made self-sufficient, according to the principles of some vague econ

omic nationalism?
There are no self-sufficient economic units in Europe, and any scheme to set 

them up would involve a preposterous waste of capital and human energy. Eu
rope’s future does not lie in separatisms. It lies in a reasonable division of 
work.

Claims for Central European economic co-operation put forward in 1932 by 
the official ‘Agrarian Bloc’ arose not in order that self-sufficiency might be 
achieved, but that agricultural surpluses might be placed. Ten years ago there was 
a theoretical possibility of engaging the markets of Germany for them. Germany, 
however, was also interested in placing her manufactured products overseas. On 
this account she naturally bought hundreds of thousands of tons from overseas. 
As a consequence, European surpluses which hardly ever amounted to between 
ten and fifteen per cent of the whole of European imports from overseas had to 
look for markets in Western Europe. This fact was dealt with by F. Delaisi in his 
book, Deux Europes, warning the manufacturing West of Europe to organize its 
dealings with its overwhelmingly agricultural Central regions. Delaisi’s voice 
sounded in full harmony with that of Central European Agrarianism. Economic 
interdependence of the whole Continent ought to be a matter of course; but it is 
frequently just the very thing which remains misunderstood by the factors in 
question. It is comforting for a Central European to witness Western European 
thinkers continuing to claim Western and Central European economic interde
pendence. Recently, Doreen Warriner took up the task of advocating an organic 
connection of the ‘Two Europes’, saying: ‘What is really needed is a European 
Federation covering the East and at least two important industrialized states, if 
not all.’2 Central Europeans say the same. When planning for Central Europe 
they are anxious to present themselves as a unit; not in order to be self-sufficient, 
but to be, instead of small, helpless would-be sovereignties, partners on an equal

2 Eastern Europe after Hitler (Fabian Society Research Series).
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footing through the intermediary of their federated unit. If any of their big 
neighbours were able continuously to force on them bilateral commercial tre
aties, they would become the objects of international trade instead of its subjects. 
Treaties between bullying great powers and bullied small nations, though they 
are contemplated as bilateral, become in fact unilateral because they establish 
obligations deliberately. A bilateral treaty of a Central European Federation, 
however strong its partner might be, should enable this important portion of the 
Continent to enter into fair trade relations with anyone according to the effective 
interests of them both. This is the only way to make Central European produce 
and consumption accessible to trading with all on the natural foundations of 
Continental and World econom y. . .

Hodza included in his book a concrete plan for a Constitution of a Federal 
Central Europe (pp. 172-5):

( . . . )  The Federation is to be headed by a Federal President’ elected first by a 
conference of national Prime Ministers and subsequently by the Federal Con
gress for a period of one year. The President has to appoint the Federal 
Chancellor and the members of the Government as well as the chiefs of army 
administration. He himself is the supreme Chief of the Army. His privilege and 
duty is to decide upon the resolutions of the Federal Congress if disputed by the 
Federal Government or by the majority of any national representation.

Customs union; common currency; finances; commercial policy; defence; for
eign affairs; federal law; communications; co-operation of trade unions and 
professional associations. A Central European Federation has to be based upon a 
customs union admitting interior tariffs for standard articles for a period of not 
longer than five years. Agricultural produce, the critical item of Central Europe, 
is to be dealt with by marketing regulations. A common currency has to be 
established. Defence and international policy are common affairs. This implies 
that the following affairs should be conducted by a Federal Government:

(1) Finances, embracing all affairs connected with common currency as well as 
with budgeting Federal affairs. The revenue from certain definite taxes is to be 
reserved for the Federation, by Federal Congress and by national legislative 
bodies. A Federal Bank has to be subordinated to the Federal Finance Minister. 
Fifty per cent of the national Post Office Savings Banks have to be administered 
by the Federal Bank.

(2) International Trade may require planning in some branches of production, 
in order to avoid over-production and to facilitate marketing policy. Planning 
requires special agreements with national governments, while international trade 
has to be fully reserved for a Federal Minister of Economics.

(3) A Ministry of Federal Foreign Affairs has to concentrate the whole of 
diplomacy and external policy.

(4) A Ministry of Federal Defence has to concentrate all branches of military 
administration.

(5) A Ministry of Communications and Posts will have to provide for meas
ures designed to align the respective policies of the federated countries. Neces- 
sarily, it will have to deal with special Federal means of communication.

(6 and 7) Special Ministries for Air and Shipping have to be established.
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(8) Considering the fact that the Federation is to be an economic unit, a wide 
field of Law will require a strict co-ordination of the national policies in question. 
This Ministry of Federal Law will also have to deal with Inter-National State 
affairs.

The Minority policy of the National States has to be solidly embedded upon 
the principle of reciprocity. Inter-State arrangements based upon this principle 
should be compulsory. The respective treaties and their execution have to be put 
under the protection of the Federal Government and especially under that of its 
Ministry of Law.

(9) A Federal Ministry of Co-operation should foster by every means open to 
governmental power an effective fellowship of all national professional associa
tions recognized by law. Effective provisions for raising standards of living and 
for dealing with labour conditions will have to be a prominent joint matter of the 
Federal Government and the professional organizations.

Federal Ministers with portfolio; National Ministers without portfolio. All fed
erated nations have to be represented in the Federal Government by Ministers of 
their nationality without special portfolio.

The Federal Government is headed and led by the Federal Chancellor, who is 
responsible to the Federal President.

The Federal Ministers are appointed by the Federal President on the proposals 
of the Federal Chancellor to whom they owe responsibility. The Federal Minis
ters without portfolio are to be proposed and appointed by the respective 
national governments and they owe responsibility to those governments as well 
as to the Federal Chancellor.

The Federal Ministers with portfolio have to be assisted by Under-Secretaries 
of State belonging to all federated nations.

In staffs, nationals of all federated countries have to be appointed in the ratio of 
population proportion.

Federal Congress. Control over the Federal Government’s budgeting and leg
islation concerning Federal affairs is exercised by the Federal Congress of which 
the members are appointed by a two-thirds majority in the national parliaments, 
in the proportion of one member to one million inhabitants. ( . . . )

The permanent seat of the Federation and its Congress and Government is to 
be settled by the Congress.

The decisions and legislation of the Congress are definitive. They have to be 
put into operation by the Federal Government unless the Federal Chancellor 
re-submits them within a fortnight to the Congress for reconsideration. In the 
event of Congress’s refusing to reconsider its decision within a month, the Fed
eral Chancellor may submit the matter to the Federal President whose finding 
will be final and definite. The same procedure applies to a decision of Congress 
when the protest of the two-thirds majority of any national group has been 
lodged against it.

The Federal constitution set up by Congress has to be endowed and promul
gated by the federated parliaments.

Secession; Supreme Court; Citizenship. Secession from the Federation is not 
admissible unless the constitution be modified accordingly.
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A Supreme Court has to decide upon constitutional questions raised by the 
Federal or any national Government or Ministry.

Citizenship of any national state implies Federal citizenship, valid in all the 
states of the Federation. ( . . . )

In the Epilogue (pp. 178-9) of his extensive analysis of various aspects of the 
proposed federation, geopolitical, economic and cultural, Hodza concluded:

. . . On 14 January, 1940, some Czech and Slovak representatives living now 
in this country set up what in retrospect may be considered as the first definite 
federative political programme of this war. The programme formulated the Cen
tral European Federation. It wished to prepare its formation by constructing a 
Real Union of future Poland and Czecho-Slovakia.

In July, 1940, a resolution in favour of a Polish-Czecho-Slovak union was 
agreed upon in Bucharest by some young Polish, Czech and Slovak soldiers 
making their way from beaten Poland to this country. In the meantime the Union 
became a war- and peace-aim of very many Polish, Czech and Slovak quarters. In 
November, 1940, the Polish and Czecho-Slovak Governments agreed upon a 
close co-operation of their countries, essentially different from a definite Union 
policy, which is indeed growing into a clear and outspoken national effort by 
Poles, Czechs and Slovaks.

So the suggestion of this publication is firmly embedded in a general will of 
most of those fighting and working for the reconstruction of their Liberty. What 
I wish to emphasize is that the Union of Poland and Czecho-Slovakia is to be 
assessed as the stepping-stone to a federated Central Europe. Its four Slav and 
four non-Slav nations have to find a new, large and strong foundation for their 
national life, keeping in fair balance all possible racial and power aspirations in a 
vast region of which the consolidated order is to be a most valuable contribution 
to a New Europe.

This New Europe is obviously making for a new course of its national and 
inter-national evolution. It obviously is going to direct its nationalism in a way to 
make Europe safe for international co-operation. This war would be an irrepar
able loss for mankind if it were not recompensed by material guarantees for 
adapting national aspirations, aggressive as they are. Victory means also consol
idation of its results. This consolidation, however, implies strongly organized 
collaboration. N ot mere tolerance. Tolerance is no match for dynamism. Much 
more is required than kindness and tolerance. Only when engaged in unshirkable 
collaboration are nations safe for Peace. This may be the reason why so many 
political thinkers in this country insist upon Federalism.

151. Kosta Todorov: Tree Bulgarians and the Balkan Union’
Autumn 1942

Article entitled Wolni Bulgarzy a unia Balkanska’, published in the London periodical 
Ruch Zachodnio-Slowianski (West Slav Movement), N o 1 (7), III, 1942, pp. 3-4. Here we
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print a translation from Polish, into which language the original was translated from Bul
garian (the Bulgarian text was not available).

Kosta Todorov, once a famous Komitadji leader in Macedonia and Bulgaria, was closely 
associated with the Stamholiiski peasant party. In 1942 he settled in Canada and was one of 
the spokesmen of democratic Bulgarian exiles.

First of all I want to emphasize that the Bulgarians are Slavs. And I say this 
because German propaganda in Bulgaria is trying again, as in World War I, to 
convince the world that the Bulgarians are a nation of Mongolian origin. H ow 
ever, historical facts prove the following: when the ‘Volgare’ (of uncertain origin) 
occupied in the 7th century the lands which today constitute Bulgaria, they 
already encountered purely Slavic tribes, which numerically were four times 
larger than they were. The ‘Volgare’ organized a military class which conducted 
many wars, and then completely disappeared during the medieval history of 
Bulgaria. We are enemies of racist theories and we do not believe in the existence 
of a pure race. The Germans, who invented that theory, are also of mixed blood, 
like other nations, and especially Prussia and Saxony, where the admixture of 
Slavs and Germans was the most pronounced.

Feelings are much more important than blood. The Bulgarians by sentiment, 
tradition and language feel themselves to be Slavs and they strive towards a Slavic 
community. We believe that the Europe of tomorrow, after so many calamities 
and bloodshed, will seek an organization which would assure peace and pros
perity. The ideal towards which we strive is surely an all-European Union. But 
we are not dreamers who would believe that such a Union can arise in a few 
months or even years. That is why we consider that it will suffice if during the 
first period we can solve our local problems in all the particular geographical 
areas, and we will proceed towards the great ideal gradually, but surely.

That is why, looking at the matter in a realistic manner, we will first of all 
proceed to find a solution to the Balkan problems. The following states exist in 
the Balkans: Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Greece, Albania, to which one might add 
Rumania and Turkey, should they want to join the Balkan community. We speak 
about Rumania and Turkey conditionally, because Turkey is a Middle East coun
try, while a large number of Rumanians consider Rumania to be rather a Central 
European than a Balkan country. Such a union cannot take shape during a few 
days, it must also come about through evolution, unless events themselves be
come revolutionary. We wish for evolution, because revolution, while it liqui
dates all problems in a radical manner, is nevertheless costly, perhaps even too 
costly for those nations which will be greatly exhausted by the war.

There are 22 million Slavs living in the Balkans. They belong to the group of 
South Slavs. It would be most natural if they should first unite, and only later -  
even if quite early -  a Balkan Union were formed, which could, both geographi
cally and economically, present a very viable entity.

It is true that there already exists a Yugoslav-Greek agreement about a Balkan 
Union, and we must take this fact into account. But ultimately it is the nations
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themselves which will decide about such agreements. We also have no doubt that 
the nations will accept tomorrow the basic ideas of such an agreement, but in 
spite of that we believe that after the end of the war a spontaneous union of 
Yugoslavia and Bulgaria will become the centre of a Balkan community. In order 
not to be mistakenly understood, one must emphasize that such a statement is in 
no way aimed at Greece. The Balkan Committee, to which the undersigned is 
privileged to belong, has accepted the basic ideas expressed in the Yugoslav- 
Greek agreement, and has so informed the governments of those two countries in 
London, in a letter the text of which is to be found preceding this article. There 
can be no true Balkan agreement without Greece, neither politically, economi
cally, nor geographically. But the natural aspiration of Bulgaria’s unification 
with Yugoslavia, regardless of the present situation which has been artificially 
created in Bulgaria, will doubtlessly be much stronger than any other Balkan 
trends.

What would be the attitude of a Balkan Union towards other states or groups 
of states which already exist, or which will arise after the war? We will begin with 
a united Central Europe. A Polish-Czechoslovak union, comprising more than 
45 million people, has already been created for that purpose. We do not know 
what other countries, and in what form, will arise after the war in the north of 
Europe, and in what community of nations they will find themselves. It is dif
ficult to speak about it today. As far as Rumania is concerned, she can join both 
the Balkan and the Central-European Confederation. In any case Rumania will 
be the link between the Balkans and Central Europe. Fortunately there are no 
more difficult problems left between Bulgaria and Rumania, after the definite 
settling of the question of Dobrudja. Rumania may therefore very advanta
geously link us with the bloc of Western Slavs. That eventual union of the two 
blocs would constitute the second phase, while the third -  depending however on 
the evolution of Europe in the next several decades -  will perhaps be the unifi
cation of all Europe.

What will happen to other countries which belong to the central European 
geographical complex? This question concerns Austria and Hungary, because for 
many years (and perhaps even decades) it will not be possible to speak seriously 
about the possibility of joining Germany to any bloc, until the German morbid 
megalomania has been definitely cured after a long quarantine.

The incorporation of Austria is neither in the interest of the Balkan nor the 
Central-European, mostly Slavic nations. We consider it to be a legend that 
Austria was forced to join Hitler’s Reich. Inclinations towards joining a Greater 
Germany were always strong in Austria. It would be more natural if Austria, 
together with Bavaria and the Rhineland, created a kind of separate German 
federation, than that she should join the planned Central-European bloc. It is 
also obvious that such a federation would have to stay quarantined, like the rest 
of Germany.

As far as Hungary is concerned, the first condition for her joining any feder
ation of free countries would have to be the complete destruction of the 
Hungarian feudal systems, the corrupt and megalomaniac Hungarian aristo
cracy, and next the establishment of a full democracy and the repudiation by
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Hungary of imperialistic tendencies, always under the banner of the so-called 
‘Crown of St. Stephen.’

Perhaps the most important question concerning the Balkan and Central- 
European union is that of our common relations with Soviet Russia, which will 
be our strongest neighbour. Any kind of combination which would be directly or 
indirectly aimed against Russia would be out of the question for the Bulgarian 
nation. That would be contrary to our traditions and feelings. Even those who 
today rule Bulgaria, in spite of the fact that they are nothing but lackeys of Nazi 
tyranny, did not dare to openly push the Bulgarian nation into war against 
Russia. Every national government of Bulgaria will naturally seek to enter into 
the best fraternal relations of cultural, economic and political collaboration with 
Soviet Russia. We consider that this conforms not only with our feelings, but 
with the vital intereats of our nation. But we also believe that this is in the interest 
of all other nations which would eventually join the Balkan or Central-European 
union. We base our conviction on the following facts:

Russia does not need any new territories.
Russia could threaten only those who would overtly or covertly plot inimical
designs against her.

Assuming that none of the above-mentioned unions would have such inimical 
intentions, we are deeply convinced of the possibility of entering into such rela
tions with Soviet Russia, in which any thought about any conflicts in Eastern 
Europe would be out of the question. For Russia herself it will be very advan
tageous to have on its Western and Near-Eastern borders groups of friendly 
nations, which in no event would become instruments of eventual aggression. 
After this war Russia, perhaps even more than the rest of Europe, will need peace 
in order to renew and expand its economic life and obtain the greatest possible 
security from the West. The main task of the Central-European and Balkan 
unions will be to watch the steps of Germany and Italy. Both these countries 
must be under the constant pressure of our organized forces.

As far as Western Europe is concerned, geography itself and the lack of any 
contradiction in interests directs our friendship and our best relations towards 
her. The only problems which will interest us in relation to Western Europe will 
be of an economic character. If in the future we can somehow establish our 
common economic interests with Western Europe, instead of basing them on the 
prewar competition, it should be possible to achieve full harmony, combined 
with great benefit for all European nations.

Far above all the questions here put forth, there obviously arises at this mo
ment one imperative requirement: to win the war! To this end it is imperative that 
all the subjugated nations fight shoulder to shoulder, that all of them help all 
revolutionary movements aimed against Germany, and that they get used to 
considering every manifestation of that struggle, no matter in what land it occurs, 
as their common cause.
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152. Oskar Halecki: ‘East Central Europe in Postwar
Organization’ July 1943

Published in the Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, July- 
1943, pp. 57-8.

Oskar Halecki, son of an Austrian General o f Polish descent, was horn in 1891 and 
educated in Vienna. Before the Second World War he taught history at the Universities of 
Cracow and Warsaw. He represented Poland in various international organizations, includ
ing the League of Nations. A man of strong federalist views, he was author o /D zie je  Unii 
Jagiellonskiej (A History of the Jagiellonian Union) 2 vols., 1919-1920 and Borderlands of 
Western Civilization, Chicago, 1953, a comprehensive history of East Central Europe; also 
many other hooks published in Poland and abroad. In this article, he considers regional and 
universal postwar organizations as necessary and complementary.

Example o f Federation
In the future political discussions, also, the nations of east central Europe have 

a serious contribution to make. In this country especially, there is general agree
ment that federalism ought to be the leading idea in postwar reconstruction. But 
how to start the federal system of the future? Some think it is better not to start 
with something general, but with something limited and specific. That is pre
cisely what these countries in the east central part of Europe are doing. One of 
the first decisions of their governments in exile was the planning of a federation 
between Poland and Czechoslovakia; and one year later, following the Interna
tional Labour Conference in January 1942, this agreement was renewed and 
supplemented, and another one was made between Yugoslavia and Greece.

Thus we already have two federations, but they are only a beginning which we 
want to develop. There are at least three conditions for such a progressive devel
opment.

First, the federal organization must be flexible. It has been declared from the 
outset that these two federations are open to the neighboring countries having 
similar interests. Czechoslovakia and Poland have a common frontier, but it is 
much shorter than their other frontiers. Such is also the case with Yugoslavia and 
Greece. And these two groups are separated by other countries which should be 
included in the federal system. Therefore, the ideal postwar organization of that 
part of Europe would be a federation reaching from Finland in the north to 
Greece in the south, and connecting this whole group of nations between the 
greater powers in the west and in the east.

There is a second condition: such ideals must be achieved freely, not imposed 
on anybody. A federation can work only if the people really wish and are pre
pared to live together.

The third condition is full equality. Even among these twelve nations, some 
are larger and some are smaller. But there should not be any kind of leadership 
whatsoever. It would be quite possible (and here I come back to the idea of



IL Plans by Exiles from East European Countries 389

flexibility) to have some of the smallest ones federated first among themselves and 
then as a unit, whith the larger ones, or to have special groups for the Baltic 
countries, the Danubian Basin, and so forth.

All these details are open to discussion, but the main idea must be safeguarded, 
not only in the interest of these countries but in the interest of their neighbours 
too.

Unjustified Fear
I have already mentioned that there is a great deal of unjustified prejudice 

against the nations of east central Europe. The extent of this may be illustrated by 
one example. These countries have been criticized for their nationalism, both 
political and economic, and if they were to say, We do not want any federation, 
everyone would blame them. N ow  they want to federate, and yet they are 
blamed again and suspected of becoming, through their prospective union, a 
danger to their neighbours. This fear is based on a complete misunderstanding. It 
would be difficult enough to make, for instance, the Poles fight in defence of the 
Czechs, and vice versa; but it would be quite impossible to make any of these 
nations fight for some possible imperalistic or aggressive aims of another one.

I quite understand that in the present situation of the world, all countries, 
including the greatest powers, have a right to be concerned with their own se
curity; but what is the issue of the future? Either we shall have collective security 
all over the world, and then such fears will prove entirely unjustified, or the idea 
of collective security will fail again, and then not only the great powers, but the 
smaller countries even more, will have to seek their security by creating regional 
understandings.

World Organization Necessary
I quite agree, however, that regional federalism is only a first step toward 

something larger. A permanent guarantee of international peace could not be 
secured by regional groups alone. We all want what has been called a world 
government, and that can be achieved only through world federation. I am very 
glad that distinguished speakers are of the opinion that the work accomplished by 
the League of Nations should not be entirely disregarded; but I also agree with 
them that we want something much stronger than the League has been-a much 
more serious limitation of all national sovereignties, not only in the smaller 
countries, but also as far as the great powers are concerned.

If such an organization is to succeed, we must have a different start from that 
which we had after the first World War, considering not only politics and eco
nomics, but also cultural and spiritual values, and especially education. I recently 
attended an educational conference held in New York City by representatives of 
the four United Nations of east central Europe -  Czechoslovakia, Greece, Poland, 
and Yugoslavia -  with the co-operation of American friends and in the presence 
of official American authorities. We were unanimous in our desire that an edu
cational conference of all the United Nations should take place as soon as 
possible, as the best start for the future world organization.
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153. Dov Biegun: ‘A Mid-European Confederation’
September 1943

Article published in Fortnightly Review, London, Sept. 1943, pp. 157-63 (here we 
reprint parts of pp. 158-63).

Before the war D r Dov Biegun was a foreign correspondent of Warsaw and Prague papers 
in Central Europe. In 1943 he lived in London in exile. In this article, after a brief analysis of 
the situation before 1914 and between the two wars (pp. 157-8), the author discussed 
prospects for a post-war restructuring of Europe, with special emphasis on the area between 
the Baltic and Adriatic Seas.

At the present stage of the war, with the horizon clearing, and justified hopes 
for deliverance growing, the small nations in the Allied camp are reviewing their 
position and the future. Fear and anxiety cloud their minds. They recall the 
Locarno pact -  the last attempt before the present war to organize security in 
Europe -  a clear pointer to Germany that the small nations remaining outside the 
“ Big Four”  in Europe were virtually abandoned to their fate. Whilst they admit 
the imperative necessity of basing the coming peace upon a clear understanding 
between the new “ Big Four”  -  the U .K ., the U .S.S.R . the U .S.A . and China -  
they do not conceal their concern about their own future in face of what is being 
termed in many quarters the new “ World Locarno Pact.”  The now famous 
articles in The Times, suggesting a division of Europe into two respective spheres 
of influence between Russia and Great Britain, did not serve to dissipate their 
suspense. Mr. Churchill alone has so far made the most constructive contribution 
towards these problems. In his speculation about a “ Council of Europe” and a 
“ Council of Asia”  he spoke for the small nations, who wish to be taken into the 
confidence of their more powerful partners in a new Europe, and who adhere to 
the principle of sincere co-operation on the basis of mutual respect between all na
tions, large and small. Mr Churchill made it clear that Great Britain will welcome 
any regional Federation or Confederation between friendly neighbour states.

The failure of the League of Nations, an institution of high moral purpose, has 
demonstrated that the world was not yet mature enough to uphold the lofty 
ideals of the League, with the sacrifices that this would entail. Sweeping plans in 
the international sphere are now bound to meet with scepticism, particularly in 
Central and South-Eastern Europe, where nationalism is intense and has by no 
means run its full course, and is still growing. In the face of the prevailing 
aspirations, jealousies and unburied memories of the past, it is difficult to see at 
the moment how the solution of a European ‘Federal Union’ can be put into 
successful practice. It appears that the only course open in that region is a steady 
advance towards larger territorial units, bound together by ever-strengthening 
ties of a Regional Confederation of the eight states between the Baltic and the 
Adriatic: Poland, Czechoslovakia, Rumania, Hungary, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, 
Albania and Greece. This would be a major step towards military and economic 
collaboration in one of the most disintegrated parts of Europe -  a step which may 
ultimately lead towards a higher form of international co-operation within the
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‘Council of Europe’ ; and perhaps, in time, towards a Federal Union of Europe. 
There is no short-cut from international chaos and power-politics which will lead 
towards full international responsibility. This is a vital and difficult process, 
which can be completed only if good-will is shown on all sides and if it is 
accompanied by an intense course of education for the peoples of the world, and 
Europe in particular, towards such unqualified co-operation. The tragedy of the 
present war has opened the eyes of all nations towards this vital necessity; but as 
yet, conditions are not ripe for a full-scale leap into an experiment of Federal 
Union without a preparatory stage of Regional Confederation.

Our brief survey of Central and South-Eastern European problems and pos
sibilities would be misleading were we to give the impression that a Regional 
Confederation will meet with no opposition, or that all concerned are at the 
present moment willing to agree even on the broad principles of such a Confed
eration. The difficulties in the path of the Confederation are great and many. 
Russia has by implication expressed her disapproval of any plan of a Federation 
or Confederation of her neighbour-states. She obviously fears that a powerful 
belt of states on her door-step would be used as a cordon sanitaire against her. 
The fear seems to be ill-founded. For the mass of the inhabitants of the Confed
eration harbour feelings of deep sympathy for Russia, though it is equally true 
that some of them fear Russian domination. They will, however, never agree to 
march against Russia. It is obvious that the Confederation can only emerge and 
survive in close collaboration with Russia based on mutual respect.

The shadow of Russia’s present attitude looms also over the Polish-Czecho- 
slovak agreement on their avowed aim to establish a Confederation of the two 
countries. Negotiations on this subject between the two respective governments 
are, at the moment, still suspended. This Confederation, when established, will 
serve as one of the two corner-stones of the larger Regional Confederation dis
cussed in this article; the other one being the Greek-Yugoslav Confederation 
which, it seems, is based already on perfect mutual understanding . . .

The difficulties of the reconstruction of this vital zone of Europe are of no 
mean order, but the goal is noble and constructive. Upon the Confederation 
depends in a large measure the peace of Europe and, therefore, of the world.

The Regional Confederation of the states between Russia and Germany and 
bordered by the Baltic and Adriatic would serve three main purposes:

(a) To concert measures of defence of the confederated states against any 
future aggressor.

(b) To unite all states into one great economic bloc.
(c) To further mutual cultural relations.
The man-power potential of the confederation will far exceed that of Ger

many. The military qualities of the peoples concerned have been proved on many 
a battlefield in the past. Each of these nations possesses a high degree of military 
tradition, and none is void of military experience. Poles, Greeks, Serbs, Czechs, 
and many other of the constituent races of the Confederation have shown their 
mettle in combat against their adversaries. The potential of industrial production 
of the region is already considerable, though the industrialization of this area 
must be the first concern of each and all of the confederated states . . .
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The Governments of the respectiye states in the area discussed have spent in 
the past an average of 35 per cent of their annual national income on defence 
measures. This was done at the expense of the standard of living of the popula
tion, and yet it was of no avail in face of the determined aggression of Germany. 
It is only in concerted action that they can prevail. The Confederation should 
eliminate many a cause of friction in this region, and deter any future aggressor 
from a fatal stroke against it. Whilst it is clear that the Confederation will co
operate with any international authority which will be set up by the United 
Nations for the preservation of peace, it should be made strong enough at the 
very outset to be able to stand on its own feet.

It is, however, in the economic field that the Confederation will contribute 
decisively towards progress and lasting peace. This area is generally known as 
‘Peasant Europe’. Its population is mainly engaged in agriculture. Poland and 
Rumania have some 70 per cent of their population in agriculture; Yugoslavia and 
Bulgaria nearly 80 per cent; Hungary some 60 per cent; Greece some 50 per cent, 
and only Czechoslovakia with her highly developed industry has a population 
some 40 per cent of which is engaged in agriculture. The second predominant 
feature of the whole region is the very low average standard of living. In these 
densely populated countries, agriculture is identical with poverty . . .

The low standard of living and the low rate of purchasing power of the peasant 
was not compensated in those countries by the purchasing power of the industrial 
workers. For the industrialization of the region has not progressed in a manner 
commensurate to the needs of the population . . .

The Confederation would create such economic conditions within the bloc 
and decide upon such measures as would make a steady flow of trade within the 
Confederation possible. The political stability which the Confederation would 
provide would be a strong stimulus for foreign credits and investments, thus 
making the industrialization of that region possible.

The third great opportunity of Confederation would be to foster mutual cul
tural relations of the confederated states. Here indeed a number of favourable 
factors are already in existence. The linguistic affinities of the peoples are remark
able. Poles, Czechs, Slovaks, Ruthenian, Serbs, Croats, Slovenes and Bulgarians 
understand each other’s tongue with ease. They are all branches of the great Slav 
tree and are historically and racially related to each other. Cultural life is based 
here on a variety of elements and is an integral part of ancient European civili
zation. There is one element, however, which distinguishes this region, as a 
whole, from any other one in Europe -  it is the cultural awakening of the peas
antry. This renaissance is a great source of literary and artistic activities common 
to all nations of the region. The above elements provide a solid basis for mutual 
understanding of these peoples. Exchange of students and teachers, literature and 
contributions to arts and science, organized travel of youth into various parts of 
the Confederation, travelling exhibitions, collaboration of the universities, the 
ministries of education and various other important means of cultural coopera
tion, will deepen the feeling of mutual interdependence, understanding and the 
desire for peace.
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154. Leon Barariski: ‘Problem of a Central-Eastern European 
Federation’ October 1943

Article in New Europe, Oct. 1943, pp. 21-1. The article is reprinted in full.

Leon Baranski was a Polish economist, a former director of the Bank of Poland and, 
during the war, chairman of the Polish Postwar Planning Commitee in London. In this 
article the author discussed the importance of economic planning as a foundation for the 
integration of the area.

A regional and autonomous economic organization cannot exist without a 
political substructure. Such an organization requires central institutions that are 
not only administrative but also legislative. Is an organization of such a kind 
possible in East-Central Europe, or will its creation meet with too many obsta
cles? It would be foolish to be over-optimistic. The difficulties to be overcome 
will be enormous.

The lack of a central nucleus of unification for the countries of East-Central 
Europe is a great disadvantage. None of the countries concerned can, by itself, 
claim political or economic leadership. The creation of the German Zollverein, 
and later of the Nord-Deutscher Bund, was greatly facilitated by the fact that 
Prussia was such a nucleus and provided such leadership. The British Common
wealth owes its existence largely to the fact that Great Britain is its natural leader. 
But there are also contrary examples. The Swiss Confederation came into exis
tence without any clear leadership, the first three cantons providing only a 
rallying point. Similarly, the American Confederation formed in 1776 by thirteen 
states was not based on the preponderance of leadership of any of them.

Appearances to the contrary, this lack of leadership in the case of East-Central 
Europe may, to some extent, make the confederation, once formed, more last
ing, as there is no country in this area that could be suspected of exploiting its 
dominant position in the union for its own interests. The proposed Polish- 
Czechoslovak Confederation and Greek-Yugoslav Confederation may form the 
crystallizing centres of this union, though it is true that their construction and 
organization have been outlined only in very general terms.

Some quarters hold that the ‘old’ economic centres that once existed in this 
Central European area should act as pivots for the new union. This view usually 
thinks of the financial and economic centres of the former Austro-Hungarian 
monarchy in Vienna and Budapest, but there are a number of objections to any 
such conception. First, the period between the two world wars brought about the 
complete disruption of the banking and financial system that once was central
ized in those two places. The financial relations between Vienna and the Austrian 
succession states, which were still extremely lively immediately after 1918, dis
appeared almost completely. Secondly, should even these relations be reesta
blished, which is extremely doubtful, the effect would be small because it is 
highly probable that, in the future, banks and high finance will no longer deter
mine the foundation and development of business enterprises. Thirdly, it would
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seem impossible to place the controlling centres in territories that have been far 
too closely connected with the Axis; indeed, in Austria, there may still be a 
tendency to union with Germany as after the last war.

I should not think it impossible or ill-advised to place the seat of the admin
istration of the union, and also the bodies controlling and planning the joint 
economic system of the union, not in any so-called economic centre, but in the 
South Tatra or Kosice region, in a place to be chosen on the analogy of Washing
ton or Canberra, and for similar reasons.

The actual trade and banking centres should be transferred to the sea-coast, 
where the union will really border on the rest of the world. Danzig and Gdynia, 
Trieste or Salonica, are no worse off than Vienna or Budapest as regards econ
omic tradition and association with international trade.

A second factor that greatly impedes the formation of a closely knit and well- 
organized union consists of the national antagonisms among the various coun
tries of East-Central Europe. It is a curious phenomenon that these national 
antagonisms and differences exist alongside of, and despite, the feeling that all 
these countries must ultimately share a common fate. The Polish-Czech dispute 
over a border district of Cieszyn [Teschen] Silesia is perhaps a problem more easy 
to solve than, for instance, that of Transylvania, where the relations between 
Hungarians and Rumanians resemble the deadlock between the Hindus and M o
hammedans in India.

In many cases, the Nazi regime has only stiffened these antagonisms. We 
know of a very violent conflict between Hungarians and Yugoslavs, and of 
another between the Greeks and the Bulgars, and it does not seem likely that the 
Serbs and Greeks will quickly forget the methods of which they have been the 
victims. This factor must be taken very seriously; the emotions thus aroused may 
get the better of rational thinking and make any reasonable solution impossi
ble.

It has been said that the Nazi regime has to some extent facilitated the casting 
of partitioned Europe into larger moulds because, in place of the former small 
economic units, it has set up a single system that, though perhaps disadvanta
geous for the countries concerned, has at least the merit of being single. This idea 
is mistaken. At the present moment there can be no question of an integrated 
Europe created by Hitler. There is undoubtedly one controlling centre in Berlin, 
which supervises each of the several countries for Germany’s own advantage and 
according to uniform principles of economic exploitation. But as between the 
various countries themselves, relations have disintegrated still further, as will 
become fully apparent when the central controlling authority is broken and col
lapses. German domination will have hampered and not facilitated the creation of 
any union of European states.
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155. V.V. Tilea: ‘An Unused War Weapon: Federalism’
November 1943

Article published in the London monthly Contemporary Review, N ov. 1943, 
pp. 13-77. We reprint the conclusions, pp. 76-7.

V.V. Tilea was one of the leading Romanian federalists next to Grigore Gafencu, the 
Romanian foreign minister during the war and also a prominent writer and statesman. 
Tilea, a member of the Romanian Peasant Party, was educated in England, served as 
undersecretary of State in the Council of Ministers, and from 1938 to 1940 was Romanian 
ambassador in London. During the war he was active in the Central and Eastern European 
federalist movement. He was a member of the Danubian Club.

( . . . )  The ideal of federations was proposed as a definite peace aim during the 
last war in a memorandum of Mr. Wickham Steed’s, was urged later by Veni- 
zelos, and has been advocated since 1940 by such prominent statesmen as M. 
Benes, General Sikorski and others. Belgian, Dutch and Norwegian statesmen 
have publicly expressed their views on the necessity of federating their countries 
with the Atlantic Powers, and certainly with Britain, and it is not long since Mr 
Churchill’s offer of genius of merging France and Great Britain into a single state. 
This great idea, the only salvation for Central and Balkan Europe, is generally 
agreed upon. The few who still oppose it have never stated their reasons, and it is 
high time they did so, as otherwise one is compelled to think that they may not 
believe in the principles of the Atlantic Charter. An early pronouncement on this 
future structure in Central and Balkan Europe would certainly contribute to the 
shortening of the war without any risks or new commitments for the Allied 
Powers . . . The principle of federation is a potential war weapon, and, being in 
harmony with the declared basis of British policy and the peace aims of the Allied 
Powers, it would become, by accustoming immediately the various nations to 
this idea, a new and powerful headlight on the road out of the dark valley.

156. Feliks Gross: ‘Peace Planning for Central and Eastern Europe’
March 1944

Article published in the Annals o f the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 
March 1944, pp. 168-79. Reprinted here are large portions of the article (pp. 170-5), with 
the footnotes renumbered.

Feliks Gross (cf. doc 143 above) in this article presented an outline of the regional fed
eralist issue during World War II. The footnotes form a bibliographical introduction to the 
subject.
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After 1939, many of the representatives of the nations felt that this system of 
small national states in central and eastern Europe was one of the reason why it 
was so easy for the Germans to subjugate that part of Europe. In the under
ground and in exile, in Paris, London, and New York, statesmen, journalists, 
soldiers, and scientists discussed widely the causes of defeat and the way toward a 
betterment of the situation. . . .

Until, let us say, 1940 there were plans and programmes for some kind of 
international co-operation, more or less vaguely expressed in 1848, limited to the 
concept of transformation of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy before 1914, clear 
as a necessity for close regional collaboration in Masaryk’s writings. Since 1940 
the plans have become definite in their federal or confederal form of international 
co-operation in this area; the concept of a looser regional co-operation is ac
cepted as an outcome of political reality.

The first sign of this was the Czechoslovak-Polish declaration issued on N ov
ember 11, 1940, whereby both governments decided that after the war Poland 
and Czechoslovakia should form a confederation of states. The details were 
developed for a long time in Paris and then in London, and finally on January 23, 
1942, a Czechoslovak-Polish agreement was signed concerning the formation of a 
confederation. Simultaneously, the exiled governments of Greece and Yugoslavia 
worked on a Balkan union, reaching an agreement in London on January 15, 
1942. Even some common institutions were outlined. This was greeted cordially 
by the confederated Poles and Czechoslovaks. Another formal step in this direc
tion was made on November 4, 1941 at the International Labour Conference in 
New York. The delgations from Czechoslovakia, Greece, Poland, and Yugos
lavia issued a common declaration about central and eastern European regional 
solidarity. Consequently, in January 1942 the Central and Eastern European 
Planning Board of Czechoslovakia, Greece, Poland and Yugoslavia was formed 
as a planning and research agency in New York.1 . . .

In the Polish underground press, the idea of a confederated central and eastern 
European region found wide support, from the radical labour movement to the 
moderates. In an article in an underground Polish radical paper of January 21, 
1942, commenting on the New York declaration of November 4, 1941, we read: 
The federated Europe must be composed of federated regions. The central and 
eastern European confederation is regarded as a necessary step/ . . .

Many other underground editorials are being written in the same strain, stres
sing security and economic problems as those which must be committed to a 
federation. On November 19, 1942, at the [London] Polish National Council 
(which is a kind of Polish parliament in exile), representatives of the Polish 
Labour Party and the Polish Peasant Party jointly presented a project on postwar 
Poland. The entire project was prepared in the Polish underground by delegates 
of both of these groups, and transmitted to London through underground chan-

1 ‘The Central and Eastern European Planning Board’, Inter-Allied Review, 
vol. II, No. 3, 15 March 1942. [Cf. Part Three, Chapter III of the present volume, 
p. 764.]
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nels. In this project, the basic premise of Poland’s foreign policy is the formation 
of a federation of the central and eastern European states.2

What should be the extent of the proposed federation? There is no one plan. 
Rather, there are some plans, and they depend largely on the political realities. 
Broadly speaking, there are three possibilities. The first is the formation of a large 
federation composed of Greece, Albania, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Rumania, Hun
gary, Austria, Czechoslovakia, and Poland. The second introduces two federal 
groups, the southern composed of Balkan States and the northern composed of 
the rest. The third proposition envisages a northern group of Czechoslovakia and 
Poland, a middle Danubian group of Austria, Hungary, and Rumania, and a 
southern, Balkan group.

Certainly, the idea of federation gained in importance when the two democra
tic leaders of Czechoslovakia and Poland -  Eduard Benes and Wladyslaw 
Sikorski respectively-identified themselves with the plans. Eduard Benes, in his 
original plan,3 envisaged that with the passage of time, a natural bridge would be 
established between the northern (Czechoslovak-Polish) and southern (Balkan) 
confederations, and that this would be the logical step toward the consolidation 
of all of central Europe and of the whole of Europe.

Sikorski, in his plan, saw one large federal grouping. He presented this idea in 
the United States during his last trip and published it in Collier's magazine.4 But 
in the meantime, the political situation has changed and the prospects of a federal 
settlement have declined. It was a point of discussion by some whether the 
formation of more federal groups in this area would not be a more acceptable 
solution.

Next to the governments, the underground movement, and the Central and 
Eastern European Planning Board (which confines its studies to economic, so
cial, and educational problems), perhaps the most important planning group of 
central and eastern Europeans is the Danubian Club in London. This group is 
composed of leading radical and left-wing persons of almost all central and 
eastern European countries. Among them are some prominent peasant and labour 
leaders. On September 21, 1943, the Danubian Club issued its plan of a Central 
and South-East European Union.5 The club worked out this plan in two com
missions, one constitutional, the other economic. It was the general opinion of 
both commissions that a single union comprising all the above-mentioned coun
tries is the most desirable, but should this be unattainable, smaller unions should 
be formed. In the latter case, the smaller unions should be integrated with each 
other as far as possible.

Next to the problem of the extent of the proposed region is the constitutional

2 Program for People's Poland, Polish Labor Group, New York, 1943. [Cf. Doc. Eur. 
Integr., vol. 1, Chapter VIII.]

3 Eduard Benes, ‘The Organization of Postwar Europe’, Foreign Affairs, vol. 20, No. 2, 
Jan. 1942, p. 12.

4 Wladyslaw Sikorski, ‘Poland Wants a Total Peace’, Collier's, 3 Apr. 1943.
5 Central and South-East European Union, Report by the Danubian Club, London, 21 

Sept. 1943. [Cf. Part Three of the present volume, Chapter III. p. 774.]
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problem. Certainly the difficult nationality problems in this area preclude a clas
sic federal system such as that in the United States. It should be, rather, some 
kind of an organization taking patterns from the United States, the Swiss confe
deration, and the British Commonwealth of Nations, and applying them to the 
local situation.

The Polish underground, in a paper which discussed the ‘Programme for Pe
ople’s Poland,’ pleaded for a close union on the pattern of the United States. An 
interesting project is presented in the Danubian Club plan.6 The project contem
plates the creation of a political system based on two chambers, a government of 
the union and a presidency. The first chamber of the union, or, as the authors call 
it, the ‘Council of the Union,’ should consist of deputies elected on the basis of 
one deputy for a given number of citizens throughout the union. The second 
chamber, called by the commission ‘Council of the States’, would contain an 
equal number of representatives of each member state, appointed by the govern
ment of such state. In this way, in the first chamber a common platform could be 
formed for main political groups -  for instance for the peasant or labour parties of 
the whole region; and in the second chamber the interests of the states would be 
defended. The government should deal with foreign affairs, foreign trade and 
customs union, finance and taxation, currency credit, exchange and banking, 
transport, policies of economic development, collective security, and some other 
functions. According to this plan, the presidency should be a rotating office.

Somewhat different plans were presented earlier by the Polish diplomat, Ana- 
tol Mühlstein,7 and later on another plan by the former Czechoslovak Prime 
Minister and agrarian leader Milan Hodza, appeared.8 Both plans are based lar
gely on Austro-Hungarian experience. Hodza, especially, had long experience 
within the Hungarian Parliament and drew some conclusions from it. Mühlstein 
proposed that the federation must possess legislative, executive, and judicial or
gans necessary for the exercise of its functions. Its legislative body, called by him 
“ federal senate” , should be composed of delegates of the federated states. The 
delegates (senators) should be elected by the national parliaments of the respec
tive states. This reminds us, in some respects, of the parliamentary delegations in 
the Austro-Hungarian monarchy.

Hodza brings forth some interesting ideas in his project. Among others, he 
proposes a federal Ministry of Co-operation. This should be a special body 
which should act only to encourage co-operation among the member states and 
to strengthen mutual friendship and understanding.

Economic reconstruction on a regional basis in this area has attracted even 
more attention.9 There are also many plans drawn for the region as a whole, in 
industry and in agriculture.

6 Ibid., pp. 8 ff.
7 Anatol Mühlstein, The United States of Central Europe, 1942: reprint of an article 

published in 1941 in the New York journal New Europe. [Cf. doc. 144 above.]
8 Milan Hodza, Federation in Central Europe, London, 1942. [Cf. doc. 150 above.]
9 Antonin Basch, ‘European Economic Regionalism’, American Economic Review Sup

plement, vol. XXXIII, No. 1, March 1943; Leon Baranski, ‘East Central Europe’, New
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The main issue is the agricultural problem and the problem of surplus popu
lation. In most of the area, agriculture is still backward, and it is an area of 
peasant economy. In some countries, a land reform is essential. Land reform here 
means breaking up of large estates and consolidation of small holdings. As far as 
Poland is concerned, all political parties in the underground, perhaps with minor 
exceptions, acknowledge the necessity for a radical land reform which would 
constitute a continuation of the one carried out in Poland in the interwar period, 
which was not sufficiently far-reaching. The labour movement, in particular, in 
its programme for a People’s Poland, promulgates: 'Agrarian reform. The great 
landed estates will be expropriated and turned into land reserves for parcelling. 
These expropriated estates will be placed under the supervision of communal and 
district committees for land reform.’10

But land reform does not solve all problems. It must be followed by an ade
quate economic development. Agriculture itself will need improvement. There 
are plans to shift the agriculture in certain areas to protective foods. Peasant 
co-operatives which were already successful in this area are regarded in all plans 
as a basic system for economic development in respect to mechanization of ag
riculture and increase of milk production and food industry. Finally, proper 
progress in agriculture needs cheap electricity. Plans are being made among the 
eastern European experts in London for electrification of the whole area of cen
tral and eastern Europe on a regional basis, and the TVA is cited as an example to 
be imitated eventually.

An economic and political programme of the peasantry was formulated by the 
peasant leaders of the central and eastern European countries in London in July 
1942. It is one of the most important documents on this subject. This programme 
in general contemplates the above-mentioned lines of reforms in agriculture, and 
is based on the regional concept of a peasant central and eastern Europe. It 
stresses as basic: peasant ownership, agricultural cooperation, agricultural credit 
and insurance, stability of prices, agricultural improvements, agricultural educa
tion, rural welfare, and industrialization.11

Industrialization is needed in this area to raise the standards of living and to 
give employment to a large surplus population. Before the war, there were in the 
villages many people who made a sub-standard living. They were unnecessary for

Europe, 1943; Tadeusz Lychowski, ‘Central-Eastern Europe in Postwar International 
Trade’, Ekonomista Polski, No. 4, London, 1942; Zygmunt Slawinski, ‘Territorial 
Planning of the Central European Area’, Polish Economist, London, Apr.-June 1943; 
Feliks Gross, ‘The Peasant Region of Europe’, New Europe, vol. Ill, No. 11, Nov. 
1943; Peasant Program , ibid. Also ibid.: Mukdim Osmay, ‘Postwar Agricultural Re
construction and International Collaboration’ ; Waclaw Szukiewicz, ‘Chemurgy in 
Postwar Economic Development of Eastern Europe’ ; O.S. Sindelka, ‘Tasks for Coope
ration in Postwar Europe’ ; Jacques H. Asseoff, ‘Structure and Trends of Bulgarian 
Agrarian Economy’ ; and Olgierd Langer, ‘The Real Problem’.

10 ‘Program for People’s Poland’, Polish Labor Group, New York, 1942. [Cf. note 2 
above.]

11 The ‘Peasant Program’ was resolved upon in London on 9 July 1943. [Cf. Part Three of 
the present volume, Chapter III, p. 768.]
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agricultural production, but could not find employment elsewhere. According to 
a Polish economist, J. Poniatowski, at least one-third of the agricultural popu
lation of Poland could be withdrawn from agriculture without reducing produc
tion. . . ,12 Industrialization is, then, regarded as a means of solution, and some 
groups in London and New York are working out plans in this direction.

The plans for postwar reconstruction in central and eastern Europe embrace 
also the educational and social fields.13 Culture and education have been cruelly 
destroyed, and educational and cultural reconstruction forms a big problem. The 
Central and Eastern European Planning Board in particular was active in this re
spect. A general plan of educational reconstruction in this area is envisioned by Voj- 
ta Benes,14 an outstanding Czechoslovak expert in education. Plans of student 
and professor exchanges and mutual help in educational reconstruction were widely 
discussed in a special institute at New York University in April 1943, organ
ized by the Central and Eastern European Planning Board, the United States 
Commitee on Educational Reconstruction, and New York University.15

Furthermore, it is accepted as a basic principle that this federation can be 
organized only as a democratic and progressive union. Because of this, an equa
lization of social standards is needed, as Jan Kozak rightly points out.16 A peasant 
country in eastern Europe could hardly unite with one ruled by big landowners, 
as, for example, the present Hungary. Therefore, the introduction of socially 
progressive democratic patterns is needed in the whole area to form a true de
mocratic federation.

A further development in this direction would probably also need some ade
quate plans regarding regional organization of social security systems,17 and a 
proper adjustment of living standards.

12 Rudolf Bicanic, Agricultural Overpopulation, Yugoslav Postwar Reconstruction Pa
pers, No. 3, vol. I, New York, 1942, Office of Reconstruction and Economic Affairs, 
Government of Yugoslavia.

13 ‘Materials Concerned with the Institute on Educational Reconstruction in Central and 
Eastern Europe’, Documents and Reports of the Central and Eastern European Plan
ning Board, March 1943, No. 6; ‘Democratic Trends in the Education of Czechoslo
vakia, Greece, Yugoslavia and Poland’, ibid., Apr. 1943, No. 7; New Europe, vol. Ill, 
No. 4, Apr. 1943; Jan B. Kozak, Democratic Ideas on Postwar Education in Central and 
Eastern Europe (Sociological Survey), New York (New Europe), 1943; Oskar Halecki, 
Intellectual Cooperation in the Post-War World, New York (New Europe), 1943; Ota- 
kar Odlozilik, The Pattern of Education in Central and Eastern Europe, New York 
(New Europe), 1943; Feliks Gross, ‘Reconstruction of Education in Europe’, American 
Sociological Review, Oct. 1943.

14 Vojta Benes, A Prosposal for the Reconstruction of the Educational System in Post-War 
Central and Eastern Europe. New York (New Europe), 1943. [Cf. Part Three of the 
present volume, Chapter III, p. 770]

15 Proceedings of the Institute on Educational Reconstruction in Central and Eastern 
Europe, held at New York University on 7-8 April 1943; prepared by the US Com 
mittee on Educational Reconstruction.

16 Jan Kozak, ‘America and the Postwar World. Our Relations with the Countries of 
Central and Eastern Europe’, Oherlin Alumni Magazine, Dec. 1942.

17 Feliks Gross, ‘Internationalization of Social Insurances’, Left News, June 1943.
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As one can see from this short survey, the planning activities for this area are 
quite prolific and often imbued with enthusiasm and good will. But the materia
lization of this project does not depend only on the nations involved and on the 
planners. It depends on the political realities which are determined in foreign 
policy, above all by the three big powers, the United States, Great Britain, and 
the Soviet Union. (. . .)

157. Basil Vlavianos: ‘Anti-Balkan Ideas’ 13 April 1944

Article in Ethnikos Kerux (Greek-language: National Herald), N ew  York, 13 April 
1944. We reprint excerpts, omitting the first 44 lines.

Basil Vlavianos was the editor of the New York Greek-American newspaper. Ethnikos 
Kerux and long-standing supporter of a multinational Balkan federation. During the war he 
was among the leading Greek republicans, opposing monarchy in Greece. He co-operated 
closely with Alexander Papanastasiou, former Prime Minister of Greece (March-July 1924) 
and founder o f the Democratic Union, later on re-named ‘Agrarian and Labour Party of 
Greece\ In October 1929 Papanastasiou advanced apian  for a Balkan federation; in 1930 
he was president o f the First Balkan Conference, when the idea of a regional federation was 
discussed. He supported a Balkan federation which would embrace not only Greeks and 
Southern Slavs, but also Turks. After stressing the numerous obstacles in the way, the author 
continued:

( . . . )  Immense wisdom, seriousness of purpose and sincerity are required in 
handling the related problems, and careful refraining from any action which 
could kill the idea in its embryonic condition.

We know of nothing that can more effectively kill that good idea than the 
encouragement of racial movements in the Balkan peninsula. How could such an 
effort not frighten the Greeks, who believe in an ideology without racial discrim
inations and fervently desire to cooperate towards a Pan-Balkan policy, with 
European conscience, not identified with Slav or any other racial group.

The South Slavs are absolutely free to work for their unity. It is impossible, 
however, for a Balkan federation to be based on that unity alone. Any effort 
towards this aim will, naturally, deter the other nations from the ideal of a 
federation. Instead of creating Balkan unity, it necessarily leads to the division of 
Balkan peoples into Slavs and non-Slavs and to antagonism between them. The 
ideas on which such an endeavour is based are actually anti-Balkan ideas.

A Balkan federation presupposes some kind of racial balance, which can be 
secured only through the participation of all nationalities from the Carpathian 
mountains and the Transylvanian Alps to the Cretan and Aegean seas. Greeks, 
Albanians, Roumanians, Hungarians and even Turks constitute the necessary 
counter-weight to the Slav peoples which will create the confidence needed for 
the materialization of such an idea.

We include the Turks because Turkey will either be a member of the Balkan
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federation or an enemy, continuously in the defence of her survival. The Balkan 
peoples will either embrace her as someone who shares their destiny and co
guarantees their mutual independence, or they will incessantly seek her disap
pearance, thus furnishing opportunities for third parties to take advantage of the 
opposition and further their own interests and aims.

Nobody knows what shape our world will have after this war. The fervent 
desire of all freedom- and peace-loving people is that some broader organization 
will be created which will be able to guarantee these valuable possessions. Per
haps such a broader organization or a similar achievement will render unneces
sary or unrealizable the plans for a Balkan federation. As long as its formation is 
discussed, however, and a sincere interest in it is expressed, great vigilance is in 
order lest anti-Balkan ideas prevail from the beginning and succeed in killing the 
confidence of the people whose cooperation is needed for the creation of such a 
federation.

158. Peter Jordan: ‘Central Union of Europe’ 1944

Excerpts from Peter Jordan (Aleksander Lutoslawsky), Central Union of Europe, In
troduction by Ernest M. Patterson, President of The American Academy of Political and 
Social Science, New York, 1944, pp. 37-9 and 77-9.

ij.

Aleksander Lutoslawsky was a former Polish diplomat. During the war he was active 
mostly as a writer and translator under the name Peter Jordan. Rejecting the possibility of 
complete independence of nations in an interdependent world, and doubting the feasibility 
of an immediate establishment of a federated Europe, the author in this book advocated a 
series of regional European groupings. He argued the union of existing countries whose 
geographical location is suitable and which have an aggregate of population and resources 
that furnish an adequate combination of strength. One of such groupings should be a 
federation of all countries situated between Germany and Russia, between the Baltic, the 
Adriatic and the Black Seas. After chapters dealing with the recent history of the Middle 
Zone, Chapters Six and Eight analyzing the historic role of Germany as a threat to the area, 
Chapter Seven, entitled “Imperialism of the Panslav Doctrine” , on pp. 37-9 analyzed the 
Russian threat to the projected Central European Union.

( . . . )  The only other imperialism which might have a direct interest in the 
Middle Zone is that of the Slavs. It is not the intention of the writer to suggest 
that such an imperialism exists, but in a scientific survey of all the possible-even 
though perhaps hypothetical-contingencies, it is difficult to overlook this alter
native.

Catherine the Great had ideas on the subject of the Middle Zone which were 
not unlike those of Frederick the Great. Since they were contemporaries, neither 
of the two monarchs could fully realize their plans, which more or less cancelled 
each other out.

If there should be at any time a return to imperialist tradition in Russia, the
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idea of a Middle Zone united under Russian ‘leadership’ might certainly have a 
strong appeal. The old Panslav doctrine was based on the same principle. All the 
Slav nations except Russia happen to live in the Middle Zone, so that Panslavism 
amounts to advocating the incorporation of the Zone by the largest of all Slav 
powers.

In fact the idea of a Panslavism, involving the creation of a vast bloc between 
Germany and the Pacific, has potentialities which the German plan of Mitteleu- 
ropa never possessed. There are more Slavs than there are Germans and their 
birth-rate is much higher. On the other hand, there are basic differences between 
the Western Slavs of the Middle Zone and the Russians.

So far the Slavs have seemed, on the whole, to be more peacefully disposed 
than most other races. It is difficult to forecast what might happen if the Slavs felt 
-  for the first time in history-real power in their hands. The situation is compli
cated by the fact that the Russians, though speaking a Slav language, have a 
strong dose of Asiatic blood in their veins.

The idea of a giant State, including Russia and all the countries of the Middle 
Zone, possibly others as well, may appear attractive to some people-notably 
members of the larger Slav nations. Other countries might take a different view of 
the matter. ( . . . )

After devoting several chapters to the position of individual countries and 
groups of countries within the proposed federation, Peter Jordan, in Chapter 
Seventeen, entitled “ Central Union-The Friend of Russia,” deals with the 
Union’s relation with its Eastern neighbour (pp. 77-79):

( . . . )  It goes without saying that the attitude of Russia towards the Central 
Union is of paramount importance. It can be stated categorically that whilst not 
one of the States comprising this Union has any desire to be incorporated into 
Russia, each of them individually, and all of them collectively, if incorporated 
within the Central Union, would desire to remain on the best possible terms with 
their great neighbour.

In the political field there should be a close community of interests. Both are 
equally interested in maintaining peace in Central Europe and preventing a re
surgence of German nationalism which would eventually result in World War 3. 
For the first time in her history Russia would have between her and the west, 
from which danger has always threatened, a strong, united State which, linked in 
treaty relationship with Great Britain, like Russia itself, could nip in the bud any 
new attempt by Germany at world domination.

Economically, anything which can raise the standard of living in Eastern Eu
rope from its present desperately low level must benefit Russia, by increasing the 
value of trade between the two countries.

It would, however, be idle to deny that some Poles, remembering that Russia 
participated in all partitions of Poland, fear that she may wish to push her frontier 
westward to include parts of Poland and the three Baltic Republics of Latvia, 
Estonia and Lithuania. There are, surely, three answers to any such misgivings. 
The first that Russia has signed the Atlantic Charter, thereby solemnly renounc
ing any ideas of territorial aggrandizement. Russia would not wish to forfeit the
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goodwill of the U.S. A. and the British Commonwealth. She would certainly do 
so if, as a result of a war in which the whole world has united against aggression, 
she incorporated within her own boundaries any free peoples who wished to 
remain independent and were fully capable of so doing.

The second answer is that there could be no possible excuse for such action. 
The U.S.S.R. is the largest single contiguous block of territory within the same 
political system. She has ample resources both in raw materials and population to 
develop her standard of living to the highest possible level. A glance at the map, 
which shows the enormous extent and the potential wealth of Russia in Europe 
and Asia, should satisfy anyone that Russia certainly has no need of any part of 
the small countries adjoining her western frontier.

The third reason why Russian expansion should not be feared is that the 
creation of a strong Central Union should remove for ever the one legitimate 
excuse for such expansion, namely the fear of attack from Germany. As to the 
possibility of the Central Union’s being a menace to Russia herself, the question 
has only to be put in order to see its utter absurdity.

For these reasons it is to be hoped that Russia will support the idea of the 
Central Union. For the first time in modern history there is an opportunity, by 
the creation of this Union, to solve one of the most difficult problems of Europe. 
Russia would benefit by that solution no less than the peoples of the eleven 
countries concerned. ( . . . )

159. Oscar Jászi: ‘Central Europe and Russia’ April 1945

Article in The Journal of Central European Affairs, Boulder, Col., April 1945,
pp. 1-16.

Oscar Jászi was a prominent historian, author of several important books.1 He was for 
almost twenty years editor of Twentieth Century, the leading sociological review of Hun
gary. As minister for National Minorities in the Karolyi government in 1918 he granted 
extensive home rule to the minorities and attempted to rebuilt the state on a federal basis, 
but had to leave Hungary as a result of the Bolshevik coup. He became head of the Oberlin 
College department of Political Science in 1935. The Journal of Central European Affairs 
was founded in 1941 by an American professor of East-European history, Harrison S. Thom
son, who, together with Oskar Halecki, Oscar Jaszi and Otokar Odlozilik (formerprofessor 
of history of the Charles University in Prague), made it into an important forum of Central 
and East European Studies, strongly favouring integrative initiatives.

*

An economically reconstructed and federated Central-Eastern Europe would 
lead inevitably to the solution of the vexed nationality problem. It is stupid and 
demagogic to speak of the innate hostility of the various tribes. Fluman nature in

1 Among his many books, the Dissolution of the Austro-Hungrian Monarchy (Chicago,
University Press 1929) is pertinent to the problem of the early federalist movement and
attempts at integration in this area.
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the Danubian region or elsewhere is essentially the same as in Switzerland. (All
ready before the first world war I used as my favorite symbol that of an ‘Eastern 
Switzerland’, which by its geographical and climatic advantages would even sur
pass the possibilities of the Western.) The cure of the nationality rivalries is 
neither the barbaric expulsion of minorities carried out by the dictators, nor 
forced migration advocated unfortunately even by liberal statesmen, nor new 
strategic frontiers, but federalism, decentralization and equality of private and 
public rights.

Other advantages of local federations would also be conspicuous: the pooling 
of debts, mutual credit aid for development and emergency, agreements for a 
better division of labour, limitation of certain production, distribution of quotas 
for production and export, selling abroad in common to improve the bargaining 
power of the whole region, and common enterprises in transportation and river 
developments.

Finally I emphasized in my report that the formation of a Central-Eastern 
Federation would depend on the relation between the Western democracies, 
Soviet Russia and Germany.

That was the picture of Central Europe as it appeared to me three years ago, a 
few months after the invasion of Russia by her former comrades in arms, the 
Nazis. Fiowever, the brilliant military victories of the Russians have created a 
totally new situation. Though the problems to be solved have remained the same, 
the handling of them will become considerably different. The great change is that 
the future of this territory will depend far more on the aims and methods of Russia 
than on those of the United States and the British Commonwealth.

160. Feliks Gross: ‘Crossroads of Two Continents’* 1945

Excerpts from Feliks Gross, Crossroads of Two Continents: A Democratic Federation of 
East-Central Europe, New York, 1945, pp. 70-3, 77 and 84-5.

This hook by Feliks Gross (essentially completed already by the end of November 1943, 
see Introduction to this chapter, p. 357) was, in a way, a synthesis of the work of that brilliant 
and versatile group of statesmen, scholars and publicists who gathered around New Europe 
and the Planning Board to plan a theoretical framework of the future East-Central Euro
pean federation.1 In Chapter Six, entitled CA European Union and the East-Central 
European Federation\ the author argued in favour of a two-tier plan in which both Western 
and Eastern European countries could first form their own federations and gradually move 
towards a full European Union through a realistic step-by-step process, taking into account 
the problems of regional integration and timing (pp. 70-3 and 77).

*  Document selected and note written by Prof. Walter Lipgens. 
1 See also doc. 157 and introductory note thereto.



406 Documents

. . . Europe may be united if based on a regional, not a national, pattern. 
Regionalism forms the proper international architecture.

A Western European regional federation should be organized to balance the 
Central and Eastern European federation. Carlo Sforza wrote:

‘If Frenchmen and Italiens will show to the world even a rudimentary union, 
the world will admire them as pioneers of the history of tomorrow -  a role that 
they have filled many times in the past. And it will be easier than they think: 
tomorrow it will be easier to be great than to be mediocre -  let France and Italy 
become great, and the democtratic peoples of Europe not only will admire; they 
will follow. And Europe will be saved.2

Such a union, including Spain and Portugal, would be the core of a Western 
European or Latin regional Federation. It is not utopian to seek in the North a 
union of Sweden, Norway, and Denmark -  the Scandinavian Federation. The 
Baltic countries, as a federation, may join the European Union directly or choose 
another solution in a direct settlement with the Soviet Union. Switzerland as a 
neutral capital centre would be an ideal District of Columbia for Europe.

Great Britain should become an essential element of European federalism. It is 
important to her safety that she form some kind of union with continental Eu
rope, but this is even more necessary for European reconstruction and peace. 
Without Great Britain’s participation, a European federation is hardly possible, 
for Great Britain is rapidly becoming the centre of Europe. After Dunkirk, the 
peoples of Europe, the ‘fighting underground’, turned with hopeful eyes to Eng
land as the only free country unhesitatingly continuing the struggle against 
Hitler. France will be utterly exhausted; Eastern Europe destroyed by invasion 
and its population decimated; Italy and Spain will require time for recovery. 
England will be the one, organized democratic element; and its liberal and de
mocratic heritage will be indispensable for the democratization of the continent 
(. . .)

A feasible possibility would be a union embracing Britain, Belgium, and the 
Netherlands. An even better plan would include the Latin bloc (France, Italy, 
Spain, Portugal), the British, the Dutch, and Belgium. ( . . . )

These confederations should together form the European Union and should be 
represented in the common authority. In addition, however, to some kind of 
European Union’s Authority, there should be a European council working for 
international cooperation. This council should include the Soviet Union, the 
United States of America, and Great Britain in addition to the regional confed
erations. The purpose of this council would be to encourage and facilitate, as was 
said, the international economic and political cooperation of Europe with the 
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Europe should in turn be represented in any similar continental councils set up 
in Asia, the Americas, and Africa. ( . . . )

A European union, commonwealth, or whatever we may call it, in which a 
close cooperation is maintained among all its component units, tied together in

2 Carlo Sforza, ‘France, Italy and the Historic Law of Tomorrow’, in New Europe, No
III (Sept. 1943), p. 24.
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the economic, political, and cultural sense, is the prerequisite to any successful 
world union to maintain security.

A European union can save Europe from disaster, give new life to that declin
ing continent, and handle the many problems with which it is faced. And the 
Central and Eastern European federation will be a stepping stone toward such a 
union. This is not a sectional ideal, not a proposal for isolation or separation for 
this area. It is a regional idea, part of the European and of the whole international 
system, a bridge between the West and the East, for friendship and understand
ing and cooperation. It is not a federation against any nation, but a federation for  
peace.

Obviously it would be better to have all the regions organized in one European 
union, but if that is impossible, regional federations at least should be established 
wherever possible as an intermediate stage of development.

Contrary to the idea of collaboration and federation is the idea of spheres of 
influence. Federation and an international democratic organization means colla
boration, not domination. Furthermore, it implies limitation of state sovereignty, 
but to an equal degree for all. It is neccessary to hand some of the functions of a 
state over to a higher, international authority in order to maintain peace.

The concept of spheres of influence is quite different. It means some collabo
ration of the most powerful countries in order to dominate the world. Thus, the 
world would be divided into ‘spheres of influence’ ; each one of the big powers 
would have its own sphere to control or to dominate. This would mean the 
partitioning of Europe into such ‘spheres’ -  a concept involving domination, not 
collaboration. It is a reactionary’s conception of ‘world order’ -  contrary to 
federalism and democracy ( . . . )

In Chapter Seven, entitled “ Conclusions and Summary” (p. 84), the author 
wrote:

The democratic forces of Eastern and Central Europe, the common people, the 
workers, the peasants, and middle classes, are today struggling for a realization 
of an old dream -  the close, peaceful collaboration of free peoples. The plans are 
outlined, starting from economic cooperation in Central and Eastern Europe and 
finishing with a Central and Eastern European confederation or federation.

The Central and Eastern European federation is the final form, the most 
adequate, to meet the necessities of this section of Europe. But such an organi
zation will fulfil the hopes of the people only if it is built on the following 
principles: (1) A Central and Eastern European federation integrated with a 
European system (based on a regional scheme), and part of a world-wide union 
or league, but not an autarchic or politically closed system. (2) Friendly relations 
with the United States of America, Great Britain, and friendly and close co
operation with the U .S .S .R . (3) A Central and Eastern European federation 
based on integral federalism, which means: (a) a democratic system and inner 
federalization that would provide autonomy and selfgovernment for all national 
minorities; (b) cultural federalization providing cultural autonomy, freedom and 
equality for all nationalities in mixed areas and developing intercultural relations 
and friendship; (c) social federalization based on equalization of social patterns,
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social justice, and social security in all countries of the federation; (d) economic 
federalization -  a customs union, a common economic plan and an adequate 
economic development integrated with a global economic system.

This is indeed a tremendous task. Only a period such as will exist at the end of 
this war will provide the opportunity to realize such a plan. ( . . . )
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III. Plans by Exiles from Belgium, 
the Netherlands and Denmark

1. Views of Belgian Exiles on the Postwar Order in Europe

J o s é  G o t o v it c h

Introduction
The fact that so many Belgians took refuge in Britain between 1940 and 1944 

was due to memories of 1914-18 and above all to geographical proximity. The 
legal government under Hubert Pierlot established itself in London with a rela
tively large staff of officials. The Belgian armed forces re-formed on British soil; 
seamen and fishermen, large numbers of whom escaped from their occupied 
country, were integrated into the Allied war effort. In 1940 the British press 
estimated the total of Belgian refugees at 15-20,000.1 Political, military, cultural, 
economic -  the Belgian émigré community in Britain presented every appearance 
of a society in miniature, and was soon organized as such.

Other free countries similarly welcomed any Belgians who could afford the 
journey or found themselves there by accident. Thus diamond merchants and 
other business men reached Cuba, Argentina, Switzerland or Canada; but after 
Britain the chief politico-economic centre of Belgian emigration was the USA 
and especially New York.

Anxious for victory and eager to wipe out the discredit brought on Belgium by 
the circumstances of her surrender, the government laid emphasis on propaganda 
drawing attention to its continued war effort and to conditions under the Nazi 
occupation. Some profusely illustrated magazines were produced for this pur
pose, including Message (London), Belgium (New York) and Bélgica (Buenos 
Aires). Various notable personalities contributed to these journals. Although for 
a long time the government in London consisted of only four men, from 1940 
onwards the émigré community included nine former ministers of whom three 
had been Prime Minister, as well as the presidents of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives. In July 1940 a group of about 10 parliamentarians in London set 
up a Belgian Parliamentary Bureau which numbered 25 by the end of the war.2

1 Many politicians have written reminiscences of the period: notably M. H. Jaspar, P. H. 
Spaak, C. Gutt and A. De Vleeschauwer (see Bibliography). There is as yet no system
atic history of the Belgian emigration in London. However, useful information may be 
obtained from H. Balthazar and J. Gotovitch, Camille Huysmans in Londen, with 
numerous political documents, and F. Van Langenhove, La sécurité de la Belgique.

2 H. Balthazar and J. Gotovich, op. cit.
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Added to these, a band of senior civil servants, trade union leaders and journalists 
constituted a varied political society of impressive calibre.

From the party point of view the socialists were the most numerous group , the 
most coherent in ideological terms and the only one that formed an organization 
of its own. They were led by active men of international stature and alive to the 
problems and possibilities of post-war reconstruction in Europe: Louis De 
Brouckère, a former chairman of the Socialist International,3 and Camille Huys- 
mans, a deputy and mayor of Antwerp, who had been a secretary of the same 
International and its chairman in 194Q.4 O f all the exiled Belgian politicians these 
two were, at the outset, the only ones whose reputation extended beyond their 
own country; and it was Louis De Brouckère who first broached in a lecture the 
question of post-war international prospects. The socialists who came to London 
were all men who had opposed Belgium’s pre-war policy of independence: events 
had proved them right, and they now vigorously urged the need for alliances and 
union.5 Their ideas naturally came to the fore in July 1941 when the Commission 
pour l’Etude des Problèmes d’Après-guerre (CEPAG) drew up the first tentative 
sketch of a new international order. CEPAG was set up in March of that year by 
the government in exile, which was motivated by two considerations.6 In order 
to prepare effectively for the liberation it was useful to review a number of 
political and administrative problems; at the same time it was clear to all that the 
government was protecting its own freedom of action by seeing to it that most of 
the exiled politicians in London and New York7 confined their activities to stu
dying problems and drawing up reports.

At the outset of its activities CEPAG pointed out that ’no solution adequate to 
Belgian interests can be conceived independently of our country’s place in the 
international order.’8 Accordingly their first draft already indicated possible de
grees of integration on a regional and interregional level as well as worldwide. It 
is also noteworthy that the Committee immediately affirmed the necessity of 
accepting some limitation of national sovereignty.

Clearly this was going to be a main topic of discussion: what would be the role 
of small nations in the new international concert? Some were alarmed at the 
prospect that they might be reduced to a minor rank or even disappear entirely. 
Frans Van Cauwelaert, a Catholic statesman who at the time was president of the

3 Louis De Brouckère (1870-1951), socialist politician, professor at Brussels University, 
senator (1925-32), president of the Socialist International till May 1939; minister of 
state in 1945.

4 H. Balthazar, UInternationale Socialiste à Londres. Camille Huysmans (1871-1968), 
journalist, secretary of the Socialist International (1905-22), deputy (1910-65), mayor 
of Antwerp (1933-40), president of the Socialist International (1939-44); prime mini
ster, 1946-7.

5 Doc. 161.
6 The Commission was set up in March 1941 but first given official status by a decree of 4 

June 1942: Moniteur Beige, 30 June 1942.
7 An American section of the Commission was established in New York.
8 CEPAG, Rapports, first report, July 1941, p. 4: see doc. 162.
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House of Representatives, uttered an influential warning of this kind,9 urging 
that small nations had a part to play in working for peace among bigger ones.

It was this point which gave rise to the one important public controversy as to 
the future. In March 1942 Baron de Gruben, a Belgian diplomat serving in Wa
shington, published in the review Belgium an article signed ‘Ajax’10 in which he 
advocated a federal organization of Europe on the lines of Coudenhove-Kalergi’s 
‘Pan-European’ ideas, but involving the dismemberment of Germany and a di
vision of Europe into more or less equally balanced units. The article was written 
as a basis for discussion, but it provoked an indignant rejoinder by Van Cauwe- 
laert in the April issue of the same review.11

The same desire for independence and autonomy within the framework of 
international agreements, i.e. an active role for small nations, was expressed in a 
memorandum by the secretary-general of the foreign ministry, which bore his 
minister’s approval.12 The minister himself later intervened to prevent the publi
cation of a reply by ‘Ajax’, on the significant ground that ‘arguments in Belgian 
reviews may reveal all too clearly that the government has not taken up a position 
of its own on many important questions.’13

Having first taken the plunge, Louis De Brouckère, who wrote in the journal 
France almost every week, reverted several times to problems of international 
cooperation and the future organization of Europe and the world. His numerous 
writings between 1942 and 194414 are dominated by four main ideas. Firstly, he 
attached major importance to economic cooperation. Secondly, unlike many 
others, he upheld the idea that Germany was part of Europe and would continue 
to be so; there would have to be negotiations with her, and those who conducted 
them would have to be agreed among themselves. From this point of view he also 
argued that the West European economies would have to be coordinated if not 
integrated in order to stand up to the ‘giants’, viz. Britain, the USA, the USSR 
and China. Finally, rejecting the idea of blocs, he argued that regional groupings, 
especially those of Western Europe, should join on equal terms in a system of 
worldwide cooperation.

It may be said that De Brouckère’s ideas are reflected in CEPAG’s fifth and 
last report, published in July 1943. Practically all its members seem to have 
agreed in favouring a West European group within a worldwide system.15 Spe
cifically socialist plans were on similar lines. As early as 1942 an attempt was 
made to define a joint socialist policy for Belgium, France, Holland and Luxem-

9 F. Van Cauwelaert, ‘Do small nations have the right to live?’, repr. in the governmental 
organ La Belgique Indépendante, 5 Feb. 1942.

10 For the background and repercussions of this article cf. below, doc. 163.
11 F. Van Cauwelaert, ‘Dangers of a European Federation’ : doc. 164 below.
12 F. Van Langenhove, ‘The cooperation of free nations’. De Gruben papers, F. Van 

Langenhove to Van den Straeten (copy). The secretary-general of the Foreign Ministry 
states that the minister approves his ideas and is opposed to those of De Gruben.

13 De Gruben papers, P. H. Spaak to Van den Straeten Ponthoz, 9 July 1943.
14 See list in Bibliography.
15 Fifth Report of CEPAG, doc. 168 below.



\ \ \ . / \ .  Views of Belgian Exiles 417

burg, which countries were regarded by the author of one project as the 
economic nucleus of a future united Western Europe.16

A much more ambitious and coherent plan was presented in May 1944 to 
Emile Vandervelde and his associates by Jef Rens, then secretary-general of 
CEPAG, who after the war played an important part in the International Labour 
Office. In Rens’s opinion Western Europe must necessarily include Britain, but 
he also pointed out clearly that the union would have to pursue a policy of 
alliance and cooperation with the USSR. It is not known whether this attempt to 
define a socialist foreign policy had the approval of the Minister (P. H. Spaak), 
though he was a close friend of Jef Rens.17

Both these views and those of ‘Ajax’ were opposed by Frans Van Cauwelaert, 
who argued vigorously for an Atlantic union,18 believing that European union 
was impossible without Britain and the US: only these powers could guarantee 
the viability of the European nations, which he did not consider capable of 
forming an autonomous entity. The pattern he advocated was indeed the one 
which eventually took shape, but his was an isolated voice during the wartime 
period of generous hopes for worldwide harmony and a lasting peace.

It will be seen that, with much caution and many uncertainties, Belgian poli
tical thinkers in exile moved towards positions that were to become a reality after 
the war. There were high hopes of overcoming the ineffectiveness of the League 
of Nations, building a democratic international order and avoiding the dangers of 
a policy of rival blocs. Clearly there was a firm sense of belonging to Europe: 
opinions only differed on the degree of integration, the proper limits of a regional 
association, and the form of cooperation with the USSR. No one wished to hark 
back to the policy of ‘going it alone’.

161. Louis De Brouckère: ‘Small Nations in the Post-war Period’
1 April 1941

‘L ’après-guerre et les petites nations’, published in Oeuvres choisies, vol. 1, Le Profes
seur, n. d., Brussels (Fondation Louis De Brouckère), pp. 319-36 (extracts).

In this lecture delivered at the Royal Institute of International Affairs, the former pre
sident of the Socialist International raised the question of the survival of small nations in 
general after the conflict which had interrupted a ‘golden age’ of peace, which they were able 
to enjoy thanks to the balance of strength between rival great powers. The speaker outlined 
the major problems of a new international order and argued vigorously that small nations 
had an essential part to play in it.

*

16 A. De Block, 26 Aug. 1942, doc. 166 below.
17 See doc. 170 below. J. Rens (1905-1985), socialist trade union leader and doctor of 

political science, formerly chef de cabinet to P. H. Spaak; deputy secretary-general of 
the Belgian Confédération Générale des Travailleurs (1939). In London he was presi
dent of the Centre Syndical Belge and secretary-general of CEPAG.

18 F. Van Cauwelaert. ‘Europe no longer exists’ : doc. 167 below.
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( . . . )  The small nations of the West lived under an international regime of 
absolute sovereignty, as did the great powers, except that for the former there 
was sometimes a limitation of sovereignty resulting from neutrality. However, 
the small states themselves regarded this neutrality, whether imposed or guaran
teed, as an exercise of sovereignty rather than a derogation from it.

Sovereignty and neutrality were the two bases of the international status of the 
nations we are concerned with. ( . . . )  What will be their future role in collective 
defence? ( . . . )  We are told that, after all, defence is a matter for the strong. When 
grown men are forced to fight, do they call on children to help them? and is it 
chivalrous for a great empire to require a small country with a few million 
inhabitants to make a military contribution? In justice and generosity, it would 
seem that small powers should be exempt. But those who argue thus overlook the 
essential point that the duty of a nation to take part in collective defence is in the 
last resort a sum of individual duties. ( . . . )

Moreover, if there is not a real equality of obligation, it would be childish to 
expect a real equality of rights. But the crisis of our time has brought forth in all 
states, great and small, a spirit of ‘sacred egoism’, and this deplorable attitude led 
weaker countries to hope that they could be protected by the strong without 
themselves having to protect anyone. They forgot that such protection spells 
death to true independence and soon leads to the status of a protectorate. And it 
is impossible to create a peaceful balance in world affairs unless independence is a 
reality for small powers no less than for great ones. ( . . . )

We wish to create a world in which international affairs can really be settled, 
one in which the common and collective interest is clearly visible. For that pur
pose we must have an organization in which public opinion can make itself heard, 
with a decision-taking body that is basically different from the states represented 
in the organization and wields an authority distinct from the sum of authority 
possessed by those states. ( . . . )

International affairs are of concern to small states ( . . . )  situated in those parts 
of the world of which I have just been speaking. When arrangements are being 
made to ensure security from aggression, to prevent a conflict developing or to be 
sure of victory if it does, is this not of concern to small states? Even if, which I 
should greatly regret, the system exempted them from all military obligations, 
strategic considerations are such that very often, in fact most often, the fighting 
would still take place on their territory. And in present-day warfare it is often 
more disastrous for a country to have battles fought on its soil than to take up 
arms itself.

Again, if peace is to be true and lasting it must be possible to regulate inter
national trade as a whole, in the international interest. This concerns small states 
as much as great ones -  in fact more, because in the nature of things international 
economic affairs have a proportionately greater impact on their fate ( . . . )

Could small states endure a condition of total dependence in which everything 
that happened to them was determined by the great powers, however benevolent 
they might be? Could they live in a state of tutelage, which, however well- 
intentioned, always turns to oppression in the end? They would feel that they 
lived in a world that had no concern for justice, and their national feelings would
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be dangerously affronted. ( . . . )  For certain reasons, national feeling is perhaps 
even more developed in very small countries; and we have seen recently that 
discontent on the part of small states can be no less a cause of trouble than the 
grievances of the great. If a nation, even one that is not materially strong, is 
dissatisfied with the international order, it will be prone to join with other mal
contents and will create a state of tension -  within its own borders, among its 
neighbours and finally throughout the world -  which may lead to a sharp conflict 
and the use of force. The effort to uphold a settlement that does not reflect the 
free choice of those concerned leads to dangerous troubles and a peace which no 
longer fully deserves its name. (. . .)

This last problem, that of creating an international democracy, is the centre of 
concern at the present time. It will only be feasible if countries surrender part of 
their present functions to new organizations.

One of the basic facts of history is the growth of nations in modern times. 
They have adopted their own systems of government, and all that have come to 
full maturity have in the end chosen the democratic system. It may be said that in 
the modern period nationality and democracy have become almost synonymous 
terms. ( . . . )

If, then, we are moving towards this ideal conception, if our aim is to inter
nationalize what are truly international functions, then the role of small nations 
in the world will become easier and their importance and legitimacy will be 
enhanced. I am well aware that if small nations are going to claim rights they must 
first accept their duties, and the first of these is to shoulder international burdens. 
From time to time, as the war continues, I am distressed to see that the small 
Western countries that played an important role in the peace are scarcely in 
evidence in the conduct of the war. For many reasons I shall not consider here 
who is to blame or who made mistakes -  indeed, who has not made them during 
the last terrible ten years? But the fact remains that the small nations are absent 
from the war, or nearly so; and in consequence it is to be feared that they will be 
absent from the peace and will have little influence on the reconstruction of the 
world. (. . .)

But I have the impression that although the small Western nations have prac
tically ceased to play a direct, military part in the war, their peoples can still 
influence its course. Perhaps final victory will be partly due to the oppressed 
populations rebelling against the present occupying forces. This is only a suppo
sition, but it may not be too far-fetched. Indeed, the news suggests that things are 
evolving rapidly in that direction, and I earnestly hope they will continue to do 
so. For tomorrow’s peace can only be stable and give true satisfaction in so far as 
the peoples concerned are able to collaborate in bringing it about, and can do so 
even under the brutal harshness of German occupation.
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162. Commission d’Etude des Problèmes d’Après-Guerre
(CEPAG): First Report, Annex July 1941

Belgique. Rapports de la Commission pour l'Etude des Problèmes d'Après-Guerre 
(1941-1944'■ ), s. 1. n. d., pp. 12-16 (extract).

*

Having laid down some main principles in the Introduction, the Commission attached to 
its first report an (experimental' note indicating how these principles might he applied. An 
elaborated version of the note was produced two years later: see doc. 168 below. As will he 
seen, the text is very precise in economic matters and very vague on the political side. It is 
really a rough draft dating from a time when the broad options facing the Allies were not yet 
apparent.

îj-

Towards a new order
I. The national state
The independent national sovereign state will continue to be the unit on which 

the reorganization of international relations will be based.
The national state is the repository of all powers except such as may be dele

gated, on a limitative and restrictive basis, to other political entities or interna
tional bodies.

The national state should not delegate to other bodies any function that it can 
itself perform better, equally well or almost equally well.

A national state may be unitary or federal: the difference is of minor impor
tance.

The planning of economic and social reconstruction is among the functions of 
the national state.

II. Groups of states
A. The altered conditions of international life, particularly in the economic 

sphere, may in many cases lead to the formation of groups of states. Such groups 
will be formed in accordance with the most varied affinities, according to cir
cumstances; but it would appear that regional groupings are the kind which will 
most often correspond to realities. It should be borne in mind, however, that seas 
often unite more than they divide, in economic and even in cultural matters.

It may be that some isolated states or existing confederations will prefer to 
remain as they are and not attach themselves to new groups. They will, however, 
be linked to the international organization at a different level, e. g. under III or 
IV below.

B. Competence ratione materiae
1. Economic
(a) Partial or complete customs union.
(1) Abolition of internal duties and all direct or indirect obstacles to the cir

culation of goods.
(2) Free movement of business capital; restrictions on the transfer of ‘hot 

money’ may be maintained.
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(3) A customs frontier may be maintained around the region for revenue pur
poses; in that case, there shall be a common customs tariff. No duty shall exceed 
the average amount of the tariff by more than 20%, and that amount shall be so 
fixed as to remain lower than the weighted average of the previous tariffs of the 
member states. Any increase shall require a unanimous decision; a decrease may 
be decided upon by a qualified majority; subject in every case to the authority of 
the inter-regional Group.

(b) A single monetary unit throughout the region.
National banks of issue shall be maintained, but there shall be a Regional 

Reserve system similar to the US Federal Reserve. The grant of credits and the 
fixing of discount rates shall remain within the competence of national banks, but 
general policy in currency and credit matters shall become the responsibility of 
the regional body.

2. Political and general
(a) The region must have political powers in order to perform the economic 

functions indicated above. They should be exercised by a regional body voting by 
qualified majority and consisting either of delegates of member states or, more 
generally, of representatives of associated countries. Decisions thus taken shall be 
binding on all.

(b) In some cases the affinity or community of interests among member states 
may make it possible and desirable to confer more strictly political functions on 
the regional group: e. g. the establishment of forces to maintain public order, the 
conduct of foreign policy, representation in other countries, and membership of 
international institutions at a higher level.

(c) However, this whole structure must remain flexible, empirical and adapt
able to various circumstances of place and time: the extent of the functions that 
may be delegated to the joint institutions will vary in each case.

(d) Planning. Positive programmes of economic recovery should remain essen
tially within the competence of national states; but clearly it will be desirable and 
even necessary to coordinate these plans at regional level. This might be done by 
means of joint liaison organizations, generally of a consultative character.

III. Inter-regional groupings
A. Relations among regional groups, or between them and states which do not 

join any group, must also be regulated, lest there be a recurrence at this stage of 
the lawless competition that formerly existed among states.

The formation, extension or limitation of these groupings must be extremely 
empirical and varied. It would seem desirable, however, that one such grouping 
should include the regions or other formations comprising the European nations 
and their empires as well as the British and Americans (Atlantic grouping).

B. Competence ratione materiae
1. Economic
(a) Customs agreements.
(1) Customs tariffs among regional groups should be stabilized and levelled, 

but not abolished. There should be no prohibitive duties, and no increases except 
by agreement on the part of all regional groups.
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(2) All protectionist measures, direct or indirect, should be abolished: quotas, 
pseudo-sanitary regulations etc.

(3) An 'interstate commerce commission’ should be set up; details to be stu
died.

(b) Monetary policy.
(1) Coordination among regions in matters of currency and credit.
(2) Removal of obstacles to the movement of business capital (excluding 'hot 

money’).
(3) Application of the Tripartite Agreement [of 1936].
2. Political and general
The powers to be delegated by states or regional groups are of small extent; 

but, in so far as necessary, they should be entrusted to a joint body functioning in 
the same manner as the regional grouping, in particular as regards decisions by a 
qualified majority.

It may prove useful to entrust to inter-regional groupings the exercise or 
supervision of certain functions that seem at first sight to call for worldwide 
planning, e. g. disarmament or the reorganization of the colonial system. Here 
again solutions should be reserved until all the necessary elements of a decision 
are available.

IV. The higher stage, corresponding to the League of Nations as 
established in 1919, and extending to the whole world

A. Competence ratione materiae
1. Mainly economic or financial
(a) Essential regulations concerning an international monetary standard. There 

should be a return to the gold standard, but with far-reaching changes in the rules 
governing its application, viz.:

A gold bullion standard restricted to banks of issue; gold points further apart; 
a common Fund for gold settlements, to be effected by the Bank of International 
Settlements; general adjustment of the relative gold parity of new currencies; 
these parities to be flexible, on the lines of the Tripartite Agreement; provision 
for other regional standards to be linked to them (silver, paper etc.).

(b) Access to raw materials
(1) Open door principle; fiscal regime; prohibition of direct or indirect sub

sidies.
(2) Production and distribution of certain commodities of worldwide con

sumption: grain, sugar, cotton, rubber, non-ferrous metals etc. The methods of 
certain international cartels could be followed, while ensuring that consumers as 
well as producers have a share in their operation.

(c) Development of backward areas and creation of new markets.
The financing of large-scale operations of this kind involves political risks 

which it would be desirable to cover by joint action on behalf of the various 
interested parties (lenders, producers, debtors, consumers); this might be done 
by a semi-public ad hoc institution. The principle should be: initial risks gener
ally taken by private capital; ultimate guarantee by all interested states. Prece-
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dents to be studied, including experience of the US Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation. A financial institution of this kind might be able, if need arose, to 
extend its scope to the matters referred to under (b) (2) above or (d) and (e) 
below.

(d) Major public works of international interest: ports, canals, aviation, irri
gation (e. g. free port at Banana, Belgian Congo; Colombia Canal; irrigation in 
Africa, etc.) Precedent of Suez. Revive proposals of the International Chamber 
of Commerce at Copenhagen, 1939.

(e) Migration. Spontaneous human migration has become almost impossible, 
as all parts of the earth are subject to legal regulations; yet it is indispensable for 
political, economic, social and moral reasons, and should be organized from a 
political and economic point of view. There should be research as to suitable 
areas; finance, transport, hygiene, acclimatization, maintenance of order during 
the transition. New aspects: an autonomous agricultural base; up-to-date living 
conditions from the outset; town-and-country combination.

(f) Prevention of unfair competition, especially by means of international la
bour conventions.

(g) Coordination of international transport, in particular by air, and of the 
international transmission of energy.

2. Mainly political.
(a) Disarmament -  progressive, universal and supervised on a permanent ba

sis.
(b) Limitation and supervision of the direct or indirect manufacture of 

armaments.
(c) Creation of international police forces.
(d) These forces alone should possess heavy armaments (ships of war, tanks, 

rapid and powerful aircraft). The manufacture of such armaments should be 
limited so as to preclude any surprise action.

(e) Reorganization of the colonial regime, properly so called:
(1) Primacy of native interests.
(2) Open-door policy.
(3) Application of the ‘pool system’ or the Mandate system as appropriate.
(f) Protection of racial minorities.
B. Coordination and execution
The following notes cover only a few of the tasks that will call for international 

organization.
Before the war a number of functions were performed, sometimes very well 

and sometimes not, by various special bodies or by means of worldwide agree
ments, e. g. in matters of health, postal communications etc. These bodies that 
exist and have proved useful should be maintained: e. g. the technical depart
ments of the League of Nations, the International Labour Office, the Interna
tional Institute of Agriculture, the International Chamber of Commerce and so 
on. But to coordinate their activities and deal with the major tasks listed above 
there must be new organs of deliberation and execution corresponding to those 
set up by the League of Nations. Here again, however, there must be provision 
for mandatory decisions to be taken by a qualified majority.
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In the preparation and execution of their tasks the bodies in question may be 
assisted not only by technical agencies and national states, but also by interme
diary groupings.

Such an organization of international relations can only survive if it is given 
from the outset a practical, empirical and flexible character, capable of adaptation 
to the changing conditions of human society. For the sake of clarity the present 
notes have been drawn up in schematic form, but the reality will and should be 
different. In pratice all methods must be combined according to circumstances, 
having regard to the conditions and possibilities of international cooperation in 
all its many forms and in all parts of the world.

163. ‘Ajax’ (Baron Hervé de Gruben): ‘A Plan for the International 
Organization of Europe’ Jan. 1942

Centre de Recherches et d’Etudes historiques de la Second Guerre Mondiale, Brussels: 
De Gruben papers, No. 44, 10 typed pages. An English version (see below) was published 
under the above title in Belgium, Vol. II, No. 23 of 2 March 1942.

Baron de Gruben, a career diplomat, was counsellor at the Belgian embassy in Washing
ton from 1937 till the end of the war. From 1945 to 1953 he served in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, where he was successively deputy director-general and director-general of the pol
itical department, and secretary-general of the Ministry, ending his career as ambassador in 
Bonn. A man of intellectual distinction, he published numerous political studies between 
1923 and 1967.

The present text was originally the last section of a report for CEP AG (cf. doc. 162) on the 
international situation of Belgium. For reasons of professional ethics De Gruben used a 
pseudonym when, expecting lively reactions, he sent it to René Hislaire, the editor of Bel
gium.7 It appeared in that journal in English, but De Gruben severely criticized the 
translation, writing to Hislaire that he could not recognize his work in it and that only the 
French text was authoritative.2 Accordingly the translation below has been made from the 
original French.

As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, De Gruben's plan for a federal solution, 
involving the abolition of some 'natural' frontiers and the dismemberment of certain large 
states aroused strong reactions and was semiofficially disavowed, while De Gruben was 
called to order for his breach of diplomatic discretion. Believing that his ideas had been 
misunderstood, he elaborated them in a longer paper entitled ‘The Future of Europe',3 which 
however he was ‘advised' not to publish.

( . . . )  Having stood on these shaky foundations for twenty-odd years, the 
League of Nations collapsed under the weight of events. It was incapable of 
adapting itself to the living evolution of history or even maintaining the political

1 H. de Gruben to René Hislaire, 28 Jan. 1942. De Gruben papers, No. 44.
2 H. de Gruben to René Hislaire, 17 March 1942.
3 ‘Ajax’, L'Avenir de l'Europe, 18 typed pages; de Gruben papers.
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order that it had been created to safeguard. We must draw the moral of this 
failure.

The idea of a worldwide League of Nations in which all states in all latitudes, 
great or small, backward or civilized, enjoy the same status must be replaced by a 
hierarchy of groupings based on geographical affinity and organized on the fed
eral principle. It is idle to neglect national realities, that is to say the existence of 
nations, their relative importance and their position on the globe. One cannot do 
away with racial peculiarities, the preponderance of great nations, or geography. 
We must take these realities as the basis of the new international order. The idea 
of absolute national independence can no longer be upheld. The juridical system 
that we call a national state must conform to the rules of subordination and 
cooperation. Small states cannot preserve complete autonomy; the myth of ab
solute democratic equality as between states has been exploded by the battle of 
giant empires. The small states must be grouped into federations or attached to 
other powers, to prevent their becoming apples of discord and objects of undue 
temptation, and thus indirectly so that they can enjoy the greatest desirable 
measure of autonomy and individuality. It is clear, for instance, that there will 
have to be a Danubian federation, with a federation of northern Slavs to the north 
of it. Without wishing to go into details here, it would seem desirable to form a 
Scandinavian group and also a group comprising the Low Countries or even a 
new Lotharingia.

On the other hand, it is not absurd to imagine that some large countries might 
to some extent be broken up for the purpose of federation. In Germany, for 
instance, the political structure still preserves vestiges of the federal regime of 
1871. Moreover the ethnic sub-groups, which have so obstinately preserved their 
special character over the centuries, have had their national vitality stimulated by 
the Nazi regime, as the Gau system has made them an element in the body 
politic. The same may prove true, on close examination, of nations that appear 
older and more completely unified. The United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Ireland [sic] still consists at the present day of four separate pieces, while the fifth, 
Ireland, in spite of geographical links, remains fiercely isolated, for want of 
having been treated with a minimum of understanding. In Italy the old political 
fragmentation coincides with profound racial differences. In France there are at 
least half a dozen non-French peoples: Flemings, Bretons, Basques, Provencals, 
Corsicans and Alsatians, to mention only obvious cases. It is the same way in 
Spain. We do not make this observation out of regard for local colour, but to 
suggest a way of relieving the mental congestion of great nations, so as perhaps to 
cure them of the taste for orgies of conquest and to establish a better balance by 
means of composite federations. In addition, this kind of federal decentralization 
will make it possible to solve many smaller problems of national groups (for 
instance the Alsatians, Flemings, Catalans and Irish) who at present see no re
medy for their troubles except to create new autonomous microcosms -  the 
independence and minuteness of which is a sure recipe for international dis
order.

We do not seek to define here all the constitutional rules of the new order.
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Some principles, however, seem to be dictated by experience. For instance, each 
group should possess a federal agency capable of solving the problems of the area 
as a whole -  conflicts of race, language, religion and material interests -  firstly, 
because they are better understood locally; secondly, because one cannot expect 
distant peoples to take the responsibility for them; and thirdly, because it would 
be intolerable that a world conflagration should be touched off whenever a fire 
broke out anywhere on the globe. For the same reason there must be a purely 
European federation of these federal groups, though at the same time we should 
consider whether there is a need for a world federation and what place our 
continent should hold in it. The collective agency of this European federation 
will have the double duty of administering common interests and intervening in 
the affairs of the different groups so as to maintain order among divergent inter
ests and uphold the principles on which the pact is based. These should include 
respect for minorities, freedom of trade and the free exchange of ideas. One could 
imagine an executive council composed of representatives of the federal groups, 
and beside it an assembly of party representatives nominated directly from each 
constituent country, in proportion to their numerical strength. The component 
parts of the European federation would be groups united either by language, like 
Germany and France, or by equally real though less obvious links. These groups, 
which will be roughly of the same size, will form a certain equilibrium of natural 
strength, until finally their rivalries are absorbed into an awareness of shared 
interest: at that stage their autonomy will seem less important to them, and one 
day perhaps they will voluntarily submit their differences to arbitration.

A system like this, with intermediate links, would have many advantages over 
the pseudo-democratic, universalistic regime of the League of Nations. Instead 
of basing the international order on the artificial and rigid foundation of national 
states, it would provide a wider, more supple framework and one better suited to 
the vitality of peoples. Instead of dispersing and weakening responsibility, it 
would confine problems to a framework within which they could not fail to be 
solved. Instead of a direct and identical relationship between the universal League 
and each of its members, there would be a graduated system according to the 
interests involved in each case; instead of a mosaic of disparate and unbalanced 
units, there would be an organization of more or less equal forces balancing each 
other around a central pivot.

As far as the fourth dimension, time, is concerned, this system is also flexible 
enough to be applied immediately to all people while taking due account of their 
political condition. It has room both for unified nations in course of decentral
ization and for federations in course of unification: both can fit into it at once, 
and their internal evolutions need not compromise the stability of the whole. The 
political institutions that nations have given themselves need not be modified at 
once. There will be room in each group for monarchies and republics, dictator
ships and democracies: no political system need claim a monopoly of excellence 
or pretend to intrinsic virtues giving it the right to be imposed on all peoples to 
the exclusion of any other regime. The victorious and defeated nations can live 
side by side, as their suspicions, grudges and atavistic hatred will be held in check 
by a moderating power. The fluctuations of national vitality will be able to work
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themselves out in other ways than by clashes between states unwilling to com
promise. The federations will afford scope for cultural expansion and economic 
competition without bloodshed, just as is the case already within national states. 
The same may happen at the higher stage of the continental federation, until the 
sense of organic solidarity prevails over that of rivalry. Within the federal group 
there will similarly be different degrees of autonomy for the constituent units, 
and their influence on the community as a whole will be proportionate to their 
degree of civilization. The French and British empires may keep the present 
gradation of sovereign states, mandates, protectorates and colonies. In the other 
federal groups there should be a statutory guarantee of the distinctive characters 
and interests of racial, linguistic and religious elements. As already mentioned, it 
would be a function of the European federal agency to see to it that each member 
faithfully observed the terms of the federal pact, and to preside over any neces
sary evolution.

164. Frans van Cauwelaert: ‘Dangers of a European Federation’
2 April 1942

Belgium, vol. Ill, No. 2, 2 April 1942, pp. 47-8 (in English); repr. in Washington Post, 
10 May 1942. French text in Belgica, Buenos Aires, vol. 2, No. 33, 18 Mai 1942; here 
unabridged.

Frans van Cauwelaert (1880-1961), one of the most prominent leaders of Flemish Ca
tholicism, held several ministerial posts before the war and became president of the House of 
Representatives in 1939. He followed the government to France in 1940 and moved to the 
US in August of that year. In June 1941 he carried out an official propaganda mission to 
Latin America. In New York, where he lived from 1942 to 1944, he set up the Office Beige 
pour l'Amérique Latine. He remained a key figure in Belgian politics and became a member 
of the Council of Europe at its inception in 1949. He vigorously opposed the views of'Ajax', 
and his influence lent weight to ‘Atlantic' ideas of the future.

In issue No. 23 of Belgium, a contributor signing himself ‘Ajax’, who ob
viously knows his way around in international politics, sets forth his ideas on the 
post-war organization of Europe. It would be hard to say why he chooses so 
belligerent and refractory a pseudonym, since the keynote of his article is opti
mism. Ajax sees the Europe of the future as an association of ethnical and 
regional groups in a continental federation where racial and lingual disparities 
and disputes, conflicts of interest -  even jealousies and hatreds-are reduced to 
harmony under the enlightened control of a collective executive power and an 
assembly based on proportional representation.

I regret that I must remain sceptical about this vision of the future. But I 
should keep my doubts to myself, were it not that in the Ajax conception of a 
continental federation I see a grave danger for the future of our country, for that
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of all the European nations involved in the common tragic struggle to liberate 
their territories and regain their own freedom. I need not add that I am as 
concerned as is Ajax with securing for Europe that internal peace without which 
neither material prosperity nor spiritual abandon [sic] can be regained. But the 
path he points out can only lead to new evils and final humiliation. A European 
federation is an illusion fraught with danger. It would be, moreover, a political 
anachronism: the world has already progressed beyond it.

In making such a statement, I realize that I am going counter to a widely held 
opinion, setting myself up against a doctrine regarded as practically self-evident 
by the majority of theoreticians concerned with the reconstruction of our age-old 
continent. The continental idea corresponds so well to our natural trends of 
thought that we accept the principle without subjecting it to the required analy
sis. Since school days we have thought of the world as made up of five continents, 
each with its boundaries and its special character; of them all, the old Continent 
of Europe is the most familiar in aspect. What more natural, therefore, than to 
seek in the autonomous organization of that continent a remedy for those bloody 
conflicts which threaten the countries of Europe with annihilation?

Beyond the frontiers of America lies only the vast expanse of the oceans. The 
sea is a tumultuous neighbour, but not a warlike one, and it is understandable 
that America should seek instinctively to keep her majestic tranquillity untrou
bled by the quarrels of Europe.

As for Asia -  the case is clear. She has seen too much of Europeans already. She 
wants to organize her own household, without any help from us, until she is 
ready to repay our visits. ( . . . )

The trouble is that all sponsors of the theory of organization by continent are 
not as pacific in their intentions as the author of the article in Belgium. And most 
of them show a supreme indifference to the fate of the small nations. When I read 
books like America and a New World Order by Graeme K. Howard, or The 
Managerial Revolution by James Burnham, I am seriously disturbed at the future 
cut out for us in the minds of many intellectuals in this hemisphere. But what 
causes me the greatest anxiety of all is that the continental plan -  and especially 
the organization of Europe into an independent federation -  has been so zeal
ously fostered by those who are at present our mortal enemies, and by those 
who, consciously or not, have been their accomplices or their agents. That was 
my chief reason for warning my compatriots against these tendencies, even be
fore the war, when I was speaker for the Budget Commission for Foreign 
Affairs.

It would be farthest from my thoughts to imply that Ajax has any indulgence 
for German political conceptions, or that he in any way lacks confidence in our 
future. That would be a gratuitous insult to his honour and his patriotism. On 
the contrary, his fundamental concern is with the prevention of the tragic con
flicts which twice, within less than twenty-five years, have endangered our 
national existence and the very lives of our people. I am quite ready to admit the 
same noble motives in other defenders of the idea of European federation, like 
Count Coudenhove-Kalergi, who, as a refugee in the United States because of his 
enmity for Nazism, pursues with unflagging zeal the realization of his life-long
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dream. But I must insist that their efforts are mistaken, because the organization 
of Europe into an independent political entity leads almost infallibly to German 
domination. To us, German domination means immediate enslavement and ul
timate annihilation.

Obviously, Ajax is entirely aware of the savage passions animating contempo
rary Germany, and he may indignantly remind me that it is not with the 
Germany of today that he counts on organizing Europe. Of course, that is the 
way I understand him. But he will allow me to say that he is deluding himself if 
he visualizes a Germany, even after the defeat carved up into the small sections 
which existed in Goethe’s day. I realize that German anti-Nazi writers, like Otto 
Strasser in The Prussian Eagle over Germany, claim that particularist tendencies 
have not been destroyed. But the statesmen entrusted with the post-war fate of 
Europe will make a mistake if they base their calculations for the future on the 
prospect of a dismembered Germany. Vanquished Germany will curse the crim
inals who led her into butchery and disgrace. She will not voluntarily break up 
into pieces, any more than France will undo the work of unification accom
plished by Richelieu. And a unified Germany which, even though deprived of 
Austria, still maintains the strength of more than seventy millions in the heart of 
Europe, will have too natural a sense of physical superiority and of its possibil
ities in a Europe torn by opposition and jealousy, not to be irresistibly tempted 
to exploit this weakness once again. The small nations must not count on the 
dismemberment of their great neighbours. They must, on the contrary, find 
means of safeguarding their own existence beside those neighbours or, if neces
sary, in spite of them. They must learn to maintain a unity among themselves 
which in the past has unfortunately been only too obviously lacking, and over 
and above that they must keep clear of the tentacles of the octopus.

This judgement is not the result of blindness induced by the bitterness of war. I 
am not one of those who would build the future on vengeance and on hatred -  as 
my political conduct after the last war has shown. I hope that, in spite of the 
terrible suffering inflicted by the Reich on the countries it has occupied, Europe 
will one day find internal peace, and will, if possible attain to a state of reciprocal 
good will among all its peoples. But the danger I want to fend off lies in the 
disproportion of the powers to be associated, and in the inevitable consequences 
of a geographical repartition. Perhaps Ajax would point out that his conception 
of a European federation presupposes a pacific Germany, really moderate in 
temper, a Germany that has understood the superior value of trusted and reci
procal cooperation over an ill-endured domination, even for the great nations. I 
should not wish to contest that, in such conditions, a European federation is 
conceivable. But we cannot base our plans for the immediate future on what is so 
uncertain, and in any case so remote a hypothesis. The fact remains that, for the 
moment, a pacific Germany is no more than a pious wish. The fact is that when 
the day comes for Germany to have a lamb’s heart in her wolf’s body, and for the 
will to peace to become the new way of the world -  we shall need no federation 
whatsoever. Meanwhile that day seems far from realization, and none of us can 
predict when it may dawn.

Before becoming an associate worthy of trust, Germany must be exorcized.
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She must be freed from the evil spirit of Prussianism that possesses her and makes 
her mad with pride, violence and ambition.

Our first and foremost concern -  because it is the prerequisite to any cooper
ation on grounds of mutual trust between the nations of Europe -  must be to 
assure our national existence. Such an assurance we cannot get from a European 
federation. Indeed our chances would be weakened thereby. Our need for se
curity and independence can only be met if, when the war is over, we can place 
our liberties under the protection of an international organization with its stabil
ity and authority assured by Great Britain and the United States.

Such an organization does not exclude the possibility of agreements, alliances, 
regional federations. Poland and Czechoslovakia, Greece and Yugoslavia, have 
taken an initiative which can only be commended. Belgium and Holland would 
do well to follow their example. There are in Europe a certain number of asso
ciations endorsed by both nature and history. Let us begin with them. Even they 
demand a great deal of wisdom and a serious effort of good will. Past experiences 
should make us modest on this score.

Solidarity has, alas, played only a secondary role in the history of nations, even 
among the small ones where it should be most in evidence. It is not forbidden us 
to think that after the tragic experience of this new war, the peoples of Europe 
may be more inclined towards such fellowship. But it would endanger the se
curity and the fruitfulness of these regional associations to incorporate them at 
the outset into a continental European system.

We need not be too downcast about this outlook. We have no more need for a 
European federation on behalf of intellectual and economic development, than 
for the sake of our political independence and our military security. I should not 
be a worthy citizen of Antwerp if I did not hope for commercial exchanges, as 
well as intellectual and artistic relations, to be widely facilitated among the peo
ples of Europe. But I should be even less so if I forgot that the sea has freer and 
wider vistas than the land. We are not simply a Belgian frontier province on a 
continent. We are, like Holland, a door that opens wide upon the ocean. It was 
the sea that made possible the early and immortal flowering of our Flemish 
towns. It is the sea that will once again condition the moral and material renais
sance that we are expecting after the war. The distance between Belgium and 
America, counted in cost of transportation, is less than that between Brussels and 
Sofia. It is less, too, in the domain of thought and popular tradition. Our inter
national orientation should be maritime and not continental, Atlantic and not 
European.

My ideas on this subject coincide with those recently expressed by the N or
wegian Foreign Minister, Mr. Trygve Lie, and published in the March 15th issue 
of The Inter-Allied Review: ‘As an Atlantic people we want above all a strong 
organized collaboration between the two great Atlantic powers -  the British 
Empire and the United States. This is our primary concern and the very condi
tion of our participation in any international order in Europe.’

The Atlantic Charter was for America and Great Britain not only an affirma
tion of views and principles held in common. It implies a common will, an 
alliance destined to guarantee its triumph, and respect for it in the future. This, at
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least, is the way it was interpreted by the American press, both that which 
supported, and that which opposed, the policy of Roosevelt (see Forrest Davis, 
The Atlantic System, pp. 304 ff.); and we are glad to accept that interpretation. 
Since that time, America has entered the war. She has pledged all her forces for 
the victory of our cause. So indispensable a union can only be rendered stronger 
and more lasting by common bloodshed. Under the protection of such a union, it 
will not be hard to create a League of Nations, solid enough to give the regional 
groups of Europe the security they need, and broad enough to include all peace
ful and honourable nations. Should the impossible come to pass, and these hopes 
prove one day but an idle dream -  it would be better, for the sake of our souls’ 
serenity, not to go too deeply into the probable consequences. In such an even
tuality, it would not, in any case, be a European federation that could save us 
from oblivion. Let us not ‘defy the foul fiend!’

165. Louis de Brouckère: ‘Some Western Problems’ 14 May 1942

‘Quelques problèmes de l5Occident’, in France, 14 May 1942; here unabridged.

A follow-up to two articles of 20 and 28 April in the London daily France, to which the 
author contributed a weekly column. Having argued that the West exists as a unit and that 
there must be close solidarity among European nations, in this article he discusses the ne
cessary economic foundation.

*

When the war is victoriously concluded those countries that are now ravaged 
by the Occupation, particularly in Western Europe, will have to solve grave 
problems even before they have had time to bind up their wounds and recover 
strength. I am thinking of three major economic problems that will arise among 
many others and which I wish at least to mention here even though it is not 
possible to elaborate upon them.

After the war, Soviet power will no doubt develop with renewed vigour. It 
extends over vast regions that are being industrialized with extraordinary speed, 
and if the Soviets choose they can exercise enormous influence on the interna
tional market. The giant China, perhaps in union with some of its Asiatic 
neighbours, will advance even more rapidly than in recent decades towards the 
modernization of its industry. And no doubt the US will continue to expand 
more and more, with their almost unlimited resources and their immense home 
market. Then there will be the British empire, whose territory is not confined 
within a single customs frontier, but which has forged links of friendship and 
common policy between its various parts, so that their current activities are 
greatly facilitated. Can Western Europe be expected to go on living alongside 
these giants if it remains divided into small fragments which have kept their 
economic independence and have not even lowered, let alone abolished, the tariff 
barriers that separate them?
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Let us for a moment consider this narrow stretch of the European coast where 
the great rivers flow into the sea. A high proportion of the world’s sea transport 
passes through its many ports, and huge installations and equipment have been 
created to cope with this enormous traffic. Dunkirk, Rotterdam and Antwerp 
were thriving before the terrible world slump that had not been fully overcome 
before the outbreak of war. But it already seemed clear that each of these great 
centres of communication could have prospered still more and contributed even 
more to the general welfare if they had been enlightened enough to cooperate 
instead of engaging in fierce and ruinous competition. Who can estimate what 
duplication, squandering and waste of resources this involved? The West cannot 
afford this pernicious luxury at the present time, when it is no longer virtually the 
only region supplying industrial goods to the world market. It must husband its 
efforts if it is to sustain competition with the new industrial producers. This 
involves mutual understanding, the concerted division of labour, the intelligent 
allocation of specialities. And there must be collective organization of the great 
industrial basin shared by France, Holland, Belgium and Luxemburg, where 
labour can only be used to the best advantage if it is made to serve a common 
purpose and a common policy.

Besides the problem of ports, that of transport by road, rail and water is no less 
urgent. Only a restored system of communications can enable Europe to recover 
its youth, as it has done at all the crucial moments of its history.

The West possesses enormous resources, and happily they are extremely var
ied. Scandinavia has its wood-pulp, its iron ore and water-power. Britain on the 
one hand, and Belgium with its neighbouring territories on the other, have coal 
and all that is needed for the development of heavy industry. Elsewhere condi
tions are favourable to the production of the most diverse consumer goods. 
Agriculture is no less specialized than industry, and Denmark is the butter coun
try par excellence, as France is that of wine. Clearly there must be an intelligent 
division of labour. I need not say that for this to be acceptable and lasting it must 
be very different from that envisaged under the ‘New Order’ ; everyone must 
receive his fair and natural share of the output of industry and agriculture, and 
interests will be associated in such a way as to safeguard them all. Such a division 
implies an understanding which can only be achieved and maintained by means of 
a permanent organization. It also presupposes a great improvement and closer 
coordination of the transport system, to be achieved by associating, rather than 
simply adding together, national efforts in the sphere of technology and finance. 
How will the West organize itself to cope with this task, which is vital to its very 
existence?

Another, no less essential problem: the Western countries differ considerably 
as to the volume of capital which they generate and the amount of investment 
they require. The balance of trade cannot be long maintained unless the parties 
can develop their productive resources on fair and equal terms, and this equality 
cannot any longer be imagined without a general organization of credit. I need 
hardly add that the trade which the West so badly needs to develop could not be 
maintained at all without an international agreement for the stabilization of cur
rencies.
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The West must organize if it is to survive. I have given some reasons why this is 
so, and I would like to mention one more.

One of the Western ports to which I referred is Hamburg. Westphalia is part 
of the great industrial basin that must be organized, and it also comprises most of 
the lines of communication that will have to be utilized in order to bring Western 
and Eastern Europe together and make life easier for both of them.

Germany is part of Europe -  this is a fact which must be recognized, and it is 
one which greatly complicates the German problem. I shall conclude this article, 
as I did the previous one, by saying that, when the time comes to conclude the 
formidable reckoning with our conquered enemy, we shall be courting disaster if 
we do not stand together and remain closely united.

166. Auguste De Block: Memorandum for Meeting of Belgian, 
French, Luxemburg and Dutch Socialists 26 August 1942

Camille Huysmans archives, Antwerp, f/117/41. Annex (here unabridged) to notice 
calling a meeting of the Bureau des Socialistes beiges en Grande-Bretagne for 31 August 
1942.

A. De Block (1893-1979), the national secretary of the socialist Parti Ouvrier Beige, came 
to London in the summer of 1942. He was Flemish secretary of the Emile Vandervelde 
group, which included all Belgian socialists in Britain, and also of the party Bureau (execu
tive committee), revived in 1942 by those of its members who were in London. The present 
memorandum had no direct effect, as the proposed meeting did not take place, but some of its 
ideas reappear in later socialist plans. De Block became a senator in 1946; he was a member 
of the Common Assembly of the European Coal and Steel Community, and subsequently of 
the European Parliament (until 1965).

The stabilization of peace will be a function of the economic and social organ
ization of Europe. The notion of economic federations which would leave every 
state entirely free in matters of home and cultural policy is making progress. It 
seems to me a valuable idea, in fact one which cannot be dispensed with if Europe 
is at last to be rationally organized.

The Nazis have not only organized themselves to subjugate Europe, but have 
done so in such a way that, as they believe, Germany’s downfall would m£an that 
of the occupied countries as well, or would at least make their recovery extremely 
difficult. Take the question of economic penetration. It would no doubt be 
relatively easy to recover some at least of the shares, of pre-war or more recent 
date, tliat have found their way into German ownership; but, if we manage to do 
so, to whom are they to be handed over? For the Nazis are convinced that an 
Allied victory will mean a return to the liberal system with all its uncertain
ties.
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The Nazis also know that a return to the pre-war system would soon bring 
back all the economic difficulties and contradictions which so enfeebled the old 
Continent that they very nearly achieved their ends. This also explains the efforts 
they are making to convince foreign workers, at any rate, that Germany is better 
organized than other countries in economic, industrial and social matters.

An economic federation, based on profound structural reforms, can in the 
long run give the lie to such claims; and it would also decisively solve the problem 
of defence against a future aggressor.

This being so, it seems to me desirable that the socialists of the countries 
mentioned should issue a public statement with a brief indication of the argu
ments, emphasizing the following points among others:

(1) Belgium, France, Luxemburg and Holland must form the nucleus of an 
economic federation of Western Europe.

(2) The federation will resemble a customs union of the old style in so far as the 
countries will abolish tariffs among themselves. But it will be profoundly differ
ent in that its economic activities will be coordinated and rationalized so as to 
serve the public interest and no other. For this purpose it will nationalize a 
certain number of industries and estates not cultivated by their owners, it being 
understood that nationalization shall not lead to direct state control [étatisa
tion].

(3) The states concerned will develop a joint military force for the sole purpose 
of defending their security. They reject all imperialism and will collaborate faith
fully with international organizations with the object of maintaining peace and 
developing sincere and harmonious relations among the states of the world.

The customs revenues of the federation will be devoted to common purposes 
such as defence.

(4) In the governing organs of the federation, the different states will be repre
sented on an equal footing. All forms of authoritarianism are excluded. Power 
will henceforth be organized in such a way as not to impede progress.

(5) The federation will guarantee the fundamental liberties of its citizens, but 
will not permit them to be abused.

The foregoing is of course only a basis of discussion, but I earnestly hope that 
it may lead to agreement on the line to be taken at the meeting with socialists 
from France, Holland and Luxemburg.

Finally, if agreement can be reached among the socialists of our four countries, 
who being neighbours of Germany are exposed to the greatest risk, and who are 
certainly suffering most severely from the war, then the British Labour Party 
should be informed and the agreement discussed with them. If they were to 
accede, its significance would be very much enhanced.
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167. Frans van Cauwelaert: ‘Europe no Longer Exists’
17 March 1943

Message, No. 17, March 1943. De Gruben papers, No. 44: ‘Il n’y a plus d’Europe’, 
roneo’d memorandum, distributed by the author.

Under this provocative title Wan Cauwelaert returned to the charge against European 
union and in favour of an 'Atlantic' policy. He also endorsed the views of Lord Vansittart 
and Camille Huysmans to the effect that Germany would always be a threat and that 
Europe could only be protected against her by an alliance including Britain and the US.

In the April number of Belgium an article by René Hislaire ('European Federation?') 
supported Wan Cauwelaert's arguments in opposition to those of'Ajax' and Count Couden- 
hove-Kalergi.

I
Those who think it will be possible, after the war, to set up an autonomous 

European political organization, and to make such a European Union one of the 
keystones of a new international order, are entertaining a dangerous illusion. 
Europe can only be unified under the command of a master, and that master can 
only be the German Reich. The Germans are at present trying to attain suprem
acy through bloodshed; if they are beaten, and Europe is compelled to organize 
for itself an independent economic and political existence within certain artifi
cially determined limits, they will achieve their end by dint of their gift for 
intrigue. The division of the world into independent continental zones is not the 
surest way of bringing about world peace. Nor would such a way be in keeping 
with the general trend of progress. We must centre our efforts around the At
lantic. It is there that we can build up peace.

The opinion which I have just outlined is in direct opposition to that widely 
held in the United States. It is also contrary to the traditional tendencies of 
pacifist circles in Europe.

Even during this war European writers and politicians, whose democratic 
convictions are above suspicion, are preaching the necessity for political and 
economic unification of Europe.

Moreover, they could quite easily draw up an impressive list of philosophers, 
writers and statesmen who, throughout the centuries, have advocated the crea
tion of some collective political federation or organization of Europe as being the 
only real remedy for fratricidal war. Such was the dream of the great contempo
rary pacifist, Aristide Briand. His attempt was of particular note, since it had 
been approved in advance by the Assembly of the League of Nations.

Such being the case, the question arises whether it is not presumptuous on my 
part to assert that it is a dangerous illusion to base future peace and the new 
international order on the creation of a European Union.



436 Documents

I I
There is one thing we cannot help being struck by: in spite of appearing so 

desirable, European union has never become a reality.
European union has never been able to take place, because those moral con

ditions without which it cannot be achieved peacefully have never existed. 
Briand’s appeal was of no more avail than the noble but naïve invitation ad
dressed by the Abbé de Saint-Pierre to the Congress of Utrecht. The plan for the 
unification of Europe was smothered in well-meaning but unrealistic phraseo
logy. No one will claim that the tragic upheavals which have rent Europe since 
then have done much towards making the speeches of political optimists any 
more acceptable.

The European nations are incompatible in too many ways for close interde
pendence to be possible. There are differences of language and culture, religion 
and manners, types and traditions of government; there are frontier disputes, 
conflicting interests, memories of the past, old sufferings and old triumphs, and 
all that we have inherited from our forbears. Above all there is the justifiable 
desire to prevent the loss of our independence and our freedom, together with 
those values which are inseparable from them, through gradual enslavement by 
one or more Powers seeking, as would be inevitably the case, to exploit the 
European Union to their own ends.

All systems of federation have one common and fundamental defect. They all 
necessarily involve the subjugation of the small nations to the great Powers. The 
former only achieve peace at the price of their freedom.

I I I

The destruction of the political independence, and consequently of the spirit
ual existence, of the small nations would be just as much a crime against 
civilization as a violation of justice. The indomitable energy with which the small 
nations, such as Greece, Yugoslavia, Norway, Holland and my own poor coun
try, now suffering a second martyrdom, are defending themselves against 
oppression shows clearly that, were they to disappear, their ruin could not be 
attributed to any lack of courage on their part. ( . . . )

Germany will be beaten again. But if, after her defeat, she is left alone in 
Europe, where her greed and her daring can find full scope, her pride will soon 
allow her to recover and she will begin a third war to obtain once and for all that 
supremacy which has been denied her only at the cost of immense sacrifice. It 
will not be sufficient to dismember Germany. The various parts separated by the 
sword will inevitably be welded together again through their will to union. It will 
not be sufficient to disarm her -  she will act by intrigue and corruption as long as 
she is weak, and by threats and blackmail as soon as she recovers her strength. By 
her hypocrisy she will deceive the small nations who put their confidence in her; 
she will excite the jealousy of the great Powers by her double dealing. Thus, 
although poor and defeated, Germany will prepare her third Punic war. If her 
schemes are not checked at the outset, they will prove fatal to both America and 
Europe, for Europe, disheartened by the futility of her efforts, horrified by the
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memory of her former dead, will cease to resist so powerful, skilful and deter
mined a conqueror. Germany must not be left alone with Europe.

IV
The advocates of a European Union are mainly desirous in the first place of 

putting an end to economic disorder. One of the great obstacles to the economic 
improvement of Europe was the great number of customs barriers and the un
healthy eagerness with which these barriers were maintained even by the smallest 
States. I do not wish to see a return to such a state of affairs. But the proposal for 
a European Union based on allegedly common interests would be the most 
dangerous of all. A policy of continental economic spheres, after involving the 
enslavement of nations within the continental frontiers, inevitably leads to a 
policy of foreign conquest.

Geo-politics is nothing more or less than a policy of continuous conquest. In 
so far as this science claims to treat Europe as a single natural economic unit, it is 
based on a false assumption. Europe is not a single economic unit. She cannot live 
on her own resources and the economic activity of her component countries does 
not naturally tend towards continental union. Belgium is not a frontier province 
of a continent with its centre in Berlin and Vienna, she forms a gateway to the 
Atlantic and, economically speaking, the distance between Antwerp, the com
mercial centre, and Sofia is greater than that between Antwerp and New York, or 
even Buenos Aires. Moreover, any attempt to define the economic boundaries of 
a federal Europe would come up against insuperable difficulties. France could 
not be included without Africa, Russia without Asia, Holland without the sea, 
England without the whole world.

If one day Europe were to be united under a single master, she would turn 
against America. What is to be done? The new international order for which we 
are thirsting must be established on a wider basis than that offered by a European 
federation, on a wider basis and on more generous principles. These principles 
have been solemnly set forth in the Atlantic Charter. It will be sufficient, in order 
to build up the new world organization on a wide enough framework, to carry 
over into peacetime that solidarity which now links all the members of the alliance 
of United Nations.

But, as General Smuts pointed out in his magnificent address to the members 
of the British Parliament, we must avoid slipping again into that pitfall of op
timism which was fatal to the League of Nations.

It is undeniable that particularly close ties of interest, thought and moral 
standards bind those nations at present living on the Atlantic seaboard or who 
originally came from there. These sentiments could be given expression by a sort 
of Atlantic Union which would link up the States bordering on the Atlantic 
Ocean in a closer organization and would transform the Atlantic into a sort of 
land-locked sea the freedom of which would be guaranteed by its security -  these 
qualities being in turn the surest guarantees of universal peace.
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V
The Atlantic Union would be open to all Powers willing to accept its principles 

and loyally to carry out the duties it entails. For example, Spain would have 
access to it once she were set free from her present humiliating domination by the 
Axis Powers, for, without the co-operation of France and the Iberian countries, 
the chain of security around the Atlantic would not be complete, and Latin 
America would remain hesitant. But above all, this Union of independent Chris
tian peoples, lovers of order but also of human liberty, will have to be guaranteed 
by the conclusion of a lasting alliance between the British Empire and the United 
States of America.

The Atlantic Union and the new international order must be founded on that 
union of the Commonwealth and the United States of America which is the 
keystone of the freedom and the rights of peoples. In this broader union, duties 
and rights will be made proportionate to what each member can achieve, but 
there will be no tyrannical hierarchy as would inevitably be the case with a 
European Union. From the outset, the members of the Atlantic Union or of the 
Union of Free Nations must undertake definite duties and submit to a common 
discipline in the interests of all; these duties will be founded on solidarity, loyal 
co-operation, and mutual respect. The small European nations like Belgium will 
not be slow in making the necessary efforts, or in accepting their share of the 
sacrifices. What they ask for is that their political integrity and their spiritual 
traditions should be respected; they ask that in return for their voluntary con
tribution to the Union they should be given peace and security.

The British Empire and the United States of America, by delivering the small 
nations of Europe from the nightmare of German domination which has hung 
over them for a generation, will free the whole of Europe from dread. By bring
ing peace to Europe they will have ensured world peace, prevented an otherwise 
inevitable decline of the White races and saved Christianity in the most critical 
hour of its history.

168. Commission d’Etude des Problèmes d’Après-Guerre:
Fifth Report Aug. 1943

Rapports de la C. E. P. A. G. (1941-1944), pp. 123-36 (extracts).

*

In its fifth and last report CEP AG took up an official position on international affairs, 
while leaving certain questions unanswered. It took note of certain undertakings and en
dorsed them, e. g. the plan for a Council of Europe put forward by Churchill in his broadcast 
of 21 March 1943. However, as in all Belgian plans of this period, economic aspects pre
dominated and were most precisely formulated. At the same time CEP AG expressed itself 
clearly in favour of a West European regional grouping.
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(. . .) Part Three: Conditions o f a constructive policy 
in the economic field

I. Principles
The principles on which our recommendations as a whole are based were 

outlined, from the international point of view, in our First Report, and from the 
Belgian national angle in our Second Report.

Immediately after the war, the economic reconstruction of the world will be an 
urgent and overwhelming task. It will be necessary to switch from a war to a 
peace economy; to clear away ruins and rebuild what has been destroyed; to feed 
the starving; to revive orderly production by the industry and agriculture of the 
various states; to restore the system of international exchanges which has been 
dislocated by warfare with its insatiable demands; to develop markets which have 
not been touched by the great currents of the last century; and to satisfy the 
legitimate demands of countless masses of people all over the world. Even this 
incomplete list of tasks is enough to daunt the boldest spirits. But we have no 
choice: we must not only try, we must succeed if we wish to avoid the direst 
consequences.

A. International action
The first and most obvious conclusion is that the solution to these problems 

can only be sought and found on an international basis. This is so generally 
admitted that we need not argue it; but it is an important fact for Belgium. Our 
economy is so closely linked to the trends of the international economy that they 
must have a major influence on it, whatever we may decide within our own 
frontiers.

It would, however, be a grave error to infer from this that it is of no great 
importance how we conduct our national affairs. Our own actions can and must 
to a large extent determine the success or failure of our efforts: that is to say, the 
standard of living that we are able to achieve for our national community.

The relative importance of the home market is still enormous -  more so than is 
generally realized, even in a country so ‘international’ as Belgium.

The international measures that may be taken must assure national states of 
normal, healthy and equitable conditions in the economic sphere, but at best they 
cannot do more. They will enable us to deploy our energies, but it will be for us 
to stake out our own place, to seize the opportunities we are offered and to make 
the most of them. In short, the best possible international regime will not lessen 
our responsibility to do the best we can at the national level. It will give us a 
chance of success, but if we neglect any part of our duty towards ourselves, the 
responsibility for failure will be wholly ours. ( . . . )

II. International developments
We may now consider whether the general principles that we have just recalled 

are likely to be put into practice at the international level, and if so to what extent.
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For this purpose we propose to analyse some events and developments in United 
Nations opinion that have occurred during the last 12-18 months.

A. International cooperation

1. General acceptance in theory
There is no doubt or disagreement as to the absolute necessity of close, organic 

international cooperation. This has been recognized in all major policy state
ments by the Great Powers and their leaders, from the Atlantic Charter to Mr 
Churchill’s broadcast on post-war arrangements, and including President R oo
sevelt’s T our Freedoms’ .

This is a great deal, but it is not enough. It is a great deal, because public 
opinion gradually gets used to the idea, though it does not clearly appreciate the 
necessary practical consequences. But the difficulties begin as soon as one starts 
to examine the problem more closely in the light of actual circumstances.

2. The United Nations as a nucleus
None the less, some progress has been made, or at least the debate has been 

clarified.
(a) In the first place, it can be seen that the United Nations are gradually 

evolving into a more or less compact or organized group, which shows every 
prospect of becoming the nucleus, or central cell, of the international organiza
tion of tomorrow. Apart from the countries at war with the Axis, this nucleus 
seems to include the South American countries that have broken off relations 
with it.

(b) A separate tendency is taking shape, viz. the ‘leadership’ that seems to be 
claimed by certain great powers: Britain, the USA, the USSR and China.

3. The empirical approach
It would be very difficult at present to ascertain with any precision how the 

United Nations leaders intend to achieve their general objectives. Many ideas 
have been advanced; some seem to have met with more favour than others, but it 
cannot be said that a choice has yet been made. However, one may perhaps draw 
attention, though with the utmost reserve, to some tendencies which seem likely 
to assert themselves:

(a) It would seem that efforts are being directed to establishing, in a gradual 
and empirical fashion, an organization of an executive rather than a deliberative 
kind. For this purpose, problems are being classified in order of importance, and 
some are being reserved for separate analysis and solution. The administration of 
these solutions would be confided to ad hoc bodies, subject to coordination at a 
higher level. The bodies in question would have the necessary delegated powers 
of decision and action, in the limited fields assigned to them.

(b) These views seem to be corroborated by the plans attributed to the chief 
United Nations leaders as regards the convocation and organization of interna-
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tional conferences. One of these, covering the problem of food in all its aspects, 
was recently held at H ot Springs. The conference unanimously agreed on a 
number of just, generous and indisputable principles. It set up a body to pursue 
its allotted task, which may be the nucleus of a wider and lasting organiza
tion.

Three other important questions will no doubt be the subject of similar 
conferences:

(1) The problems of Relief and Rehabilitation, which are already partly in the 
hands of the Leith-Ross and Lehman organizations.

(2) The establishment of an international monetary standard and an improved 
system of international settlements: the White and Keynes plans have already 
offered elements of a practical solution.

(3) The organization of the market in certain basic materials of international 
importance. A conference of limited scope has already tackled the question of 
food grains: we note this as a pointer.

(c) From these facts or possibilities two conclusions may be drawn. Firstly, it 
appears that important circles consider it possible, gradually and empirically, to 
lay the foundations of the future organization. Secondly, these attempts may be 
seen as a confirmation of the tendency we have noted, to organize at key points 
the organization or direction of the international economy.

A general remark is in place here. It is certainly useful to bring order into 
different economic spheres by creating ad hoc bodies with specific, limited pow
ers; but it must be borne in mind that their respective problems are interdepen
dent. An international economic policy must examine the terms of the problem as 
a whole and in their mutual relations, and must coordinate the concrete activities 
of these different bodies.

The triple function of planning, management and coordination is beyond the 
scope of any of the particular bodies so far set up. We wonder if the time has not 
come when the United Nations should attend to this aspect of the problem and 
plan to establish a central body to ensure the necessary coordination in economic 
matters.

B. Regional groupings

1. Utility
Another idea or tendency, that of the value of regional groups, has found 

increasing favour in the groups or committees studying post-war problems. It 
has come to be recognized that international problems differ in scope and that not 
all of them are of equal interest to the community of nations. Some affect only 
individual nations and should be left to their exclusive competence. Others 
clearly affect the whole world and require worldwide solutions, such as mone
tary standards or inter-continental aviation. This is one reason why the interna
tional organization must in the last resort be a worldwide one.

Between these two types of problem, however, there are many which trans
cend the national sphere and affect limited groups of states. These groups may be
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constituted on variable lines and for a variety of reasons, from geographical 
position to cultural or economic affinities. It appears more and more evident that 
the failure of the League of Nations was in many ways due to the lack of inter
mediary organs of a local or regional character between the League and the 
national states. If we examine more closely the conditions of a liberalization or 
broadening of international exchanges, we find that many obstacles might be 
reduced or even overcome if they were tackled by a limited group of state whose 
economic and social circumstances were not too diverse.

2. Progress
Practical experience has tended to support rather than discredit the idea of 

regional groups.
(a) The ‘good neighbour5 policy of the Western hemisphere has taken root in 

North and South America, with valuable results.
(b) The USSR is in reality a vast regional grouping, firmly integrated, but 

careful to maintain the idea of cultural autonomy in many of its component 
parts.

(c) In his famous broadcast of 21 March 1943 Mr Churchill supported it with 
the weight of his authority in the following terms:

‘. . . One can imagine that under a world institution embodying or represent
ing the United Nations, and some day all nations, there should come into being a 
Council of Europe and a Council of Asia (. . .) We must try -  I am speaking of 
course only for ourselves -  to make the Council of Europe, or whatever it may be 
called, into a really effective League, with all the strongest forces concerned 
woven into its texture, with a High Court to adjust disputes, and with forces, 
armed forces, national or international or both, held ready to enforce these 
decisions and prevent renewed aggression and the preparation of future wars. 
(. . .) It would therefore seem to me, at any rate, worthy of patient study that side 
by side with the Great Powers there should be a number of groupings of States or 
confederations which would express themselves through their own chosen repre
sentatives, the whole making a Council of great States and groups of States.5

(d) In Europe there have been certain attempts at rapprochement: some have 
run into difficulties (that between the Poles and Czechs), others are stationary 
(Greece, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, Poland [sic]), while others again are pro
gressing (Belgium and Holland).

(e) In any case, the foreign ministers of the ten countries whose governments 
are resident in London have recognized in principle that certain economic inter
ests are of concern to the whole of Europe. In November 1942 they invited our 
Chairman1 to investigate whether it was desirable at the present time to set up a 
committee to define these interests and study ways of protecting them. M. van 
Zeeland has been diligently pursuing this enquiry in Britain and America during 
the past months, but has so far reached only provisional conclusions. It is gen-

1 Paul van Zeeland (1893-1973), prime minister in 1935-7, foreign minister in 
1949-50.
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erally considered reasonable that specifically European interests should be the 
concern of an ad hoc committee, but there is hesitation as to whether such a 
committee should be set to work at once: it may be preferable to await the 
outcome of the projected conferences in which all the United Nations are to take 
part.

It seems agreed, however, that at the right time such a European committee 
will have a useful part to play. To this extent the idea of a regional grouping is 
accepted and confirmed.

C. D om inant problem s

But peace cannot be based solely on principles, ideas or tendencies: it will 
require concrete, precise solutions. It will be necessary to decide, one day, what 
regional groups are to be set up; what their functions, powers and geographical 
limits will be, and which countries are to be included in them.

Naturally all these questions are still completely undecided. As far as Europe is 
concerned, they cannot be answered until such time as the main problems of the 
continent’s future have been settled, or at least until some of the major prelimi
nary questions have been cleared away. ( . . . )

D . The balance between internationalism and national aspirations
In short, the organization of tomorrow must rest on the principle of cooper

ation among equals who accept the same rules for the common good and who are 
ready to follow the directions of natural leaders, based on the realism of facts.

1. If we continue on these lines we must revise the false notion of national 
sovereignty as it took shape in the last century.

From the way in which certain states behaved it might have been thought that 
the sovereign state had all rights and no duties, and could do what it pleased 
regardless of the effect of its actions on the international community. This was 
clearly a gross error, whose consequences were seen during the economic crisis of 
1929-30. More gravely still, the tragic and ultimate consequences of this theory 
were apparent in the policies of totalitarian states, and finally in the present war. 
Clearly all the statements by United Nations leaders uphold the principle that 
there is an international order which must be respected by individual states. The 
future organization of the world is based on the idea that national sovereignty 
involves duties as well as rights, and is limited by the rights of the commun
ity-

None the less, the organization of society will continue to be based on the 
concept of an independent sovereign state, mistress of its destinies. But in its own 
best interest, and by reason of its duty towards other states, it must obey the rules 
of life in the community of nations; and it must, in the exercise of its sovereignty, 
delegate some part of its authority to superior powers, to be used for limited and 
determinate ends. Apart from this, the state remains the final depositary of au
thority: it continues to hold residual powers, and no other state, great or small, 
has, qua state, the right to dictate to it.

2. If these ideas are accepted, it will not be too hard to find the point at which
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the two tendencies that seem likely to dominate the post-war world -  contradic
tory though they may appear -  find themselves in balance and in combination. 
These tendencies are, first, the reinforcement of national and patriotic sentiment, 
due to the war effort or reaction against the enemy; and, second, the conviction 
that the only hope for states as for individuals lies in an organization of interna
tional life that will eliminate war and bring about social security with economic 
prosperity.

3. At all events, until the problems we have mentioned become clearer, it 
seems to us impossible to define with any precision the frontiers or composition 
of any regional groups that may be formed. For the present, therefore, we must 
confine ourselves to the general idea of such groups, hoping that there will soon 
be sufficient basis for specific plans.

III. Practical consequences from the Belgian point of view.
( . . . )  The many unknowns of which we have had to take note, with regret, in 

the international sphere prevent our putting forward precise conclusions even as 
far as Belgium is concerned. None the less it seems clear to us that Belgium must 
adopt a positive and active policy as regards regional groupings. ( . . . )

169. Jef Rens: ‘Summary of Statement on International Policy.
Basis for Discussion’ 1 April 1944

Rens papers, CREHSGM , Brussels: roneographed. Here unabridged.

The present paper summarizes Je f  Rens’s contribution to a working weekend organized 
by the Emile Vandervelde group. Rens’s important wartime functions at the ILO  and 
elsewhere (cf. introduction to this chapter, n. 17), and his friendship with P. H. Spaak (min
ister of foreign affairs from 1940 onwards), lent particular importance to his ideas. Here he 
endeavoured to define a socialist foreign policy based on a regional grouping in Western 
Europe, but avoiding at all costs any opposition to the grouping that was already taking 
shape in Eastern Europe.

No record of the meeting has been found, but two written comments survive. Camille 
Huysmans, who was unable to be present during Rens’s exposé, expressed disappointment, 
feeling that the policy of the great powers at that time offered little hope that small nations 
would be allowed a hearing.1 Rens replied that they need not wait passively for Big Three 
agreement, and stated that Spaak had had encouraging conversations on the subject.2

Replying to a letter from a Belgian trade unionist who had sharply criticized his state
ment, Rens emphasized that, whatever his correspondent might have supposed, he was 
strongly in favour of closer links with the Soviet Union, which he recognized as a great 
power.3

1 Camille Huysmans to Jef Rens, 6 April 1944 (Rens papers).
2 Jef Rens to Camille Huysmans (Rens papers).
3 Fassin to Rens and Rens to Fassin, 6 and 7 April 1944 (Rens papers).
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1. The aims of a socialist foreign policy for Belgium are:
(a) To obtain guarantees that will ensure the security of Belgian territory 

against aggression.
(b) To secure economic relations with foreign countries that will assure the 

Belgian people of a human and dignified standard of living and protect it from 
imperialist exploitation.

2. These aims coincide with the true national and vital interests of our coun
try.

3. Their achievement calls for a firmly based international institution that will 
avoid the mistakes and weaknesses of the League of Nations. Besides political 
powers it would seem necessary for this organization to perform economic func
tions and to have an international police force at its disposal.

To achieve the maximum degree of international cooperation within the or
ganization it is desirable to envisage a less centralized and more flexible structure, 
leaving room for the formation of regional groups.

4. The international institution should naturally include as many states as 
possible. It could well be based in the first instance on the present alliance of the 
United Nations, which supplies the deficiency of the old League of Nations in 
that it is not only political, but economic and military as well.

5. In order that cooperation among the United Nations may be widened and 
transformed into a system of worldwide cooperation, three things are neces
sary:

(a) The maintenance and consolidation of the alliance among the three great 
partners -  the USSR, the USA and Great Britain -  which are the cornerstone of 
the U N  and will, with a restored France, form the core of the future international 
institution.

(b) The real and active participation of small and medium-sized countries in 
the system of international cooperation, which can only thus be given a demo
cratic character.

(c) The special organs created by the U N  for war purposes should be suitably 
adapted and used for purposes of peaceful reconstruction.

6. Regional groups should be set up under the new worldwide institution. 
Among these it would seem desirable to include a Western European group. The 
groups should be based on the principle of a customs and monetary union, the 
pooling of defence arrangements, the reciprocal adaptation of economic regimes, 
and the synchronization of economic and social reforms by member countries. 
There should be close cooperation in scientific research; collaboration and, if 
possible, unification of professional societies and cultural and artistic groups; 
coordination of tourism and emigration policies, and so on.

7. The regional West European grouping should consist at least of Great Brit
ain, France, Holland, Belgium and Luxemburg. It should on no account be 
opposed to the East European group that is forming under the aegis of the USSR. 
From this point of view it would be desirable for the West European countries to 
make it a condition of their joining the regional group that the Anglo-Soviet 
alliance should be maintained and strengthened. It is equally to be desired that 
the alliance with the US should be maintained and improved.
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8. Cooperation with the USSR is of paramount importance for world peace. 
Failing an active and fruitful alliance, there is a risk that the Soviet Union will 
resume full liberty of action and embark on a course of political and ideological 
expansion in Europe, with dangerous consequences.

9. The establishment of cooperative relations with the USSR presupposes a 
compromise in the interests of peace and economic prosperity, which are the 
aspiration of Europe and the whole world. We must increase to the uttermost our 
readiness for an understanding and compromise with Soviet Russia. This does 
not mean that all the giving will be on our side. The war has shown us the 
remarkable economic and social strength of the Soviet regime, which has made it 
possible for the Red armies to play such a superb part in fighting the common 
enemy. Such an economic and social structure contains many valuable lessons for 
us, and close collaboration with the USSR is bound to facilitate our own task of 
reconstruction.

10. The West European regional grouping need not necessarily be confined to 
the countries mentioned in paragraph 7, but should be open to other countries in 
the region such as Norway, Denmark, Switzerland, Portugal etc.

11. The ideal result would be that the two elements of European organization 
and coordination -  that in the East, under the aegis of the Soviet Union, and that 
in the West, under the auspices of Britain and a restored France -  should one day 
join to form a democratic organization of the whole of Europe.

12. The European allies of today will form a strong group at each end of 
Europe, linked by a firm alliance. Later they may be joined by the neutral 
countries and even those that are today in Hitler’s camp. This will make it easier 
to solve the knotty German problem, which will remain a danger as long as the 
rest of Europe is divided and disunited.

13. The natural role of Belgium, and particularly of our socialists and trade 
unionists, is to work untiringly to strengthen and develop international cooper
ation, both on a worldwide and on a regional basis, and to provide it with a 
strong, adequate and effective organization. In doing so we must never forget 
that the feelings of nations towards one another are of the first importance in 
creating an atmosphere favourable to international cooperation. Accordingly we 
must make a constant effort to dispel misapprehensions and bring about under
standing and a desire for harmony, without which international cooperation is 
impossible.

170. Louis de Brouckere: ‘European Solidarity’ 19 April 1944

France, 19 April 1944: here unabridged.

Apropos of a lecture given at Oxford by Sir Walter Layton on 3 March 1944, L. de 
Brouckere reverted to the theme of international organization in three articles dated 23 
March and 13 and 19 April. The last of these is a convenient summary of all the ideas put
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forward by him during the war: economic cooperation, the role of small nations, rejection of 
‘spheres of influence3 and continental isolation.

Today I continue my reflections on the problems touched on in Sir W. Lay
ton’s interesting study. In my previous article I emphasized the need for a world 
political organization, to which Sir Walter also attaches great importance, and the 
fact that its constitution should reflect the principle of equality. I now wish to 
draw some conclusions from what I said last week, especially in so far as the 
proposals affect Europe, which is naturally of special concern to us Euro
peans.

It is a necessary condition of the future peace that there should be mutual 
understanding, or rather close and continuing cooperation, among the three great 
allies on whom the war effort today chiefly depends. But the rest of the world, 
that is to say about five-sixths of humanity, will also have a part to play in 
establishing and maintaining a social order in which men will no longer be 
haunted by the fear of war. Europe can contribute to this in many ways, and 
more especially by helping to bring about the necessary understanding among the 
Big Three. The history of coalitions throughout the ages has shown that it is 
always difficult to maintain friendly relations among what are called ‘world pow
ers’ . A state that feels itself to be strong is averse from submitting to the needs of 
organization, and because such states rule over wide areas they are prone to think 
that they can have a right to exert influence all over the world. I know, and I am 
very glad of it, that the powers have expressly disclaimed any idea of conquest or 
domination and are content jointly to exercise ‘leadership’ so as to make the 
world more secure and promote democracy and social justice. I know that they 
plan to carry out these progressive ideas on a collective basis and have rejected the 
system by which each would be supreme in its own zone of influence. It is none 
the less true that each of the ‘leading’ states may be tempted to think itself best 
qualified to help and advise its own neighbours. This means that in the nature of 
things there will be zones of ‘dominant influence’ whose boundaries cannot be 
clearly defined, and within which it is hard to determine precisely how far the 
influence of the major power concerned should prevail over the other two. There 
is here an imminent danger of misunderstanding and even conflict unless some 
other influence is at work to prevent clashes, and such has always been the role 
of buffer states. To put the matter bluntly, I would say that the best way to 
avoid dispute as to which larger nation a small one should belong to is for that 
nation to belong to itself only, accepting tutelage from nobody and living 
freely in the society of other nations, just as a citizen lives freely among his 
fellows.

The small nations -  if I may use that term for the moment, as the present 
fashion is, to denote all but the Big Three -  have, among other functions in the 
international order, that of helping the Three to achieve a great work of human 
cooperation. Because the international community comprises so many social 
units, whose divergent interests balance one another by reason of their very 
multiplicity, that community is best able to identify the general interest and the
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prevailing opinion, and thus ensure that human affairs are conducted in a truly 
democratic manner.

What were called at Geneva ‘nations with limited interests’ will not be influen
tial unless they combine together, and the essential aims of ensuring peace and 
regulating the economy cannot be achieved unless the association is worldwide. 
But such a huge organization can only work through regional groups, in the same 
way as a democratic state has to work through local authorities. These principles 
have been fervently debated on many occasions and are now very generally 
accepted; they are frequently expressed in the joint declarations of the allied 
powers and in speeches by their leaders. I think it sufficient to recall them here 
without re-arguing the case. What I am concerned with at present is how regional 
groups can be formed in Europe and what functions they should have.

Certainly there are matters of common European interest which it is essential 
to deal with as a whole. It has often been inferred from this that there should be a 
European federation on the lines of the USA. For my part I do not think such a 
federation desirable, or even possible in present conditions. Given that it is not 
possible, it may not be necessary to examine its desirability; but I shall say a few 
words about it, if only to spare any regrets there might be if it were thought that 
it would really help to strengthen the peace.

As a rule, the advocates of a European federation take a singularly restricted 
view of Europe. They do not regard it as including colonies, nor Great Britain, 
nor the Soviet Union, whose European territory is almost equal to that of all the 
other states combined. A unified Europe on this basis would certainly establish 
new and beneficial relations, but it would also break ancient ties that are no less 
essential. The new Europe would thus be created by an act of mutilation as much 
as by integration.

Such a ‘united’ Europe would be a weak Europe. Its advocates themselves 
admit that it could not live without external aid, and they suggest that it would 
need ‘guardians’ to tell it how to behave. But is it really thought that Europe -  
one of the most populous parts of the world, and hence one that needs intense 
economic activity to maintain an adequate living standard -  would have any 
chance of returning to vigorous life and meeting its developing needs under such 
a regime of dependence, with mentors who no doubt would sometimes disagree 
among themselves? Could the continent preserve the moral independence, the 
spiritual activity and dignity without which it would be doomed to certain de
cadence? Could a Europe of this kind hope to solve the German question, which 
would be treated, most artificially, as an internal European issue, whereas events 
have clearly shown it to be a world problem? Would not the inevitable outcome 
be an impoverished, restless Europe whose distress and discontent would be a 
cause of fresh disorder for the whole of mankind?

Even if, contrary to probability, a European federation without Russia or 
Britain turned out to be strong in isolation, it would mean that our continent had 
been cut into three sections with ill-defined mutual relations -  Russia, Britain and 
the area in between. There would be fewer frontiers than before, but each would 
be a great deal more dangerous!

Does this mean that there is no need for joint action by all or most European
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states, and suitable organizations to direct such action? Nothing is further from 
my thoughts. I have only tried to show that nothing would be solved by creating 
a large continental state, whether federal or centralized. In further articles I 
propose to suggest how the need for European cooperation could be truly satis
fied by very different methods.
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2. Ideas of Netherlands Exiles on the Postwar 
International Order

G. M. V. M ans

Introduction
Among Netherlands exiles in the Second World War there were no groups 

actively inspired by the ideal of European unity. This fact is not to be explained 
by lack of public interest in international developments, as a supposed concom
itant of the Dutch tradition of neutrality.1 Dutch circles did give thought to 
problems of post-war international order and the need for closer international 
and regional cooperation. The London weekly Vrij Nederland2 and the Study 
Group for Reconstruction Problems set up in 1941 took an intensive interest in 
international affairs. However, ideas of continental federation or a European 
bloc were firmly rejected and not even made the object of serious study. On this 
point the government fully shared the view of non-official bodies. But there was 
approval in private quarters for initiatives towards economic cooperation with 
Belgium and, if possible, a wider group of West European countries.

The lack of enthusiasm for the European ideas was partly due to the compo
sition of the Dutch community in exile. Business men and émigrés of Dutch 
origin, living all over the world, felt an upsurge of patriotism as a reaction to the 
German invasion of their country, but they took more interest in current war 
news than in politics and post-war international affairs. This is shown even by 
exceptions to the rule. In some places post-war problems and international rela
tions were studied, but primarily from the standpoint of Dutch interests. A 
group of this kind was founded in Johannesburg at the end of 1942, but nothing 
was subsequently heard of it.3 In New York some business men formed a study 
group early in 1942; conscious that it was not of a representative character, they 
largely confined themselves to studying US economic developments that might 
be relevant to Dutch post-war planning.4

Politically the most interesting group were the refugees who came direct to 
England by sea in May 1940, together with their compatriots already in Britain. 
The latter, numbering about 6,000,5 were for the most part engaged in shipping,

1 E. H. van der Beugel, ‘Nederland in de Westelijke Samenwerking5, Internationale Spec
tator,, XXI (1967, 1), 9.

2 The first number of Vrij Nederland appeared on 3 Aug. 1940.
3 Vrij Nederland, 19 Dec. 1942.
4 Vrij Nederland, 13 March 1943.
5 L. de Jong, Het Koninkrijk der Nederlanden in de Tweede Wereldoorlog (9 vols., The 

Hague, 1969-79), IX, 5.
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trade, insurance and various international concerns. Numerically speaking, the 
largest group of Dutch refugees consisted of the navy and mercantile marine. 
However, they lacked political background and took no part in any serious 
discussion of foreign affairs. The same was true of those army units that suc
ceeded in escaping to Britain.6 As the war continued they were joined by 
‘Engelandvaarders’7 -  escapees from Holland whose highest ambition was to give 
the Germans a bloody nose. Only a few had managed to cross the Channel from 
France in May 1940:8 tens of thousands of refugees were caught there and had no 
choice but to return to occupied Holland. A few thousand, mostly Jews, were 
able to reach neutral countries in Europe or even got as far as the U S.9 The British 
only admitted those who were of value to the war effort.10 During the war the 
total number of Dutch people in Britain rose to nearly 30,000, of whom only a 
very small minority were interested in politics. From these the government re
cruited civil servants, and the official community was naturally prominent among 
Dutch exiles in London.

It is noteworthy that scarcely any experienced politicians were to be found 
among the exiles. When the government moved to London in May 1940 its senior 
officials stayed in Holland, and so did members of parliament and all party 
politicians of importance. In London only two very small groups were politically 
active, a Katholiek Staatkundige Groep (Political Group), set up in April 1942 as 
the Netherlands branch of the International Christian Democratic Union, and a 
Sociaal-Demokratische Club from the summer of that year onwards. These 
bodies, however, were chiefly interested in internal problems such as those that 
would face an interim government after the defeat of Germany.11 The same was 
true of Pro Patria, a club which organized lectures and discussions for Engeland- 
vaarders and young people.12 Prominent members of the London community 
also formed a group led by Gerrit Bolkestein, the minister for education, with a 
programme of weekly lectures on a variety of topics; no records were kept of 
these, however.13 Again, therefore, one cannot speak of a systematic interest in 
international questions: there was no group that consciously took the lead to
wards a public discussion of the reorienting of Dutch policy. Foreign affairs had 
in the past scarcely ever given rise to party political controversy, except for the 
question of armaments and that of a legation to the Vatican. Accordingly the 
minister of foreign affairs was often a non-party man.

6 The Dutch Brigade consisted of military units that had managed to escape from Hol
land, together with volunteers and conscripts from some 26 different countries. Cf. De 
Jong, op. cit., IX, 705.

7 ‘Engelandvaarders’ were mostly young men who managed to escape to England from 
occupied Holland, either directly or via another Continental country. They usually 
joined the navy or the army. Cf. De Jong, op. cit., IX, 127-33 and 520.

8 De Jong, op. cit., IX, 22.
9 Op. cit., IX, 25.

10 Op. cit., IX, 520.
11 Op. cit., IX, 1444-5.
12 Op. cit., IX, 1442-3.
13 Op. cit., IX, 469.
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In this situation it was not accidental that the weekly Vrij Nederland presented 
itself as a director of political opinion. Its chief editor, Dr Marcus van Blanken- 
stein, wrote regular leading articles on international affairs, not only current 
wartime events: in its seventh number, in September 1940, the paper reminded 
the London community of its duty to consider the country’s post-war tasks and 
its position in the world.14

Ten months later Vrij Nederland repeated its appeal, urging the government to 
organize discussions on the model of the American Congress, with groups of 
specialists reporting to a central group.15 At the same time the paper threw open 
its columns for discussion by the whole Dutch community in exile.16 Six months 
later, for this purpose, it increased its size to 32 pages and drastically reduced its 
coverage of social news. Much attention was devoted to problems of post-war 
reconstruction, and the paper’s circulation figures rose encouragingly: a year 
later it had 50,000 readers in 48 countries.17 Vrij Nederland had no party 
affiliation and took an independent line vis-à-vis the government. It was read 
with attention by the enemy and by the international press,18 and thus had a 
considerable bearing on Dutch prestige.

Three aspects of post-war reconstruction were especially emphasized. The 
first was the need to abandon once and for all the policy of Dutch neutrality.19 
Collective security was more important than national sovereignty, and the coun
try must be prepared for sacrifices in this respect. This did not, however, imply a 
favourable attitude towards European federalism. The acceptance of voluntary 
obligations was regarded as a departure from the tradition of steering clear of 
international power politics. This idea is met with in many writings from Dutch 
sources, where readiness to cooperate internationally is identified with the sac
rifice of a portion of sovereignty.20

The second, closely connected theme was that a new international organiza
tion should be created to maintain collective security, and that the defeated

14 Vrij Nederland, 14 Sept. 1940. See also doc. 171.
15 Vrij Nederland, 19 July 1941.
16 Vrij Nederland, 26 Apr. 1941.
17 Vrij Nederland, 2 Aug. 1941.
18 The principal items from Vrij Nederland and other Dutch sources were printed in the 

weekly English-language Voice of the Netherlands, 2,000 copies of which were circu
lated by the Dutch government to British and American officials. Cf. Vrij Nederland, 
27 Feb. 1943.

19 At first the Dutch East Indies were left out of consideration. On 15 March 1941 Vrij 
Nederland still defended government policy against a reader’s letter which deprecated 
the continued policy of neutrality vis-à-vis Japan.

20 The same thought is expressed in relevant chapters of Keep the Lamps Burning (Lon
don, 1943), by Jan van den Tempel, the Dutch minister of social affairs, and De 
Wedergehoorte van het Koninkrijk (London, 1943), by ‘Boisot’, i.e. J. G. de Beus, 
secretary to Premier Gerbrandy; also Frans Beelaerts van Blokland, ‘De plaats van 
Nederland in de nieuwe wereldorde’, in A. A. van Rhijn (ed.), Nieuw Nederland. 
Bijdragen van huiten bezet gebied in verband met den wederopbouw van ons land, 
New York, 1944, pp. 11-18.
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aggressors must be members of it.21 In Vrij Nederland's opinion a continental 
grouping of states would not be a sufficient counterweight against the possibility 
of renewed German aggression, and it was to be feared that in such a combination 
Holland would become dependent on one of the great powers, namely France. 
Dutch opinion was very sensitive on this point: such a fate would be incom
patible with the country’s status as a medium power.22 Moreover, the paper 
argued, a continental organization would be in conflict with Dutch and British 
overseas interests, and there was a risk that it would strive after autarky.23 It was 
therefore better to form an organization including Britain and if possible the US; 
and ideally there should be a worldwide organization as well as cooperation 
between the Atlantic powers. These views were developed by Vrij Nederland as 
the war continued, and its leaders clearly reflect van Blankenstein’s membership 
of the Study Group for Reconstruction Problems. The defects of the League of 
Nations were analysed, and great-power politics subjected to criticism.

This brings us to the third main theme. In non-military matters Vrij Nederland 
argued for regional cooperation among the smaller European states as a counter
weight to the big powers. A number of loose federations, in which each country 
would preserve its independence, could form the constituent geographical parts 
of a world organization. A Dutch-Belgian rapprochement would fit into this 
pattern, as would a system of cooperation with Belgium and Scandinavia with a 
westward orientation. However, Vrij Nederland consistently opposed the idea of 
a continental organization, and from 1942 onwards criticized the arguments in its 
favour which were put forward by the Dutch underground press.24 (In the first 
two years of war it confined itself to mentioning without comment the movement 
in favour of such an organization, no doubt because it seemed of little relevance 
to the Netherlands.)

Vrij Nederland was not alone in its opposition to exclusively continental as
sociations: its views were shared by the Study Group for Reconstruction 
Problems.25 This body originated in an initiative by Paul Rijkens, chairman of the 
board of directors of Unilever, who promoted many activities in the Dutch 
community in exile and helped to found Vrij Nederland, of which he was also 
chairman. Together with some friends of like mind he had also established a 
Special Advisory Council (Bijzondere Raad voor Advies) to the government in 
London, set up on 15 July 1942. Early in 1941 Rijkens had formed a small group 
of specialists at Unilever, which to begin with confined itself to studying post
war economic problems. A member of the group was Jan W. Beijen, who before

21 Vrij Nederland rejected this view with emphasis in a leading article of 15 March 1941. A 
mere reconstruction of the League of Nations was out of the question.

22 H. Baudet, Nederland en de rang van DenemarkenJ, in Bijdragen en Mededelingen 
betreffende de geschiedenis der Nederlanden, XC (1975, 3), 430-43.

23 Vrij Nederland, 3 Nov. 1943.
24 Cf. Vrij Nederland, 5 Feb. 1944. The underground Dutch papers Vrij Nederland and 

Het Parool, in particular, were more favourable towards European federalism. The 
London Vrij Nederland often reproduced articles from the underground press even 
when it disagreed with them.

25 De Jong, op. cit., IX, 1939-42.
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the war had been president of the Bank for International Settlements in Basle and 
was now financial adviser to the Dutch government. Admiral Johannes Furstner, 
the navy minister, induced Rijkens to widen the group’s activity. In the latter’s 
view the government had too little time to study post-war problems. Two years 
after the study group was set up it comprised 25 committees and a staff of 200, 
studying a variety of matters ranging from armistice terms to the compulsory 
teaching of English as a second language in junior schools on the Continent. 
Frequent meetings were held to discuss reports to the government. The commit
tees were coordinated and directed by a steering group composed to a large extent 
of leading business men, who had no links with party politics but were convinced 
that there must be many changes in the Netherlands after the war. Officials took 
part in the work in their private capacity, and so did six ministers, although at the 
outset there were members of the cabinet who objected to the participation even 
of officials. The Study Group was in contact with its Belgian counterpart, with 
the Royal Institute of International Affairs and with the London International 
Assembly, an association with similar purposes.

The committee concerned with the organization of the international commu
nity had as its secretary Jacobus de Beus, who was also private secretary to 
Premier Gerbrandy; its chairman was Jonkheer Frans Beelaerts van Bokland, 
who was also chairman of the Special Advisory Council. Van Blankenstein took 
part in the committee’s work from the beginning, as did some influential business 
men, an army colonel and the Dutch military attaché in London. A high official 
of the foreign ministry was a member, and as time went on the official element 
increased. Jonkheer Edgar Michiels van Verduynen, the Dutch ambassador to 
Britain, became a member after joining the government as minister without port
folio. Major-General Adriaan Dijxhoorn, a former minister of defence, also took 
part in the committee’s work for a time. When its report was presented it was 
specified that the non-permanent members of the committee bore no responsi
bility for its conclusions.26 As was to be expected, the report rejected the notion 
of a United States of Europe.27 So did a commission which, under Van Beyen’s 
chairmanship, had studied the formation of economic groups.28 The foreign 
minister let it be known that these views agreed with those already formulated by 
the government.29

Thus the Dutch community outside occupied Holland was unanimously 
against the formation of a European bloc or of too strong continental links. 
Federalism in the sense of transferring sovereign rights to a larger unit was not 
even considered, but there was readiness to give up the old policy of ‘independ-

26 Studiegroep voor Reconstructie-problemen. Commissie la. Rapport betreffende de orga- 
nisatie der Staatengemeenschap, May 1943, title-page; Rijksinstituut voor Oorlogsdo- 
cumentatie, inv. No. 233. In the printed version the non-permanent members are not 
mentioned: cf. Studiegroep voor Reconstructie-problemen. Rapporten. le Reeks. Lon
don, 1943, p. 7.

27 Rapport betreffende de organisatie, poly graphic edition, p. 30.
28 Studiegroep voor Reconstructie-problemen, Rapporten, le Reeks, London, 1945, 

pp. 37-55.
29 Circular from Minister of Foreign Affairs, 7 Oct. 1943.

;
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ence’ for the sake of collective security. In the economic sphere this readiness had 
existed before the war, as was natural given the Netherlands’ interests and tra
dition as a trading nation. But the preference was for a system of cooperation 
with the English-speaking powers. This choice was dictated by the possession of 
colonies and by Holland’s maritime and commercial tradition; these factors, and 
her geographical position, were at all times decisive. The same reasons can be 
invoked to explain Holland’s anti-continental attitude and aversion from power 
politics.30 By reason of its commercial interests the country above all needed 
peace, security and internationally accepted rules of behaviour; but the outbreak 
of the Second World War had shown up the weakness of its independent policy. 
Dutch neutrality, sanctioned by no international treaty, was disregarded. After 
the defeat of 1940 a return to neutrality was ruled out, if only because it was no 
longer technically possible to construct a self-contained defensive system.31 This 
fact and its implications were strongly emphasized in the conclusions of Vrij 
Nederland and the Study Group for Reconstruction Problems, and the lesson 
was understood by the Dutch exiled community as a whole. Although only a 
small number were interested in politics, and that small group was unevenly 
composed, we can conclude that they showed insight into an objective interest of 
the Dutch people, to whom the Atlantic community was a more attractive con
cept than the European idea.

171. Vrij Nederland: ‘The New Internationalism’
September 1940

From an unsigned editorial in Vrij Nederland, vol. 1, No. 7, 14 September 1940, 
p. 146.

The article attempted to convince the Dutch community in London of the need to recon
sider the bases of the Dutch political system and foreign policy, with a view to the 
regeneration of Holland after the defeat of Germany. The conquest of Holland, it was felt at 
this time, was a \judgement' on the country's pre-war policy of neutrality. Vrij Nederland 
rejected this policy from the outset; the Dutch government did so less readily, in part because 
of the Dutch East Indies.

Churchill's offer to the French government, immediately before the débâcle of 1940, for a 
union between France and Britain was seen by Vrij Nederland as a sign of the new inter
nationalism; so was his offer to the US concerning bases in Bermuda and Newfound
land.

30 Van der Beugel, ‘Nederland’ in Internationale Spectator, XXI (1967, 1), 8. The influ
ence of tradition in Dutch foreign policy has recently been shown in Joris J. C. 
Voorhoeve, Peace, profits and principles. A study of Dutch foreign policy, The Hague, 
1979, pp. 42-54.

31 S. J. P. van Campen, The Quest for Security. Some Aspects of Netherlands Foreign 
Policy, 1945-1950, The Hague, 1958, pp. 11-12.
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It is difficult for these matters to be freely and usefully debated in the mother 
country, where everything said in public is scrutinized by the conqueror or his 
traitorous satellites, who can never serve the country’s welfare. This surveillance 
prevents the expression of ideas at variance with the false slogans of the enemy at 
home and abroad, to which we have previously drawn attention. Here in Lon
don, where free Dutch life in Europe is now concentrated, we must prepare for 
our future by exchanging views both publicly and in restricted circles. If this is 
not done somewhere we shall be helpless in face of the radical changes in our 
country that are bound to come with victory. The history of the French émigrés 
after the fall of Napoleon shows that this is not only an honourable duty but a 
counsel of self-preservation.

At the same time we should not lose sight of the fact that not all our problems 
are capable of solution in national terms. Those that can be thus solved are few in 
comparison with the troubles and difficulties that can only be cured by a re
formed international system. We cannot create a prosperous Netherlands in the 
midst of a world that is economically disjointed, or in which every country tries 
to further its own ends by artificial means. We are a part of the world, and only in 
a healthy world can our country lead a healthy economic life.

This is no less true in political matters. Peace can only be preserved if countries 
can achieve a genuinely binding collective system of guaranteeing one another’s 
security. This means, first of all, that contractual obligations must be kept. Just as 
in the community of the state each individual surrenders some of his rights to 
society, which may at any time call on him to sacrifice his life for the common 
good, so too it must be possible to call on each state to serve the international 
community, in the first place by upholding the law of nations. This is not com
patible with the old ideas of sovereignty which prevented the League of Nations 
from functioning as Wilson intended. The League of Nations was like new wine 
in old bottles: the bottles burst and the wine was spilt. We must put into practice 
quite new ideas concerning sovereignty and the obligations of a state to the whole 
of mankind. France is paying the price for deserting the cause of collective se
curity, of which she was the stoutest champion in words but which Laval 
betrayed to Mussolini when it came to the point. We are all now paying the price, 
not for betraying the League of Nations but for outdated ideas that were sup
posed to bring us security, but in fact merely gave us the empty satisfaction of 
being able to say with truth that Germany committed a crime in attacking us.1 
Such crimes will only become impossible when all states are prepared uncondi
tionally to combat them.

1 In 1936 the Dutch government opted for a policy of complete neutrality, reserving the 
right not to take part in imposing sanctions under the League Covenant. Cf. De Jong, 
Het Koninkrijk der Nederlanden in de Tweede Wereldoorlog (9 vols., The Hague, 
1969-79), I, 487.
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172. Vrij Nederland: ‘Our Closest Friends’ 15 August 1942

Leading article in Vrij Nederland, voi. 3, No. 3, 15 August 1942, p. 65, probably by the 
editor in chief, Dr M. van Blankenstein.

*

Vrij Nederland here rejects the idea of Pan-Europe as a community of interests vis-à-vis 
the rest of the world, but argues for a closer relationship between Holland and Belgium, with 
a view to forming further links among smaller European states. Together with Scandinavia, 
the two countries could form a strong unit within a worldwide system.

From the end of November 1941 onwards discussions took place between the Dutch, 
Belgian and Norwegian governments concerning ways of protecting their countries, and also 
Denmark, against future German aggression. Eelco van Kleffens, the Dutch foreign minis
ter, argued on 30 March 1942 for securing US interest and cooperation in defence matters, 
which he considered should be a matter for the Atlantic countries jointly. Economic cooper
ation was not discussed at these meetings until 1943 (cf. De Jong, op. cit., IX, 678-82), so that 
it was Vrij Nederland which took the lead in raising this problem.

jj.

In our issue of 25 July we urged the necessity of forming a ’chorus’ of states 
below the rank of great powers, so that their voices should be heard clearly 
enough at the conference which must rebuild our world on new principles after 
the war.1 We pointed out the danger that the natural right of many small coun
tries might be neglected in favour of large states on a continental scale. We lesser 
ones must stand firm in defence of our rightful interests; we shall be strong if we 
hold together, and we must prepare to do so in advance.

But how is this solidarity to be brought about? We cannot summon a con
ference of small states to draw up a programme of cooperation, if only because 
many such states would be unable or unwilling to respond. There are some 
whose hearts would be with us but which could not allow it to be seen that they 
shared our view of the future. Sweden and Switzerland, for instance, have to take 
close account of what the Germans think, and therefore cannot possibly join our 
counsels. Among those who in present circumstances would not wish to do so, 
we may mention Spain. But, if a large community of like-minded nations is 
formed, then all right-thinking neutrals will certainly be glad to join it at the right 
moment. What we must do is to create a sufficiently impressive combination 
beforehand.

This can only be achieved by degrees. Groups with similar ideas, traditions 
and interests must first be formed. The Poles and Czechs have set an example, 
and the Yugoslavs and Greeks have followed it. It is time for Western Europe to 
take these examples to heart.

A similar combination to those mentioned would be Belgium and Holland.

1 In its leading article of 25 July 1942 Vrij Nederland urged that the smaller states should 
unite democratically so as to counterbalance the great powers in a new world organi
zation: ‘there can be no security unless the rights of great and small states alike are 
sacredly respected.’ This was also the view of the Dutch government, which con
sistently took a stand against great-power hegemony in the future United Nations.
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These two states must form a union. Militarily they are no longer divided by the 
question of neutrality. Old ideas of economic cooperation offer great possibilities 
today. The Ouchy convention was a timid attempt at such cooperation;2 it was 
too much for its time, however, and was frustrated by larger powers. Much more 
radical steps in this direction are possible today, and if they are taken in good 
time the great powers will not dare oppose them. We will not go into details here. 
Now that the old ‘Greater Netherlanders’ have put themselves out of court 
politically by the treason of nearly all their leaders, any and every kind of rap
prochement can be envisaged, and no one could see in it any risk to the 
independent existence of either state.

A rapprochement with Belgium is our first priority, but it could be enlarged by 
contacts with such countries as Norway and Denmark. Our links with them are 
less direct from the economic, military and geographical point of view, but the 
Oslo grouping,3 although it did not stand up to the pressure of the time, pointed 
to a community of interests that could now be followed up directly with Norway 
and Denmark. Denmark did not fight in April 1940, but the Danish population is 
now defying the German spirit just as our people in Holland are doing, and 
Danish merchant ships are serving the Allied cause. Before and during the Ger
man invasion the Danish nation compromised itself by military fatalism, but 
since then it has shown abundant fighting spirit. The free Danes are ready to join 
hands with us; those in Denmark cannot while the occupation lasts, but their 
hearts are with us also. We shall say nothing of the Swedes, for reasons already 
mentioned, but with them too things may yet come right. What seems to us 
essential, in any case, is a rapprochement between the Low Countries and those 
of Scandinavian speech, forming a firmly united bloc which, with other such 
blocs, will combine to form a worldwide unity.

We must reject the idea of a Pan-European unit representing a community of 
interests vis-à-vis the rest of the world. The group we have just described belongs 
naturally to a worldwide union, not a European one. Mountains may divide 
countries, but seas and oceans form links between them. It was navigation that 
brought the Phoenicians, Greeks, Spaniards, Portuguese, Flemings, Dutch, Brit
ons and Scandinavians to the height of their cultural and economic achievement. 
Rome drew its wealth from across the Mediterranean, and our own race derives

2 By the Ouchy convention Holland and the economic union of Belgium and Luxemburg 
agreed on a gradual reduction of tariffs. However, at the Ottawa conference in July 
1932 Britain and the US prevented the application of the convention by invoking the 
most-favoured-nation clause. Cf. M. Weisglas, Benelux, Van Nabuurstaat tot Unie- 
partners, Amsterdam and Brussels, 1949, pp. 10-12.

3 On the initiative of the Belgian government a treaty with the object of reducing tariffs 
was signed at Oslo on 22 Dec. 1930 between Belgium, Holland, Luxemburg, Switzer
land, Denmark, Norway and Sweden; Finland acceded in 1933. Cf. Weisglas, op. cit., 
pp. 9-10. During the 1930s relations among the ‘Oslo powers’ became closer and they 
held frequent consultations on the international situation. In the spring of 1936 those of 
them who were members of the League of Nations declared that they no longer re
garded themselves as committed to taking part in sanctions under the Covenant; cf. De 
Jong, Het Koninkrijky I, 487.
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its character from overseas voyages, not from traffic up and down the Rhine. We 
have always been a proud nation when we allowed our gaze to range over distant 
waters; were we equally proud when our eyes and thoughts were turned towards 
our inauspicious hinterland?

In this respect we resemble all the nations which first come to mind as mem
bers of our group: our feelings, desires and expectations are all directed across the 
seas. Britain, America and Canada are closer to us than central or eastern Eu
rope.

Should we then not wish to cooperate with central and eastern Europe? On the 
contrary, such cooperation is essential. We must desire it sincerely, if only be
cause of the danger from our hinterland and the imperative need to keep it at bay. 
But rather than join central and eastern Europe in a European unit or federation, 
it is more important for us to form a link with the powerful lands across the 
ocean, without whose help there can be no security in Europe.

We say nothing here of Russia, which is a separate chapter. We are linked with 
her not by continental ties, but by our oldest maritime traditions of navigation in 
the Baltic and the White Sea. There are political ties, too, in view of the important 
role that we hope Russia will play, after the allied victory, in the waters of the Far 
East.

We would emphasize once again that it seems to us an absolute necessity for 
the smaller states to stand together as closely as possible. The diversity of the 
groups that we have indicated here is only intended to suggest the general outline 
and the functions of the constituent parts of the overall structure.

173. Vrij Nederland: ‘The Coming World Organization - Regional 
or Universal?’ 24 April 1943

Excerpts from an unsigned editorial in Vrij Nederland, vol. 3, No. 39, 24 April 1943, 
p. 383.

The article drew attention to the lack of any initiative from the Dutch government or the 
press concerning plans for international cooperation. Dutch policy was presented with a 
dilemma: regional organization was rejected, but the country's influence was not strong 
enough to impose its views as to the nature of an improved League of Nations.

The Dutch government was also increasingly worried at this time by the great powers' 
tendency to exclude the smaller powers from post-war planning for Europe and the world. 
Eelco van Kleffens, the foreign minister, wrote to The Times on 25 March 1943, apropos of a 
leader on 23 March, urging that control in international questions should not be entirely 
determined by size and power: the wartime Allies could not ‘proclaim democracy and 
practise the rule of the few'. The article in Vrij Nederland strengthened the government's 
hand; it favoured taking the initiative for an improved League of Nations, and advocated 
an international police force.
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Many of us are disappointed by what has been heard so far from Netherlands 
sources in the way of ideas and plans for post-war international cooperation and 
the organization of peace. What little has appeared in the press or in public 
statements consists chiefly of warnings to be cautious and avoid over-confi
dence.

Over a year ago our prime minister, Prof. Gerbrandy, gave an interview to the 
Sunday Times in which he said that he was ‘cautiously hopeful’, but he warned us 
idealists to keep both feet on the ground and above all to be moderate and 
realistic. He also said that if he had to choose between the principle of univer
sality and that of like-mindedness he would prefer the latter.1

Well, as Dutchmen we do not need to be told that we must cut our coat 
according to our cloth, but the question is, exactly how much ‘cloth’ do we have 
in international affairs? We do know that there is in the world a profound longing 
to achieve a better life in national terms after the war, and to cooperate in solving 
problems of international relations so as to remove the causes of unemployment 
etc. and to prevent disputes which contain the germ of future wars.

It can be said that the League of Nations was an attempt to do just that. There 
were developments in the same direction in the nineteenth century, and in 1919, 
after the First World War, there was a clear need, especially in technical matters, 
for a central institute to coordinate international cooperation. Unfortunately the 
League was an over-hasty attempt, born of the First World War and the treaty of 
Versailles, to achieve a result for which the world was not yet ready, politically or 
psychologically.

Since then more than 20 years have elapsed, filled with hectic developments 
and such profound crises that almost every thinking person is now convinced that 
we must have a world organization to bring order into the chaos that the war will 
leave behind it in every field, from international law to economic, financial, social 
and public health matters.

Even private individuals can easily see that the choice, in the first instance 
anyway, is between organization and chaos. The United Nations will certainly 
have to control the organization for years to come and will have to take measures 
for economic recovery, food and agriculture, sea and air communications, com
bating epidemics, deciding questions of colonies and emigration, etc., etc. 
Clearly the survival of us all depends on this. But we must not repeat the mistake 
of trying to patch together in a few months a system that will preserve the 
political balance of the world in future and ensure its peaceful development.

No doubt we shall have some years in which to prepare to adopt the most 
suitable system. Will regional organizations then provide a better guarantee than 
a worldwide solution? Many, including ourselves, regard this as highly doubt
ful.

Organization by regions can never provide the same security as a general 
collective guarantee. Regional groupings do not exclude regional friction, rivalry

1 In Jan. 1942 the Dutch prime minister, Pieter Sjoerds Gerbrandy, gave an interview to
the Sunday Times, which was printed in Vrij Nederland on 14 February. In it he
categorically rejected a purely European grouping of states.
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and contention. Moreover this war had done more to disrupt regional affinities 
than international ones around the world: for instance relations within the Oslo 
group, between Norway and Finland, Norway and Sweden etc. The same is true 
of every other European grouping.

But in addition, one of the great defects of the League of Nations was its lack 
of universality, and this would be much more true of any regional grouping 
unless it were under a global umbrella.

The League of Nations, an appendage of the treaty of Versailles, was not an 
organization born of necessity and conviction but rather an over-hasty grouping 
of states very loosely bound together. League of Nations policy was not made at 
Geneva but in a few European capitals.2 Moreover the US, Russia and Germany 
were absent from the beginning. Consequently the League refrained from all 
forms of coercive action if only to keep its members together, though it was 
unsuccessful even in that. There was never any general cooperation or any gen
eral guarantee of its decisions.

But much has happened since the Geneva failure. Anyone who reads newspa
pers and journals knows that the causes of the failure are constantly being 
analysed and that there is an ever stronger urge towards a form of international 
cooperation that will put an end to economic conflicts and crises and provide the 
world with a system of collective security, which is the first requirement for its 
further development.

World federation, world union, Pan-Europe, Pan-America and similar ideas 
are constantly discussed, and in Britain too the activity of the League of Nations 
Union shows that there has been a strong development of political interest.3

People’s need for one another is nowadays felt not only in technical and 
economic matters but in politics as well.

It would carry us too far afield to analyse in detail the other defects of the 
League of Nations. One was the reluctance of states to give up any part of their 
sovereignty, although it was no more than the amount of freedom that an indi
vidual gives up to protect his country. Then there was the maintenance of 
neutrality, which is inappropriate to a world organization; disarmament, which 
is now provisionally a matter for the United Nations with an international police 
force; the question whether the problems of a dynamic world could be handled 
within the organization by arrangements for peaceful change, and so on.

It does not require a great gift of prophecy to see that the war must be followed 
by a period of close cooperation among the victorious United Nations in eco
nomic, financial, social and technical matters. It is also clear that the few neutrals

2 Vrij Nederland opposed the principle of great power tutelage in frequent leading 
articles, e.g. on 25 July 1942 and 26 June and 3 July 1943.

3 Between Dec. 1940 and March 1941 Vrij Nederland printed a number of articles about 
the aims of the Pan-Europe movement, federalism and the League of Nations Union, 
without editorial comment. It was only on specific points that the paper voiced its 
dissent: e. g. in a leading article of 15 March 1941 it opposed the proposal of the League 
of Nations Union for an international organization. As regards the exclusion of Ger
many, the paper pointed out that criminals are not excluded from legal society.
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will cooperate willingly in this, because it is the only way in which they will get 
their share of the benefit. This period will probably last a few years, during which 
decisions will be taken concerning future international cooperation. This will 
afford a tremendous opportunity to achieve a great purpose or at all events to 
bring it nearer.

Prudence and reflection will certainly be needed, but we Dutch do not as a rule 
need much warning on that score. We are sober enough, sometimes too much so, 
not daring to voice the idealism that is necessary and that we also possess. And in 
this matter we need not only caution but above all idealism, daring and vision. 
We belong, after all, to the homeland of Grotius, Asser, Struyken and van Vol- 
lenhoven. It was on 7 February 1913, just over 30 years ago and nearly two years 
before the First World War, that Prof, van Vollenhoven, in his famous article in 
Gids, urged the Dutch government to propose the creation of a League of N a
tions at the Hague Peace Conference which was then planned for 1915. Ex
pounding his view of our country’s mission, he perceived more clearly than many 
others that a League of Nations aided by an International Court of Justice could 
not perform its functions without the coercive power of an international police 
force.

We can no doubt be sure that the United Nations will create such a police force 
after the present war, and it can become the keystone of an international organi
zation provided the latter is universal. Again it is the mission of our country to 
help give a lead in the direction that is already becoming visible. We must do so 
with caution, but also with courage and trust in the possibility of a better fu
ture.

174. Netherlands Study Group for Reconstruction Problems:
‘Organization of the Community of States’ May 1943

Excerpts from Report on the Organization of the Community of States, distributed in 
roneo form (43 pp.) by the Netherlands Study Group for Reconstruction Problems1 in May 
1943, also in an English translation (the excerpts below are from pp. 14—17). Both versions

1 The composition of the Group is described as follows on p. 1 of the English version of 
the report:
‘Netherland Study Group for Reconstruction Problems: Committee la. Report on the 
Organisation of the Community of States. Chairman: His Excellency Jonkheer F. Bee- 
laerts van Blokland. Members: Dr. J. G. de Beus (Secretary), Dr. M. van Blankenstein, 
Commander A. de Booy, Mr J. E. van Dissel, Dr. P. J. Moeton, Dr. J. M. de Moor, 
Colonel J. van de Plassche, Mr W. Chr. Posthumus Meyjes, Jonkheer H. G. A. 
Quarles van Ufford, Baron S. G. M. van Voorst tot Voorst.

‘In addition the following were members of the Committee for a longer or shorter 
period; for a variety of reasons some joined later and others were obliged to leave before 
the discussions were completed. They therefore bear no responsibility for this report: 
Count W. F. L. van Bylandt, Major General A. O. H. Dijxhoorn, Dr. P. C. Hart- 
hoorn, His Excellency A. H. J. Lovink, His Excellency Jonkheer E. F. M. J. Michiels 
van Verduynen, Mr A. Pelt, Jonkheer H. van Vredenburch.’
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can be consulted at the Rijksinstituut voor Oorlogsdocumentatie, Amsterdam, Study 
Group for Reconstruction Problems, inv. No. 233.

The report was also printed in London in 1943 (in Dutch) on pp. 7-36 of a volume 
entitled Studie-groep voor Reconstructieproblemen, Rapporten, le Reeks, with a preface, 
list of members and three other reports. The subjects of these were: Formation of Econo
mic Groups; International Cooperation in Seafaring and Military Matters; Territorial 
Measures vis-à-vis Germany.

&
The idea of an all-European grouping of states was discussed only in pursuance of contacts 

with the committee of the Study Group which was concerned with economic groupings. It 
met with no favour when discussed by the committee on the Organization of the Commu
nity of States at its 11th meeting on 25 March 1942.

The Study Group for Reconstruction Problems was set up in the summer of 1941. The first 
question put to the committee on international organization was: 'What political boundary
lines are to be accepted in and outside Europe, and what political groupings will be formed?’ 
The committee met 35 times between 8 October 1942 and 7 April 1943, and agreed on its 
principal assumptions and conclusions in the first few months. The report was drafted from 
February 1943 onwards and was prepared in final form by J. G. de Beus, who was secretary 
to the committee and also private secretary to Prime Minister Gerbrandy. In view of the 
method adopted by the committee it is to be regarded as a collective work.

The report consists of five chapters. An introductory chapter explains the committee’s 
terms of reference, viz. the study of international political post-war questions involving 
Dutch interests. These of course included the colonies as well as the motherland, and thus 
ruled out an exclusively European grouping. The second chapter enlarges on the reasons of 
principle for preferring a worldwide organization. Subsequent discussion centred on the 
form of such an organization, groupings of states and the peaceful settlement of disputes. The 
report was presented to the Dutch government, and the foreign minister stated in a circular 
letter of 7 October 1943 that the government endorsed the rejection of a purely European 
grouping of states.2

Section IV

The formation of groups of states
As set out in detail above, the Committee is of the opinion that closer collab

oration between certain states (generally referred to as ‘regional’ collaboration or 
‘grouping’), can in many respects contribute to the strengthening of peace, espe
cially if such collaboration takes place within the framework of, and remains 
subordinate to, an organisation of international relationships on a larger scale.

Such collaboration can take varying forms in national and international law.
( •  • 0

For the vitality and durability of the groups, the primary question is not what 
legal form they are given but whether there are certain natural bonds between the

2 Cf. Rijksinstituut voor Oorlogsdocumentatie, Study Group for Reconstruction Prob
lems, Inv. No. 233.
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members as a result of their geographical situation, economic conditions, standard 
of civilisation, /brra 0/  government, political views, history, and the like.

Passing from the general principles of grouping to concrete instances, the most 
important question for the Committee is naturally: -

/s it considered desirable to further the adherence of the Kingdom of the Neth
erlands to a political group of states, ¿zrcd z/ 5 0 , £0 which f

This implies the further question whether after the war the Netherlands must 
definitely give up the idea of returning to their policy of neutrality.

No return to the policy of neutrality
The Committee answers this question unanimously in the affirmative. What

ever the merit and advantages of a policy of neutrality or independence may have 
been in the past, these in the present circumstances appear no longer to apply. On 
the one hand it has of course become evident that, for countries in an exposed 
position, the effort to remain neutral as a rule only leads to an aggressor being 
able to wait for the, for him, most propitious moment to force a conflict; on the 
other hand, under the present military conditions it is no longer possible for a 
territory such as the Netherlands, and to a lesser degree the Netherland Indies, to 
defend itself alone successfully against a mighty opponent, so that military col
laboration with others is necessary, even in peacetime.

Who should these ‘others’ be?
It can be taken as a certainty that upon the termination of hostilities the world 

will be thrown out of gear, socially and economically to such an extent that the 
closest collaboration between the United Nations will remain necessary in order 
to solve the social and economic problems which will arise. In this way quite 
apart from any further development, there will be a group automatically embrac
ing the Netherlands, which will be responsible for working out armistice and 
peace terms and which will, in effect, form the nucleus for a universal Organisa
tion of States.

This group is, however, so vast that within it there will be room for closer 
collaboration between the Netherlands and certain other members. It has been 
stated above that viable and durable co-operation is conditional upon a certain 
measure of similarity in situation, economic conditions, standard of civilisation, 
form of government, political views, history, tradition, and so forth. For the 
Kingdom of the Netherlands, both as regards the Mother Country and the Over
seas Territories, most of these factors, together with its present ties of alliance 
and common destiny, point the way to collaboration in the first place with the 
states of the British Commonwealth, the United States of America, Belgium, 
Luxemburg and Norway. All these states have certain of the following charac
teristics: situation on oceans and important sea routes, a sea-faring, trading and 
(or) colonial tradition, a high level of civilisation and culture based on Christian 
and humanistic principles, a democratic form of government, a tradition of pol
itical and religious freedom, a history marked by struggles for these two latter 
rights. Further, the Netherlands are dependent for the defence of parts of the 
Kingdom on collaboration with the following states: for the Netherlands them
selves -  Great Britain, Belgium, France and perhaps also the United States; for 
the Netherland East Indies -  Great Britain, Australia, New Zealand and the
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United States; for the Netherland West Indies -  the United States and Great 
Britain. Further, attention is drawn to the strong links of history and of kinship 
of race and language which bind the Netherlands to Belgium and to South Africa. 
Finally, there are the economic relations and community of interests with many 
of the above-mentioned countries, which, however, form the subject of study of 
another Committee.

All these factors lead the Committee to the conclusion that, apart from the 
economic aspect, there appears to be sufficient basis for fruitful collaboration 
with these countries. The said factors may perhaps give occasion to consider 
whether the following countries might be included in the group as well.

Denmark: From a political and especially from a strategic angle and with a 
view to the policy of curbing the German danger, it might be desirable to include 
Denmark in the group.

Portugal: There is the possibility that England would like to see her ally 
Portugal a member of this group as well. The Committee considers that if Por
tugal also desires this there need be no objection considering its geographical 
situation and its tradition as a colonial and sea-faring power.

As regards the adherence of the United States, the following should be noted: -  
The Committee is unanimously of the opinion that it would be highly desirable 
from a political and military angle for the Netherlands to be in the same group as 
the United States if this could be arranged in such a way that the Netherlands 
could reasonably expect a greater degree of security therefrom.

Two great difficulties can, however, be foreseen. ( . . . )

Inclusion of Germany ?
A few members of the Committee maintained that it would be desirable also to 

include Germany in a so-called North Atlantic group. This led to a full and 
detailed discussion among the members.

There was unanimity to the extent that none of the members wished: -
a) Germany to be allowed to join straight away on a basis of equality;
b) Germany to be left completely isolated from any group.
The alternative was therefore reduced to: either to exclude Germany from the 

group, at the same time submitting her to strict Allied control, or to allow 
Germany to join the group, for the time being on terms of inequality and under 
control exercised within the group.

After full discussion the Committee agreed to the following recommenda
tion:

Germany should not immediately be admitted to a certain group of states but 
be put under Allied supervision in the nature of a mandated territory. The object 
of this supervision should be to make Germany harmless and to educate her for 
subsequent admittance into a group of states.

European group of states ?
For the sake of completeness the suggestion, put forward at various times, that 

the whole of Europe should form one group, e. g. a ‘European Federation’ or a 
‘United States of Europe’, was also considered. This suggestion, however, was
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not supported by any of the members of the Committee. The general opinion 
was that the differences between various parts of Europe were too great and the 
homogeneity of this Continent too small to make this practicable. In addition, 
such grouping would threaten to impair collaboration with other North Atlantic 
powers.

Other groups of states
The Committee is of the opinion that the formation of other groups of states is 

exclusively a matter for the countries concerned, and cannot therefore express 
any views on this point. Only in two cases where Netherland interests are af
fected indirectly does the Committee feel bound to make an exception.

It is in the Netherlands’ interests, with a view to keeping Germany in check, 
that as strong as possible a counter-weight is built up against Germany in Central 
and South Eastern Europe. All efforts of the states situated between Germany, 
Italy and Russia (or in other words between the Baltic, Aegean and Black Seas, 
excluding Germany) to form a closer union should therefore be supported.

From the standpoint of the Netherlands it is difficult to say whether it would 
be preferable for all these states to unite in one group or to create two groups of 
states, the foundations of which have already been laid by the Polish/Czecho- 
slovak and the Greek/Jugoslav agreements. In any event it would seem desirable 
that if more than one group is formed, they shall work closely together in mil
itary matters.

As regards the Pan-American Union, it is clear that the development of this 
organisation cannot be influenced by the Netherlands. In connection with the 
Netherland Territories in South and Central America, however, the régularisa
tion of their relations to such a Union deserves consideration.

175. Vrij Nederland: ‘A System of Federations’
25 September 1943

Leading article in Vrij Nederland, vol. 4, No. 9, 25 September 1943, p. 257; probably by 
van Blankenstein.

Reflections on the possible advantages and terms of reference of a European federation. 
The paper expressly states here a deviating view, putting the case for a European group 
without regard to the position of Holland as a colonial power.

A treaty on currency matters was negotiated at this time between Holland and Belgium, 
and was signed on 21 October 1943.

A system of federations of smaller states, especially in Europe, will always be 
necessary to prevent our continent relapsing into chaos; moreover these federa
tions will be elements in a universal community that can really maintain peace, 
security and justice in the world. We are not thinking of federations in which
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national independence or individuality would be sacrified,1 but communities in 
respect of the political, military and economic systems of the countries concer
ned, and in some cases their monetary system also. This certainly applies to 
Western Europe, and therefore to ourselves. On this occasion we do not wish to 
speak of Western Europe in particular, but only to examine the possible character 
and effect of close cooperation between states on a treaty basis.2

The idea of such a federation first arose in East Central Europe. When the 
German threat was still developing, the notion of a Danube federation came to 
the fore. Authoritative statesmen in the countries concerned showed serious 
interest: the project may not have been close to their hearts, but it appealed all the 
more strongly to their understanding. It was probably the right way to solve the 
troublesome and dangerous problem of Austria, by freeing that country from the 
gravitational pull which the German Reich had exercised since the fall of the Dual 
Monarchy. The only way, even in normal circumstances, to put a decisive end to 
the long-term possibility of an Anschluss was to restore in some degree the eco
nomic unity that had been lost when the Habsburg empire disintegrated, and 
thus provide a framework within which Austria could be satisfied.

Here in London the idea of federation has found expression in the agreement 
between President Benes and General Sikorski. Greece and Yugoslavia have fol
lowed suit with a somewhat less definite arrangement. Difficulties have since 
arisen, the most evident being the question of Teschen, which is apparently not 
yet soluble. A deeper and more serious obstacle, however, arises from the dif
ferences between Russia and Poland. As long as there is any threat of Russo- 
Polish friction after the armistice, it cannot be attractive to any country to link 
itself with Poland and thus become a party to the quarrel. None the less we must 
hope that the movement to form groupings in different parts of Eastern Europe 
will not come to a stop. Serious differences between states need not be an obstacle 
to it. Indeed it can be said without too much fear of paradox that formal links are 
all the more necessary between states with divergent interests. At the beginning 
of this century the Triple Alliance between Germany, Austria-Hungary and 
Italy long prevented a breach between Vienna and Rome. Sensitive Anglo-French 
relations were assuaged by the Entente Cordiale, which also took the danger out 
of Russo-British confrontation in Asia. Turkey and Greece were always arch
enemies, but never more so than after 1922; yet a political entente between them,

1 On several occasions Vrij Nederland reprinted articles from the Dutch underground 
press, esp. Het Parool (e.g. in Vrij Nederland of 31 Juli 1943 and 5 February 1944), 
which was more favourable to continental European federation and argued for the 
transfer of sovereign rights to a European body. In a leader of 5 February 1944 Vrij 
Nederland dissociated itself from this idea, pointing out the dangers of economic au
tarky and of a system which would exclude Britain and the Dutch colonies.

2 Vrij Nederland elaborated this idea in subsequent months with special regard to the 
effects on the Dutch position in Europe, Dutch colonial possessions elsewhere in the 
world, and post-war cooperation in a world union. On 13 November 1943, after the 
Moscow conference of foreign ministers, a leader in Vrij Nederland emphasized the role 
of regional organizations as supplementary to a world federation, concluding: ‘What we 
need is a universal League of Nations with decentralization at different levels/
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concluded in Rome under Mussolini’s auspices, turned them into genuinely good 
friends, not least because they were both mistrustful of Italy!

There have been other moves towards cooperation in Eastern Europe, such as 
the Little Entente. This was important so long as it was not put to the test, but the 
obligations of its members were not strong enough; German pressure was too 
much for it, and it broke apart. The same can be said of the Balkan Entente which 
was modelled on it, and which had the additional weakness that Bulgaria, unre
conciled to her well-merited fate, remained outside it. Provided federations are 
based on the principles that are now current and are integrated in a well-ordered 
worldwide system, they can be of great value.

The federations should not take the form of rival groupings of Allied powers 
and adherents of the Axis, but that is probably not the intention. Certainly there 
will be accounts to be settled in Eastern Europe, and not only among those who 
have been on opposite sides in the war. Rumania and Hungary, for instance, will 
have their bones of contention. But we may hope that after the final reckoning 
the urge for self-preservation will induce all states to combine into one or several 
groups. The formal bond, with its practical consequences, will be seen as more 
important than the degree of mutual cordiality.

One thing is clear: no federation can accommodate a great power, a state that is 
stronger than all the rest put together. That would mean the federation becoming 
a tool of the power in question, as the German Reich did of Prussia. Russia, 
France or Britain, must not be members of federations, although certain of the 
latter, if only for reasons of security, will cultivate special relations with parti
cular great powers. For instance, West European federations must certainly be 
strongly oriented towards Britain and also America. But we must not have great 
powers confronting each other in the international arena, each with its retinue of 
obedient satellites.

The federations will be able to avert the danger of clashes between particular 
states, such as have so often arisen or threatened to arise in Eastern Europe. They 
will make their members stronger and better balanced economically, and this will 
make for better economic relations in Europe. The federations will prevent small 
states from being dragged along in the wake of large ones, as Hungary, Rumania 
and Bulgaria have been by Germany.

In this way a system of federations would make for much healthier conditions 
in the world organization for which we must hope. We must not see a repetition 
of the performance that did Geneva so much harm. Federations, or perhaps 
groups of federations, can form a counterweight against possible selfishness or 
short-sightedness on the part of great powers, and this can only be of benefit to 
the world.

We in Holland are in a very special position. We may expect our realm to re
main a unity, much simpler in construction than the British empire, for instance. 
Belgium bears some similarity, but centuries will no doubt elapse before the 
Congo becomes a political issue, as the East Indies already are. The dual charac
ter of the Dutch empire must be reflected in our international behaviour. In the 
present article, however, we did not wish to consider this problem but only to 
point out the importance of a system of federations for Europe and the world.
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176. Vrij Nederland: ‘Dutch-Belgian Cooperation’
16 October 1943

Leading article in Vrij Nederland, vol. 4, No. 12, 16 October 1943, p. 353, probably by 
van Blankenstein.

The immediate occasion of this article was the monetary agreement with Belgium and 
Luxemburg, to be signed on 21 October 1943. The writer takes issue with the idea that 
Holland could not join a European grouping because of her colonial possessions, and points 
out that federation’ has taken on a broad range of meanings.

5{.

In recent times the word ‘federation’ has come to be used less strictly than 
before. When people spoke of a ‘Danube federation’ they did not have in mind an 
entity like the US, the Union of South Africa or Switzerland. In the same way, 
the federations in Eastern and South-Eastern Europe that are now envisaged are 
certainly not expected to constitute national units. It would be better to devise a 
different name for them, but it is difficult to find a comprehensive one because 
the forms of possible cooperation among the states concerned are so manifold. 
We can get a good idea of their variety in the case of Western Europe, where the 
possibilities are easier to examine.

To take our own country first, it is tempting to say that Holland cannot remain 
outside any federation that includes Indonesia, and vice versa; but this is only 
very partially true.

In the Far East there will certainly be a move towards close cooperation after 
the war. There will be one great power in the area -  China. However, China 
cannot represent the world of the Pacific and Indian Oceans in the world com
munity, if only because there are units of ‘lower’ rank that will for some time to 
come surpass the Chinese Republic in economic structure, efficiency of admin
istration and the democratic formulation of national policy. What we have said 
about ‘federation’ in Europe is still more applicable to the Far East. ‘Federations’ 
must form a democratic counterweight to the great powers. There will be a desire 
for closer cooperation between the Dutch East Indies, Australia, the Malayan 
peninsula and probably also Indo-China. All these countries belong to empires, 
but their European motherlands will certainly not oppose the trend towards 
‘federation’. A loosening of the imperial bond is not to be feared, precisely 
because such great empires are involved. Many areas of the world will want to 
look after their own local concerns, but there will nevertheless be close relations 
in vital matters between the overseas countries and their motherlands. We are 
thinking first and foremost of national defence, especially naval defence. Aus
tralia will no more wish to cut herself off from Britain in this respect than the East 
Indies from the Netherlands. Monetary, financial, economic, cultural and above 
all political ties will remain as they are. But we have already seen that as regards 
supplies of rubber, tin and tea the Dutch East Indies could only help themselves 
by direct contact with other producing countries — a contact over which the 
Netherlands will no longer have any decisive influence in future.



III./2. Ideas of Netherlands Exiles 471

It can be seen from this that despite the colonial relationship it is perfectly 
possible to consider the Netherlands in Europe as a separate problem for practical 
purposes.

If we take the natural view that no great powers should enjoy direct member
ship of a federation -  since the latter’s object, as Churchill has said, is precisely to 
give more weight to the wishes of smaller states -  then the possibilities for our 
country are soon enumerated. Very close links with Belgium are desirable and 
possible: more possible than ever, as Belgium began even before the war to align 
her international foreign policy with ours. After the war, still more than pre
viously, Belgium will view her security from the same angle as we do.

A Belgian-Dutch customs union has been urged for decades, especially in the 
Walloon part of Belgium, so that this idea cannot come as a surprise.1 From now 
on it should include Luxemburg. Here in London the two governments are 
already moving towards a monetary union. Cultural ties, it needs no argument, 
must be made closer and no longer left to artists, congresses and the Groot 
Woordenboek.2T\ie authorities can do much in the way of mutual recognition of 
acts and diplomas and practical cooperation in the field of education. Student 
exchange is still more important than the exchange of teachers. There is also a 
task for the press to perform in this area.

Military cooperation seems to us of the greatest importance. We do not want 
an alliance -  that is too uncertain, and also not strong enough. A Dutch and a 
Belgian army together will always be far weaker than a military power fused into 
a single unit with a joint system of fortifications. It hardly seems necessary to 
point out the advantages of this. A unit 18 million strong is more effective 
militarily than two units of 9 million. The defence of the bridgehead of the Low 
Countries will be greatly strengthened by their unity. True, in itself it is still far 
too weak to meet possible new dangers from the East, but for that very reason it 
is to be regarded as no more than a bridgehead, with the certainty of immediate 
and decisive reinforcement from the west and south. If Western help is not 
available and we are again exposed to ill winds from the East it will still be a 
matter of honour to defend our countries, but we shall have no real protection. 
This means that Holland and Belgium must have a common foreign policy; and, 
as already noted, we shall in fact be looking at matters from the same point of 
view.

None of this applies to our relations with the Scandinavian countries. They 
have their own community, as is becoming more and more evident at the present 
time. Are we then to sever our ties with the Oslo group?3Most certainly not. We 
are linked with its other members by common attitudes and traditions of national 
and international morality which lead to fruitful results of friendship and diplo-

1 Cf. C. A. van der Klaauw, Politieke betrekkingen tussen Nederland en Belgie, 
1919-1939, Leiden, 1953; M. Weisglas, Benelux. Van nabuurstaten tot uniepartners, 
Amsterdam/Brussels, 1949.

2 Before World War 2 the joint edition of the Great Dictionary of the Dutch Language 
was one of the few projects of cultural cooperation.

3 Cf. doc. 172, n. 4.
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matic cooperation. Collectively we form a sort of ‘public opinion’ of old, 
respectable countries, which always produce a solid effect when they stand to
gether. Indeed, for anyone of discernment it was a sign of the bankruptcy of the 
League of Nations when our countries, taught by hard experience, unanimously 
decided in 1937 to revert to their old policy of neutrality. In future our associ
ation can be of great importance to the prestige of democracy in the community 
of nations. This is true of Switzerland also.

It will be seen that many kinds of cooperation are possible, with innumerable 
gradations. Who will find a name for them?

177. Vrij Nederland: ‘Towards a New Concept of Sovereignty’
11 December 1943

Leading article in Vrij Nederland, vol. 4, No. 20, 11 December 1943, p. 609, probably 
by van Blankenstein (excerpts).

This article was written on the occasion of the Cairo conference of Nov. 1943 between 
Churchill, Roosevelt and Chiang Kai-shek, which discussed the war against Japan. It re
views the conditions of US-Dutch cooperation, and answers the fears of some Dutch circles 
that the Americans might have imperialistic designs on the East Indies.

The writer expresses the idea that, while there should be no formal transfer of sover
eignty, it is in practice voluntarily limited by international cooperation; ‘sovereignty \ in fact, 
is a relative term.

( . . . )  The Pacific islands under League of Nations mandate must have been an 
important subject of discussion. ( . . . )

It is probable that the Americans in particular will wish to control many of 
these islands as air and sea bases to enable them to police the Pacific area. But in 
addition they will probably require facilities from all powers, including our
selves, for their navy and air force in and around the Pacific. Those who have 
expressed loud indignation at the Cairo communiqué will no doubt go on doing 
so. If they pay attention to what the Germans are saying, they will see it as the 
beginning of the end of our rule in the Indies. But there is no cause for this. 
America is welcome to get what it needs for the task in hand, provided certain 
conditions are met.

In the first place it must be a question of facilities only, without any territorial 
rights. Secondly, the arrangement must be reciprocal. We Dutch will have an 
active part to play in policing the neighbourhood of our Archipelago, and we 
shall need corresponding facilities on the territory of our friends, including the 
Americans. The third condition depends on ourselves. If others seek our hospi
tality in certain matters there must not be a repetition of what happened in 
Surinam, where we let the Americans build their own airfield and pay for it. 
Others have done better by avoiding such mistaken economy and building air-
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fields for the common cause at their own expense. The facilities will not be 
simple. A fleet or air force with a task to perform a long way from home or from 
its own ports must have a depot with its own ammunition, spare parts and 
technical installations in the area. But we must ourselves supply the elementary 
needs of such bases on our territory, and also provide their defence.

All these are consequences of America’s useful designs for the Pacific area. 
Those of us who have thought about these matters will not be alarmed at them, 
and this is certainly true of the relevant departments of our government.

Above all let no one lose any sleep over a threat to sovereignty. Sovereignty is 
not a visible, tangible thing: it is something of a phantom, and only presents itself 
in negative forms. We make a fuss about it, only to limit it voluntarily by all sorts 
of treaties. The more a country does so, the safer and more prosperous it is. Any 
state that tried to guard its sovereignty like a vestal virgin guarding her chastity 
would perish of isolation.

178. Vrij Nederland: Dangers of a Continental European Union
10 February 1945

Leading article in Vrij Nederland, vol. 5, N o. 24, 10 February 1945, p. 33, probably by 
van Blankenstein.

The writer once again opposed a continental organization of Europe under the potential 
leadership of France. The basic fear was of becoming a satellite of any of the great powers. 
The paper also rejected the idea of partitioning Germany. The article begins with the warn
ing, based on history, that Holland depends on Britain and France for military protection 
against German ambitions.

( . . . )  Thus it is vital to us that Western Europe should be firmly and unmis
takably of one mind. An alliance with France as well as Britain is of great 
importance for this, if the two powers are politically in complete accord with 
each other. It is essential, now and henceforth, that the enemy should be pre
vented from entertaining any false beliefs as to what may happen in future.

For this reason we wish to say a word here about some statements by General 
de Gaulle which may indeed have caused misunderstanding. The General, as we 
have said before, is not a man who weighs his words with the utmost care, and 
this can sometimes be dangerous.

When still in Algiers he spoke to a well-known American journalist concern
ing a special link in the region of the Channel and the North Sea, between France, 
the Low Countries and an independent Rhineland. We are in favour of the closest 
cooperation with Belgium, as a factor in a much stronger Western group, which 
must in turn be one of the components of a worldwide structure. But we must 
not have in our regional grouping a single great power, like a hen amongst 
chickens. That would create a position like the one which caused Belgium so
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much vexation after the last war, until Locarno brought a satisfactory solution. 
France, however, has always had a preference for such relationships, as witness 
her attitude towards the Little Entente and Poland.

The combination suggested by General de Gaulle had another feature that was 
specially unwelcome to us, viz. the participation of the Rhineland as perhaps the 
largest of the brood of chickens. Such an entity would have great attraction for 
France in the long term, as being less wedded to its independence than the Low 
Countries, and valuable as an economic hinterland. This might lead to Holland 
and Belgium becoming the stepchildren. Altogether, the kind of grouping sug
gested can only be acceptable if other great powers belong to it also.

General de Gaulle went further still, advocating a new association among the 
‘colonies of the three countries’, bringing about a great colonial unity. This made 
his remarks all the more hazardous in their effect on foreign countries. Although 
he certainly did not mean it, his words could have given the impression of a rival 
structure to the British empire, in Europe and overseas, under French leader
ship.

We did not comment on this statement at the time, because it seemed to us to 
have been made on the spur of the moment rather than as the result of careful 
thought. The idea of a ‘colonial’ association, in particular, is quite unthinkable. 
The Dutch East Indies have nothing whatever in common, either politically, 
economically or culturally, with the great part of France’s overseas empire, 
which is still composed of colonies in the old sense of the word; and it would be 
especially offensive to the peoples of Java, Sumatra and the rest of civilized 
Indonesia to be lumped with the natives of the Belgian Congo. None of our 
readers will require conviction on that point.

The Dutch East Indies should have close relations with Australia and the 
Malayan peninsula, and our West Indian colonies with all American countries. 
The picture painted by General de Gaulle is quite divorced from reality. We 
would have left this alone as a dead issue, but for the fact that similar ideas have 
recently been uttered in Paris; and, which seems to us much more untoward, the 
Belgian foreign minister spoke of them, after a visit there, as being worthy of 
attention. This makes it necessary for us to speak out.

Our country’s place is in a Western system, which must be an integral part of a 
world organization. We have already said how indispensable France is to our 
Western organization. France and the Low Countries together form a strong 
bridgehead against the German danger, fortified still further by our cultural 
attachment. But no bridgehead is any use without support from the main force 
across the water, and it is a fruitless idea to make such a thing the basis of a 
separate world power. This was certainly not the intention, but even the sem
blance of it must be avoided.
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3. Views of Danish Exiles on the Future of Europe

H e n n in g  N ie l s e n

Introduction
To the Danish public, the best-known of the Danes who went into exile during 

the occupation was undoubtedly John Christmas Moller (1894—1948), who had 
been chairman of the Conservative Party and became a minister without port
folio on the day after the German invasion; he was afterwards minister for trade. 
In October 1940 he was forced to resign from the government on account of his 
outspoken anti-German remarks at meetings in various parts of the country; and 
in January 1941, following further German pressure, he withdrew from parlia
ment and from other public duties.

Invited to Britain in May 1942, he became chairman of the Danish Council 
(Det danske Rad), an organization of the Danes in London. Founded in Septem
ber 1940, this was the most important of the committees set up by Danes in the 
free world to spread information about conditions in Denmark and Danish pol
icy (which was hard to explain at the outset in contrast, e.g., to that of occupied 
Norway), to raise funds and recruit volunteers for the Allied forces, etc.

Christmas Moller planned to turn the Danish Council into a central body 
representing all Danes outside German control; however, he met with opposition 
from compatriots in the UK, the British authorities and, not least, the Danish 
minister to the US, Henrik Kauffmann. On the other hand he was very soon 
given access to the BBC, where Danish journalists were employed from the first 
days of the occupation.1 His radio talks had a wide audience in Denmark, and the 
evolution of his views on foreign policy can be traced from them as well as from 
his many articles and correspondence with the homeland. In 1943 he himself 
expressed this in the words: ‘We old-time nationalists have become internatio
nalists/2

At the beginning of his time in England Moller had ideas of Nordic union, but 
-  partly under the influence of Trygve Lie, the Norwegian foreign minister in 
exile -  he and many other Danes came to the conclusion that ‘Scandinavia is not 
enough/ It may be added that the cause of Nordic understanding was not aided 
by Trygve Lie’s efforts to exalt Norway at the expense of Denmark on the

1 See e.g. Jeremy Bennett, British Broadcasting and the Danish Resistance Movement 
1940-45, Cambridge, 1966, and cf. Robert Jorgensen, London kalder (London Cal
ling), 1945.

2 Londonhreve (Letters from London), p. 91: letter to Frode Jakobsen, 28 Oct. 1943.
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strength, inter alia, of his country’s armed resistance to the Germans in 
April-May 1940 and the presence of the Norwegian king and government in 
London.3

Like most of the Danes in exile, Christmas Moller soon abandoned the prin
ciple of neutrality on which Danish foreign policy had been based for genera
tions. He envisaged that post-war Denmark would accept obligations in a system 
of international cooperation on a Western, Atlantic basis, though at the same 
time he greatly admired the Soviet Union’s contribution to victory. As to the 
South Slesvig problem, while there were those in Denmark, even before the 
occupation, who hoped to recover the province from Germany, Christmas 
Moller at an early stage adopted the view that the frontier should not be changed; 
this was in line with his general policy of moderation towards post-war Ger
many.

Moller’s chief rival for the leadership of free Danes abroad was, as we have 
mentioned, Henrik Kauffmann, the minister in Washington. Kauffmann had 
already struck out against his government’s policy in April 1941, when he signed 
on his own responsibility a treaty allowing the US to use air bases in Greenland.4 
From the beginning of the occupation Kauffmann took the line that the Danish 
government was under duress and deprived of its freedom of action, so that he 
did not feel bound to obey instructions from Copenhagen but would act in 
whatever he believed to be Denmark’s true interests. In adopting this attitude he 
was supported by the US government. His example as a ‘free’ diplomatic repres
entative was followed by others, such as Count Eduard Reventlow in London 
and Fensmark in Tehran -  both the latter did so in November 1941, after the 
Danish government adhered to the Anti-Comintern Pact. However, the course 
taken by the different legations depended to a large extent on the attitude of the 
respective host countries.5

Kauffmann was dismissed by his government for concluding the Greenland 
treaty, but the Americans continued to recognize him as the representative of a 
free Denmark: as such he took part in the negotiations that led to the setting up of

3 No study of relations between the Norwegians and Danes in exile in Britain has been 
published, but it appears that C. J. Hambro, president of the Storting (Norwegian 
parliament), saw a good deal of the Danes and may have had as much influence on them 
as Trygve Lie. On relations between the Danes and British cf. Terkel M. Terkelsen, Fra 
palidelig kilde -  Kapitler fra et bevteget journalistliv (From a reliable source: eventful 
chapters of a journalist’s life), 1977, and Frank Esmann Jensen, Da fornuften sejrede 
(When reason prevailed), 1972. For Christmas Moller’s views cf. primary sources quot
ed and Londonbreve, pp. 245, 250 (statements in Stockholm, Feb. 1945).

4 See Finn Lokkegaard (thesis), Det danske Gesandtskab i Washington 1940-42 (The 
Danish Legation in Washington), based partly on Kauffmann’s papers in the Danish 
National Archives (Rigsarkiv).

5 Denmark was unrepresented in the Soviet Union from 1941 to July 1944, when the 
Freedom Council succeeded in having biblioteksdirektor T. Dossing recognized as rep
resentative of ‘fighting Denmark’, which in practice signified the resistance movement. 
Unlike most Danes in exile Dossing opposed the moves that took place in Denmark 
until the liberation for a rapprochement between the Freedom Council and the collab
orating political parties.
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the United Nations organization. He maintained good relations at all times with 
Reventlow and the other heads of ‘free’ diplomatic missions, and with others 
who kept him informed of the views of the resistance movement in Denmark 
itself.

Both Kauffmann and Christmas Moller tried to achieve a position in which 
they could speak for all Danes outside Denmark; Reventlow in London was less 
ambitious, and endeavoured to exert a mediating influence between the two 
rivals. ‘Time and again, minor incidents arose in which the personal antagonism 
between Christmas Moller and Kauffmann was a hindrance to the formation of a 
coordinated policy for Danes abroad/6 Things were not improved, rather the 
contrary, by Christmas Moller’s visit to the US for lecturing and negotiating 
purposes in November-December 1942. However, it was due to conditions in 
Denmark rather than to the two men’s rivalry that no Danish government in exile 
was ever formed to parallel the Norwegian one, even after the government in 
Copenhagen resigned on 29 August 1943. The lack of a government in exile that 
could speak with authority did not, it is important to note, assist the wartime 
discussion of the country’s international future.

Danish exiles in the US were fewer in number than those in Britain or neutral 
Sweden, where e.g. military units were raised for the purpose of fighting, if 
opportunity arose, on Danish soil.7 Stockholm was in many ways a ‘door to the 
free world’, and Ebbe Munck with his strong personality became an important 
link between the resistance movement in Denmark, the Danes in Sweden and 
those in the English-speaking countries.

The Danes in Sweden naturally discussed post-war problems in their newspa
pers etc., as well as the possibilities of Nordic cooperation, but they do not seem 
to have given a great deal of thought to cooperation in Europe as a whole. In 
general, Danish activities in Sweden were increasingly supported by the Swedish 
government.

It might be supposed that the Danes in exile, not being involved in day-to-day 
acts of resistance, would have had more time and resources to develop plans for 
the post-war world and Denmark’s future role in Europe; but in fact very few, 
other than Christmas Moller and Henrik Kauffmann, formulated specific ideas 
on external policy.

It can be said, however, that in the free Danish movement abroad as well as in 
the resistance movement (cf. vol. 1 of this series, Part Two, chapter III) there was 
a general appreciation that the policy of neutrality was bankrupt -  a view expres-

6 Terkel M. Terkelsen, op. cit. (n. 3), p. 108. Terkelsen’s reminiscences give a good idea 
of conditions among the Danes in wartime London, based in part on contemporary 
notes, now among Terkelsen’s papers in the National Archives. For Danish activity in 
London cf. also Emil Blytgen-Petersen, Frie danske i London 1940-45 (Free Danes in 
London), 1977.

7 See e.g. Per Moller and Knud Secher, De danske Flygtninge i Sverige (Danish refugees 
in Sweden), 1945; Ulf Torell, Hjalp till Danmark, Militara och politiska forbindelser 
1943-45 (Aid to Denmark: military and political relations), Stockholm, 1973; and 
Jorgen Grundt Larsen, Modstandsbevxgelsens Kontaktudvalg i Stockholm 1944—45 
(Contacts of the resistance movement in Stockholm), 1976.
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sed in the slogan ‘Never another 9th of April!’ In line with this, the leading Danes 
in exile strongly supported the efforts of the Freedom Council (Frihedsrad) to 
improve the country’s status among the United Nations and eventually have it 
formally recognized as an ally. This did not come about until after the liberation, 
but the fact that events developed as smoothly as they did was largely due to 
Kauffmann’s efforts to obtain a favourable position for Denmark in the various 
international negotiations that took place during the war and led to the founda
tion of the United Nations organization.8

179. Henrik Kauffmann: Declaration 3 Jan. 1942

From Den parlamentariske Kommissions Bettenkning (Report of the Parliamentary 
Commission), V, Copenhagen, 1948, p. 218. The English text, which appears to be the 
original version, is printed in F. Lokkegaard, Det danske gesandtskab i Washington 
1940-1942, p. 608.

Henrik Kauffmann (1888-1963),1 the wartime Danish minister in Washington, broke 
with his government's official policy at an early stage and on his own responsibility conclud
ed a treaty with the US government concerning air bases in Greenland. Although dismissed 
by the Danish government he continued to regard himself as the representative of free 
Denmark, and took part in international conferences in which it appeared useful for Den
mark to be involved, albeit indirectly. In particular he did his best to secure a place for 
Denmark in the negotiations and discussions that led to the founding of the United Nations 
organization. This already appears from his declaration of 3 January 1942, and in due course 
he was able to attend the San Francisco conference as chairman of the Danish delegation. 
After the liberation of Denmark he became minister without portfolio, but remained at his 
post in Washington.

The Danish Government in occupied Denmark, from where it had no means 
of escaping, is under German duress and thus not free to sign the Declaration by 
the United Nations of January 1, 1942.

I, Henrik Kauffmann, Minister of Denmark to the United States of America, 
therefore desire to declare that the Danish Nation, though subjugated, now more 
than ever believes in the principles and purposes of the Atlantic Charter of Au-

8 I am indebted to Dr Jorgen Hsestrup of Odense University for much useful advice in the 
drafting of the Introduction and selection of sources. I also express my thanks to the 
former members of the resistance who have thrown light on the subject in correspon
dence, including Flemming and Jutte Juncker, Ole Lippmann, Flemming Muus, 
P. A. Morch and Terkel M. Terkelsen.

1 For biographical details see Besxttelsestidens Hvem-Hvad-Hvor (Who’s Who of the 
occupation period), Copenhagen, 1966, pp. 428-30; Finn Lokkegaard, Den danske 
gesandtskab i Washington 1940-42 (The Danish legation in Washington), Copenhagen, 
1968. For the declaration cf. Foreign Relations of the United States, 1942, vol. 1, pp. 27, 
29.
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gust 14, 1941. Danes in the Free World feel pledged to contribute the best of their 
efforts in the common struggle for victory over Hitlerism, adhering to the prin
ciples of the Declaration of January 1, 1942, as if the Declaration had been signed 
by a free Danish Government.

180. Christmas Moller: Letter to Frode Jakobsen 28 Oct. 1943

From Jorgen Hsestrup (ed.), Christmas M0llers Londonhreve [London letters], Christ
mas Mollers korrespondance med hjemlandet 1942-45, Copenhagen, 1974, pp. 92 f .1

John Christmas Moiler (1894—1948) resigned his chairmanship of the conservative Peo
ple's Party in 1939, hut became a minister in the Danish government on 10 April 1940. On 
account of his fairly outspoken anti-German statements he had to resign his post in October 
1940, and in January 1941 he also renounced his membership of parliament and other 
political functions.

In August 1941 he was invited by the British to move to London and support the Danish 
cause there, hut for various reasons, including the exceptionally hard winter of that year, he 
was not able to make the journey till April 1942. Meanwhile he helped to found the clan
destine newspaper Frit Danmark (cf. vol. 1 of this series, doc. 70). In London he became 
chairman of the Danish Council (Det danske Rad) and was very active as a speaker and 
writer. His frequent BBC broadcasts were widely listened to. However, he found Britain too 
narrow a field of operations and was disappointed at not being recognized as the leader of 
all Danes abroad. Towards the end of the war he planned to return secretly to Denmark and 
take part in the resistance movement there, but the project did not succeed.

In London he carried on an extensive correspondence with resistance leaders, politicians 
and others in Denmark.2His letters to them indicate his views on the country's international 
policy after the war. At the Liberation he became foreign minister, mainly on account of his 
high personal reputation, but he did not play any role in party politics after the war.

Frode Jakobsen was a member of the Freedom Council and had high regard for Christ
mas Moiler. One of his letters to Moiler speaks of the difficulties of combining active 
resistance work with post-war planning. cBut is it not more important to act than to write f 
And too much writing interferes with action. So I  am often sorry that I  cannot find much 
time to think about the future of a free Denmark.'3

I can only say more definitely what I expect to be the dominant views on home 
and foreign policy. As to the latter I think Denmark ought to have been one of 
the Allied nations, and that if things had gone right in the home country we 
would have had the same sort of position as Norway. I think therefore that we 
must undoubtedly do all we can to secure the status we should have had. We 
must hope there will be an international organization after the war in which our

1 For the whole letter see Londonhreve, pp. 90-3.
2 The original correspondence is in Christmas Moller’s private papers now in the Danish 

national archives (Rigsarkiv), as are his wartime diaries.
3 Londonhreve, p. 173 (letter of 27 April 1944).
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country will have its full share of rights and duties, and we must of course hope 
for good relations with Britain and Russia. I think I may say that I have done 
what I could to make the Russians understand the situation in Denmark and to 
realize that it was contrary to our people’s will that Russia was treated as it was in 
1941. In home affairs I believe that circumstances will bring about a major shift to 
the left on everybody’s part. I myself can hardly be considered to have been far to 
the right, and the decisive consideration for me is that a policy be adopted which 
will free us from the scourge of unemployment: we must see to it that these long 
periods of unemployment do not recur.

181. Christmas Meller: Letter to Three Fellow-countrymen1
3 Dec. 1943

From Jorgen Haestrup (ed.), Christmas Möllers Londonbreve, Copenhagen, 1974, 
pp. 105 f.

In this letter to three leaders of the Conservative Party Christmas Moiler put forward a 
twelve-point programme for the post-war government: points 5 and 7 in particular related to 
international cooperation. The points were discussed among the parties in Denmark and 
with V. Buhl (social democrat), the designated Prime Minister. In a letter of 15 September 
1944 the three Conservatives reviewed the points in the light of these discussions and wrote 
inter alia: ‘As regards point 5, we are willing to accept international obligations in accord
ance with the position we seek as an Ally, while naturally wishing to retain the character of a 
national state. (. . .) As regards point 7 we are of course agreed. ’2

The most important thing is the government’s programme, and I shall begin 
with that.

The basic situation is that owing to various unfortunate circumstances Den
mark is not an Ally in the present war. We must try to remedy this. The war is 
indivisible. It is not enough to defeat Germany; it is in the whole world’s interest 
that Japan be defeated, and we Danes must play our part in this, small though it 
must obviously be. It must be our attitude that, as far as things depend on us, we 
will not tolerate injustice in the world, and we will support those powers which 
have fought and are still fighting for truth and justice. Today we are to all intents 
and purposes at war with Germany, and we must declare war on her as soon as 
we can do so legally.

In my view this is a cardinal and decisive point, and I am much concerned to 
know whether we differ greatly in this matter. I think my views on the subject 
were the same when I was still in Denmark. ( . . . )

Point 5: We must be absolutely ready to assume international obligations in

1 These were Ole Bjorn Kraft, Poul Sorensen and Aksel Moller, the three leaders of the 
Conservative Party. For the whole letter see Londonbreve, pp. 98-107.

2 Op. cit., p. 212.
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conjunction with the Allies, but insist that Denmark must preserve its character 
as a purely national state. As an old Flensburger I would say that while [South 
Slesvig] was a problem in 1918, it is no longer one today. ( . . . )

Point 7 :1 have already expressed my view on foreign policy under points 1 and
5. We hope that there will also be a friendly understanding after the war between 
Russia on the one hand and Britain, the US and China on the other. We hope for 
close cooperation among the Northern countries. Personally I think we should 
let Norway take the initiative in discussions. I do not believe in isolation either 
for Denmark or for Scandinavia as a whole. But this matter will not be decided 
during the life of the government we are here talking about.

182. Christmas Moller: ‘When Denmark is Free Again’
Jan.-March 1944

From John Christmas Moller, Naar Danmark atter er frit, Copenhagen, 1945, pp. 7, 
28-30, 63-5, 71 f.

Between 1 January and 17 March 1944 Christmas M oiler wrote a series of articles in the 
weekly Frit Danmark -  London, which were collected after the liberation into a book with 
the above title, originally used by the Freedom Council for its post-war programme in 
November 1943 (cf. vol. 1 of this series, doc. 70). Christmas Moiler commended the pro
gramme with the words (The Freedom Council's report is a Danish document through and 
through. There is nothing vindictive in it -  that is a plebeian sentiment -  but there is a call for 
punishment.31

Many of Christmas Moller's articles in this series go further than the Council's 
programme as regards the need for a strong system of international cooperation after the 
war. cOne country cannot live in abundance and let others starve. And this will be one test of 
willingness to understand that peace too demands sacrifices.'2 Apart from this Moller argues 
the need for Denmark to be ranked among the Allies, and rejects the idea of annexing South 
Slesvig.3

Christmas Moiler's views were influential in and outside Denmark, the more so because 
of his frequent BBC broadcasts, which were much listened to.

Different nations in the free world have devoted a great deal of time to postwar 
problems. It must be taken as a promising sign of faith in Allied victory that, well 
before the real turn in the fortunes of the war, people were prepared to tackle 
these questions, which was in some ways a harder task than defeating the enemy. 
( . . . )

The next major problem in foreign affairs is whether or not to maintain the 
pre-1939 policy of neutrality.

1 Op. cit., 1945, p. 10.
2 Ibid., p. 56.
3 Ibid., pp. 25, 27.
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I do not believe we should do so. All smaller countries, indeed the whole 
world, can only hope that the non-aggressive powers, and above all the Big.Four, 
will stand together in peace as they have shown they can in war. Today we may 
take it as basic that there must be a new world organization of all these powers. It 
must be Denmark’s position that the new organization should have more power 
than the old, that its decisions should be enforceable and that every member must 
be prepared to make sacrifices as well as to assert its rights. The question of 
relations between big and small states is always a difficult one: it will hardly be 
easier in future than it is now and has been in the past. A happy future for the 
whole world depends to a high degree on cooperation between the Big Four and 
above all between Russia and the Anglo-Saxon powers; those who know the 
conditions of minorities and small parties in the internal politics of any country, 
even if it is a democratic one, need only imagine the parallel. Yet the minority is 
not always wrong -  far from it. And that is why I consider it so important that 
small countries should be prepared to bear their share of the burden, in return for 
which their views will be heard and respected all the more.

Denmark looks forward to closer Nordic cooperation, but under the aegis of 
the European family and the world organization. I have already expressed the 
hope that Norway will take the initiative in the necessary discussions. In view of 
Norway’s whole fight since 9 April 1940 this seems the most natural and reason
able course. All five Nordic states see as their highest goal a free and independent 
future, but I am sure none of them believes any longer in a future of isolation for 
itself or for the North. This war must have taught us once and for all that a fire in 
our neighbour’s house is as bad as one in our own. Not neutrality but member
ship of the United Nations must be our policy, in a world in which we shall do 
our utmost to support the principles that alone can be our mainstay: right and 
justice, freedom and responsibility, rights and duties as two sides of the same 
coin. ( . . . )

As to the future of Germany, I have in mind both the Reich and the long-term 
future of the German people.

One often hears it said that the only thing to do is to divide up Germany into 
small states so as to put an end to Prussian domination. This is understandable: it 
will be a familiar thought to all of us who remember the poet Grundtvig’s words 
in 1838 about the danger a united Germany would represent for her neighbours 
and for herself. But I do not believe the idea makes sense any more. And Ger
many’s small neighbours must have more right than anyone else to say that they 
want her to survive as a national state, and do not want large German minorities 
within their own borders. I am quite convinced that Danish policy will take this 
line. Centuries of experience have shown that the kingdom of Denmark proper 
was in too close a relationship to the German nation [Deutschtum], and all our 
misfortunes in bygone days stemmed from this.

But it seems to me no less clear that if one attempted by force to separate 
peoples who wish or should be allowed to live together, one would only be 
sowing the seeds of an inevitable fresh revolt. I do not express any opinion as to 
the actual wishes of the parties in this case.

The hopes of the world and Europe for a long period of peace depend entirely



484 Documents

on whether the great powers can stand together in peacetime as they have done in 
the war. If they cannot, it is impossible to see what kind of future is in store for 
us. It must also be hoped that after the war the United Nations will set up a 
League of Nations of which all peace-loving, non-aggressive states can become 
members. And the first task must be to ensure that Europe and the world are not 
again exposed to threats of war as they were from the beginning of the 1930s.
( . . . )

It must be desired first and foremost that the spirit of cooperation and soli
darity that has characterized the war period may also be maintained during the 
peace. It will be the duty of our generation, especially the mature and elder 
members of it, to sacrifice itself (in a different manner, of course) to win the 
peace. We must be prepared to go on thinking in terms of community and 
fellowship, not individuals and classes. Since we have managed to impose four, 
five or six years’ compulsory service in wartime, why should we not be able to do 
the same thing for the sake of peace?

It is not possible here, and is outside the task I set myself, to speculate even in 
broad terms as to the future development of society. But it can be said that the 
men and women of our democracy must regard themselves as soldiers in the army 
that will win the peace. And winning the peace means overcoming the true cause 
of war -  unemployment, which plagued and ravaged our countries in the period 
between the wars. ( . . . )

There remains the task of creating a society with the right balance between 
personal freedom and a sense of community, with due recognition of individual 
skills. But in future no one must be allowed to prosper owing to others’ suffer
ing.

The war has shown how immensely rich the world is. If its resources, raw 
materials and production are harnessed to the service of peace, it should be 
possible to build a better society than before, which will at last offer a secure and 
tranquil future for all.

The first condition of achieving this is to win the war. No less effort will be 
required if we are to win the peace and the future.

183. Svenn Seehusen: Report to Christmas Moller 20 Feb. 1944

From Sten Gudme’s papers in the Rigsarkiv, part 4 (correspondence between Stockholm 
and Christmas Moller).

'I *

Among the many sources of information available to Christmas Moller in London were 
reports from Danes in Stockholm, who were well placed to assess the situation in Denmark. 
Svenn Seehusen was in Sweden from September 1943, editing the weekly Danskeren and the 
monthly Nyt fra Danmark. In the present report he wrote inter alia about the attitude of 
Danish youth and their discussions in Sweden concerning problems of the liberation and 
future of Denmark.

Sten Gudme, a Danish journalist in London, was a close associate of Christmas 
Moller.
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Naturally we have had much in mind the question of Denmark’s position in 
post-war Europe. We expect to see a political reorientation among the Danish 
people as regards both home and foreign affairs. ( . . . )

As regards foreign affairs we can as yet only form a general opinion as to what 
is desirable, but we hope to find our kinsfolk in the Nordic countries united in 
favour of a common foreign policy that will bring Britain and Russia together.

( • * • ) .
It is thought most desirable that the Nordic countries should in future be allied 

with Britain and have friendly relations with Russia. This applies to Sweden also.

Our Swedish contacts felt that the Scandinavia of the future should maintain a 
policy of isolation. I replied that we Danes had learnt to regard this question, like 
so many others, in quite a different light since we had seen how grimly serious it 
was for a country to be at war. Our country could only be liberated from the 
west and not from the north. The war was being won by the Allies, not by 
Scandinavia. History showed that Denmark and Britain in many ways shared a 
common destiny, and therefore in our future foreign policy we would seek to 
remain in touch with Britain. We also hoped for Nordic unity in the future, but 
as far as we Danes were concerned -  and, I felt sure, Norway also -  it must be 
oriented towards England.

184. Ebbe Munck: Report of Meeting with Kauffmann in
London 29 Aug. 1944

From Ebbe Munck, Doren til denfrie verden. Erindringer 1939-1945 (The door to the 
free world. Memoirs), Copenhagen, 1967, pp. 185 f .1

*

Ebbe Munck was Stockholm correspondent of the Berlingske Tidende from October 1940 
and acted as an intermediary for Danish intelligence officers who supplied the British lega
tion with information about German military matters. He occupied a key position among 
the Danes in Sweden, who increased in numbers especially after 29 August 1943, and played 
a major part in building up Danish associations there. He was active in organizing aid to the 
resistance in Denmark, and worked for the closest possible cooperation with the allies, 
especially Britain.

In August 1944 he went to London, where he had discussions with the leading free 
Danes' in the Western world, including Christmas Moiler, Kauffmann and Reventlow: the 
talks concerned inter alia Denmark's relations with the allies. In October 1944 he travelled 
secretly to Denmark to report to the Freedom Council on the discussions and on the views of 
Danes abroad concerning the country's future. Describing these talks in later years he wrote: 
(As regards the Nordic discussion it was realized that this could only be a secondary topic (it 
was taken for granted that neutrality was a thing of the past). As members of the community 
of free nations we must be ready to pursue the policy recognized as being in the common

1 This book of memoirs is largely based on contemporary notes and diaries now among
Munck’s posthumous papers in the Rigsarkiv.
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interest, and we therefore accepted that national sovereignty might have to he sacrificed in 
vital matters.>2

It has been said of Munck that he was (a thorough patriot in his way of thinking and 
attitude to life. The idea of the mother-country, Danish traditions and Danish honour were 
not empty words to him, but were full of meaning and relevance. (. . .) But while patriotism 
and respect for the symbols of his country were a basic feature of his make-up, at the same 
time he was more internationally minded than most of his countrymen.’3 He was, however, 
oriented towards the West and had bitter feelings towards the Soviet Union, on account of 
the Finnish question among other things.

We had our first meeting with Kauffmann at the Dorchester Hotel in Park 
Lane on 29 August, exactly a year after the Danish government’s definite breach 
with the Germans. Gabrielle Rohde, who knew Kauffmann, was our hostess; the 
rest of us -  Juncker, Truelsen, Lippmann and I -  had never met him before. He 
was in excellent spirits, sunburnt and healthy-looking, polite and with elegant 
manners, and it was not hard to get on terms with him. He said he had received 
our telegram shortly before Winant’s enquiry, and had immediately decided to 
come to the meeting in London. He had flown via Newfoundland and Iceland, 
and his only luggage apart from bare necessities was a basket of live crayfish for 
Prince Olav! We explained to him the purpose of the meeting and the proposed 
topics of discussion, to which he at once agreed.

The first business meeting took place the same evening at flat 108, Chiltern 
Court. We reported on the political attitude of the Freedom Council, the admin
istration by the civil service and conditions in general, as to which it was clear he 
was not very fully informed. He himself to begin with spoke chiefly of the 
Greenland agreement and especially Article 10, which had aroused most discus
sion as it affected Danish sovereignty. However, since it presupposed mutual 
agreement it could not become a live issue till a government was formed after the 
liberation. The US might wish to reserve the right to maintain certain bases, but 
according to Kauffmann there was no discussion of sovereignty.

Formally speaking there were two parallel discussions, those with Kauffmann 
at SOE headquarters at Chiltern Court and those with the Legation and Christ
mas Moller at 29 Pont Street.

As Kauffmann had a somewhat distorted impression of the intentions of the 
Freedom Council, we began by describing its constitution and membership, its 
tasks and plans and its relations with political and military groups. He asked 
searching questions which helped to clear away uncertainty as to the Council’s 
role and functions.

Apart from Greenland he spoke of the shipping situation and the possibility of 
negotiating compensation for Danish shipowners after the European war was 
over, since Danish vessels could hardly be released from war service until Japan 
had also been defeated. He said Denmark’s standing in the USA was at least as

2 Doren til den frie verden, op. cit., p. 209 (23 Oct. 1944).
3 Jorgen Hasstrup in Skipperen. En bog om Ebbe Munck (The Skipper: a book about 

E. M.), 1975, pp. 163 f.
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good as that of other occupied countries. Washington paid more attention to 
realities than to questions of form, and therefore he personally was not in favour 
of Denmark declaring war on Germany, as was desired in some quarters. He 
thought a declaration of liberation by the king, government and parliament, 
confirming the actual state of affairs, would have a better effect, since a declar
ation of war after the end of hostilities could easily be misinterpreted, at least by 
the American press.

Kauffmann gave us his views on the trend of American policy and likely eco
nomic developments. He described in detail Danish participation in the talks that 
had taken place at Atlantic City and Bretton Woods. Denmark’s place was as
sured, he said; we had an advantageous position as compared with the neutrals, 
and would take part in future negotiations on an equal footing with the allies, 
provided we realized that as a member of the United Nations we must be pre
pared, especially in military matters, to compromise on orthodox ideas of 
sovereignty. Other nations had already expressed readiness to do this.

185. C. F. A. Warner: Report of Conversation with Christmas
Moller 2 Nov. 1944

The English text below is from Foreign Office record F0371/43102. A Danish transla
tion appeared in Frank Esmann Jensen, Da fornuften sejrede. Det britiske udenrigsminis- 
teriums politik over for Danmark under 2. verdenskrig, Copenhagen, 1972, pp. 110-12.

In this conversation with Christopher Warner, head of the Northern Department of the 
British Foreign Office, concerning his plan to return secretly to Denmark,1 Christmas Moller 
indicated clearly that his views on the post-war international system went beyond the ideal 
of an isolated Scandinavia, in the direction of cooperation among the Atlantic powers.

(. . .) We had already heard that he had received a pressing invitation from the 
Freedom Council in Denmark to return to Denmark; S.O .E. had been consider
ing whether they could arrange this without undue risk and had now told M. 
Christmas Moeller that the only satisfactory way would be if he would go in by 
parachute. M. Christmas Moeller immediately accepted, has been medically ex
amined and found fit and is about to go off for his parachute training. The whole 
matter of his return to Denmark must, of course, be treated with the greatest 
secrecy. He is particularly anxious that no other Dane (including Count Revent- 
low) should know of it in advance. S.O.E. propose that it should be announced 
that he is going to the United States and that he should make a record which 
should subsequently be broadcast from America.

M. Christmas Moeller explained to me that he had no doubt whatever that it

1 He intended to be dropped by parachute, but failed to do so as he injured himself while 
training. Anthony Eden, the foreign secretary, who saw the record of the conversation 
on 18 November, minuted: ‘He is a gallant man; I hope the risk is justified.’
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was his clear duty to accept the Freedom Council’s invitation. He thought that 
the Freedom Council felt that the advice and guidance of someone who had been 
outside Denmark for a considerable time and knew better than they the point of 
view of the Allies were required for the ensuing phase.

I asked M. Christmas Moeller whether there were any special matters that he 
would wish to discuss here before going, adding that the Secretary of State would 
no doubt wish to see him before his departure. M. Christmas Moeller said that he 
would particularly like to have some idea of how we envisaged commercial ex
changes between Denmark and this country in the post-hostilities period (he was 
Minister of Commerce). Some Danes thought that they should get loans from 
and do their major trade with the U.S. A. He considered that quite wrong; Den
mark’s natural commercial and political interests linked them with this country. 
He had at different times met various members of His Majesty’s Government, 
but it would of course be extremely useful to him to see a number of them before 
he went back. He would also particularly like to be received, if only for five 
minutes, by the Prime Minister, in order that he might not have to return to 
Denmark without ever having met Mr Churchill. We agreed, however, that the 
whole of this matter would have to be handled carefully as it would otherwise 
arouse speculation if a number of visits to important people in this country were 
suddenly arranged for M. Christmas Moeller. I said that I was entirely sympa
thetic to his wishes and that I would like to consult S.O .E. about arranging to 
meet them so far as possible, since they were responsible for arranging for M. 
Christmas Moeller’s safe return. I have now spoken to Colonel Wilson of S.O.E. 
who is going to consult Lord Selborne.

The conversation then turned to post-hostilities matters and M. Christmas 
Moeller said that it was essential for Denmark to play her part in post-war United 
Nations arrangements, keeping a hand out both towards Russia and towards this 
country; the Scandinavian bloc idea would not work. I told him that whenever 
we had examined the latter point we came to the same conclusion. M. Einar 
Cohen, a distinguished Danish economist who came to see me recently on his 
way to Washington, had emphatically endorsed our conclusion that, in economic 
matters, a Nordic bloc, so far from being self-sufficient, would suffer from 
internal competition. M. Christmas Moeller thoroughly agreed. I then intro
duced the strategic angle and M. Christmas Moeller at once said that Denmark 
could only be safe against a revived Germany by participating whole-heartedly in 
the post-war security system. I agreed with this and said that, speaking person
ally, I should be very glad to see Denmark contributing her full share to 
post-hostilities arrangements of all kinds, including the western part of the se
curity arrangements against a renewal of German aggression. It seemed clear 
that, as part of the general arrangements for this purpose, there would require to 
be close consultation etc. between the countries of North-Western Europe and 
no doubt there would be similar arrangements in Eastern Europe. M. Christmas 
Moeller said that some people in Denmark, if her liberation came to her easily, 
might return to old-fashioned ideas about neutrality; to him it was overwhelm
ingly clear that such ideas were dead. I said that he knew from public statements 
here that that was entirely our view. ( . . . )
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IV. Plans by Exiles from the Axis Countries

1. Ideas of Italian Exiles on the Postwar Order in Europe

A r i a n e  L a n d u y t

Introduction*

After the advent of Fascism Italian political émigrés were scattered throughout 
Europe and to a less extent the Americas, but the scene of their greatest activity 
was France and especially Paris. After the Nazi victory, however, the occupying 
forces in the north of France and the Vichy regime in the south put a stop to 
anti-Fascist action in the political sphere. Many émigrés in consequence threw in 
their lot with the French resistance and joined the maquis, while others sought 
refuge in some other hospitable country to re-form their ranks and prepare fresh 
plans for the wartime struggle and post-war reconstruction.

In this way countries in which Italian exiles had previously been few and far 
between -  such as Britain and Egypt, Switzerland and the Americas -  became 
lively centres of anti-Fascist activity. The new arrivals merged with the old em
igration, which was mainly economic in character, and substantially increased 
the proportion of political émigrés, which had till then been fairly insignifi
cant.

In carrying on their activities and working out postwar plans and programmes 
the various anti-Fascist groups often had to take account of the political attitudes 
of the host countries and the latter’s role in the war. This also had a bearing on 
their plans for post-war Europe.

All the émigré groups approached this problem from the standpoint of Euro
pean integration. On the one hand they sought to combat the Nazi plan of 
continental unification, or ‘anti-Europe’, with a blueprint for a free and demo
cratic Europe, and, on the other, they were anxious at the prospect that spheres 
of interest would be dominant in the future. They intended that the new Europe 
should be based on overcoming nationalism, the principle that had fostered the 
Nazi and Fascist regimes, and should be inspired by the federalist principles that 
had been alive among left-wing Italians of the eighteenth century and the Risor- 
gimento and had not been forgotten in the inter-war debates of anti-Fascist 
circles. However, while all were agreed that future unification was desirable, 
there were profound differences as to the ways and means of achieving it. The

*  It does not appear necessary to supply any Notes to the Introduction, as bibliographical
information is provided by the Notes to individual documents.
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main problems were those of geographical extent -  should integration be com
plete or partial, should it exclude Britain and the Soviet Union?; what should be 
its juridical forms and institutions -  federal or unitary, republican or monarchi
cal?; and how was the federal solution to be combined with a radical renewal of 
society?

Among the liveliest centres of the debate were the countries of North and 
South America in which Italian émigrés were most numerous. In the US, besides 
such personalities as Gaetano Salvemini, refugees included the Catholic priest 
Don Luigi Sturzo, the liberal Carlo Sforza, the republican Randolfo Pacciardi, 
and a Communist group led by Ambrogio Donini and Giuseppe Berti, who were 
publishing a new series of Lo Stato Operaio in New York. All anti-Fascists, 
except the Catholics and Communists combined to found the Mazzini Society 
for the purpose of arousing American public opinion to Italian problems and 
anti-Fascist solutions. However, Salvemini withdrew from the Society in 1942, 
and so subsequently did others -  such as Giorgio La Piaña, Giuseppe Antonio 
Borgese and Randolfo Pacciardi -  who did not agree with the moderate political 
solution proposed for post-Fascist Italy by Alberto Tarchiani, Max Ascoli and 
Carlo Sforza, in line with the views of the British and American governments. As 
a result the Society became in effect a liberal-democratic body. Sforza, who 
aspired to be the leader of the Italian anti-Fascists, made use of the Mazzini 
Society and the support of powerful unions representing democratic Italo-Amer- 
icans, for the purpose of obtaining State Department consent to the formation of 
an Italian National Committee -  a sort of government in exile -  with a legion of 
volunteers to fight alongside the Allies under Randolfo Pacciardi’s leadership.

This project was supported by the Pan-American Congress organized for the 
purpose at Montevideo in August 1942. The congress was sponsored by the 
Mazzini Society with the approval of the State Department, which was anxious to 
rally the Latin American countries to the Allied cause, and by the anti-Fascist 
organization Italia Libre, founded in 1940 to carry on pro-Allied propaganda, 
with its headquarters in Argentina and branches throughout South America. The 
Congress was less successful than had been hoped, partly because the State De
partment changed its attitude and partly because of opposition from the British 
government, which was determined to rely only on political forces that had a real 
following in Italy. Nevertheless, Montevideo was one of the most significant 
achievements of the anti-Fascist émigrés. Among the ‘Eight Points’ of the pro
gramme voted by it was that of the ‘interdependence of nations’, strongly 
advocated by Sforza (cf. doc. 201). This endorsed, albeit in imprecise terms, the 
Europeanist views already expressed in the preparatory documents drafted for 
the Congress by Italia Libre in Buenos Aires (doc. 194), the leaders of which had 
always been favourable to the idea o f a united Europe (doc. 190); similar views 
were put forward in the Mazzini Society’s publications and by Sforza in numer
ous writings (e.g. docs. 191 and 198). Sforza had always been opposed to ‘rigid 
formulae’, an attitude which had involved him in lively controversy with Briand 
in the 1930s, and which was now reflected in the vagueness of the Congress 
documents as to institutional forms and the geographical limits of a unified Eu
rope.
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Mistrustful of the development of Soviet policy, Sforza was in favour of 
partial, i.e. regional unions. As early as 1941, in lectures at Westminster College, 
Missouri (doc. 191), he had envisaged a Central European Federation -  which, 
however, was not to involve a Habsburg restoration -  and a Latin Union of 
France and Italy, fie  developed the latter idea more fully in the next year or two, 
originally as a riposte to the occupation of Southern France (doc. 198), and 
subsequently extended it to include Belgium, Spain, Portugal, Yugoslavia and 
Greece, as a reaction to the disappointment caused by the Allies’ ‘unconditional 
surrender’ formula at Casablanca.

The idea of unions comprising countries with relatively close geographical, 
cultural and economic links was not confined to the moderate liberal-democratic 
circles for whom Sforza spoke. A similar idea to the Latin Union can be found in 
the Manifesto of the Giuseppe Garibaldi International Alliance (doc. 188), 
founded in Mexico in November 1941 by the socialist Francesco Frola and the 
Communists Mario Montagnana and Vittorio Vidali, under the impulse of re
born anti-Fascist unity after the German invasion of the Soviet Union. However, 
the Manifesto envisaged no more than an ‘association of Mediterranean peoples’ 
and did not refer to other possible groups, though there was much talk at that 
time of Baltic, Danubian or Balkan federations. This was because the Soviet 
Union had expressed its dislike of East European federations which it feared 
might be used to revive the cordon sanitaire policy.

Among the socialists and in giellista circles (those of Giustizia e Libertà) there 
were also some who regarded the Mediterranean basin as a significant politico- 
cultural entity. In 1942 the giellista journal Quaderni Italiani supported the 
socialist Nino Levi’s idea of a Mediterranean federation including Tunisians, 
Egyptians, Arabs, Turks and Greeks (doc. 192); while at the same time Olindo 
Gorni, a member of the socialist Foreign Centre (Centro Estero) in Switzerland, 
spoke of proceeding towards European unity by stages, first forming unions of 
neighbouring states with similar interests and culture (doc. 193).

Local federations were also initially favoured by Don Luigi Sturzo, in accord
ance with his earlier preference for traditions of autonomy and regionalism 
(doc. 186). In 1944, however, in opposition to Sforza, he rejected regional fed
erations because they seemed likely to promote the division of post-war Europe 
into ‘spheres of influence’ . Instead, he urged that peace should be safeguarded by 
a process of unification that would also include Britain and the Soviet Union and 
would not ignore the German problem, as a ‘necessary coefficient of European 
stability’ (cf. doc. 206).

Similar views were adopted by the anti-Fascists in Egypt headed by the giellisti 
Paolo Vittorelli and Umberto Calosso. These, like all the other political groups 
of Italian émigrés in that country, including Communists, devoted their main 
activity to looking after Italian prisoners of war. To them, a Latin Union includ
ing Spain was ruled out by the fascist nature of Franco’s regime (doc. 202): the 
unification of Europe must derive its legitimacy from the struggle which united 
enemies of fascism, of every political colour and nationality, in the resistance 
forces as in the concentration camps and prisons. Paolo Vittorelli in particular 
combined the European ideal with principles of self-government and administra-
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tive decentralization -  cardinal features of the giellista programme, which had 
always been fervently upheld by Silvio Trentin, the founder of the French re
sistance group ‘Libérer et Fédérer’. The same combination of views was found 
among other anti-Fascists in various political camps, such as Luigi Sturzo, always 
the champion of autonomy and regionalism (doc. 186), Olindo Gorni (doc. 193), 
and the Republican Party (doc. 189).

Another salient feature of the debate on European union was the argument 
that the process of unification was inseparably linked with the achievement of 
social revolution throughout the continent. This was naturally the view of the 
Left, especially the socialists and giellisti, though they did not agree on every 
aspect of the problem.

The need to create a united and socialist Europe as the only way of preventing 
a third world war, which would otherwise result from its division into ‘spheres of 
influence’, was voiced in the ‘Tesi del Terzo Fronte’ (‘Theses of the Third Front’ : 
doc. 197), drafted by Ignazio Silone in 1942 and published as a manifesto of the 
Foreign Centre in Switzerland, of which he was head. Silone sought in this way 
to give a new theoretical and practical content to European socialism, independ
ently both of the democratic governments and of the Soviet Union. In so doing 
he came close to the views of Olindo Gorni (doc. 193) and of Andrea Caffi 
(doc. 187). The latter, a curious type of ‘irregular’ socialist, was repelled by the 
bureaucratic and totalitarian degeneration of Soviet socialism, and mistrusted the 
nation state as a permanent potential cause of war. Accordingly he advocated the 
limitation of national sovereignty and the federal unification of a Europe which 
would reaffirm and give new expression to the values of socialism.

The combination of European union and socialist renewal was also advocated 
by Paolo Treves (doc. 196). The anti-Fascist refugees in Britain, of whom he was 
one, were united in the association Free Italy, but lacked solid rank-and-file 
backing and were hampered by official mistrust, so that their activity consisted 
chiefly of Radio Londra broadcasts. This being so, Treves’s position was espe
cially significant, the more so as he was in close touch with Labour circles 
favourable to the European idea and with the Socialist Vanguard Group.

The attitude of Italian socialists in the Americas, on the other hand, was full of 
differences and contradictions. The Italian Socialist Federation, led by Girolamo 
Valenti, Vanni Montana and the influential trade unionist Luigi Antonini 
(doc. 199), backed the position of the Mazzini Society and Carlo Sforza. They 
were opposed to the link between ‘European’ ideas and social revolution, which 
aroused fears of the Communist bogy, and also to the inclusion of Britain and the 
Soviet Union in a European federation. A contrary view was taken, however, by 
circles close to the revolutionary syndicalist union known as the Industrial 
Workers of the World (doc. 195) and by the Garibaldi Alliance (doc. 188); also 
by the Italo-Argentine socialist Sigfrido Ciccotti (doc. 205), president of Italia 
Libre, who in the summer of 1943 dissociated himself to some extent from the 
Mazzini Society. In various ways all these groups advocated European union 
together with ‘genuine democracy aimed at the economic emancipation of the 
workers’ . Ciccotti actually proposed specific institutional forms: a federal organ
ization with its own sovereignty, an international police force, a common
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currency and a system of legal sanctions to ensure that member states fulfilled 
their obligations.

Thus some socialists combined the objectives of European unity and social 
revolution, while others treated them as separate aims and gave preference to the 
former. In addition there was a third group who, in the name of Marxist prin
ciples and proletarian internationalism, opposed any idea of European unity until 
such time as the continent was entirely composed of socialist states (doc. 203). As 
the war drew to a close, it became clear that this condition would not be ful
filled.

Gaetano Salvemini for his part (doc. 204) was not so much opposed to the 
European idea as sceptical and disinterested, convinced as he was that the existing 
division of Europe into spheres of influence, and the state of dependence in 
which Italy would find herself at the end of the war, would make it impossible for 
her to pursue a foreign policy of her own for a long time. He argued on this 
subject with his old friend Ernesto Rossi, who had migrated to Switzerland after 
the fall of the Fascist regime and worked actively with others of like mind, 
planning and carrying on propaganda for a future united Europe. Salvemini came 
out after the war in opposition to a European union under Anglo-American 
auspices, maintaining that the new Europe could only be built ‘from the foun
dations upward’, i.e. on the basis of individual national realities. Meanwhile he 
devoted his own efforts to the cause of establishing the Republic and a post-war 
regime that was not merely ‘a kind of diluted Fascism’.

Naturally the whole republican sector of the émigré community was respon
sive to the aim of setting up a republican regime. However, the ‘Federation of the 
Americas’ of the Republican Party and the Mazzinian groups, together with the 
republican press (doc. 189), and also Randolfo Pacciardi (doc. 200) -  who com
bined a Mazzinian background with experience of combating Fascism regardless 
of nationalist barriers -  all associated the republican objective with that of a 
European federation based on a new social and political organization and with 
‘administrative and cultural autonomy’ for the various regions of Europe.

After the collapse of the Fascist regime, and as the Allied troops continued to 
advance in Italy, the political émigrés gradually returned to take an active part in 
the resistance and in reconstruction. In this way ideals and plans that had ma
tured in exile merged with the similar trends that had developed in Italy itself as a 
result of imprisonment, internment and the underground struggle. Thus the 
ideals that had developed in parallel fashion, though as a result of different types 
of experience, converged to enrich the programmes and post-war plans of the 
parties reborn in the resistance movement.
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186. Luigi Sturzo: ‘Europe’s Future Problems’ April 1940

Luigi Sturzo, ‘Problemi dell’Europa futura’, in II Mondo, New York, April 1940; re
produced with the same title in L. Sturzo, Miscellanea Londinese, vol. IV (1937-40), 
Bologna, 1974, pp. 331-5.

Luigi Sturzo wrote this article for the review printed and edited in New York by the 
socialist Giuseppe Lupis, on the occasion of the British Labour Party’s manifesto of Feb. 
1940, setting forth the Party’s views on Allied war aims and advocating the subordination of 
national sovereignty to supranational institutions. Sturzo, a priest and the most influential 
exponent of anti-Fascism from a Catholic viewpoint, was the leader of the People’s Party 
(Partito popolare italiano), which he founded immediately after the First World War.1 In 
October 1924 he emigrated to London, where he was a close friend of Sidney Webb, then a 
socialist MP and a leading spirit of the Fabian Society, which advocated European ideals.

From the first years of his exile Sturzo gave much thought to the crisis of Europe, believ
ing that it was suffering from a profound moral and cultural decline due to the neglect of 
religious experience. He was highly critical of any theory that attributed ethical values to the 
State, which he saw as a cause of degeneration into totalitarianism. Accordingly he came to 
believe that it was necessary to reconsider the whole structure of states and their mutual 
relations, in opposition to the principles that had led to the formation of national states and 
the spread of nationalistic ideologies.2

In this article, in line with traditions of autonomism and regionalism which he had 
advocated from the beginning of the century, Sturzo envisaged a post-war settlement based 
on partial (i.e. regional) federations5 inspired by the principles of Christian civilization,

1 Luigi Sturzo was born in 1871 at Caltagirone in Sicily; his family belonged to the rural 
aristocracy and were devout Catholics. After his ordination he was at first active in 
municipal politics and social affairs, working for local self-government and improve
ment of the peasants’ lot. His basic interest at this time was the question of the South, 
which he thought could only be solved within a unitary but federal Italian state com
posed of self-governing regions. After 1904, when the Papacy relaxed its ban on 
political activity by Catholics, he concentrated on forming a national Catholic party 
free of ecclesiastical direction. The Partito popolare was founded in 1919, but a few 
years later the advent of Fascism, together with pressure from the Vatican, forced 
Sturzo to leave the country. He lived in London from Oct. 1924 to Sept. 1940, when, 
on account of the air raids and his poor state of health, he left Britain for the US.

There is abundant literature on Sturzo’s career. Among the most important biogra
phies are F. Piva and F. Malgeri, Vita di Luigi Sturzo, Rome, 1972, and G. De Rosa, 
Sturzo, Turin, 1977; also a collective work, Luigi Sturzo nella Storia d’ltalia, 2 vols., 
Rome, 1974. For the years spent in Britain cf. Barbara Barclay Carter, Italy Speaks, 
London, 1947 (tr. L ’Italiaparia, Rome, 1947), and M. Vaussard, ‘L ’esilio tra Londra e 
Parigi’ in the collective work Luigi Sturzo, saggi e testimonianze, Rome, 1960, 
pp. 123-8.

2 In 1929 Sturzo published in London The International Community and the Right of 
War (tr. by Barbara Barclay Carter; the Italian original was first published in 1954), 
arguing for an international community to which states would delegate part of their 
sovereignty as a safeguard against war.

3 In 1944 Sturzo abandoned the idea that Europe should be reconstituted on the basis of 
regional federations, and instead advocated an all-European federation including Russia 
and Britain: cf. doc. 206, with introduction and notes. In the previous year he had still
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cooperating harmoniously with one another, and based on geographical and economic4 
affinities as opposed to those of race, language or power. Italy, by virtue of its economic and 
geographical position, was destined to form a link between central Europe, consisting of a 
Danubian and a Balkan federation, and the Mediterranean area.

( . . . )  Poisoned Germany stands in need of a great moral and psychological 
purification, which can only come about if a new ruling class succeeds by degrees 
in making her fully aware of her role in a civilized Europe free from the spectre of 
recurrent wars.

For this purpose it is necessary that the Allies -  during the war, in the peace 
preliminaries and peace treaties, and in implementing the post-war settlement -  
should openly support those elements in Germany that are sincerely in favour of 
the new European order of freedom, democracy, social and economic reform, 
international morality, and a society of states based on federal principles and 
those of Christian civilization.

Today we are paying for the mistake of creating a League of Nations that 
included democrats and Fascists, Nazis and Bolsheviks; and for another mistake, 
that of ‘non-intervention’ in the affairs of other countries even when they were a 
prelude to war.

The federal principle creates a certain right of intervention, as it involves com
munity of interest and cooperation among states; such intervention, though 
limited, must be efficacious. If, as may be expected, France and Britain form the 
nucleus of the future federation, they will be entitled to demand that those who 
wish to join it should observe the same ethical and political principles. If Ger
many is to federate with today’s Allies she cannot be allowed to submit to any 
government that may be imposed by her leaders for the time being in order to 
bring about a dictatorship of the left or right.

Germany is usually spoken of as a unitary state; but if the old states of the 
Second Reich or the Weimar republic wished tomorrow to resume their separate 
existence, why should they not be helped to do so? (. . .) It may be that confed
eration does not suit the true nature of the German people, its cultural and 
political interests and the well-being of Europe. It is not to be imposed by force -  
no one suggests that -  but by aid and persuasion, since the main thing for all, 
Germans and non-Germans alike, is that Christian, democratic and federal ele
ments should prevail in Germany as elsewhere so that the new Europe can 
maintain itself.

The Allies should give direction and help to such elements, but there are some 
who would also require material guarantees before complete parity is granted to 
Germany. This is a serious problem and deserves study. The important thing is 
that the new German leaders should be fully assured that after an agreed period,

inclined towards a system of local federations, as shown in articles for II Mondo (New
York). These views were criticized as dangerous in No. 2 (July-Sept. 1943) of Domani
(Buenos Aires), edited by Paolo Vita Finzi.

4 Cf. L. Sturzo, ‘Economia del dopoguerra’, in People and Freedom (London), May
1940, repr. in Miscellanea londinese, op. cit., pp. 337-9.
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provided Germany has fulfilled conditions that should also be agreed on in ad
vance, she will be allowed to become an equal member of the new order in 
politics, economics and international affairs.

The problem of Austria
The restoration of Austria has been proclaimed as a war aim. The question 

deserves to be examined and debated with the Austrians themselves. It is not only 
an Austrian problem but an international one of the first order, on which Italy 
should have something to say when she has clarified her position vis-à-vis the 
Allies and their objectives.

The Labour Party document envisages a plebiscite in Austria to decide 
whether the country should remain part of Germany or regain its independence. 
This, I believe, is a wrong and dangerous idea.

After the Allied victory Austria must not remain part of Germany, but must 
again be a state in its own right. It is too early to say whether Germany should 
remain a unitary state or become a federation. That will depend partly on the 
Germans themselves and partly on the Allies, who must encourage those ele
ments that will help to solve German problems in the international sphere, as 
explained earlier. But even if it were part of a federal Germany Austria must have 
a place of its own, because it belongs to the Danubian system of central and 
eastern Europe. Its principal problem is geographical and economic, and politics 
must take account of this.

From this point of view we must modify rigid nationalist ideas of language, 
race and majority rule, and think instead of the coexistence of various peoples in 
states and groups of states based on geography and economics. We must move 
from the conception of the politically authoritarian, militarized state to that of a 
state viewed as a productive unit. This is a wider issue than that of Austria, but it 
is a necessary premiss of the Austrian question.

The mistake of 1919 lay in not encouraging the successor states to federate. 
Austria and Hungary continued to be treated as conquered countries, whereas 
Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia and Rumania were accepted as victors. Similarly 
Bulgaria was wrongly placed on one side of the dividing line and Greece on the 
other, while Turkey managed to remain equidistant. After the present war, vic
tors and vanquished must deliberate together on the same moral plane to rebuild 
Europe in a spirit of harmony, liberal understanding and cooperation.

Austria must be revived as a state: not the republic of 1919, nor Dollfuss’s 
nationalist Austria of 1934, nor the Habsburg monarchy, whether dual or trial - 
istic, but in the shape of a Danube federation of Austria, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary and Rumania. Outlets to the Adriatic and the Mediterranean will re
quire special agreements with Italy and the Balkan states respectively: from this 
point of view a genuine Balkan federation is also an international necessity.

Italy will have every interest in giving political and economic support to the 
Danubian and Balkan federations. Southern Europe cannot be soundly organized 
unless Italy acts as a bulwark towards the east and a bridge towards the west.

Clearly Italy will also have to revise her nationalist views and imperialistic 
dreams of a Mediterranean mare nostrum. This is a different problem, but it is
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linked with that of the Danube in so far as Italy, with Trieste and Fiume, must 
realize that her economic hinterland lies to the north-east and in the east. In 
future she must not be dependent on Germany and in conflict with France, but 
must cooperate with the French economy in trading with central and eastern 
Europe.

If we fail to envisage future problems in this way, Europe will remain militar
ized and we shall be sowing the seeds of a third war.

187. Andrea Caffi: ‘Socialists, War and Peace’ Jan. 1941

A. Caffi, ‘I socialisti, la guerra e la pace’, original typescript in Swiss Federal Archives, 
Berne, E 4320, 1975/40, voi. 114, file Riccardo Formica, sub-file Giannini. Another por
tion of this MS on problems of state appeared, unsigned, under the title ‘Compiti e 
responsabilità dei socialisti’ in L'Avvenire dei lavoratori, Zurich, 1 Feb. 1944.

A. Caffi, ‘I socialisti, la guerra e la pace’ in Quaderni del Gobetti, N o. 1, Genoa, 1958; 
also in A. Caffi, Scritti politici, ed. by G. Bianco, Florence, 1970, pp. 239-307; the present 
excerpt, subtitled ‘L ’Italia di domani’ , pp. 302-4.

The German occupation of Paris in fune 1940 made it impossible for the head office of the 
Italian Socialist Party to continue operating there, and its functions were transferred to the 
party Federation in Toulouse. As the Nazis and Fascists continued to overrun Europe, the 
Federation decided, as from the summer of 1941, to hand over to the Centro Estero Socialista 
(Socialist Foreign Centre), set up clandestinely in Switzerland under Ignazio Silone. At this 
time Andrea Caffi, one of the ablest theorists of Italian socialism, who was in exile at 
Toulouse, composed a lucid essay on the problems of peace and war from the viewpoint of the 
party's internal debate.1 Starting with a critical examination of the Soviet form of socialism 
and its degeneration into bureaucracy and totalitarianism, Caffi argued for the autonomy of 
socialism and its incompatibility with Communism, both in theory and in practice. He also 
contended that the only political alternative to a third World War was to limit national 
sovereignties by the federal unification of Europe.

This is the first of three documents later known as the ‘Toulouse theses', which pointed up 
the debate within the party concerning its attitude to the war. In September-October 1941, 
after the terms of the problem were altered by the German invasion of the Soviet Union, a

1 Andrea Caffi was born at St Petersburg in 1886; his father was Italian and his mother 
French. He was active in politics from the time of the Russian revolution of 1905, and 
spent some time in gaol; he was then obliged to emigrate, and settled in Berlin. He 
travelled to France and Italy, where he contacted avant-garde political groups and 
writers, and after the First World War spent some time in Rome. There he worked with 
Giovane Europa, a movement founded by U. Zanotti Bianco, G. Salvemini and G. A. 
Borgese, who believed that the war had created conditions for a renewal of international 
society based on the equality and self-determination of peoples. In 1919-23 Caffi was 
again in Russia, where he became critical of the evolution of Soviet internal policy. He 
returned to Rome, but the advent of Fascism soon drove him to Paris, where he was in 
close touch with Giustizia e Libertà and developed his critical views on the ideology of 
the nation-state. From Toulouse, where he spent the period of the Second World War, 
he kept in close touch with the Centro Estero in Switzerland and later joined the French 
resistance.
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document composed by P. Nenni and G. Saragat took a contrary view, arguing for uncon
ditional solidarity with all ‘anti-Fascist* forces, including the Communists. The third ‘thesis', 
put forward in December 1941 by G. E. Modigliani, took up a traditional position of socialist 
pacifism on the lines of the Zimmerwald programme of 1915. However, Caffi’s autonomist 
and Europeanist views formed the basis of the document drafted by Ignazio Silone in 
Switzerland to define the position of the Centro Estero with regard to the war.2

Tomorrow's Italy
We have said and repeated that the aim towards which socialists should direct 

all their forces, and which they should use every opportunity to bring about as 
circumstances may permit, is that of peace versus fascism.

Mussolini must be overthrown so that peace may be concluded as soon as 
possible with the opponents of the Axis. The fall of Mussolini, his pro-Nazi 
clique and his dictatorship must immediately be used to set about 'demobilizing’ 
the state, i.e. to annihilate the powers that stand for totalitarianism and autarky 
and break up the machinery of the Fascist regime and party. This means at the 
same time laying the foundation for a liberal regime, one that is wholly and 
actively democratic and conforms as far as possible to the demands of social 
justice.

Our country’s new political and economic system will naturally be devised and 
promulgated by representatives properly elected by universal suffrage, with the 
vote extended to women. But socialists should from now on define some dom
inant features of the new order which they will try to persuade a majority of the 
nation to accept.

Italy can only be free and secure in a Europe which is at peace and ordered 
according to the broadest democratic principles. The unity of Europe in the form 
of a sound federation is today recognized, not only by socialists, as indispensable 
if we are to avoid fresh disasters like the two World Wars of this century. Eco
nomic reconstruction, a return to civilized conditions, the repair of the moral and 
material ruin due to the scourges of totalitarian tyranny and war -  none of this 
can be imagined without the close and lasting cooperation of all the peoples of 
our continent, including Russia. The chief aim of the foreign policy of liberated 
Italy should be to play an active part in that union of European peoples, which 
involves setting up a government superior to those of national states.

Democracy can only recover from the onslaught of the totalitarian states if the 
rights of man and of the citizen are guaranteed in a more solid fashion than was 
thought sufficient in traditional constitutions. The chief danger that may threaten 
human freedom and peace comes from the centralization of powerful means of

2 Cf. G. Bianco’s Introduction to A. Caffi, Scritti politici, op. cit., pp. X ff ., and the 
same author’s biography, Un socialista ‘irregolare’: Andrea Caffi intellettuale epolitico 
d avanguardia, Cosenza, 1977. On Caffi’s European ideas cf. Dino Cofrancesco, ‘II 
contnbuto della Resistenza italiana al dibattito teorico sull’unificazione europea’, in S. 
Pistone (ed.), L idea dell unificazione europea dalla prima alia seconda guerra mon
diale, Turin, 1975.
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construction, and hence of oppression, in the hands of an economic oligarchy or 
a state bureaucracy.

The class of big capitalists and financiers, the bulwark and chief beneficiary of 
the Fascist state, must be done away with. But that is not enough. The power of 
the modern state must be limited not only by constitutional texts but by real 
restrictions. That is why there must be a second ‘demobilization’ of the state 
apparatus, both internationally and internally.

1. The state must no longer have the means to crush individual citizens and free 
associations. This means that the attributes of ‘sovereignty’ must no longer be a 
monopoly of the national state. There must be a supranational organization -  
such as the assembly and executive organs of the European federation -  with 
power to apply genuine sanctions immediately against any state that may 
threaten peace or adopt a regime inconsistent with the freedom and equality of all 
human beings.

2. A second, internal limit to excessive state power must be created by 
strengthening autonomous bodies and associations of all kinds -  political, econ
omic and cultural, trade unions, cooperatives, friendly societies etc. -  and local 
authorities and groups, to which many aspects of social welfare can be delegated. 
General disarmament will prevent the state from wasting huge sums on the man
ufacture of arms and using men trained in barracks to oppress its citizens. Police 
forces must be reduced to the minimum and, as far as possible, decentralized and 
controlled by magistrates and councils elected by the people. ( . . . )

188. Manifesto of the Alleanza Internazionale ‘Giuseppe
Garibaldi’ 12 Nov. 1941

Drawn up in Mexico City and published in II Proletario, monthly organ of the Industrial 
Workers of the World, New York, No. 9, Nov. 1941. The excerpt below is section 5.

Founded in Mexico City on 12 November 1941 by the socialist Francesco Frola1 and the 
Communists Mario Montagnana2 and Vittorio Vidali,3 the cGiuseppe Garibaldi Alliance’ 
asserted a unitary view of anti-Fascism, as against that of the Mazzini Society in New York 
with its anti-communist and anti-Soviet stance.4 This was in line with a general revival of

1 Francesco Frola, a socialist deputy from Turin, left Italy in June 1925 owing to Fascist 
persecution. After about a year in France he migrated to South America, where he 
edited the Italian-language La Difesa at Sao Paulo and afterwards founded the journal 
Risorgimento at Buenos Aires. In June 1933 he helped to found the Fronte Unico 
Antifascista at Sao Paulo. After a life of hardship in various parts of South America he 
settled in Mexico in 1938, when that country was undergoing far-reaching social 
changes under Cardenas’s presidency.

2 For Mario Montagnana cf. his Ricordi di un operaio torinese, Rome, 1952.
3 For Vittorio Vidali cf. his Dal Messico a Murmansk, Milan, 1976.
4 F. Frola, Ventun anni d’esilio (1925-1946), Turin, 1948, p. 290. For the Garibaldi 

Alliance see ibid., pp. 290-301 and 322-32. Cf. also Lo Stato operaio, No. 1, Jan. 1942 
and, for the polemic with the Mazzini Society, M. Montagnana, ‘Che cosa possiamo
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the policy of socialist-Communist rapprochement, following the Nazi invasion which 
brought Russia on to the side of the Alliesf The new association was joined by several 
Mexican politicians of note, especially Lázaro Cardenas. It appealed to Italians living tem
porarily in America, Italo-Americans and other US citizens to create an organized interna
tional movement in support of the powers ranged against Fascism and Nazism, even though 
its members ‘were not homogeneous from the political, economic and social point of view3. 
Apart from the immediate object of liberating Italy, which, it was held, could only be 
achieved by the Italians themselves, the document set forth the principles of post-war re
construction. Foremost among them was the creation of ‘a sound democracy working 
towards the economic emancipation of the workers3, who were regarded as ‘the lynch-pin of 
European reconstruction3 and unification.6 The exact mode of unification is not defined, as it 
is judged to be possible only in a distant future of internationalism and ‘universalisi3 senti
ment. The Alliance therefore limits itself to proposing a regional association of Mediterra
nean nations -  Spain, France, Italy -  and makes no reference to other possible groupings, e.g. 
on the Danube or in the Balkans. It was evidently feared that these might turn into a 
‘cordon sanitaire3 against the Soviet Union, which showed marked hostility to such 
ideas.7

( . . . )  In the international sphere we affirm the principle of the independence of 
nations: Italy must not be oppressed and must not oppress others.

Our outlook is not bounded by the shores of the Italian peninsula, but em
braces the length and breadth of Europe.

We believe sincerely in European unification, and as a first step towards this 
ideal we address a cordial appeal to the free men of France, Spain and Italy, both 
within and outside their national borders, to form an association of Mediterra
nean peoples. This, however, is not our ultimate aim as far as the future political 
organization of the world is concerned. We wish to see a world flag to which all 
men can pledge their loyalty. But unity cannot be achieved at once, only by

fare noi antifascisti emigrati?’ in Lo Stato operaio, No. 5, May 1942; also F. Frola, Il 
vecchio scemo e i suoi compari, Turin, 1947.

5 The first number of the Boletín de la Alianza internacional G. Garibaldi (in Spanish), 
advocating the policy of unity against Fascism, appeared in Jan. 1942. Cf. the Alliance’s 
leaflet of 18 Feb. 1943, ‘Contro i sabotatori dell’unità’, in Archives of Giustizia e Li
bertà, Florence, Appendix I, file 6, sub-file 2.

6 On the need to combat the Nazis’ ‘new order’ with a different view of the international 
future cf. F. Frola, ‘El nuevo orden internacional’ in Mundo libre, voi. I, N o. 5, June
1942, a Spanish-language monthly published in Mexico and connected with the New 
York journal Free World.

7 Soviet opposition to all plans for European federation was voiced in an article ‘What lies 
behind schemes for an East European federation?’ published in War and the Working 
Class and reprinted in the New York Communist weekly L'Unità del Popolo on 4 Sep.
1943. The article denounced such schemes as anti-Soviet and contrary to the Anglo- 
Soviet treaty of alliance and post-war cooperation. In general Soviet utterances con
cerning the future of Europe were vague, apart from the need to prevent German 
revanchism. On 13 Nov. 1943 L'Unità del Popolo printed Stalin’s speech on the 26th 
anniversary of the October Revolution, stating the need for ‘economic, political and 
cultural cooperation among European nations, based on confidence and mutual assi
stance, in order to rebuild what has been destroyed.’
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degrees. The first steps may therefore consist of a Mediterranean association in 
Europe, and the consolidation of continental solidarity in America. Those who 
take the lead in this initiative should at once establish permanent contact so as to 
create a sense of common purpose and shared interest among the Americans and 
among Europeans belonging to the Mediterranean nations. For the purpose of 
propaganda and the eventual formation of the Mediterranean association the 
Garibaldi Alliance will establish close contact with the most eminent and au
thoritative leaders of the French and Spanish emigration. ( . . . )

189. Aurelio Natoli: ‘Either United States of Europe or Slaves of 
Pan-Germanism’ 25 Nov. 1941

Aurelio Natoli, ‘O Stati Uniti d’Europa o schiavi del Pangermanismo’, in L'Azione, 
New York, 25 Nov. 1941.

The creation of a republican federation of Europe was an objective pursued with great 
vigour by the exiles organized in the Federazione delle Americhe del Partito Repubblicano 
Italiano and by the Mazzinian groups in the US centred around Free Italians House.1

The principle of European unity figured in all the republican programme documents 
produced during the war,2 and was discussed and supported particularly by the fortnightly 
L ’Azione (New York), founded by a group of republicans, democrats and ex-soldiers and 
edited by Aurelio Natoli.3 The ways and means of achieving unity were fairly closely de
fined,4 as appears from Natoli's article in the first number of the review. Taking as his

1 Information on the activities of the Federazione and the Mazzinian groups (whose 
secretary was Mario Carrara) appeared in La Legione dellTtalia del popolo (New York), 
edited by R. Pacciardi and founded in Oct. 1942.

2 A congress of the Federazione and the Mazzinian groups, held at Portsmouth (New 
Hampshire) on 10 Oct. 1943, adopted a ‘declaration of principles’ including a conti
nental, and eventually intercontinental, federation which would ensure the universal 
right to a livelihood, access to raw materials and outlets for excess population. The text 
was published in La Voce repubblicana (sole number, 6 Nov. 1943), organ of the Fed
erazione and the Mazzinian groups; cf. also ‘Una dichiarazione dei repubblicani italiani’ 
in LTtalia Libera (La legione dellTtalia del popolo), 16 Oct. 1943.

3 L'Azione, which appeared fortnightly from 25 Nov. 1941 to July 1942, was subtitled 
‘Per l’Italia liberata nella Federazione Repubblicana degli Stati Uniti di Europa’. It was 
edited from Free Italians House, New York, by a committee composed of Nino Car
minati, Rubens Cinquini, Nino Firenze, Giuliano Mazzetti, R. Pacassoni, M. Rossi 
and Aurelio Natoli, the editor in chief.

4 The leading article in the first number of L'Azione (25 Nov. 1941), entitled ‘Idee e 
azione democratiche’, reported on the programme, point 3 of which spoke of a Euro
pean republican federation. Other articles on the subject in L'Azione were: A. Natoli, 
‘Primo: movimento unitario; secondo: scartare le soluzioni facili e confusionarie’, 
15 Dee. 1941; M. Rossi, ‘Strana congiura del silenzio’, 1 Jan. 1942; A. Natoli, ‘Ribat
tendo il chiodo’, 31 Jan. 1942.
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starting-point the arguments advanced in the 1920s by left-wing interventionists' against the 
Versailles settlement -  which had till then been combated by ideas of a continental union -  
he advocated a political and economic union allowing ‘a large degree of administrative and 
cultural autonomy to the regions of Europe\ His plan was anachronistic in so far as he saw 
Africa as a ‘natural complement3 of the United States of Europe; however, he regarded it not 
as a ‘colony of exploitation 3 but as a ‘colony of settlement (. . .), production and consump
tion3.

( . . . )  It is foolish to expect to overcome this danger by simply defeating the 
Nazis and reconstituting a Europe of 28 countries -  or 38, if the Reich is divided 
into several German states. Tomorrow’s post-war crisis will be much more se
rious than that of 1918. There are not several possible ways of saving Europe, but 
one only: a United States of Europe, with Africa as its natural complement. 
Africa must be transformed from a colony of exploitation into a colony of set
tlement -  absorbing the excess of Europe’s population -  and one of production 
and consumption.

Europe, together with Africa, can surmount its crisis and rebuild itself, since 
its interests are in perfect harmony with those of the US. Europe and the US 
together can defend the West against the Asian menace, with Russia, which is 
part of Europe, as the advance guard of that defence. This is the more necessary 
since the Fascist and ‘racist’ aberration has incited and rallied the Japanese fascists 
against the whites.

However, it is no use relying, in the usual empirical way, on insincere agree
ments among European states with diverse antagonistic regimes. It was this 
pusillanimous hope of reconciling democracy and anti-democracy that led the 
liberal powers to the disaster of Munich.

The future Union must be both political and economic, but it should allow a 
large measure of administrative and cultural autonomy to the European re
gions.

Only a united Europe can tackle the social problem, as only a unified economy 
can eliminate ‘dumping’ or the difference in standards of living, wage levels and 
production costs, which an authoritarian state can hold down by enslaving its 
citizens and workers.

The artificial production of protected industries, monopolies of raw materials, 
obstacles to immigration in Europe or Africa, and the free movement of persons 
and goods -  all this can only be cured by uniting Europe so that it becomes a 
system of communicating vessels instead of watertight compartments.

The adoption of a unified currency would save from ruin many humble people 
who are reduced to misery and starvation by the collapse of bogus currencies 
based on coercion rather than confidence.

Of course the period of adjustment would not be free from temporary crises 
due to the need to regulate production and labour markets, to control the dis-

5 A. Natoli and several others of the group connected with L'Azione had been ‘left-wing
interventionists’ at the time of the First World War, which also explains their attitude to
the colonial question.
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tribution of raw materials, or to achieve harmony in agricultural production and 
a due balance between the interests of rural and industrial workers. But such 
passing crises would be a very small price to pay for a lasting settlement, as 
compared with the high cost of hit-or-miss experiments that would only make 
matters worse. Temporary unemployment and industrial stoppages would be 
outweighed by great international enterprises that have been impeded for stra
tegic reasons or on account of particular interests. Among these are European 
motorways and canals (including the inter-sea canal that would provide a new 
outlet to the Mediterranean), African railways, and the continued industrializa
tion of Russia, which is the great achievement of that country’s revolution.

There will of course be other temporary difficulties, such as that of language. 
This is a problem which has been overcome in Switzerland, and by the various 
national languages that have superseded the dialects of the past. The problem can 
be solved if at least two languages are taught in all elementary schools, or if the 
easier of two given languages is allowed to prevail by degrees as the official 
medium of communication.

190. Alberto Pecorini: ‘The New Risorgimento and thè Old’
13 Dee. 1941

Alberto Pecorini, ‘Il nuovo Risorgimento e l’altro’, in Italia Libre (Buenos Aires), 
N o. 66, 13 Dee. 1941.

Alberto Pecorini, a liberal professor of advanced age, was a founder of the anti-Fascist 
association ‘Italia Libre' in the Argentine.1 He was its chairman from June 1940 to January 
1942, when he was replaced by the socialist Sigfrido decotti.2 During his chairmanship he 
wrote the present article for the association's journal (edited by Nicola Cilia),3 emphasizing 
that the post-war settlement of Europe must be based on the principles of the Atlantic 
Charter. Pecorini, who did not mince his words as to US responsibility for the rise of Fascism, 
took a hopeful view of Britain's prospective role in ensuring a just peace. (Italia Libre in fact 
derived a good deal of its financial support from Britain.)4 His appeal for a revival of the 
original values of the Risorgimento, in contrast to the use made of them by the Fascists to 
justify their imperialist designs, echoes arguments advanced by Carlo Rosselli and Franco

1 For ‘Italia Libre’ cf. introduction and notes to doc. 194. Cf. also M. De Lujàn Leiva, ‘11 
movimento antifascista italiano in Argentina (1922-45), in B. Bezza (ed.), Gli italiani 
fuori d'Italia. Gli emigrati italiani nei movimenti operai dei paesi d'adozione 
(1880-1940), Milan, 1983, pp. 572-82.

2 Cf. introduction and note to doc. 205.
3 Italia Libre, edited by the socialist Nicola Cilia, appeared from Aug. 1940, first as a 

fortnightly and then as a weekly; from Dec. 1943 it appeared daily. During Pecorini’s 
chairmanship of the association it carried numerous articles by Serafino Romualdi, 
Sigfrido Ciccotti, Carlo a Prato, G. E. Modigliani and Mario Mariani.

4 Cf. Emilio Falco, Mario Mariani tra letteratura e politica, Rome, 1980, pp. 98-102.
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Venturi in the mid-1950s.5 He advocates the federation of Europe on the lines of a larger 
Switzerland -  in a spirit of collaboration and ‘social justice, not (. . .) hatred (. . .), but so that 
the strength and resources of all nations are developed for the common good* -  but does not 
give any specific indication of the form this ideal might take.

The Atlantic Charter. For us free Italians the Atlantic declaration by the US 
and British governments, endorsed by Russia and the exiled governments of 
Holland, Belgium, Norway, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Greece, is 
the only possible basis of our future policy. (. . .) We must not delude ourselves 
that the world will change in a few years: the gigantic forces of political egoism 
and predatory capitalism will not suddenly disappear, even in the US and the 
British empire. But, as the English-speaking nations, impelled by a moral neces
sity, have embarked upon that course, it is our duty and interest to support them 
with all our strength.

This involves obligations on both sides. We have a right to expect from the 
Anglo-Americans that they will not behave like conquerors despoiling the van
quished, but as powerful and civilized people who have undertaken to share in 
the moral life of humanity on a basis of justice for all. ( . . . )

But it also implies an obligation on our part. We must return to the moral and 
political principles of the Risorgimento and cease to oppress other races who do 
not wish to belong to the Italian national community. This is a very serious 
problem, requiring a complete transformation of our mentality. At the peace 
conference [of Versailles] we antagonized everyone not simply by wanting to 
annex territories that were not ethnically Italian, for France and other states put 
forward claims that were much wider and more unjust. What especially offended 
Wilson was that half our delegation claimed Dalmatia and the eastern, Slav part of 
Istria by virtue of the treaty of London -  a secret treaty, part of the sordid 
imperialistic manoeuvring which was the direct opposite of our Risorgimento 
tradition -  while the rest, with tears in their eyes, pleaded for the cession of 
Fiume on the strength of Risorgimento principles and the self-determination of 
peoples. (. . .)

Conclusion. Without going into details, which would be out of place in an 
outline such as this, we may say that the programme of the new Risorgimento 
should be:

1. Complete renunciation of imperialism and militarism; collaboration in a 
federated Europe.

2. Respect for the rights of all cultures and nationalities, accepting the conse
quence that this policy must be applied with justice for all, ourselves as well as 
others.

3. Re-education of the Italian people: instead of the empty rhetoric of milita
rism and imperialism, they must be taught sound and scientific principles of 
political and religious tolerance on a basis of liberty for all.

5 For the debate on the Risorgimento in which Rosselli, Venturi and Caffi were engaged 
in 1935 cf. A. Garosci, Storia dei fuorusciti, op. cit., p. 129, and D. Cofrancesco, ‘II 
contributo . . .’ , p. 136.



IV./I. Ideas of the Italian Exiles 507

4. Social justice must be applied to the fullest possible extent -  not in a spirit of 
class hatred or revenge on the part of a superficial, incompetent demagogy, but so 
that the strength and resources of all nations are developed for the common good; 
and of those resources, the most important and most worthy is the citizen him
self.

We must seek our glory in work, culture and art. Above all we must change 
profoundly so as to acquire a certain seriousness of character, which we at pre
sent lack. ( . . . )

191. Carlo Sforza: ‘The Future: a Central European Federation and 
a Latin Union’ 1941

Carlo Sforza, The Totalitarian War and After, Chicago (University Press), 1941: lec
tures given at Westminster College, Fulton, Mo., in 1941 ; repr. with corrections, London, 
1942; Italian tr., Naples 1944. The extract below is from ch. X , ‘The Future: Federation in 
Central Europe’, pp. 61-2 and 66-8 (however, the last two paragraphs do not appear 
there). The chapter was reprinted with the title ‘Unificazione europea’ in Giustizia e Li
beria (Cairo), 25 Jan. 1944.

Count Carlo Sforza (1873-1952) had been an ambassador and minister of foreign affairs 
in pre-Fascist Italy,1 and was one of the most eminent liberal-democratic opponents of 
Fascism. Until August 1940 he was in exile in France, where he did not take a specially active 
part in émigré politics. He then left for the US, where there were at the time no other 
anti-Fascist personalities of note except Salvemini and Sturzo. Sforza was thus fairly well 
placed to become the leader of the émigré community, being favoured by many anti-Fascists 
of moderate views and also by the State Department:2 the US government seemed more 
disposed than the British3 to assign a political role to the anti-Fascist emigration.

The Mazzini Society,4 of laic and republican inspiration, was founded in 1939 by Salve- 
mini and other anti-Fascists with the object of making Anglo-American public opinion 
aware of Italian problems. Thanks to Alberto Tarchiani and Max Ascoli, who became its 
secretary and chairman respectively, it endeavoured to create a broad consensus in Sforza's 
favour. However, this did not achieve the expected success with either the Italo-American 
community or the Roosevelt government: instead, the compromises that the Mazzini Society 
accepted with the object of strengthening its own position caused a profound cleavage among 
the anti-Fascist émigrés.

While in the US Sforza continued to advocate ‘European’ ideas, which had been the

1 For his biography cf. Livio Zeno, Ritratto di Carlo Sforza, Florence, 1975.
2 J. E. Miller, ‘Carlo Sforza e l’evoluzione della politica americana verso l’ltalia, 

1940-1943’, in Storia contemporanea, No. 4, 1976. For an important study of Sforza’s 
period in the US see A. Varsori (1982) in Bibliography.

3 Antonio Varsori, ‘La politica inglese e il conte Sforza (1941-1943)’, in Rivista di studi 
politici internazionali, Jan.-M arch 1976.

4 For the Mazzini Society cf. M. Tirabassi, ‘La Mazzini Society (1940-1946): un’associa- 
zione degli antifascisti italiani negli Stati Uniti’, in the collective work Italia e America 
dalla grande guerra ad oggi, Venice, 1976. For Max Ascoli’s role cf. A. Varsori (1980) in 
Bibliography.
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subject of many of his writings in Francef however, he avoided committing himself in detail 
as to the institutional forms of a European federation.6 In opposition to 'Nazi paganism and 
Stalinist determinism ' he favoured a Central European federation7 inspired by the universal 
principles of Christian civilization.

( . . . )  The idea of relying only on a Czecho-Polish federation for the peace of 
Central Europe is dangerous, because nothing is more unstable than a federation 
of two. Austria-Hungary was a federation of two. It is true that it lasted from 
1867 to 1918, more than fifty years, but it lasted because the two had a common 
prey to take advantage of: the Czechs, Poles, Italians, Rumanians, Serbs, and 
four or five smaller nationalities who were part of the Austro-Hungarian mon
archy (though more as vassals than as fellow-citizens). This condition was, by the 
way, the final reason for the destruction of the Hapsburg monarchy. Why, on 
the contrary, has free Switzerland endured so long that it is now the oldest 
democracy in the world? Because it is a federation of three: French, Germans, 
Italians. A Switzerland composed of only two nationalities could not have re
sisted the influences of a nationalistic century such as the nineteenth has been.

Central Europe, the region whence the last wars have come, needs a wider 
federation; but this federation, to be strong and free, needs to be something quite 
different from the old Austrian Empire. Any resemblance might cast a shadow of 
death on the new organization. ( . . . )

It is because of the long series of errors and even treasons of the Austrian 
monarchy that I feel more than sceptical about the possibilities of a new Haps
burg experiment in Central Europe. Even if the present representatives of that 
house have learned from the past, even if they are loyally convinced that their 
only chance to be useful is to preside over what might be defined as a gigantic 
monarchical Switzerland, I strongly doubt whether, after the monstrous events 
of this war, imperial and royal regimes can still retain sufficient force of imagi
nation and of faith in the future to create an atmosphere of solidarity and 
optimism. Europe, even Central Europe, is ripe for more generous ideas.

It is also because of the historical impressions left by the Hapsburg monarchy

5 Among his best-known writings on this subject are: Gli Stati Uniti d'Europa: aspira
zioni e realtà, Lugano, 1930; Makers of Modem Europe, London, 1930 (French tr. Les 
bâtisseurs de l'Europe moderne, Paris, 1931; Italian tr. Costruttori e distruttori, Rome, 
1945); Synthèse de l'Europe, Paris, 1937 (published in Switzerland as Illusions et réalités 
de l'Europe, Neuchâtel, 1944; Italian tr. Panorama europeo, Rome, 1945). The Swiss 
edition of the last-mentioned work was much discussed by the anti-Fascist press: cf. 
reviews in Italia e Secondo Risorgimento, Lugano, No. 29, 11 Nov. 1944, and Avan
guardia, Locarno, 7 Oct. 1944; also ‘Lettera di Sforza sulla Pan-Europa’ in Nazioni 
Unite and L'Unità del Popolo, New York, 27 Feb. 1943.

6 C. Sforza, La guerra totalitaria e la pace democratica, op. cit., p. 85.
7 This was related to the plan which emerged from the meeting in London at the end of 

1940 between Edvard Benes for Czechoslovakia and General Sikorski for Poland, for a 
post-war federation between the two countries. Cf. the critique of Sforza’s views in II 
Mercurio, No. 2, 1944.
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that I think it necessary for the new federation to include nations and states which 
never obeyed the Austrian emperors, as is the case with the six million Bulgar
ians, some eight million Serbs, and the greater part of thirty-four million Poles, 
of whom only the Galicians were Hapsburg subjects.

Can Central Europe be considered as a political and geographical idea? ( . . . )  
Those who have really lived in Central Europe will know that, in spite of archi
tectural or linguistic differences, there is more resemblance of customs, of 
traditions, of feelings, between a Pole from Warsaw, a German from Vienna, a 
Rumanian from Bucharest, than between Ligurians from Italy, Provencals from 
France, and Catalans from Spain, although they may understand each other and 
live and trade on the same sea shores, from Genoa to Barcelona. In Central 
Europe they understand one another better because they live in a common eight
eenth-century atmosphere, all with an identical agricultural civilization and with 
no literary particularisms -  not, at least, to the degree existing in Italy, France, 
England, and even Russia. The social atmosphere is more or less the same 
everywhere from Poland to Rumania, and from Bukovina, on the Russian 
border, to Croatia, on the Italian frontier; everywhere the same peasants, the 
same rising class of merchants, the same small nobility, the same -  although very 
rare -  higher aristocracy, proud of links with great families of the ‘West’, be they 
German or Italian or French. Only the Greeks escape, perhaps, those common 
feelings.

( . . . )  The whole of Central Europe has become, in recent years, a more united 
world of its own, since Russia and Germany -  and, in reality, even official Italy -  
began to deny or ignore the universal tenets of Christian civilization. Confronted 
with Nazi paganism and Stalinist determinism, Central Europe has felt, con
sciously or unconsciously, that she is essentially ‘Christian’ -  not in the sense of a 
special loyalty to any church, but feeling that her only living tradition is a tra
dition of Christian philosophy, where individual rights are recognized even more 
strongly than in our industrialized West. ( . . . )

Why should it not be possible that what I desire for Central Europe should 
also become true of Italy, France and Spain? In tomorrow’s world there will no 
longer be purely French or Italian problems, but only Italian and French aspects 
-  or Spanish, Yugoslav, Greek aspects, and so forth -  of European problems. If 
we Mediterranean peoples were to unite among ourselves we should be setting a 
great example to the world.

I need hardly add that the vital interests of the British Commonwealth in the 
Mediterranean would have everything to gain and nothing to lose if the Latin 
nations were united by close and permanent ties. These nations can only remain 
united in a policy of peace and as loyal members of a world organization that 
would in any case link us to Great Britain. An aggressive Latin bloc is no more 
conceivable than an imperialistic Switzerland.
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192. Nino Levi: Tor a Mediterranean Federation’ Jan. 1942

Nino Levi, Ter una Federazione Mediterranea’, in Quaderni italiani, Boston, voi. I, 
Jan. 1942. pp. 51-3.

The review Quaderni italiani was founded at Boston hy Aldo Garosci, Renato Poggioli, 
Enzo Tagliacozzo and Bruno Zevi with the object of continuing the tradition of Giustizia e 
Libertà.1 The present article was published in its first number, some months after the 
author's death.2 It was intended to introduce a symposium by representatives of Mediter
ranean countries -  Italy, Spain, Tunis, Egypt, Turkey, Greece and the Arab world -  and 
defined the basis of a Mediterranean federation as the \political nucleus of a wider confeder
ation of peoples'. The object was to revive and reinforce Mediterranean civilization and its 
values in opposition to the threat of Nazi totalitarianism which based its claim to dominate 
Europe on the alleged superiority of Nordic culture.3

If peace is to be established on a solid and lasting basis, it must be borne in 
mind that it is not only continents which form geopolitical units -  and in any case 
Europe is not a continent -  but also the Mediterranean area is such a unit. There 
too, peace cannot be founded on legalistic artifice, but there must be a balance 
among all its parts and a development of constructive cooperation.

Italy is affected in the highest degree by the prosperity of her neighbours and 
the peace on which that prosperity depends. For those neighbours, on the other 
hand, it is essential that the great maritime trade routes should be kept free, as 
their life depends on the easy and rapid exchange of goods, and they also need 
free access to strategic ports.

In the past it was contrary to Italy’s interest that such key points as Gibraltar 
and Suez were controlled by other nations. Although these nations were 
friendly, it meant that Italy was constantly dependent on their goodwill.

For centuries Italy was a cockpit for the political ambitions of the great pow
ers. Only in recent times has she been able to develop a policy of her own in the 
Mediterranean. In 1919, finally freed from the nightmare of a hostile power on

1 Quaderni italiani was presented as a sequel to the first and second series of Quaderni di 
Giustizia e Libertà published in France by Carlo Rosselli. Its contributors included 
young intellectuals who had emigrated for racial reasons and others who had been 
members of Giustizia e Libertà in France, such as Valiani, Garosci, Cianca and Pier- 
leoni.

2 Nino Levi, born at Venice in 1894, had been a militant revolutionary in the socialist 
party. During the First World War he was a fervent neutralist, believing that it was 
Italy’s mission to form a bloc of neutral countries which could formulate a constructive 
peace programme. In 1912-22 he was at the head of the socialist administration of Milan 
province; after Matteotti’s assassination in 1924 he succeeded him as Italian representa
tive on the Socialist International. He took refuge from political and racial persecution 
in the US, where, with Salvemini, he was among the founders of the Mazzini Society. 
He died in April 1941.

3 In 1941 Carlo Sforza also put forward the idea of a Latin union (cf. docs. 191 and 198), 
which, however, did not include the other Mediterranean countries.
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her northern frontier, she was faced with a vital choice. She could either cooper
ate with the Mediterranean nations, recognizing that the days of imperialistic 
expansion were past, or she could give a tawdry imitation of what others had 
previously done. The latter course was the easier for the Fascist rulers, indeed 
perhaps the only one they could understand. Yet they would not have needed 
much intelligence to realize that the policy of colonial expansion had been given 
up even by the nations that had practised it with most success, and above all that 
peoples on the Mediterranean shores who had been asleep for centuries were now 
awakening.

The independence of those peoples would have meant a new era of prosperity 
for the Mediterranean, and offered us the opportunity to bring about a more 
stable equilibrium. But the Fascist government preferred to imitate the bygone 
policy of the great powers, and in so doing confronted Italy with far more serious 
political and economic obstacles than those powers had faced in the 19th century. 
Perhaps the Fascists could not have acted otherwise, given their lack of political 
vision, intelligence and integrity.

Mussolini’s policy in the Mediterranean was basically unserious and inconsist
ent: it was chiefly a ruse to distract attention from the grave internal situation. In 
any case we know all too well what it led to. As far as protecting Italy from 
foreign threats was concerned, it landed her in a worse position even than before 
1914.

Today Italy and her Mediterranean neighbours are threatened by the gravest 
danger in their history: the attack of barbarism is far worse than economic de
cline. In bygone days the Mediterranean peoples went through periods of 
political and economic decadence, but the ideals and moral values that originated 
on the shores of the Mediterranean retained enough vitality to continue their 
triumphal advance throughout the world. Today these fundamental values, the 
true essence of Mediterranean civilization, are threatened with total destruction. 
For this reason it is a vital interest for Italy and her Mediterranean neighbours to 
combat the threat of Nordic domination and a totalitarian doctrine that professes 
the utmost contempt for the Mediterranean peoples. Its triumph would mean not 
only the end of every possibility and hope of political or economic revival, but 
the irrevocable destruction of those unassailable values on which Mediterranean 
civilization is based.

The common danger overshadowing all the Mediterranean countries makes it 
imperative to consider a constructive policy for the future. Certainly we must 
confront it with a broader vision than previously: a federation of all our countries 
must be equipped with the necessary force to guarantee the maintenance of peace 
and general welfare.

For instance, the key positions that control the Mediterranean must be placed 
under the authority of an international body, representing not only nations with 
a Mediterranean seaboard but also those whose sea traffic is obliged and entitled 
to pass through it. The efficacy of such an organization presupposes the accep
tance of common responsibility and full cooperation instead of the present 
rivalry.

A policy of mutual cooperation may give new life to countries that have been
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stagnating for a long time. It is mere prejudice to suppose that such countries 
have passed from the stage of history for ever, since the discovery of America has 
opened new routes to international commerce. There have been many recent 
signs that a great giant is awakening: in all these countries there is a lively sense of 
restlessness. May we not expect a renaissance if and when policies are adopted for 
the sake of the common good?

We may think it fortunate in the present crisis that the Mediterranean coun
tries are obliged by the gravity of the situation to consider the need for a 
programme of close and sincere collaboration. Italy for her part has long realized 
that her prosperity depends on that of her neighbours.

The Mediterranean peoples rise or fall together.
The purpose of a Mediterranean federation should be to regulate trade among 

the Mediterranean nations and between them and the rest of the world. This is 
the only solution which is consonant with a general programme of lasting peace, 
and may at the same time promote the local interests of each of the countries 
concerned.

It is not without significance that among other Italian revolutionary forces, a 
youth organization has attempted to draft a constitution for a federation of this 
kind. (. . .)

193. Olindo Gorni: ‘Some Guiding-lines for a Post-war Socialist 
Programme’ Jan. 1942

Olindo Gorni, ‘Alcune direttive per un programma socialista del dopoguerra’, type
script, not signed or dated (its authorship, however, is clear from O. Gorni’s covering letter 
to. I. Silone, dated 10 Jan. 1942); in Swiss Federal Archives, Berne, E 4320, 1975/40, Band 
114, Riccardo Formica file, Giannini sub-file. The present excerpt is from pp. 7-10.

The final version of this document, as here reproduced, embodies amendments by Ignazio 
Silone. It was drafted by Olindo Gorni,1 a ‘reformist3 socialist and member of the Centro 
Estero2 set up at Zurich in the summer of 1941 to preserve the continuity of the Italian

1 Olindo Gorni, born in 1879 at Mantua, was a professor of agronomics. After the First 
World War he became director of the national federation of agricultural cooperatives, 
then secretary-general of the Cooperatives Association. As the Fascist regime en
trenched itself he decided to leave Italy and in Feb. 1924 settled at Geneva, where he 
served in the International Labour Office as an expert on the problems of migrant 
workers. From 1937 onwards he took his stand with those in the PSI who advocated a 
re-thinking of socialist doctrine based on a study of concrete economic and social 
problems. In the summer of 1941 it was he who proposed to Ignazio Silone the clan
destine formation of the Centro Estero at Zurich, in whose work he took part under the 
cover-name Giannini. He died in 1943. His Socialismo federalista (see Bibliography) 
was published at Zurich in the following year; an extract from it had previously ap
peared in VAvvenire dei lavoratori, Zurich, 1 Feb. 1944.

2 For the Centro Estero and the debate conducted by it on theoretical and tactical prob
lems cf. A. Landuyt, ‘Un tentativo di rinnovamento del socialismo italiano: Silone e il
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Socialist Party (PSI) after the defeat and occupation of France. The document forms part of 
the lively debate which took place among members of the Centro after Hitler's invasion of 
the Soviet Union, upsetting previous alignments, obliged the socialists to re-define their 
political line vis-à-vis the Communists, in order to preserve contact with the masses.

Gorni repeated and developed the ideas he had expressed at the last party congress in 
1937, opposing the type of etatism in which human values are flouted by the bureaucracy, 
and advocating forms of political and economic self-government in a largely decentralized 
state. Besides the plea for autonomy and greater social participation, the programme con
tained as a cardinal feature the proposal for a federation of European states covering every 
form of activity -  political, economic and cultural. However, in view of the difficulty of 
achieving such a comprehensive aim all at once, Gorni proposed that it be undertaken by 
stages, beginning with unions of neighbouring states with similar interests and cultural 
affinities.3

We believe it is necessary to form a federation of European states
Europe is no longer either the sole or the principal supplier of industrial goods 

to the world.
America, rich in raw materials and full of fresh energy, is already powerfully 

equipped to export many important industrial products. The Far East will soon 
be similarly equipped, if not more so. America and Asia -  not to speak of the 
other continents which are also stepping up their industrial production -  are 
competing successfully with Europe on the world market, crowding out Euro
pean manufacturers and traders. The European countries must realize by now 
that it is ruinous for them to compete for a privileged position on the world 
market at one another’s expense. It is imperative that they should cooperate 
instead of fighting among themselves. But cooperation will not be effective unless 
it is complete and extends to every sphere of public activity: political, economic 
and cultural. There must be a federation to coordinate the activity of all European 
countries in accordance with a single plan, making the maximum use of all their 
resources and obviating the losses that inevitably follow from insufficiency of 
means.

We are aware of the difficulties of forming a European federation. The encum
brance of an ancient past, the interests of groups who derive economic profits and 
political power from rivalry among nations, are obstacles not easy to overcome. 
Probably the consent of European countries to a true federation must be secured 
by stages. It will be less difficult to form groupings or associations of smaller 
neighbouring states related by historical origins, language, mentality and inter-

Centro Estero di Zurigo’, in the collective work U  emigrazione socialista nella lotta 
contro ilfascismo (1926-1939), Istituto Socialista di Studi Storici, Florence, 1982. There 
is an important recent study (1983) of Italian anti-Fascism in Switzerland by E. Signori: 
see Bibliography.

3 Gorni foresaw a crisis of unemployment after the war, and believed that this problem 
would be solved by a large-scale organic international plan for the development of 
European resources, administered by a single Institute under the aegis of a European 
league of nations. Cf. O. Gorni, ‘11 problema dell’impiego totale della mano d’opera’ in 
L ’Avvenire dei lavoratori, 15 March 1944.
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ests. Each of these groups should form a union to ensure the joint defence of the 
political and territorial independence of its members and to watch over common 
interests. There should be a customs union, joint political and financial institu
tions, military forces etc. In this way individual great powers and groups of 
smaller powers should find it easier to work out and execute a general plan of 
cooperation among all European states. The preparation and implementation of 
the plan should be the function of a European League of Nations, to be consti
tuted immediately after the war. We believe, in this connection, that the League 
of Nations that was created after the 1914-18 war should be reformed so as to 
become a federation of continental Leagues and of the great empires.

A European League of Nations should have the following political, economic 
and cultural aims.

Political: The organization and defence of peace, with shared means and in 
accordance with a common plan. The defence of fundamental democratic prin
ciples, in view of the threat to peace arising from the coexistence in Europe of 
democratic and dictatorial regimes, the latter being essentially warlike.

Economic: A customs agreement which should admit the principle of prefer
ential tariffs for particular countries and products. The reorganization of trade 
relations, to be supervised by the Bank for International Settlements; joint or
ganization and operation of international means of communication, and so 
on.

Cultural: Agreements for the purpose of spreading a wider knowledge of the 
past and present contribution of each nation to the development of arts and 
sciences.

Among economic aims we have spoken of a joint international communica
tions service. It is appropriate here to enlarge on this theme. Political and moral 
cooperation among different countries requires economic cooperation, and this 
in turn requires a system of fast andTrequent communication, which must also be 
safe, economical and convenient. At present the European transport system is 
uneven, so that interchange between the countries of central and eastern Europe, 
which are chiefly agricultural, and those of the west, which are chiefly industrial, 
is neither easy nor economical. Hence the countries of western Europe find it 
more convenient to import food from other continents. But in the near future 
this will be financially difficult because of the decline in industrial exports, and 
consequently the bulk of the exchanges of industrial and agricultural products 
will have to take place between European countries. For this purpose commu
nications will have to be reorganized.

A whole series of major public works will be necessary to create a European 
system of railways (new main lines and connections, doubling of tracks, new 
tunnels etc.), navigable rivers, canals, autobahns and seaports. These public 
works will serve, inter alia, to provide jobs for the many workers who will return 
home after the war and will be released from war factories when peace is a reality. 
Otherwise there will be appalling unemployment, with unforeseeable conse
quences. We Italians have perhaps a greater interest than anyone else in the 
provision of such public works, as we have a skilled labour force of the highest 
quality for which it will be difficult to find employment in Italy itself.



IV./I. Ideas of the Italian Exiles 515

To organize such works and operate an international communications system 
it appears necessary for a single institution under the supervision of the European 
League of Nations to be set up by agreement among all the countries concerned, 
each participating in accordance with its capacity and needs.

194. Anon.: ‘The United States of Europe’ Feb. 1942

Anon., ‘Gli Stati Uniti d’Europa’, in II Proletario, New York, No. 1, Feb. 1942.

' r

Il Proletario,1 monthly journal of the Italo-American socialists affiliated to the revolu
tionary syndicalist Industrial 'Workers of the World (IWW),2 published this article on a 
‘United States of Europe' in its first number subsequent to the US entry into the war, 
together with a statement of its support for the Allied cause.3 While strongly opposing the 
various ideas for epartial unions'4 -  federations of central Europe, the Balkans, Western 
Europe, the Mediterranean countries etc. -  which had been put forward by the various 
governments in exile and which in some cases were suspect of ‘resurgent neo-Guelphism', the 
review advocated a European federation of republics which would respect one another's 
autonomy but in which matters of common concern should be decided ‘not by the individual 
republics but by the Federation through its special central organs, federal in character and 
authority'. Only a federation based on the equality of administrative, political and economic 
systems could provide a solid bulwark against the conflicts which the old economic system 
had brought with it, and which inevitably degenerated into fascism.

1 II Proletario, one of the oldest Italian-American perodicals, was founded in New York 
in 1896 and was politico-syndicalist in character: cf. Pietro Russo, ‘La stampa periodica 
italo-americana’, in the collective work Gli Italiani negli Stati Uniti, Istituto di Studi 
Americani, Università di Firenze, Florence, 1972, pp. 505-11. It was edited for a time 
by the anarcho-syndicalist poet Arturo Giovannitti.

2 The IWW, a revolutionary syndicalist body, fought a number of battles for the work
ers’ cause in the US between 1900 and the 1920s: one of its leading spirits was Carlo 
Tresca. Cf. M. De Ciampis, ‘Storia del movimento socialista rivoluzionario italiano 
(1908-1958)’, in La Parola del popolo, Chicago, 1958-9; J. Vecoli, ‘Emigrati italiani e 
movimento operaio negli USA’, in Movimento operaio e socialista, Nos. 1-2, 1976; 
Ellen Ginzburg Migliorino, ‘La comunità italo-americana nel clima conservatore di 
Filadelfia agli inizi del Novecento’, and Fernando Fasce, ‘Un episodio di solidarietà 
internazionale. “ Lotta operaia” e gli Industrial Workers of the World’, both in Italia e 
Stati Uniti dall'indipendenza americana ad oggi (1776-1976), Atti del 1°  Congresso 
Internazionale di Storia Americana, Genoa, 1978, pp. 315 ff, and 327 ff. The rich bi
bliography also includes P. S. Foner, The Industrial Workers of the World, New York, 
1973, and P. Renshaw, The Wobblies: the story of syndicalism in the US, London, 
1967.
The IWW was in close touch with the Unione Sindacale Italiana (also a revolutionary 
syndicalist body) and helped its former secretary, Armando Borghi, to enter the US as a 
political refugee.

3 The IWW had opposed the entry of the US into the First World War.
4 For the ‘partial unions’ planned between 1940 and 1942 by various anti-Fascist émigrés 

in the Americas cf. docs. 186, 188, 191 and 192 above.
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( . . . )  The creation of a United States of Europe is only possible if the ‘States’ 
accept the premiss of ceasing to be ‘States’, and also accept that the political 
regime of each and all of them should be republican. The United States of Europe 
can only come about in a Europe that accepts a federal regime of administrations 
as the minimum necessary for civilized coexistence. A republican Europe with
out monarchies or principalities of any kind, large or small; a federation in which 
each republic has its own rights, autonomy and independence, but in which these 
internal rights of the citizen and the community are equal to those of the other 
citizens and the other communities, and not contrary or different from them; a 
federation of equal republics in which matters of common interest are discussed 
and decided not by the individual republics but by special central organs of the 
federation, federal in character and with federal authority; a federation in which 
no part, i.e. none of its member republics, can on any pretext adopt measures 
that are harmful or irksome to its sister republics, or to the moral and material 
welfare of their citizens; a federation whose component parts must not and 
cannot surround themselves with barriers to protect or encourage the rapacity of 
some or all of their members at the expense of members of the other federal units. 
Such equality cannot be achieved or guaranteed except by the equality of admin
istrative political and economic systems, which must be linked with one another 
in a solidary fashion without privileges of any kind. Every part of the federation 
must be the affectionate and jealous homeland of all its children, and every citizen 
must be able to look on the federation and every square inch of its territory as a 
mother-country and not a stepmother.

If a federation of ‘States’ is created according to the mentality of old-style 
politicians who refuse to see the need for profound changes in our ideas of social 
organization, it may have all the outward marks of a ‘Union’, but under that 
exterior will be rekindled all the hates and jealousies, ambitions and conflicting 
interests of the pre-war period. The old economic struggles, old attempts at 
rapine and piracy will persist and sooner or later take more or less violent forms. 
If the discredited economic system is not replaced by any better one it is certain 
to bring about a recurrence of fascism even in that part of Europe which has shed 
and is still shedding so much blood, which has seen and will continue to see so 
much destruction before it can stem the tragic advance of fascism. In that case the 
tree of liberty will not bear any fruit as a result of the world’s tragedy. The fields 
that our sons have watered with their blood, defending the last remains of civili
zation against the wave of fascist barbarism, will then be so parched that 
generations of slaves will have to make sacrifices for many centuries before they 
can once again become human beings like the men of yesterday or today, or the 
men of tomorrow who would sooner die fighting than live as cowards.
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195. Paolo Treves: ‘Calling all Europe’ April 1942

Paolo Treves, Calling all Europe. A Symposium of speeches on the future order of Europe, 
delivered by Jef Rens (Belgium), Willi Eichler (Germany), Bernard Drzewieski (Poland), 
Louis Levy (France), Paolo Treves (Italy) and George Green (England), published on 
behalf of the Socialist Vanguard Group (Militant Socialist International), London, 1942.

Britain between the wars was not a country of large-scale Italian immigration or a very 
lively centre of anti-Fascist activity: the only personalities of note who settled there for 
political reasons were Sturzo and, for a time, Salvemini.1 However, with the outbreak of 
war this situation altered, apart from the fact that Britain was aplace of transit from and to 
America.2 There was no such debate or elaboration of political positions as took place in the 
US and Switzerland, but after Mussolini's entry into the war an important role of commu
nication and liaison was played by the broadcasts of Radio Londra,3 organized by the BBC  
information services with Italian personnel.

One of the broadcasters was Paolo Treves, whose father, Claudio Treves, had died in 
exile in Paris. The latter was a socialist and member of ‘Critica Sociale’, which from the late 
1920s contributed to reconciling the European and internationalist viewpoints and to the 
formation of a European consciousness.4 Paolo, also a socialist, settled in London with his 
brother Piero, and on 25 September 1940 they founded the Free Italy association (Italia 
Libera)f Its supporters included liberal-monarchists, Catholics, socialists and Communists:

1 Sturzo left London for the US in Sept. 1940; Salvemini had already done so in 1933.
2 Cf. Massimo Salvadori, Resistenza ed azione (ricordi di un libérale), Bari, 1951, and 

Emilio Lussu, Diplomazia clandestina: 14 giugno 1940 -  25 luglio 1943, Florence, 
1956.

3 Cf. Radio Londra (1940-45), inventario delle trasmissioni per Vitalia, ed. by M. Ca- 
prioli Piccialuti, 2 vols., Rome 1976; M. Caprioli Piccialuti, ‘Umberto Calosso di Radio 
Londra’, in M. Brunazzi (ed.), Umberto Calosso antifascista e socialista, Venice, 1981; 
Uberto Limentani, ‘Radio Londra durante la guerra’, in Inghilterra e Italia nel '900. 
Atti del Convegno di Bagni di Lucca del 1972 , Florence, 1973; Paolo Treves, Sul fronte 
e dietro il fronte italiano, Rome, 1945; id., ‘Da Radio Londra a Radio Roma’, in 
Mercurio, No. 7/8, 1945.

4 On Claudio Treves and the European cause cf. D. Cofrancesco, Ti contributo . . .’ (see 
Bibliography), pp. 126-7.

5 The manifesto of Free Italy (London), dated 25 September 1940, was reproduced in 
Italia Libre para Centro América, San Salvador, No. 3 of 31 Jan. 1942, with a note by 
Fulvio Cabella stating that, as delegate of Italia Libera for Central America, he adhered 
to the London manifesto. Flowever, the anti-Fascists in the US mistrusted the London 
Committee (whose secretary was the Catholic Carlo Petrone) and feared it might be 
regarded in Italy as merely an instrument of the British secret service. This fact, and the 
disputes which arose within the Committee, prevented it from exerting much influence. 
Cf. Nicola Oddati, Carlo Petrone: un cattolico in esilio (1939-44), with preface by G. 
De Rosa, Rome, 1980. Free Italy published a weekly, the Notiziario italiano, from 
6 Dec. 1941 to 27 March 1943; from 3 Apl. to 27 Nov. 1943 it appeared under the title 
Lettera italiana. There were two other important anti-Fascist organizations in Britain: 
(1) the London branch of the Italian Socialist Party (secretary, Giovanni Giglio), in 
contact with the Alleanza Garibaldi and in favour of joint action with the Communists, 
and (2) the Federazione antifascista italiana (president, F. Galasso), formed in June-July 
1942 by representatives of all political trends, but extremely hostile to Free Italy.
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all were anti-Fascist, and most accepted the premiss of republicanism. The association tried to 
make contact with anti-Fascists connected with the Mazzini Society in the US, but with little 
result owing to the latter's suspicions and the mistrustful attitude of the British government.6 
However, with the help of some prominent members of the Labour Party -  Aneurin Bevan, 
Arthur Greenwood and Ivor Thomas7 -  a society was formed called ‘Friends of Free Italy ’, 
which endeavoured to combat British prejudice against Italian anti-Fascist movements.8 The 
Labour circles in question were also interested in the European ideal, and a conference on 
cThe future order of Europe3 took place in London in April 1942. The present document is an 
extract from Paolo Treves3 contribution to the discussion.9

( . . . )  We Italian socialists believe, of course, in the future of a socialist Italy in 
a socialist Europe. But we cannot deny that there are many obstacles to be 
overcome in our own country before our fellow-countrymen are prepared for 
this aim. Twenty years of Fascism have perhaps not achieved a perfect Fascisation 
of Italy. The whole nation has by no means become a united mass of convinced 
Fascists. But people do not know what is to take the place of Fascism. What we 
call ‘democracy’ is without meaning to them. They have seen the development of 
Fascism at the expense of the Western Democracies. They do not believe in the 
stability and vigour of Democracy. Italy will need a long process of re-education. 
A totalitarian country is a sick country. It cannot recover without a long period 
of convalescence.

If the War is to be worthwhile it must be an anti-Fascist War. This means that 
the anti-Fascist forces all over Europe will be strengthened and revitalised. The 
new Italy which will emerge will be willing to co-operate in a European Feder
ation. The old idea that the affairs of one country are not the concern of the

6 On the attitude of the British government see in particular A. Varsori, £La politica 
inglese e il conte Sforza (1941-1943)’, in Rivista di studi politici internazionali, 
Jan.-March 1976.

7 A. Bevan, editor of the socialist Tribune; A. Greenwood, head of the Parliamentary 
Labour Party; and I. Thomas, MP, a specialist on Italian questions. Paolo Treves was in 
close touch with prominent Europeanists in the Labour Party: e.g. the Fabian Society, 
the Socialist Vanguard Group with its journal Socialist Commentary, and the New 
Statesman and Nation, edited by Kingsley Martin, which had among its contributors 
Harold J. Laski and G. D. H. Cole. Treves sent information about these groups and 
copies of their writings to the Centro Estero in Switzerland, where they were published 
by I. Silone in L 3Avvenire dei lavoratori, Zurich.

8 One of its chief products was a volume written by five of its members under the 
pseudonym Pentad: The Remaking of Italy, Harmondsworth, 1941; Italian edition, 
L 3Italia di domani, Edinburgh, 1942. Two of the authors were Angelo Crespi and, 
according to his own statement, Ruggero Orlando; the latter worked in London for 
Ejar and for the British intelligence service on behalf of C. Sforza, using the cover-name 
Gino Calzolari. According to the widow of Paolo Treves, Lotte Treves, the other 
members of the group were Ruggero Orlando Pierpado Fano, Lorenzo Mimio 
Paluello, Alessandro Magri, Iva Thomas.

9 For a full account of the conference and addresses by other representatives see Part 
Three, ch. I below, ‘Socialist and Trade Union Associations’, doc. 243. For Paolo 
Treves’s views cf. also his Italy Yesterday, Today, Tomorrow, London, 1942.
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others has got to go. This is a lesson which has been brought home to us very 
forcibly by the happenings in pre-war Italy. Fascism there was successful not 
only because of the internal conditions but because outside forces had an interest 
in preventing the fall of Mussolini. But the people throughout the whole of 
Europe had eventually to suffer because Fascism was allowed to grow, in Italy 
first, and then in Germany.

The old idea of nationalism which considered the nations as separate sovereign 
entities must be eradicated from the Europe of the future. Only then shall we 
have ‘won the peace’. We, the refugees in this country, who have come from the 
different countries of Europe, must make a start and use the opportunity we now 
have to learn from each other and to work out a common plan of action. Let us 
hope that we shall be able to come together at a future Easter Conference to 
discuss our common experiences in the work of European reconstruction.

196. Manifesto of the National Committee of Italia Libre, Buenos 
Aires 5 May 1942

‘Manifiesto del Comité nacional Italia Libre de Buenos Aires’, in the Spanish-language 
Italia Libre para Centro América, No. 9, 5 May 1942; Italian version published ibid., 
N o. 10, 25 May 1942.

At the outbreak of the Second World War, political circles in the Argentine were divided 
in their attitude towards the conflict. The old conservative ruling class, and the middle and 
lesser bourgeoisie with ambitions to improve their status, were favourable to the Allies and 
especially Britain, with whom they were connected by long-standing economic interests.1 
The German immigrants, on the other hand, who occupied important positions in the eco
nomy, supported the Axis; so did ‘perhaps most of the population of Italian origin\2 and 
others who resented the strong position of Anglo-Saxon capital in Argentina. In this situation 
the government avoided taking sides.3

The anti-Fascisi movement ‘Italia Libre’ was founded in Buenos Aires on 10 June 1940 
for the purpose of persuading Italians in South America to favour the Allied cause; in the 
circumstances described above, it is not surprising that its funds came largely from British 
sources.4 It also received aid from the industrialist Torquato di Telia. The members belonged

1 The influential newspapers La Prensa and La Nación served as a mouthpiece for these 
pro-democratic elements.

2 Paolo Vita Finzi, Peròn mito e realtà, Milan, 1973, p. 15.
3 At the Inter-American conference at Rio de Janeiro in Jan. 1942, after the Japanese 

attack at Pearl Harbor, a US motion that all American states should then and there 
break off diplomatic relations with the Axis was watered down, at the instance of the 
Argentine representative, to a mere recommendation in that sense.

4 It appears that at the outset funds for Italia Libera (Italia Libre) propaganda were 
supplied by the Comité de l’Alliance française, until this source dried up as a result of 
the defeat of France. On this point cf. Emilio Falco, Mario Mariani tra letteratura e 
politica, Rome, 1980, pp. 97-102 and 160-4.
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to various political camps, including older and more recent emigresf  similar groups, also 
called ‘Italia Libre3, were formed in all the Latin American countries.6 The association was 
supported by the Mazzini Society and the US State Department, the latter’s intermediary 
being the I  talo-American trade union leader Ser afino Romualdi.7 Its activity culminated in 
the Montevideo conference of August 1942, which was intended to assure Sforza of support 
from the anti-Fascist movement and the Italian émigré community for the purpose of form
ing an ‘Italian government in exile3.8 During the period leading up to the conference -  which 
was also supposed to approve a blueprint for the post-war reorganization of Italy9 -  the 
various groups of Italia Libre circulated documents expressing their views on this subject, 
including the Buenos Aires ‘M anifestoA ll these envisaged the creation of a European 
democratic federation.10

( . . . )  We wish to see a foreign policy of international solidarity, respect for 
treaties, disarmament subject to collective guarantees, and the abolition of war; 
arbitration and collective intervention wherever there is a threat to democracy 
and freedom; and peace ensured by a federal union of European peoples. We 
declare our faith in true Christian principles, with all they signify as an aspiration 
towards human brotherhood. We trust in a Democratic European Federation, in 
universal peace and the immortal glory of a free, peaceful and civilized Italy.

Free Italians throughout the civilized world: unite with us to free our mother
land and expel traitors from it!

5 There are no works specifically dealing with anti-Fascism in South America as a whole. 
Some information will be found in A. Garosci, Storia dei fuorusciti, Bari, 1953, 
pp. 209-10; Mando Porta, ‘Gli antifascisti italiani in Sud America’, in Critica sociale, 
No. 14, 20 July 1965; Renzo De Felice, ‘Gli archivi delle associazioni italiane in Ar
gentina ’ and ‘Inventario sommario’ by Maria de Lujan Leiva, both in Affari sociali 
internazionali, No. 3, 1981. A study of anti-Fascism in Argentina has been published 
recently (1983) by Maria de Lujan Leiva: see Bibliography. There were in Argentina 
some left-wing groups, still active politically, surviving from the first wave of emigra
tion to Latin America; these were joined by more recent arrivals such as Rodolfo 
Mondolfo (teaching at Tucumán university), Renato Treves, Gioacchino Dolci, Tito 
Chiaraviglio, Sigfrido Ciccotti, and Mario Mariani.

6 A branch of Italia Libre was founded in El Salvador in Jan. 1942, its head being Fulvio 
Cabella. It issued a bulletin, Italia Libre para Centro América, edited by Riccardo Alas 
and printed at San Salvador from Oct. 1941 onwards, in collaboration with the Mazzini 
Society in New York and the Free Italy Committee in London. This journal reprinted 
news and documents from the other Italia Libre committees of Central and South 
America (viz. Costa Rica, Venezuela, Brazil and Uruguay). There is much information 
on various centres of Italia Libre in Nazioni Unite, New York, No. 42 of 17 Dec. 1942, 
and Serafino Romualdi, ‘Las finalidades del movimiento internacional pro Italia Libre’, 
in Italia Libre (Santiago), 1 Nov. 1942.

7 On S. Romualdi’s tour of South America from the summer of 1941 to Jan. 1942 cf. his 
Presidents and Peons, New York, 1967.

8 Cf. doc. 201 below.
9 This is presumably the document entitled ‘Gli otto punti di Montevideo’ : cf. text in C. 

Sforza, L 3Italia dal 1914 al 1944 quale io la vidi, Rome, 1944.
10 The ‘Memorandum approvato dall’Italia Libera dell’Uruguay’, repr. in L ’Azione, New 

York, 5/25 May 1942, signed by the chairman Virginio Piccinini, also includes this 
fundamental objective of a ‘European federation of nations’.
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197. Ignazio Silone: ‘Theses of the Third Front’ 1 Aug. 1942

The original typescript, undated and with a few unimportant variations in the text, is in 
the Swiss Federal Archives, Berne, E 4320, 1975/40, vol. 114, Riccardo Formica file, Gian
nini sub-file, under the title Tl pensiero dei socialisti italiani sulla guerra e sulla pace’.

According to Silone the document was first published in L ’Avvenire dei lavoratori, 
Zurich, on 1 Aug. 1942. It was reprinted on 15 March 1944 in the same journal, new series, 
under the title T socialisti italiani, la guerra e la pace’, and also in I. Silone, ‘Nel bagaglio 
degli esuli’, in the collective work Esperienze e studi socialisti. Scritti in onore di U. G. Mon- 
dolfo, Florence, 1957, pp. 304-6.

The ‘Theses of the Third Front’ constituted the political programme of the socialist Centro 
Estero, set up in Switzerland in the summer of 1941 to preserve continuity during the war;1 
they were drafted by the head of the Centre, Ignazio Silone.2 The party’s attitude towards 
the war was thus defined in the light of the lively debate provoked by the ‘Toulouse Theses’, 
in which Nenni and Saragat were opposed by Caffi and Modigliani.3 The Third Front 
theses4 were published anonymously at Zurich on behalf of the Centro in L ’Avvenire dei 
lavoratori on 1 August 1942.5 They expressed a position close to Caffi’s, and also embodied

1 On the PSI at this period and the establishment of the Centro Estero, cf. the 
introductory and bibliographical notes to docs. 187 and 193.

2 Ignazio Silone, a native of the Abruzzi and author of such literary masterpieces as 
Fontamara and Pane e vino (Bread and Wine), was a Communist militant for many 
years, having joined the party as a professional revolutionary in the 1920s. He was one 
of those expelled for failing to conform to the party’s shift of policy in 1930 and from 
then on lived in Switzerland, where he was politically inactive but on excellent terms 
with Swiss political and cultural circles and with anti-Fascist émigrés. His friends 
among the latter included Guglielmo Ferrerò, Egidio Reale, Fernando Schiavetti and 
Giuseppe Faravelli; from 1937 onwards he was in touch with the socialists also. In Oct. 
1944, after heading the Centro Estero, he returned to Italy and became a leader of the 
PSIUP (the socialist party, reconstituted after the downfall of Fascism). The material on 
Silone’s career is scanty and is mostly in the form of memoirs.

3 On the theoretical debate provoked by the Toulouse theses, and the debate in the 
Centro Estero, cf. A. Landuyt, ‘Un tentativo . . .’ (see Bibliography); also I. Silone, 
Memoriale dal carcere svizzero, ed. by L. Mercuri, Cosenza, 1979.

4 The Third Front theses were distributed by correspondence. Garosci in Storia dei 
fuorusciti, op. cit., p. 285, says they were approved to a large extent by the editors of the 
Boston Quaderni italiani, while in Cairo Paolo Vittorelli republished the article from 
Partisan Review in No. 4 of the Quaderni di Giustizia e Libertà. The members of GL in 
Cairo were in dose touch with a group of left-wing Egyptian intellectuals of various 
ideologies -  socialist, Communist and Trotskyist -  led by Georges Henein, a Copt and 
a poet and essayist of outstanding personality; their review Magalla al Gedida spread 
left-wing ideas under cover of literary interests. Through the Egyptian group the giel- 
listi had access to foreign periodicals, including the Partisan Review. (Information 
kindly furnished by Paolo Vittorelli).

5 European unity was one of the principal political themes in the new series of L ’Avvenire 
dei lavoratori, published under Silone’s direction at Zurich from Jan. 1944 onwards. 
Among noteworthy articles were the editorial ‘Per gli Stati Uniti d’Europa’, 11 Feb. 
1944; T socialisti per gli Stati Uniti d’Europa’, 25 Aprii 1944; T problemi della federa
zione europea’, 1 May 1944; ‘L ’Europa e la pace mondiale’ and Tl progetto americano
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the views put forward by Silone in two interviews in 1939, one in the Paris Nouvelles 
littéraires and the other in the American Partisan Review: viz. that the struggle against 
Fascism could only be successfully fought on the ‘third front’, i.e. the ‘home front' of every 
country, because military victory in itself would not remove the politico-social causes o f the 
evil. From this point of view the socialists were opposed to national sovereignty and favoured 
the political unification of Europe. To this end, the workers' movement should improve its 
own international organization by creating a federation of the European socialist par
ties.6

1. Italian socialists believe that the present war, like that of 1914-18, is an 
imperialist and capitalist war for raw materials and markets, and that in addition 
it involves the gravest consequences for the internal regime of every country. On 
its outcome will largely depend the future of humanity and especially the work
ing classes.

2. The attitude of Italian socialists to the war is therefore governed by their 
anti-Fascist position and their firm conviction that the democratic freedoms are a 
precious basis for any further progress of mankind.

3. The decisive front on which Fascism can be checked and destroyed is the 
internal front of every country. Only on this ‘Third Front’ is it possible to solve 
the social and political problems that have given rise to Fascism. The sole adver
sary that can vanquish Fascism on the third front is socialism. The military defeat 
of the Fascist powers must be regarded as a prelude to the decisive battles that will 
be fought on the third front.

4. The democratic character of the powers presently at war with the Fascist 
states is neither homogeneous nor unalterable. The state of war, especially if it is 
prolonged, may alter the internal structure of the democratic countries in a to
talitarian sense. Hence Italian socialists are determined to safeguard at all times 
the freedom of criticism and their own autonomy vis-à-vis the democratic gov
ernments as well as others. Their policy is inspired solely by the interests and 
ideals of the Italian and international working class.

della Community of States’, 15 May 1944; ‘Per la Federazione europea: compiti e res
ponsabilità dei socialisti inglesi’, 30 May 1944; ‘La politica internazionale dei socialisti 
tedeschi’, 15 June 1944; ‘Gli attuali movimenti federalisti’, 15 July 1944; ‘Sul problema 
della Federazione Europea’, 15 Aug. 1944; ‘L ’unificazione europea e il socialismo’, 
31 Aug. 1944; and ‘Il socialismo e la Federazione europea’, 15 Sept. 1944. Many of these 
articles quoted from British and French federalists -  G. D. H. Cole, Barbara Wootton, 
the Socialist Vanguard group, André Philip — with whom the Italian group were in close 
touch.
Another interesting document of the Centro Estero, distributed after the Allied landing 
in Sicily, is ‘Il carattere della Rivoluzione italiana’, published in L'Avvenire dei lavo
ratori on 25 Feb. 1944 and repr. in I. Silone, ‘Nel bagaglio degli esuli’, op. cit., 
p p .311-15.

6 On this point cf. G. Lombardi (Giuseppe Faravelli), ‘Per una vera Internazionale so
cialista’ in L'Avvenire dei lavoratori, 1 May 1945, arguing that there could be no 
European federation without a socialist International, but that the new International 
must be on a federal basis, the parties waiving part of their independence for the sake of 
a joint ‘foreign policy’.
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5. The basic requirement for the future settlement of Europe and the world is 
that political organization should be adequate to the Teal development of rela
tions among peoples. As far as Europe is concerned, the chief consequence of this 
is the need for political unification corresponding to the real unity of European 
society. The old, reactionary system of national sovereignties must be de
stroyed.

6. Italian socialists believe that there are bound to be more wars if the 
European political system is based on the allocation of spheres of influence be
tween the victorious democratic powers, or if the disastrous policy of the 
‘balance of power’ is maintained. Italy must abandon her traditional policy of 
oscillating between the two power blocs that vie with each other for the hege
mony of Europe.

7. The European federation must not be a limited union of sovereign states, 
which is bound to be unstable, but an integration of free peoples in which pro
ducers’ associations perform many functions that are at present monopolized by 
big business and the state bureaucracy.

8. A European union in present capitalist conditions would subject the whole 
continent to the tyranny of finance and heavy industry. The political freedom 
and self-government of the peoples belonging to the European federation can 
only be guaranteed by the socialization of basic economic controls. Vested in
terests in autarkic systems must be destroyed.

9. A system of political and European organization inspired by feelings of 
hatred and revenge against individual nations will not last and will be a cause of 
future wars.

10. European frontiers must not be determined by the need of the victorious 
states for military security. They will only be permanent and respected if the 
peace settlement recognizes the right of small nations to local self-government 
within the European federation.

11. Italian socialists reaffirm more strongly than ever their aversion to the 
political and economic domination of European countries over coloured peoples. 
The European federation must not accept imperialism as a legacy of old Eu
rope.

12. Socialist Italy is particularly interested in the liberation of the peoples of 
North Africa, who are ripe for self-government. Those of them who still need 
help from the more advanced nations should not receive it from the military or 
from bankers, but from associations of the workers, technicians and intellectuals 
of free Europe.

13. Italian socialists propose that a federation of the socialist parties of Europe 
be organized on a completely different basis from the old Socialist Interna
tional.
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198. Carlo Sforza: ‘Tomorrow we Must be Great’ 1942/43

Carlo Sforza, France et Italie: demain il faudra faire grand, Montreal, 1942; Italian tr. 
Italia e Francia di domani, Rome, 1944. The present excerpt is from the chapter ‘Domani, 
veder lontano!’, pp. 35-8. A similar but not identical passage occurs in Italy and Italians, 
London, 1948, pp. 122-3.

In this work, written in 1942, Sforza developed the idea of a Latin Union which he had 
previously put forward1 and which was to be a permanent feature of his Europeanist out
look. Criticizing the ‘coldly theoretical3 nature of Aristide Briand’s scheme for a ‘United 
States of Europe3 in the 1930s, which had caused reactions of alarm in many European 
circles, Sforza deprecated ‘general formulae3 as opposed to partial solutions such as ‘an 
alliance or an economic entente3, which might gradually pave the way for a future political 
union.2

Disappointment at the Allies3 demand for ‘unconditional surrender3, expressed at Casab
lanca in January 1943, led Sforza during that year to elaborate his thoughts on the nature of 
a post-war settlement in which Italy would not be isolated. His idea that a federation with 
France might be extended to a ‘democratic3 Spain as well as to Portugal, Belgium, Greece 
and Yugoslavia? found favour with some anti-Fascists but was vigorously opposed by others, 
such as Luigi Sturzo and Stefano Terra.4

( . . . )  Those who still think of the European nations as watertight vessels are 
going against the trend of the future. In tomorrow’s Europe there must be far 
more room to breathe. Myself Italian to the core, I nevertheless hope with all my 
soul that those marvellous flowers of world civilization that we know as Italy and 
France, England and Russia, Holland and Portugal, Spain, Bohemia and so forth 
may continue to enrich humanity with the art, ideas and traditions that have such 
mysterious roots in their native soil. But tomorrow it will no longer be possible 
to say that one belongs to one nation only. Of course we shall be good Italians, 
Frenchmen or Poles, but at the same time we must feel ourselves to be members 
of a European organization, perhaps even a universal one. If any nation fails to 
understand this it may not perish, but it will vegetate. And in time to come, as 
indeed always in the past, to vegetate will mean ceasing to count in the world. 
History is a graveyard of peoples that were content to vegetate: Persia and Venice 
in their time were two great states, but when they tried to live on their past it was 
not more than a century or two before they became two famous relics.

Hitler and Mussolini have recently done the world a service without realizing 
it. They began the war with a great outcry of nationalism, and while one declared 
‘We are the master race’ the other, more stupid still, shouted T am the Roman 
empire’ . But in 1943, when a chill wind began to blow, they began to talk 
hypocritically of the unity of Europe, repeating the prophetic terms that Mazzini 
used in 1850.

1 Cf. C. Sforza, The Totalitarian War and After, London, 1942, and doc. 191 above.
2 For a full bibliography of Sforza’s writings on Europe cf. the Appendix to L. Zeno,

Ritratto di Carlo Sforza, op. cit., pp. 525-31.
3 C. Sforza, ‘Italy and her Neighbours after the War’, in Foreign Affairs, Oct. 1943.
4 Cf. docs. 206 and 202 respectively.
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The French and the Italians are too intelligent to go against history. Let our 
two nations show the beginnings of a union, rudimentary though it be, and the 
world will admire them as pioneers of humanity, a part they have played many 
times before.

I abhor general formulae, and I shall not offer any. In Briand’s time I was on 
friendly enough terms to tell him that what spoilt his plan for European union 
was, in my opinion, the formalistic label he had stuck on it like a stamp, that of 
the ‘United States of Europe1. Briand went wrong because, being an ardently 
patriotic Frenchman, he was thinking above all of how to save France: he did not 
think of Europe first, and hence his plan was coldly theoretical.

Tomorrow the Italian and French peoples must think and feel like Mazzini, 
who said: T love my country because I love all countries.’ If far-sighted repre
sentatives of our two peoples are capable of creating an accomplished fact -  be it 
an alliance or an economic entente; one which should be open to all our neigh
bours, and in the first instance a democratic Spain, as the international spirit of 
that people is extraordinarily mature -  then the world will follow, the world will 
imitate us. In any case it will begin by respecting us. It will be to the eternal glory 
of France and Italy that they have taken the first step on the road that will be 
followed one day by free Spain, republican Austria, martyred Czechoslovakia, 
the Balkan peoples and the whole of Europe -  and we shall, besides, be united by 
strong bonds to the British Commonwealth, a strong and noble example to us 
all.

It must be so, because otherwise we should be deluding ourselves if we 
thought that we had won the war. After a brief period of uncertainty and diplo
matic illusions we should soon be a prey to new political, moral and economic 
convulsions, new suspicions and alarms, new crises of ‘prestige’. Things must be 
as I have said: for if they are not, we shall sooner or later face a third world war, 
which will mean the end of Europe -  this tiny peninsula of Asia that can only live 
by exporting moral ideas.

199. Domenico Saudino: ‘First the United States of Europe’
30 Oct. 1943

Domenico Saudino, ‘Primo: gli Stati Uniti d’Europa’, in La Parola, New York, 30 Oct. 
1943.

Inspired by the confederal model of the USA and Switzerland, the members of the 
Federazione socialista italiana statunitense1 also regarded nationalism as a primary cause of

1 The Italo-American socialists ‘tended towards democratic socialism after the style of 
Turati and humanitarian socialism after the manner of Prampolini and Morgari. To 
them socialism was a faith rather than a party or a political movement, and, as often 
happens when faith is deeply rooted and strongly felt, they divided into sects and 
counter-sects.’ (Max Salvadori in ‘Antifascisti italiani negli Stati Uniti’, in the collective 
work Italia e Stati Uniti dalPindipendenza americana ad oggi, op. cit., p. 272.
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war, and favoured a United States of Europe as a guarantee of peace. However, this article 
by Domenico Saudino in the weekly La Parola,2 edited by Girolamo Valenti and connected 
with the influential Italo-American trade unionist Luigi Antonini,3 differs from other so
cialist writings in that it does not postulate a time-link between European federation and 
social revolution.4 Similarly the characteristic socialist analysis is lacking in other statements 
by La Parola* and journals of the same political persuasion. They sometimes envisaged a 
Latin union,6 but were invariably opposed to British or Soviet membership of the proposed 
European federation.

It is obvious that the best way to cure an evil is to remove its cause. What then 
are the causes of the wars and disturbances that have plagued the European 
continent in recent times? Without question they are such things as envy, pa
triotic or local pride, thirst for domination, and the clash of interests. All these 
are due to the political and economic frontiers that divide Europe into many 
states, which generally spend much of their time and money not on useful or 
profitable enterprises or for mutual aid, but on defensive or offensive weapons 
against a neighbour who today is half a friend and will probably be an enemy 
tomorrow.

If frontiers are the principal cause of Europe’s wretched situation, and indi
rectly that of the whole world, it follows that to put things right we must, first 
and foremost, abolish frontiers. We must break down the barriers that cause

2 La Parola, published weekly from 1939, was sub-titled in English ‘For Liberty and 
Democracy, against Fascism, Dictatorship and the Fifth Column’. The scanty informa
tion about it can be found in A. Garosci, Storia dei fuorusciti, op. cit., p. 218; P. Russo, 
‘La stampa periodica italo-americana’, op. cit., pp. 512 and 518; and J. P. Diggins, 
Mussolini and Fascism: the view from America, Princeton, 1972, pp. 409 ff.

3 Luigi Antonini was secretary of the powerful Local No. 89 of the International Ladies 
Garment Workers Union, which supported F. D. Roosevelt and had a periodical of its 
own, Giustizia, edited by Vanni Montana, secretary of the Italian Socialist Federation 
of New York. The branch gave financial support to the Centro Estero in Switzerland -  
whose director, I. Silone, was opposed to joint action with the Communists -  and, after 
the war, sent Antonini and Montana to Italy to help create a social democratic trade 
union movement. Cf. Vanni Montana, Amarostico, Livorno, 1975, and J. S. Crawford, 
Luigi Antonini, Univ. of Wisconsin, 1950.

4 Cf. introductions and notes to docs. 193, 196, 197, 203, 204 and 205.
5 Cf. the following articles in La Parola: W. Bullitt, ‘Gli Stati Uniti d’Europa’, 11 Dec. 

1943; anon., ‘La salvezza del mondo sta negli Stati Uniti d’Europa’, 5 Feb. 1944; anon., 
‘Verso gli Stati Uniti d’Europa?’, 6 May 1944; and G. Gambati, Gli Stati Uniti d’Eu
ropa’, 27 May 1944, reviewing A. Weinfeld, Towards a United States of Europe: 
Proposal for a Basic Structure.

6 In an article entitled ‘Per la più grande unità’ in La Parola of 27 Nov. 1943, referring to 
separatist aspirations in Sicily after the Allied landing, G. Nicotri, while upholding the 
principle of administrative decentralization, urged the need to form larger units. ‘An 
entente among the Latin nations will be a step towards the liberation of Europe, uni
versal brotherhood and world unity.’ The San Francisco Corriere del Popolo, edited by 
Carmelo Zito, published on 17 Feb. 1944 a letter from S. Martina headed ‘La salvezza 
dell’Europa verrà dalla Federazione dei popoli’, supporting the idea of a Latin federa
tion.
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people to hate one another, enabling demagogues and bullies to fish in troubled 
waters and poison public opinion, as happened in Germany and Italy with the 
terrible results that we all know. The differences of race, language and customs 
that are exploited by these mischief-makers are perfectly compatible with free 
coexistence, as is proved, for example by Switzerland: in that small country three 
nationalities, three races speaking three languages -  Italian, French and German -  
live together in peace and in a state of perfect solidarity.

If the country in which we ourselves live were not a confederation but con
sisted of politically and economically independent states with administrative and 
financial barriers on the European pattern, it is ninety per cent certain, whatever 
anyone may say, that we should have here the same chaotic situation as generally 
prevails in Europe. (. . .)

In the old continent, as in the new, many changes will have to be made in the 
political and economic structure of society before we can have world peace, of 
which there is such need. But the first thing to do in Europe, after putting an end 
to Fascism and Nazism and the violence that gave them birth, is to create the 
United States of Europe. Only thus can we bury old hatreds and old nationality 
problems, or at least render them harmless, and thus solve the all-important 
problem of peace. After that will come other great reforms: the abolition of the 
profit system, production adequate to consumption, trade on a world scale, the 
use of new resources, technical aid and raw materials for peoples and regions that 
are short of them, a sounder moral attitude, mutual aid and effective solidarity 
among individuals and societies: a new world, peopled by rational beings. 
( . . . )

200. Randolfo Pacciardi: Statements to Tree World’
16 Nov. 1943

R. Pacciardi, ‘Dichiarazioni al Free World’, in Italia Libera, New York, 16 Nov. 
1943.

The republican Randolfo Pacciardi, the distinguished commander of the ‘Garibaldi bat
talion* of anti-Fascist volunteers in the Spanish civil war, reached the US in the summer of 
1940.1 He joined the Mazzini Society and attended the Montevideo conference,2 where he 
was designated head of a Legion of Italian volunteers which was intended to fight beside the 
Allies against the Nazis and Fascists. This did not come about, owing to opposition by the US 
government, but Pacciardi continued to defend the project and founded a journal for the 
purpose: La Legione dell’Italia del Popolo, afterwards entitled Italia Libera.3 At the same

1 Cf. A. Garosci, Storia dei fuorusciti, op. cit., pp. 151-2, and C. F. Delzell, Mussolini's 
Enemies, 1961, pp. 201 ff.

2 Cf. A. Varsori, Antifascismo e potenze alleate difronte alia Conferenza di Montevideo 
delTagosto 1942, op. cit.

3 La Legione dellTtalia del Popolo began publication on 22 Oct. 1942. On 16 Aug. 1943 
it changed its title to Italia Libera after the State Department had refused to allow
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period, in line with the views he had developed in Spain as to the unity of the anti-Fascist 
camp, he opposed the Mazzini Society's refusal to make common cause with the Commu
nists.4 This is the background to his statement to the ‘Free World' association, whose 
periodical had shown favour to the idea of a united anti-Fascist front.5

Pacciardi had always taken an interest in the European idea: besides Mazzinian ideals, he 
had the experience of fighting against Fascism with allies undivided by nationalist barriers.6 
In his view, the crisis of capitalism and that of nationalism were the two main causes of the 
catastrophe of war. The only safeguard against future wars therefore was a new social and 
political organization with the European continent as its base. However, he was vague as to 
the form of this organization and did not rule out partial unions -  ‘a Latin, Germanic or Slav 
bloc' -  within the United States of Europe. He rejected the idea of a ‘directory of victorious 
super-powers constituting a permanent international police force', but was probably in fa 
vour of a European confederation including both Britain and Russia.7

The First World War was followed by a tremendous crisis which, in my 
opinion, had two fundamental aspects: it was a crisis of the capitalist system, and 
a crisis of national organization.

Mankind was advancing, more or less timidly, towards two objectives: social 
reform in all civilized countries, and international organization.

It was inevitable that after the religious and the political revolution there 
should be a profound, worldwide social revolution. Europe, in my view, was in 
the forefront of that revolution. ( . . . )

Pacciardi to lead his volunteers to Italy to fight beside the Allies. He ceased to edit the 
paper in Dec. 1943.

4 After the Montevideo conference the Communist party (PCI) sought to join the pro
posed National Committee. Cf. ‘Il Fronte Nazionale e il Comitato nazionale’ and G. 
Berti, ‘Sul Comitato nazionale italiano’, in Lo stato operaio, Sept.-Oct. 1942. Pacciardi 
had shown appreciation of the need for a united anti-Fascist front, despite the sharp 
disagreements he had had with the Communists in Spain: cf. ‘L ’unità antifascista su un 
piano storico e nazionale’ in La Legione dell'Italia del Popolo, 5 Nov. 1942. At its 
congress on 27-8 Nov. 1943 the Mazzini Society -  which had already undergone a split 
in 1942, when Salvemini broke away from it -  changed course again and decided to 
address itself solely to the Italo-American masses. At that stage Pacciardi and others 
withdrew and created the new association Free Italy.

5 ‘Free World’ was an association founded in the US on 15 June 1941 : its members were 
of different races and nationalities, and it aimed to solve post-war problems on a global 
basis. Its monthly journal of the same name was founded in New York by Carlo a 
Prato. Cf. ‘Pensiero e azione italiani in Free World', an unsigned and undated typescript 
in the Fondo a Prato b. 67, f. 3, Istituto per la Storia del Movimento di Liberazione in 
Italia, Milan. For a brief account of the Fondo a Prato cf. Nanda Torcellan, ‘Per una 
biografia di Carlo a Prato’ in Italia contemporanea, July-Sept. 1976.

6 Many articles on the European idea appeared in La Legione (subsequently Italia Li
bera): in particular R. Pacciardi, ‘Stati Uniti d’Europa’, 1 April 1943; Alvaro de 
Albornoz, ‘La Federazione Latina’, 16 June 1943; D. Jona, ‘Integrità italiana e unità 
europea’, 16 Oct. 1943; E. Tagliacozzo, ‘Unità europea e sicurezza collettiva’, 1 May 
1945; and anon., ‘Non ci sarà pace senza federazione europea’, 16 Oct. 1945.

7 Cf. ‘L ’Europa e l’anti-Europa’, unsigned but probably by Pacciardi, in Italia Libera, 
16 Sept. 1943, envisaging a European confederation including the USSR and Britain.
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Fascism was the capitalist reaction to that social revolution.
Again, the ‘national’ principle of organization was superseded, at least in the

ory, by an attempt at international organization in the shape of the League of 
Nations. That too was a normal evolution. Human society formed increasingly 
large units -  from clans to communes, from regions to nations, and finally from 
nations to confederation. The last century was the age of national units in Eu
rope; this century will be that of international confederations.

Fascism, a capitalist reaction in the social sphere, was also a nationalist reaction 
in the international sphere.

As everyone knows, capitalism and imperialism go hand in hand.
The vicissitudes and clashes of that international evolution were the cause of 

the Second World War.
When fascism has been swept from the face of the earth, the historic movement 

towards social reform and international organization will resume its course.
Anyone who dreams of dividing up Europe and the world into zones of 

influence belonging to this or that power, or who wishes to revive the regime of 
the Spanish Bourbons, the house of Savoy or the Austrian Habsburgs, is either 
living in a world of prehistoric dreams or is consciously working for the Third 
World War.

To bring about a democratic international organization we must first of all 
create democracy in the different countries.

In my opinion modern democracy cannot be merely political democracy leav
ing social privilege intact. A modern democracy must be a social democracy.

The proletarian revolution, like every previous class revolution, began as a 
dictatorship. But clearly dictatorship cannot be the final expression of the social 
revolution. ( . . . )

I firmly believe that modern social evolution will take the form of ‘socialism 
reconciled with liberty’, as foreshadowed by Mazzini in the Risorgimento, and 
that political institutions must be adequate to that social evolution.

It will be said that it is useless to give liberal political institutions to those who 
are not educated for democracy; and already there is talk of a long period of 
democratic re-education in the ex-Fascist countries, under foreign tutelage. But 
this is a mistake and an illusion.

The only way ever found of educating people to make use of liberty is to give it 
to them. (. . .)

But, while peoples, nations and races should be allowed a broad measure of 
autonomy, it is impossible, now that scientific progress has reduced the world to 
handkerchief-size, to conceive of modern society without international organiz
ation.

One of the most typical aspects of the world crisis is the fact that scientific 
progress and the evolution of the masses is not matched by progress in political 
and social organization.

In the century of radio and the aeroplane we are living under practically the 
same institutions as our grandfathers in the age of candles and wheelbarrows. The 
diverse international aspirations that began to germinate after the last war must be 
embodied in healthy international institutions.
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The future League of Nations must not be an indecisive areopagus of academ
ics, nor a directory of four privileged powers. Some people wish to render timely 
[sic] homage to Mussolini by resurrecting his famous Tour-Power Pact’, though 
with different actors. But such hierarchies among nations are inadmissible in a 
democratic international society. On the other hand, it would be hard not to 
relapse into unreality if the League of Nations were merely an agglomeration of 
some hundreds of national groups and sub-groups.

In my opinion we should first work for a political organization on a conti
nental basis, and devote primary attention to the European problem. In 25 years, 
that is to say within a single generation, Europe has already caused two world 
wars; at present the death-roll is over 20 million, and the war is not finished 
yet.

Can we think of world reconstruction without solving the problem of Europe 
in all its complexity? And is it possible to imagine the Europe of the future 
divided into rival spheres of influence?

In the last century it used to be said that when France took snuff, the whole of 
Europe sneezed. In this century we may say that when Europe sneezes, the rest 
of the world spits blood.

I can see no other complete solution to the European problem than a United 
States of Europe. Within such a union I have no misgivings as to the brotherhood 
of nations. I would not be frightened to see a Latin, Germanic or Slav bloc as part 
of the great organization of Europe, or an Anglo-Saxon bloc as part of the great 
organization of the world.

It is clear that the federal approach will make it easier to solve all the world’s 
problems -  those of raw materials, surplus population, and the industrialization 
of backward countries -  as well as the supreme problem of creating a world 
political organization to prevent rivalry among races, nations and continents.

It is easier to create a league of continents than a League of Nations.
There are two ways of achieving collective security, in other words ‘freedom 

from fear’ : either a Directory of victorious super-powers constituting a perma
nent international police force, or an international organization on a basis of 
equality. International attempts of the first kind have always been a failure in 
history. The greatest of reactionary organizations was the Counter-Reformation, 
and it was destroyed by the Renaissance [sic]. The Holy Alliance was overthrown 
by the resurgent nationalities. As for the Fascist international, it is being smashed 
by a democratic international which was once a dream of poets and philosophers, 
whereas today it is the warrior’s hope and a promise to millions who have lost 
their lives.

201. Carlo Sforza: ‘The Independence and Interdependence of 
Nations’ Oct.-Dec. 1943

Carlo Sforza, ‘Indipendenza ed interdipendenza delle nazioni* in Domani, Buenos 
Aires, No. 3, Oct.-Dec. 1943; subsequently published in Contemporary Italy: its intellec
tual and moral origins, New York, 1945 (pp. 389-91) and London, 1946. A note in the
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New York edition says that the MS was presented in French; the French version was 
published in Paris, 1948.

The present passage appears almost identically, with stylistic modifications that do not 
affect the sense, in C. Sforza, L'ltalia dal 1914 al 1944 quale io la vidi, Rome, 1944, ch. 
XX, ‘LTtalia e l’Europa’, pp. 232-4.

During his stay in the US from September 1940 to October 19431 Sforza tried, using the 
Mazzini Society as his base, to secure acceptance for the draft constitution of a National 
Council or Committee of Italians abroad, to be supported by a ‘volunteer Legion' under 
Randolfo Pacciardi: the Council was intended to function as an ‘Italian government in exile ' 
and prepare the way for a post-war regime after Mussolini's overthrow.2 To enlist public 
opinion in its favour a congress was held at Montevideo in August 1942,3 representing 
anti-Fascist movements from all over the Western hemisphere.4 The State Department sup
ported the congress as a means of rallying Italians in South America to the allied cause? 
However, it did not in the end justify the hopes placed in it, partly because the US govern
ment changed its mind and partly because of the split which developed within the 
liberal-democratic anti-Fascist movement in the US.

Sforza emphasized the European dimension of the Italian problem and urged that it was 
not Italian problems that had to be discussed as such, but Italian aspects of European 
problems.6 The eight-point programme that he put forward at Montevideo was inspired by 
this principle, which he called that of the ‘interdependence of nations'; it is developed in the 
passage below, first published in Domani, an Italian periodical edited at Buenos Aires by 
Paolo Vita-Finzi.7

1 Sforza left the US for Italy on 4 Oct. 1943.
2 G. Negri, ‘Sforza e il Consiglio Nazionale italiano’, in La Nuova Antologia, Oct. 

1976.
3 On the Montevideo congress and its antecedents see the excellent study by A. Varsori, 

‘Antifascismo e potenze alleate di fronte alla Conferenza di Montevideo dell’agosto 
1942’, in La Nuova Antologia, Apr.-June and July-Sept. 1980.

4 The formal initiative for the congress came from the Italia Libre associations of South 
America.

5 In August 1941 the Mazzini Society, with State Department approval, sent one of its 
members, the Italo-American trade unionist Serafino Romualdi, to South America to 
make closer contact with anti-Fascists there. Cf. Romualdi’s memoirs, Presidents and 
Peons, New York, 1967, and the polemical account of the State Department’s aims by 
R. Faenza and M. Fini, Gli americani in Italia, Milan, 1976, pp. 18-19.

6 Cf. text in C. Sforza, La guerra totalitaria e la pace democratica, pp. 104-6, and his 
LTtalia dal 1914 al 1944 quale io la vidi, pp. 175-6; also ‘América, clima de libertad’, in 
Italia Libre, San Salvador, 15 Jan. 1942.

7 Domani -  edited by Paolo Vita-Finzi, a writer and diplomat of liberal views -  was a 
non-party journal published in Buenos Aires from the second quarter of 1943 to discuss 
the problems of post-Fascist Italy. Among its contributors were C. Sforza, A. Borgese, 
G. Ansaldo and R. Musatti. It represented a ‘globalist’ viewpoint based on the Atlantic 
Charter and similar to that of the ‘Free World’ association. Cf. P. Vita-Finzi, ‘L ’Italia 
nel mondo futuro’, in Domani, No. 1, Apl.-June 1943; No. 2; July-Sept. 1943; and 
No. 3, Oct.-Dee. 1943. These three articles were reprinted as a volume with the same 
title at Buenos Aires, 1943.
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The supreme mission of those spirits whose task it will be to forge the history 
of the free world after the second universal war must be to fill the gaps left in this 
work by the nineteenth century.

The work of that century was titanic; and the writers of Fascism and Nazism, 
when they tried to neutralize it by covering with beggarly sarcasms the ‘stupid’ 
nineteenth century, knew what they were about.

The errors and the gaps of a century that began with the violent liberating 
outburst of the French Revolution and continued with the epic of the Italian 
Risorgimento have seemed more serious to us because they coincided with un
predictable material developments that emphasized their incidental ill effects.

So it happened that liberty was finally recognized as the supreme ideal of life, 
as the sole condition of the progress of human society. Yet it appears that liberty, 
when applied to all the economic activities of a world that is facing the risk of 
becoming more and more mechanized, has permitted the birth, and later the 
egoistic arrogance of a new tyranny -  the tyranny of wealth -  even more hateful 
and more despicable than the old dynastic and aristocratic tyrannies which some
times learned wisdom from history.8 Whence the necessity of curbing, or 
destroying if possible, the new financial oligarchies that obtrude and flourish 
even in those nations that think themselves democracies.

The other danger, which it will be our task to face and to defeat, is that of the 
excessive liberty of national states vis-à-vis a superior international law to which 
all nations should yield.

After their conflict with the tyrants, the peoples of the nineteenth century gave 
their support to the principle of nationality. In the course of this book we have 
seen that in Italy men fought and died throughout the centuries for an ideal that 
was both national and universal.9 But this did not occur everywhere. The pure 
goddess -  Nation, free Nation -  little by little became transformed into a hideous 
idol -  Nationalism. The name itself came into use in France during the anti- 
Dreyfus agitation at the close of the nineteenth century, and at once became 
identified with the most vulgar form of racialism, anti-Semitism -  that Socialism 
of imbeciles -  and with monarchic absolutism. Since then the monster, Nation
alism, has done its fell work, with two world wars and thirty millions of 
dead.

The evil can be restrained only by a new conception of international relation
ships based on a Declaration of Interdependence of Nations, which will be for 
human society what the Declaration of Independence was for the American 
colonies at the end of the eighteenth century. ( . . . )

Tomorrow’s task will consist in protecting all the independent nations, for

8 The Italian version reads: ‘tyrannies -  for they, at least, sometimes learnt scepticism or 
tolerance from long experience such as the nouveaux riches did not have behind 
them.’

9 In the Italian version this sentence reads: ‘It is true, indeed, that in the Italy of the 
Risorgimento our fathers fought and died for an ideal that was both national and 
universal -  as Mazzini preached, as Garibaldi felt, as Cavour himself believed in his 
inmost heart.’
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each is a treasure-house of art and thought whose disappearance would leave 
Europe and the world duller and infinitely less rich.

But the new law of Interdependence of Nations must also be proclaimed -  the 
law that will leave them free to regulate their domestic affairs as they wish, but 
which will oblige them, under pain of necessary sanctions, to abandon the blood
iest of the old sovereign rights, that of waging war. The whole social, moral and 
economic progress of the world depends on this reform.

202. Luigi Sturzo: ‘The International Order and Italy’
March 1944

Luigi Sturzo, Italy and the New World Order, tr. Barbara Barclay Carter, with a preface 
by Gilbert Murray, London, 1944; published as L'Italia e I'ordine internazionale, Turin, 
1946. The passage below is from the chapter ‘The international order and Italy’ 
pp. 241-8.

Don Sturzo's book was finished in March 1944 during his exile in the US,1 but was 
published in England in the translation by his faithful friend and collaborator, Barbara 
Barclay Carter.2 In it he developed his own political conception of a united Europe, depart
ing in some ways from the views he had expressed in the early part of the war.3 In particular, 
he no longer favoured a European system composed in the first instance of local federations 
based on geographical or economic affinities, and expressed clear reservations in regard to 
the abstract devising of federations without a historical basis. From this point of view he 
rejected the idea of a Latin union including Italy and France, Spain, Portugal and Belgium,4 
which Sforza had put forward as a reaction to the Casablanca formula of ‘unconditional 
surrender'. Instead, Sturzo now argued for a federation of all Europe, including Britain and 
Russia: he laid stress on Britain's Mediterranean interests and on the fact that Russia's 
historical, political and cultural traditions were largely European in origin. Opposing the 
concept of ‘spheres of influence', in the light of which many were advocating partial Euro
pean federations, Sturzo urged that such a fragmentation of Europe would lead to a 
particularly unstable and dangerous situation. The organization of East European states by

1 Sturzo arrived in the US in Oct. 1940 and remained there till Aug. 1946, when he 
returned to Italy. For reasons of health he spent much of his US period at Jacksonville, 
Fla. He was extremely active as a writer and publicist, maintaining close contact with 
other Italian émigrés including Sforza and Salvemini. He founded a ‘People and Free
dom’ group to parallel the one in Britain (cf. next note), an association of lay democratic 
Catholics who worked on the formulation of a Christian Democratic policy in national 
and international affairs.

2 Barbara Barclay Carter, a Catholic convert (born in the USA, but educated in England 
and with a thorough knowledge of Italy), met Sturzo early in his exile in Britain and 
became his faithful collaborator. Besides translating all his works, she helped to found 
the ‘People and Freedom’ group (cf. previous note) and was editor of its journal.

3 Cf. doc. 186, its introduction and notes (also for bibliography on Sturzo).
4 Sforza put forward this idea in ‘Italy and her Neighbors after the War’, Foreign Affairs, 

Oct. 1943. It met with a cool reception, and in particular the French leaders at Algiers 
took no notice of it.
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and around the Soviet Union could not he counterbalanced by a federation of the small 
northern democracies around Great Britain, which was incapable of uniting them firmly 
into a bloc. Sturzo3s lucid analysis of the international scene also recognized the importance 
of finding an adequate solution to the burning question of Germanyf

Sturzo, who was a convinced free-trader, saw it as essential to European unity that 
customs barriers should be abolished, since they protected ‘parasitic industries3. He took a 
stern moral view of the type of capitalism which encouraged protectionism to safeguard its 
own short-sighted interests, and was in large measure responsible for the rise and consoli
dation of the Nazi and Fascist regimes.6

( • • • ) . .
A unified Europe is an historical necessity to-day, when Europe is passing 

through the gravest crisis that she has ever known since the fall of the Roman 
Empire. At first this unity will be in the League and through the League, in view 
of the fact that the problems of the defeated countries (and also those of the 
countries occupied by the Nazis) will take no short time to solve. When the 
defeated countries are able to become part of the League of Nations, having 
passed whatever period of probation is considered necessary, then the European 
States will have to seek a general settlement, which to-day cannot be fixed as a 
blue-print since we do not know what tomorrow’s world will be.

General Smuts in his noteworthy address of December 3, 1943 -  ‘Thoughts on 
the New World’ -  at a private meeting of members of the U. K. Branch, Empire 
Parliamentary Association, gave warning that in the ‘Trinity of Nations’ (better, 
the Big Three) there is not a perfect equilibrium, and Great Britain will be the 
weakest. His observation was timely from many points of view several times 
touched upon in the present book. He suggested, however, a doubtful corrective 
when he said that she should be reinforced ‘apart from her position as centre of 
the great Empire and Commonwealth outside Europe, by working closely to
gether with those smaller democracies in Western Europe which are of our way 
of thinking, which are entirely with us in their outlook and their way of life, and 
in all their ideals . . . ’ Such smaller democracies would be, presumably, Belgium, 
Luxembourg, Holland, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, and, if desired (why not?), 
Finland, and would thus form a kind of crest [sic] to Continental Europe. 
Whether this would really ensure a strengthening of Great Britain in Europe is 
very doubtful, but what is certain is that it would be nothing more than a mere 
pendant to the corona of States in the East, round Russia. Between the two 
groups there would be the immense difference that Britain would never be able to 
weld the one into a solid bloc, whereas Russia will be predominant and with no 
counterweight. The rest of Europe would be influenced by the two groups, 
forming a zone to be utilised for the ends of a third world war.

5 L. Sturzo, La mia battaglia da New York, Milan, 1949, pp. 221-6.
6 For these views of Sturzo’s cf. his article, written in the US but published in France, 

‘L ’unité de l’Europe et la paix du monde’, in Res Publica, second series, Paris, 1945 : this 
journal had in the past been edited by Francesco Luigi Ferrari and was thus Sturzo’s 
mouthpiece.
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Apart from this last remark (which may be taken as an idea of ill omen) the 
present fact is that Russia is already working for her group of States of Eastern 
Europe. The treaty with Czechoslovakia signed in Moscow within twelve days of 
Teheran, although it had been in the air for a long time, gave the impression of a 
departure on Stalin’s part from co-operation a trois, denying all too soon 
Mr. Cordell Hull’s declarations that the future would hold ‘neither spheres of 
influence nor particular alliances’.

The protocol added to the treaty admits the adherence of third parties if the 
two are agreed. It was clear that this was aimed at Poland; Benes was its mes
senger. (. . .)

In Yugoslavia, the new Government of Josip Broz (Tito) is nothing else than 
the long arm of Moscow, as is (or will be) well known to all the dissident 
Committees of the European (and non-European) countries, and all the Com
munist Parties that are oriented towards Moscow, in disaffection towards 
Anglo-American policy. We are, where facts are concerned, faced by the con
ception of spheres of influence, plus the alignment of social currents that will 
divide the future Europe.

This notwithstanding, the history and geography of Europe will be stronger 
than the wills of the Big Two or Big Three; the proximate or remote develop
ments of such politics will bring many anxieties and sharp surprises.

One of the European problems that cannot be deferred, but which will have to 
be resolved precisely in the transition period, is that of tariffs, as an integrating 
part of the economic reconstruction of Europe. If we leave the separate States free 
to keep up the customs barriers of before the war, or, worse, to raise them, for 
the sake of immediate advantages or in order to protect parasitic industries, a 
circle of capitalistic interests will be formed which it will be impossible to 
break.

When the elementary life of Europe is already compromised, and will be still 
more so through the collapse of Germany and the effects of the war, only the 
combined effort of all the States will be able to face the problems of relief and 
rehabilitation. Therefore customs barriers should subsist only as indicative of 
frontiers, and not with a view to eliminating imports, especially where neutral 
countries are concerned. An urgent need will be an agreement not to introduce 
new tariffs, nor to raise existing ones, nor to set up barriers where they do not 
already exist, and at the same time to promote understandings between neigh
bours for their gradual elimination. There will be no hope for a European 
confederation if a tariff policy is not fixed in the terms of armistice. We do not ask 
that Europe should turn free-trader overnight, or that the healthy countries (if 
there are any) should assume the burdens of the bankrupt countries: it is a case of 
taking measures in time to prevent the creation of an established state of affairs 
that would prevent all reasonable understanding between the States for a real 
European federation.

Unhappily, in the absence even now of a clear vision of the part which Ger
many should play and of the fate awaiting her, and without the fundamental lines 
of European policy, it is impossible even to foresee how European federation can 
be reached, or on what bases it should be established. Thus to many it will seem
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strange that we put the customs question in the foreground, as though the prac
tical achievement of the rest were already prepared. But such is the position: if 
this problem is not considered first of all, and even now, such a barrier of private 
and nationalistic interests will arise (besides those already full-grown) that any 
rational plan of federation will be blown up by capitalist dynamite. ( . . . )

There are but two alternatives: either a League of Nations with its own judicial 
and political powers, with its own international police force, and the relative 
reduction of the armaments of each State, or else the imperialistic predominance 
(to give it its proper name) of the Big Three or Four, who would assume the 
responsibility for world order and the protection (jointly or by spheres of in
fluence) of the other States. All the combinations that may be worked out 
between these two poles must result only in giving the prevalence to one or the 
other system. The new League of Nations must have all the powers necessary for 
creating a new order in the world. ( . . . )

203. Stefano Terra: ‘Italy, France and Europe: Notes on European 
ReconstructioiT July 1944

Stefano Terra, ‘Italia, Francia ed Europa (appunti per una ricostruzione europea)’ in 
Quaderni di Giustizia e Libertà, series IV, No. 1, July 1944, Cairo, pp. 13-17.

The Italian émigré colony in Egypt, many of whose members were rich or at least well off, 
was mostly nationalistic or non-political, and conditions in that country were unfavourable 
to political activity in general. Nevertheless, the outbreak of war saw the formation of a 
small anti-Fascisi centre of giellista inspiration,1 which maintained contact with Egyptian 
cultural circles open to left-wing ideas.2 Its leading spirits were Paolo Vittore Hi3 and Um
berto Calosso,4 and among their close collaborators was Stefano Terra, a young writer who 
had been in a prisoner-of-war camp. Aided by some Communists including Fausta Cialente 
and Fiorentino and Renato Mieli, the group directed its attention to prisoners in the camps

1 There is no study devoted to the anti-Fascist émigrés in Egypt. Brief notes will be found 
in A. Garosci, Storia dei fuorusciti, op. cit., pp. 210-11.

2 On these Egyptian circles cf. doc. 197 and note 4 thereon.
3 Paolo Vittorelli, who was born and grew up in Alexandria, went to Paris in 1937 to 

make the acquaintance of Carlo Rosselli, and became a member of Giustizia e Libertà. 
He returned to Egypt in 1940, shortly before the fall of France. Cf. his autobiography 
L'età della tempesta, Milan, 1981.

4 Umberto Calosso, a Piedmontese writer and intellectual, left Italy in 1931 owing to his 
anti-Fascist convictions, and settled in Malta, where he taught Italian. Later he became 
an associate of Carlo Rosselli, and joined the giellista formation that fought in the 
Spanish civil war. He returned to Malta, but moved to Egypt when the European war 
broke out, and joined Vittorelli in founding an anti-Fascist centre. Cf. P. Vittorelli, 
‘Una testimonianza su Umberto Calosso’, in M. Brunazzi (ed.), Umberto Calosso an
tifascista e socialista, Venice, 1981, pp. 114 ff. He afterwards moved to England: cf. 
A. Varsori, ‘Umberto Calosso e l’Inghilterra’, in Bibliography.
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and endeavoured to win them over to the democratic cause by means of broadcasts and a 
daily newspaper, the Corriere d'Italia/

The group's object was to provide apolitical answer to the propaganda of the New Order 
or ‘anti-Europe' which served Nazi Germany as a cloak for its continental ambitions. On 
many occasions the Corriere d’Italia emphasized the need for a European federation, which 
might be based on regional federations, as an antidote to nationalism, the perennial source of 
conflict.6 When, in September 1941, the Corriere was shut down by the Egyptian censorship 
the group set about organizing a small publishing house, a weekly journal and a new series of 
pamphlets, the Quaderni di Giustizia e Libertà.7/«  this way the European theme was again 
taken up and treated from a typically giellista point of view, in terms of federalism and 
administrative decentralization. All these ideas were rooted in criticism of the principle of 
nationality.8

Following Rosselli's major perception as to the international dimension of the anti-Fascisi 
struggle, the 'Egyptian' group laid stress on the fact that European unity was already coming 
about in practice, thanks to the link between workers, patriots and partisans' who were 
fighting the Nazis and Fascists in every country.9 From this point of view Terra joined issue 
with Sforza, declaring that he could not accept any plan for a post-war European order based 
on regional unions.10

( . . . )  Let us now have a look, albeit a brief one, at the famous ‘Latin union’ in 
which some old and valiant defenders of liberty are sincerely interested.

The idea of a Latin or Mediterranean union or confederation has a profound 
emotional appeal, going back to the recollections of classical studies that are more 
or less alive in the memories of many of us. It is strengthened by affinities of 
thought, language, customs and a similar way of regarding human destiny, and

5 The group’s activities are described in P. Vittorelli, Dal fascismo alla rivoluzione: storia 
della caduta del fascismo, Cairo, 1945, and his Controcorrente, Cairo, 1944. It pub
lished the following periodicals: Bollettino di notizie dall'Italia e dall'estero, weekly, for 
prisoners of war, Dec. 1940 -  March 1941; Corriere d'Italia, daily (edited by Cristiano 
Malavasi), also for prisoners of war, March-Sept. 1941 ; Agence depresse GL, a French- 
language bulletin on occupied Italy (1943-4); a daily Bulletin for the Sicilian press at the 
beginning of the Allied occupation; Giustizia e Libertà, a weekly review, 1944; Qua
derni di Giustizia e Libertà, 4th series, 1944.

6 E.g. the following articles: ‘Federalismo’, editorial, No. 6, 23 March 1941; Piero Send, 
‘L ’Europa di domani’, No. 109, 23 July 1941; Mazzanti, ‘Nel solco della storia’, 
N o. 51, 28 May 1941; id., ‘Ordine nuovo e unità europea’, No. 110, 24 July 1941; id., 
‘N è vinti nè vincitori’, N o. 124, 8 Aug. 1941; Baldini, ‘Fronte unico antinazista’, 
N o. 137, 23 Aug. 1941.

7 The 4th series of the Quaderni, edited by P. Vittorelli and Stefano Terra, was presented 
as a continuation of the first two series published by Rosselli in Paris in 1932 and 1935 
respectively, and of the Quaderni italiani (reckoned as the 3rd series) published in New 
York from 1942 to 1944.

8 P. Vittorelli, Controcorrente, Cairo, 1944, p. 182.
9 S. Terra, ‘Per l’Europa’, in Giustizia e Libertà, Cairo, No. 4, 30 Apr. 1944.

10 Cf. doc. 191. The idea of European federation was also supported in articles sent to 
Cairo by P. Vittorelli from Italy, where he had returned in Dec. 1944: e. g. ‘Federa
zione europea’ in Giustizia e Libertà, 15 Apl.-15 May 1945. This is probably identical 
with an article published in Italy by the Action Party (Partito d’Azione).
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by historical ties which are real enough, though they have been exaggerated by 
teachers and scholars. But the idea is also supported by one of the strongest 
pillars of reaction: we mean the Church, which has not hesitated to back Fascist 
reaction in Spain in order to give Latin union a totalitarian stamp. This alone is 
enough to put any honest left-winger, or even liberal, on his guard.

But there are many other political and economic reasons for regarding the 
‘Latin’ school of thought as an unconstructive one. In the first place, we should 
have to put up with Franco, endorsing his work and that of his gang for an 
indefinite period. Then -  and this seems to us the strongest objection -  the old 
game of balancing European powers, or groups of powers, would begin all over 
again. Granted that history is in a sense both continuous and ever-new, it is none 
the less clear that if the system of alliances is maintained Europe will be no more 
than a geographical expression of less and less significance, increasingly a victim 
of every possible manoeuvre. Political amateurs of a masochistic bent may say 
lightly that ‘wars are inevitable’, or that ‘there will be another war in twenty 
years’ time’ ; but in our view the moment has come when all men of good will 
must make constructive plans to prevent a final sanguinary breakdown of what is 
called modern civilization. Such plans will have no effect, however, if we go back 
to the old formula of national states in unstable equilibrium, with artificial fron
tiers like so many minefields that can be blown sky-high at any time by those 
who have a political and economic interest in the armaments race.

Again, from the point of view of trade it is worth remembering that the 
agricultural products of France, Italy and Spain, and the output of their small and 
medium-sized industry, are in many ways similar, and this would suffice in a few 
years to poison relations based on sentiment and wishful thinking.

Having briefly considered the drawbacks and the wrong turnings to be 
avoided in relations between Italy and France, we must regard it as a basic 
principle that any efforts undertaken by our two nations except as part of a 
European whole will be fruitless and involve us in the snares of reaction. We 
must therefore have a European policy.

Italy and France must clear up as quickly as possible all the unresolved issues 
and misunderstandings that have grown up during the twenty years of Fascism; 
and we must frankly recognize that the obligation to show good will rests, and 
will continue to rest, primarily on the new Italy. But both nations must launch 
themselves into the great work of bringing about European union. The rich 
political civilization of France and the consciousness of the French proletariat, 
together with the humanity of Italy and (as Carlo Sforza happily puts it) the 
ancient cosmopolitan sentiment of the Italian people, will certainly tip the scale in 
favour of all Europeans of good will.

If we do not have a clear and realistic vision of a united Europe, our fate will be 
that of provincials resting on the glory of a more or less ancient past. The world 
calls for a policy which will enable all workers to enjoy the fruits of their labour 
undistracted by fraudulent myths, organized exploitation and war, and to reap 
the reward of a civilization matured by centuries of suffering. In such a world 
there is no room for national egotism and the contemptible plotting of bourgeois 
diplomacy.
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Just as, a hundred years ago, there was no longer room in the world for the 
Papal States or the Duchy of Modena, so the world cannot afford a disunited 
Europe today, when the workers of our continent, who have never been truly 
separated, have begun to understand one another more than ever. And this Eu
rope is entitled to the profound liberty that union will give it. In the days when 
everything seemed to be engulfed in ruin, Great Britain, a country on the very 
edge of Europe, fought valiantly against Nazism and against well-meaning arm
chair politicians. Then Soviet Russia realized that the fate of Europe was vital to 
the freedom of its workers, and inflicted the heaviest blows on Hitler’s Germany. 
Finally, the most important factor -  if not from a military point of view, at least 
from that of the mature political consciousness of the European proletariat -  is 
the struggle now being waged by the resistance fighter of every European nation 
involved in the war, without exception.

The difficulties and problems that are already accumulating on the political 
scene are well known to us and to everybody else, and this is not the time to go 
into them. But our main intent is very clear: that all the obstacles to European 
union must not be used by interested persons as a pretext for embarking on a 
different course.

The immense effort that is being accomplished by politically conscious forces 
in Europe and throughout the world to destroy a reactionary and aggressive 
dictatorship must not exhaust itself in the struggle and sacrifices of a merciless 
war, but must be followed up without delay on the political plane.

204. ‘L ’ : ‘Socialists and the Federal Union of States’ 5 Sept. 1944

‘L ’, ‘I socialisti e Punità federale degli Stati’, in Libera Stampa (Lugano), 5 Sept. 1944; 
repr. in Barbara Wootton, Socialismo e federalismo (see below), with preface by G. Cane- 
vascini, Lugano, 1945, pp. 27-30.

5J.

This article was printed as an appendix to the translation of Socialism and Federalism 
(London, 1941 ), a pamphlet by the UK economist and sociologist Barbar# Wootton, who was 
among the protagonists o f ‘Federal Union'. Other appendices were Eugenio Colorni's ‘Fed
eralist declaration'1 and an article by ‘F.B.',2 also reprinted from Libera Stampa;3 <z// three 
were intended to illustrate the variety of socialist attitudes towards the problem of European 
federation. Inspired by the work of E. Rossi (Storeno), Gli Stati Uniti d’Europa, introdu
zione allo studio del problema/ the writer takes a sharp line against those, especially

1 This was the version proposed by Colorni as an amendment to the programme of the 
Italian Socialist Party.

2 ‘F. B .’, ‘Socialismo e Federazione europea’, in Libera Stampa, 12 Sept. 1944.
3 Libera Stampa, the organ of the Socialists of Italian Switzerland, regularly devoted a 

page to articles by Italians.
4 Both B. Wootton’s pamphlet and Rossi’s book were published by the Edizioni di 

Capolago, as was another study of the European idea: Micromegas, Il domani socialista, 
Lugano, 1944. ‘Micromegas’ seems to have been the pseudonym of Piero Della Giusta,
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socialists, who called for a European union.5 He argues that in a Europe not entirely com
posed of socialist states such a union would he anti-Marxist, imperialist and imbued with a 
spirit o f ‘conservatism and domination\

The international situation that will confront us when the present conflict is 
over, and the specific problem of Europe after the experience of recent years, are 
much more complicated than any particular formulation. These problems are 
today in the foreground, so that no political movement in Europe can ignore 
them, and socialists must adopt an unequivocal line towards them.

The unity, or at any rate the profound solidarity of the European states, which 
will come out of this war more sorely tried than ever, is an objective which all feel 
to be imperative. But socialists must approach it from a specific angle, believing 
as we do that socialism is the only political system by means of which it is 
possible to achieve such a union and make it lasting. At the same time, the 
building of socialism in each country depends on steady progress being made in 
the same direction by its neighbours. Socialism calls for the breaking down of 
barriers and national antagonism and is itself the necessary condition of a Europe 
of peace and equal rights.

This argument provides a fresh incentive to socialists, if it were needed, to lend 
their aid towards unity among states; and conversely, all who perceive that the 
time is ripe for a genuine organic solidarity among states must see in it a fresh 
incentive to support the socialist cause. For it is not only socialists who today 
appreciate the vital need to put an end to international anarchy and wars, the 
latter-day scourge of all mankind. Stern necessity calls for immediate solutions 
which can be adopted in association with the widest circles, in fact practically all 
men of good will in Europe. True, such people do not see below the surface or 
perceive the underlying causes rooted in the whole structure of society; but that 
is no reason why socialists should not accompany them a good part of the way, 
after which, and as a result of shared experience, our ranks may be considerably 
swelled. There is no reason why we should not cooperate with them, just as we 
cooperate, for the time being and for socialist ends, with movements that are not 
exclusively working-class, within the committees of national liberation in various 
European countries.

International unity and socialist transformation are, as we have said, so closely 
connected that there is no reason to argue which comes first: there is only one 
road towards our goal. And, as we have also said, there can never be lasting and 
effective unity among states unless they are socialist. That, at least, is ultimately 
the case; but here a warning must be uttered. It is not out of the question that an 
attempt might soon be made to set up a pseudo-federation, not merely with overt 
imperialistic intent, but perhaps with covert objectives of conservatism and dom
ination. Such an attempt would be anti-socialist, anti-pacifist, anti-federalist and

the chief representative of orthodox Marxism among the Italian socialist refugees in 
Switzerland. Cf. E. Signori, La Svizzera e i fuorusciti italiani, op. cit., pp. 178-9.

5 For the views of those connected with the socialist Centro Estero (Foreign Centre) cf. 
docs. 187, 193 and 197.
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anti-European. It would be for the peoples of war-torn Europe to rebel against it, 
concentrating all their efforts to bring about a truly free, democratic and direct 
association among peoples who have shaken off the yoke of classes and govern
ments that formerly imposed their rule with alien principles. In that case it would 
not be a question of choosing between socialism and federalism: the whole po
tentiality of nations would be at stake, and the socialist course would be 
clear.

The desire for inter-state unity is a natural and powerful one emanating from 
those states which have been most sorely tried in the war: those which compose 
that part of the European continent which is the lively origin of our civilization 
but has also been the cockpit of the modern age. One cannot speak of frontiers at 
this stage, since it is necessary to envisage an indefinite process of growth, be
ginning with neighbouring countries -  Italy, France, Germany -  or, more likely, 
among lesser, natural self-governing units that may be organized by the people of 
those and adjacent territories, and may be extended gradually in course of 
time.

It is probably inappropriate to speak of ‘Europe5, since Africa is linked with 
the European states, as Asia is with Russia and the eastern Mediterranean, not to 
speak of Oceania with Britain. It could be a warlike and reactionary term to use, 
when not only Britain but America has acknowledged that its frontier lies on the 
Rhine and perhaps even further afield, and the Atlantic has become a waterway 
that is easily crossed.

It becomes very dangerous to speak of the ‘United States of Europe5 when 
those who do so let slip a reference to defence against the Japanese peril, and 
when, implicitly if not explicitly, the prospect is suggested of a confrontation 
between the ‘United States5 of the old continent and those of the new. It would be 
still worse, of course, if the ‘United States5 were to be formed without or against 
the USSR. And, make no mistake, if Russia were left out and insular Britain were 
invited in, then ‘without5 the USSR would certainly mean against it, whatever 
might be urged to the contrary: for the words of ideologists, like those of diplo
mats, are of little force compared to the reality of events. And this last hypothesis 
makes us think of the danger we mentioned just now, that of a pseudo-federation 
which would in reality be the reverse of federalistic -  it would be contrary to the 
freedom of peoples and their peaceful progress towards socialism.

Power relationships are what they are; and after this war the victors, who will 
also be what they are, will not desist from their intentions, which are quite 
different from those of their peoples, of true peace or of socialism. But the second 
round may be that of the peoples. In that case we may see an attempt at a 
federation which, as it originates spontaneously among the continental peoples 
who have endured the worst sufferings, will be almost a second nucleus of so
cialist and democratic unity. But, in the long run, there can be only one 
democratic federation of free peoples -  only one socialist federation embracing all 
nations, including those outside our continent.

Meanwhile the great powers will no doubt make some attempt at coordination 
on a world scale, perhaps a little more advanced than before, and it will be our 
task to make it sounder and more effective than the League of Nations succeeded
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in being. It is not surprising that that experiment failed, because it is no use 
adopting a legal superstructure when the basis of reality is lacking.

The Napoleonic Code was enacted to take account of new economic realities 
in the field of property and trade; and private justice gave way to a system of 
public security organized by the state, after societies had formed themselves into 
larger and more complex units. But developments are a matter for the future, and 
its limitless possibilities are on the knees of the gods. Let it suffice for us to utter a 
single clear watchword. It is no matter that people seek to frighten us with 
difficulties or accuse us of utopianism, if the path we have chosen -  arduous and 
full of obstacles though it be -  is the only one that can lead to peace, and 
consequently the only one that must be the object of all our endeavours, after the 
immense sufferings that we have all endured in this war. ( . . . )

205. Gaetano Salvemini: Letter to Ernesto Rossi 12 Dec. 1944

From Gaetano Salvemini, Lettere dall’America (1944/1946), ed. with a preface by Al
berto Merola, Bari, 1967, pp. 58-62. The present letter was addressed to Rossi in 
Switzerland from Cambridge, Mass., on 12 Dec. 1944.

Gaetano Salvemini1 was extremely active in political controversy during the war, 
endeavouring to rouse US public opinion to the problems that would confront Italy after the 
defeat of Fascism. However, his writings make virtually no mention of Italy joining a 
European federation.

Salvemini was one of the founders of the Mazzini Society in 1939,2 but moved away from 
it in the course of 1942 as he disagreed with the line followed by Ascoli, Tarchiani and

1 Gaetano Salvemini (1873-1957), a historian of international repute, was a militant 
socialist up to the time of the Italo-Turkish war (1911-12), when he left the Party. In 
politics he was closely associated with the Southern problem. He emigrated in the 
summer of 1925, having been persecuted for his connection with the anti-Fascist peri
odical Non Mollare! (‘Don’t give in!’). After staying in France and England he moved in 
1933 to the US, where he took up a professorship at Harvard. His highly personal idea 
of socialism, democratic and libertarian in character, had a strong influence on Carlo 
Rosselli and the ideology of Giustizia e Libertà: cf. Salvemini’s Memorie di un fuorus
cito, Milan, 1960, and L'Italia vista dall3America (with preface by E. Tagliacozzo), 
Milan, 1969. The literature on him is extensive. Among the most interesting items are: 
the collective work Gaetano Salvemini, Bari, 1959; E. Tagliacozzo, Gaetano Salvemini 
nel cinquantennio liberale, Florence, 1959; M. L. Salvadori, Gaetano Salvemini, Turin, 
1963; Max Salvadori, ‘Antifascisti italiani negli Stati Uniti’, op. cit., pp. 273 ff. ; E. Ta
gliacozzo, ‘Gli esuli in Inghilterra e negli Stati Uniti: Gaetano Salvemini’, in Terzo 
Programma, No. Ili, 1962.

2 Cf. M. Tirabassi, ‘La Mazzini Society (1940-1946)’, op. cit., pp. 141 ff. The Mazzini 
Society had supported the European idea while Salvemini still belonged to it: cf. Maz- 
ziniNews, No. 13, 15 May 1941. At the Society’s congress in June 1942 the Los Angeles 
branch moved a resolution on the need to promote a federal union of free European 
states after the war: cf. L'Azione, 5/15 June 1942.
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Sforza, looking towards a moderate political solution -  ‘a kind of diluted Fascism’, as he 
called it -  which the US and British governments were also coming to envisage for post-war 
Italy. Salvemini thus aligned himself with Borgese, Pannunzio, La Piana and others who 
had successively broken away from the Mazzini Society? to found the Free Italy groups and 
the journal of that name. From then onward he devoted all his efforts towards a republican 
solution of Italy's institutional problem.4

The present letter is part of a lively interchange between Salvemini and Rossi on the 
subject of European federation, when they were able to resume a correspondence that had 
been interrupted by war. Rossi, who was in Switzerland organizing support for European 
federalism, had misinterpreted some writings by Salvemini as signifying that he had rallied 
to the cause. Salvemini wrote to correct the error, and there followed an interesting contro
versy between the two old friends, who had fought so many political battles together? 
Salvemini, with his lucid political realism, was not opposed to the federal idea as such but 
saw a risk of expending energy to no purpose, given the existing international climate.6 In 
1947, after his return to Italy, he clarified his viewpoint by declaring himself opposed to 
European union if it was merely intended as a reinforcement of the Anglo-American posi
tion.7

( . . . )  European federation. It is impossible, my dear fellow, to build it from 
the roof downwards: it must be built from the foundations. Each country must 
make its own contribution by building it within its own frontiers, or rather in the 
souls of its people. What sort of a European federation do you expect to build 
today, with Europe divided into spheres of influence, Stalin in the east and 
Churchill in the south [sic] ; with France refusing to talk of Italy except in tones of 
contempt and revenge; with Yugoslavia, to which Churchill has promised Trieste

3 The last split within the Mazzini Society took place at the congress of Nov. 1943: 
among those who broke away on this occasion were Pacciardi, Bolaffio, Cantarella and 
Tagliacozzo. ‘Free Italy’, with a republican and democratic programme, was founded 
on 1 Jan. 1944. Its journal, of the same name, was edited by W. Toscanini, N . Chia- 
romonte and R. Bolaffio; among contributors were Salvemini and Borgese.

4 Salvemini’s best-known work at this period was What To Do With Italy, written jointly 
with G. La Piana, New York, 1943, tr. La sorte dell3Italia, Rome/Florence/Milan, 
1945.

5 Cf. in particular Salvemini’s letters to Rossi, Nov.-Dec. 1944 and 21 Feb. 1945, and 
Rossi’s replies of 19 Dec. 1944, 12 Feb. 1945, and 11 March 1945, in G. Salvemini, 
Lettere dall3.America, op. cit., pp. 44-6, 114-16, 66-72, 96--111 and 123-34.

6 Salvemini was at all times anxious as to the use that might be made of the idea of 
European federation. In a lecture in Dec. 1942 he deplored the fact that ‘instead of 
trying to unite European peoples in a huge confederation with Switzerland as its model, 
there are ideas of restoring order in Europe by methods reminiscent of [the emperor] 
Francis Joseph.’ Cf. ‘La conferenza di Salvemini a Hoboken, N . J . ’, in the Mazzini 
Society’s Nazioni Unite, 10 Dec. 1942. He was also extremely critical of Anglo-Ameri
can plans for a European settlement in an article in The Antioch Review (Yellow 
Springs, Ohio), winter 1942, repr. as ‘Una politica europea per il periodo di rassere- 
namento’ in La Parola, issue of 13 March -  25 Apr. 1943.

7 Speech delivered in Rome in 1947: text in the collective work Europa federata, with 
introduction by E. Rossi, Milan, 1947.
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and Istria; with Germany split up between Russia, France and Poland; with all 
the insensate greed and vindictiveness that is already let loose around us, with 
worse, no doubt, to follow? In Italy there are still people calling for a mandate 
over Ethiopia. Sforza and Don Sturzo are indulging wild hopes of saving Tri- 
politania, while they are losing Trieste and Istria, and will lose Sicily and Sardinia 
if they’re not careful. And what place could there be in a federated Europe today 
for Italy in a mutilated condition, despised by all, and represented by the Savoy 
monarchy and the Pope? Of course there are intelligent and honourable men 
everywhere -  but everywhere they are swamped by the crazy and the malignant. 
In April 1834, immediately after the [failure of the] Savoy expedition, Mazzini 
founded Young Europe -  a fine piece of Quixotry, all very well for a romantic of 
those days, but what sense would it make today after 110 years of experience, and 
what experience! My dear Burattino, whom I am fonder of than anyone in the 
world, you must go back to Florence as soon as you can and start working to 
make Italy a country fit to enter a European federation with its head held high, 
when and if that federation comes into existence. Get to work from the bottom 
upwards, in the place where you were born and which you belong to. Fight 
against everything in Italy that may be a hindrance to the ideal, and in favour of 
anything that can bring it closer. Keep in touch with those who are working for 
the same ideal in other countries. But they too must work from the bottom 
upwards, each in his own country. Only thus will your work be effective. If you 
stay in Switzerland publishing pamphlets, circulars and so on, you will be simply 
working in the void.

I am afraid you won’t like what I have said. But I can’t bear the thought of you 
wasting time in Switzerland building castles in the air, when you could and 
should stay in Florence and work for a democratic, socialist Italian republic 
which can look forward to joining the European federation at a future time when 
the French, Germans and Yugoslavs have become more sensible and can see 
which is the right path to follow, as you and I see it. ( . . . )

How can you stay there in Switzerland in those circumstances, working for a 
European federation that has no chance whatever of coming about at once? The 
right place for you is where the European federation is being created from below, 
and not where it is fabricated in the air. Your French friends are going home to 
combat the madness of French nationalists, and the Yugoslavs are doing the same 
in their country; so are all the others. That is the only effective way to prepare for 
the European federation: for all of us to make sure that in our own countries 
people come to power who believe in the federation and will do nothing to make 
it impossible.

Italy today is the very last country that can fool itself with the belief that it can 
help to bring about a European federation. She is hated and despised by all her 
neighbours; she is ruined, and Churchill intends to keep her that way. Anything 
we may say about wanting to be good neighbours or join a European federation 
will be rejected because it looks like ‘sour grapes’. No one believes that a beaten 
country is sincere when it talks about justice and peace. For at least 20 years no 
one will listen to Italy. For at least that time she must attend to her own internal 
affairs. For at least 20 years she cannot afford to have a foreign policy, unless she
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wants to be set upon every time she puts her nose out of doors. That is how 
things are. In Mussolini’s time Italy got away with bluffing -  today the bluff is 
over. Italy is no more than a British sphere of influence, a British colony, a 
second Ireland. Only if the country gives up all forms of expansionism and sets 
about healing its wounds, reorganizing its schools, bringing up its young people 
better -  only after working in silence for 25 or 50 years can it hope once again to 
have a voice in a regenerated world. And the world will be regenerated if ev
eryone works in his own country to make it so.

206. Sigfrido Ciccotti: Tor a Constructive and Militant
Democracy’ 1944

Sigfrido Ciccotti, ‘Per una democrazia costruttiva e militante5, in Quaderni italiani 
(Boston), voi. IV, 1944, pp. 87-8.

Sigfrido decotti,1 one of the most eminent socialist and anti-Fascisi personalities in the 
Italo-Argentine community, was president of Italia Libre2 from the beginning of 1942. 
Quaderni italiani, for which he wrote this article, was a review edited by Bruno Zevi on 
giellista principles: its policy diverged from Sforza’s after the Montevideo conference.3

The article began by analysing the significance of the war, which it called cthe first 
worldwide civil war5 and also a ‘war of liberation5 destined to bring about a ‘constructive

1 S. Ciccotti succeeded A. Pecorini as president of Italia Libre. Cf. introduction and 
notes to docs. 190 and 194.

2 There are no studies specifically devoted to Italia Libre except for the information 
provided by Maria de Lujàn Leiva in ‘Il movimento antifascista italiano in Argentina5 
(see Bibliography), pp. 572-82. It appears, however, that, as happened with the Maz
zini Society, there were profound disagreements as to the political line to be followed. 
Relations with the Communists were one of the chief points of contention. After the 
Montevideo conference Italia Libre -  whose committee of management included Mario 
Mariani, Gioacchino Dolci, Nino Brunazzi and Sigfrido Ciccotti -  adopted, as an 
obligatory principle for all its members, the condemnation of all dictatorial regimes, 
whether of the Left or of the Right. This clearly anti-Communist position led to a 
showdown at the Rosario congress in Jan. 1943, following which the Buenos Aires 
section split off to form a new organization, Italia Libera Unitaria, with an executive 
committee consisting of Mario Mariani, Giuseppe Parpagnoli and Giorgio Peano. In 
opposition to the moderate programme of the Mazzini Society, with which Italia Libre 
had aligned itself, the new organization stood for economic and social renewal and a 
common front with the Communists. It naturally maintained excellent relations with 
R. Pacciardi, who had likewise broken with the Mazzini Society after Montevideo. Cf. 
La Legione dellTtalia del Popolo, 1 Apr. and 1 June 1943.

3 Cf. introduction and notes to doc. 192. In 1944 the editorial committee of Quaderni 
italiani was reduced by the departure of Zevi and Garosci for England to organize 
clandestine broadcasts: cf. M. Tirabassi, ‘La Mazzini Society (1940-46)5, op. cit., 
p. 150. E. Tagliacozzo, who was alive to the problems of European unity, remained as 
editor: cf. his ‘Unità europea e sicurezza collettiva5, in LTtalia Libera, 1 May 1945.
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and militant democracy3. Such a democracy would take a global view superseding old 
nationalist ideas and completely revising the concept of national sovereignty. Opposing all 
forms of totalitarianism and denial of freedom, whether by capitalists, Fascists or Commu
nists, Ciccotti envisaged a ‘European revolution3 paving the way for a federation. There was 
to be a federal body with its own sovereignty, an international armed force and a common 
currency; it should be set up by referendum, and the obligations of member states should be 
safeguarded by a system of guarantees and legal sanctions.

( . . . )  Although the European revolution will conform to the general demo
cratic principles, of worldwide application, that will be vindicated in this war, it 
will present particular features and produce a complex of conditions that are 
specifically European. And the first idea that comes to the mind of a native of 
Europe, convinced of the need for an international system, is not that of a 
worldwide or intercontinental union but of a European federation.

The possibility and the vital necessity of a united Europe is today a real and 
concrete fact, not only for political, economic, historical and geographical rea
sons, but also because the idea is already familiar to statesmen and thinkers and is 
even taking root in the public mind. And just as in all matters one proceeds by 
degrees, from the easy to the difficult and from the simple to the complex, so in 
this case there is no reason not to proceed in the same way, beginning with a 
European union which may then gradually take its place in a wider interconti
nental union. It is too much to expect the world to change suddenly from its 
‘atomized5 condition of independent, antagonistic national sovereignties to the 
harmony of a universal super-state: if we attempt this, we may well obtain noth
ing or at any rate less than we hope for. The cement that should strengthen the 
foundations of a European association would be diluted in a wider scheme, losing 
its cohesive force and leaving cracks and fissures into which the destructive spirit 
of old national prejudices could seep at the first opportunity.

While we do not take on ourselves to define the institutions of a European 
federation at this stage, the following general ideas may serve as a basis for 
discussion.

1. The federal body. This will have jurisdiction over all international prob
lems: the determination of frontiers, distribution of raw materials, communica
tions by land, sea, river and air, and in general all questions affecting more than 
one state. It will have at its disposal an international armed force, and after 
general disarmament the individual nations will retain only police forces for the 
maintenance of internal order.

2. Customs unions. All tariffs, quotas, and levies on imports, exports and 
goods in transit will be abolished so as to permit the free circulation of materials 
and manufactures. To prevent this being evaded in practice there shall be a single 
European coinage, or at least an international monetary system.

3. Emigration policy. Emigration to other continents will be organized ac
cording to the needs of different countries, under a plan accepted by the parties 
concerned. The European federation will encourage demographic interchange 
and international tourism within its borders, save in special cases where this is 
undesirable for reasons of collective security.
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4. Limits of national sovereignty. Each country will decide its own form of 
government, provided it respects the fundamental liberties of association, assem
bly, the press, religion and expression of opinion. If these are violated in any 
member country the federal body shall restore them by force.

5. Membership. This will be free to all, but no member state may withdraw 
from the federation before a fixed time has elapsed. To be admitted to member
ship each state must accept the statutes and rules of the federation by a 
referendum, based on universal suffrage and a direct and secret ballot with all the 
necessary guarantees of free choice.

6. Disputes and sanctions. In the event of an internal dispute the federation 
shall settle it without appeal, making use of any or all the sanctions and means of 
coercion provided by its statute. It shall proceed in the same way against any state 
that may seek to promote a secession or violate the undertakings it has freely 
accepted.

The above, or similar general ideas may be of use in planning a European 
federation. It is of course essential to draw as clear a line as possible between the 
powers of member states and the sovereignty of the new super-state, on the old 
legal principle that my rights end at the point where my neighbour’s begin. Just 
as individuals accept the legal restrictions without which civilized society is in
conceivable, so nations must renounce their right of action outside the limits 
prescribed by international law and collective security. It is in fact easy to see that 
this is not a genuine right but a practice ‘legitimized’ by the age-old use of 
violence, with no sounder basis than the whim of an over-mighty individual 
seeking to impose law by force of arms.

There is no reason why the renunciation of arbitrary behaviour should be 
regarded by nations as involving a diminution or a sacrifice. But even if it were 
so, it would be a sacrifice worth making for the sake of peace and universal 
welfare.

Bibliography to Chapter IV, 1

I. Sources

A) Archives

Archives of Giustizia e Libertà, in Florence, in the Istituto per la Storia della 
Resistenza in Toscana; consisting of private letters, pamphlets and periodicals 
of the movement. The collection includes the papers of Carlo Rosselli (Gius
tizia e Libertà), A. Tarchiani (Giustizia e Libertà, Egypt), the Mazzini Society 
etc.

Carlo a Prato archives, in Milan, in the Istituto Nazionale per la Storia del 
Movimento di Liberazione in Italia. Carlo a Prato was a journalist and a



548 Bibliography

political refugee in Switzerland and later in the US. His papers include private 
correspondence and files of the émigré press.

Ernesto Rossi archives. Rossi’s private papers, including letters from exile in 
Switzerland, are in the custody of his widow, Sig.ra Ada Rossi, in Rome.

Swiss Federal Archives, Berne: police files on Italian émigrés in Switzerland, 
including confiscated documents and journals. Use has been made especially of 
sections E 4320 1975/40 and E 4320 1974/47.

B) Printed Sources, Journals, Memoirs

Various authors, Inghilterra e Italia nel ’900. Atti del Convegno di Bagni di 
Lucca del 1972, Florence (Nuova Italia), 1973

Various authors, Italia e Stati Uniti dall’indipendenza americana ad oggi, Genoa 
(Tilgher), 1978

Various authors, Calling all Europe, a symposium of speeches on the future order 
of Europe, London (Militant Socialist International), 1942

Various authors, Esperienze e studi socialisti. Scritti in onore di U. G. Mondolfo, 
Florence (Nuova Italia), 1957

Various authors, Europa federata, with introduction by E. Rossi, Milan (Comu
nità), 1947

The Antioch Review (Yellow Springs, Ohio), Winter 1942
Avanguardia (Locarno), No. 25, 31 March 1945
L ’Avvenire dei lavoratori, Zurich, socialist fortnightly, subtitled Liberare e 

federare!, voi. XXXV (new series), No. 1, 1 Feb. 1944- N o . 18, 30 Sept. 1944 
(complete); No. 19, 1 Jan 1945 -  No. 28, 30 July 1945 (complete)

L ’Azione (New York), fortnightly, subtitled Ter l’Italia liberata nella Federa
zione Repubblicana degli Stati Uniti d’Europa’, voi. I, No. 1, 25 Nov. 1941 -  
No. 15, 15 July 1942 (complete)

Caffi, Andrea: T socialisti, la guerra e la pace’, Quaderni d e lfGobetti’ 1, Genoa, 
1958

Carter, Barbara Barclay: Italy Speaks, London (Gollancz), 1947; tr. L ’Italia 
parla, Rome (Coletti), 1947

Il Corriere del Popolo (San Francisco), forthnightly, subtitled Per i diritti dei 
lavoratori italiani, No. 4, 17 Feb. 1944

Corriere d ’Italia (Cairo), voi. I, No. 1, 18 March 1941 -  No. 169, 30 Sept. 1941 
(complete)

Domani (Buenos Aires), voi. I, No. 1, Apr.-June 1943 -  No. 3, Oct.-Dec. 1943 
(complete)

Free World (New York), monthly journal of the International Free World As
sociation, voi. I, No. 1, Oct. 1941 ff.

Frola, Francesco: II vecchio scemo e i suoi compari, Turin, 1947
Frola, Francesco: Ventun anni di esilio (1925-1946), Turin (Quartara), 1948
Giustizia (New York), 1919-46
Giustizia e Libertà (Cairo), weekly, voi. VI, No. 1, 9 Apr. 1944 -  No. 12, 25 

June 1944



IV./I. Ideas of the Italian Exiles 549

Giustizia e Libertà (Cairo-Rome), press review, voi. I, No. 41, 15 Apr.-15 May 
1945

Gorni, Olindo: Socialismo federalista, Zurich (Edizioni italiane del partito socia
lista svizzero, Edizioni dell’Avvenire dei lavoratori), 1944 

L'Italia e il secondo Risorgimento (Lugano), suppl. settimanale della Gazzetta 
Ticinese, il quotidiano liberale di Lugano, voi. I, No. 1, 29 Apr. 1944 ff. 

L'Italia e il secondo Risorgimento (1944-45), ed. by Ercole Camurani, Atti e 
documenti del PLI [Partito Liberale Italiano], repr. Bologna (Forni), 1969 

L'Italia Libera (New York) (subtitled La Legione dell'Italia del Popolo and, 
from 1946, Free Italy), voi. II, No. 16, 16 Aug. 1943 ff.

Italia Libera (Buenos Aires), subtitled quotidiano democratico di tutti e per tutti 
gli italiani, No. 1, 2 Dee. 1943 ff.

Italia Libre (Buenos Aires), fortnightly, afterwards weekly, Voi. I, No. 1, Aug.
1940 ff. (entitled L'Italia Libera from 2 Dec. 1943)

Italia Libre (Santiago), organ of the Italian community in Chile, voi. I, No. 1, 1 
Nov. 1942

Italia Libre para Centro América (San Salvador), information bulletin of the Free 
Italy Committee (London) in collaboration with the Mazzini Society, voi. I, 
No. 1, 4 Oct. 1941 ff.

La Legione dell'Italia del Popolo (New York), voi. I, No. 1, 22 Oct. 1942 ff.
(entitled L'Italia Libera from 16 Aug. 1943)

Libera Stampa (Lugano), giornale del partito socialista ticinese, 1940 onwards 
Limentani, Uberto : ‘Radio Londra durante la guerra’, in (various authors) Ing

hilterra e Italia nel '900, Florence (Nuova Italia), 1973 
Lussu, Emilio: ‘Diplomazia clandestina, 14 giugno 1940 -  25 luglio 1943’, in II 

Ponte, 1955, repr. in book form, Florence (Nuova Italia), 1956 
Mazzini News (New York), voi. I, No. 1, 14 Feb. 1941 ff.
Micromegas, Il domani socialista, Lugano (Nuove edizioni di Capolago), 1944 
Il Mondo (New York), voi. I, No. 1, Sept. 1938 ff.
Montagnana, Mario: Ricordi di un operaio torinese, Rome (Rinascita), 1952 
Montana, Vanni: Amar ostico, Livorno (B astogi), 1975 
Mundo Libre (Mexico City), voi. I, No. 1, Feb. 1942 ff.
Nazioni Unite (The United Nations) (New York), weekly journal of the Mazzini 

Society, Voi. I, No. 1, 5 March 1942 ff.
Notiziario Italiano (London); entitled Lettera Italiana from 3 Apr. 1943 
La Parola (New York), weekly; subtitled ‘For Liberty and Democracy, against 

Fascism, Dictatorship and the Fifth Column’ ; Voi. I, 1939 ff.
Pentad (pseud.), The Remaking of Italy, Harmondsworth (Penguin), 1941; Ital

ian version L'Italia di domani, Edinburgh, 1942 
People and Freedom (London), May 1940
Il Proletario (New York), monthly journal of the Industrial Workers of the 

World, voi. I, 1896 ff.
Quaderni di Giustizia e Libertà (series IV) (Cairo), No. 1, July 1944 -  No. 6, 

Dee. 1944
Quaderni Italiani (Boston), voi. I, Jan. 1942; voi. II, Aug. 1942; voi. Ili, 1943; 

voi. IV, 1944



550 Bibliography

Res publica (études et chroniques de politique internationale), second series, 
Paris, II, 1945

Romualdi, Serafino: Presidents and Peons, New York (Funk & Wagnall), 
1967

Salvadori, Massimo: Resistenza ed azione (ricordi di un liberale), Bari (Laterza), 
1951

Salvadori, Max: ‘Antifascisti italiani negli Stati Uniti’, in (various authors) Italia e 
Stati Uniti dall3indipendenza ad oggi, Genoa (Tilgher), 1978

Salvemini, Gaetano: L'Italia vista dall'America, with preface by E. Tagliacozzo, 
Milan (Feltrinelli), 1969. {Opere, series VII, vols. 1 and 2)

Salvemini, Gaetano: Lettere dall'America (1944/46), ed. with preface by Alberto 
Merola, Bari (Laterza), 1967

Salvemini, Gaetano, Memorie di un fuoruscito, ed. by G. Arfè, Milan (Feltri
nelli), 1960

Salvemini, Gaetano, and La Piana, Giorgio: What to do with Italy, 1st edition, 
New York (Duell, Sloan & Pearce), 1943; tr. La sorte dell'Italia, Rome/Flor- 
ence/Milan (Edizioni U), 1945

Sforza, Carlo: Contemporary Italy: its intellectual and moral origins, New York 
(Dutton & Co.), 1944; London (Frederick Muller), 1946; French tr., Paris (La 
Nouvelle Édition), 1948

Sforza, Carlo: Les Etats Unis d'Europe, Brussels (Imprimerie médicale et scien
tifique), 1929; published at Lugano as Gli Stati uniti d'Europa: aspirazioni e 
realtà. The French version originally appeared in the Revue de l'Université de 
Bruxelles, No. 2, Dec. 1939 -  Jan. 1930

Sforza, Carlo: France et Italie: demain il faudra faire grand, Montreal (Éditions 
de l’Arbre), 1942; tr. Francia e Italia di domani, Rome (Edizioni Roma), 
1944

Sforza, Carlo: L'Italia dal 1914 al 1944 quale io la vidi, Rome (Mondadori),
1944

Sforza, Carlo: ‘Italy and her Neighbors after the War’, in Foreign Affairs, Oct. 
1943

Sforza, Carlo: Makers of Modern Europe, London (E. Mathews & Marrot), 
1930; French tr. Les bâtisseurs de l'Europe moderne, Paris (Les éditions con
temporaines), 1931; Italian tr. Costruttori e distruttori, Rome (De Luigi),
1945

Sforza, Carlo: Synthèse de l'Europe, Paris (Gallimard), 1937; first Swiss edition 
Illusions et réalités de l'Europe, Neuchâtel (Idées et Calendes), 1944; tr. Pa
norama europeo, Rome (Einaudi), 1945

Sforza, Carlo: The Totalitarian War and After, Chicago (University Press), 
1941; London (Allen & Unwin), 1942; tr. La guerra totalitaria e la pace 
democratica, Naples (Polis), 1944

Silone, Ignazio: Memoriale del carcere svizzero, ed. by. L. Mercuri, Cosenza 
(Lerici), 1979

Silone, Ignazio: ‘Nel bagaglio degli esuli’, in (various authors) Esperienze e studi 
socialisti, Florence (Nuova Italia), 1957, pp. 304-6

Lo Stato Operaio, subtitled rassegna di politica proletaria (New York), monthly,



IV./I. Ideas of the Italian Exiles 551

voi. XIV, No. 1, 15 March 1940 -  voi. Ill (new series), No. 4, Dec. 1943, 
Milan (Feltrinelli repr.), 1966

Sturzo, Luigi: The International Community and the Right of War, tr. Barbara 
Barclay Carter, London (G. Allen & Unwin), 1929; French tr., Paris, 1931; 
first Italian edition, Bologna (Zanichelli), 1954 

Sturzo, Luigi: Italy and the New World Order, tr. Barbara Barclay Carter, with 
preface by Gilbert Murray, London (Macdonald & Co.), 1944; L ’Italia e 
l’ordine internazionale, Turin (Einaudi), 1946 

Sturzo Luigi: La mia battaglia da New York, Milan (Garzanti), 1949 
Sturzo, Luigi: Miscellanea Londinese (1937-40), voi. IV, Bologna (Zanichelli), 

1974
Treves, Paolo: ‘Da Radio Londra a Radio Roma’, in Mercurio, 7/8, 1945 
Treves, Paolo: Italy Yesterday, Today and Tomorrow, London (Gollancz), 

1942
Treves, Paolo: Sul fronte e dietro il fronte italiano, Rome (Sandron), 1945 
Ufficio stampa G. L. [Giustizia e Libertà] -  Agence de presse, Bollettino di 

notizie, Cairo, Aug. 1943 -  Jan. 1944
L ’Unità del Popolo (New York), subtitled Italian-American Weekly for Unity 

and Victory over Fascism, voi. I, 1939 ff.
Vaussard, Maurice: ‘L ’esilio tra Londra e Parigi’, in (various authors) Luigi 

Sturzo, saggi e testimonianze, Rome, 1960 
Vidali, Vittorio: Dal Messico a Murmansk, Milan (Vangelista), 1975 
Vita Finzi, Paolo: L ’Italia nel mondo futuro, Buenos Aires (Caboto), 1943 
Vittorelli, Paolo: Controcorrente, Cairo (Edizioni di G. L.), 1944 
Vittorelli, Paolo : D al fascismo alla rivoluzione: storia della caduta del fascismo, 

Cairo (Edizioni di G. L.), 1945 
Vittorelli, Paolo: L ’età della tempesta, Milan (Rizzoli), 1981 
Vittorelli, Paolo: ‘Una testimonianza su Umberto Calosso’, in (various authors) 

Umberto Calosso antifascista e socialista, ed. by M. Brunazzi, Venice (Mar
silio), 1981

La Voce repubblicana, sole issue: Federazione delle Americhe del PRI [Partito 
Repubblicano Italiano] and the Mazzinian groups, 6 Nov. 1943 

Wootton, Barbara: Socialism and Federalism, London (Macmillan), 1941; tr., 
with preface by G. Canevascini, Lugano (Capolago), 1945

IL Monographs and Studies

Various authors, Atti del Convegno su ‘L ’antifascismo italiano negli Stati Uniti 
durante la seconda guerra mondiale’, Cesena, 4-6 Nov. 1983, organized by the 
Istituto di Studi per la storia del movimento repubblicano and the Circolo 
Culturale Ugo La Malfa di Cesena (in course of publication)

Various authors, Gaetano Salvemini, Bari (Laterza), 1959 
Various authors, Luigi Sturzo nella storia d ’Italia, 2 vols., Rome (Edizione di 

storia e letteratura), 1973



552 Bibliography

Various authors, Umberto Calosso antifascista e socialista, ed. by Marco Bru- 
nazzi, Venice (Marsilio), 1981

Bianco, Gino: Un socialista ‘irregolare': Andrea Caffi intellettuale e politico 
d'avanguardia, Cosenza (Lerici), 1977

Caprioli Piccialuti, Maura (ed.): Radio Londra (1940-45), inventario delle tras
missioni per l'Italia, 2 vols., Rome (Edizioni degli Archivi di Stato), 1976 

Caprioli Piccialuti, Maura: ‘Umberto Calosso da Radio Londra’, in M. Brunazzi 
(ed.), Umberto Calosso antifascista e socialista, Venice (Marsilio), 1981 

Casucci, C. (ed.): Archivi d i fGiustizia e Libertà' (1915-1945), inventario, Rome 
(Edizioni degli Archivi di Stato), 1969

Cofrancesco, Dino: ‘Il contributo della Resistenza italiana al dibattito teorico 
sull’unificazione europea’, in S. Pistone (ed.), L'idea dell'unificazione europea 
dalla prima alla seconda guerra mondiale, Turin (Fondazione Einaudi),
1975

De Ciampis, M. : ‘Storia del movimento socialista rivoluzionario italiano 
(1908-1958)’, in La Parola del popolo (Chicago), 50th anniversary number 
(voi. IX, 1958-9), pp. 136-63

De Felice, Renzo: ‘Gli archivi delle associazioni italiane in Argentina’, in Affari 
sociali internazionali, No. 3, 1981

De Lujàn Leiva, Maria; ‘Inventario sommario degli archivi delle associazioni ita
liane in Argentina’, in Affari sociali internazionali, No. 3, 1981 

De Lujàn Leiva, Maria: ‘Il movimento antifascista italiano in Argentina 
(1922-1945)‘, in B. Bezza (ed.), Gli italiani fuori d'Italia. Gli emigrati italiani 
nei movimenti operai dei paesi d'adozione (1880-1940), Fondazione Giacomo 
Brodolini, Milan (Franco Angeli), 1983

De Lujàn Leiva, Maria: ‘L ’organizzazione di Italia Libera in Argentina’, in Gli 
italiani fuori d'Italia, op. cit.

Delzell, Charles F. : Mussolini's Enemies, Princeton (University Press), 1961; tr.
I  nemici di Mussolini, Turin (Einaudi), 1966 

De Rosa, Gabriele: Sturzo, Turin (Unione Tipografica Editrice Torinese), 
1977

Diggins, John P. : Mussolini and Fascismi thè view from America, Princeton 
(University Press), 1972; tr. L'America, Mussolini e il fascismo, Bari (Laterza), 
1972

Faenza, Roberto, and Fini, Marco: Gli americani in Italia, Milan (Feltrinelli),
1976

Falco, Emilio: Mario Mariani tra letteratura e politica, Rome (Bonacci), 1980 
Fasce, Ferdinando: ‘Un episodio di solidarietà internazionale. “ Lotta operaia” e 

gli Industriai Workers of thè World’, in (various authors) Italia e Stati Uniti 
dall'indipendenza americana ad oggi, Genoa (Tilgher), 1978 

Foner, P. S.; The Industriai Workers of thè World, New York, 1973 
Garosci, Aldo: Storia dei fuorusciti, Bari (Laterza), 1953 
Landuyt, Ariane: ‘Un tentativo di rinnovamento del socialismo italiano: Silone e 

il Centro Estero di Zurigo’, in (various authors) L'emigrazione socialista nella 
lotta contro il fascismo (1926—1939), Istituto Socialista di Studi Storici, Florence 
(Sansoni), 1982



IV./I. Ideas of the Italian Exiles 553

Migliorino, Ellen Ginzburg: cLa comunità italo-americana nel clima conserva
tore di Filadelfia agli inizi del Novecento', in (various authors) Italia e Stati 
Uniti dall’indipendenza americana ad oggi, Atti del I  Congresso di Storia 
americana, Genoa (Tilgher), 1978

Miller, J. E .: ‘Carlo Sforza e l'evoluzione della politica americana verso l'Italia 
(1940-1943)', in Storia Contemporanea, No. 4, 1976

Negri, Guglielmo: ‘Sforza e il Consiglio Nazionale Italiano', in Nuova Anto
logia, Oct. 1976

Oddati, Nicola: Carlo Petrone: un cattolico in esilio (1939-1944), with preface by 
G. De Rosa, Rome (Cinque Lune), 1980

Piva, F ., and Malgeri, F.: Vita di Luigi Sturzo, Rome (Cinque Lune), 1972
Porta, Mando: ‘Gli antifascisti italiani in Sud America’, in Critica Sociale, 

No. 14, 20 July 1965
Renshaw, Patrick: The Wobblies: thè story of syndicalism in thè US, London 

(Eyre & Spottiswoode), 1967; tr. Il sindacalismo rivoluzionario negli Stati 
Uniti, Bari (Laterza), 1970

Russo, Pietro: ‘La stampa periodica italo-americana', in (various authors) Gli 
italiani negli Stati Uniti, Florence (Istituto di Studi americani, Università di 
Firenze), 1972

Signori, Elisa: La Svizzera e i fuorusciti italiani. Aspetti e problemi dell’emigra
zione politica 1943-1945, with preface by G. Spadolini, Milan (Franco Angeli), 
1983

Spriano, Paolo: Storia del Partito comunista italiano, voi. IV, Turin (Einaudi), 
1973

Tagliacozzo, Enzo: ‘Gli esuli in Inghilterra e negli Stati Uniti: Gaetano Salve- 
mini’, in Terzo Programma, No. III, 1962

Tagliacozzo, Enzo: Gaetano Salvemini nel cinquantennio liberale, Florence 
(Nuova Italia), 1959

Tirabassi, Maddalena: ‘La Mazzini Society (1940-1946): una associazione degli 
antifascisti italiani negli Stati Uniti', in (various authors) Italia e America dalla 
grande guerra ad oggi, Venice (Marsilio), 1976

Torcellan, Nanda: ‘Per una biografia di Carlo a Prato', in Italia Contemporanea, 
July-Sept. 1976

Treves, Renato: ‘L ’edizione argentina di due libri di Carlo Rosselli', in Nuova 
Antologia, July-Sept. 1982

Valiani, Leo: ‘L'emigrazione antifascista e la seconda guerra mondiale’, in Nuova 
Antologia, July-Sept. 1982

Varsori, Antonio: Gli Alleati e l’emigrazione democratica antifascista
(1940-1943), Florence (Sansoni), 1982

Varsori, Antonio: ‘Antifascismo e potenze alleate di fronte alla Conferenza di 
Montevideo dell'agosto 1942’, in Nuova Antologia, Apr.-June and July-Sept. 
1980

Varsori, Antonio: ‘Max Ascoli oppositore del fascismo. La “ Mazzini Society'", 
in Nuova Antologia, Oct-Dec. 1980

Varsori, Antonio: ‘La politica inglese e il conte Sforza (1941-1943)', in Rivista di 
studi politici internazionali, Jan.-March 1976



554 Bibliography

Varsori, Antonio: ‘Umberto Calosso e l’Inghilterra’, in Nuova Antologia, 
Oct.-Dec. 1982

Vecoli, Rudolph: ‘Emigrati italiani e movimento operaio negli U SA ’, in Movi
mento operaio e socialista, N os. 1-2, 1976 

Vita Finzi, Paolo: Peròn mito e realtà, Milan (Pan), 1973 
Zeno, Livio: Ritratto di Carlo Sforza, Florence (Le Monnier), 1975



2. Ideas of German Exiles on the Postwar Order in Europe

K l a u s  V o i g t

Introduction
The comments by German exiles on the international postwar settlement fall 

into two categories: statements by groups organizations on the one hand and 
those by individual authors on the other. The former were committed by their 
programmes and by editorial articles in their various publications. Programmes 
are hard to come by, and when found rarely contain statements about interna
tional policy. The most relevant example was provided by the Union of German 
Socialist Organizations in Great Britain which in October 1943 passed a directive 
on international policy that reflected the crystallization of opinion within the 
Union, including not only the Executive Committee of the Social Democratic 
Party (SO PADE) but also left-wing socialist groups such as ‘Neu Beginnen’ and 
the Militant Socialist International (ISK) as well as the local Association of Ger
man Trade Unions. Among the programmes issued by the German Communist 
Party (KPD) one deserves special mention: the ’Action Programme of the Bloc 
for Militant Democracy’ published at the end of 1944.1 Another significant do
cument was the ‘Declaration of the Council for a Democratic Germany’ . The 
Council aimed at being the spokesman of all the German exile groups in the 
USA.

The debate which went on inside the groups and organizations is amply do
cumented. There are statements by individuals and drafts prepared by working 
parties or members in sympathy with them. They include notably the draft 
prepared for ‘Neu Beginnen’ in December 1939, the ‘Proposals for the 
Programme Debate of the Union of German Socialist Organizations in Great 
Britain’ and the address given to SO PA D E in January 1940 by Rudolf Hilfer- 
ding. Albert Grzesinski’s ‘Thoughts on the Co-operation of Nations after the 
Victory of the Democratic Powers was one of many projects for an international 
settlement after the war put forward by the ‘Association of Free Germans’, a 
pro-social democratic group in the United States.

Among the editorials testifying to the groups’ attitude may be mentioned 
leading articles in Die Zukunft, Das Wahre Deutschland, and the New York

1 Published in Horst Laschitza, Kämpferische Demokratie gegen Faschismus. Die Pro
grammatische Vorbereitung auf die antifaschistisch-demokratische Umwälzung in 
Deutschland durch die Parteiführung der KPD, Berlin (Deutscher Militärverlag) 1969, 
p p .197-209.
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N  eue Volks-Zeitung. The latter were written by Friedrich Stampfer, who after 
moving to the United States influenced the paper’s foreign policy but could no 
longer claim to speak in the name of SOPADE. The ‘Proposals for the Recon
struction of Europe’ published in Die Zeitung were expressly intended to convey 
the views of the editorship. The paper was not controlled by any group or 
organization of political exiles, but was subject to its sponsor, the British Mi
nistry of Information. An article entitled ‘Europe’s Rebirth’ by the communist 
Felix Albin (Kurt Hager) in the Freie Tribune published in London was not from 
the editor’s pen. It was, on the other hand, strictly within the framework of the 
KPD’s foreign policy thinking, for the party would tolerate no individual devi
ation from the official line.

No hard and fast line can be drawn between the discussions of German exiles 
and those of international groups in which German émigrés took part. Only a 
few weeks before the outbreak of war in 1939 a booklet entitled The Impending 
World War,2 whose authors were Paul Hagen (Karl Frank) and Paul Sering (Ri
chard Lôwenthal) of ‘Neu Beginnen’, Jakob Walcher of the ‘German Socialist 
Workers’ Party’ (SAP) and two representatives of the ‘Revolutionary Socialists of 
Austria’ (RSÔ) had a profound influence on left-wing socialist writing among the 
exiles, especially on the young Willy Brandt and Stefan Szende. O f equal impor
tance for its effect on opinion in socialist circles was the basic statement of 
principles published in Stockholm in March 1943 by the ‘International Group of 
Democratic Socialists’, an association in which Willy Brandt, Fritz Tarnow, 
August Enderle and Stefan Szende were all active members.3

There remain the books, pamphlets and articles written by individual authors 
writing under their own name or under a pseudonym. Many of them such as 
Willy Brandt, Stefan Szende, Paul Hagen (Karl Frank), Walter Fliess, Hilda 
Monte, August Weber, Heinrich Georg Ritzel and the authors of the booklet 
On the Postwar Policy of German Socialists were members of exile groups or 
organizations. Their statements were largely a reflection of the balance of argu
ment within the groups or in turn were an influence upon it. Others, such as 
Erich Koch-Weser, who for many years had been chairman of the German De
mocratic Party (DDP) in the Reichstag, lived cut off from their brothers in exile 
while refusing to abjure their previous convictions. Another group consisted of 
representative scholars and academics in exile such as Arnold Brecht, Paul Til
lich, Hans Wehberg, and Wilhelm Rôpke who, with the exception of Tillich, did 
not belong to any organization. Professional authors, who can be described as 
forming a category of their own, are represented in the broadcast by Thomas 
Mann.

2 Der kommende Weltkrieg. Aufgaben und Ziele des deutschen Sozialismus, Paris (Selbst- 
verlag) 1939. See below Part Three, Chapter 1, doc. 241.

3 German translation in Friedrich Ebert Foundation, Bonn-Bad Godesberg ASD/SO- 
PADE, file 180. Cf. generally Klaus Misgeld, Die cInternationale Gruppe demokra- 
tischer Sozialisten} in Stockholm 1942—1945. Zur sozialistischen Frie dens diskussion 
wahrend des Zweiten Weltkrieges (Series published by the Research Institute of the 
Friedrich Ebert Foundation 126), Bonn-Bad Godesberg (Neue Gesellschaft) 1976.
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The question of how international relations would be reconstructed after the 
war was answered in different ways, depending on the political or ideological 
standpoint of the group or individual concerned. Some of them advocated a 
system of co-operation between states not essentially different from what existed 
before the war, apart from changes of an economic and social kind to which they 
looked forward. So far as they took account of international organizations their 
thinking did not extend beyond the League of Nations, unanimous decisions, 
unrestricted national sovereignty and confederation. A second group, including 
the majority of the exile organizations, favoured a radical re-ordering of the 
international system including a renunciation of complete sovereignty by in
dividual states. This could imply the ideal of a system of global security, a new 
League of Nations equipped with the power to enforce its decisions or the notion 
of a federation limited to all or part of Europe but amounting to more than an 
organization providing security. The alternatives -  a new League of Nations or a 
European federation -  are generally found only in the period immediately follo
wing the outbreak of war, when the failure of the existing League of Nations 
came as a profound shock. In the great majority of cases the groups and authors 
advocated the combination of a much extended security system with some form 
of European federation.

Among those who favoured co-operation between states was the KPD and the 
organizations it controlled.4 Ever since Lenin’s article cOn the Slogan of the 
United States of Europe’ the Communists had viewed the idea of federation with 
distrust and dislike. They envisaged federal combinations as something like the 
League of Nations, a means whereby imperialist states would encircle and isolate 
the Soviet Union.5 Their main objective during the war was the defeat of Fascism. 
The future shape of international relations depended, in their view, on the out
come of the war and the position which the Soviet Union would occupy among 
the victorious powers, the outlines of which began to appear at Allied war con
ferences. For this reason the KPD deliberately avoided making comprehensive 
statements about the postwar settlement and confined itself in its programme 
literature to bare principles: restoration of the sovereignty of the invaded and

4 For the KPD in exile after 1939 cf. esp. Horst Laschitza, Siegfried Vietzke, Deutschland 
und die deutsche Arbeiterbewegung 1933-1945, Berlin (Dietz) 1964; Geschichte der 
deutschen Arbeiterbewegung, published by the Institute for Marxism and Leninism of 
the Central Committee of the SED, voi. 5, Berlin (Dietz), 1966; Laschitza, Kämpfer
ische Demokratie gegen Faschismus; Arnold Sywottek, Deutsche Volksdemokratie. 
Studien zur politischen Konzeption der KPD 1935-1946, Düsseldorf (Bertelsmann Uni
versitätsverlag) 1971; Horst Duhnke, Die KPD von 1933-1945, Cologne (Kiepenheuer 
& Witsch) 1972; Alexander Fischer, Sowjetische Deutschlandpolitik im Zweiten Welt
krieg 1941-1945, Stuttgart (Deutsche Verlagsanstalt) 1975.

5 Cf. generally Julius Braunthal, A History of the International, voi. 2, London, 1967, 
esp. p. 468 f. ; Renato Monteleone, ‘Le ragioni teoriche del rifiuto della parola d'ordine 
degli Stati Uniti d'Europa nel movimento comunista internazionale’, in L'Idea dell'uni
ficazione europea dalla prima alla seconda guerra mondiale. Relazioni tenute al 
convegno di studi svoltosi presso la Fondazione Luigi Einaudi (Turin, 25-26 October 
1974), Turin (Luigi Einaudi Foundation) 1975, pp. 77-95.
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subjugated peoples, a consistent policy of peace, and finally co-operation with all 
democratic and liberated states, especially the Soviet Union.6 The future interna
tional order was hardly discussed in the Communist exile press after 1939. One 
of the very few exceptions was Albin’s article, which offered a broad prospect of 
the success of the various liberation movements in Europe and of their first 
moves once national independence had been recovered.7

But the ideas of Grzesinski and the statements of pro-social democratic organ
izations in the United States must also be assigned to this group.8The ‘Declara
tion of the Council for a Democratic Germany’ was not unnaturally a 
compromise between the various strands represented in it, including the Com
munists.

It was the supporters of SOPADE, the left-wing socialist groups and the 
bourgeois democratic exiles, the latter represented almost exclusively by indivi
duals, who showed most concern for a reordering of the international state 
system. At least since the middle of the 1920s the German Social Democratic 
Party (SPD) had hailed the League of Nations as an instrument for the settlement 
of imperialist conflict, while at the same time demanding that its power to enforce 
its decisions be strengthened by the addition of supranational elements and by the 
(direct or indirect) election of its general assembly.9 Although many well known 
Social Democrats were members of pro-European associations, the notion of a 
federal Europe was seen as of minor importance.10 SOPADE remained on the

6 For the period 1939-1945 only two programme documents are pertinent: the ‘Peace 
Manifesto of the West German conference of the national liberation movement5 of 6 
December 1942 (in Laschitza, Vietzke, Deutschland und die deutsche Arbeiterbewe
gung, pp. 389-395) and the ‘Programme of Action of the Bloc for Militant Democracy5 
mentioned in footnote 1.

7 Apart from Albin’s article there remain only ‘Europäische Botschaft5 in Freie Tribüne, 
No. 2 (vol. 5), London, 26 May 1943, a retort to Fascist propaganda in favour of 
Hitler’s ‘New Order5 in Europa, and the reader’s letter by H. D. ‘What is Europe?5 in 
The German-American, vol. 2, No. 12, New York, April 1944, p. 13.

8 Declaration of the German Labor Delegation, Easter 1945, in Mit dem Gesicht nach 
Deutschland. Eine Dokumentation über die sozialdemokratische Emigration. Aus dem 
Nachlass von Friedrich Stampfer, edited by Erich Matthias (Publications of the Com
mission for the History of Parliamentarianism and of Political Parties), Düsseldorf 
(Droste), 1968, pp. 690-695; Policy Guidelines of the Association of Free Germans 
‘For the Free Germany of Tomorrow5, October 1942, ibid., pp. 567-695.

9 In the Heidelberg Programme of the United Social Democratic Party of 1925 a passage 
runs: ‘The German Social Democratic Party calls for the League of Nations to be 
democratised and transformed into an effective instrument for keeping the peace5 cited 
in Wilhelm Mommsen, Deutsche Parteiprogramme (Deutsches Handbuch der Politik, 
No. 1), Munich (Isar Verlag), 1960, p. 469. Cf. also Rudolf Hilferding, ‘Realistischer 
Pazifismus5, in Die Gesellschaft. Internationale Revue für Sozialismus und Politik, Ber
lin, 1924, vol. 2, p. 97.

10 Cf. esp. Peter Pistorius, Rudolf Breitscheid 1874-1944. Ein biographischer Beitrag zur 
deutschen Parteiengeschichte, Ph. D. thesis, Cologne 1970, p. 275; Karl Holl, ‘Europa
politik im Vorfeld der deutschen Regierungspolitik in der Weimarer Republik5 in 
Historische Zeitschrift, No. 219, 1974, pp. 33-94 (pp. 49, 64 f., 67, 81, 86). In the
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whole wedded to this policy.11 Attitudes favourable to European federation were 
exceptional before 1943.12 When they appeared it was almost always as a long 
term goal, and only rarely were they dissociated from a demand for a new system 
of international security. Hilferding’s speech early in 1940, when he defended the 
League of Nations as a Very useful institution’ and put the blame for its failure on 
the various national governments, was characteristic of the SPD in exile. At the 
same time he campaigned for a new Teague of Nations policy which would 
imply a certain limitation of sovereignty for member states’ . Not until spring 
1943 did the idea of a European federation receive more support, and then mostly 
from within the Union of German Socialist Organizations in Great Britain. Vo
gel’s and Eichler’s 'Proposals for a Debate on the Programme’ in August 1943 
mention a European federation as 'part of a world federation embracing all na
tions’ while the ‘The International Policy of German Socialists’ sought to 
combine a ‘federation of all the people of Europe with an international security 
system embracing the globe. In the last two years of the war less was heard of the 
demand for federation among the German exiles in Britain. In the United States, 
Switzerland and Sweden, however, many supporters committed themselves ope
nly to it.13 Friedrich Stampfer’s campaign in the Neue Volks-Zeitung, the SPD

Heidelberg Programme of the SPD those who favoured a federation of Europe rivalled 
each other in brandishing slogans such as ‘European economic unity’ and ‘Formation of 
a United States of Europe’ (Mommsen, Deutsche Parteiprogramme, p. 468).

11 For social Democrats in exile after 1939 cf. esp. Werner Röder, Die deutschen sozia
listischen Exilgruppen in Grosshritannien 1940-1945. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des 
Widerstands gegen den Nationalsozialismus (Series published by the Research Institute 
of the Friedrich Ebert Foundation No. 58), Bonn-Bad Godesberg (Neue Gesellschaft) 
1973; Lewis J. Edinger, German Exile Politics, The Social Democratic Executive Com
mittee in the Nazi Era, Berkeley, Los Angeles, 1965; Helmut Müssener, Exil in 
Schweden. Politische und kulturelle Emigration nach 1933, Munich (Hanser), 1974, 
p. 134 ff.; Joachim Radkau, Die deutsche Emigration in den USA (Studies in Modern 
History, No. 2), Düsseldorf (Bertelsmann Universitätsverlag) 1971, p. 144 ff.

12 The view put forward by Erich Matthias, Sozialdemokratie und Nation. Ein Beitrag zur 
Ideengeschichte der Sozialdemokratischen Emigration in der Prager Zeit des Parteivor
standes, Stuttgart (Deutsche Verlagsanstalt) 1952, p. 195, that ‘the objective of a Europe 
united in a federal structure was held in common by all strands of social democracy’ is 
not valid for the period after 1939 und would appear to be hardly tenable for the period 
1933-1939 in the light of close chronological and analytic scrutiny of the docu
ments.

13 In the USA mainly Friedrich Stampfer. Besides his articles in the Neue Volks-Zeitung 
cf. esp. a speech he made to the Social Democratic Federation in Chicago on 29 October 
1944 reprinted in Mit dem Gesicht nach Deutschland, p. 670 ff. For ideas about feder
ation current among German exiles cf. Radkau, Die deutsche Emigration in den USA, 
p. 300 ff. For Sweden cf. Müssener, Exil in Schweden, p. 149; for Switzerland cf. the 
memoranda and programme literature of the working party ‘Das demokratische 
Deutschland4 in Wilhelm Hoegner, Der schwierige Aussenseiter. Erinnerungen eines 
Abgeordneten, Emigranten und Ministerpräsidenten, Munich (Isar-Verlag), 1959, 
pp. 175-180, and Das demokratische Deutschland. Grundsätze und Richtlinien für den 
deutschen Wiederaufbau im demokratischen, republikanischen, föderalistischen und ge
nossenschaftlichen Sinne, Berne and Leipzig (Paul Haupt), 1945, p. 9.
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newspaper in the United States, took another line. In a series of leading articles he 
used his journalistic talents to plead for a continental federation as a counterpoise 
to the great powers, especially the Soviet Union.

The idea of European federation enjoyed considerably more support from the 
left-wing socialist groups than it did from SOPADE; this was true, generally 
speaking, even at an early stage of the war. On the other hand the concept of a 
world-wide system of security occurs only occasionally. Where the group con
cerned bore a Marxist stamp and regarded the causes of war as something which 
the victory of socialist revolution would render obsolete, preoccupation with 
security was understandably absent. The Militant Socialist International (ISK)14 
pledged itself in several pamphlets published towards the end of the war to a 
‘European central administration’ that would be equipped with legislative and 
executive powers.15 In a booklet entitled The Economy of the New Europex which 
more or less expressed the outlook of the ISK, Walter Fliess worked out a 
detailed plan for a European economic order on planned, dirigiste lines, and 
proposed a comprehensive organization headed by a ‘European Economic Com
mission’. And Hilda Monte’s suggestions in her book The Unity of Europe on 
how to overcome the differences between Europe’s industrial, advanced regions 
and its agrarian, backward ones were loosely associated with the ISK, to which 
she belonged until 1939.

‘Neu Beginnen’s’16 thinking on federation was influenced by articles written 
for the Zeitschrift fur Sozialismus by Paul Sering (Richard Lowenthal) who as 
early as the middle of the 1930s saw a ‘free federation of socialist nations’ as the 
only alternative to a Europe under the yoke of Fascism.17 In The Impending 
World War, the booklet of which he was co-author, the objective of a socialist 
federation was combined with the revolutionary strategy of the socialist left. 
After the military defeat of Fascism the revolutionary process would at first be 
confined to Germany and her liberated neighbours in Eastern Europe because 
West European imperialism would emerge strengthened by its victory. Conse
quently the socialist federation of Europe would develop from Germany and 
Eastern Europe in close alliance with the Soviet Union. A more cautious note was 
struck by the draft resolution emanating from the group round Paul Hertz which 
welcomed ‘any move towards federation’ and for the rest called for an interna
tional security system. In the United States Paul Hagen elaborated the ideas of 
‘Neu Beginnen’. Although he still favoured a federal solution he did not believe 
that it stood a chance of adoption in the immediate postwar period.

The publication of The Impending World War also marked the first time that a

14 For the ISK in exile cf. Werner Link, Die Geschichte des Internationalen Jugendbundes 
(IJB) und des Internationalen Sozialistischen Kampfbunds (ISK). Ein Beitrag zur Ge
schichte der Arheiterhewegung in der Weimarer Repuhlik und im Dritten Reich, 
Meisenheim/Glan (Hein), 1964.

15 Link, p. 293.
16 For Neu Beginnen’ cf. Kurt Kliem, Der sozialistische Widerstand gegen das Dritte 

Reich, dargestellt an der Gruppe cNeu Beginnen’ dissertation at Marburg, 1957.
17 Paul Sering, ‘Was ist der Volkssozialismus?’ Zeitschrift fur Sozialismus, vol. 3, No. 36, 

Karlsbad, September 1936, p. 1134; Matthias, Sozialdemokratie und Nation, p. 193.
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member of the S. A.P. (Jacob Walcher, its other co-author) declared in favour of a 
European federation.18 In the 1940s federal concepts were developed mainly in 
Stockholm by Willy Brandt and his friends, the Enderles and Stefan Szende.19 
The most important statements came from Brandt and Szende. Brandt’s book 
The War Aims of the Great Powers and the New Europe was written shortly after 
the occupation of Norway. Taking its cue from The Impending World War it 
called for federation in Central and Eastern Europe. Szende’s book, European 
Revolution, was a comprehensive ideological inquiry into the contradictions bet
ween the regime of the nation state and the sphere of national culture and sought 
to resolve them through the creation of a federal structure. The thinking of the 
Stockholm group was summarized shortly before the end of the war in a joint 
publication On the Postwar Policy of German Socialists which was inspired 
mainly by the ‘International Group of Democratic Socialists’ and advocated a 
new League of Nations linked with a European federation.

It had been the democrats (German Democratic Party) and the associations 
close to it (German Peace Society, German League of Nations Association) as 
well as the party of the republican Catholics (Zentrum) which, after the first 
world war, championed the ideal of the League of Nations.20 It was they who 
gave most support to the objective of a European federation, little publicized as it 
was during the Weimar Republic.21 In exile the democrats and Catholics were 
scattered and isolated individuals who had no organization behind them (except 
in the case of the German Freedom Party, a small group founded in 1938).22 Yet it 
was not difficult for them to air their views in one of the newspapers or perio
dicals run by the exiles themselves or in the press of the host country. In the 
discussion on the shape of international politics after the war the lead was given 
by Das Wahre Deutschland, the organ of the German Freedom Party in exile, and 
Die Zukunft. The latter was founded by Willi Miinzenberg, the well-known 
Communist publicist, who after falling out with the Comintern in 1938 was

18 For the SAP cf. Hanno Drechsler, Die Sozialistische Arbeiterpartei Deutschlands 
(SAPD), Meisenheim/Glan (Hein), 1965; Jorg Bremer, Die Sozialistische Arbeiterpartei 
Deutschlands (SAP). Untergrund und Exil, 1933-1945, Frankfurt (Campus), 1978.

19 Cf. Müssener, Exil in Schweden, p. 170 ff .; Bremer, Die Sozialistische Arbeiterpartei 
Deutschlands, p. 268 ff.

20 In principle, Jürgen Hess, D as ganze Deutschland soll es sein, Demokratischer Natio
nalismus in der Weimarer Republik am Beispiel der Deutschen Demokratischen Partei 
(Kieler Historische Studien, N o. 24) Stuttgart (Klett-Cotta), 1978, p. 252 ff.

21 Hess, D as ganze Deutschland soll es sein3, p. 279 ff.; Holl, Europapolitik im Vorfeld 
der deutschen Regierungspolitik, p. 33 f f . ; Jürgen Hess, ‘Europagedanke und nationaler 
Revisionismus. Überlegungen zu ihrer Verknüpfung in der Weimarer Republik am 
Beispiel Wilhelm Heiles’, in Historische Zeitschrift, No. 225, 1977, pp. 572-622; Rein
hard Frömmelt, Paneuropa oder Mitteleuropa. Einigungshestrebungen im Kalkül 
deutscher Wirtschaft und Politik 1925-1933 (series published by the Institut für Zeit
geschichte, no. 34), Stuttgart (Deutsche Verlagsanstalt), 1977.

22 For the DFP cf. Beatrix Bouvier, Die Deutsche Freiheitspartei (DFP). Ein Beitrag zur 
Geschichte der Opposition gegen den Nationalsozialismus, dissertation in the Faculty of 
Philosophy, Frankfurt/Main, 1969.



562 Klaus Voigt

trying to appeal for a united effort among all German exiles, including democrats 
and Catholics. Die Zukunft adopted federalism as its policy, whereas Das Wahre 
Deutschland preferred to appeal to a sense of European solidarity and only hinted 
at a federal solution. Among representative scholar« and academics in exile, who 
except for Tillich should count as democrats, only Hans Wehberg had really 
thought out the implications of a future world organization in any detail. He 
believed that ‘Europe was much too divided within itself to be able to solve its 
own problems’. He pleaded for an ‘international government’ with sovereign 
powers, an elected legislature, a fixed procedure for the arbitration of disputes 
and an international police force. Arnold Brecht, Erich Koch-Weser and Wil
helm Ropke supported a combination of global security organization and 
European federation; the emphasis varied between individuals, but the main 
stress of their very expert assessment lay on the side of federation. Brecht and 
Koch-Weser drew up models of a federal constitution and provided detailed 
descriptions of individual parts, their powers, methods of election and delega
tion, voting procedure etc. The ideas of Paul Tillich oscillated between socialism 
and liberalism; he joined the debate on war aims towards the end of 1941 and 
named ‘federal union versus balance of power’ as objective number one.

The picture would be incomplete without some reference to the ideas of Eu
ropean federation propagated by the extreme right wing among German exiles. 
They are to be found as much in the writings of Hermann Rauschning,23 the 
conservative who went into exile after quarrelling with Hitler in 1935 and whose 
insights into National Socialism caused a considerable stir, as in those of Otto 
Strasser,24 Hitler’s defeated rival and founder of the ‘Black Front’ . Both Rausch
ning and Strasser took as their starting point the concept of Mitteleuropa as 
advocated by the new generation of conservatives, in which Germany would be 
assigned the part of leader and policeman.

207. Die Zukunft: ‘Europe as a War Aim. The Federalist Idea’.
10 November 1939

Kriegsziel Europa. Die föderalistische Idee in Die Zukunft, No. 45, 10 November 
1939.

23 Hermann Rauschning, Die Konservative Revolution, Versuch und Bruch mit Hitler, 
New York (Freedom Publishing), 1941, pp. 91 ff., 108 ff.; Hermann Rauschning, Die 
Revolution des Nihilismus. Kulisse und Wirklichkeit im Dritten Reich, Zürich-New 
York (Europa Verlag), 1938, p. 483 f., 487 ff.

24 Otto Strasser, Europäische Föderation. Die Schweiz als Vorbild Europas, Zürich (Reso 
Verlag), 1936; Otto Strasser, Masaryk, ein Führer zum neuen Europa. With a preface by 
Wenzel Jaksch, Zürich (Welt-Woche-Verlag), 1938, p. 164 ff.; Otto Strasser, ‘Why 
Europe must federate , in Federal Union News, No. 31, London, April/May 1940 
p. 3.
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Die Zukunft was founded in October 1938 by Willi Münzenberg,1 the indefatigable 
organizer of anti-fascist propaganda, after the collapse of the Popular Front movement in 
France and his own expulsion from the Central Committee of the KPD. Its sub-title was ‘A 
new Germany! A new EuropeP With the threat of war looming ever closer it was the last, 
desperate attempt to initiate a movement towards unity on the part of the political exiles and 
one in which room would be found for the middle class participants. Die Zukunft appeared 
as a weekly with the layout and size of a daily newspaper and usually contained between 8 
and 16 pages. The first editor-in-chief was the writer Arthur Koestler, who was replaced 
early in 1939 by Werner Thormann, a Catholic journalist and former member of the Ger
man Centre Party. The political allegiance of the editorial staff ranged from Communists 
increasingly critical of their party (Willi Münzenberg, Arthur Koestler and Manes Sperber), 
independent socialists and social democrats (Kurt Kersten, Alexander Schifrin, Julius 
Deutsch, Herbert Weichmann) to members of the German Freedom Party (which had been 
founded in Paris in 1938 by democrats and Catholics in exile) such as Otto Klepper and other 
like-minded persons (Werner Thormann). They were joined by a number of wellknown 
colleagues from other countries, especially France.2 As far as the basic question of Europe's 
future structure was discussed in the periodical it was only in terms of generalities and 
slogans, despite the fact that the period between the Munich Agreement and the Nazi-Soviet 
Pact provided no lack of opportunities for comment.3 Nevertheless, the call for federal unity 
in Europe and a limitation on state sovereignty was expressed in several articles. The author 
of the following much abbreviated contribution came from the ranks of the former Weimar 
coalition of parties in Republican Germany.

*

Clear-sighted statesmen in the period 1920-1930 repeatedly pointed out that 
the League of Nations was based on a fallacy to the extent that it aimed to benefit 
mankind as a whole while failing to provide itself with stable regional founda
tions. So long as peace in Europe was not assured, peace in the world could not 
be organized.

Yet the organization of Europe will be possible only if the various sovereign 
states are replaced by a federation in which individual members delegate their 
sovereign rights to the organization as a whole. An article in the ‘Times’ which 
followed Chamberlain’s answer to Hitler’s phony peace offer is a new and most 
significant proof that Great Britain feels itself bound up with the fate of Europe 
and is ready to take its place in a European federation. When one remembers that 
the first major attempts to unify Europe, associated with the names of Herriot 
(Geneva Protocol) and Briand, failed because of British objections to any dim
inution of sovereignty, the importance of this change in Britain’s attitude cannot 
be exaggerated.

1 Cf. the biography by Gross, Willi Münzenberg.
2 Cf. Maas, Handbuch der deutschen Exilpresse, vol. 2, p. 642 ff.; Walter, Deutsche 

Exilliteratur 1933-1950, vol. 4; Exilpresse, p. 128 ff.
3 E.g. Anna Siemsen, ‘Grossdeutschland oder Föderation’, 21 October 1938, p. 7; Hu

bertus Prinz zu Löwenstein, ‘Europas kommender Friede’, 6 September 1939, p. 3; 
‘Europa und Deutschland. Die Notwendigkeit der Westorientierung’, 8 June 1940, 
p. 1; George Scelle, ‘Ein föderatives Europa als Friedenssicherung’, 8 March 1940, p. 4; 
Jacques Madaule, ‘Europäischer Föderalismus’, 5 April 1940, p. 4.
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Once Europe, that is to say the setting up of a European federation becomes 
the real objective of this war, the solution of the German question will present no 
insuperable difficulties.

208. Draft Resolution for ‘Neu Beginnen’: ‘Peace Aims of German 
Socialists’ December 1939

Die Friedensziele der deutschen Sozialisten, carbon copy in the Institute for Social His
tory, Amsterdam, Paul Hertz Papers S 9/10, file J, 11. The passage below reproduces the 
second and fourth sections in full.

The draft resolution for ‘Neu Beginnen’ in December 1939, probably the work of Paul 
Hertz1 or one of his closest colleagues, was sent in the following months, probably from a 
London address, to the SAP, ISK and RSO2. More reformist in approach than the booklet 
The Impending World War published in July 1939, it was possibly inspired by it3. A Euro
pean federation was now held up as a long term objective, which would have to be preceded 
by a lengthy process of socialist transformation. Yet as long as the ‘vested interests of capi
talism and power politics* continued to exist, any ‘move towards federation*, however 
modest, was to be welcomed and encouraged. At the same time jurisdiction for international 
arbitration and international protection of minorities must be established, regional customs 
unions and preferential tariffs extended and measures taken in favour of disarmament and 
the outlawing of offensive weapons.

!<•

( . . . )

For a New Europe
German socialists are convinced that peace in Europe will last only if, besides 

getting rid of past injustices and avoiding new ones, foundations are laid that will

1 Paul Hertz, born in 1888 at Worms, died in West Berlin in 1955. He was a doctor of 
politics, who had been a member of the SPD since 1905. He joined the USPD during the 
first world war, but after the latter split returned to the SPD in 1922. From 1920-1933 
he was a Member of the Reichstag specialising in economic matters. At the SPD’s 
national conference in April 1933 he was elected to the executive committee and given 
the task of helping to establish the party leadership in exile. From 1933-1938 he was the 
editor-in-charge of the periodical Sozialistische Aktion published in Karlsbad. After 
breaking with SOPADE in the spring of 1938 he declared openly in favour of ‘Neu 
Beginnen’. In 1939 he left France for the United States, where he became one of the 
signatories of the Declaration of the Council for a Democratic Germany. After the war 
he became senator for economics and finance in West Berlin.

2 According to information kindly supplied by Richard Lowenthal, this was not a group 
document, but a private draft by Paul Hertz or one of his friends. During his political 
activity in exile Richard Lowenthal was unaware of this document.

3 This is evident from an extensive commentary on the draft resolution in a letter prob
ably written to Hertz by an unnamed member of ‘Neu Beginnen’ in London dated 21 
February 1940. International Institute of Social History, Amsterdam, Paul Hertz Pa
pers, S 11, file T, 10.
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overcome the national and economic conflicts which again and again threaten to 
lead to war.

These conflicts can only be overcome if Europe ceases to be a multiplicity of 
sovereign states and becomes a free federation of nations, and if frontiers, instead 
of being military and customs barriers, become simply frontiers between differ
ent languages, national cultures and autonomous regions. Only in a federation of 
that kind can self-determination really be put into effect for all nations without 
creating economically unviable areas, without making the smaller peoples feel 
constantly threatened by their more powerful neighbours, and without the sta
bility of frontiers being continually jeopardized by struggles for raw materials, 
markets and strategic security.

German socialists are well aware that powerful vested interests in every coun
try are opposed to the creation of a federation of this kind. They do not expect 
that the great industrial monopolies will voluntarily give up the advantages of 
large protected markets or that the great military powers will voluntarily give up 
the advantages of sovereign control of their own armies and navies. They admit 
that a dismantling of tariffs would in any case be possible only indirectly through 
partial reductions at regional level and in stages, and that a comprehensive change 
presupposes a plan embracing Europe as a whole. Their conclusion is that the 
surmounting of political and economic barriers and the systematic organization 
of economic co-operation can be achieved only by forces which have no vested 
interest in maintaining these barriers and which aim at planning production with
out regard to the private interests of property-owners -  that is by socialists. 
Fully-fledged European federation, which is our objective, can be achieved only 
on socialist lines ( . . . )

Germany's European Task
German socialists have to count on the possibility that the fall of the Hitler 

regime and the democratic revolution will lead to radical social changes in Ger
many but that such changes may not be matched in the other European countries. 
They must therefore face the prospect of a socialist Germany confronting a 
surrounding world that would still be capitalist.

German socialists are convinced that even in that case Germany would be 
obliged to co-operate with the rest of Europe. The experience of the Hitler 
regime has again proved the obvious truth that autarky is impossible for a highly 
developed industrial state like Germany. Moreover the co-operation of Stalin’s 
dictatorship with Hitler and the beginning of its aggressive territorial expansion 
have shown that for democratic socialists the present-day Russian regime is no 
model to be slavishly copied despite the economic planning on which it is 
based.

In a Europe in which the remaining vested interests of capitalism and power 
politics obstruct the realization of the fully-fledged federation for which we 
stand, German socialists will welcome and support any move towards federation 
which does not lead to intervention by other powers in German affairs and which 
does not involve Germany’s inclusion in one power block ranged against another
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group of states. In political terms they will advocate the creation of an interna
tional court of arbitration and of an international law safeguarding minorities 
with power to make binding decisions. In economic terms they will support the 
setting up of regional customs unions or preferential tariffs where these are ac
tually compatible with Germany's vital economic interests, and in a more general 
sense they will advocate the establishment of international public corporations 
with responsibility for economic activities affecting Europe as a whole, for ex
ample currency and transport. On the military side, they will endorse every 
move in favour of international disarmament, particularly for the abolition of 
offensive weapons or placing air forces under international control, and they will 
give general support to the development of an international system of security. In 
all this they will make sure that the disarmament of Germany does not occur in 
such a way as to favour the formation of a privileged military caste, and that a 
Germany weakened by the war and exposed towards the East will not be obliged 
to take part in military sanctions when it is not itself the direct object of an 
attack.

By acknowledging the constructive role to be played in Europe by the Ger
many of tomorrow, German socialists hope to contribute to the strengthening of 
all those forces in Europe which seek to co-operate with a future democratic 
Germany and which view the reshaping of Europe not as a means of creating yet 
another power bloc, but as the way to eliminate military conflict and to promote 
economic and social progress.

209. Rudolf Hilferding: ‘Comments on the Question of War Aims 
and on the Problem of the United States of Europe’

29 January 1940

Typescript headed ‘Bemerkungen des Genossen Dr Rudolf Hilferding über die Frage 
der Kriegsziele und das Problem der Vereinigten Staaten von Europa’ (Executive Commit
tee meeting of 29 January 1940) in Friedrich Ebert Foundation, Bonn-Bad Godesberg, 
ASD/SOPADE -  Emigration, file 3.

In a paper read to the SPD executive committee in exile (SOPADE) in Paris Rudolf 
Hilferding1, the economist who had twice been Reich Finance Minister, discussed the idea of 
European federation that had been much debated since the outbreak of war in Allied 
countries and also in German émigré circles as the basis of the new international order to be

1 Rudolf Hilferding, born in Vienna in 1877, died in Paris in 1941. A doctor of medicine 
and pupil of Viktor Adler, by the turn of the century he had become the leading theorist 
of the SPD after Karl Kautsky. His major work ‘Finance Capital’ had considerable 
influence on Lenin. Between 1917 and 1922 he belonged to the USPD, but rejoined the 
SPD in 1923 and was Reich Finance Minister in 1923 and again in 1928-30. In March 
1933 he fled first to Denmark, then to Switzerland. He was one of the authors of the 
Prague Manifesto issued by SOPADE and contributed to Neuer Vorwaerts for which 

he wrote analyses of the Nazi economy. In accordance with the terms of the Franco-
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set up after victory over N azi Germany. For reasons o f power politics he did not think that 
federation stood much chance of success. Instead he argued in favour of reviving the League 
of Nations, which needed a new constitution and (a certain limitation on the sovereignty of 
individual states\

*

( . . . )  There is much talk of a united states o f Europe or of a federated Europe. 
But these concepts need clarification. A federation can serve quite different ends 
when applied to a single country than when it is meant to apply to Europe as a 
whole. For example, to transform present-day Germany into a federal state 
would mean weakening the central government of the Reich. The creation of a 
federal Europe presupposes that a central authority, such as does not exist today, 
would have to be established. This central authority would have to be responsible 
for defence, foreign and economic policy. It would have to exist if federation is to 
become a reality. Even in Switzerland the federal council has full power in these 
three areas. This consideration alone shows the magnitude of the difficulties 
facing any attempt to construct a federal Europe, and they are insuperable.

But the difficulties do not end there. There is, to start with, the question of 
membership. What about Russia? Soviet Russia with its present constitution and 
economic policy would make its participation in a federal system one of enor
mous difficulty. The same is true of Great Britain. People talk of leaving Britain 
out to spare it embarrassment. But that is quite Utopian. Britain has entered this 
war because it knows that its vital interests are at stake in Europe. It can maintain 
its position as a great power only in closest co-operation with France. Britain 
knows that its frontier lies on the Rhine. It is therefore impossible for Britain to 
be excluded from any such federal system or to acquiesce in its exclusion.

Another suggestion is to include Britain in a federation without its empire. 
That too is wholly Utopian. For if that were to happen Britain would gravely 
jeopardise its position as an imperial power. Only as a united empire could 
Britain take part in a federal system. If this discussion is to be really fruitful, it 
cannot ignore what is actually at stake in this war. Neither Britain nor France, 
once they emerge as victorious powers, can permit any diminution of control 
over their foreign, defence and economic policy. Yet without these means of 
control no central government of a federal Europe could be effective. But if the 
problem of a strong central government is not squarely faced, if none were to 
exist, then the whole discussion about a federal system in Europe has little mean
ing.

Another question is what can be done to overcome the present disorganization 
of Europe. The answer to this question is important because only specific aims, 
which are capable of realization, can be pursued. Today there is only one answer 
to this question, the one which was given in 1919: the creation of a league of 
nations. Much has been heard in recent years of the failure of the League of

German armistice relating to extradition he, together with Rudolf Breitscheid, was 
handed over to the Gestapo on 11 December 1941. The exact cause of his death after 
severe maltreatment in the Santé Prison in Paris has never been ascertained.
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Nations. The point I wish to emphasize is that it is not the league which has 
failed, but the use to which the League Covenant has been put. It has been the 
governments which have failed, above all, frankly speaking, the British govern
ment. But the League of Nations was a very useful institution. That was proved 
by the Corfu affair, in spite of its inglorious ending. Even the League of Nations 
is no absolute guarantee that peace will be preserved. But there are no absolute 
guarantees. There is no mechanism in politics which could possibly guarantee 
certain effects and exclude others. For politics are made by men. The practical 
impotence of the League of Nations was the consequence of government policy 
in the various states. Circumstances can only change if governments change their 
policies. That does not rule out the League’s acquiring a more effective consti
tution such as the Geneva Protocol. It is, at any rate, very much in our interests 
that the institution of the League of Nations be revived. There are two objections 
to a League of Nations limited to the countries of Europe: firstly, that Britain is 
not a purely European power; and secondly, that it must be the aim of all foreign 
policy to persuade the United States of America to co-operate.

The essential task of the new League of Nations policy must be a certain 
co-ordination of foreign policy. This implies at the same time a certain limitation 
of the sovereignty of the member states. It is conceivable that this goal may be 
reached if the Allies’ victory is on a big enough scale. ( . . . )

210. Willy Brandt: ‘The War Aims of the Great Powers and the 
New Europe’ Spring, 1940

Willy Brandt, Stormaktenes krigsmal og det nye Europa, Oslo (Tiden Norsk Publish
ers), 1940. Excerpts in Willy Brandt, Draussen. Schriften wahrend der Emigration. Edited 
by Gunther Struve, Munich (Kindler), 1966; Bonn-Bad Godesberg (Dietz), 1976; 
pp. 29-30, 36-38. This collection of essays has been translated into several languages. The 
English version is Willy Brandt, In Exile: Essays, Reflections and Letters, 1939-1947, Lon
don (Oswald Wolff), 1971. The following excerpts are from the chapter headed ‘Unifica
tion in Stages’ from the first edition (slightly abridged).

jj.

It was when he was 26 years old and in exile in Norway that Willy Brandt1 wrote his first 
hook, (The Peace Aims of the Great Powers and the New Europe\ which included a chapter

1 Willy Brandt, born in 1913, left the SPD in 1931 for the SAP, which sent him clandes
tinely to Oslo in the spring of th t̂ year to establish a branch there. He began his 
journalistic activity in the exile press of the SAP and of the Socialist Youth Association 
(SJV) whose leader he was. From Oslo he made several journeys to the headquarters in 
exile of the SAP in Paris. In 1936 he worked in hiding in Berlin. In 1937 he was a press 
correspondent in Spain. After reaching Sweden following the German occupation of 
Norway he was one of the founders of the International Group of Democratic Socialists 
and a member of the Stockholm branch of the SAP. In 1947-48 he returned to Germany 
as press attaché of the Norwegian Military Mission in Berlin. From 1948 onwards he 
was a representative of the SPD executive committee in Berlin, from 1949 to 1957 a
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headed ‘United States of Europe*2. While composing it he had by him the booklet The 
Impending World War3. His book appeared shortly before the German invasion of Norway 
on 8 April 1940, which soon afterwards forced Brandt to seek asylum in neutral Sweden. 
Having reviewed the history of the idea of a united Europe from its beginnings in the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries to Coudenhove-Kalergi’s Pan-European Union, and 
having considered the attitudes of leading spokesmen to the concept of federation since the 
outbreak of the second World War, he cites arguments in favour of a federation of Central 
and Eastern Europe (a point on which he agrees with the authors of The Impending World 
War); from such a solution he expects an improvement in relations between Germany and 
the countries of Eastern Europe, a solution *in the spirit of Europe* of the problems of 
frontiers and minorities and a stimulus to economic development.

( . . . )  None of the plans for improving relations between the countries of 
Eastern Europe does, however, touch on the most important question, namely 
the future relationship between Germany and its Eastern neighbours. There are 
many arguments for federal union between Germany and those states. All the 
countries of Central and Eastern Europe have powerful economic interests in 
common. Germany finds in East and South East Europe a market for a high 
proportion of its industrial output and in turn imports their agricultural sur
pluses. N azi expansionist policy towards the South and East is to be understood 
only against the background of ‘natural’ economic circumstances in that part of 
Europe. Trade prospects would be materially improved if Germany and the East 
European countries concerned could unite in a federal organization. That would 
also make a solution of the minorities problem easier. Once common civil rights 
were established for every nation in the federal area, no one country would have 
any reason to use or misuse ‘its’ minority on the other side of the frontier.

National Socialism has tried to profit from trampling underfoot the freedom 
and independence of the neighbouring countries. A democratic federation in 
Central Europe can only emerge if it is not dominated by an imperialist Ger
many. The Slav peoples will never voluntarily take part in a federal system as long 
as they have to fear being exploited by German imperialism. Co-operation on 
any scale on the basis of equality and freewill will never come into existence until 
German imperialism has been destroyed. On the other hand it is only to be 
expected that in the Slav countries public aversion against co-operation with 
Germany will remain very much alive until a real transformation has taken place 
in Germany. Much will have to be done to prevent the new Germany from being 
barred from the markets where it will need to sell a large proportion of its output 
in order to be viable.

When one considers the practical tasks facing European co-operation it is easy 
to see what enormous advantages a union of the states of Europe would provide. 
Today our economy is split by tariff walls, import bans, trade war and war

member of the Bundestag; in 1957-66 governing M ayor of Berlin; after 1964 chairman
of the SPD, in 1966-69 foreign minister and vice-chancellor of the German Federal
Republic, becoming Chancellor in 1969-74.

2 Brandt, Stormaktenes krigsmal, pp. 72-107.
3 Brandt, Draussen, p. 30.
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economy. These divisions and the conflicts between rival economies have inhi
bited the development of a degree of prosperity commensurate with our present 
standards of technology and science. Unity in the economic field could bring 
about an immense advance in our whole economic activity and in the fruits of 
human labour. Even the question of minorities would acquire a different slant. 
And one could go on counting the benefits. In the world at large discussions have 
been taking place going into great detail. We certainly need to recognise every 
practical difficulty. But it is equally important to consider how these ambitious 
plans can be implemented.

One thing is certain: the majority of people in every country are convinced 
that war does not pay and that international organizations must be established 
which impose binding obligations on membership. Legal regulations and the 
creation of a United State of Europe would have to be rooted in the convictions 
of the great majority of the people. But at this point the question has to be asked 
how such an expression of public opinion can be made effective. How can the 
peoples’ longing for peace and co-operation instead of war and chaos be satisfied? 
When the present war broke out, the majority of people in every country showed 
no enthusiasm. Nevertheless the war happened.

Unification of Europe aimed at its rebirth in peace requires changes in society 
as well as in legislation. This is overlooked by many pacifists. They condemn 
military policy and work enthusiastically for peace. But they are not sufficiently 
conscious of the close links between military policy and its social background. In 
the final analysis prevailing economic circumstances are decisive for the domestic 
and foreign policy of a country. Permanent peace rests on the assumption that the 
social circumstances which are the cause of war will be eliminated.

International politics are nothing but the interplay between different societies. 
Reconstruction of international relations cannot simply be based on the principle 
of respect for international legal standards. Rather, every single society must so 
arrange its affairs as to conform to the principles of justice. This reshaping cannot 
limit itself to the restoration or extension of popular sovereignty. Just as impor
tant, and ultimately decisive, is the creation of economic security and social 
freedom, in other words the various societies must liberate themselves from 
domination by the capitalist’s search for profit and change to a socially planned 
economy. Once capitalist exploitation ceases, so will the urge for imperialist 
expansion.

Bringing about a united states of Europe raises the question what kind of 
society there will be in the various countries when the war is over. A democratic 
and federal solution of the European crisis depends primarily on whether the 
essential revolutionary changes involved in the destruction of capitalism and 
imperialism are in fact carried out. For only if they are will the military policy of 
imperialism collapse and disarmament prove feasible. Only then will individual 
nations obtain the security which they have so far sought in vain through their 
own armaments. ( . . . )
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211. Das Wahre Deutschland: ‘The Common Task’ August 1940

‘Die gemeinsame Aufgabe’ in Das Wahre Deutschland, publication of the German Free
dom Party in exile, Berlin and London, No. 28, August 1940, pp. 1-5 (abridged).

The German Freedom Party, which came into existence in Paris in 1936-7, though small 
in numbers was the only German political organization representing democrats and Catho
lics in exile.1 It brought together liberals such as Otto Klepper, Hans-Albert Kluthe and 
August Weber, conservatives like Hermann Rauschning and Catholics like Carl Spiecker. In 
1939-40 it worked in close collaboration with Miinzenberg’s group associated with Die 
Zukunft. It attempted to exert some influence inside Germany by the regular dispatch of 
‘German Freedom Letters' though it had no success in building up a resistance organization 
of its own. To publicize its ideas among the émigrés it also issued under the editorship of Carl 
Spiecker a monthly periodical, Das Wahre Deutschland. Auslandsblaetter der Deutschen 
Freiheitspartei.2 Within the general field of war aims and peace aims it repeatedly discussed 
questions about the future of Europe, while avoiding any precise commitments? The leading 
article in its August 1940 issue, almost certainly written by Spiecker,4 reminded readers of the 
‘spirit of Christianity and humanity ’ and of the common destiny of European civilization, 
which, once National Socialism was overthrown, would evolve new forms of solidarity 
among the peoples of Europe.

( . . . )  Hitler has only his own personal war aim, which is not geared to the 
advantage and welfare of Germany. But do the other side, Hitler’s opponents, 
the nations which he has made into our enemies, have war aims which the anti- 
Nazi German can accept and make his own? That is the agonizing question which 
millions of Germans have faced since the beginning of this war and which has 
weighed on them the more heavily the more tremendous Hitler’s victories have 
been. There are in Germany millions of people who have been at least as sur
prised by his victories as the defeated nations and who have pinned their hopes of 
liberation and Germany’s salvation on his first failure.

1 Cf. Bouvier, Die Deutsche Freiheitspartei.
2 Maas, Handbuch der deutschen Exilpresse, vol. 2, p. 593; Bouvier, p. 39 ff.
3 Cf. esp. ‘Nicht Grossdeutschland, sondern Europa’, No. 24, April 1940, pp. 2-4 (ex

cerpts in Lipgens, Europa-Föderationspläne, pp. 416-417, document 142); ‘Immanuel 
Kant und der Gedanke der Europäischen Föderation’, No. 25, May 1940, pp. 9-15.

4 According to Bouvier Spiecker was responsible for, and probably the author of, all the 
articles dealing with basic foreign policy questions. Carl Spiecker, born in 1888 in 
Mönchengladbach, died in 1953. A doctor of philosophy, he was a member of the 
Centre Party before the First World War. During the Weimar Republic he held high 
administrative posts (Foreign Ministry, Head of the Reichstag Press Department) and 
belonged to the governing council of the Reichsbanner, the republican defence organ
ization. After emigrating to France he joined the Popular Front. In 1937-38 he took the 
initiative in starting the German Freedom Party and worked with Hans Albert Kluthe 
as editor of Das Wahre Deutschland in Paris and later in London. In 1941 he moved to 
Canada, returning to Germany in 1945, where for a time he became chairman of the 
revived Centre Party. In 1949 he joined the CDU and served as minister without 
portfolio in Adenauer’s first cabinet.



572 Documents

Among these countless men and women new hope is springing up from de
clarations about the future of Europe which have recently come from those best 
able to defeat Hitler’s plans for Europe. Following President Roosevelt and the 
Prime Minister of the Union of South Africa, General Smuts, the British Foreign 
Secretary Lord Halifax has come out in favour of a social and political reshaping 
of Europe in a spirit of ethical freedom. ‘A nation of free men and women -  a 
union of free nations’, that is the slogan and the postwar goal for which the 
enemies of Nazism are determined to fight.

( . . . )  People are beginning to realize that Europe presents a challenge. It has 
ceased to be a mere geographical expression, an out-of-date model, an inherited 
property that was taken for granted just because it was there -  Europe has once 
again become a responsibility and an idea which obliges people to examine where 
they stand. This is to be welcomed, for it will rouse the nations of this continent 
from their torpor, and even before they have finished rubbing their sleepy eyes 
they have begun to realize that the question of Europe has become that of their 
own future, the crucial test for them. What in the ordinary regular course of 
events would perhaps still have taken decades has almost overnight become a 
matter of urgent decision and indeed one of life or death.

But the nations of Europe are not decadent, rotten and moribund, they are not 
ready to opt out or submit to a tyrant. Hitler overwhelmed them by taking them 
by surprise. But no sooner have they recovered from their initial terror and 
recognized the danger facing them than they display on all sides an active will to 
live, to resist and to regain their independence. The revolution which Hitler has 
unleashed in Europe has roused the nations -  they are conscious of the disaster 
that has overtaken them; but given time they will succeed in mastering it. The 
victims of Hitler’s revolution will not lie down supinely, but will confront it and 
in time bring it under control. This is the task facing all of us wherever the will to 
freedom defies Hitler’s regime; it is in carrying out this task, in which we are all 
united, that the new Europe will emerge.

212. Albert Grzesinski: ‘Thoughts on the Co-operation of Nations 
after the Victory of the Democratic Powers’ 2 March 1941

Albert C. Grzesinski: ‘Gedanken über die Zusammenarbeit der Nationen nach dem Sieg 
der demokratischen Mächte’, note on date at end of text: New York City, 2 March 1941. 
Typewritten copy in Institut für Zeitgeschichte, Munich, ED 202, Nachlass Kurt Glaser, 
vol. 2.

The notes made by this well known Social Democrat who was twice minister of the 
interior in Prussia1 and who emigrated to France in 1939 were probably intended to form the

1 Albert Grzesinski, born in 1879 in Treptow (Pomerania), died in 1947 in New York. By 
profession he was a metal worker and turner. In 1898 he joined the SPD, and repre
sented that party in the Prussian Landtag after 1921. Between 1926 and July 1932 he was
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basis of a discussion by a group of émigrés.2 The subject is one of the many unpublished, more 
or less fully worked out designs for refashioning Europe after the war which were drawn up 
early in the 1940s by German émigrés in USA and by German Americans.

Grzesinski suggests the creation of a European league of states, the main purpose of which 
would be to guarantee peace (upholding international law, arbitration with legal machinery 
for its enforcement, and international disarmament) and to remodel the economy.

A League o f Democratic Nations
1. To foster co-operation among the nations and to guarantee international 

peace and security the democratic nations will after this war establish a league, 
membership of which will be open to all nations provided that they recognise the 
democratic form of government as binding for themselves.

2. Nations will be represented in the league by delegates who will be appointed 
for life by their respective governments and will not be removable unless they 
commit an offence. In such a case an investigation would be carried out by a 
federal court. After being appointed delegates shall be independent of their gov
ernments; they will reach their decisions within the framework of the federal 
constitution according to their judicial discretion.

3. Members of the league shall pledge themselves not to go to war, to pursue 
open policies and to maintain international relations based on justice and honour; 
scrupulously to respect the rules of international justice as recognised or revised 
by the league, and to obey decisions of the competent federal authorities without 
reservation or procrastination.

4. In case of international disputes between members of the league or between 
them and nations outside the league a court of arbitration appointed by the league 
shall decide. Its decision shall be binding on all members of the league; in regard

by turns Police Commissioner for Berlin and Minister of the Interior in Prussia. In 
March 1933 he emigrated, first to Switzerland, then to France, where he belonged to a 
committee preparing for a German Popular Front and signed the appeals for a Popular 
Front in February and December 1936. In 1937 he moved to New York. As a member 
of the committee of the German Labour Delegation, chairman of the Association of 
Free Germans which he himself had founded and co-founder of the Council for a 
Democratic Germany, he was one of the most active exile politicians in the United 
States.

2 Viz. the ‘Association of Free Germans’, whose files deposited with the private papers of 
Kurt Glaser include Grzesinski’s draft. Among them is a discussion paper headed ‘Eu
rope after the war. A Proposal’ (summer 1941, 4 pages) from the pen of the one time 
member of the Danzig Parliament and Finance Senator Bernhard Kamnitzer, who cri
tically analyses the idea of European federation and considers it impracticable. There is 
also a transcript in note form of what appears to be a verbal reply by Georg Bernhard, 
the former editor of the Vossische Zeitung, to Grzesinski’s draft. Bernhard described the 
idea of nominating government delegates for life as ‘catastrophic’ and wanted a league of 
nations consisting of representatives chosen from regional organizations: ‘The league of 
nations is composed of continental groups of peoples’. Without federal associations 
Europe would not in his view be viable.
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to non-members the league pledges itself to do everything in its power to safe
guard their interests.

5. For the rest, the principles already embodied in the armistice treaty and in 
the terms of peace shall apply to the general tasks facing the league and the future 
co-operation of the nations, with the added proviso that no recognition will be 
given to any forcible annexations of territory or exactions since the peace treaties 
of 1919 or to any rights arising therefrom.

Guide-lines

(a) Disarmament
1. States which are guilty of having caused this war or which have contributed 

to its extension without themselves being threatened shall be completely dis
armed. Their armies are to be abolished, their war material destroyed and 
production of any kind of weapon or munition is to be forbidden in future. A 
lightly armed police force will be allowed to maintain order and security within 
the country.

2. Armaments of the other nations are to be reduced to the minimum compa
tible with national security and with the fulfillment of international obligations 
arising from common action by the democratic powers in the league.

3. Psychological disarmament of the nations goes hand in hand with military 
disarmament. Nationalist and racist propaganda of every kind must be outlawed. 
The idea of international peace and of harmonious partnership of the nations 
must be systematically cultivated by influencing the nations at both national and 
international levels. Young people must be brought up in the spirit of co-oper
ation between nations and of the equal value and rights of all peoples, races and 
human beings.

Offences against these principles will be seen as breaches of the rules of the 
league; the authorities of the league will be entitled to take appropriate measures 
to put an end to such offences.

(b) State boundaries
4. The final determination of future boundaries between states should be based 

on ethnic considerations provided that economic considerations shall be decisive 
in cases where the state concerned would not otherwise be viable. Frontiers so 
determined shall be inviolable and will be guaranteed by the league.

(c) Minorities
5. Ethnic minorities living inside state frontiers shall have the right, guaranteed 

by the league, to satisfy their cultural needs to the full within the framework of 
the common weal. Where sizeable minorities exist in self-contained groups, con
sideration shall be given to their forming an autonomous group or groups within 
the state as a whole. Desire for such autonomy shall be established by a free 
plebiscite.
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Similarly, members of a self-contained group in one nation shall be able to 
decide by means of a free plebiscite whether they wish to form a state of their 
own or to become part of another neighbouring state. So far as the interests of 
other nations are significantly affected by such a plebiscite, the final decision will 
be made by the league.

(d) Economic Reconstruction
6. With the object of completely abolishing all restrictions on international 

movement of persons and goods, on the right to migrate and on freedom of trade, 
a start is to be made forthwith by gradually abolishing the regulations now in 
force.

7. This category of economic reconstruction will also include the reduction by 
stages of tariff barriers, the abolition of restriction on imports and exports and of 
the quota system and the full implementation of parity between nations in the use 
of traffic routes and facilities by land, sea and air as well as of the earth’s raw 
material resources.

213. Paul Tillich: ‘What War Aims?’ Autumn 1941

Paul Tillich, ‘What War Aims?’ (War Aims 2) in Protestant Digest, vol. 3, New York, 
1941, pp. 13-18. Also printed in the pamphlet, Paul Tillich, War Aims, published by 
Protestant Digest, New York, n.d., pp. 11-16; German tr. ‘Welche Kriegsziele?5 ‘Freies 
Deutschland?5 Alemania Libre, no. 9, Mexico City, 15 July 1942, pp. 17-18; Spanish tr. in 
‘La Union Federal de Europa5 in La Nueva Democracia, vol. 22, no. 12, New York, 1941, 
pp. 6-8; another German version in Paul Tillich, Impressionen und Reflexionen. Ein Le
bensbild in Aufsätzen, Reden und Stellungnahmen. Gesammelte Werke, vol. 3, Stuttgart 
(Evangelisches Verlagswerk), 1972, pp. 259-264.

Paul Tillich1, one of the most important Protestant theologians of his time, was the founder 
of'religious socialism5 as one of the strands in social democracy. He was the editor of Neue 
Blätter für den Sozialismus which in the early 1930s emerged as a voice of opposition to the 
SPD leadership and criticised its Marxist wing for 'bureaucracy5 and 'immobility3. Sus
pended from his Chair at Frankfurt in 1933 Tillich emigrated to the US, where he continued 
to teach at the Union Theological Seminary in New York. In exile too he remained in close 
touch with political and current affairs. From March 1942 onwards he gave regular talks to 
German listeners over the 'Voice of America3, in which he repeatedly recalled the unity of 
Europe rooted in its Christian and humanist heritage and appealed for resistance in spirit to

1 Paul Tillich, born in 1886 in Starzeddel, Mark Brandenburg, died in 1965 in Chicago. 
From 1924 onwards he was a professor of theology and religious studies at the univer
sities of Marburg, Dresden and Leipzig. When Hitler came to power he was professor 
of philosophy at Frankfurt. In exile in the USA he made contact with exiled politicians 
of different trends. He played a leading part in founding the Council for a Democratic 
Germany. In 1955 he left the Union Theological Seminary in New York for Harvard, 
where he taught until his retirement in 1962.
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Hitler.2 In one of his addresses he took as his text the slogan 'Not nation, but federation'.3 In 
it he distinguished between a 'reactionary' policy interested in preserving the European 
status quo and a 'revolutionary'policy aimed at overcoming nationalism; he himself favou
red a federal solution. Late in 1941 he wrote an essay on war aims embodying his own ideas.4 
In the first part 'Why War Aims?' he referred to the need for a structural change in demo
cracy, which otherwise was incapable of survival because its liberal ideals were out of date.5 
In the second part 'What War Aims?' which is reprinted below, he turned his attention to the 
international scene. The 'freedom of the nations' begins only with giving up the 'liberal 
principle of sovereignty'. The primary war aim must therefore be the creation of a league 
that would include all states of the world, and one which, in contrast to the League of 
Nations, must be based on the will of the people. But equally, the 'creative freedom of the 
individual' must be guaranteed in a planned economy 'containing enough liberal elements to 
prevent the recurrence of totalitarian tyranny in another form'. Finally, in a third article 
'Whose War Aims?' he examined the trends which favoured or opposed the realisation of 
those two principles, trying to show that a federal solution would be in the interests of the 
states of Europe as well as of the USA and USSR.6

*

Federal union as against balance of power is the first war aim to be demanded 
from the Christian and human point of view. Military, diplomatic and economic 
sovereignty and its corresponding legal institutions do not belong any more to 
the individual nation. They belong to the federal union and must be given to it by 
the member nations who, on the other hand, maintain their cultural autonomy. 
The federal union, in differentiation from the former League of Nations, must be 
based on the will of the people, as in the American Constitution, not on the 
diplomacy of governments. It is the usual experience of people of the warring 
nations that, when they meet each other, for instance as war prisoners, they

2 ‘Die Bedeutung Europas in Vergangenheit und Zukunft1, 4 May 1943; ‘Die Bedin
gungen für eine Europäische Einigung’, 11 May 1943, in Paul Tillich, An meine 
deutschen Freunde. Die politischen Reden Paul Tillichs während des Zweiten Welt
krieges über die 'Stimme Amerikas'. Ergänzungs- und Nachlassbände zu den gesam
melten Werken von Paul Tillich, vol. 3, Stuttgart (Evangelisches Verlagswerk) 1973, 
pp. 194-202 (nos. 56 and 57).

3 ‘Nicht Nation, sondern Föderation’, 17 July 1942, ibid., pp. 69-73 (no. 17).
4 Date as given in Paul Tillich, Gesammelte Werke, vol. 14. Index, bibliography and 

textual history of the collected works of Paul Tillich, Stuttgart (Evangelisches Verlags
werk), 1975, p. 159.

5 ‘The true and all-embracing cause of this war is the fact that the harmony on which the 
system of liberal economy rested has been fatally shattered both as an idea and in reality. 
The assumption that the satisfaction of individual interests would create a commercial 
harmony of interests, that freedom of thought would automatically bring about a uni
versal harmony of truth, or the assumption that the policy of balance of power would 
create a harmonious system of economic and political forces — all that has gone by the 
board. In every sphere and in every respect it has led to complete collapse: one person’s 
interests clashed with another’s, one power with another, one ideology with another in 
a struggle for survival. No single unifying principle has been found within the system of 
liberal democracy that is now on the point of disintegration.’ (Tillich, Impressionen und 
Reflexionen, Gesammelte Werke, p. 258 f.).

6 Ibid., pp. 264-8.
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immediately feel their common humanity over against their different nationali
ties. National hatred is an artificial product, a tool of power politics used by 
ruling groups for internal and external purposes; it is not a natural human qual
ity. A federal union, based on the natural feeling of the people, is a possibility and 
will, once actualized, last indefinitely. A league of governments, on the contrary, 
based on power politics, is an impossibility and will break down as the first 
“ league of nations”  did.

But, of course, only terrible catastrophes can overcome the resistance of na
tional rulers to such a solution. The first world war did not produce such results. 
The second world war may convince at least the people of continental Europe 
that national sovereignty is the demonic force by which they are destroyed in 
ever diminishing intervals and with ever increasing horrors. Therefore, the im
mediate -  although not the final -  demand is the federal union of the European 
continent. This is possible, and it is the next step to be taken if the other alter
native, the complete destruction of Europe in a third war, is to be avoided. It is a 
limited aim, measured by the ideal of the unity of mankind; but it is a realistic aim 
in differentiation from the dreams of political pacifists and the sweeping antici
pation of those who demand the direct establishment of the world state. It is the 
first and basic war aim.

But the second is of equal importance: the transformation of the kind of 
society which has produced the present catastrophe into another one in which at 
least this type of catastrophe is impossible.

The correlate to the absolute sovereignty of the nation is the absolute inde
pendence of the private individual or the private corporation to do business 
according to the law of his private profit. And the correlate to the balance of 
power policy is the belief in the regulating force of the laws of the market played 
on by so-called industrial leaders. And as the balance of power worked rather 
well in a special historical period and in a special geographical space, so the laws 
of the market worked favorably in the same period and the same space. But now, 
in the face of the tremendous disintegration of the system of economic liberalism, 
at least in Europe, and of the impossibility of a return to the 19th century 
situation, a new principle must be accepted, certainly for the federal union of 
Europe. This principle must guarantee the creative freedom of the individual by 
liberating him from and protecting him against exploitation, insecurity and des
pair. This is, as much as the united mankind, a Christian and a human demand at 
the same time. It is the quest for human freedom, for the creative freedom of 
every individual man, from which the principle of economic planning is derived. 
Freedom is not sacrificed when liberal arbitrariness -  between nations as well as 
individuals -  is abolished. On the other hand when the unbridled struggle for 
political and economic power is sacrificed, with it is swept away the main ob
stacle to freedom in human history.

Central economic planning is now done by the Nazis on a European scale. But 
it is done in a barbaric, anti-human and nationalistic way, comparable to the 
manner in which they have achieved political unity in Germany and Europe, by 
suppression and conquest. It must not be done in this way if freedom is to be 
established. But it must be done even if vested interests of the profiteering groups
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are hurt -  just as the federal union will hurt the interests of the national rulers. If 
it is not done the inability of the system of monopolistic competition -  in con
nection with the rapid technical development -  to feed the European masses will 
create new revolutionary movements, the first by the desperate masses, the se
cond by the self-defending ruling classes. And it is highly probable that the final 
outcome will be a much stronger system of suppression than that against which 
the democracies now are fighting; and the additional danger that they accept it 
themselves will become great.

The demand, implied in the second war aim, is the creation of a planned 
economy in which enough liberal elements are included to prevent another form 
of totalitarian tyranny. This is not impossible. The economic experiments and 
experiences of the last three decades have opened many feasible methods. They 
all can be used, the more liberal ones in a less disturbed economy (as in America) 
the more centralized ones in a totally disintegrated economy (as in Europe).

If the democracies (especially England) are not able to give a convincing pat
tern of the social transformation which constitutes the second war aim, other 
forces will establish the new order in Europe and in the world. And if the 
democracies (especially America) are not able to give a federal union to the 
European continent, other groups will establish it against them as their implac
able enemies.

214. Arnold Brecht: ‘European Federation - The Democratic 
Alternative’ February 1942

Arnold Brecht, ‘European Federation -  The Democratic Alternative’, Harvard Law  
Review, vol. 55, No. 4, February 1942, pp. 561-94; this excerpt contains his ‘minimum 
requirements’ for a European constitution, pp. 563-5.

${•

Arnold Brecht, a senior civil servant in republican Germany, ranks -  after Hans Wehberg 
and Wilhelm Röpke in Switzerland -  as the most important contributor to the scholarly and 
academic debate among the German émigrés on the postwar European order.1 In 1933 he

1 Arnold Brecht was born in 1884 in Lübeck and died in 1977 while on holiday in Eutin, 
Germany. A doctor of law, he was an administrative official in departments of econ
omics and justice before being appointed secretary of his cabinet by Reich Chancellor 
Prince Max of Baden in 1918. Thereafter he occupied important posts in the civil 
service, including briefly that of permanent secretary of state. In the last years of the 
Republic he represented Prussia as a plenipotentiary in the Reichsrat (upper legislative 
house). Although very conscious of his commitment to republican principles, in con
formity with Prussian tradition he remained neutral between political parties. After von 
Papen s coup d’état in Prussia in July 1932 Brecht defended the deposed government in 
the Reich Supreme Court. In March 1933 the Nazis dismissed him from his posts and 
held him for a time under arrest. He left Germany in November 1933 and accepted a 
Chair at the New York School of Social Research. Later he taught as a visiting professor 
at the universities of Harvard and Yale. He remained in the United States after the 
war.
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emigrated to the United States where he made a name for himself as a political scientist and 
expert on administrative and constitutional law. In a contribution to a specialist periodical 
which is certainly one of the most original yet cogently argued articles of its kind he began by 
describing the task of political science as providing the responsible statesmen with plans and 
blueprints for the postwar period so far as they could find an alternative eto totalitarianism, 
to Versailles and to utopias'. ‘Not a “blueprint” for utopian democratic federations in 
general, but a master-plan for a specific situation is demanded'.2 He accordingly designs a 
flexible model, one capable of being developed and extended, based on ‘minimum prin
ciples', ready for use after the Allied victory. The essay, which is in twelve sections, is 
preceded by a ‘general scheme' similar in form to a draft constitution. In the following 
excerpts individual points are again taken up, argued and clarified. In spite of the limitation 
to 'minimum principles' intended to give due weight to opposing political realities, the clearly 
marked objective is a strong federal institutional structure with a permanent legislative 
body, an executive committee and a supreme court.

I. The General Scheme
There should be a clear distinction between ultimate peace terms and terms for 

a transitional period of adjustment. Ultimate peace terms should be free from 
discriminatory elements. Whatever such measures are at first necessary should be 
only parts of transitional regulations and restricted to the shortest possible per
iod.

The peace terms proper should be based on the following fundamental 
points.

Article I
(1) There should be established under common control common principles 

valid in all European countries.
(2) With respect to such principles all Europe would be a federal body under 

appropriate institutions designed to secure conformity to the accepted standards 
by adequate methods of investigation, adjudication, and, if need be, executive 
action.

(3) Should some European country or countries be unready for inclusion, the 
federal body may be modified correspondingly.

(4) N o country once admitted should have the right to secede.

Article I I

The common principles should include:
1 (a) Minimum protection of individuals, particularly as to personal inviola

bility.
(b) Minimum political rights of representation and free election of represen

tatives.

2 Brecht, ‘European Federation -  The Democratic Alternative’, Harvard Law Review,
vol. 55, No. 4, Feb. 1942, p. 562.
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(c) Minimum rights of emigration and immigration.
(d) Minimum protection of national, racial, and religious minorities.

2 (a) Minimum rights of access to foreign currency, or to a common cur
rency, in commerce and traffic among member states and with foreign 
countries.

(b) Minimum rights of access to raw materials and, in colonial areas, to 
virgin soil.

(c) Minimum institutions for the solution of other economic and financial 
problems common to member states.

3 Minimum principles of disarmament.
4 Submission of political conflicts to arbitration, if not for final settlement, at 

least for an attempt at such settlement, barring warlike steps during a rea
sonable period reserved for the arbitral procedure.

Article I I I
(1) The coordinating institutions should not, for the time being, assume the 

nature of a superstate in the sense of a superstructure endowed with universal 
integrating character. They should rather have the character of courts or boards 
set up by member states for the ultimate decision of disputes over specific issues 
and for the administrative execution of specific functions.

(2) There should be provided from the outset, however, a permanent body 
(legislature) for the establishment of common principles insofar as they were not 
definitely established in the original covenant (constitution), and for amendment 
of principles.

(3) Until the time arrives when it may appear feasible to base this legislative 
body on popular elections, it should be composed of representatives acting and 
voting under the direction of their respective governments. As a rule, a double 
vote should be taken, each member state being credited in the first ballot with one 
vote for every million of its European inhabitants, up to a maximum of one-fifth 
of the total of all possible votes, and in the second ballot with one vote only. 
Two-thirds majorities in both ballots should be required for the establishment or 
amendment of common principles.

(4) There should further be provided a committee in charge of executive meas
ures, should such measures become necessary to secure compliance with legiti
mate rulings of federal institutions.

(5) The executive committee should consist of one representative for each 
large country and several for groups of smaller countries. Each representative 
should cast one vote, while a simple majority, provided that it includes a majority 
of the large countries, should here be sufficient to make decisions.

(6) All member states should be bound to support the executive committee 
with the full strength of their armed forces, should other methods of enforcing 
decisions fail. To suppress rebellion, the legislature could place all or part of the 
armed forces of the member states under the command of the executive commit
tee or a special committee.

(7) Decisions of the legislature, executive committee, and other federal insti-
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tutions, unless in excess of power, would have supremacy over contradictory 
state or local regulations. They would be invalid, however, if they discriminated 
against one or several member states, except insofar as such discrimination was 
devised to secure compliance with legitimate rulings after they had been violated, 
and until compliance was attained. A federal supreme court would decide finally 
on the validity of federal decisions.

Article IV
(1) Until the time arrived when it should appear desirable to member states to 

extend the jurisdiction of the federal body to all questions of general importance, 
combinations between several member states for any purposes that did not con
tradict the purposes and principles of this covenant could be freely formed.

(2) Each member state could take part in several such groupings.

Article V
(1) Non-European countries could enter into treaty relations and combina

tions with member states or with the federal body, insofar as the treaty relations 
and combinations did not contradict the purposes and principles of this cove
nant.

(2) Non-European countries could not, however, join the European federal 
body as such until adequate experience within the limits of Europe had accumu
lated.

(3) The League of Nations should continue. Its reform should be accom
plished separately.

215. Die Zeitung: ‘Proposals for the Reconstruction of Europe’
1 May 1942

‘Vorschläge zum N eubau Europas’ , Die 'Zeitung, vol. 2, N o. 269, London, 1 May 
1942.

Die Zeitung, the first number of which appeared on 12 March 1941, was started on the 
initiative of a group of German emigres in London who were not committed to any one 
party. They were led by Sebastian Haffner, formerly on the staff of the Vossische Zeitung 
and Johannes Lothar, who had been managing director of the Frankfurter Zeitung. From 
1942 onwards Die Zeitung was published weekly. In its reporting style and make-up it 
followed the model o f the Frankfurter Zeitung. Sponsored by the European Department of 
the British Ministry o f Information and indirectly controlled by the Foreign Office, as an 
exercise in counter-propaganda it was initially intended mainly for Germans living in the 
neutral countries.1 In the spring o f 1942 it opened its columns to a discussion about the

1 Röder, Die deutschen sozialistischen Exilgruppen, p. 132 ff.; Maas, Handbuch der 
deutschen Exilpresse, vol. 2, p. 630 ff.
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post-war settlement in Germany and Europe. A total of twelve contributors including 
among others Sebastian Haffner, Dietrich Mende, Friedrich Heymann (writing under the 
pseudonym Heinrich Frei), Hans Uhlig (whose pseudonym was Peter Conrad), Julius Rei- 
chenheim, the British Minister of Education R. A. Butler and the former Belgian Minister of 
Labour Arthur V/auters dealt with such questions as a future German federal state, econo
mic integration in Europe, the transfer of sovereignty to international institutions and the 
reform of education. The series concluded with a ten point summary of the contributions 
drawn up by the editors, points IV  to VII o f which are reproduced below.2

55.

IV. Sovereignty
States will transfer to the federation to which they belong certain prerogatives 

arising from their own sovereignty; the federation will transfer certain rights to 
the common European institutions. The main principles of democracy must be 
guaranteed by every European state or by the federation.

V. Common European institutions
These will establish a unified European transport system (railways, roads, 

waterways and air traffic), European economic planning, credit management, 
currency guarantees and other business of common concern. Their tasks will 
include the allocation of raw materials in Europe within the framework of a 
global plan for raw materials and the export of European industrial products. The 
staff and employees of these European institutions will be drawn from every 
European country. They must be morally and intellectually fitted for their tasks 
irrespective of race, country or religion.

VI. Heavy industry
Industrial plant which is capable of producing goods needed by the world 

should not be scrapped just because it has fallen into the hands of criminals. 
Heavy industry must be planned and managed on a European basis. Stabilisation 
of the steel market by, for example, estimating the demand for steel several years 
in advance must free the steel industry from its dependence on armaments. The 
same will apply to other key industries.

VII. Rights o f the individual
Certain basic rights must be guaranteed to everyone in order to safeguard 

individual freedom. These basic rights include: the right to work with adequate 
remuneration and holidays, social security, the right to combine, the right to 
practise one’s religion freely, freedom of expression and freedom of movement. 
An independent judicature must be re-established in every country. (. . .)

2 I am indebted to Dr. Lieselotte Maas for the reference to the ‘ 10 Points’ .
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216. Stefan Szende: European Revolution December 1942

Stefan Szende, Europeisk Revolution, Stockholm (Albert Bonniers) 1943; Stefan Szende, 
Europäische Revolution, Zürich-New  York (Europa Verlag), 1945. The following excerpt 
is taken from the section headed ‘There are no just frontiers from the national point of 
view’, pp. 374-5 of the German language edition.

Stefan Szende,1 whose hook first appeared in Swedish in Stockholm, was a member of the 
SAP circle in Stockholm and of the ‘International Group of German Socialists'. In this hook, 
which advocates a federal state structure for Europe,2 he presents a comprehensive sociolo
gical analysis of the change in social values which has begun in recent times and which, as 
distinct from the Marxist conception of revolution based on the theory of class, is described as 
a revolution of society. The author's historical analysis suggests three political conclusions: 
overcoming the sovereign nation state, realizing full employment and creating a crisis-free 
economy, and keeping a check on technological bureaucracy.3 The second part of the book is 
entirely devoted to the problem of the nation. In the majority of cases it is impossible (the 
author argues) to equate the nation as the totality of citizens with the nation as a cultural 
community; hence the nation needs to be liberated from the state. Developments since the 
First World War have shown that the peoples' right to self-determination does not bring a 
solution because the cultural and linguistic groups within the population are too closely 
intermingled, so that all frontiers based on considerations of the nation state are in principle 
unacceptable. Nor can protection of minorities be really successful so long as national so
vereignty remains. Szende sees the only solution in federal unions, in which a clear 
distinction is drawn between the legal rights of the state and those o f the cultural commu
nity.

( . . . )  On the basis of the points of view already considered, which are far from 
exhausting the subject or dealing with every aspect of it, we arrive at the follow
ing conclusions:

1. The right of self-determination of nations as a principle of the nation state, 
promising national state sovereignty to majority nations within given borders, is 
unworkable in Europe and in our view even in countries outside Europe and has 
thus proved to be a fatal mistake in the politics of the last few decades.

2. Free exercise of the unique qualities which arise from respect for language 
and homeland, understood and shared by mankind as a whole, that is to say the 
freedom of national rights, can be achieved only if  the various states are de-

1 Stefan Szende was born in 1901 in Szombathely, Hungary. He received the degree of 
doctor of politics in Budapest in 1925 and became a doctor of philosophy in Vienna in 
1928. He joined the SAP by way of the K PD  (from which he was expelled) and the KPD 
opposition group (K PD -O ), working clandestinely after Hitler’s seizure of power until 
his arrest in Novem ber 1933. After spending two years in prison he emigrated, first to 
Czechoslovakia and then to Sweden, where he worked as a journalist and adult educa
tion teacher and belonged to the Stockholm branch of the SAP. He was co-editor of the 
pamphlet published by a group of SAP members On the postwar Policy of German 
Socialists. He remained in Sweden after 1945.

2 Szende, Zwischen Gewalt und Toleranz, p. 257 ff.
3 Szende, Europäische Revolution, p. 191 f.
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nationalised and the nation is separated from the state and given its freedom.
(1) For these reasons there are in Europe no just national frontiers and (2) 

There should no longer be any states which tolerate discrimination between 
different nationalities and allocate to one section of the community the status of 
state nation, the ruling one, and to another section minority nationality, in other 
words second class status.

Any revision of the state frontiers in Europe will probably be based on a claim 
backed by power or on arbitration conducted by the victorious great powers. It is 
imperative in view of prevailing political and psychological assumptions to re
store those states which have been destroyed or damaged by the Nazi war. But it 
seems to us imperative that the peace treaties and the new international organi
zation tp be set up shall make it absolutely clear that the future system of states in 
Europe shall not be based on the principle of the nation state and its sovereignty, 
that the new system of states shall not be recognised and legalized on grounds of 
nationality. It must be said openly and unequivocally that the new system will 
not completely embody the principle of the nation state, because that is impos
sible, but will be established on the basis of a careful assessment of the political, 
economic and social points of view and with an eye to the common interest of all 
European peoples.

It is time to put an end to the experiments and attempts to find just frontiers 
based on nationality. We have to look for reasonable, viable political and econ
omic frontiers, bearing in mind that the frontiers themselves will be less important 
as a result of international legislation which will apply equally to all states. In
stead of the principle of the nation state and its unrestricted sovereignty we must 
strive for the creation of large-scale federations and communities of states which 
will consist, not of nation states, but quite simply of social, political and econ
omic corporations. Laws designed to protect minorities must be replaced by the 
principle that in every state choice of a nationality is the inalienable right of every 
citizen.

Differences between nations will certainly not be abolished overnight, but by 
the use of appropriate measures it will be possible to create and inspire a patri
otism that will deliberately break with the principle of the nation state as an 
isolated phenomenon and with national antagonisms. This patriotism will see the 
free exercise of national rights, no longer as something within the framework of 
the nation state but as an individual freedom allowing every citizen to opt for the 
nation of his choice or even for none. National educational ideals must be su
perseded by educational ideals orientated towards Europe or mankind as a 
whole, the model character of which will encourage and inspire loyalty towards 
the multi-national federal state, the federation of Europe and the world commu
nity.
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217. Erich Koch-Weser: ‘A Constitution for a European Union’
Autumn 1942-Spring 1943

Hand-written manuscript (no title or date, pages numbered as if a separate document) in 
German Federal Archive, Koblenz, Erich Koch-W eser Papers, file 64.

Erich Koch-Weser1 who for many years was chairman of the German Democratic Party 
(DDP), after 1933 lived in isolation from other German political exile groups in Northern 
Brazil. He was encouraged to take an interest in questions of post-war reconstruction in 
Europe by an essay on ‘European Federation -  the Democratic Alternative32 written by his 
friend Arnold Brecht, o f which he received an offprint.3 In May 1942 he answered Brecht 
with a long letter in which he expressed agreement with the key points but also made 
reservations and criticised certain aspects. Brecht's design seemed to him in general too 
cautious in approach, his federal model too restricted and the peacekeeping powers assigned 
to the federal institutions insufficiently far-reaching.4 Between then and his death in Octo
ber 1944 Koch-Weser produced altogether three manuscripts containing plans for a federal 
re-ordering of Europe. The first two were a lengthy, untitled essay on the theme of ‘Euro
pean Union3 and a draft constitution for union. The third manuscript devoted to the future 
of Europe appeared towards the end of the war in apolitical and literary periodical published 
by German émigrés in Chile entitled Deutsche Blätter, which had repeatedly made itself the 
spokesman for a European federation and carried the sub-title cFor a European Germany -  
not a German Europe3.3 The constitution proposed for the European union shows the influ
ence of Brecht, but also reveals the author's intention to depart from the original document 
and go his own way, as his letter to Brecht had already indicated. In Koch-Weser's draft the 
League of Nations and a European Union co-exist, the Union is a solid structure with its own 
'council3, ‘general assembly3 and ‘permanent court of justice3, and membership of the Union 
is made dependent on a number of minimal demands. But Koch-Weser lays greatest stress on

1 Erich Koch-W eser was born in 1875 in Bremerhaven and died in 1944 in Brazil. A 
doctor of law, Koch-W eser began his political career in the National Liberal Party and 
served as mayor of Kassel from 1913 to 1919. After the Novem ber Revolution, he 
participated in the founding of the German Democratic Party (D D P) which he repre
sented first in the Weimar National Assem bly and then later in the Reichstag. From 
1924 to 1930 Koch-W eser was chairman of this party and from 1919 to 1921 he served as 
Minister of the Interior and from 1928 to 1930 as Minister of Justice. He likewise held a 
leading position in the German Committee of the Pan-European Movement. In addi
tion to his political and administrative functions, Koch-Weser was the author of 
numerous books on foreign policy, administrative reform and in defense of the Weimar 
Republic. When his law practice was closed in April 1933 because of ’’non-Aryan 
extraction on the mother’s side“ , he emigrated to Brazil where he ran a coffee plantation 
in Rolandia, a settlement founded by German émigrés.

2 Cf. document 214 above.
3 The copy is in the Federal Archive, Koblenz, Nachlass Koch-Weser, file 65.
4 Letter from Koch-W eser, ‘Paneuropa’, Deutsche Blätter, vol. 3, no. 25, Santiago de 

Chile, M ay-June 1945, pp. 26-34. For the Deutsche Blatter cf. Hans-Albert Walter, 
Deutsche Exil-Literatur, vol. 4, pp. 306-73. The draft constitution has been added to 
this collection of documents as it has not hitherto appeared in print, replacing the essay 
‘Paneuropa’ which is now available in a reprint of Deutsche Blätter.

5 These appendices are not to be found with the manuscript.
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all aspects of preventing war such as outlawing war, controlling armaments, providing the 
Union with the means to enforce its will - fo r  this purpose the Union was to have its own 
army -  the settlement of disputes and arbitral jurisdiction.

In order to save the peoples of Europe from destruction in further carnage, to 
unite them in peace and co-operation and to lead them to harmony and prosper
ity, the high contracting parties adopt this constitution, which establishes a 
European Union.

Article 1.
Members of the European Union are the states listed as members in Appendix 

1 to this constitution. Appendix 2 contains a list of states entitled to join the 
Union provided that they sign without reservations a declaration accepting this 
constitution.1

Article 2.

N o member of the Union can resign from the Union. A declaration to that 
effect is invalid.

Article 3.
Members of the European Union will also belong to the League of N a

tions.

Article 4.
The Union will act through a general assembly and a council. Decisions of 

both bodies will be by a simple majority so far as this constitution does not 
provide otherwise.

Article 5.
The general assembly shall consist of representatives of member states. They 

will be nominated by the governments of the member states for the duration of 
the session. Every member will have one vote for every 2 million inhabitants. An 
excess amounting to over one million will count as two millions. Members re
presenting less than one million inhabitants shall have no vote, but in other 
respects will be entitled to all the rights of membership. They may combine their 
numbers in order to qualify for one vote. N o member may have more than 
twenty votes.

Article 6.
The council shall consist of a president and 16 council members. The president 

shall be separately elected. The general assembly of the Union shall settle details 
of the procedure to be followed in this election and in the election of the sixteen 
other council members.
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The election of the 17 council members shall be by the general assembly of the 
Union. The three largest member states shall elect 2 council members each, the 
three next largest member states shall have one elected council member each. 5 
members shall be elected by the remaining member states in a free choice. 3 
members shall be elected from the number of good Europeans in a free 
choice.

The European council is the administrative authority in charge of all matters 
within the competence of the European Union. It will act in any case where the 
rights of the European Union are violated or where the peace of Europe is 
endangered. It shall put into effect decisions of the general assembly of the 
Union.

The European council will meet in Vienna and shall be in permanent ses
sion.

Article 7.
Members of the council shall be in charge of the departments of the Union. 

They shall have adequate staff at their disposal.

Article 8.
To settle disputes which may arise on the basis of this constitution between the 

Union and a member or between members, a permanent court of justice shall be 
established. The court may be established in conjunction with the International 
Court of Justice at the Hague.

Article 9.
A federal army shall be set up with a seat on the council. It will be under the 

orders of the President of the council, who shall act in accordance with the 
council’s decisions.

Article 10.
The expenses of the Union shall be decided by the council and the assembly on 

a majority vote. Members will reimburse the Union in proportion to the size of 
their population. Should the payment be in default by the prescribed date, action 
may be taken to recover it.

Article 11.
Members of the Union are not permitted to go to war with one another.

Article 12.
Members of the Union are not permitted to declare war at any time, and any 

such declaration shall be without effect in international law.
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Article 13.
Members of the Union may not behave in an arbitrary fashion. Violence 

against another member, especially the violation or infringement of its frontier, 
will be treated as arbitrary action.

Article 14.
In cases falling under Articles 11 to 13 the council will immediately act, if 

necessary with armed force, to restore the previous status quo.

Article 15.
The council will also be able to intervene in accordance with Article 10 against 

other measures which threaten to lead to war and to the arbitrary use of force, 
such as troop concentrations, or building of fortresses, if on inquiry satisfactory 
reassurances are not given immediately or a settlement reached. There will be no 
preceding investigation of any legal claims that may underlie such arbitrary ac
tion.

Article 16.
The council will fix the maximum numbers of men and material permitted to 

the army and air force of the member states. The numbers will be limited to what 
is required for defence of the country. In general, weapons above a certain size 
will not be allowed. ( . . . )

Article 27.
The following minimum demands must be complied with by all member states 

within three years of their admission:
1. Power must emanate from the people. N o individual and no minority may 

arrogate power to himself or itself. There must be a parliament to guarantee the 
rights of the people.

2. The inviolability of the individual must be guaranteed, so far and so long as 
legislation restricting this is not essential to avert a threat to the state.

3. All races, religions and ethnic minorities enjoy equal rights and protec
tion.

Article 28.
The European council will be responsible for meeting the demands specified in 

Article 27. If its complaints are not satisfied within the period it prescribes, it can 
act on its own initiative and if necessary enforce its will provided that it receives 
the backing of the general assembly with a two thirds majority.

Article 29.
The European Union will be able to assume control over 
1. Currency and coinage.
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2. Customs and trade agreements.
3. Emigration within Europe and to and from other parts of the world.
4. Intellectual property.
5. Laws governing commerce and exchange.
6. The protection of labour.
7. The protection of children.

Article 30.
The European Union will be able to assume control over the matters listed in 

Article 29 in full or in part. It may also legislate piecemeal.
In any case the European council will need to have its decision backed by a two 

thirds majority in the general assembly. Once it has acquired authority to act in a 
given field, only a simple majority will be needed for further decisions.

Article 31.
The European Union will be able to extend its authority in political and eco

nomic and social fields provided it receives the approval of nine tenths of the 
delegates in the general assembly and of the member states therein repre
sented.

218. Thomas Mann: Broadcast 29 January 1943

Broadcast on The Voice of America on 29 January 1943, repeated in English and entitled 
‘Europe. A Federation of Free States’ in Federal Union News. The Organ of ‘Federal 
Union’, N o . 97 (London), March 1943, p. 3; French version in L ’Europe de demain, N eu
châtel (Editions de la Baconnière), 1945, p. 206; re-translation into German in Lipgens, 
Europa-Föderationspläne y p. 470 f. (document 161).

On the tenth anniversary of the coming to power of National Socialism with Hitler’s 
appointment as Reich Chancellor on 29 January 1933 the novelist, then an émigré in the 
United States f  warned Europe to unite? Against N azi propaganda and its perverted idea of

1 Thomas Mann, born in 1875 in Lübeck, was in Switzerland when the N azis came to 
power and did not return to Germany. In a letter to the Vice-Chancellor of Bonn 
University, which had deprived him of his honorary doctorate, he publicly disavowed 
National Socialism for the first time in 1935. After short stays in Switzerland and the 
South of France, he emigrated to the United States in 1937 and settled in California in 
1941. In the novel he wrote there, Dr. Faustus, he traced the calamitous course of 
German intellectual history. Horrified by the crimes committed by the N azis, towards 
the end of the war he refused to let his name be used in support of any political 
manifestos. Apart from lecture tours in both German states he did not return to G er
many after 1945. From  1952 until his death in 1955 he lived in Kilchberg near 
Zurich.

2 The text is not included in the editions of Thomas Mann’s works, nor is it in the 
collection: Thomas Mann, Deutsche Hörer! Eine Auswahl aus den Rundfunkbot-
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Europe he put forward as the vision of a better future a federation of free states'. He thus 
reverted to a theme raised in a pamphlet he published in March 1940,3 in which he contrasts 
‘the two principles of change for which the war is being fought. They are European confe
deration and sovereign imperialism'.4 Possibly without knowing it he also revived ideas 
which his brother Heinrich Mann had already in 1936 proposed to the executive committee 
of the Popular Front in Paris *

European listeners! I speak to you as one of you; as a German who has always 
considered himself a European, who knew your countries and cultures, and who 
was deeply convinced that the political and economic conditions of Europe were 
outdated; this division into arbitrary border States and sovereignties that has 
brought about the misfortune of the Continent. To me, and to those like me, the 
idea of European unity was dear and precious; it was something natural to our 
thought and will. It was the opposite of provincial narrowness, petty egotism, 
nationalist brutality and boorishness; it meant freedom, spaciousness, spirit and 
kindness. Now the great ideal of Europe has been perverted and defiled in a 
horrible way; it has fallen into the hand of Nazidom, which conquered Germany 
ten years ago, and which finally succeeded -  thanks to your disunity -  in sub
jugating the whole Continent. This subjugation of the Continent is described by 
Nazism as Europe’s unification, as the New Order, in accordance with the laws 
of history. O f all of Hitler’s lies, the most outrageous is the European lie, the 
theft of the idea of Europe; the impudent interpretation of his looting expeditions 
and crimes as work of unification carried out in the European spirit. To regard 
the enslavement, humiliation and emasculation of the European nations as the 
way of unifying Europe is a grotesque falsification of the European idea. The

schaften an das deutsche Volk, published by the Free German Kulturbund in Great 
Britain, London (1944). Cf. Lipgens, Europa-Foderationsplane, p. 470, note 1.

3 Copied from the manuscript in Thomas Mann, Gesammelte Werke, 12 (Addresses and 
Essays 4), Frankfurt, 1960, pp. 863-99; excerpt in Lipgens, Europa-Foderationsplane, 
p. 351 ff.

4 T. Mann, Gesammelte Werke, 12, p. 887.
5 ‘Proposal for Supplementing Gumbel’s minimum programme for a German Popular 

Front’ , duplicated sheet with a note of Heinrich Mann’s authorship in Friedrich-Ebert 
Foundation, Bonn-Bad Godesberg, ASD/Sopade, file 194; printed in Ursula Langkau- 
Alex, Volksfront fiir Deutschland, pp. 180-2. This was one of the documents prepared 
for a conference of the Popular Front committee in Paris in February 1936 and is a reply 
to a draft by Professor Emil Gumbel (in the same file and in Langkau-Alex., 
pp. 175-80). In the margin there is a note: Rejected. In the second part ‘The Interna
tional Integration of the popular state’ the wording runs: ‘Germany returns to the 
League of Nations. It joins a European confederation, taking part in its founding. The 
way to this goal lies through: Collective peace. Only multilateral treaties. Constant 
efforts in favour of universal disarmament. Like all large-scale business, the arms in
dustry will be nationalised. International questions and military matters will be dealt 
with openly. Anyone concealing information of this kind, whether minister, diplomat 
or general, will incur severe penalties. Once the goal of supra-national government has 
been reached in Europe, the German people’s state will deliberately renounce its sov
ereignty in favour of an all-European state ( . . . ) ’
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Germans of my kind meant it differently: we wanted Germany to become Eu
ropean. Hitler wants to make Europe German, and not only Europe, wading in 
blood, surrounded by misery and maledictions, harnessed to a hatred the like of 
which no nation on earth ever had to endure; Nazism is at work against the 
desperate resistance of the peoples to make Europe into a hollow, intellectually 
degraded appendage of monopolistic Germany, into an appendage sparsely pop
ulated by exploited slave races, the German protectorate in the most dishonour
able sense of the word.

You must know, European listeners, that the whole world which still believes 
in freedom and human dignity, suffers with you, and that it will not tolerate this 
gruesome European New Order nor permit it to continue. Maintain your faith 
and patience. The true Europe will be created, by you yourselves, with the help 
of the powers of freedom. It will be a federation of free States, with equal rights, 
able to cultivate their spiritual independence, their traditional cultures, subject at 
the same time to a common law of reason and morality: a European federation in 
the larger frame of economic co-operation of the civilised nations of the 
world.

219. ‘Political Manifesto of the German Anti-Fascists in South 
America’ 31 January 1943

‘Politisches Manifest der deutschen Antifaschisten Südamerikas’ in La Otra Alemania. 
Das Andere Deutschland. For the 1st Congress of German Anti-fascists in South America, 
Montevideo, pp. 6-7 (special number of Das Andere Deutschland).

Argentina was one o f the countries that took the largest number of emigrants from  
Germany, especially German Jew s.1 August Siemsen, a member of the left wing of the SPD  
and one of the founders of the Socialist Workers’ Party (SAP) in 1931, was in charge o f the 
periodical La Otra Alemania. Das Andere Deutschland which appeared fortnightly or 
monthly and circulated throughout South America.2 In its articles on foreign policy, espe
cially in the leaders written by Siemsen,3 emphasis was placed on a federation o f the

1 For the conditions of exile in South America cf. Spitta, Paul Zech im südamerikanischen 
Exil, p. 13 ff.

2 Maas, Handbuch der deutschen Exilpresse, vol. 1, p. 63 f f . ; for August Siemsen cf. 
Drechsler, Die Sozialistische Arbeiterpartei Deutschlands (SAPD), p. 370 and passim.

3 Expecially ‘Vaterland Europa’ , Das Andere Deutschland, 1 Jan. 1940; ‘Deutschland 
und Frankreich’, ibid., 1 Aug. 1943; ‘Kam pf um Europa’ , ibid., Montevideo, vol. 1, no. 
3/4, March 1944. All the contributions reprinted in August Siemsen, Die Tragödie 
Deutschlands und die Zukunft der Welt, Aufsätze und Reden, Buenos Aires (Editorial 
Cosm opolitica), 1945, p. 116 ff., p. 128 ff., p. 137 ff. Other important contributions in 
Das Andere Deutschland worthy of notice are: ‘Europäischer Sozialismus’ , 15 
Aug. 1940; Hans Jahn, ‘Föderiertes Europa, die einzige Lösung’, 15 N ov. 1943; Mar- 
ceau Pivert, ‘Frankreich und Deutschland’, Montevideo, vol. 1, no. 3/4, March 
1940.
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European continent which was to he set up after the war and based on Franco-German 
understanding. In some South American countries there were strong Nazi groups led by 
German nationals. To give the German anti-fascist opposition in South America some stand
ing and to provide it with an audience, the associates of the ‘Other Germany 3 convened a 
ccongress of German anti-fascists in South America3 in Montevideo. The manifesto it drew 
up was in line with the general policy of the ‘Other Germany3: a Germany freed from  
Nazism, in which a number of socialist reforms would have been started (expropriation of 
large estates, nationalisation of key industries) should be given a place in a united states of 
Europe.

We see the German problem not so much as German patriots, but from a 
European and international point of view. Without a thorough-going change in 
Germany there can be no united and peaceful Europe. Only in the framework of 
a united states of Europe will the new Germany be able to solve the historical 
problems rooted in its geographical position and form a useful link in the com
munity of European states. The liberation of the whole German people by 
placing them under tutelage or compulsory education, which would in truth 
mean oppression, would create a festering wound in the heart of Europe and the 
danger of disaster.

The forces which intend to destroy for ever the old imperialist state of Prussia- 
Germany and to replace it with a German socialist republic need the confidence 
of other nations. The prerequisite of this is Germany’s immediate disarmament 
and voluntary arms control; this in turn would have to mark the start of general 
disarmament and international arms control. But only a new kind of Germany, 
one which has won the trust of the other nations, will be in a position by its moral 
and physical efforts to make amends as far as this can be done for the terrible 
crimes committed by the Hitler dictatorship and by Prussian militarism.

220. Karl Frank (Paul Hagen): ‘Germany after Hitler’ May 1943

Paul Hagen, Deutschland nach Hitler. Um die Vollendung der demokratischen Revolu
tion, s. 1., May 1943 (duplicated copy in the German Library, Frankfurt, section on Exile 
literature); Paul Hagen, Germany after Hitler. A hard-headed but workable way to a 
Democratic Germany, London, 1943 (cited in Roder, Die deutschen sozialistischen Exil- 
gruppen, p. 223); Germany after Hitler, New York (Farrar and Rinehart), 1944. The 
following excerpt is taken from the last-named work.

Karl Frank, who wrote under the pseudonym Paul Hagen,1 was the spokesman in the 
United States of the group known as cNeu Beginnen3 which, unlike its counterpart in Eng
land, persisted in its opposition to the official SPD in exile, represented by the ‘German

1 Karl Frank, born in 1893 in Vienna, was a psychologist who after gaining his degree 
joined the Austrian Communist Party (KPO) which in the same year made him a 
member of its central committee. After residing in turn in Vienna and Berlin, during 
which time he occupied leading positions in the KPO  and the KPD  -  for a period he



IV./2. Ideas of German Exiles 593

Labor Delegation' and the Neue Volkszeitung.2 In his book, written in German and then 
published in a slightly revised English version as Germany after Hitler, one of the relatively 
few writings on the post-war settlement in Germany to appear in the United States, Frank 
examined the political and economic conditions o f a revolution ‘dependent on the Allies' and 
put forward a programme for the establishment of a  ‘revolutionary democracy '. In chapter 
4, ‘The International Problems of Germany after Hitler', he sees European federation as the 
best possible solution for safeguarding peace and guaranteeing democracy in Germany, but 
admits that the federation has little chance o f being realised except in the long-term future 
owing to the expected opposition of the great powers and the weakness o f the international 
labour movement brought about by the war.

. . . Assuming that Europe after the war should go socialist, even in the peace
ful socialist competition Germany will find herself far down on the ladder. Her 
only chance to rise again in international affairs will be in the practice of a 
constructive and consistent peace policy. The only means Germany will have of 
combatting international influences that are not in the democratic interests of 
Germany and of other nations will be the patient presentation of its case before 
the only existing democratic forum, the conscience of advanced people in the 
world. That will be the case even after the restoration of its sovereignty.

Germany will, of course, ask for sovereignty on a basis of equality with other 
nations. It is understood that the national sovereignty of all nations will be 
limited in the future to accord with a collective security of all of them, large and 
small. Whenever reference is made in this book to sovereignty in the post-war 
situation, limited sovereignty in a system of interdependence is meant. The most 
perfect solution would be a federation, a united states of Europe, in a world 
league of all the nations of the world. This is the solution that would permit most 
fully the completion of the democratic revolution in Germany, and it is also the 
solution that would bring maximum security against some camouflaged impe
rialist reorganization on the pattern of the Hitler insurrection. A European 
federation and world league would make the quarantine solutions toward which 
most post-war planning today tends, superfluous: quarantine solutions that 
envisage permanent unilateral disarmament of the vanquished Axis countries are 
based on the same fundamental fallacy that has been inherent in all the solutions 
of power policy of all time, including the peace of 1918. When privileged and 
underprivileged nations are created, the poison of revisionism spreads in the 
latter and the poison of foreign policing in the former. Throughout the centuries

edited the Rote Fahne and the intellectual periodical Die Internationale -  he was ex
pelled from the K PD  in 1929 and joined the Communist opposition group (K PD -O ). 
Thence he moved first to the SAP and then to the Leninist organisation (LO ) founded 
by Walter Lowenheim from which the clandestine group known as £N eu Beginnen’ 
emerged. Frank organized its leadership in exile in Czechoslovakia. In 1939 he reached 
the United States via France and London, and played a leading part in founding the 
‘Council for a Democratic Germany’ (cf. document 227, below). After the war he 
worked as a psychoanalyst in N ew  York. He died in the U SA  in 1969.

2 Radkau, Die deutsche Emigration in den USA, p. 176 ff.
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of human history, time after time, the lack of stability of the power coalition has 
been demonstrated. There is no reason to hope for better results this time.

But it would be illusory to expect the immediate creation of such a federation, 
although it would be the most reasonable and the most logical solution and 
liberals must work towards it. There are strong forces working against a Euro
pean federation and a world federation. A major difficulty is encountered in the 
unequal levels of political and economic development in the various European 
nations. The united states of Europe would not necessarily have to be united 
socialist states, but only if there are strong socialist influences in all states is a 
united Europe probable. The war has increased some of the objective chances for 
socialism on the European continent and in England, but it has also brought a 
setback to the champion of any socialist development, namely the European 
labor movement. This setback seems temporarily so severe that even the social 
changes previously mentioned will not be sufficient necessarily to produce a 
socialist system in Europe soon after the war.

There is another difficulty in the way of the interests of the coming victors. 
Both the Soviet Union and England have centrifugal tendencies. Neither the 
British Empire nor the Soviet Union are exclusively or even primarily European 
powers and they are only indirectly interested in a European federation. (Recent 
statements in Moscow have rejected all proposals for regional European federa
tions, and also the concept of a “ United States of Europe.” ) Indeed there have 
been tentative plans for a continental federation which would exclude the two 
countries chiefly instrumental in bringing about the victory against Hitler -  
Great Britain and the U .S.S.R . In speaking of a European federation or a united 
states of Europe, we mean, of course, a federation, which could not start, or 
develop, or exist, without British and Russian and American sponsorship. Such 
an agreement will not be forthcoming after the war; it is Utopian to expect it 
now. It is not Utopian to expect it as the result of a development of one or two 
generations of peaceful resettlement in Europe, and maybe even earlier.

221. Willi Eichler and Hans Vogel: ‘Proposals for the Programme 
Debate of the Union of German Socialist Organizations in 
Great Britain’ 6 August 1943

Typewritten copy in the Friedrich Ebert Foundation, Bonn-Bad Godesberg, A SD /SO - 
PADE, file 167, under the heading: Union Deutscher Sozialistischer Organisationen in 
Grossbritannien. Vorschläge für die Programmberatung. Submission N o. 21, Commission 
1 (programme of action). International policy (proposals of comrades Hans Vogel and 
Willy Eichler). At the end of the text there is a note: ‘handed in on 6 August 1943’ . 
Published for the first time in Röder, Die deutschen sozialistischen Exilgruppen, p. 271.

After the two smaller socialist groups, Neu Beginnen and the Socialist Workers’ Party 
(SAP), joined by the Revolutionary Socialists of Austria (RSÖ), had agreed in Paris in 1938 
to co-operate more closely, SOPADE, which moved to London in the spring o f1940, decided
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to drop its objections to a merger.1 On 19 March 1941 the ‘Union of German Socialist 
Organizations in Great Britain3 came into existence, embracing the association of German 
trade unionists in Great Britain as well as SOPADE, Neu Beginnen, SAP, and ISK  (Militant 
Socialist International). Part o f the Union's activity consisted in drawing up guide-lines for 
the transitional period between the fall o f the Hitler regime and the establishment o f a 
republic. Only in a few cases were plans discussed which really affected Germany as a 
whole}  Most o f them were concerned with proposals for a single aspect: the economy, the 
constitution, administration, education, the arts.3 The proposals put forward by Hans Vo
gel,4 the chairman of SOPADE, and Willi Eichler,5 the intellectual leader of ISK, fit into the 
framework created by the working out of these guide-lines. Invoking the Atlantic Charter, 
both authors advocated the incorporation of Germany in a European federation that was 
itself to be part o f a world federation.

The following propositions concerning the party’s foreign policy are not pol
ished definitions for the relevant section of the socialist party’s programme 
manifesto. They are simply a basis of discussion for the exchange of views by 
members of the programme commission.

1. The presupposition of any German foreign policy is obviously that Ger
many itself is a country in which the external conditions for peaceful and free

1 The reasons for this were partly that the Hitler-Stalin pact and the outbreak of war 
narrowed the ideological gap between SOPADE and the smaller groups, partly that 
SOPADE feared isolation from the Labour Party. Cf. Roder, Die deutschen sozialis- 
tischen Exilgruppen, p. 93 ff.

2 Roder, ibid., p. 216 f f .; Roder, Deutschlandplane der sozialdemokratischen Emigration 
in Grossbritannien, p. 72 ff. Cf. also Antony Glees, Exile Politics during the Second 
World War: the German Social Democrats in Britain, Oxford University Press, 
1982.

3 Documents on the programme debate in Friedrich Ebert Foundation, Bonn-Bad Go- 
desberg, ASD /SO PAD E, file 180, and in Union deutscher sozialistischer Organisa- 
tionen in Grossbritannien, zur Politik deutscher Sozialisten. Politische Kundgebungen 
und programmatische Richtlinien der Union deutscher sozialistischer Organisationen in 
Grossbritannien, London, 1945, pp. 3-25.

4 Hans Vogel was born in 1881 in Oberartelshofen, Franconia, and died in 1945 in 
London. A sculptor by profession, he began his political career in 1908 as secretary of 
the Franconia branch of the SPD. As a member of the Reichstag from 1920 to 1933 and a 
member of the SPD’s governing council from 1927 onwards, he supported the party’s 
reformist programme and parliamentary co-operation with the German Democratic 
Party and the Zentrum. In June 1933 he became vice-chairman of SOPADE, succeeding 
Otto Weis as chairman when Weis died in September 1939.

5 Willi Eichler was born in 1896 in Berlin and died in 1971 in Bonn. A journalist, he was a 
pupil and secretary of Leonard Nelson, whom he helped to organise ISK, becoming its 
chairman in 1927. Forced to emigrate in 1933, he was active in France and from 1939 
onwards in England, where he edited the periodical Europe Speaks on behalf of ISK. In 
March 1943 he joined the executive committee of the union of German socialist organ
isations in Great Britain. In London he had expecially close relations with exile groups 
from France and Italy. After the war he became editor-in-chief of the Rheinische Zei- 
tung in Cologne and publisher of the intellectual periodical Geist und Tat. He was a 
member of the first Bundestag and joined the SPD governing council in 1948.
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development, in accordance with the terms of the Atlantic Charter, are pre
sent.

2. The party recognises as a matter of course that German disarmament is a 
justified requirement.

3. Germany’s foreign policy is to be guided by the spirit of international un
derstanding and the utter rejection of war as an instrument of policy.

4. The spirit of freedom and responsibility needed for a policy of understand
ing with other peoples is to be created by a complete remodelling of the 
educational system.

5. In foreign policy terms Germany’s readiness for such understanding will be 
expressed in its desire and readiness for integration in a federation of free nations 
which renounce a part of their state sovereignty in favour of an all-European 
community of peoples.

6. This European federation, still to be created, and of which Germany will be 
a member, is in its turn to be part of a world federation embracing all nations, so 
that there will be no question of one better organised continent forcing the other 
federations of nations and thus the rest of the world to rearm and so giving rise to 
wars.

7. The party will do everything in its power to establish and strengthen such 
confidence among the non-German nations, and especially the non-German so
cialists, for without it Germany’s incorporation in the European and world 
communities of nations would be difficult to achieve. Such incorporation should 
take place as smoothly as possible, and in a dignified manner for all participants, 
and indeed in order to encourage the community of peoples based on mutual 
understanding to become a reality.

8. In the remodelling of German education, orientated as it will be towards 
freedom and self-determination, every kind of external pressure and coercion 
must be avoided. On the other hand, every precaution must of course be taken to 
ensure and guarantee to those nations which may fear a revival of German 
aggression that the new re-education of the German people is a reality and not a 
pretence.

9. But self-determination for the German people is essential not only in the 
sphere of education. It is equally important for German cultural life as a whole 
and for the creation of an inwardly free and socialist state. The right of self- 
determination, which we here claim, is of course bounded by the right of the 
larger community to limit the power exercised by member states in the sense of 
paragraph 5 above.

10. The party sees it as its duty to regard all the decisions and laws agreed upon 
by such a supra-national organisation as binding on Germany and to carry them 
out loyally.
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222. Hans Wehberg: ‘On the Present State of the Problem of a 
Future World Organisation. The Key Question of the 
Creation of an International Authority.’ September 1943

Hans Wehberg, ‘Zum gegenwärtigen Stand des Problems einer künftigen Weltorgani
sation. Die zentrale Frage der Schaffung einer internationalen Autorität’ in Die Friedens- 
Warte, a periodical for international understanding and inter-state organisation, vol. 43, 
no. 5, Zurich, 1943, pp. 205-20. Excerpts in Lipgens, Europa-Föderationspläne, 
pp. 370-75 (document 129).

Hans Wehberg, one of the best known specialists in international law during the Weimar 
period, became a professor at the Institut Universitaire des Hautes Etudes Internationales in 
Geneva in 1928.1 In 1924 he had begun to edit a periodical published in Switzerland entitled 
Die Friedens-Warte, and was still editor when after 1933 under pressure from the Swiss 
authorities restricting publications by émigrés from Germany Die Friedens-Warte gave up 
its militant pacifism and confined itself to scholarly subjects, especially in the field o f inter
national law. In the early years o f the Second World War Wehberg, encouraged by the 
discussion on war and peace aims, worked on the idea o f a united states o f Europe2; and from  
1943 onwards he developed his own views about the international post-war order. His most 
important essays were (On the present state of the problem of a future world organisation 3 
and ‘The Organisation of the Community of States after the war. The Problem of a true 
representation o f the Nations3,3 a lecture originally given at Zurich University in which he 
discussed the function and structure of a world parliament. A central theme o f the first essay, 
excerpts from which are reproduced here, is the question how the impotent League of 
Nations could be replaced by a ‘powerful international authority3. Although Wehberg does 
not reject continental unions out o f hand, he considers the principle of universality superior, 
for Europe cannot solve its problems on its own and world peace is indivisible.4

1 Cf. Peter Keiner, Bürgerlicher Pazifismus und neues Völkerrecht, Hans Wehberg 
1885-1962, dissertation in the Faculty of Law, Freiburg/Breisgau, 1976. Hans Wehberg 
was born in Düsseldorf in 1885 and after receiving his doctorate in law worked in the 
legal service of the Prussian government. In 1917 he joined the Kiel Institute for Inter
national Economics and Maritime Traffic. From 1919 he was head of the department of 
international law in the German League of Nation Association. In 1924 he succeeded 
Alfred Fried as editor of Die Friedens-Warte, the pacifist periodical (founded by Fried), 
to which many middle class democrats such as Ludwig Quidde, Walter Schücking, 
Helmuth von Gerlach, Veit Valentin and Kurt Hiller contributed. In 1928 he was 
invited to become professor of International Law at the Institut Universitaire des 
Hautes Etudes Internationales at Geneva. Although he was not really an émigré, it may 
be assumed that he would have lost his Chair had he remained in Germany and like 
many of his political friends been forced to emigrate. From 1934 onwards Die Friedens- 
Warte was published in Geneva, later in Zurich. German émigrés who worked for it 
included Ludwig Quidde, Alexander Rustow and Wilhelm Röpke. After the war Weh- 
berg retained his Chair at Geneva, where he died in 1962.

2 Especially Hans Wehberg, ‘Ideas and Projects concerning the united states of Europe in 
the last hundred years’ in Die Friedens-Warte, vol. 41, no. 2/3, Zurich, 1941, 
pp. 49-74.

3 Die Frie dens-W arte, vol. 44, no. 2/3, pp. 49-74.
4 ‘The first question that always arises with any project is whether the future organisation 

should include all the states on earth. It can be said that apart from the Axis powers
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The League of Nations and the future international order
The history of the League of Nations teaches us one important lesson that 

world peace cannot be secured by compromises and well-meaning new structures 
unless they are backed by real moral and political international power. Without 
genuine international authority it is highly probable that mankind will face yet 
another world war. As in the last resort international security is indivisible, every 
state at the end of this war will face the question: Is the preservation of national 
sovereignty more important than the creation of a league which is capable of 
preserving the peace of the world with a strong hand? Do we want, as in the past, 
to stand on our rights and complacently contemplate a new catastrophe, or is it 
not much more worthwhile after this terrible disaster to set about creating a 
powerful international organisation which, while allowing every nation to live its 
own life, will unquestionably possess the power needed to provide the minimum 
guarantee of world peace and international co-operation?

This is the great question on which everything depends. It completely over
shadows the particular problem whether the old League of Nations is to be 
revived or whether a completely new league is to be established. It is nevertheless 
significant that of the governments that really count, only the Axis powers have 
opposed the idea of reviving the League of Nations. Among well known authors 
such important names as Butler and Carr have rejected the experiment of recon
structing the existing League. When one realizes that it is above all the great 
powers which have failed in the League of Nations, that it is not the League’s 
constitution which is to blame but the governments supporting it, there will be 
some readiness to create a truly international authority not just to get rid of the 
League and the International Labour Office. In his broadcast on 21 March 1943 
Churchill too spoke in much the same sense. There is, however, no doubt that 
the constitution of the League in its old form must be regarded as out of date and 
in need of thorough reconstruction.

( . . . )

The Necessity o f an International Government
But how then is power to be embodied in the League of the future? Plans such 

as that of Carr provide for hegemony by certain great powers. It could be argued 
that this idea has been reduced ad absurdum by the experiment of the League of 
Nations. We would certainly not wish to deny that the great powers have a larger

there is majority support for the viewpoint that the future community should be based 
on the universalist principle. After so many non-European powers have become in
volved in the same war, the conviction has steadily grown that peace is indivisible and 
that a future organisation is sure of surviving only if it embraces all the states on earth, in 
other words is universalist in character. This does not prevent encouragement being 
given to continental unions, admittedly within the larger framework of a global order’ 
(p. 211). In ‘The Organisation of the community of states after the war’, p. 56 ff., three 
reasons are given in favour of a universal organisation: 1. the fact that Europe is riven by 
internal divisions; 2. the need for the nations of Europe to co-operate with the Soviet 
Union; 3. the economic dependence of the non-European states.
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contribution to make in bringing about a new League than the middle-sized and 
small states, and that they in particular must be more closely involved in specific 
organisational tasks than the others. But it seems more than short-sighted to 
consider the new League armed with sufficient authority just because decisive 
influence in it would lie with the great powers and indeed only with certain of 
them.

What is required for the effective functioning of a new League is not so much a 
preponderance of the great powers, but rather the creation of a constitutionally- 
based central authority, an international government which will not only consult 
and mediate but will rule in the proper sense of the word. What is required is to 
set up an international government, not in the shape of a league consisting of 
assemblies of diplomats such as a council and a general assembly in which voting 
delegates speak according to instructions received from their governments, but 
an international authority in which men and women who are imbued with a truly 
internationalist outlook will act in a responsible manner and be accountable not 
to a national government but to an international parliament, and who are con
stitutionally equipped with enough power to prevent breaches of the law or nip 
them in the bud. The mixed composition of the international authority would 
provide the necessary guarantee that control in the new League would not be 
exercised solely by the great powers. Once there is an international government, 
on the analogy of the Federal Council in Switzerland, and this international 
government has an international police force at its disposal, then the future of the 
world will look very different. In course of time the best men and women of all 
nations will be keen to co-operate in an international organisation. A new type of 
official, imbued with a truly internationalist outlook, will emerge. It will then be 
realized that we are at last on the way to overcoming war and bringing about a 
working community comprising all nations.

223. Walter Fliess: ‘The Economic Reconstruction of Europe’
September 1943

Walter Fliess, Die Wirtschaft im neuen Europa. Published for the Militant Socialist 
International (ISK), London, 1943; Walter Fliess, L'economia dell'Europa federata (Edi
zioni italiane del Partito Socialista Svizzero. Prima Serie ‘Liberare e federare’, 4), Lugano, 
1943; Walter Fliess, The Economie Reconstruction of Europe. Preface by P. Lamartine 
Yates, London (International Publishing Company), 1944. The following excerpts are 
taken from the English version.
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1Walter Fliess,1 like Willi Eichler, Minna Specht and Willy Heidorn, was one of the leading 
personalities in the London branch of the Militant Socialist International (ISK).2 With the 
help of other members of this organization they drew up a detailed programme for the 
economic reorganization of Europe after the war which was published as a pamphlet in three 
languages. Starting from the model of a cmixed economy'-a term used by Fliess himself- in 
which socialist planning and liberal free market elements are combined in the productive 
process within an anti-monopolist system of limited private ownership, he suggests the inte
gration of individual branches of the economy (industry, agriculture, finance) and industry 
(coal iron and steely chemicals) within a European federation and proposes a number of 
European institutions with far-reaching powers and planning functions. In a separate section 
he examines the effects of a centralised European tax system on the policy of full emplo
yment. The following excerpt gives a summary of the European institutions envisaged by 
Fliess.3

In order to give a better general picture, a summary of our proposals for the 
reconstruction of European economy is given below. It does not represent a 
complete and independent exposition of the plan, but only a sketchy description 
of it. We should like to emphasise that we are mainly concerned to see carried out 
the economic policies which have been suggested here. The organisational frame
work is of secondary importance; it can always be adapted to prevailing 
conditions. We have described a particular framework here so that our sugges
tions are compact like a “ Blueprint” , whilst giving a kind of vision of how they 
might work out.

The European Economic Commission is, so to speak, the Ministry of Eco
nomics of the European central authority or federal government. It is assisted by 
a Permanent Advisory Committee to which belong representatives of the differ
ent countries and delegates of the other economic organisations (Coal and Iron 
Authority, Central Bank, Public Utilities, etc.), together with representatives of 
the workers, employers and other interested bodies.

A European Coal and Iron Authority will own and manage all European coal 
and mineral resources, and also all plant for producing iron, crude steel and 
rolling mill products (plates, bars, rails, etc.). N ot only must it supervise the just 
distribution and proper use of productive capacity, but also and indeed primarily 
it must take in hand the impartial allocation of its products to the other industries 
and prevent, as far as possible, any misuse of them for purposes of rearma
ment.

The Public Utilities Centre would be formed mainly by bringing together

1 Walter Fliess, born in 1901 in Grossmiihlingen, Anhalt, was a mechanical engineer and 
a founder member of the ISK organisation. In the winter of 1933-34 he emigrated, first 
to Holland and then to Britain, where besides his work for ISK he was active in the 
association of German trade unionists. After the war he remained in England and 
between 1963 and 1970 was chairman of a London branch of the Labour Party.

2 Roder, Die deutschen sozialistischen Exilgruppen, p. 44 ff.; Link, Die Geschichte des 
Intemationalen Jugend-Bundes (IJB) und des Intemationalen Sozialistischen Kampf- 
bundes (ISK), p. 292.

3 Cf. the detailed exposition in Link, p. 292 ff.
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national or public organisations which already exist in this sphere (Transport 
Ministries, Electricity Supplies, Post Offices). A Civil Aviation Commission 
must control at least all fast aircraft.

The European Chemical Industry will consist in the main of enterprises of the 
former I. G. Farben, and is to function in a similar way to the Coal and Iron 
Authority.

A European Monopoly Control has the important task of controlling all those 
industries and branches of industry for which there is no European central office; 
its field of activity is predominantly in the “ free sector”  and it must be authorised 
to inspect every European industrial and commercial enterprise and examine 
balance sheets and statistics. It must ensure that attempts to form private mono
polies are checked in their early stages. In this connection a European Patent 
Office should undertake a revision of patent law.

The Armaments Control is a military organisation which could appropriately 
work in close collaboration with the Monopoly Control.

The European Agricultural Commission has the task to guide and control 
cultivation, market forecasting and an active price policy. It should undertake a 
just distribution of credits, assist in dividing up the big estates and in debt- 
redemption campaigns, etc. It should encourage the Co-operative system and 
work to improve the general and technical education provided for peasants and 
agricultural workers.

The European Central Bank will have to fix the exchange rates of European 
currencies either directly with each other or with a European auxiliary currency. 
It must determine the volume of money and credit in Europe, and see that the 
general methods of credit and business of all private financial institutions (includ
ing insurance companies, hirepurchase firms, building co-operatives, etc.), are 
uniform and open. The Bank will encourage Co-operative banks and public 
savings banks.

A Central Credit Institute will administer the credits and loans originating 
outside Europe, and those made available by the Central Bank or otherwise, in 
such a way that devastated areas are rebuilt, backward regions developed, and, in 
general, an investment policy pursued which will lead to full employment. In this 
task the Investment Control will help. It will in the first instance ascertain by 
market research which industries merit expansion from the point of view of 
ensuring a crisis-free development. It can give great assistance to the national or 
regional Investment Control Offices.

As long as there is no European auxiliary currency a Clearing System and 
Foreign Trade Office has the task of taking in hand the payments arising in 
connection with trade within Europe. Beyond this it will help, even if an auxil
iary currency has been introduced, to ensure that the productive power of 
Europe is properly used. For trade outside Europe, it will collect all the statistical 
data and issue general regulations for the control of this trade. Foreign trade 
monopolies will be attached to it in as far as they exist.
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224. Union of German Socialist Organizations in Great Britain: 
‘The International Policy of German Socialists’

23 October 1943

Union of German Socialist Organizations in Great Britain. The International Policy of 
German Socialists, typescript in English and German at the International Institute for Social 
History, Amsterdam, Paul Hertz Papers S 16/le and Friedrich Ebert Foundation, Bonn- 
Bad Godesberg A SD /SO PA D E, file 180; in German in Sozialistische Mitteilungen -  News 
for German Socialists in England, Mid-November 1943, no. 55/56, pp. 1-2; published 
several times in German as well as in English while the German socialists were in exile. Cf. 
esp. Zur Politik deutscher Sozialisten. Politische Kundgebungen und programmatische 
Richtlinien der Union deutscher sozialistischer Organisationen in Grosshritannien, London, 
1945, pp. 16-17. Reprinted in Geschichte der deutschen Arbeiterbewegung, published by 
the Institute for Marxism-Leninism of the Central Committee of the SED , vol. 5, Berlin 
(Dietz), 1966, pp. 586-8 (document 105); Lipgens, Europa-Föderationspläne, pp. 498-501 
(document 169).

At the time of the Moscow conference of the foreign ministers of the three great powers 
from 19-30 October 1943, at which the first measures for occupying Germany after the 
defeat of Hitler were decided on, the Union of German Socialist Organizations came for
ward with a resolution which contained a modified version of the proposals made by Vogel 
and Eichler for the discussion on the socialist programme. The key points of this most 
important document on international politics drawn up by the German exiles in Great 
Britain were: Renewal of the Socialist Workers' International; ca federation of all European 
nations'; application of the Atlantic Charter (meaning the integrity of the German frontiers 
of 1937) and a system of international security with strong executive power.

Union of German Socialist Organizations in Great Britain

The international policy o f German Socialists
The following statement of the international policy of German socialists has 

been issued by the “ Union of German Socialist Organizations in Great Bri
tain” .

1. As international socialists we aim at an international order that will elimi
nate the causes of armed conflict. The international labour movement and other 
democratic movements, above all of the peasants and the intelligentsia, are in our 
opinion the decisive forces for the achievement of this aim.

We desire the closest co-operation of the organized workers of all lands in a 
new international organization, with the task of working out a common policy 
for the socialist labour movement and putting it into practice.

2. We advocate a federation of all the peoples of Europe, because full national 
sovereignty is no longer compatible with the economic and political condition of 
Europe.

It is a vital interest of German democrats and socialists, and indeed of the 
democrats and socialists of all Europe, that the peace of Europe should be given a
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stable foundation through the co-operation of the British Commonwealth of 
Nations, the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics and the United States of Amer
ica. A free and united Europe can only develop in friendly co-operation with all 
of these powers, not be leaning to one or the other side only.

Federations which comprise only groups of nations we regard as a guarantee of 
peace only if they are integrated in and subordinated to an international organ
ization.

3. The first objective of the post-war international policy of German socialists 
must be to integrate a democratic Germany into this international order.

It is essential for the success of such a policy that the principles of the Atlantic 
Charter should be applied to a democratic Germany in their full extent.

We German Socialists recognize the need for real guarantees of security felt by 
the nations attacked and oppressed by the national-socialist and fascist aggres
sors. At the same time, we are convinced that all technical guarantees of peace can 
only have lasting effect if they form part of a truly international system of se
curity. This system must combine a strong executive capable of holding down 
aggressors with far reaching powers of arbitration for the peaceful solution of 
conflicts. Such a system will also guarantee the peace and security of a democratic 
Germany. The first contribution of a democratic Germany to such a system will 
be its immediate military disarmament.

We are convinced that it is not enough to destroy the German military ma
chine. We are determined to break the strongholds of the social power of the 
economic and political forces behind German militarism by the expropriation of 
Germany’s war industries and the big landed estates and by the democratic re
building of the administration from the lowest units upward.

We recognize it as a duty of honour for the coming free Germany to help with 
all her strength in the reparation of the injustices inflicted on other peoples by 
Hitlerite Germany and in the rebuilding of Europe.

It will be one of our main tasks to create the moral and mental conditions for 
the pursuit of a consistant policy of peace and understanding by the new German 
democracy by a thorough-going reform of German education.

Lasting success in winning the German people for such a policy will largely 
depend on whether they are given a chance to follow their own initiative in 
shaping their internal political, social and cultural life.

Above all it would have fatal consequences from Germany’s internal develop
ment if conditions were imposed which would cause lasting mass unemployment 
and prevent an effective policy of social security.

4. Even after the Hitler dictatorship has been overthrown, we shall have to 
fight against strong reactionary forces at home for this international policy. We 
hope that the confidence and the active support of the international labour move
ment and of the forces of peace and progress in all nations will be with us in this 
struggle.
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225. Friedrich Stampfer: ‘The Other Germany Speaks’
27 November 1943

Friedrich Stampfer, ‘Für die europäische Föderation: Das andere Deutschland spricht. 
Die grossen Drei und die Londoner Deklaration der deutschen Sozialisten’ in Neue Volks
zeitung, vol. 12, no. 48, New York, 27 November 1943, p. 1 (excerpt).

Friedrich Stampfer, who had for many years been editor-in-chief of Vorwärts, was a 
member of SOPADE before settling in the United States.1 He immediately took up the 
guide-lines entitled ‘The international policy of German socialists’ adopted by the Union of 
German Socialist Organizations in Great Britain and for the first time propagated the idea 
of a European federation as an immediate post-war aim in the New York Neue Volkszei
tung, the only social democratic newspaper with a wide circulation after the closure of the 
Neue Vorwärts in May 1940. He laid particular emphasis on moral arguments in urging the 
importance of the 'guide-lines* for a future global settlement and recommended the great 
powers to take them as a model.

ij.

( . . . )  But the London Declaration deserves consideration even more because 
of its authors than because of its contents. If it were possible to silence the voice 
of blind passion and to allow reason alone to speak, its contents would be bound 
to receive universal approval. For here indeed the only way is shown which leads 
out of the global chaos of this war into conditions of an orderly and secure 
peace.

A democratic Germany, integrated in a European federation, and this in turn 
integrated in an international order that would not allow any more armed con
flicts between the nations -  that is a real plan for world peace. As far as the logic 
of reconstruction is concerned, no other plan can match it.

The immediate objection to the plan for a European federation will be that it 
would mean the predominance of Germany. And, it will be said, those other 
nations which have suffered so terribly from German occupation can hardly be 
expected to sit down with Germans at the same table.

The answer to this must be that after all the appalling losses in blood and

1 Friedrich Stampfer, born in 1874 in Brünn (Brno) joined the Social Democrats while 
still at school. After studying political economy and law at Vienna he became a jour
nalist, joining the Leipziger Volkszeitung as editor in 1900. As editor-in-chief of 
Vorwärts from 1916 to 1933 he held one of the most influential positions in the SPD. 
During the First World War he supported the policy of the majority of his party: 
approval of war credits, peace without annexations. In the years of the Weimar Repub
lic he stood for a pragmatic policy of reform in opposition to Marxist attitudes. He 
became a member of the Reichstag in 1920, and a member of the party’s governing 
council in 1925. After 1933 he belonged to SOPADE and edited its newspaper Neue 
Vorwärts, first in Prague and later in Paris. When France was occupied he escaped to the 
United States, where he played a prominent part in the ‘German Labor Delegation’ and 
wrote leading articles for the Neue Volkszeitung. In 1948 he returned to Germany. 
Until his death in 1957 he lived in Kronberg, Taunus, and held a lecturing post at the 
Frankfurt Academy of Labour.
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treasure which Germany has suffered and will still suffer she will certainly not be 
in any position to exercise predominance. Finally that the higher authority (the 
European federation) will certainly be on its guard and in a position to prevent 
any preponderance of German influence. As for the second objection just men
tioned, it must be said that no one expects Germany’s neighbours to sit down at 
table with Hitler or his civilian supporters or military tools, but that they should 
do so with people who have suffered not less than they have under Hitler’s 
tyranny and have fought with no less consistency against it. If they should think 
otherwise they would make the same fatal mistake as in 1919, when they slam
med the door of the League of Nations on a Germany ruled by social democrats 
and pacifists. America was unable to prevent it because she herself remained 
outside the League of Nations. This time America can, if she wishes, make sure 
that a democratic Germany is treated justly and reasonably by making this a 
condition of her own membership.

The democratic Germany of the future, whose voice is heard in the London 
Declaration, promises the world two things which are of no small value: volun
tary, not forced, disarmament and voluntary, not enforced, commitment of all its 
resources in reparation for the destruction caused by Hitler’s Germany. In return 
it demands no more, but also no less, than what is promised in the Atlantic 
Charter to all nations, including the defeated. Subject to the general limitation of 
sovereignty which in future will apply to every nation, democratic Germany 
wishes to be its own master. It wants to be rehabilitated or at least not prevented 
from really getting to grips with unemployment and guaranteeing social security 
to its citizens. Freedom from fear and from want are the surest foundations of 
peace, especially in a country that has suffered defeat and in which consequently 
those who preach revenge will not die out all at once or for all time. ( . . . )

226. Hilda Monte: ‘The Unity of Europe’ Autumn 1943

Hilda Monte, The Unity of Europe, London (Victor Gollancz), 1943; excerpts there
from in German in Lipgens, Europa-Foderationsplane, pp. 492-8 (document 168). The text 
below is taken from the section headed ‘The Price of Unity’, p. 128 ff.

Like young Willy Brandt, Hilda Monte chose exile at the age o f nineteen. Having re
signed from the Militant Socialist International (ISK) in 1939, she proceeded to publish a 
number of books on political and educational subjects.1 Her Unity of Europe which appea
red in the second half o f1943 must rank as the most detailed treatment o f Europe's economic

1 Hilda Monte (née Meisel), born in 1914 in Vienna, became a member of ISK in 1929. 
When Hitler came to power in Germany she was studying in London, from where she 
made several clandestine journeys to Germany in the following years. In 1939 she began 
to co-operate closely with the former ISK members Hellmut von Rauschenplat (whose 
pseudonym was Fritz Eberhard) and Hans Lehnert. She belonged to the Fabian Society 
and worked for the BBC. In 1944 she was living in Switzerland, where she joined the 
international group associated with Willem V isser’t Hooft, the President of the World
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problems by any socialist author in exile. The author agreed with liberal theorists that 
technical progress required a protected European economy with unimpeded exchange of 
goods, individual states surrendering their sovereignty in matters concerning their external 
economic relations. At the heart of her thinking was how to overcome the economic and 
social differences in Europe, above all the elimination of regional inequalities between the 
rich, industrialised heartland ((inner Europe*) and the poor, mostly agrarian periphery (‘out
er Europe*). Although she saw the ultimate solution of this fundamental problem only in a 
socialist Europe, she did not believe that changes in the social and economic system must 
necessarily precede European unity: the transition to socialism and to European integration 
would be a complex, interlocking process, the individual stages of which could not be pre
dicted in advance on any time scale. Through the setting up of central institutions after the 
war in Europe, planning and fiscal agencies were to emerge which would guarantee the 
transfer of capital from rich to poor regions and thus the levelling up of purchasing power 
and the standards of living.

The Price of European Unity
For a real solution of the European problem, i.e., for the creation of a socialist 

commonwealth of Europe, a price has to be paid, a price which expresses itself 
not merely in the loss by war profiteers of further opportunities of going about 
their business. For the vast majority of the peoples of Europe, and indeed of the 
whole world, the price will be more than equalised by the returns. But it is 
important nevertheless to realise in what the price of European unity consists, if 
for no other reason than for that of preparing ourselves for the main objections 
which will be raised against the scheme.

Briefly summarised, the following will be the “ casualties”  of European 
unity:

1. European unity deprives the nations of Europe of part of their sover
eignty.

2. Restoring the balance of Europe means for the more highly developed 
countries of Europe the loss of their advantage over less developed countries.

3. The socialist solution of Europe’s problems entails the loss of class privilege 
by the ruling classes.

4. Planning inevitably deprives the individual of some of his liberty of ac
tion.

Let us consider these points in turn.
1. European unity deprives the nations of Europe of part of their sover

eignty.
The loss of national sovereignty is believed by many to be a real loss only to the 

major powers, because they alone are genuinely capable of independent action.

Council of Churches, and Ernesto Rossi, which in May 1944 issued a declaration in 
favour of a European federation. (Cf. the parallel volume Documents on the History of 
European Integration, vol. 1: Continental Plans for European Union 1940-45, in the 
chapter Transnational Contacts of the Resistance*.) After making contact with A us
trian resistance groups Hilda was shot in the spring of 1945 while illegally crossing the 
frontier from Austria to Switzerland.
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But whatever the actual essence of the sovereignty of small nations may be, their 
statesmen have certainly considered it worth preserving. Some of them even 
tended to be particularly jealous of their rights and privileges.

In their anxiety to insist on their independence, the nations of Europe refused 
in the past to unite against the common danger until it was too late. They were 
careful not to cede to the League of Nations a fraction of their sovereign rights, 
and therefore had the rule included in the Covenant according to which only 
unanimous decisions were binding on its members. And even to-day the old 
game of sovereignty continues to be played, as far as circumstances permit, by 
refugee governments in exile. Legations are raised to embassies, international 
treaties are signed by sovereign powers. Alliances are concluded for the purpose 
of forming more powerful sovereign blocs in Europe.

Some governments and politicians, and those around them, have indeed a 
vested interest in their own national sovereignty. We have to take this interest 
into consideration when planning for a more generous solution of Europe’s 
problems; and we have also to be clear about the way of overcoming these 
obstacles by avoiding to interfere with the independence of national communities 
where this is not necessary in the interest of the peoples, and by mobilising the 
support of the peoples for the cause of unity and progress. That can be 
do ne . . .

N o vested interest of any kind must be allowed to hide the stark fact that, in 
view of the progress of modern technique, the small nations, indeed, all nations 
of Europe, are too narrow to achieve economic prosperity, a rational system of 
communications, and even the supreme political independence which they so 
value. And it is, therefore, imperative that their sovereignty should be limited in 
the realm of foreign policy, of economic policy, and of communications. Such a 
limitation need not reduce the variety of their cultural life -  it may even intensify 
it by establishing closer relations between different national cultures.

2. Restoring the balance o f Europe means for the more highly developed coun
tries o f Europe the loss o f their advantage over the less-developed countries.

When the poorer countries become less poor, the difference between their 
standards of living and that in the richer countries becomes smaller and smaller. 
That is one form in which the advantage of the more highly developed countries 
will be lost.

The other is that, in order to restore the balance of Europe, the more highly 
developed countries may have to put up temporarily with a reduction of their 
potential standard of living. This means that, supposing these countries were 
determined, after the war, not to go back to the good old times of unemploy
ment, but to keep the productive machine going, only switching it over from war 
production to peace production, then they would be able to raise the standard of 
living of, say, the British people more rapidly if they were not to bother about 
conditions in the less prosperous countries, while increased prosperity in Britain 
would come more slowly if efforts were made at the same time to raise the 
standard abroad. It is the same question as that which arises in connection with 
the increase of food rations after the war. If, instead of improving her own food 
situation first, Britain were first to send relief to starving Europe, a longer time
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would pass before rations could be increased here. And the time would be all the 
longer if the British people were to resolve that they did not wish to have their 
rations increased until the mass of the people of Europe were assured roughly 
equal rations.

But this “ potential standard” is a fiction with which realists can operate only in 
respect of short-term calculations. Britain can attain the potentially highest stan
dard of living only if she will continue to import and export under reasonably 
favourable conditions; and she is unlikely to be able to return to a healthy foreign 
trade unless she takes an interest in other peoples’ capacity to buy her goods. 
Besides, if she takes no interest in other peoples’ conditions of life, she will have 
to take a greater interest in her own armed security, thus reducing the standard of 
living of her people for the sake of guns. Economic and political security and 
prosperity, at home and abroad, are all one and indivisible.

There is not, therefore, much sacrifice involved in such a policy. But there will 
be much talk of the sacrifice when the opponents of that policy come to attack it. 
To the workers of Holland they will offer gratuitous calculations, proving con
clusively that they might buy their aluminium pans at a farthing less, were it not 
for the rising wages in South Eastern Europe . . .

3. The socialist solution of Europe's problems entails the loss of the privileges of 
the ruling classes.

While the abolition of great differences of the standard of living in the different 
parts of Europe will ultimately prove to be politically, and also economically, 
advantageous even to the previously privileged countries, the abolition of social 
inequality will not favour both sides in a similar way. When class privileges are 
done away with, small sections of the people will have to pay a definite price, 
with no other recompense than a better guarantee for peace and a cleaner con
science. As many of them are not vitally concerned about these advantages, we 
have to be prepared to meet their resistance, to find that they will not pay up 
voluntarily, that they will not renounce their formerly commanding positions 
without putting up a fight, and that they will make use of all their well-tried 
propaganda stunts, so as to make others defend those privileges. If that happens, 
then the peoples of Europe may well be called upon to pay a higher price for their 
liberation, a price of blood shed in European revolutions, which will bring chaos 
and greater insecurity during a transition period . . .

4. Planning inevitably deprives the individual of some of his liberty of action.
The greater the destruction wrought by the war the more it becomes essential

that the new Europe after the war should be built on the basis of a common plan, 
unhampered by national or class distinctions. If they are allowed to stand in the 
way of a common plan, if vested national and class interests will be allowed to 
restore old divisions, then the chances of establishing peace and prosperity in 
Europe are slender indeed. And it would be a gross illusion to imagine that those 
vested interests, if allowed to re-establish themselves in their old positions im
mediately after the war, could be gradually and painlessly removed in the course 
of the twenty or thirty years following the war. That this should be the case is 
psychologically and politically improbable. Each barrier, once erected, is forti-
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fied by a hundred safeguards, and sustained to a steadily growing extent by those 
sectional interests who benefit by its existence. And all those who return to their 
old positions, from which they have been ousted by war and fascism, will propa
gate their own value and their own importance. Moreover, after a prolonged 
period of war, the peoples are longing to return to some sort of established order. 
As long as no order is definitely established people may be keen on the idea of 
making a clean start. But once that opportunity has been missed, once the old 
order has been restored, they will more likely than not lapse into inaction and 
apathy rather than set to work gradually to undo the harm which has just been 
done. It means greater, not smaller, efforts, it is more, not less, painful to retake 
freshly regained positions, than to prevent the other side regaining them.

The great opportunity of establishing a united socialist Europe exists at the 
moment when the peoples are purging Europe of Nazi rule. O f course, it will not 
be a wholly united, nor a wholly socialist Europe straight away; but it can be one 
from which the roots of chauvinism and class privilege have been removed . . .

In the case of European Reconstruction, the principle of decentralisation im
poses itself all the more powerfully. As we can hardly hope that, even under the 
most favourable conditions, the disputes and antagonisms which now divide the 
peoples of Europe would be completely forgotten, the danger, therefore, exists 
that any particular section which happens to be dissatisfied with decisions made 
at the centre will place the blame on “ national prejudice”  and other ulterior 
motives. The more completely people will be able to make their own decisions on 
the spot, the less room will there be for that kind of suspicion; whilst the general 
plan, which must be made at the centre, can be simple and straightforward 
enough to be more easily explained to people everywhere.

It appears, therefore, that neither individual nor “ national”  liberty need suffer 
so very greatly by the establishment of the socialist unity of Europe. On the con
trary, better education, freed from the fetters of class rule, and greater prosperi
ty and social security will give to individual greater opportunities of shap
ing his life, developing his capacities, choosing his profession and assisting in the 
progress of the community -  in other words it will give to the mass of the people 
more liberty than they have ever enjoyed under the “freedom” of capitalism.

The opposition against the socialist unity of Europe will, of course, continue 
to come from the ranks of those who have not suffered from the restrictions of a 
class-ridden education, and from the scourge of poverty and unemployment. It 
always pays to have a good look at those who stand in the fore in the fight for 
freedom! It will be found that most of them are not really on principle opposed to 
planning at all. They are quite prepared to agree to planning -  provided it is 
capitalist planning; they are not even against international planning, provided the 
international cartels and trusts are in control. We have to realise that the era of 
liberal capitalism is past, and that the alternative to socialist planning is not liberal 
capitalism. There will he planning o f a kind anyway, and we have but to choose 
the planners. Is it to be a small group of monopoly capitalists who frame the plan 
to suit their own interests and those of a host of politicians, propagandists, and 
other functionaries who serve them? Or is planning to be in the hands of an 
authority which is in the service of the mass of the people?
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227. Declaration of the Council for a Democratic Germany
April 1944

Duplicated typescripts with a note ‘confidential’ and the date ‘New York, April 1944’, in 
English and German in the Institute of Contemporary History, Munich, ED  202, Nachlass 
Kurt Glaser, file 2, and in the International Institute for Social History, Amsterdam, 
Nachlass Paul Hertz, file S 16-lc; reprinted in Christianity and Crisis, a Bi-weekly Journal 
of Christian Opinion, vol. 4, no. 8, New York, 15 May 1944; in German in The German 
American, New York, 15 May 1944; in English again in Mit dem Gesicht nach Deutschland. 
Eine Dokumentation über die sozialdemokratische Emigration. Aus dem Nachlass von 
Friedrich Stampfer, edited by Erich Mathias (Publications of the Commission for the H is
tory of Parliamentarianism and Political Parties), Düsseldorf (Droste), 1968, pp. 649-54 
(document 163). The text below repeats Point 2 of the Declaration.

The establishment of the ‘Council for a Democratic Germany ’ in April 1944 marked an 
attempt, somewhat late in the day, in view of the obviously approaching collapse of Nazi 
Germany, to form a body representative of all shades of opinion among the German exiles 
that would reach agreement about the post-war settlement in Germany and gain some 
influence over American opinion and American government agencies.1 The Council, whose 
chairman was Paul Tillich, contained representatives of all political trends. The best-known 
members included, to name but a few, exiled politicians like Paul Hagen (Neu Beginnen), 
Paul Hertz, Siegfried Aufhäuser, Albert G. Grzesinski (SPD), Albert Schreiner, Albert Nor
den (KPD), Jacob Walcher (SAP), Friedrich Bärwald (Centre Party); writers and artists such 
as Bertolt Brecht, Ernst Bloch, Lion Feuchtwanger, Heinrich Mann (Thomas Mann had 
refused), and Erwin Piscator; university teachers such as the theologian Paul Tillich, the 
historian Veit Valentin and the philosopher Siegfried March.2

The basic declaration, couched in vague and cautious language because it was necessarily 
a compromise between many differing views, sees the German problem on a European scale 
and rejects ‘any kind of unilateral settlement in Europe imposed by the East and the West’. 
There are suggestions for the integration of the European states in a system of international 
security and an ‘international system of production and consumption ’, which would assist 
economic co-operation in Europe and reduce the importance of its political frontiers.

It is essential for the economic future of Europe and the world that Germany’s 
productive power be conserved. If it were destroyed, economic conditions 
would become hopelessly depressed in all countries of Europe, and trade be
tween Europe and other continents would be reduced largely. Moreover, 
millions of Germans would become permanently unemployed and condemned to 
an involuntary parasitic existence. Thus a constant source of unrest would arise in 
the very center of Europe.

Germany’s productive strength should be integrated in an international system 
of production and consumption. Such a system would make possible the eco
nomic cooperation of the European peoples and would lessen the significance of

1 Radkau, Die deutsche Emigration in den USA, p. 193 f f . ; Paetel, ‘Zum Problem einer 
deutschen Exilregierung’, p. 289 ff.

2 Mit dem Gesicht nach Deutschland, p. 652.
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political boundaries. Only in this way can Germany fulfill her obligations and 
make material reparations on a large scale, and only thus can Germany, with the 
rest of Europe, be protected against the threat of economic chaos. Germany’s 
economic hegemony and the danger of a rearming of Germany would be elimi
nated.

228. Ernst Behm, Willy Brandt, August and Irmgard Enderle, 
Stefan Szende: ‘On the Postwar Policy of German Socialists’

July 1944

Zur Nachkriegspolitik deutscher Sozialisten, Stockholm, 1944. The section on ‘European 
federation and a new League of Nations’ .

The authors of the anonymously published work on the post-war policy of German 
socialists, ‘one of the most important documents of the German-speaking emigration in 
Sweden’7 claimed to he (a group of former officials of the Socialist Workers’ Party (SAP), 
who, as the preface states, ‘in the years before the outbreak of war were among those who 
favoured creating a united socialist party and the combination of all democratic anti-Nazis.’ 
By publishing this book they wanted to add force to the idea of unity on a democratic and 
socialist basis.2 The sections on foreign policy were written by Willy Brandt.3 Brandt’s ideas 
on international politics since his writings early in 1940 had been decisively influenced by the 
discussion group of international socialists in Stockholm, the so-called ‘Little International’, 
which in July 1943 had published a detailed statement about their programme.4 In March 
1944 there appeared Brandt’s book After Victory. The debate on war and peace aims’ in 
which he described prevailing attitudes and supplemented them with his own proposals J  
The following section on ‘European Federation and a new League of Nations’ taken from a 
collective publication of July 1944 is a condensed summary of the relevant chapters of the 
book. More than in the early 1940s Brandt now recognises the objections to federal solutions, 
which, however, he still believes to be right in principle. The emphasis remains, as in the 
paper issued by the ‘Little International’, on a new League of Nations, which should be 
equipped with sovereign rights, and on a greater degree of economic co-operation between 
the different regions of Europe.

1 Müssener, Exil in Schweden, p. 172.
2 On the post-war policy of German socialists, p. 4; the names of the authors are iden

tified by Müssener, ibid., p. 172. Biographical details of Behm, Enderle and Szende 
ibid., pp. 497, 502, 522.

3 Brandt, Draussen. Schriften während der Emigration, p. 381, note 5.
4 Die Friedensziele der demokratischen Sozialisten, duplicated German version in Frie

drich Ebert Foundation, Bonn-Bad Godesberg, ASD/SOPADE, file 180. For the 
‘Little International’ cf. Misgeld, Die Internationale Gruppe demokratischer Sozialis
ten, p. 48 ff.

5 Willy Brandt, Efter segern. Diskussionen om Krigs- och fredsmälen, Stockholm (Albert 
Bonniers), 1944. Numerous excerpts in German in Brandt, Draussen, p. 25 ff., 
p. 139 ff.
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European Federation and a new League of Nations

One of the proclaimed purposes of the United Nations after this war is to 
create an international organization to safeguard peace. This coincides exactly 
with the aims of all German democrats. We consider it appropriate and advan
tageous in setting up a new league of nations to link up with the various 
international agencies created during the war, but we also believe that the frame
work of the United Nations should be extended as far as possible so as to include 
both the neutral nations and the defeated. We consider it necessary too, in the 
interest of European reconstruction and in order to promote the growth of de
mocracy in the defeated countries, for the period between the armistice and the 
peace conference to be as short as possible.

We can profit by the experience, often valuable and dearly bought, of the old 
League of Nations. The main lesson is that once an effective international organ
ization exists there can be no neutrality, and that individual states must be 
prepared to give up part of their sovereignty in favour of the security of all. In the 
light of this the new Germany must declare its absolute readiness to co-operate in 
the creation of an international legal organisation. Germany must pledge itself to 
take part in working out a more complete system of international law, to submit 
disputes between states to the decisions of supra-national courts of arbitration 
and to support sanctions against peace-breakers within the limits available.

There is much to be said for the view that, given the clash of interests between 
the great powers, a new league of nations cannot be made into such a tightly knit 
and effective body as objective necessity would require. Matters of a minor or 
regional character will probably be dealt with by institutions operating on func
tional lines. There is nothing objectionable about this from the point of view of 
democracy. At the same time the problem of economic and political co-operation 
between regions will require much greater attention than those Utopians who 
conceive of a global union as something that can be brought about in the near 
future would have us believe.

In all this what concerns us most is the question of European co-operation. We 
see this, not as something opposed to the problem of creating a system of col
lective security embracing the globe, but as an essential part of that solution. It is 
a fact that until now Europe has remained the main source of war and belliger
ency. It is also a fact that economic development has been held back and damaged 
by the fragmentation of the European continent. Historic national enmities and 
the selfishness of the classes hitherto in power blocked the way to Europe’s 
economic integration.

Now a new obstacle has appeared. Hitler’s ‘New Europe’, the work of a 
gangster, has gone far to discredit the idea of a solution embracing the whole of 
Europe. Hatred of everything German makes it difficult for Germany to be 
accepted as part of the new Europe. But without Germany no solution for Eu
rope as a whole is conceivable. Yet we consider the objections mentioned so 
formidable that we can probably not count on a programme for European fed
eration becoming a reality. Nevertheless this programme is the right one. It is 
therefore essential for the new German government to support it with resolution.
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Above all the point must be stressed that the danger of German dominance over 
the countries bordering it would be much less in a European federation than in a 
Europe still divided.

Solutions of a partial kind, such as those on a regional basis, need not be an 
impediment to achieving the more ambitious goal of an all-European federation. 
Experience so far tells us that the difficulties in forming partial or regional fed
erations are as great as those met in tackling the problem as a whole. It must be 
clearly recognised that a European federation cannot be created as something 
directed against the Soviet Union or Great Britain. As the pact between Russia 
and Czechoslovakia of December 1943 has shown, the countries lying between 
Germany and the Soviet Union are dependent on the Soviet Union, at least as far 
as their foreign policy is concerned. A parallel agreement is to be expected be
tween Great Britain and the smaller democracies of Western and Northern 
Europe.

It should also be borne in mind that after the war is over, while the major 
powers in the United Nations will have the final say in Europe, other powers will 
emerge and claim a share in decision-making. In Germany, it is to be hoped, the 
forces of revolution will reach a stage at which they will eliminate, one by one, 
those elements which are the main reason for her neighbours' distrust of Ger
many. In France there is a good chance of a popular front government distinctly 
more radical than the one of 1936-38. In Italy the democratic forces and espe
cially the labour movement will develop in greater freedom. In Spain Franco will 
not be able to stay in the saddle if and when events in France move in the expected 
direction and if a radical wind is blowing through the rest of Europe. In Holland 
and Belgium, in Denmark and Norway socialists and radical democrats, who 
played a decisive part in the struggle for freedom under the Occupation, will put 
in their claim for leadership. In Austria there will be no going back to Dollfuss, in 
Hungary it will no longer be possible to prevent the triumph of a truly demo
cratic revolution. The partisan movement in the Balkans shows that one can 
count on the replacement of reactionary dictatorships by progressive govern
ments.

Our belief is that the radical, democratic trend now in the ascendant with its 
more or less pronounced socialist bias will create much more favourable condi
tions for the development of a European federation than existed in pre-war 
Europe. We attach decisive importance to an understanding between France and 
Germany. The prospects for extending this co-operation to include Italy should 
be relatively favourable.

The possible inclusion of South Eastern Europe within the framework of 
European economic co-operation is economically of crucial importance. This 
question depends mainly on the attitude taken by the Soviet Union to the trend 
towards a European federation. The Soviet Union has adopted a negative stand
point to regional solutions on the grounds that such federations could assume the 
character of an alliance against the Soviet Union. At the same time there has been 
emphasis from the Russian side on readiness to reconsider these questions in the 
light of prevailing circumstances after the war. As we see developments, it should 
not be very difficult to produce convincing proof that a fédéralisation of Europe
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carried out in the spirit of the workers’ movement and radical democracy would 
certainly not be directed against the Soviet Union.

Neither the Soviet Union nor Great Britain is a purely European power. Yet 
we consider it self-evident that a solution to include the whole of Europe is 
impossible without Russia and Britain. The inclusion of the United States in a 
European federation is for geographical reasons out of the question. But we wish 
to lay stress on the great importance of as close and friendly co-operation as 
possible with the forces of American democracy.

As socialists we have a special interest in being on close and friendly terms with 
the Soviet Union. Such relations are one of the essential prerequisites for the 
future of the German people and for the stabilisation of peace in Europe.

229. August Weber: ‘A New Germany in a New Europe’
October 1944

August Weber, A New Germany in a New Europe, London (Lindsay Drummond), 
1945. The following excerpt is taken from the section headed ‘A European Armed Force’, 
pp. 175-8.

August Weber, who represented the German State Party in the Reichstag in 1931-32,1 
was a leading figure in the ‘German Freedom Party 3 in Britain after his escape from Nazi 
Germany. After unsuccessfully trying to woo SO PAD E he remained until his resignation in 
May 1944 one of the supporters of the cFree German Movement in Great Britain3, which was 
linked to the (National Committee “Free Germany” 3.2 In his book, A New Germany in a 
New Europe, one of the many publications on post-war policy in Germany and Europe 
written by a German exile in Britain, he discussed the possibility of an ‘Association of 
European Nations3 that would be armed with sovereign rights and economic and military 
powers. Under the aegis of Britain, the Soviet Union and Britain's earlier allies, this was 
supposed to replace the shipwrecked League of Nations. Weber was one of the few authors in 
exile who envisaged the elimination of the danger of war and a guarantee of security 
through the creation of a European army, the problems of which he outlines in the following 
extract from his book.

1 August Weber, born in 1871 in Oldenburg, was a doctor of law who before the First 
World War belonged to the National Liberal Party and represented it in the Reichstag. 
During the Weimar Republic he held leading positions in industrial associations and 
banks (member of the governing board of the Reich Association of German Industry, 
president of the Jute Industry Association etc.). In 1923 he joined the German Demo
cratic Party (DDP), which changed its name to the German State Party in 1930. Weber, 
who was by then chairman of its parliamentary group, turned decisively against the 
Nazis in the Reichstag. After several interrogations by the Gestapo he fled to London in 
1939. He died there in 1957.

2 Rôder, Die deutschen antifaschistischen Exilgruppen, p. 198 ff.
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. .  . We propose a joint military organisation of the European countries sub
ordinated to the European League of Nations. Great Britain and Russia would, 
of course, have to participate so far as their territories in Europe are concerned, 
the question being left open for the present whether and to what extent these two 
nations will wish to maintain their own armed forces for the safeguarding of their 
non-European interests. Before the war no army worth mentioning was kept up 
by Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Holland, Luxembourg or Albania, and these 
would not be sacrificing anything. Germany, Italy, Bulgaria, Roumania and 
Hungary will not be consulted for the time being. Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Switzerland, Belgium, Greece, Yugoslavia and Austria will be glad to be able to 
reduce their military expenditure. France will maintain an armed force for its 
colonies, but it is to be hoped that the French will be willing to come into line 
with the other nations and to play a leading role. A new democratic regime in 
Spain could be counted on to participate in such a scheme. Looking at the situ
ation generally, it will be seen that apart from the Great Powers there are seven 
States which will be asked to surrender certain rights, but in return for this 
sacrifice they will receive a guarantee of security which will enable them to 
proceed peacefully with their internal reconstruction and development. Every 
country will have to make its contribution towards the solving of the most 
difficult problem of the next few decades.

An adequate international force can be recruited by voluntary enlistment in all 
the participating countries. All technical questions, such as enrolment, length of 
service, pay, promotion, granting of commissions, pensions, types of weapons, 
training, and so forth may be left to the military experts. Command should at 
first be entrusted to officers from the smaller countries, who would be given their 
appointments by the Council of Nations, thus removing any cause for suspicion. 
A Swiss general might enjoy the confidence of all the members. The contingents 
from the individual countries would not need to be very large, and the most 
important factor would be an adequate air arm. Each State would participate in 
proportion to the size of its population or on some other agreed and practical 
basis, but the question of inviting the former Axis Powers and their satellites to 
contribute contingents would be reserved for future decision. In the old Imperial 
Austro-Hungarian Army it was customary to change the regimental garrisons at 
the various stations after a fixed tour of duty, and the polyglot nature of its 
composition in peacetime and in the first years of the last war was no obstacle to 
efficiency any more than it is in the armies of the Soviet Union. There should 
therefore be few difficulties of this kind in the proposed international force, 
which would in fact provide an excellent means by which the various peoples 
might get to know one another. Common experiences furnish a solid link be
tween men whatever their education. The monotony of garrison service can be 
avoided by not keeping the same unit in one town, or even in one country, for 
too long a period, and troop movements of this nature will also be a guarantee 
that their morale does not suffer, as it might do if they were permanently sta
tioned in the same place.

Arms and equipment for the international force would be produced at factories 
in the different countries, the location of the factories and the method of pro-
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duction being determined in agreement with the Council of Nations. Germany 
and Italy, to whom all war industry will probably be forbidden, will disappear as 
manufacturing centres for armaments and aircraft. Their industrial structure will 
have to be replanned after the war, and their plants altered so as to manufacture 
only goods for peace consumption. It is possible that the Council of Nations may 
permit them later on to participate in the manufacture of armaments, if the 
manufacture of armaments on any considerable scale should continue to be ne
cessary, but this can affect the practical details of the scheme only after some time 
has elapsed.

230. Heinrich Georg Ritzel: ‘European Union and World Union’
January 1945

H. G. R., ‘Europa-Union und Weltunion’ in Hans Bauer, H(einrich) G(eorg) Ritzel, 
Kampf um Europa. Von der Schweiz aus gesehen. With contributions by Anna Siemsen- 
Vollenweider, Otto Brogle, L. Klaesi, Zurich-New York (Europa Verlag), 1945, 
pp. 57-77. The following excerpt is from pp. 64-7.

As general secretary of the Swiss Europa-Union Heinrich Georg Ritzel was in a position 
to get round the laws governing publications by German emigres in Switzerland.1 In several 
contributions to two books published jointly with Hans Bauer, the President of Europa- 
Union, From Confederation to European Federation2 and The Struggle for Europe -  Seen 
from Switzerland. He canvassed in public for the ideas of the association, which be had 
helped to develop, and in which Wilhelm Hoegner, Johann Jakob Kindt-Kiefer and Anna 
Siemsen were also active. His essay ‘European Union and World Union’ written between the 
end of 1943 and the autumn of 1944 and published in The Struggle for Europe3 marshals the 
arguments against a one-sided alignment in favour of a global organisation, as for example 
in the Allied plans, and tires to prove the necessity of ‘continental connecting links’ in the

1 For the Swiss Europa-Union cf. Walter Lipgens, A History of European Integration, 
vol. 1, 1945-1947, Oxford (Clarendon Press), 1982, pp. 117-24. Heinrich Georg Rit
zel, born in 1893 in Offenbach, was mayor of Michelstadt in the Odenwald from 1919 
to 1929, and from 1930 to 1933 was an SPD member of the Reichstag. After a short 
period of detention by the Nazis he fled to the Saar, where as a member of the gov
ernment commission he opposed the return of the Saar territory to the Reich. In 1935 he 
moved to Switzerland, where he made a living by journalism. From 1939 to 1947 he was 
chief secretary of the Swiss Europa-Union. He was a member of the German Bundestag 
from its first session until 1965, and from 1950-57 he represented it in the Council of 
Europe. He died in Basle in 1971.

2 Hans Bauer, H(einrich) G(eorg) Ritzel, Von der eidgenössischen zur europäischen Fö
deration, Zurich-New York (Europa Verlag), 1940.

3 For the early stages: Bauer, Ritzel, Kampf um Europa, p. 6 (preface). The month of 
publication is as given in Das Schweizer Buch. Bibliographical Bulletin of the Swiss 
Central Library, Berne, vol. 45, no. 2, 31 January 1945, p. 31.



IV. /2. Ideas of German Exiles 617

interests of the smaller and economically weaker states. Like many authors in war-time, in 
putting the case for a federal union in Europe he invokes the example of the Swiss confe
deracy with its cantonal diversity.

( . . . )  The objection to abandoning the formation of a united states of Europe 
in favour of a global union to which every state is to belong without any con
necting or intermediate membership is that the world is at very different stages of 
development. Europe is the oldest known continent and by far the most devel
oped. What can be achieved within its confines is perhaps impossible in other 
continents. But if Europe is to wait in its evolutionary process until what is done 
there as a matter of course can be achieved elsewhere, then that is bound to impair 
and inhibit its own development. Europe has the prerequisites for progress in law 
and social policy, as it has for radical changes in economic structure such as other 
continents possess either not at all or not to the same extent.

Europe must not be lumbered with the burdens of other continents. But the 
other continents have the right to demand that Europe, which" has now for the 
second time been the starting point of a world war, should come to its senses and 
take part as a continent of order and liberty in the task of uniting the world. As 
long as Europe is a source of danger every country is in danger of being infected. 
So for the sake of the world Europe has to be cleansed, and must overcome its 
fragmentation so as to get rid of the danger of a new world conflagration.

N or should it be forgotten when thinking in terms of global union that the 
European vessel is weighed down with its own problems, many of them intracta
bly difficult. Europe is the continent which in the Second World War too has 
suffered the severest wounds. It must, to start with, concentrate its own re
sources, without forfeiting the support of extra-European forces, in order to 
recover.

The division of sovereignty should be more acceptable to European nations, 
and from the point of view of the state be easier to justify, if it were to occur for 
the sake of a European union than if it were put forward for the sake of a global 
union. In a global union extra-European factors would be bound to predomi
nate, whereas a European union would be in a position to look after European 
interests as a whole, and at least to uphold the just claims of European countries 
more effectively. If they were simply members of a global union many European 
countries would by their very smallness be compelled to sink into relative insig
nificance by comparison with the major economic powers. In practice they 
would be no more than satellites of the great powers, even if the latter had no 
wish for such a relationship. This danger can be guarded against only by a 
European organization, not one which would raise the spectre of a continental 
power block, but one which as a free, democratic federal organization would 
protect the legitimate interests of a united Europe in the context of global union. 
If the European nations were to join a global union without belonging to any 
intermediate i.e. European union, there would be a real danger that the individ
ualist life style of the European would be greatly curtailed. Artificial constructs 
do not serve Europe well. Europeans must breathe the same free air as the Swiss
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cantons rightly claim to do in their confederation. What really makes us Euro
peans is that we can be members of our own nation whilst still consciously 
belonging to Europe, without having to lose our individuality by submergence in 
the vast mass of the world’s population. It is Europe’s mission to apply its very 
own, innate resources of mind and spirit in the creation of a better world, but it is 
these very qualities which must not be destroyed by influences from outside.

European union is not in principle opposed to global union, it is rather that the 
one would serve the other by Europe forming a genuine federation in which the 
right of self-government would actually be practised: what is to be allowed to 
every small village must be permitted to Europe. The creation of a European 
federation must therefore be undertaken in full awareness that there should be no 
incompatibility between a European association of nations and one embracing 
the whole world. Both are needed, both modify each other, both serve each 
other. As has been said, a united Europe is in the interests of the non-European 
nations as well. The same is true of America, anxious as it is not to have to 
sacrifice its sons for the third time in a war starting in Europe. N or is it in 
Europe’s interests to be entangled unnecessarily in conflicts arising in America or 
Asia, while it is not in America’s interests, in its efforts to establish an all- 
American union, to risk undue exposure to European influences. If Europe 
forms a community of nations, the same principle can serve as an inspiration for 
setting up a global union. But all the more will such a global union need an 
intermediate link in the shape of a continental community.

( . . . )

231. Kurt Hager (Felix Albin): ‘Europe’s Rebirth’ January 1945

Kurt Hager (Felix Albin), ‘Europas Wiedergeburt’, in Freie Tribüne. Freie Deutsche 
Jugend No. 1 (vol. 7), (London), Jan. 1945 pp. 4-5.

The Freie Tribüne that early in 1943 succeeded the newspaper Freie Deutsche Jugend as 
the voice of the Free German movement in Great Britain had close ties with the National 
Committee for a Free Germany in Moscow. As the heading indicates, the future of Europe 
was becoming a subject of general discussion, hut one which was rarely aired among the 
groups of Communist exiles and the organizations which they controlled.1 In May 1943 a

1 Paul Tillich’s contribution was reprinted in the newspaper Freies Deutschland (Ale- 
mama Libre) (cf. document 213 above). Die Politische Information, Stockholm, July 
1943-November 1945 contains nothing. The German American, the newspaper of the 
Communist exiles in the United States, made only an indirect comment, apart from 
printing the Proclamation of the Council for a Democratic Germany. Die Welt. A 
periodical for Politics, Economics and the Workers’ Movement, Stockholm, 
Sept. 1939-May 1943, is not regarded as an émigré journal since it was a mouthpiece of 
the COM INTERN. For the Freie Tribüne sees Maas, Handbuch der deutschen Exil
presse, vol. 1, pp. 238—42; Röder, Die deutschen sozialistischen Exilgruppen, pp. 51, 
208.
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leading article was devoted to the propaganda drive launched by the Nazi regime and its 
allies in favour of a cNew Order'; it appealed to the people of Europe to resist under the 
slogan *The time for action has come'.2 Kurt Hager's} article of January 1945, which reflects 
the tradition of proletarian internationalism, sees in the certainty that the war would soon 
end the first result of the national liberation movements, mingled with a number of basic 
Communist ideas about the post-war settlement: the nations' recovery of their lost sover
eignty, the triumph of friendship and the peaceful co-operation of peoples, equality of rights 
of races and nations'. Alluding to the European plans of German groups of exiles and authors 
Hager, in line with the attitude of the KPD, rejects any demands that go beyond these basic 
ideas in regard to Germany's place in post-war Europe so long as it has not given ‘convincing 
proof of making amends and turning over a new leaf.

European civilisation has been saved by the heroic courage of millions. Today 
the Red Army is fighting in Budapest. Hitler has lost eleven capitals and four 
allies. The Paris Committee of Liberation is meeting in the Hôtel de Ville. In the 
lecture rooms of Lvov University professors, who for years were begging in the 
streets, are giving lectures to young people who were living in hopelessness. 
Where ninety five years ago Kossuth called on the Hungarian parliament to 
depose the Habsburgs, today free Hungarians are proclaiming a national war of 
liberation against the Germans.

It is hard to describe the cleansing hurricane that is raging across Europe and 
sweeping away the brown vermin. Captive nations are bursting their bonds, and 
rousing themselves in newly won vigour and vitality. Nations deprived of their 
sovereignty for centuries are tearing themselves away from German domination. 
In the gigantic struggle with the Fascist monster and German arrogance the ideas 
of friendship and of peaceful co-operation of the nations, of equality of rights 
between races and nations are triumphant. These moral and ethical principles will 
form the basis of all relationships between human beings and states in the Europe 
that is to come. (. . .)

Among German émigrés much is heard of the 'European community of fate’ .

2 ‘Europäische Botschaft’, Freie Tribüne. Freie Deutsche Jugend, no. 2 (vol. 5), London, 
26 May 1943, p. 2.

3 Kurt Hager, who was born in 1912 in Bietigheim/Ens, belonged to the German Com
munist youth association (KJVD) in the early 1930s before joining the KPD, for which 
he worked illegally when Hitler came to power. After a brief period under arrest he was 
sent by his party to Switzerland. From 1937 to 1939 he took part in the Spanish civil 
war. He then worked for the Free German Youth (FDJ) in Paris, later in London. 
Using the pseudonym Felix Albin he wrote articles for the periodical of the Free Ger
man movement in Britain, Freie Tribüne, becoming its editor-in-chief in June 1945. 
After the war he played a leading part in the cultural and educational policy of the 
German Democratic Republic. In 1948 he became professor of dialectical and historical 
materialism at the Humboldt University in Berlin. From 1954 he was a member of the 
Central Committee of the Socialist Unity Party (SED) and became a member of the 
Politbüro in 1963. As head of the ideological commission of the Politbüro he exercised 
considerable influence on the ideological policy of the SED.
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People try to prove that in making peace no difference should be made between 
victor and vanquished. Germany, it is being said, is the heartland of Europe, and 
without Germany Europe cannot survive. The argument runs: ‘Without the 
economic and political stabilisation and reconstruction of Germany neither a 
lasting recovery, nor any real pacification of the conflicting forces in Europe will 
be possible’ (Deutsche Blatter, no. 8, 1944). There is indeed a European commu
nity of fate; but this has come about through German oppression or domination. 
It is strengthened by the struggle against the German conqueror, its object is to 
stop any further aggression by predatory German imperialism. Those who talk 
of a community of fate between victims and victors, the peace-loving countries 
and the Fascist German aggressor, are still unaware of the German debt to Eu
rope. They forget that the European democracies are marching to Berlin to 
demand retribution for all the crimes committed. It is not of the community of 
fate with other nations that we Germans should be speaking, but of our obliga
tions to those nations. Germany, today the most backward, the barbarian 
country in a Europe of reviving civilisation and prosperity, can return to the orbit 
of European nations only when its hands are no longer dripping with the blood 
of the murdered, when it has given convincing proof of making amends and 
turning over a new leaf.

232. Wilhelm Röpke: ‘International Order’ March 1945

Wilhelm Röpke, Internationale Ordnung,, Zurich (Eugen Rentsch Verlag), 1945. The 
following excerpt is taken from the section headed: ‘Nation, Sovereignty and Community 
of States’.

After dismissal in 1933 from his Chair at Marburg University, Röpke, an economist and 
sociologist, emigrated first to Turkey and then in 1937 to Switzerland. He became a pro
fessor at the Institut Universitaire des Hautes Etudes Internationales in Geneva and in the 
post-war period wrote many books pointing the way towards neo-liberalism for the Federal 
Republic.1 His book on the international order, which appeared shortly before the end of the 
war, took up themes broached in two earlier essays2 and outlined the impending problems of 
the world economy. In the introduction he also discussed the future of the European com-

1 Wilhelm Röpke, born in 1889 at Schwarmstedt (Lüneburg Heath), was a professor in 
Jena (1924-28), Graz (1928-29) and Marburg (1929-33). His most important books 
were written during his exile in Switzerland: Die Gesellschaftskrisis der Gegenwart, 
Zurich (Rentsch), 1942; Civitas Humana, Grundfragen der Gesellschafts- und Wirt
schaftsreform, Zurich (Rentsch), 1944; and Internationale Ordnung, Zurich (Rentsch), 
1945. He retained his Chair at Geneva after the war, and died there in 1966.

2 The dating of this book is as given in Das Schweizer Buch. Bibliographical Bulletin of 
the Swiss Central Library, Berne, vol. 45, no. 5, 15 March 1945, p. 100. The two essays 
were: Wilhelm Röpke, ‘Die internationale Wirtschaftsordnung der Zukunft. Pläne und 
Probleme’ in Schweizerische Monatshefte für Politik und Kultur, vol. 22, no. 7, Zurich, 
October 1942, pp. 371-87; and Wilhelm Röpke, ‘Wirtschaftsverfassung und politische 
Weltordnung’ in Die Friedens-Warte, vol. 43, no. 1, Zurich, 1943, pp. 24-35.
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munity of states. As a proponent of the principle of federation at both national and 
international level he assessed the chances of a European federation when confronted with 
the obstacles of nationalism and power politics, the case for such a federation being based on 
the culture and ideals shared by the peoples o f Europe rather than on economic necessity.

And now if we look back on our whole argument hitherto it should not be 
difficult to summarize its main conclusions. The goal of the new international 
order is bound to be negative inasmuch as the present co-existence of sovereign 
nations in the loose system of alliances, spheres of interest and balance of power 
must finally be consigned to the past now that the first attempt to surmount it, 
the League of Nations at Geneva, has failed, but also because an international 
super-state that does not respect the life of individual nations is as unacceptable as 
it is incapable of becoming a reality.

But what has emerged as the positive result? Well, in the first place, that the 
gigantic task of creating a non-imperial community of states can be achieved only 
in chronological and geographical stages. And in doing so we shall have to be 
guided by the principle that the more all-embracing the international union at any 
given moment is to be, the more flexible it will have to be, and vice versa. If we 
start with the powder keg of Central Europe, we can imagine a series of steps 
beginning with a remodelling of Germany on strictly federal lines. That is the 
most urgent and most tangible task, but it will possibly prove the easiest because 
it will receive the maximum amount of support from all participants. And it will 
link up with the question, which are the areas of Europe where more closely-knit 
federations between states are desired and could be brought about without delay 
(Scandinavia, the Atlantic states, the Danube basin, the Balkans etc.). In so 
proceeding, very great care will have to be taken lest regional federations of that 
kind turn out to be alliances of the old type which could actually deepen distrust 
within Europe if they were not subordinated to the higher authority of a com
munity of European states. The appropriate form for this last would be a 
European federation , one in which organization would probably be less tight 
than in the regional federations and one too in which Great Britain could act as 
link between Europe and the world overseas and might even play a leading part, 
admittedly in an intellectual and political sense as taker as well as giver. All those 
who understand the special character of both Europe and Russia will agree and be 
in no doubt that a real European federation could consist only of liberal demo
cracies. Much as a good relationship with Russia is to be hoped for, a totalitarian 
state in such a federation would be a foreign body.

Indeed the more we get into a discussion about individual states, the vaguer 
and more unsure our proposals at the present time will be. This by itself shows 
how unprepared the ground still is even for a federation limited to Europe. All 
the more questionable are the many plans which go beyond that and envisage an 
organisation of nations embracing the world, not just Europe, as a real possibility 
for the immediate future. Questionable and dangerous too, for after the fiasco of 
the League of Nations people will not want to upset their stomachs a second time 
by eating unripe fruit and thus lose their appetite for a long time to come. In what



622 Bibliography

is the most advanced region of the whole globe it would be prudent to limit 
ourselves to definite agreements of a political, economic and cultural kind and for 
the rest to do everything to create a truly international public opinion which will 
vigilantly and uncompromisingly defend the principles of international order and 
could possibly even find in certain organisations -  such as, perhaps, a purely 
advisory world parliament -  a global forum for their views. Admittedly it should 
never be forgotten that an international public opinion of this kind presupposes 
that the individual states or federations are run on genuinely liberal lines.

This important reservation completes our argument, and once again we are led 
back to the key question of the regime inside the nation, the essential antecedent 
to any global order. If individual states do not have a political, social and eco
nomic structure appropriate to a peaceful international order, all efforts in favour 
of a community of nations are futile. We have said that this structure must be of 
the kind which cannot be described better and more succinctly than by the word 
‘liberal’. Any possible misunderstanding over what we understand by it will be 
removed if we say that we characterise it (in a negative sense) as not collective. 
Indeed, one of the main themes of the following sections of this book will be to 
treat liberalism and collectivism as the two great opposing forces contending for 
mastery throughout the world, and to demonstrate that an international order is 
possible only on a liberal, not on a collective basis.

Bibliography to Chapter IV,2

I. Sources

A) Archives and Documentary Centres

Federal Archive, Koblenz 
Erich Koch-Weser Papers 
Hans Wehberg Papers

German Library at Frankfurt, Section on literature written in exile 
Friedrich Ebert Foundation Bonn-Bad Godesberg, Archive for Social Democ

racy
SOPADE/Emigration 
Heinrich Georg Ritzel Papers 

Institut fur Zeitgeschichte, Munich 
Kurt Glaser Papers 
Kurt Grossmann Papers 
Wilhelm Hoegner Papers 
Hubertus Prinz zu Lowenstein Papers

Internationaal Instituut voor Sociale Geschiedenis (International Institute for 
Social History), Amsterdam 
Paul Hertz Papers



IV./2. Ideas of German Exiles 623

B) Sources and Collections o f Sources

Albin, Felix (Hager, Kurt): Europas Wiedergeburt, in Freie Tribüne. Freie 
Deutsche ]ugend , no. 1 (vol. 7), (London), Jan. 1945, pp. 4-5 

Das Andere Deutschland. La Otra Alemania. Buenos Aires, May
1938-Jan. 1949

Das Andere Deutschland. La Otra Alemania. Pel 1. Congreso de los Alemanes 
antifascistas de América del Sur, Montevideo, n.d. (Jan. 1943)

Bauer, Hans, Ritzel, H(einrich) G(eorg): Von der eidgenössischen zur euro
päischen Föderation, Zurich-New York (Europa Verlag), 1940 

Bauer, Hans, Ritzel, H(einrich) G(eorg): Kam pf um Europa. Von der Schweiz 
aus gesehen. With contributions from Anna Siemsen-Vollenweider, Otto Bro- 
gle, L. Klaesi, Zurich-New York (Europa Verlag), 1945 

Brandt, Willy: Stormaktenes krigsmâl og det nye Europa, Oslo (Tiden N orsk 
Forlag), 1940 ,

Brandt, Willy: Efter segern. Diskussionen om krigs- och fredsmâlen, Stockholm 
(Albert Bonniers), 1944

Brandt, Willy: D r aussen. Schriften während der Emigration. Published by 
Günther Struve, Munich (Kindler), 19661; Bonn-Bad Godesberg (Dietz), 
19762, tr.,: In Exile. Essays, Reflections and Letters 1939-1947, London (O s
wald Wolff), 1971

Brecht, Arnold: European Federation -  The Democratic Alternative, in H arvard  
Law Review , vol. 55, no. 4, Feb. 1942, pp. 561-94.

Christianity and Crisis. A Bi-Weekly Journal o f Christian Opinion, New York, 
Feb. 1941

Das Demokratische Deutschland. Grundsätze und Richtlinien fü r den deutschen 
Wiederaufbau im demokratischen, republikanisch en, föderalistischen und ge
nossenschaftlichen Sinne. Published by the Main Committee of the Working 
Group ‘Das Demokratische Deutschland’, Berne and Leipzig (Paul Haupt),
1945

L'Europe de demain, edited by the Centre d’Action pour la Fédération Euro
péenne, Neuchâtel (Editions de la Baconnière), n.d. (1945)

Federal Union News, London, Sept. 1939-Dec. 1945
Fliess, Walter: Die Wirtschaft im neuen Europa. Published for the Militant So

cialist International (ISK), London n. d. (1943); Italian: L'economia dell'Eu- 
ropa federata (Edizioni italiane del Partito Socialista Svizzero, Prima Serie 
‘Liberare e federare!’ 4), Lugano n.d. (1943); tr., The Economic Reconstruction 
of Europe. Preface by P. Lamartine Yates, London (International Publishing 
Company) n.d. (1944)

Frank, Karl see Hagen, Paul
Freie Tribüne. Freie Deutsche Jugend. London, Jan. 1943-July 1946
Freies Deutschland. Alemania Libre, Mexico City, November 1941-June

1946
Friedén, Otto (Friedländer, Otto): Europa, federation ellerProtektorat? (Skrifter 

utgivna av informationsbyran mellanfolkligt samarbete for fred 28), Stock
holm, 1940



624 Bibliography

Frieden, Otto (Friedländer, Otto): Tyskland efter Hitler, Stockholm (Albert 
Bonniers), 1944

The German American, New York 1942/43-May/June 1968 
Geschichte der deutschen Arbeiterbewegung, published by the Institute for 

Marxism-Leninism at the Central Committee of the SED, vol. 5, Berlin 
(Dietz), 1966

Hagen, Paul: Deutschland nach Hitler. Um die Vollendung der demokratischen 
Revolution, May 1943 (duplicated); English: Germany After Hitler. A Hard- 
Headed but Workable Way to a Democratic Germany, London, 19431; Ger
many After Hitler, New York (Farrar & Rinehart), 19442 

Hager, Kurt see Albin, Felix
Hilferding, Rudolf: Realistischer Pazifismus, in Die Gesellschaft. Internationale 

Revue für Sozialismus und Politik, Berlin, 1924, vol. 2, pp. 97-114 
Hoegner, Wilhelm: Der schwierige Aussenseiter. Erinnerungen eines Abgeordne

ten, Emigranten und Ministerpräsidenten, Munich (Isar-Verlag), 1959 
Koch-Weser, Erich: Paneuropa, in Deutsche Blätter, vol. 3, no. 25, Santiago, 

May-June 1945, pp. 26-34
Der kommende Weltkrieg. Aufgaben und Ziele des deutschen Sozialismus. Eine 

Diskussionsgrundlage, Paris (published by the authors), 1939 
Laschitza, Horst, Vietzke, Siegfried: Deutschland und die deutsche Arbeiterbe

wegung 1933-1945, Berlin (Dietz), 1964 
Laschitza, Horst: Kämpferische Demokratie gegen Faschismus. Die programma

tische Vorbereitung au f die antifaschistisch-demokratische Umwälzung in 
Deutschland durch die Parteiführung der KPD, Berlin (Deutscher Militärver
lag), 1969

Lipgens, Walter: Europa-Föderationspläne der Widerstandsbewegungen
1940-1945 (Schriften des Forschungsinstituts der Deutschen Gesellschaft für 
Auswärtige Politik, 26), Munich (Oldenbourg), 1968 

Löwenthal, Richard: see Sering, Paul
Mann, Thomas: Europe. A Federation of Free States, in Federal Union News, 

no. 97 (London), March 1943, p. 3
Mann, Thomas: Deutsche Hörer! Eine Auswahl aus den Rundfunkbotschaften an 

das deutsche Volk, published by Freier Deutscher Kulturbund (Großbritan
nien) London n.d. (1944)

Mit dem Gesicht nach Deutschland. Eine Dokumentation über die sozialdemo
kratische Emigration. Aus dem Nachlass von Friedrich Stampfer, edited by 
Erich Matthias (Veröffentlichungen der Kommission für Geschichte des Par
lamentarismus und der politischen Parteien), Düsseldorf (Droste), 1968 

Mommsen, Wilhelm: Deutsche Parteiprogramme (Deutsches Handbuch der Po
litik 1), Munich (Isar-Verlag), 1960 

Monte, Hilda: The Unity of Europe, London (Victor Gollancz), 1943 
Neue Volks-Zeitung, New York, Dec. 1932-Aug. 1949 
Politische Information, Stockholm, July 1943-Nov. 1945 
Rauschning, Hermann: Die Revolution des Nihilismus. Kulisse und Wirklichkeit 

im Dritten Reich, Zurich-New York (Europa Verlag), 1938; tr., Germany's 
Revolution of Destruction, London (W. Heinemann), 19391; The Revolution



IV./2. Ideas of German Exiles 625

of Nihilism. Warning to the West, New York (Alliance Book), 19391; French: 
La révolution du nihilisme, Paris (Gallimard), 1939 

Rauschning, Hermann: Die Konservative Revolution. Versuch und Bruch mit 
Hitler, New York (Freedom Publishing Company), 1941; tr., The Conserva
tive Revolution, New York (G. P. Putman’s Sons), 1941 

Röpke, Wilhelm: ‘Wirtschaftsverfassung und politische Weltordnung’ in Die 
Frie dens-Warte, vol. 43, no. 1, Zurich, 1943, pp. 24-35 

Röpke, Wilhelm: ‘Die internationale Wirtschaftsordnung der Zukunft. Pläne 
und Probleme’, in Schweizerische Monatshefte fü r Politik und Kultur, vol. 22, 
no. 7, Zurich, Oct. 1942, pp. 371-87 

Röpke, Wilhelm: Internationale Ordnung, Zurich (Eugen Rentsch), 1945 
Sering, Paul: ‘Was ist der Volkssozialismus?’, Zeitschrift fü r Sozialismus, vol. 3, 

no. 36, Sept. 1936, pp. 1105—1136
Siemsen, August: Die Tragödie Deutschlands und die Zukunft der Welt. Aufsätze 

und Reden, Buenos Aires (Editorial Cosmopolitica), 1945 
Sozialistische Mitteilungen. News for German Socialists in England, London, 

Jan. I940-Sept./O ct. 1948
Stampfer, Friedrich: ‘Das andere Deutschland spricht’, Neue Volks-Zeitung, 

vol. 12, no. 48, New York, 27 Nov. 1943, p. 1 
Strasser, O tto: Europäische Föderation. Die Schweiz als Vorbild Europas, Zurich 

(Reso-Verlag), 1936
Strasser, O tto: Masaryk, ein Führer zum neuen Europa, Zurich (Welt-Woche- 

Verlag), 1938. 2nd edition entitled: Europa von morgen. Das Ziel Masaryks, 
Zurich (Welt-Woche-Verlag), 1939

Strasser, O tto: ‘Why Europe Must Federate’, in Federal Union News, no. 31, 
London, April/May 1940, p. 3

Szende, Stefan: Europeisk revolution, Stockholm (Albert Bonniers), 1943; Ger
man tr., Europäische Revolution, Zurich-New York (Europa Verlag), 1945 

Szende, Stefan: Zwischen Gewalt und Toleranz. Zeugnisse und Reflexionen eines 
Sozialisten. With a foreword by Willy Brandt, Frankfurt (Europäische Ver
lagsanstalt), 1975

Tillich, Paul: ‘What War Aim s?’ (War Aims II), Protestant Digest, vol. 3, 
New York, 1941, pp. 13-18 (also published as a pamphlet); German: ‘Welche 
Kriegsziele?’ Freies Deutschland. Alemania Libre, no. 9, Mexico City, 15 July 
1942, pp. 17-18; Spanish: ‘La Unión Federal de Europa’, La Nueva Demo
cracia, vol. 22, no. 12, New York, 1941, pp. 6-8 

Tillich, Paul: Gesammelte Werke, vol. 13. Impressionen und Reflexionen. Ein 
Lebensbild in Aufsätzen, Reden und Stellungnahmen, Stuttgart (Evangelisches 
Verlagswerk), 1972

Tillich, Paul: Gesammelte Werke, vol. 14. Bibliography and textual history of 
the collected works of Paul Tillich, Stuttgart (Evangelisches Verlagswerk), 
1975

Tillich, Paul: Supplementary and posthumous volumes to the collected works, 
vol. 3. An meine deutschen Freunde. Die politischen Reden Paul Tillichs wäh
rend des Zweiten Weltkriegs über die ‘Stimme Amerikas’, Stuttgart (Evangeli
sches Verlagswerk), 1973



626 Bibliography

Union Deutscher Sozialistischer Organisationen in Grossbritannien. Zur Politik 
deutscher Sozialisten. Politische Kundgebungen und programmatische Richt
linien der Union Deutscher Sozialistischer Organisationen in Grossbritannien, 
London, 1945

D as Wahre Deutschland. Auslandshlätter der Deutschen Freiheitspartei, Paris, 
London, Jan. 1938-Nov./Dec. 1940

Weber, August: A New Germany in a New Europe, London (Lindsay Drum
mond), 1945

Wehberg, Hans: ‘Zum gegenwärtigen Stande des Problems einer künftigen Welt
organisation. Die zentrale Frage der Schaffung einer internationalen Autori
tät’, in Die Friedens-Warte, vol. 43, no. 5, Zürich, 1943, pp. 205-20 

Wehberg, Hans: ‘Die Organisation der Staatengemeinschaft nach dem Kriege, 
Das Problem einer wahren Repräsentation der Völker’, in Die Friedens-Warte, 
vol. 44, no. 2/3, Zürich, 1944, pp. 49-74 

Die Welt, Zeitschrift fü r  Politik, Wirtschaft und Arbeiterbewegung, Stockholm, 
Sept. 1939-May 1943

Die Zeitung, London, March 1941-June 1945 
Die Zukunft, Paris, Oct. 1938-May 1940 
Zur Nachkriegspolitik deutscher Sozialisten, Stockholm, 1944 
Zur Politik deutscher Sozialisten, see Union Deutscher Sozialistischer Organisa

tionen in Grossbritannien, Zur Politik deutscher Sozialisten

II. Monographs and Studies

Biographisches Handbuch der deutschsprachigen Emigration nach 1933, vol. 1, 
published by the Institut für Zeitgeschichte, Munich and the Research Foun
dation for Jewish Immigration, Inc., New York, under the general direction 
of Werner Röder and Herbert A. Strauss, Munich (Saur), 1980

Bouvier, Beatrix: Die Deutsche Freiheitspartei (DFP). Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte 
der Opposition gegen den Nationalsozialismus, Dissertation in the Faculty of 
Philosophy, Frankfurt/Main, 1969

Braunthal, Julius: History o f the International, vol. 2, London, 1967
Bremer, Jörg: Die Sozialistische Arbeiterpartei Deutschlands (SAP). Untergrund 

und Exil 1933-1945, Frankfurt (Campus), 1978
Drechsler, Hanno: Die Sozialistische Arbeiterpartei Deutschlands (SAPD). Ein 

Beitrag zur Geschichte der deutschen Arbeiterbewegung am Ende der Wei
marer Republik (Marburger Abhandlungen zur Politischen Wissenschaft, 2), 
Meisenheim/Glan (Hain), 1965

Duhnke, Horst: Die K PD  von 1933—1945, Cologne (Kiepenheuer & Witsch), 
1972

Edinger, Lewis J .: German Exile Politics. The Social Democratic Executive Com 
mittee in the N azi Era, Berkeley, Los Angeles, 1956; German tr. Sozialdem o
kratie und Nationalsozialismus. D er Parteivorstand der SPD  im Exil von 
1933-1945, Hannover (Norddeutsche Verlagsanstalt), 1960



IV. /2. Ideas of German Exiles 627

Fischer, Alexander: Sowjetische Deutschlandpolitik im Zweiten Weltkrieg
1941-1945, Stuttgart (Deutsche Verlagsanstalt), 1975 

Frömmelt, Reinhard: Paneuropa oder Mitteleuropa. Einigungsbestrebungen im 
Kalkül deutscher Wirtschaft und Politik 1925-1933 (Schriftenreihe der Virtel- 
jahreshefte für Zeitgeschichte 34), Stuttgart (Deutsche Verlagsanstalt), 1977 

Geschichte der deutschen Arbeiterbewegung, published by The Institute for 
Marxism-Leninism at the Central Committee of the SED, vol. 5, Berlin 
(Dietz), 1966

Gross, Babette: Willi Münzenberg. Eine politische Biographie. (Schriftenreihe 
der Vierteljahreshefte für Zeitgeschichte 14/15), Stuttgart (Deutsche Verlag
sanstalt), 19682

Hess, Jürgen: ‘Europagedanke und nationaler Revisionismus. Überlegungen zu 
ihrer Verknüpfung in der Weimarer Republik am Beispiel Wilhelm Heiles’, in 
Historische Zeitschrift 225, 1977, pp. 572-622 

Hess, Jürgen: £Das ganze Deutschland soll es sein\ Demokratischer Nationalis
mus in der Weimarer Republik am Beispiel der Deutschen Demokratischen 
Partei (Kieler Historische Studien 24), Stuttgart (Klett), 1978 

Holl, Karl: ‘Europapolitik im Vorfeld der deutschen Regierungspolitik. Zur Tä
tigkeit proeuropäischer Organisationen in der Weimarer Republik5, in Histo
rische Zeitschrift 219, 1974, pp. 33-94

Link, Werner: Die Geschichte des Internationalen Jugend-Bundes (IJB) und des 
Internationalen Sozialistischen Kampfbunds (ISK). Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte 
der Arbeiterbewegung in der Weimarer Republik und im Dritten Reich (Mar- 
burger Abhandlungen zur Politischen Wissenschaft), Meisenheim/Glan 
(Hain), 1964

Lipgens, Walter: Die Anfänge der europäischen Einigungspolitik 1945-1950. 
Vol. 1: 1945-1947, Stuttgart (Klett), 1977, tr. A History of European Integra
t i o n vol. 1: 1945-47 The Formation of the European Umty Movement, 
Oxford (Clarendon Press), 1982.

Maas, Lieselotte: Handbuch der deutschen Exilpresse. Vol. 1/Bibliography A-K, 
Munich (Hanser), 1976; Vol. 2/Bibliography L-Z, Munich (Hanser), 1978 

Matthias, Erich: Sozialdemokratie und Nation. Ein Beitrag zur Ideengeschichte 
der sozialdemokratischen Emigration in der Prager Zeit des Parteivorstandes, 
Stuttgart (Deutsche Verlagsanstalt), 1952 

Misgeld, Klaus: Die ‘Internationale Gruppe demokratischer Sozialisten3 in Stock
holm 1942-1945. Zur sozialistischen Friedensdiskussion während des Zweiten 
Weltkriegs (Schriftenreihe des Forschungsinstituts der Friedrich-Ebert-Stif- 
tung 126), Bonn-Bad Godesberg (Neue Gesellschaft), 1976 

Monteleone, Renato: ‘Le ragioni teoriche del rifiuto della parola d’ordine degli 
Stati Uniti d’Europa nel movimento comunista internazionale5, in L 3idea 
deWunificazione europea dalla prima alla seconda guerra mondiale. Relazioni 
tenute al convegno di studi svoltosipresso la Fondazione Luigi Einaudi (Torino 
25-26 ottobre 1974) ed. by Sergio Pistone, Turin (Fondazione Einaudi), 
1975

Müssener, Helmut: Exil in Schweden. Politische und kulturelle Emigration nach 
1933, Munich (Hanser), 1974



628 Bibliography

Paetel, Karl O .: ‘Zum Problem einer deutschen Exilregierung’, Vierteljahres
hefte für Zeitgeschichte, voi. 4, 1956, pp. 286-301 

Pistorius, Peter: Rudolf Breitscheid, 1874-1944. Ein biographischer Beitrag zur 
deutschen Parteiengeschichte. Dissertation in the Faculty of Philosophy, C o
logne, 1970

Radkau, Joachim: Die deutsche Emigration in den USA. Ihr Einfluss au f die 
amerikanische Europa-Politik. 1933-1945 (Studien zur modernen Geschichte 
2), Düsseldorf (Bertelsmann Universitätsverlag), 1971 

Röder, Werner: ‘Deutschlandpläne der sozialdemokratischen Emigration in 
Grossbritannien’, Vierteljahreshefte fü r Zeitgeschichte voi. 17, 1969,
pp. 72-86

Röder, Werner: Die deutschen sozialistischen Exilgruppen in Grosshritannien 
1940-1945. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des Widerstandes gegen den National
sozialismus (Schriftenreihe des Forschungsinstituts der Friedrich-Ebert-Stif- 
tung 58), Bonn-Bad Godesberg (Neue Gesellschaft), 19732 

Spitta, Arnold: Paul Zech im südamerikanischen Exil 1933-1946. Ein Beitrag zur 
Geschichte der deutschen Emigration in Argentinien (Biblioteca Ibero-Ameri
cana. Veröffentlichungen des Ibero-Amerikanischen Instituts Preussischer 
Kulturbesitz, 24), Berlin (Colloquium), 1978 

Sywottek, Arnold: Deutsche Volksdemokratie. Studien zur politischen Konzep
tion der KPD 1935-1946, Düsseldorf (Bertelsmann Universitätsverlag), 1971 

Walter, Hans-Albert: Deutsche Exilliteratur 1933-1950, voi. 7: Exilpresse 1, 
Darmstadt (Luchterhand), 1973; voi. 4: Exilpresse, Stuttgart (Metzler), 1978



3. Views of Austrian Exiles on the Future of Europe

H e l e n e  M a im a n n

Introduction

What is to happen to Austria after the collapse of National Socialism? That was 
the all-important question on which every discussion by the groups of Austrian 
exiles hinged. Accordingly, all considerations about the future of Europe de
pended on the attitude taken by the various groups to the Austrian problem. 
When after Stalingrad the forthcoming defeat of Germany became clearly appar
ent, the debate focussed on the question: Was Austrian independence to be 
restored and the Anschluss with Germany thereby cancelled -  or not? Every 
discussion about the postwar reconstruction of Europe had to start by answering 
this question and was inseparable from it. In the end it was argued with such 
fervour and received such a conclusive answer in the Allies’ Moscow Declaration 
on Austria of 30 October 1943 that thereafter it dominated the exiles’ discussion 
about Europe as a whole, which by the end of the war had become a mere side 
issue as far as they were concerned. All the documents concerning the recon
struction of Europe produced by Austrian exiles date from the period before the 
‘Moscow Declaration’ .1

But it was not only the need to adapt and conform to Allied war aims that -  
apart from individual personalities -  accounted for the practically unanimous 
trend in favour of an independent Austria. In the course of the war Austrian 
political exiles became increasingly aware that those active in the Austrian resi
stance -  socialists and communists as well as middle class and non-party groups -  
were far from envisaging their country’s future in terms of federation: commu
nists and legitimists alike after the Anschluss in March 1938 had campaigned for 
the restoration of Austria’s independence as a direct objective of their opposition

1 The Moscow Declaration was the first document that expressly laid down the restora
tion of an independent Austrian state as an agreed Allied war aim and was later to form 
the basis of the existence of the second Austrian Republic. From the start of the inter
allied talks about the postwar shape of Europe during Eden’s visit to Moscow in De
cember 1941 the Soviet Union insisted on the restoration of Austria as an independent 
state and rejected all proposals for a federation put forward by the Western Allies, and 
this attitude was of decisive importance in framing the Moscow Declaration. Cf. also 
Fritz Fellner, ‘Die aussenpolitische und völkerrechtliche Situation Österreichs 1938. 
Österreichs Wiederherstellung als Kriegsziel der Alliierten’ in Die Zweite Republik, 
vol. 1, Vienna-Graz, 1972, pp. 53-90.
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to the Nazi regime, and after the Moscow Declaration the illegal socialist groups 
in Austria also fell into line.2

During their exile ideas for the reshaping of Europe after the war were devel
oped by the following groups: legitimists (who saw in Otto of Habsburg as heir 
to the Austrian Imperial Crown the legitimate representative of the state), groups 
in which middle class and right-wing social democratic personalities mixed with 
legitimists, and the socialists as a whole. There were, to be sure, personalities 
(like Ferdinand Czernin, quoted in the documents) who evolved ideas of a federal 
Europe on similar lines to those of the middle class-legitimist camp, but wanted 
to have nothing to do with the latter. Similarly the attitude of the socialist émi
grés, who declared in April 1938 that ‘the task of the socialist workers’ movement 
in Austria cannot be the struggle to restore independence, but only the liberation 
of Austria by the overthrow of Hitler in a revolution involving the whole Ger
man people, that is, through the transformation of the existing National Socialist 
into a Socialist Germany’,3 became noticeably less certain. In Great Britain two 
small groups of dissidents split off from the official party group, in the USA it 
was prominent party leaders such as Otto Leichter and Julius Deutsch, and in 
Sweden Bruno Kreisky, who even before the ‘Moscow Declaration’ turned their 
backs on the revolutionary strategy that was supposed to apply to the whole of 
Germany and later to the whole of Europe.4

The communists, who played the decisive part in building up the ‘mass move
ments’ of the Austrians in exile with their ‘popular front’ policy, had already

2 Characteristically, the charges continually brought by the Nazi regime against the com
munists and monarchists blaming them for ‘tearing away the Alpine and Danubian 
districts’ [as Austria was described] ‘from the Reich’ were not brought against the 
socialists. It was the former social democratic minister of the interior for Hessen, 
Wilhelm Leuschner, who in the spring of 1943 was destined to learn of the change of 
mind among Austrian socialists from the lips of Adolf Schärf, whom he was visiting in 
Vienna to win the co-operation of the socialists (and also of the Christian Social party); 
and in the event of the German revolution against the Nazi regime being successful to 
discuss an agreement fot the co-operation of the Austrian social democrats in maintain
ing the Anschluss. ‘The Anschluss is dead’ was Schärf’s reply. Cf. Widerstand und 
Verfolgung in Wien 1934—1945, vol. 2, published by Dokumentationsarchiv des Öster
reichischen Widerstandes, Vienna, 1975, p. 9; Adolf Schärf, Österreichs Erneuerung
1945-1955, Vienna, 1955, pp. 19 ff.

3 Pamphlet containing the opinion of the senior socialist leader in exile, Joseph Buttinger, 
on the Anschluss, March 1939. Dokumentationsarchiv des Österreichischen Widerstan
des (DÖW) Bibliothek 4074/106. Reprinted in Widerstand und Verfolgung, loc. dt., 
pp. 31 ff. The attitude of the representatives in exile of the Austrian socialists was 
affirmed in April 1938 in the so-called Brussels resolution on the Anschluss.

4 In a memorandum by the representatives in exile of the Austrian socialists (AVÖS) Otto 
Leichter as early as the end of 1939 had criticised their attitude to the Anschluss and 
come out in favour of a restoration of Austrian independence. Otto Leichter, ‘Für ein 
unabhängiges Österreich’ in Die Zukunft (Vienna), 1/2, January 1973. Julius Deutsch, 
who already during his exile in Paris had entered into negotiations with middle class and 
legitimist personalities among the Austrian exiles with a view to forming an Austrian 
government in exile, found himself in 1943 in his attitude to the Moscow Declaration in
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before the Anschluss taken an uncompromising stand on the independence issue. 
However, during the period of the Hitler-Stalin pact and until the end of 1942, 
they -  or at any rate those of them who were in exile in the West -  refrained from 
putting forward the maximum demand, but invoked the Atlantic Charter to 
claim self-determination for the Austrian people. This attitude was probably 
connected with the hesitations of the Soviet Union over the Austrian question.5 
But the communists never supported any idea of general transformation of Eu
rope after the war; they regarded the impulse of nationalism behind the various 
European resistance movements as having priority and as too important for them 
to be prepared to criticise the division of Europe into national states. Declared 
opponents as they were of the legitimists’ plans for a federation as well as of the 
left-wing socialists’ orientation to an all-socialist Europe, their policy in exile 
(like that of communist resistance in the country itself) during the last two years 
of the war increasingly presented the appearance of ardent patriotism.

The future plans of the legitimist émigrés, who rallied round Otto Habsburg, 
were constantly combined with the attempt to obtain official recognition by the 
western allies as a ‘government in exile’ or at least as a representation in exile. All 
efforts in this direction, however, foundered on the decision by the State D e
partment as well as by the Foreign Office in London not to do anything that 
would prejudice their postwar policy in Central Europe.6 More serious con
sideration was given to the most diverse kinds of memoranda concerning 
reorganization of the Danube countries on federal lines which, especially in the 
Foreign Office, fell on receptive ears and were favoured by Churchill at the 
various allied conferences, including even Yalta.7 This did not mean that the 
Americans and British were prepared to combine a federation of that kind with a 
restoration of the Habsburgs, even though Otto Habsburg had influential sup
porters among those concerned with American foreign policy.8

The postwar plans of the legitimists were represented in the outside world by 
committees of the most varied kind, such as the ‘Office Autrichien’ in Paris until 
the fall of France or the ‘Austrian Office’ in London; in the USA the Habsburg

sharp opposition to Friedrich Adler. Bruno Kreisky and the Austrian socialists in exile 
in Sweden had already in the summer of 1943 drawn up a resolution about restoring 
Austrian independence. Cf. also Helene Maimann, Politik im Wartesaal. Österreichi
sche Exilpolitik in Grosshritannien 1938-1945, Vienna, 1975, pp. 47, 103 f., 161-68, 
176.

5 Cf. Maiman, pp. 128 f.
6 Ibid., pp. 187-91.
7 Diane Shaver Clemens, Yalta, New York, 1970, p. 32.
8 Among them was the American ambassador in Paris, William C. Bullitt. But Roosevelt 

himself also viewed with some favour a Habsburg initiative for establishing an ‘Austrian 
battalion’ in the United States army. Massive protests from among the Austrian political 
émigrés, but also from a section of the American press and from organizations repre
senting minorities in the ‘successor states’ put an end to the project. Cf. Franz Gold- 
ner, Die Österreichische Emigration 1939-1945, Vienna-Munich, 1972, pp. 129-82. 
For the aloof attitude of the British towards the Habsburgs cf. Maimann, loc. cit., *
p . 110.
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cause could count on the support of the Tree Austrian Movement' headed by 
Hans Rott, a former member of Schuschnigg's last cabinet -  this had nothing to 
do with the Tree Austrian Movement' started in Great Britain by the commu
nists. In the ‘Austrian Office' middle class personalities and the social democratic 
dissident Heinrich Allina were active as well as avowed legitimists.

A large share of the periodical Free Austria, which the Austrian Office pub
lished for a year and a half, consisted of articles discussing a reconstruction of the 
Danube countries on federal lines, which would include Austria as an equal 
partner. Depending on their authors, these took a more or less restorationist or 
federalist line; the general concept was of a future Danubian federation as a 
democracy on the English model, in which the old party system would be abol
ished and would be replaced by peaceful collaboration between classes in local 
government and trade unions. The ideal model was the old Austro-Hungarian 
monarchy, the collapse of which could in the opinion of most of the authors of 
the new scheme have been avoided by its timely transformation into a federation. 
Austria's economic viability was not called in question; a federal solution was 
seen as a counterpoise to Germany and probably also to the Soviet Union.9 In the 
spring of 1942, however, the ‘Austrian Office' joined the Tree Austrian Move
ment’, the umbrella organisation established by the communists as an expression 
of the ‘national front’ of the Austrian resistance in exile; this inevitably meant 
abandonment of the postwar plans it had hitherto advocated.

Otto Habsburg himself in an article published in Foreign Affairs early in 1942 
called on the Allies not to allow an ‘order of anarchy' to prevail as they had after 
the first world war, when they had supported the liberation movements of the 
Slav peoples to the extent that sovereign individual states were able to emerge in 
Eastern and Central Europe; instead he proposed the reconstruction of an A us
trian Danubian monarchy as a bastion against the Soviet Union.10 In making this 
suggestion he isolated himself not only from almost all groups of exiles, but also 
from many of his own supporters.11

But the Habsburg brothers -  Otto in the USA, Robert in Great Britain -  were 
in any case counting on the Austrian émigrés only so far as the latter appeared 
helpful. For them priority lay above all in direct contact with those responsible at 
various levels for Anglo-American foreign policy. The Habsburgs’ plans for the 
future contrasted blatantly with the principles they proclaimed to the outside 
world, that a federal development in the Danube basin could be established only 
with the free consent of all the nations involved.12 The role which the victorious

9 Cf. the following articles: W. Forster, ‘The Problem of South Eastern Europe’ in Free 
Austria, no. 9, June 1941; Karl Kapralik, ‘Was Austria incapable of existence?’ in Free 
Austria, no. 2, November 1941 (vol. 2); Heinrich Allina, ‘Austria for ever’ in Free 
Austria, no. 7, April 1942 (vol. 2); Peter v. Albert, ‘The Heart of Europe’, in The 
Empire Review, February 1942.

10 Otto of Austria (Otto Habsburg), ‘Danubian Reconstruction’, reprinted from Foreign 
Affairs, American Quarterly Review, New York, 1942.

11 This was especially true of the legitimists, organised in Great Britain in the ‘Austrian 
League’, who were members of the communist-controlled ‘Free Austria Movement’ .

12 Robert Habsburg, The New Austria, London, 1942.
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powers would play after the war, notably in regard to territorial questions, was 
obvious. Accordingly the Allied agencies charged with postwar planning would 
have to be ‘prepared’ for this task. Meanwhile, with an eye to the East European 
governments-in-exile in the West, a number of ideas were developed which dis
carded the Habsburgs’ maximum demand for restoration of the Danube monar
chy, and discussed only a Danubian federation that was seen as part of a future 
continental federation.13 How the Habsburg brothers envisaged the future is 
shown in a publication by Robert Habsburg entitled The New Austria in which 
three possibilities for solving the Austrian question were put forward:

1. Restoration of Austria within the frontiers of the first Republic;
2. Union of Austria with South Germany;
3. A South East European federation of the Danubian states.
Here we have alternatives which for many years had been part of the western 

allies’ thinking about Austria. That the Habsburgs preferred the third solution is 
not surprising; the model was the old Austro-Hungarian monarchy, whose pol
icy towards the nationalities they did not wish to see criticised. To that extent 
Robert Habsburg’s idea of parity of status between all participating states must 
be seen as lip service. But he did not inquire what the ‘successor states’ would say 
to these plans; as for Austria itself, he disposed of all doubt with a statement that 
‘the Austrian nation would be prepared to welcome a federation of that kind with 
enthusiasm and would gladly enter a Danubian federation that would guarantee 
her against any restoration of the pernicious tariffs.’ He indicated the function of 
the Danubian federation as a bastion against the East with the remark that it had 
always been Austria’s mission to extend western civilisation in Eastern Eu-

14rope.
These imperialist intentions of the Habsburg family certainly discredited the 

discussion about Europe among Austrians in exile. They may even have been 
close in fact to British policy after the war, but at least after the Moscow Dec
laration it was equally clear to the officials in the Foreign Office that there would 
be no question ‘of taking back a Habsburg to Austria in our luggage’ .15

While still in exile in Paris the Austrian socialists -  like the left-wing German 
groups Neu Beginnen and SAP -  had worked out revolutionary ideas for postwar 
development on the Continent. The slogan of an ‘all-German revolutionary so
lution’ was proclaimed in opposition to that of restoring Austrian independence. 
As the best known proponent of the idea of a revolution embracing the whole of 
Germany and later the whole of Europe, Friedrich Adler gave priority to the 
European question over that of Austria. As an internationalist he saw the neces
sity of developing an autonomous socialist strategy for peace, which must start 
from the premise that the war was being waged not against ‘Germany’ but against

13 Cf. the following articles: ‘The future Austria -  great or small?5 in Free Austria, no. 2, 
November 1940; Franz Klein, ‘War Aims’ in Free Austria, no. 4, January 1941.

14 Robert Habsburg, The New Austria, loc. cit.
15 Handwritten, unsigned comments on a letter from Robert Habsburg to V. G. 

(Nicholas) Lawford (Foreign Office), 1 August 1944. Public Record Office, 
C 10039/6338/3.
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National Socialism. Solidarity with the ‘other Germany5, meaning the German 
working class, made it essential (in his view) to maintain this objective as strictly 
separate and clearly differentiated from the war aims of the Allies, even if this 
were to lead to a dispute with the belligerent states. Moreover Adler referred to 
the possible effects of such antagonism between the western Allies and the Soviet 
Union, which would completely deprive the workers of the liberated countries of 
their freedom and scope for action.16 These considerations also weighed heavily 
in a book Underground Europe Calling (London, 1942) by the former editor- 
in-chief of the Vienna Arbeiterzeitung, Oscar Poliak, on the possibilities of a 
revolution in Europe as a whole. Poliak took his stand on the arguments about 
war which Otto Bauer had expounded in his last book Zwischen zwei Weltkrie
gen? (Between Two World Wars?) and outlined the decisive tasks facing the 
international working class, urging the seizure of the possibilities for revolution
ary change that the forthcoming spread and intensification of the anti-fascist war 
would bring with them. Poliak saw the Europe of the future as a federation of the 
whole continent that would overcome the fragmentation of small states and 
establish a system of libertarian socialism. Yet he was well aware of the political, 
economic and social difficulties involved and tried to outline what the individual 
stages of this uneven development might be. He envisaged the reconstruction of 
Europe as superseding both the capitalist order of society and also the Stalinist 
deformation of socialism, and recalled the ‘integral socialism5 of Otto Bauer as 
well as the ideas of German and British socialists.17

The expectation of a German revolution within the framework of a European 
one, which was finally abandoned by the socialists in exile only after the Moscow 
Declaration, was completely opposed to communist policy during the war and 
gave rise to violent ideological arguments between the two groups. But even 
inside the socialist group in exile in England the idea of a federation for Europe as 
a whole was discussed; thus for example Wilhelm Rosenzweig wrote in a memo
randum in July 1942 that it was necessary ‘for the sake of clarity to state that a 
federation of that kind surely could not extend to states with a capitalist eco
nomy5 and considered it obvious that if the German revolution did not take place 
then the Austrian people ‘will make use of its right of self-determination, but not 
in the direction of an Anschluss with Germany5.18 In November 1942 Walter 
Wodak, later Austrian ambassador in Belgrade and Moscow and secretary gene
ral in the Austrian Foreign Office, proposed a ‘socialist, democratic Austrian 
Republic in a European socialist federation5 as the peace aim of Austrian soci
alists.19 Both memoranda are good examples of the priority given to the Austrian

16 Cf. Rudolf G. Ardelt, ‘Das “ Problem” Friedrich Adler’ in Helmut Konrad (ed.) So
zialdemokratie und Anschluss. Historische Wurzeln -  Anschluss 1918 und 1938 -  
Nachwirkungen, Schriftenreihe des Ludwig Boltzmann Instituts für Geschichte der 
Arbeiterbewegung, Vienna, 1978, pp. 71-87.

17 Oscar Paul (Oscar Pollak), Underground Europe Calling, London, 1942.
18 Wilhelm Rosenzweig, ‘Bemerkungen zum Memorandum O(scar) P(ollak)’, Verein für 

Geschichte der Arbeiterbewegung, Vienna, no. 2/348, box 7, file 8.
19 Walter Wodak, Memorandum zur Taktik und Strategie der Partei, November 1942, Dr 

Walter Wodak Papers, Vienna.
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question in all debates about federation among socialists, among whom, as we 
have seen, only Friedrich Adler wanted to subordinate the Austrian question to 
that of Europe. Finally the discussion in favour of an independent Austria won 
the upper hand in the course of 1943, and after the Moscow Declaration the 
debate about a revolutionary postwar Europe was broken off.

233. Heinrich Allina: ‘The Coming Austria’ March 1941

In Free Austria, London, March 1941, pp. 4-5 (Excerpt p. 4 f.).

Heinrich Allina, a Social Democrat who until February 1934 had been a member of the 
Austrian National Council, in 1940 joined the Austria Office’ in London, a rallying centre 
for legitimist and conservative middle class émigrés which aimed at establishing a complete 
representation of the Austrian émigrés in Great Britain. Its political objective was the res
toration of Austrian independence. Heinrich Allina, who on his own authority and without 
any instruction from his party had co-operated in setting up the Office, was expelled from the 
party at the beginning of 1940.

( . . . )  The necessary reconstruction of Europe cannot be considered without 
recognition of the principles of federative co-operation of nations and states 
hitherto separated through frontiers and customs barriers. The close collabora
tion of states linked to one another by geographical facts and economic mutual 
relations will be the first step in this direction. Here the problem of the future 
development of the Danube basin becomes logically apparent.

A new constructive combination on federal principles presumes certain fun
damental conditions among the nations concerned. Firstly, it must be under
stood that incorporation into a united state-nation is indispensable for a healthy 
development. If the new creation is to be capable of long life and proof against the 
destructive influence of special interests, then the birthday presents of the nations 
to the new federative state must be the renunciation of certain rights of sover
eignty in favour of the common central Government. With every possible 
reservation of the national and cultural liberty of the federated peoples and with 
every reservation of their historic and political individuality and with full reser
vation of their social and economic structure, certain of their governmental 
authority will have to be subordinated to the will and the decision of the demo
cratically organised common state. There could not be a greater mistake than the 
creation of political combinations and mere treaties without constitutional fun
damentals. It was just the lack of these which caused all the difficulties and 
setbacks in all attempts in this direction in the period before this war. Economic 
necessities will have to receive first consideration. This will provide the basis for 
the understanding and agreement of the nations concerned. The new political 
community will have to be built up on this strong foundation.

When incorporated into such a federal community, the Austrian people will
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have the task of settling their internal questions. Austria’s social structure points 
the way. Workers and peasants have already proved themselves to be the power
ful pillars of the Austrian state. To these must be added the middle class sections 
which have preserved their democratic thoughts and sentiments.

Logically and necessarily the economic and political conditions of existence 
demand orientation towards the great Western Democracies. Future interna
tional economic development will depend on Great Britain and the U.S. A. to the 
largest extent. The speediest participation in international trade and intercourse 
will be only possible in closest collaboration with these dominating world 
powers. ( . . . )

234. Oscar Paul (Oscar Poliak): Underground Europe calling
Spring 1942

From Oscar Paul, Underground Europe calling, London (Gollancz), 1942 (extract).

Oscar Poliak (1893-1963) began as editorial secretary of the social democratic newspaper 
Der Kampf, later joined the staff of the Arbeiterzeitung and became its editor-in-chief from  
1931 to 1934 and again after the war until his death. From 1923 to 1926 he worked with 
Friedrich Adler in the secretariat of the Socialist International During the period of Austro- 
fascist rule Poliak was one of the leading officials of the ‘revolutionary socialists', the organ
isation that succeeded the defeated social democrats after the fighting in February 1934, 
though he himself counted as one of the representatives of the cold party ’. His journey into 
exile took him to Briinn (Brno), Brussels, Paris and finally London, where he and Karl 
Czernetz together represented the ‘Delegation of Austrian Socialists Abroad\  In his book 
Underground Europe calling, published in 1942, he focussed on the war aims of both the 
western Allies and the USSR, neither of which had any interest in encouraging an indepen
dent, revolutionary development in post-war Europe. But it was precisely there that the 
decisive task of the international working class lay: to seize the opportunity for really pro
found social changes that a further spread and escalation of the war would bring about. The 
economic basis for internationalizing Europe had been created by the Third Reich itself; yet 
although the course and extent of the revolution that would sweep across Europe would 
depend upon the route taken by the Allied armies of invasion -  and Poliak drew a distinction 
at this point between revolutions caused by collapse and those caused by nationalism -  the 
character and direction of the transformation of the continent as a whole would depend on 
the timing and character of the social revolution in Germany.

“ Hitler’s attempt to unify Europe under Fascism has been a failure; none the 
less it attests the inherent need for unification. In the course of this war -  or 
rather of the phase of history of which this war is merely the climax -  a new and 
dominant fact has become apparent: the forms of production have outgrown the 
scale of national States. ( . . . )

Indeed, no individual State is able any more to hold the full forces of modern 
production; no national economy is able to provide all that is necessary for
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feeding the people or for defending them. This creates the need for a European 
economy, and constitutes the foundation of a future Federation embracing the 
whole of the Continent. (It would be easy to show that even a European solution 
is not enough: it must be a world economy and a world federation. But we shall 
not pursue this argument here.) What, then, is to be done with the forces of 
production which Fascism has harnessed to its sinister mechanism of terror, 
destruction and war? Push them back into the narrow borders of national States 
unable either to restrain or to develop them? O r organise them within the wider 
field of a Continent adapted at last, politically and socially, to put their creative 
energy to common use?

I have repeated here, after many others, that the time of the national State is 
past; that national Sovereignty has become a sham because no single State, under 
modern conditions, can produce its own basic needs nor provide its own defence. 
This statement seems in contradiction with the revival of individual States which 
we foresaw emerging out of the troubled beginnings of the revolution. Well, let 
us get back to them.

We known already something about their troubles. First: they are totally un
able to feed their population: they need an international organisation for that.

Secondly: important parts of these nations’ industries and banks -  especially 
those which have been directly controlled by the Nazis -  will be in a state of 
transformation, with former property rights suspended and new forms of collec
tive management created by imperative necessity.

Thirdly: for their reconstruction all these impoverished nations will need 
further important help. They will lack everything: not only capital in the tradi
tional sense -  i.e. money -  but all materials. They will have nothing but 
manpower in abundance, freshly demobilised and near starvation. They will 
want tools and transport, fertilisers and machines. These again will have to be 
provided through an international agency on an international scale. Will they also 
be provided according to an international plan? ( . . . )

Leave these iron works and oil-wells to the individual States to deal with, and -  
though you may get, here and there, a certain measure of state-capitalism -  you 
will have reintroduced economic nationalism, reinforced vested interests, re
stored the narrow sovereignty of small national States. Pool them under an 
international authority, take them over to be administered by an international 
institution and according to an international plan, and you will have made the 
first step towards real reconstruction. ( . . . )

There will be, last not least, the International Labour Office, tremendously 
important after the debasement of labour by the Nazis ( . . . )  In fact, the Inter
national Labour Office may well be called upon to perform, or at least to 
collaborate in, some of the most essential tasks which have been assigned here to 
unspecified international organisations.

Finally, we cannot pass over without a bare mention the international political 
authority: the super-State or Federation of Nations which must supersede na
tional sovereignty, guarantee and enforce international law and wield superna
tional power. ( . . . )

Let us repeat, then, that the problem set for the second stage of the revolution
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will be twofold. That every nation shall become master of the essentials of its 
economic life, which hitherto have been mismanaged by private interests, is one 
side. That the time of small national States is over, that their economic indepen
dence has become totally impossible and that to restore their political sovereignty 
would be a step backwards in history, is the other. That is what we mean by 
saying that the European revolution has a double-track course to travel: it has a 
social aim to attain and at the same time an international task to fulfil. It has to 
remove the barriers both of private interests and of national sovereignty -  for
tresses on frontiers.

In the course of this second stage, the state of the various countries may still be 
widely different, as they emerge from oppression, fighting and turmoil. Some 
will have frontiers fixed, while others will still be in a more fluid state of reset
tlement. Some may be already consolidated, while others are still in the midst of 
confusion. Some will proclaim constitutions, summon parliaments or enter fed
erations, while in others progress will be achieved only amidst grave social 
disturbances. Some will be Socialist and others will not.

235. Otto Habsburg: ‘The United States of the Danube. A Liberal 
Conception’ October 1942

In The Voice of Austria, London, October 1942 (excerpt).

Otto Habsburg, who for Austrian legitimists during the inter-war period was the em
bodiment of the country's aspirations, continued as an exile in the USA to give priority to 
restoration of the monarchy; he envisaged Austria as the nucleus of a central European 
federation that would consist of parts of the former Habsburg Monarchy and that above all 
would be a bastion against Bolshevism. His abortive attempt in the course o f1942 to form an 
Austrian battalion3 in the United States army was a sign of his intention to present himself as 
the representative of a (future) Austrian government in exile and to provide his post-war 
plans with some military backing. The following document is part of a speech he made in 
Washington.

$J.

( . . . )  It is obvious that we cannot return to a status quo which has created 
Hitler and his successes. But it would be unwise to simply overthrow the prin
ciples of 1919. What we would need is a wise synthesis between the principles of 
1914 and of 1919.

That would mean for the Danubian area first of all the absolute and uncondi
tional liberation of the whole country from the Nazi yoke. ( . . . )

But this liberation would be only the first step. Every nation should be given 
its chance to frankly show its preference. Every nation should have the right to 
form its own state. Once this phase of disintegration is achieved, the period of 
reintegration will come. I firmly believe that our nations have realized that the 
time of the small independent states is over. This does not mean that we are not in 
favour of small states, but that we feel that the small states will have to yield a part
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of their sovereignty to a greater common denominator -  the federal power. The 
principal function of the federal power of the united states of the Danube will be 
to further the interests of each individual nation and to control only some parts of 
their national life, as far as is essential to their common security and prosperity. 
Hence its economics, foreign policy, and national defense.

In the economic field it is generally understood that all customs barriers be
tween the Danubian states should be radically abolished. A common currency 
system would help to make the flow of goods run smoothly. Difficulties could 
easily be overcome and soon replaced by a greater common prosperity. Naturally 
the foreign trade will be a federal matter. The advantages of a common foreign 
policy and a common defence are too obvious in the light of recent events to need 
eommentary.

The common action of the Danubian nations must be ensured by common 
institutions. Such a common institution would be first of all a federal government 
which would have executive power on federal matters. We would further need a 
common supreme court which would have primarily to decide on matters of 
ligitation between the states. The common government should be responsible to 
a federal parliament, which would be built on the pattern of your senate, in order 
to assure each nation and each smaller state absolute equality inside the federa
tion. The emphasis in these common institutions will have to be laid on the 
sovereignty of each of the states participating in the federation.

It is natural that the federation will have to lay down certain principles of 
general policy for all the members. It is generally understood that we would need 
a Danubian Bill of Rights, which would not only safeguard the right of the 
individual but also the rights of the ethnic groups. And here we come to the 
thorny problem of the minorities. Several statesmen have suggested the idea, that 
it would be a wise policy to make a huge exchange of population, in order to 
decrease the number of minorities. We, who are representing the liberal idea in 
the Danubian area, are definitely opposed to that idea. We feel that this would be 
a criminal infringement on the right of the citizen to dwell wherever he chooses. 
It would be an imitation of the crimes of Hitler. We feel that it is our duty to 
resolve the problems of the minorities without violating the sacred rights of the 
individual and of the ethnic groups.

We know that minority legislation could never be a solution of the problem, as 
it was not based on the principal of equality of rights and duties. The minority 
problem covers the following parts of national life: language, education, and 
other national cultural activities. A true democracy must not only insure the 
equality of rights of individuals but also the equality of rights of the national 
groups. We will probably need in the Danubian basin a separate parliament 
which will have to pass laws concerning language, education and culture. This 
parliament should be composed of an equal representation of each ethnic group, 
may this group be large or small, strong or weak. Such an action would be in line 
with the traditional Danubian policy, as expressed in the Moravian agreement of 
1907, which gave rise to well-founded hopes.

But this picture would be incomplete, if we did not put the Danubian unity in 
the more general aspect of foreign policy and European reconstruction. ( . . . )
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It is rightly believed in Central Europe that Germany should be placed on a 
federative basis, leaving the southern and western German elements predominant 
in Germany, thus enabling them to overrule Prussian imperialism. With such a 
new Germany the Danubian federation will be able to entertain peaceful rela
tions, which might prove of great advantage for a sound development in 
Europe.

The second question of post-war international relations will be the enforce
ment of collective security and the creation of adequate international institu
tions.

The people of Central Europe hope that the coming League of Nations, which 
they are ready to support wholeheartedly, will be a real international tribunal, to 
which one can turn with confidence. They hope that the coming League will be a 
strong League which will impose duties on its members; that it will be a League 
to which it would be vital to belong and from which it would be fatal to be 
excluded.

Such a League will have to be supported by a constructive scheme of disarma
ment which should make the peaceful nations stronger than the potential 
aggressors.

236. Declaration on National Policy by the Representatives Abroad 
of the Austrian Trade Unions 1942

Auslandsvertretung der Österreichischen Gewerkschaften, Nationalpolitische Erklä
rung, hand-written script, London, approximate date 1942. Original copy in the Docu
ments Archive of the Austrian Resistance, Vienna, 6602 (excerpt).

The ‘Representatives of the Austrian Trade Unions Abroad’ had only one branch capable 
of functioning, its branch in Great Britain, where they had close relations with the Labour 
Party and the TUC. The Foreign Representative Agency itself was formed in 1939 in 
agreement with the International Federation of Trade Unions in Paris and was supposed to 
represent the clandestine free Austrian trade union movement outside Austria. Its chairman 
was Franz Novy, who until February 1934 had been trade union secretary and chief organ
iser of the Viennese building workers; the dispersal of its members into exile in so many 
different countries virtually prevented it from functioning. Novy himself moved from  
Sweden to Great Britain in 1942 and became chairman of the local branch, which was the 
only organisation that included both socialists and communists, membership not being de
pendent on support of any political party.

Preamble
Austria’s free trade unionists are convinced internationalists, and the close 

co-operation within a trade union movement embracing some ten nations in the 
old Austro-Hungarian monarchy, their enthusiastic collaboration in the Trade 
Union International and in the Socialist Workers’ International bear eloquent



IV./3. Views of Austrian Exiles 641

testimony to this. Austrian trade unionists and socialists together with convinced 
trade unionists and socialists in every country are struggling against aggressive 
nationalism in every form, for they know only too well that one of the chief 
mainsprings of nationalism is senselessly savage and criminal chauvinism, and 
that economic nationalism is the cause of world-wide deterioration in the stan
dard of living of the working masses. They therefore seek as their final goal a 
world community to which all nations should belong, and as the necessary first 
step they seek to form a union of national groups in a still to be created united 
states of Europe and in a revived League of Nations armed with far-reaching 
supranational powers.

Inspired by the wish to raise the standard of living of the working masses, they 
support national unity in cases where it makes possible the creation of large 
economic units in which economic planning can really work, and they also sup
port a customs union in cases where the nation states are themselves too small to 
make a planned economy viable.

They acknowledge that within the European community of nations the Ger
man nation is numerically so predominant that the trade unionists and socialists 
of other nations are bound to be afraid of German hegemony. They are accord
ingly ready to provide guarantees for preventing that hegemony.

Point 1
Ideally, Austrian trade unionists and socialists would like to see the creation of 

a democratic, socialist German republic that would include all German-speaking 
ethnic groups of today’s ‘Greater Germany’, if possible within the framework of 
a European confederation. Austrian trade unionists and socialists would agree to 
the establishment of a state of that kind on the following conditions:

a) All German ethnic groups which would be united in such a state must have 
the right of self-determination, broadly in the sense that 20% of those entitled to 
vote would be able to demand a plebiscite which might lead to secession.

b) Austrian trade unionists and socialists would comply with the wish of a 
renewed and progressive Socialist Workers’ International to provide guarantees 
of lasting peace by measures calculated to prevent the setting up of an aggressive 
power structure in Germany. To this end they would

1) press for Germany’s complete incorporation, with adequate renunciation 
of its sovereign rights, in a socialist or democratic league of European states and 
in a revived League of Nations armed with far-reaching supra-national powers; 
they would also press for the armed forces of the nations to be abolished and 
replaced by international police forces and for the civilian air fleets to be inter
nationalised. Austrian trade unionists and socialists see the best solution of the 
problem of nationalities in a strong supra-national League of Nations and a 
supra-national confederation of Europe consisting of relatively weak nation 
states.

2) prevent the concentration of power at the centre by supporting a maximum 
of regional, provincial and local self-government in matters of military, police 
and cultural concern inside Germany. They would, however, favour centralisa-
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tion in the fields of economic and social policy in order to enable economic 
planning to perform with maximum efficiency and to ensure social progress.

Point 2
Austrian trade unionists and socialists are, however, resolved to subordinate 

their desire for national unity if this unity should obstruct or hinder the establish
ment and maintenance of democratic socialism and thus jeopardise peace in 
Europe. Austrian trade unionists and socialists declare that the ideals of socialism 
and of European peace have priority over the ideal of national unity and the 
advantages accruing from it. ( . . . )

Of the many possibilities arising from the historical situation that will exist at 
the end of the war only one should be given pride of place, in order to illustrate 
the general political principle of subordinating the goal of national unity to that 
of making peace a reality:

If after the anti-Nazi war the supra-national united states of Europe should be 
created, as far as possible as a free trade area with a single currency, and should 
fear of German hegemony prove the only real obstacle to such an organization, 
we should not oppose a division of Germany into two halves, with for example 
Austria or another combination of parts being given independence, provided 
that

1) no other means were available to overcome fear of German hegemony. 
Such a means would for example be the creation of a large Northern Slav state 
consisting of Poles, Czechs, Slovaks and Ruthenes and of a large Southern Slav 
state consisting of Slovenes, Serbs, Croats and Bulgarians;

2) the possible union of some German ethnic groups with neighbouring states 
were ratified by a plebiscite of these groups; and

3) a customs and currency union of all German-speaking parts of the present 
‘Greater Germany’ and/or a number of European states including Germany were 
to be established.

Point 3

Whatever social and political circumstances may prevail in Germany when it 
emerges from the anti-Nazi war, Austrian trade unionists and socialists are in 
favour of all measures needed to overcome the aggressive nationalism of the 
German nation as well as of every other nation, such as for example by the 
abolition of national armies and their replacement by an international police 
force, the internationalisation of civilian air fleets, the limitation of the sovereign 
rights of the nation state within the framework of the future united states of 
Europe and of a revived League of Nations with far-reaching powers. ( . . . )
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237. Austrian Socialists in Great Britain: ‘What we want’ 1942

Österreichische Sozialisten in Großbritannien: ‘Was wir wollen', pamphlet, 1942. Orig
inal in the Documents Archive of the Austrian Resistance, Vienna, no. 3423 (excerpt).

The pamphlet, excerpts from which are published below, reveals the post-war expecta
tions of the Austrian socialists in Great Britain, as they were developed in theoretical 
language during the same period by Oscar Poliak in Underground Europe Calling. Again 
the definition of the status of Austria presented a thorny problem: one of the articles ap
pearing in the autumn of 1941 in the London Information newssheet of the Austrian 
socialists living in Britain contained the following passage: ‘Austrian socialists support a 
solution of the Austrian problem in which the vital interests of the Austrian people will be 
harmonised with the interests of its neighbours. They are fighting for the development of 
Austria on democratic and socialist lines within the framework of a democratic federation 
that will include all the countries of Central Europe and of the whole of Europe3. (London 
Information, no. 18, end of September 1941: the right of self-determination). The formula 
‘Self-determination plus international organisation3, as used in this article, was consistent 
with the Austro-Marxist tradition, which regarded national self-determination as a back
ward relic of bourgeois liberalism; besides, the Austrians were not seen as a nation of their 
own. At the same time this way of looking at the matter meant an abandonment of the 
‘comprehensive German revolution3 which was still being forecast as late as 1939.

The London Office of the Austrian socialists and the branch of Austrian trade 
unionists in Great Britain declare:

1. We want to beat Hitler and overthrow him ( . . . )
2. We want a European revolution.
Fascism has subjugated the entire continent. This has made a revolt by all the 

peoples it has conquered and oppressed both a possibility and a necessity. This 
European revolution, which is to end the war, must also bring about a new 
political and social order in the whole of Europe.

3. We do not recognise the annexation [of Austria]. ( . . . )
4. We want a free, independent, socialist Austria in an international associa

tion.
The Austrian people want to be free, but cannot exist on their own. They are 

opposed not just to Fascist domination of Austria exercised by Hitler; they are as 
opposed to any possible tutelage by Germany as they are to any other form of 
domination and intervention: the Austrian people wish to rule themselves. But it 
is precisely the case of Austria which shows the impossibility of a purely national 
solution and the necessity of an international solution. We are therefore working 
for a free, autonomous, democratic and socialist Austria that should form part of 
as comprehensive and democratic a federation as possible, one that is to emerge 
from the anti-fascist revolution of the nations of Europe and which is not to be 
directed against any one country. By struggling whole-heartedly for Austria to 
develop on democratic and socialist lines, we are also working for a lasting peace, 
freedom in security, the economic wellbeing of all nations and social welfare in 
the whole of Europe.



644 Documents

5. We are working for the future (. . .)
6. We represent the strongest and most resolute elements in the Austrian people.

( ... )

238. Leopold Hornik: ‘The Way to Unity’ 1942

Der Weg zur Einheit, pamphlet, London 1942. Original in the Documents Archive of 
the Austrian Resistance, Vienna, 3057/a7 (excerpt).

The refusal of the Austrian socialists in their office in London to accept the restoration of 
Austrian independence as part of their post-war plans was one of the factors which prevented 
the establishment of a common platform shared by all groups of Austrian exiles. Hornik’s 
writing shows not only the attitude of the communists to the ‘revolution involving the whole 
of Europe* but also their rejection of all plans to create a federated Europe.

It is certain that only Hitler’s complete destruction can bring liberation. But it 
is just this complete destruction which makes the word ‘separation’ essential for 
the subjugated nations. In this context too the words ‘no separation’ conceal 
hostility to the struggle for national liberation. ‘Don’t split off from the Third 
Reich! Don’t fight for your national liberation! Go for revolution all over Eu
rope!’ cry Oskar Poliak and Karl Czernetz. But this ‘revolution all over Europe’ 
is in reality a mere phantom. Is it not ridiculous even to imagine that the Czech, 
Yugoslav, Belgian, Dutch and Austrian peoples will be able to wage their war of 
national liberation under the slogan of ‘Away with Hitler! Up with the revolu
tion throughout Europe!’ ? In every country the whole population is uniting 
under the banner of the war of national liberation. Their aim is to expel the 
foreign invader from their native soil. That is how the complete destruction of 
Hitler will be brought about.

It is essential to be clear about this, that all ‘Pan-German’ or ‘Pan-European’ 
slogans prevent the full unleashing of the battle of national liberation for the 
Austrian people, as they do that of other oppressed peoples, and deprive them of 
their strongest weapon in their fight against Hitler. ( . . . )

239. Ferdinand Czernin: ‘Eastern European Federation’
October 1943

From ‘Eastern European Federation -  Yes or N o?’ In New Europe (New York), Octo
ber 1943 (excerpt).

Ferdinand Czernin, a son of Count Ottokar Czernin, the Austro-Hungarian foreign 
minister during the reign of the Emperor Charles, founded the organisation known as 
Austrian Action’ in New York in April 1941. This became the largest Austrian association in
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the USA during the w ar-its members were drawn mainly from the ‘non-political3 émigrés. 
After the Moscow Declaration on Austria (JO October 1943) Czernin in the autumn of 1944 
joined the ‘Free Austrian World Movement* (whose headquarters was in London), once all 
his efforts to establish a united organisation of all Austrian exiles in the USA had failed. 
Czernin, who was on good terms with the representatives of the ‘successor states’, particu
larly Czechoslovakia, and a declared opponent of the politics in exile practised by the 
Habsburg family, thus aligned himself with those who supported the demand for the res
toration of an independent and democratic Austria.

Next to the question of what to do with Germany, probably the most difficult 
problem is what to do with Eastern Europe in the postwar world.

The ease with which Germany was able to overrun Eastern Europe, picking 
off small nations one after another -  Austria first, then Czechoslovakia, Hun
gary, Rumania, Yugoslavia, and finally Greece; the inadequacy of the limited 
alliances that tied those nations together has emphasized the idea of an Eastern 
European Federation.

The apparent failure of the “ national state”  to safeguard its own independence 
and to guarantee the necessary security and economic well-being of its people has 
led to the fairly general assumption that “ the days of the small sovereign states are 
over”  and a new, tighter, more dependable and more compelling system of 
collective security should be called into existence.

A number of plans have been evolved, ranging from the most ambitious plan 
of uniting the 120 million people of Eastern Europe in one great Federation 
reaching from the Baltic down to the Aegean and comprising Poland, Czecho
slovakia, Austria, Yugoslavia, Hungary, Rumania and Greece. Other plans call 
for confining the Federation to the Danubian Basin, including Austria, Czecho
slovakia, Hungary and Rumania -  and leaving the Balkan states, Yugoslavia, 
Bulgaria, Albania and Greece, to form a Federation of their own. ( . . . )

It is only natural that when we think of the future we should review the 
experience of the past.

There are, particularly in America, a number of people who today extol the 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy as an ideal cooperative super-national system 
which should never have been broken up in the first place and which, since it has 
been, should be recreated not only as a barrier to Germany’s “ Drang nach Os- 
ten” , but also as the “ traditional bulwark against the Russian threat.”  These 
people forget that the forces which broke up the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy 
came from within. Austro-Hungary died of nationalism, the one malady it suf
fered from since its inception. ( . . . )

The Austro-Hungarian Monarchy not only was not the solution of the nation
ality problems in Central Europe, but more than that, it was constitutionally 
unable to find a solution, and, as its history shows, never even seriously at
tempted to do so.

The problem of nationalism, in the last analysis, is nothing but a social prob
lem. It is only where discrimination toward members of one nationality or 
favoritism for members of another create, even ever so mildly, a “ Herrenvolk
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versus enslaved peoples” -psychology, -that nationalism becomes an essential ele
ment of economic and social survival. ( . . . )

It is only along social lines that this problem can and must be solved. ( . . . )
We are today in a period in which revolutions are brewing all over Europe; 

revolutions not only against the German overlords, but also against the national 
systems and institutions which made the surrender or sellout to Germany so 
inevitable.

Maybe those coming developments will bring about the necessary changes. 
Perhaps, after the new upheavals which we must expect in Central Europe, the 
peoples there will have found the necessary common dominator in the common 
faith in Democracy and will adopt forms of government which are built upon the 
individual rights of man, which do away with any remnants of feudal or fascist 
systems, which accord to minorities the same rights which majorities claim for 
themselves. Unless they do, the plans for Federation will remain nothing but 
plans.

All these plans are being worked out in exile. It is fairly easy to work out plans 
in exile, far removed from the realities of the countries themselves.

The realization of these plans will depend entirely upon the state of mind in 
which the peoples at home find themselves when the dawn of liberation 
breaks.

We know that everywhere -  in Poland as well as in Czechoslovakia, in Ru
mania as well as in Austria -  the desire for a strongly-knit system of collective 
security, even at the cost of surrendering states’ sovereignty, is deep.

However, a great deal will depend upon how the subjugated nations, now 
closely united by their hatred of the German oppressors, closely united by the 
common lot they are suffering, will regain their liberty.

It is uneasily imaginable that a new, even stronger wave of nationalism might 
follow the Allied victory. If the various nations fight their war of liberation on a 
national basis, it undoubtedly will.

If, however, the fight for freedom in the various nations fuses and the Hun
garian peasant joins with his Rumanian brother -  if the Austrian worker and the 
Michailovich guerilla get a chance to join in fighting their German overlords as 
well as their own individual national Quislings and the systems, institutions and 
personalities which sold them out to Fascism -  if, in fact, the battle for freedom is 
fought and won on an ideological and social rather than on a national plane -  then 
intimate cooperation between the various peoples in the postwar world would 
not only be assured but inevitable.

If the Eastern European Federation is to come into being, it can only do so 
because the peoples who are to be part of it realize that in it lies their own 
salvation. Whether a Federation in Eastern Europe comes into being or not must 
be entirely up to the will and wishes of the people of that region itself. The only 
reason for setting it up can be the desire of the people to cooperate with each 
other.

Adolf Hitler has done his utmost to make the Eastern European Federation 
possible. He has created the one bond amongst the people of Eastern Europe 
which can unite them and which can outstrip nationalism -  the hatred of foreign 
domination, the hatred of the Fascist system.
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It is up to the Allies now to encourage that powerful force or to discourage it, 
according to what their plans, if any, for Eastern Europe may be.

It lies with the major Allied powers to make their choice. They can either call 
upon the peoples of Eastern Europe to rise in that great social, democratic revo
lution and to give them all the help they need; they can encourage national wars 
of liberation; or they can disregard the peoples and deal with governments estab
lished within the countries as satellites from whom they can hope for surrender 
and the yielding of political machinery without the disruption of law and 
order.

Whether any kind of Federation is possible in Eastern Europe, and what kind 
of Federation that may be, will depend to the greatest extent upon the actions of 
the major Allied powers.

240. Julius Deutsch: ‘True and False Independence’
Nov.-Dee. 1943

‘Echte und falsche Unabhängigkeit’ from Austrian Labor Information, N ew  York, 
no. 20/21, N ov.-D ee. 1943 (excerpt).

Julius Deutsch, a leading Austrian social democrat, was secretary of state for the army 
from November 1918 till October 1922, founder and leader of the workers' defence organ
isation, the ‘Republican Defence Alliance' and later a general in the Spanish civil war. After 
the fall of France he fled to the USA, where he worked until the end of the war in the Office 
of War Information. As a member of the Delegation of Austrian Socialists Abroad, in 
contrast to Friedrich Adler, he welcomed the Allied decision on Austria in the Moscow 
Declaration of 30 October 1943, but demanded that Austria must be given the opportunity 
to become part of a European grouping that would save it from again sinking to the abject 
status of a petty, unviable dwarf state. In the same article Deutsch attacked the security 
interests of the Soviet Union which aimed at the fragmentation of Europe, and distinguished 
between ‘genuine independence' ‘in which every nation has the right to help to shape its own 
destiny within the general community of nations' and the ‘spurious independence imposed 
from outside'. His pleas for European integration remained -  contrary to the social demo
cratic tradition up to that date -  without any socialist hallmark, and supported a Europe that 
would be able to stabilize the balance of power vis-à-vis the Soviet Union by providing a 
counterpoise.

( . . . )
We are far from denying that the Russians have a right to do their utmost to 

ensure the future development of their society in peace. The question which we 
consider ourselves justified in raising is, however, whether breaking up Europe 
into small, feeble economic units is likely to achieve that end. Europe is a unity. 
Even if up to now it has split up into a considerable number of states and groups 
of states, yet it has shared a common civilisation and there has always been 
economic co-operation. The task before our generation cannot be to destroy the
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European community as it has hitherto existed, but rather the opposite, to 
strengthen the community and raise it to a still higher level. That, without any 
doubt, is the best way of ensuring peace. The future lies in Europeanising the 
continent, not in Balkanising it.

There can be no question of Austria’s having to take part in a confederation of 
states directed against Russia or even of being able to do so. Austria’s participa
tion in any kind of ‘cordon sanitaire’ would be absurd. Like Switzerland, Austria 
belongs by its geographical position to those European countries for which peace 
is the supreme law of their existence. This will be all the more so when the forces 
of democracy are again in control in Austria. For the Austrian working class, 
which, it is to be hoped, will once again form the strongest pillar of democracy in 
the country, an anti-Russian policy is one of those things which simply have no 
place in the world of realistic thinking.

Russia has thus no need to expect that Austrian co-operation with its neigh
bours -  of which Czechoslovakia is the most obvious example -  would in any 
way adversely affect its foreign policy of preserving peace. On the other hand, 
the attempt to reduce Austria once again to the level of a petty, unviable dwarf 
state would certainly bring a new wave of unrest and even the danger of war into 
the heartland of Europe.

Finally, so far as the attitude of Austrian social democracy to the whole com
plex of questions is concerned, it must above all concentrate on distinguishing 
genuine independence from sham independence. Genuine independence exists 
where every nation has the right, within the larger framework of the family of 
nations, to take part in decisions affecting its own destiny. Sham independence is 
one that is imposed from outside. We reject it, even if our voice is weak and may 
die away unheard. But we owe it to our comrades in the homeland to try to 
express what they cannot say themselves. We are convinced that they reject and 
are bound to reject as much as we do the idea of Austria’s becoming a mere 
possession of more powerful nations.
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Part Three

Plans of Transnational Groups





I. Views of Socialist and Trade Union 
Associations on the Postwar Order in Europe

W a l t e r  L ip g e n s

Introduction

Part Three of this volume consists of a collection of documents on the future 
organization of world peace that were drawn up and approved by transnational 
groups made up of citizens of many countries acting in concert. In their places of 
exile émigrés from various European countries were able to meet others who 
were thinking on similar lines or shared the same political views and to plan with 
them a better future, one of peaceful co-operation for their peoples. What 
follows is mainly concerned with plans for a future European Union or 
organization for world peace developed by socialist, Christian, East European or 
other groups, drawn from many nations, often after long and arduous work 
together.

At the same time -  and this must be emphasized at the outset -  the plans for 
union put forward by the Socialist and Trade Union Internationals in the first 
chapter of this Part are far from comprising the total number of such plans for 
the better organization of peace that were put forward by socialists during the 
war. Each of the earlier chapters on individual countries contains similar 
documents written by single socialist authors or socialist groups from one 
country. This chapter, on the other hand, contains only documents produced by 
socialist groups drawn from more than one country, and, because of the difficult 
conditions caused by the war, they were few in number.

During the inter-war years the socialist parties possessed in the Labour and 
Socialist International (LSI) an organization for common consultation and 
action. But before the outbreak of the Second World War the LSI was weakened 
by splits. One reason for this was the argument whether they should form a 
common front with the communists against Fascism, after the Comintern at its 
seventh conference in the summer of 1935 suddenly changed its policy in favour 
of co-operation with reformist socialists, hitherto branded as ‘social-fascists’ . 
The debate between supporters and opponents of co-operation with the com
munists had paralysed the LSI since 1936.1 Another cause of division within the 
LSI was the different attitudes taken by the various member parties to the 
Munich agreement: while the French socialists had voted for it almost to a man,

1 Cf. J. Braunthal, History of the International, vol. 2, London, 1967, pp. 429^6. I am 
grateful to Herr Klemens Bott for substantial assistance with this chapter.
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and the British Labour party, committed since 1937 to rearmament against 
Fascism, had opposed Munich, the Scandinavian, Belgian and Swiss socialists had 
declared themselves neutral on this issue.2 The gap between the isolationist 
parties of the Oslo bloc and the parties with increasing insistence demanding 
armed resistance to Fascism was by now so unbridgeable that it was impossible 
to frame a resolution acceptable to everyone. And so the LSI after Munich 
‘ceased to be effective as an instrument for collective action by the socialist 
parties’.3 At a session of the executive committee of the LSI on 14 May 1939 the 
chairman, Louis de Brouckère, and the secretary general, Friedrich Adler, 
resigned in protest against the impotence of their organization. De Brouckère 
was replaced at first by the Dutchman Johan Willem Albarda; then, when the 
latter joined his country’s government in September 1939, Camille Huysmans, a 
Belgian, became chairman of the LSI, but no successor was appointed to succeed 
Adler as secretary general.4 After a fruitless session on 25 February 1940 the 
executive committee met for the last time in Brussels on 3 April 1940. It 
appointed a commission to work out a ‘Programme for the Reconstruction of 
Europe’ which, however, never met;5 and it adopted a manifesto for 1 May 
which did not even mention Hitler or Stalin, offering only empty rhetoric 
‘against a policy of conquest and suppression, in favour of a lasting peace based 
on international co-operation’. ‘With this proclamation the Labour and Socialist 
International made its exit from the stage of history’.6

From the period between the collapse of Czechoslovakia and the fall of 
France, during which a considerable proportion of socialist émigrés were living 
in France, only one document from a transnational socialist group (quite apart 
from what came from the moribund LSI) has come down to us. A ‘Study Group’ 
of several left-wing socialist groups from Germany and Austria drew up a

2 Ibid.yp. 507 anud 511 ff. ; cf. also O. Dankelmann, Die Genesis sozialreformistischer 
Integrationspolitik 1914-1951, dargestellt unter besonderer Berücksichtigung der 
Labour Party, Dissertation, University of Halle, 1975, p. 140 f.

3 J. Braunthal, op. cit.(n. 1), p. 490 f. Cf. K. Misgeld, Die ‘Internationale Gruppe demo
kratischer Sozialisten’ in Stockholm 1942-45,Uppsala, 1976, p. 37: The socialists of the 
Oslo bloc with their isolationist policy, like the Labour party with its attempt to make 
the LSI an instrument of British foreign policy, brought about the collapse of the LSI. 
Cf. also O. Dankelmann, ‘Zwischen SAI und Sozialistischer Internationale. Zur 
Genesis der International Labour and Socialist Preparatory Committee in London 
1940-45’ in Zeitschrift für Geschichtswissenschaft 24, Berlin (East), 1976, p. 1395: The 
Labour Partry ‘led the social democrats of Britain, the Netherlands, Sweden and 
Denmark in pressing for the LSI to be stripped of its powers’. For the end of the LSI cf. 
also W. Röder, Die deutschen sozialistischen Exilgruppen in Grossbritannien, Hanover, 
1968, p. 163 f.

4 J. Braunthal, loc. cit., (n.v), p. 491.
5 This commission was supposed to consist of the following members: Noel-Baker, L. 

Blum, C. Huysmans, Finn Moe and Koos Vorrink (cf. Braunthal, loc. cit., pp. 491-2); it 
never met: O. Dankelmann, Die Genesis . . . (n. 2), p. 163.

6 Quotation and commentary by J. Braunthal, loc. cit. (n. 1), p. 492. The LSI was 
formally dissolved in November 1946 (Braunthal, vol. 3, p. 133). Cf. K. Misgeld (n 3) 
p. 44, n. 38.
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programme shortly before the outbreak of war: T h e peoples of Europe do not 
need new frontiers or further encouragement of petty states, their economic and 
cultural progress requires the abolition of superfluous tariffs5 and, in addition to 
the removal of the capitalist economy, the creation of ‘a federation of free 
European nations5.7 Thus before the question of organizing the future peace of 
the world was even considered an attitude was adopted which strongly influ
enced most of the plans drawn up by socialists during the war.

After the fall of France relatively few of the leading socialist émigrés, by 
comparison with those of other Weltanschauungen, sought refuge in the USA. In 
the USA the geographical and organizational divisions between European exiles 
impeded international co-operation. Among the socialist groups there was no 
outstanding unifying personality who might have brought together the various 
factions on a permanent basis. Thus it is that of all the socialist émigré groups at 
that time in America only one document containing ‘War and Peace Aims5 is 
known to have survived, the joint product of a group of socialists from eight 
countries that met at the Rand School in New York. They called for a global 
organization for peace which would have to possess sovereign powers and be 
invested with an executive power equipped with ‘genuine armed strength5, but 
also containing within itself a European regional organization ‘in order to be able 
to deal on its own with specifically European problems5.8

The great majority of socialist émigrés had, however, fled to Great Britain. 
This massive concentration of socialist exiles in London reflected the wish of the 
exiles to be as near the Continent as possible and to co-operate closely with the 
largest socialist party in what was -  apart from the neutrals -  the only free 
country left in Europe. The Labour party was well aware of the strength of its 
position, especially after its entry into government in May 1940, and asserted its 
claim for leadership within the international workers5 movement with increasing 
forcefulness. After the capitulation of France on 14 July 1940 the international 
sub-committee of the Labour party held a conference with representatives of all 
socialists living in British exile from the occupied countries, but excluding 
socialist émigrés from the Fascist countries.9 To replace the now defunct LSI an 
‘Inter-allied Socialist Consultative Committee5 was set up, which for its organi
zation depended entirely on the Labour party; the latter made sure of exercising 
decisive influence on its debates through its chairman George Dallas and its 
secretary William Gillies.10 One point in favour of the new organization was that

7 Cf. document 241 below and the literature referred to.
8 Doc. 242 below. For the socialists in exile in the USA cf. also the introduction by W. 

Link and E. Matthias (ed.), Mit dem Gesicht nach Deutschland. Eine Dokumentation 
über die sozialdemokratische Emigration. Aus dem Nachlass Friedrich Stampfer, 
Düsseldorf, 1968, pp. 34 ff, and F. Stampfer, ibid., pp. 139 ff.

9 Cf. O. Dankeimann, ‘Zwischen SAI . . .’ (n. 3), p. 1395 f.
10 Cf. ibid., p. 1397. According to a circular from W. Gillies dated 8 November 1940 

quoted there the members of the Dallas group were: C. Huysmans (Belgium), Josef 
Belina (Czechoslovakia), B. Möller (Denmark), Henry Hauck or Louis Lévy (France),
J. C. Esveldt (Netherlands), Oscar Torp (Norway) and Hermann Liebermann (Po
land). For the Dallas group cf. also Steininger, p. 20 f. and Misgeld (n. 3), p. 38.
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many socialists from the occupied countries held leading positions in their 
governments-in-exile; on the other hand, the psychological effects of the 
German air raids on Britain widened the gap between the socialists of the states 
engaged in self-defence and those of the aggressor countries. The idea of a 
European Union, which was really inconceivable without Germany, was 
shelved; everyone’s hopes turned to the USA. The Dallas group met twice a 
month, but was ordered not to keep minutes or pass resolutions.11 In June 1941 
after Germany’s attack on the Soviet Union, the Labour party established 
another international committee, the so-called ‘Consultative Council’ ; this was 
an attempt to widen the anti-fascist front by co-operation with socialists from 
the aggressor countries. The inclusion of Germans, Austrians, Italians and 
Spaniards made this more representative than the Dallas group, but it too was 
unable to produce a programme. One reason for this was that ‘the atmosphere 
was suffocatingly full of mutual mistrust’ .12 Another reason was that the 
chairman, Camille Huysmans, who acknowledged the claim of the Labour party 
to lead in matters of international policy, applied the rules very strictly: they 
insisted on strict co-operation with the Labour leadership and prohibited written 
agenda, minutes, votes or publicity of any kind.13 What it amounted to was a 
committee launched by the Labour party to control the political émigrés, who 
were not allowed to draw up any programme of their own. It was created by 
Labour not with any intention of planning seriously for the future, but rather in 
order to prevent the emergence of any programme of which Labour might 
disapprove.

There were, nevertheless, five socialist and/or trade union groups, transna
tional in composition, which managed, even during the war and despite the 
phobias intensified by it, to evade this high-handed action by the Labour party 
and to work out their own postwar plans and to remain faithful to the goal of 
European union. The first to do so was the Militant Socialist International, an 
independent body founded in 1925 by Leonard Nelson and energetically contin
ued by its British section, the Socialist Vanguard Group, which in April 1942 
gave a powerful demonstration of its independent socialist planning for the 
postwar period: at its Easter conference in London there were speeches by 
well known socialists from six European countries, who went on to reach

11 Dankelmann, ‘Zwischen SAI . . .’ (n. 3), p. 1397; cf. also Braunthal, History of the 
International, vol. 3, London, 1971.

12 Cf. Dankelmann, ‘Zwischen SAI . . .’ (n. 3), p. 1400 f. The members were: C. Huys
mans (Belgium), L. de Brouckère (Belgium), L. Lévy (France), P. Krier (Luxembourg), 
J. W. Albarda (Netherlands), P. Fraser (New Zealand), O. Torp (Norway), B. Locker 
(Palestine). A. Ciolkosz (Poland), Becko, R. Bechyne, J. Necas, Nemec (Czecho
slovakia), W. Jaksch, J. Zinner (Sudeten Germans), O. Poliak (Austria), and H. Vogel 
(Germany). Cf. on this also H. Balthazar, ‘L’internationale Socialiste. Les débats de 
Londres en 1940-41’ in Cahiers dHistoire de la Seconde Guerre mondiale, no. 2, 
Brussels, Oct. 1972, p.203.

13 It even happened that socialist émigrés from fascist states boycotted the council because 
of its Vansittart-like policy, or conversely were debarred from its meetings; cf. K. 
Misgeld (n. 3), p. 45, and O. Dankelmann, Die Genesis . . . (n. 2), p. 215.



I. Views of Socialist and Trade Union Associations 657

agreement on a nine point programme, the first point of which ran: ‘The future 
Order of Europe should not be based on national sovereign states’ . Any division 
of Europe into ‘spheres of influence’, whether dominated by Russia or by the 
USA, would be a disaster. ‘3. A Federation should be established to secure 
economic and political unity in Europe’ .14 The German Section, the Internatio- 
naler Sozialistischer Kampfbund (ISK) arranged a public meeting in December 
1942 at which socialists from different European countries supported the crea
tion of a European federation. Almost every issue of the Socialist Vanguard 
Group’s own periodical, Socialist Commentary, from then until the end of the 
war contained plans elaborating the details of a European federation.15

On the initiative of Norwegian socialists, leading socialists from altogether 
twelve countries -  allied, neutral, fascist and occupied -  met their colleagues in 
exile in Sweden in July 1942 for a conference of an ‘International Group of 
democratic socialists in Stockholm’ and between then and March 1943 worked 
out a detailed programme for peace. The ‘Peace Aims of Democratic Socialists’ , 
drawn up by Willy Brandt, Gunnar Myrdal and Bruno Kreisky among others, 
called for the creation of a powerful world organization ‘to which all nations 
would voluntarily sacrifice a part of their sovereignty’, ‘with effective agencies’ , 
divided into ‘regional unions’ , and with ‘federal systems in Europe’ especially 
described as ‘essential for the safeguarding of European peace’ and an ‘interna
tional planned economy’ with supranational agencies of control.16 These ‘peace 
aims’ were circulated in the spring of 1943 to the Swedish Socialist party, the 
Labour party, the International Federation of Trade Unions, the ‘Laski group’ 
and many national groups in exile. The reaction was largely favourable.17

Even less palatable to the leadership of the Labour party was the emergence of 
a group including distinguished members of the Labour party and distinguished 
continental socialists that had been formed to discuss the postwar international 
order in freedom and independence. The well known socialist publisher Victor 
Gollancz included in his Left News from June 1941 onwards a supplement called 
the International Socialist Forum. In it questions of international socialism and 
the construction of a socialist Europe after the war were the subject of frank and 
lively debate, in which Austrian, German and Sudeten German socialists also 
took part.18 The discussion was chaired by Julius Braunthal and the responsible 
body was an advisory committee headed by the former vice-chairman of the

14 Document 243 below with detailed information about the history of the ‘Militant 
Socialist International’ ; basic monograph by W. Link, Die Geschichte des Internationa- 
len Jugend-Bundes (IJB) und des Internationalen Sozialistischen Kampfbundes (ISK), 
Meisenheim, 1961.

15 Doc. 244 below. For the group’s later programmes and the articles in Socialist 
Commentary till 1945 see n. 12 to doc. 243 and n. 5 to doc. 244.

16 Cf. doc. 245 below with detailed introduction to the group; basic monograph by K. 
Misgeld (n. 3).

17 Cf. E. Paul, Die (Kleine Internationale’ in Stockholm, Bielefeld, n. d. (1961), p. 9, and 
W. Brandt, Draussen. Schriften wahrend der Emigration, Berlin-Bonn, 21976, p. 305 f.

18 Cf. J. Braunthal, ‘International Socialist Forum’ in Left News, London, 1941, p. 1711: 
‘it is not too much to say that, with the International Socialist Forum, the first tribune
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Labour party, Harold Laski; it was open to anybody who could satisfy two 
conditions: ‘He must be a socialist and he must believe in the necessity of 
winning the war against Hitlerite Fascism’.19

The fact that this forum for discussion had been started without the agreement 
of the Labour party was an indication that distinguished members of the Labour 
party as well as of the socialist émigré community in England were not ready to 
accept the one-sided alignment of Labour policy.20 Julius Braunthal was only 
one of the authors who argued the case for a federation of Europe.21 How little 
this group, also known as the ‘Laski Group’, allowed itself to be influenced in 
the course of the war by the increasingly Vansittart - like attitude of the Labour 
party leaders is shown by its manifesto of 1944, which insisted on the necessity 
of European integration principally on economic grounds.22 Among interna
tional trade unionists the powerful International Transport Workers’ Federation 
and within it the international trade union of railway workers in particular was 
concerned to find an answer to the question : ‘What can be done, during and after 
the war, to safeguard the workers, and the peoples of the world, from a 
restoration of the conditions of the past and a return of the evils of the present?’ 
An International Railway men’s conference in London in September 1943, in 
which 46 trade unionists from 14 European countries took part, set up a 
committee to study the question and broadcast to French, Italian and German 
railwaymen appealing to them to co-operate in the future union of Europe.23 
When in March 1944 the European Transport Committee appointed by the 
International Transport Workers’ Federation began its task of studying postwar 
problems its chairman in a speech on the programme called for the working out 
of a unified system of transport in Europe as the first step to political unifica
tion.24

of International Socialism in the present period comes into being’. Every month several 
articles discussed the revival of the International and a future supra-national order.

19 J. Braunthal in his preliminary announcement in Left News, London, May 1941, 
p. 1711; this also gives the membership of the Advisory Committee, which initially 
consisted of H. J. Laski (chairman), L. de Brouckère, Lydia Ciolkosz, L. Lévy, R. 
Lowenthal, O. Poliak and H. Vogel. For its later membership see introductory note to 
doc. 247 below.

20 Cf. Dankelmann, ‘Zwischen SAI . . .’ (n. 3), p. 1398 f. Gillies tried to dissuade the 
individual members of the Advisory Committee from co-operating with the Interna
tional Socialist Forum, successfully in the case of Lydia Ciolkosz, for she thereupon 
resigned from the Committee (cf. H. Balthazar, ‘L’Internationale Socialiste’ (n. 12), 
p. 199). Huysmans wrote to de Brouckère: ‘Il paraît que le Labour Party est inquiet au 
sujet de l’initiative de Braunthal’ (ibid., p. 199).

21 Cf. doc. 247 below.
22 Doc. 250 below. For the group cf. also Braunthal (n. 11), vol. 3; Misgeld (n. 3), pp. 38 

and 45; Balthazar (n. 12), p. 197.
23 Doc. 246 below, with the quotation in the introductory notes from the message from 

the conference to the French railwaymen broadcast by the BBC.
24 Doc. 248 below, with quotations from the Report compiled by the Research Officer of 

the I.T.F., M. Zwalf (a Dutchman), which strongly underlined the need for the unity of 
Europe.
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The umbrella organization too, the International Federation of Trade Unions, 
in contrast to the committee controlled by the Labour leadership, had a detailed 
programme for the ‘New World Order’ produced by a committee representing 
all national centres and international trade secretariats which met in a series of 
sessions between November 1942 and March 1944. This programme, which was 
adopted by the International Emergency Trade Union Council on 30 March 
1944, called for a strong global organization for peace with a supranational 
executive, divided into continental federations to deal with all problems ‘of a 
continental or regional nature’ .25 Yet it played no part in the world trade union 
conference called by the British trade unions (TUC) in February 1945 or in the 
World Federation of Trade Unions which that conference established.26

To prepare for the future re-creation of an official International of socialist 
parties on lines which it approved, the executive committee of the Labour party 
resolved in September 1944 to set up an ‘International Labour and Socialist 
Preparatory Committee’ . As before, the committee was made up exclusively of 
members of the allied nations, and as before was placed under the leadership of 
Huysmans and Gillies, i.e. subject to the decisive influence of the Labour party; 
socialists from fascist, neutral or non-European countries were again debarred.27 
The appointment of this committee was welcomed in principle by the Stockholm 
socialists and the ‘Laski group’, but its one-sided membership roused strong 
criticism.28 It invited 46 representatives of 12 socialist parties to a conference in 
London from 3-5 March 1945 presided over by Flugh Dalton. N o invitations 
were issued to socialists from Germany, Austria or Hungary. Preparations for a 
new International and for a co-ordinating committee (Comisco) as the first step 
were approved. A resolution on ‘international security’ welcomed the founding 
of U N O  as the world peace organization, agreeing as it did with the stage of 
postwar planning reached by the Allies after the Yalta conference, while regret
ting that voting in the Security Council would not be by an unqualified majority. 
All that remained of the idea of European unity was the possibility ‘for states 
belonging to particular regions to form groups nominating joint representatives’

25 Doc. 249 below, with list of members of the ‘Emergency International Trade Union 
Council’ ; details on its origins and on the content of its programme in W. Schevenels, 
Forty-Five Years International Federation of Trade Unions, Brussels, n. d. (1956), 
p. 301 ff.

26 The TUC arranged this conference on the usual Labour Party lines: in the first week 
the meeting was confined to representatives of the Allied countries, including those of 
the Soviet Trade Union association; later they were joined by representatives of the 
‘barely tolerated’ neutrals. Representatives of trade unions in enemy states were not 
invited. Cf. Misgeld (n. 3), p. 126 f.; Schevenels (n. 25), p. 330 f. and in more detail J. P. 
Windmiiller, American Labor and the International Labor Movement 1940-53, New 
York, 1954, pp. 36-51.

27 Cf. Report of the 44th Annual Conference of the Labour Party, London, 1945, p. 12 f.; 
Dankelmann, ‘Zwischen SAI . ..’ (n. 3), p. 1409 f.

28 Cf. letter from the Stockholm group of 25 Nov. 1944 calling for the International to be 
given a broader basis in Misgeld (n. 3), p. 120 f.; for criticism of the Laski group cf. 
Dankelmann (n. 3), p. 1409.
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to the world assembly.29 As far as the post-war world was concerned it was clear 
that strong socialist groups, which during the war had described the creation of a 
European federation as a matter of urgency within the framework of a world 
peace organization, would have to reckon with considerable opposition from 
within the socialist parties spearheaded by the Labour party.

241. Study Group for Activities in the Homeland:
‘The Impending World War’ 13 July 1939

From the pamphlet Der kommende Weltkrieg. Aufgaben und Ziele des deutschen 
Sozialismus. A basis for discussion, Paris (published by the authors), 1939. Excerpt from 
the section ‘Organization of revolutionary Europe’, pp. 31-33.

Shortly before the outbreak of the war and before the announcement of the Hitler-Stalin 
pact five members of the ‘study group for activities in the homeland\ an international 
association of several left-wing socialist groups1 meeting in exile in France, published a 
pamphlet entitled Der kommende Weltkrieg (The Impending World War). Of the authors, 
Paul Hagen2 and Paul Sering3 belonged to the group Neu Beginnen, Jakob Walcher4 to the

29 Doc. 251 below. For the conference in general see Braunthal (n. 11), vol. 3, pp. 133-4; 
Misgeld (n. 3), p. 122 f.; Dankelmann (n. 3), p. 1410 f.; more recently and in more 
detail W. Loth, Sozialismus and Internationalismus, Stuttgart, 1977, pp. 65-71.

1 For the ‘Study Group for Activities in the Homeland’ cf. W. Röder, Die deutschen 
sozialistischen Exilgruppen in Grossbritannien, Hanover, 1968, p. 90 f.

2 Paul Hagen (Karl Boromäus Frank), born in 1893 in Vienna, was a psychologist and 
publicist who became a member of the executive committee of the Austrian Communist 
Party (KPÖ) in Dec. 1919. After moving to Berlin he joined the KPD, from which he 
was expelled in 1929; he became a member of the SAPD, then of the SPD, and went on 
to become, with Richard Löwenthal, a leading representative of Neu Beginnen. In 1933 
he emigrated to Austria, in 1938 to France and in 1939 to the USA via Great Britain. He 
died in America in 1969. Cf. Biographisches Handbuch der deutschsprachigen Emigra
tion nach 1933, vol. 1, Munich/New York, 1980, p. 187 f.

3 Paul Sering (Richard Löwenthal), born in 1908 in Berlin, after gaining a doctorate in 
philosophy was a member of the Communist Party Opposition (KPD-O) before joining 
Neu Beginnen. In 1935 he escaped arrest by emigrating to Prague, moving later to Paris 
and finally London. As a representative of Neu Beginnen on the council of German 
Socialist Organizations in Great Britain he came closer in his views to SOPADE. Cf. 
Biograph. Handbuch, (n. 2), p. 458.

4 Jakob Walcher, born in 1887 in Wain (Württemberg), died in 1970 in the German 
Democratic Republic. A skilled engineering worker, he joined the SPD as a young man 
and during the First World War became a member of the Spartakus Group and later of 
the central committee of the German Communist Party. After being expelled from the 
KPD as one of the leaders of the right wing opposition he founded with Paul Fröhlich 
the Opposition to the KPD, moving to the SAP in 1932. After emigration in 1933 to
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Socialist Workers' Party (SAP), and Josef Podlipnig5 and Karl Richter6 to the Revolutionary 
Socialists of Austria (RSO).7 Although the pamphlet began by declaring that it committed 
only its authors, not their organizations,8 it had a marked influence on the groups' further 
development.9 The essential characteristic of the impending world war was that ‘like the 
first world war it was the produce of imperialist conflicts', but this time the socialists could 
not refuse to fight because Fascism by abolishing democratic freedom and suppressing the 
revolutionary workers' movement had put itself in the wrong in relation to West European 
imperialism. Socialists would have to fight for the defeat of Fascism side by side with ‘a 
coalition of elements disparate and even opposed to each other in terms of class and history'. 
The military defeat of Fascism would lead to revolution in Germany, which would spread 
from there to the liberated countries of Eastern Europe and later even to Western Europe. 
In the concluding section the authors sought to put forward a truly permanent solution.

( • • • )
The apparent insolubility of this contradiction between the demands of 

national self-determination and those of economic co-operation in that field 
exists in reality only as long as the solution is sought in terms of nation states. A 
truly democratic solution, which at the same time respects the right of every 
nation to self-determination, can only be federal, can only have as its objective 
the free co-existence of nations with far-reaching self-government, in economic 
co-operation without divisive tariff walls and military frontiers.

The peoples of Europe do not need new frontiers or further encouragement of 
petty states; their economic and cultural progress requires the abolition of 
superfluous tariffs and of other obstacles to the movement of goods and traffic, 
with at the same time full political and cultural autonomy for all nations and

Paris he was a member of the SAP leadership abroad, escaping to the USA in 1941. In 
1947 he went back to Germany, settling in what became the German Democratic 
Republic.

5 Josef Podlipnig, born in 1902 in Klagenfurt, was a member of the ‘Revolutionary 
Socialists of Austria’. In 1938 he escaped to France, in 1940 to the USA. Cf. Biograph. 
Handbuch (n. 2), p. 566 f.

6 Karl Richter (Josef Buttinger), born in 1906 in Reichsbeuern, Upper Bavaria, was 
chairman of the central committee of the RSÖ and managing editor of its intellectual 
periodical Die Revolution; later in France he was active in co-operation between 
German and Austrian groups of exiles before emigrating to the USA in 1939. Cf. 
Biograph. Handbuch (n. 2), p. 105 f.

7 For the authorship cf. H. Drechsler, Die Sozialistische Arbeiterpartei Deutschlands, 
Marburg, 1962, p. 354; J. Buttinger, Am Beispiel Österreichs, Cologne, 1953, p. 573. The 
first draft, which was then discussed, revised and given its final form, was signed by ‘Paul 
Sering’ (information given by Professor Richard Löwenthal, who also confirmed the 
authorship).

8 Der kommende Weltkrieg, op. cit., preliminary comment, p. 4.
9 Cf. also the effect on W. Brandt in the chapter on German groups in exile, doc. 210, and 

on the international group in Stockholom, doc. 211 in this chapter. They also managed 
to smuggle out a good many copies of this pamphlet into Germany and to distribute 
them to what remained of the Resistance groups (information from Richard Löwenthal 
on 27 Sept. 1983).



662 Documents

national minorities. In the framework of a federation of free European nations 
the Jewish question too, so far as it is not the artificial product of Fascist 
propaganda but involves the vital interests of a specific Jewish nationality, will 
find its natural solution in its European home.

The thought of a federation embracing Central Europe or the whole of 
Europe has behind it a history that contains many disappointments. A federation 
in Central Europe or the Danube valley has been actively and repeatedly pursued 
by France during the years of world economic crisis. Today too it has a 
prominent part in discussions about the war aims of the western powers, among 
Czechoslovak émigrés and middle class émigrés from Germany. What really 
made such a federation fail in the past is that it makes no economic sense without 
the participation of Germany, the market for the great agricultural surpluses of 
the countries of South Eastern Europe, while the protagonists of a federation 
wanted Germany to be excluded. A Danubian federation without Germany, 
including the re-separation of Austria from Germany, is one of the main war 
aims of French and British imperialism. N o more than any other imperialist 
scheme can it solve the national and economic problems of that region.

A federal solution including Germany is of course economically possible. But 
after the experience of the Hitler regime it would encounter not only the 
traditional opposition of western imperialism but also the accumulated mistrust 
of the nations of Central and Eastern Europe, which initially will perceive in it a 
new kind of plan for Pan-German expansion. Federation will be realizable and 
successful only when the regime brought to power by the revolution in Germany 
both in its motives and its methods is clearly seen to abandon any imperialist 
intentions.

When capitalist ownership has been abolished, and with it the monopoly 
capitalist trusts and the subordination of state economic policy to their interests, 
it will still be necessary to maintain collaboration and close economic ties 
between industrial and agrarian countries. But these will then take the form of 
co-operation (instead of exploitation by monopolies) for economic advance, 
satisfying the needs of the masses and raising the living standards of all nations 
working together in the organization of production on a larger scale and to a 
higher level.

In the age of imperialism and Fascism, the age of vast economic units and of 
plans for production embracing the whole of Europe the old slogans of national 
self-determination do not, as they once did, suffice to ensure a democratic 
solution of the questions raised by the co-existence of peoples. In this age a 
democratic solution of the problem can only be on socialist and federal lines. 
Anyone who is scared by this solution will not only fail to bring about 
democratic relations between the nations, but will naturally create new forms of 
imperialist domination and imperialist conflict.

But just as, inside Germany, the consistently democratic, that is to say 
socialist solution must be fought for and won against the opposition of the 
bourgeoisie, so the federal solution of the national and economic problems of the 
revolutionary peoples of Europe must be fought for and won against West 
European imperialism and against the vested interests and politicians in the
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individual countries with which they are indissolubly linked. Beyond Germany’s 
borders too the solution of this problem is therefore a matter of class war. The 
alliance with the revolutionary movement of the peoples of Central and Eastern 
Europe which we have made in the democratic and revolutionary struggle 
against Fascism must stand the test both at home and abroad.

Our immediate aim in Europe is therefore that this alliance shall give rise to a 
federation of a socialist Germany with all the nations of Europe that will have 
liberated themselves from imperialism. This federation will become socialist 
through our common efforts. O f course we have no intention of limiting it to 
Central and Eastern Europe. All revolutionary peoples will be eligible to join, 
and their appeal will add strength to the workers’ movement in Western Europe 
and thus obstruct counter-action by the imperialists. But the federation must 
come about even if the revolution fails to cross the Rhine. And it will and must 
evolve in close alliance with the other great socialist federation of free peoples 
that already exists -  the Soviet Union.

242. International Group of Socialists at the Rand School in New 
York: ‘Our War and Peace Aims’ 1 July 1941

Series of articles (‘Unsere Kriegs- und Friedensziele5) in Neue Volks-Zeitung f  vol. 10, 
no. 31, N ew  York, 2 Aug. 1941, pp. 1-2, and no. 32, 9 Aug. 1941, pp. 1-2 (comprising 17 
points altogether, of which nos. 9-11 and 15 on the subject of the post-war world order are 
reproduced in full).

*

The programme, worked out in the first year of the war and approved a few days after 
Nazi Germany's attack on the Soviet Union by a group of socialists meeting at the Rand 
School2 in New York, confined itself to three points: (The main features of a future peace 
treaty with Germany and her allies; the establishment of a world organization to guarantee 
peace and democracy; the necessary economic; social and political measures that can and 
must be taken by this international organization\ Among other things the first point 
proposed a preliminary peace treaty providing for the return of all conquests and annexa
tions, while the final peace treaty should be mainly concerned with the economic viability of 
the states involved. Points 9-11 and 15 reproduced below contain outlines of a world peace 
organization, which would be provided with sovereign powers of decision and an executive 
authority ‘armed with real power\ Within this association a European regional organiza-

1 The Neue Volks-Zeitung had been the newspaper of German-speaking social democrats 
in N ew  York since 1878. Until 1933 it appeared as a daily, thereafter as a weekly; after 
1936 in circulation rose to about 21,000. Cf. M. Kuehl, ‘Die exilierte deutsche demo- 
kratische Linke in den U SA 5, Zeitschrift fur Politik, N . F ., vol. 4, 1957, p. 276 f.

2 Cf. the editor’s introduction in Neue Volks-Zeitung, vol. 10, no. 31, New  York, 2 Aug. 
1941, p. 1. The N ew  York Rand School of Social Science was a socialist adult education 
centre whose principal was William E. Bohn, one of the signatories of this study.
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tion is expressly called for ‘in order to be able to deal with specifically European problems on 
its own. ,J

C. A New League o f Nations
9. Not even all the security measures of the peace treaties will suffice to 

guarantee a lasting peace and co-operation. Unilateral disarmament of the 
aggressor powers will be a political necessity during the transitional period. 
During this period the victorious powers, especially Great Britain and the 
United States, will have to exercise police powers in the world.

At the same time, however, the foundations must be laid for a new interna
tional organization, a new league of nations. This is not the place to discuss its 
main features. Only some of the principles on which it must be based can be laid 
down here.

The league of nations must have an executive authority which it can exercise 
through real force. In this respect the constitution of the new league of nations 
must differ fundamentally from that of the former league.

The unrestricted sovereignty of the member states was the major cause of the 
failure of the League of Nations of 1919. It is therefore essential that some of the 
sovereign rights of the individual states be given up in favour of the new league of 
nations, especially in two spheres:

All armaments industries and traffic in arms must be controlled by the league 
of nations, and this must be done in every member state. With the gradual 
development of the new international order it will be possible to replace in stages 
the temporary police authority held by the English-speaking powers by the 
necessary international naval and air forces. Once international co-operation is 
assured, the way will be clear for general disarmament, phased and controlled by 
the league of nations.

Furthermore the league of nations must admit to membership only such states 
as guarantee to their populations certain basic human rights. These rights include 
guarantees of personal freedom, freedom of speech, freedom of the press and 
religious freedom as well as the right to found free political parties and trade 
unions. The league of nations must guarantee these basic rights to the popula
tions of all the member states and protect them against groups which threaten 
these rights. Measures taken by a democratic state to protect itself, against the 
undermining of such democratic rights are not to be regarded as incompatible 
with the basic rights of every state. There will be no appeal to the league of 
nations against security measures of such a kind.

A world court of justice must be established as a special department of the 
league of nations. In it disputes between single states are to be dealt with either

3 Cf. point 10 of the manifesto which specifically deals with a European organization. The
‘war and peace aims’ were signed by J. L. Afros, N. Avxentieff. W. E. Bohn, A.
Braunthal, A. Grzesinski, P. Garvey, E. Hamburger, S. M. Ingermann, R. Katz, H.
Kobbe, A. Lee, Bela-Low, B. Nicolaewsky, S. Soloveitchik, M. Vishniak and H.
Wachenheim.
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by arbitration or by judicial sentence. In every case the sentence must be 
enforced. Refusal by any state to accept the verdict of the world court must bé 
seen as an act of aggression which would compel the league of nations itself to 
take immediate action.

The new league of nations will have to take up the problem of closer cultural 
relations between the member states. It will also have to advocate the moral 
disarmament of every nation. Finally it will have the immense task of getting rid 
of the catastrophic consequences of totalitarian educational policy of recent years 
and in particular of eliminating the ideologies of hate, cruelty and inhumanity 
with which the young generation has been imbued.

10. Within the league of nations Europe must be organized in a special fashion 
for its own sake. In this connection both Britain and Russia, when the latter is 
liberated from its despotism, are to be included in the European group. Whether 
the special arrangements for Europe should be through the creation of a ‘united 
states of Europe’ or should take some other form, is a matter for decision by the 
states concerned. But this new unit must be tightly enough organized to be able 
to deal with specific European problems on its own and, beyond that, to ensure 
the mutual co-operation that is needed in the vital interests of the European 
nations.

11. Participation by the United States in this work is an absolute necessity. 
The United States will no more be able to remain isolationist in the post-war 
period than it was during the war itself. In no event may America repeat the 
grievous mistake of 1919, whereby the League of Nations was handicapped from 
the outset and impeded in its principal task of guaranteeing world peace.

Just as 25 years ago, so now again hostilities in Europe have gravely threatened 
America’s safety. The USA must therefore in its own interests work together 
with the other world powers to preserve world peace.

A Pan-American union is desirable. But in no way can it be a substitute for the 
participation by American states in the new league of nations. The existence of a 
Pan-American union outside the league of nations would be more likely to lead 
to conflicts between these two groupings. ( . . . )

D. Economic Reconstruction
15. The new league of nations must have authority in economic and social- 

political affairs if it is to discharge its duty of preserving peace and democracy. If 
the wounds of war are to be healed and Europe’s vital necessities are to be 
guaranteed, international co-operation is the first requirement.

The present system of economic nationalism, autarky and tariff wars must be 
replaced by a system of the international division of labour. The league of 
nations must endeavour to remove tariff barriers, clear away obstacles to trade 
and traffic, restore the free movement of workers, safeguard the use of interna
tional communications by land, sea and air for everyone without discrimination, 
give all countries access to essential raw materials on an equal basis and prevent 
the abuses of international cartels. ( . . . )
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243. Socialist Vanguard Group: ‘The Future Order of Europe’
5 April 1942

From the pamphlet Calling all Europe. A Symposium of Speeches on the Future Order of 
Europe, published on behalf of the Socialist Vanguard Group, London (International 
Publishing Company), 1942 (29 printed pages; here excerpts are given from the speeches of 
a) Jef Rens, pp. 3-6, b) Willi Eichler, pp. 8-11, c) Bernard Drzewieski, pp. 15 and 18, d) 
Louis Lévy, p. 19 f., e) Paolo Treves, p. 23 f., p. 29 in full, f) George Green, pp. 25-8, and 
g) Nine Points of Agreement).

Started in 1927, the Socialist Vanguard Group was the British Section of the Militant 
Socialist International founded by Professor Leonard Nelson; as a group it was active inside 
the Labour Party and published its own monthly periodical.1 Nelson, a professor in 
Göttingen, applied his own strictly logical theory of law to the revival of a non-Marxist 
socialism. When in 1925 the members of his International Youth League were expelled from 
the SPD, he established the Militant Socialist International (ISK) as a left-wing German 
socialist party intermediate between the SPD and the KPD and also as an umbrella 
organization for socialists of many nationalities.2 In the 1930s there existed a French group 
sympathetic to the ISK, L ’Internationale Militante Socialiste, which also published its own

1 The Vanguard, no. 1 ff., London, 1934 ff. ; after 1940 renamed as the imprint states 
Socialist Commentary (incorporating Socialist Vanguard), monthly journal of the 
Socialist Vanguard Group (affiliated to the Militant Socialist International) by the 
International Publishing Company, Castle House. (A complete copy of The Vanguard 
is also to be found in the Archive of Social Democracy, Friedrich-Ebert Foundation, 
Bonn/Bad Godesberg). Cf. W. Link, Die Geschichte des Internationalen Jugendbundes 
(IJB) und des Internationalen Sozialistischen Kampf-Bundes (ISK), Meisenheim (Hain), 
1961, pp. 271, 273, 275; W. Röder, Die deutschen sozialistischen Exilgruppen in 
Grossbritannien, Hanover, 1968, pp. 44 (n. 76), 46 and 160.

2 Cf. the basic monograph on the ISK (‘Internationaler Sozialistischer Kampfbund5 or 
Militant Socialist International) by W. Link, op. cit., (n. 1), pp. 99 f. and passim. 
Professor Leonard Nelson (1882-1927), the founder of the New Friesian School of 
Kantian philosophy, acknowledged the right of sovereignty only of laws whose validity 
is independent of actual recognition by those subject to them. Accordingly, his political 
doctrine rejected popular sovereignty, calling for a state based absolutely on the rule of 
law independent of majority assent, a ‘party of law under Leninist-type leadership to 
prevent exploitation, and an authoritarian educational policy; for similar reasons he 
rejected the sovereignty (in foreign policy) of the single nation state as legally 
unacceptable and held that inter-state relations should be based on a properly safe
guarded legal system for a confederation with its own government and an international 
militia. Cf. L. Nelson, Vom Staatenbund. Schlussvorlesung, Leipzig, 1918, pp. 3-13; 
especially his major work, L. Nelson, System der philosophischen Rechtslehre und 
Politik, Leipzig, 1924, §§ 218-25 pp. 510-38; L. Nelson, System of Ethics, translated by
N. Gutermann, New Haven (Yale U. P.), 1956. Cf. tthe account of Nelson’s philoso
phy in H. Falkenfeld, Einführung in die Philosophie, Berlin, 1926; W. Eichler and M. 
Hart, Leonard Nelson. Ein Bild seines Lebens und Wirkens, Paris, 1938; O. W. von 
Tegelen, Leonard Nelsons Rechts- und Staatslehre, Bonn, 1958; W. Link, op. cit., 
chapter 1, ‘The philosophy of Leonard Nelson5, pp. 3-38, esp. pp. 29 and 93. For more 
on the ISK cf. doc. 244, below.
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periodical.3 On 5-6 April 1942 the Socialist Vanguard Group in London held a conference 
in London in which socialists from all the major European countries took part. Its theme was 
'Preparing for the Post-War Order3. The ‘Future of Europe3, which occuppied the first day 
of this Easter conference, was the subject of speeches by well known socialists from six 
European countries. Je f Rens (Belgium), Willi Eichler (Germany), Bernard Drzewieski 
(Poland), Louis Lévy (France), Paolo Treves (Italy) and George Green (Great Britain) 
showed some divergence in their approach to many problems, but basic agreement on 
essential issues, which were subsequently summarised in *.Nine Points of Agreement3. The 
first point read: 'The future Order of Europe should not be based on national sovereign 
states3. The key sentences of the six speeches and the full text of the subsequent Nine Point 
Programme are given below.

a) Je f Rens4
I assume that the main objectives towards which the aspirations of the 

European peoples after this war will be directed are the following:
Social justice or social security, which I define as the recognition of the 

inalienable right of every man and woman to earn a decent living by their work.
Freedom ,which means for the common man the guarantee to be protected 

against persecution on political, religious or racial grounds.
A stable peace, which means the setting up of an international jurisdiction and 

military machinery to protect the nations against aggression.
I want to stress as forcibly as I can that none of these three goals, which 

respond to the deep desires of all the peoples of Europe, can be fulfilled without 
far-reaching and very close co-operation between the European peoples on the 
one hand, and beetween the European Continent and the other Continents on 
the other. (. . .)5

I do not know what are Stalin’s intentions as regards the future of Europe. But 
I am convinced that the organisation of a United Europe which is established 
with the combined aid of the three great Powers, will offer Russia a much greater 
security than any territorial division of Europe into spheres of influence. I 
therefore express the hope that such a policy for Europe, built up within the 
framework of a world-wide organisation, and pursued with energy by Great 
Britain and the United States, will be welcomed by Russia. (. . .)6

3 Le Rappel: Revue de doctrine et d'action socialistes. Publiée par l’Internationale 
Militante Socialiste, Paris, 1938 f. Cf. W. Link, op. cit., p. 271. All three national 
groups clearly regarded themselves as branches of a common Militant Socialist Interna
tional, though there is no evidence that the ISK was an umbrella organization with its 
own subordinate agencies. On the contrary, the ISK foreign department under the 
chairmanship of Willi Eichler which functioned in Paris from 1933 to 1938 and in 
London from 1939 to 1945 styled itself ISK (MSI). Cf. doc. 244 below.

4 General Secretary of the Belgian Committee for Reconstruction, Chairman of the 
Belgian Trade Union Centre.

5 All planning for peacetime had become more difficult during the past year because now 
it required agreement from both the Soviet Union and the USA.

6 The Belgian Commission for the Study of Post-War Problems logically recommended
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Firstly, we want organised co-operation between nations which are neigh
bours, or whose territory is situated in the same region, and which have a similar 
standard of living as well as strong common beliefs and interests. The tasks of 
such regional federations in the economic sphere would comprise the abolition 
of customs duties and the establishment of a customs union; the free movement 
of capital; the organisation of the national banks in a regional reserve system on 
the lines of the United States Federal Reserve System. Common political issues 
would have to be decided by a regional legislative body whose decisions are 
taken by a qualified majority. There should be a common police force and a 
common foreign policy. A common economic planning board would, of course, 
be necessary in such a regional federation.

With regard to the regional federation which concerns us most, it should, if 
possible, embrace the whole of Europe. The inclusion in such a federation of 
countries which are only partly European (like Russia and Great Britain) would 
greatly depend on these countries themselves.

Secondly, we need a world-wide organisation comprising all regional federa
tions and all national States. Its tasks would be predominantly economic and 
financial. It should secure: international agreements on currency; access to raw 
materials for all countries. ( . . . )  This world-wide organisation should have at its 
disposal an international force to guarantee the maintenance of peace. It should 
have the power to supervise general progressive disarmament. It should control 
the manufacture of armaments. It should secure a common colonial policy. ( . . . )

b) Willi Eichler7
(. . .) In my opinion, one of the most important things is to give Europe a 

chance to organise itself. Many plans are being discussed even in socialist circles 
about the Russians, the British, the Americans or an Anglo-American bloc 
shaping Europe as their sphere of interest. If I reject the idea of treating Europe 
as experimental ground for new colonising attempts, my main reason is this: 
Neither Russia, nor Britain, nor America, have proved to be qualified for just 
this role. Britain has never been willing to abandon her balance of power politics; 
U.S. A. did not move into action until she was attacked by Japan, and Russia even 
concluded a direct alliance with Hitler. O f course, this does not make Europe 
any the better. But Europe does not offer itself as teacher and master to others. 
(. - 0

The main difficulty in preparing for this essential organisation lies in the fact 
that Europe has no freedom of action to-day. The European peoples, and also 
the sections of the German people who agree with our aims, cannot start taking 
things into their own hands to-day. How then is it to be done? There is only one 
way: all those who are in favour of such a policy and are free to act must combine

two supplementary forms of international organization. Cf. docs. 161-170 in the 
chapter on Belgian Exiles, p. 414 above.

7 Member of the Executive of the Union of German Socialist Organizations in Britain, of 
the German Trade Union Centre and of the ISK (Militant Socialist International). Cf. 
doc. 244 below and doc. 221 in the chapter on German exiles, p. 555 above.
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their efforts and try to reach agreement about the main principles of a recon
structed Europe. ( . . . )

Even though the Third Reich will not collapse simply on account of revolt 
from within, yet such a revolt, systematically organised in Germany and in the 
oppressed countries, can and should help in this collapse. This is important, for 
otherwise the revolutionary movement would be dependent only on the military 
command of the victorious Powers. In their dealings with all forces, even those 
of good will in the victorious states, the united European people must put 
forward their own European representation and their own European plans, not 
because they wish to gratify their special desires at all costs, but in order to make 
it clear from the start that Europe is in the process of taking its own fate into its 
own hands. Only thus can the principle of reasonable self-determination be 
applied. (. . .)

c) Bernard Drzewieski8
( . . . )  The masses of the Polish workers and peasants demand, in the first place, 

the restoration of a free and independent Poland. This undaunted will to 
freedom, their faith in ultimate liberation, gives them strength and endurance. 
These masses have linked their cause with the cause of freedom for all nations 
and are not solely concerned with their own rights. To suggest this makes things 
easier for Dr. Goebbels.

But although we fight for Polish independence, we socialists are opposed to 
the ideas of our nationalists who dream of a Polish hegemony in Central and 
Eastern Europe. We know that Poland, like all other nations, will have to give up 
part of her sovereignty. We consider the Poland of the future as an equal member 
in a Commonwealth of all nations. But nothing less than that will satisfy us. That 
is why we reject all ideas of having our problems settled by third Powers and of 
having decisions imposed upon us. (. . .)

The European countries will not escape dictatorship and totalitarianism unless 
they are able to develop a new economic and social system and transform their 
society into a socialist system. On the other hand, Soviet Russia will not be able 
to overcome her cultural isolation -  and she must do this in order to flourish as a 
great cultured nation -  unless she turns from methods of dictatorship and 
suppression to methods of democracy and respect for the rights of the individual. 
(. . .)

d) Louis Lévy9
All the speakers who have addressed this conference are in agreement that it is 

not enough to fight against the tyranny of Hitler, but that we must prepare our 
plans for a new Europe which must be a Europe of democracies turned in the 
direction of Socialism.

8 Representative of the Polish Social Information Bureau, former vice-chairman of the 
Polish Teachers’ Union. Cf. in this volume the chapter on East European Exiles and the 
chapter on Polish Resistance in vol. 1 of Documents on European Integration.

9 Member of thé Executive of the French Socialist Party from 1926-1939, author of The 
Truth about France. Cf. the chapter on French Exiles, p. 280 above.
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In such a Europe -  which must belong to a universal League of Nations 
making it possible for all groups of people to have a share in the common 
heritage of mankind -  all States must give up a large part of their sovereignty. 
Political as well as economic anarchy must disappear. I do not subscribe to 
Cole’s rather too elaborate “ planism,” but it should be possible to transform 
Europe into a Federation of States in which the military forces, and many 
political and especially economic functions, would be under common control. 
Furthermore, a member State could not be allowed to practise economic 
nationalism any more than they could be permitted to build up a dictatorial 
regime. ( . . . )  Small countries as well as large ones should be allowed as much 
independence and individuality as is compatible with the safety of other coun
tries.

It would be extremely dangerous to divide Europe into three groups of States: 
an extended Soviet Union to the East and South, perhaps a State in Central 
Europe and a Western State. These three groups, each under the leadership of a 
great Power, Russia on the one hand, and Britain or France (or perhaps Britain 
and France) on the other, would not lead to the establishment of a United 
Europe. They would not give an equal chance for the intellectual and spiritual 
heritage of each nation to be retained. I do not agree that any one nation in 
Europe must assume leadership. I do not claim this role for my own country, not 
even for a France that has recovered. I visualise a system which is flexible enough 
to permit each country to be fitted into the Federation on an equal status.

The most satisfactory formula would be that all the nations -  even the greatest 
-  must be prepared to give up an important part of their sovereignty. All the 
nations -  even the smallest -  must be able to exist and to retain that part of their 
sovereignty which is not harmful to the European and international community. 
(. . .)

e) Paolo Treves10
Most of the speech by Treves is reproduced in the chapter of this volume 

entitled ‘Plans by Exiles from Italy’ ; see esp. document 196 on p. 519 above.

f) George Green11
It is a matter for deep satisfaction to find socialists, from so many different 

Continental countries in agreement that post-war Europe should be allowed to 
seek a basis for unity free from the interference of outside Powers whose only 
interest in meddling is dictated by considerations of balance of power politics.

It is obvious, however, that on the cessation of hostilities the three great 
Powers -  Britain, America and Russia -  will be in a position to exercise a far- 
going control over Europe, and that its future depends on how those Powers 
interpret their Continental interests. ( . . . )

10 Member of the underground Italian Socialist Party from 1926-1938, author of What
Mussolini did to us. Cf. the chapter on Italian Exiles, esp. doc. 196 above.

11 Representative of the Socialist Vanguard Group.
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If the British Foreign Office are planning to retain a foothold in Europe and to 
prevent Socialism from gaining ground on the Continent -  and there is much 
evidence to show that these considerations play still a big part in British foreign 
policy -  they may well sponsor a policy which would succeed in perpetuating 
divisions in Europe, and thus prepare the ground for the next world war. ( . . . )

If we are realistic we must recognise that, given the chance to control Europe, 
Stalin would take it. Any question of European independence and unity would 
then disappear. ( . . . )  Could Stalin be but convinced of the practicability of the 
European countries making themselves independent of British reactionay in
fluences; of creating a unity which rendered superfluous the crippling burden of 
huge national armies and competitive armaments without leaving them so weak 
that they could not defend themselves against attack; there is the possibility that 
Stalin could be brought to accept the idea of an independent and unified Europe. 
For Russia might then be reasonably assured that Europe had no interest in 
aggression: that it was able and interested in defending its independent status and 
in co-operating with the rest of the world; and that in consequence she herself 
would be free to concentrate her attention on reconstruction and development. 
(. . .)

g) Nine Points o f Agreement12
The common points of conviction which emerge from the contributions of the 

speakers can be summarised as follows: -
(1) The future order of Europe should not be based on national sovereign 

States.

12 These ‘common points’ remained binding on the Socialist Vanguard Group for the 
following months. In the February 1944 number of its periodical Socialist Commentary 
it published a penetrating analysis of the reasons for the failure of the League of 
Nations, the impending danger of Europe being submerged by the Soviet Union and 
the USA and the need for all socialists to concentrate their resources on creating a 
European federation. It ended with a modified version of the Agreements: T. To 
oppose any return to the era of national sovereign states. 2. To expose and resist all 
plans for a division of Europe into blocs or spheres of influence dependent upon rival 
powers. 3. To struggle against the economic and political forces that were responsible 
for the growth of Fasecist regimes in Europe. 4. To press for the immediate and total 
disarmament of Germany and the destruction of the social, political and cultural roots 
of Nazism, militarism and racism. 5. To support the formation of a European 
federation which will guarantee the European peoples’ security, democratic liberties 
and national self-detërmination. 6. To revive the Trade Union and Socialist movements 
on the Continent, and to entrust the responsibility for the creation of the new Europe 
to their representatives and to those of other Resistance Movements. 7. To invite and 
encourage the new united Europe to play its part in world economic collaboration and 
the world peace system. 8. To act on all these matters in close contact with the 
progressive forces on the Continent, and to serve as a link between them and similar 
forces in all other parts of the world.’ Also printed as a pamphlet: Europe and World 
Peace by the Socialist Vanguard Group, London, Feb. 1944 (the eight points are to be 
found on p. 8); French version in L'Europe Fédéraliste, no. 1, Sept.-Oct. 1944, p. 6, 
and in L'Europe de demain, Neuchâtel, 1945, p. 159; German version in Lipgens, 
Europa-Fôderationsplane, Munich, 1968, p. 457 (n. 3).
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2) Any European settlement based on a division of Europe into blocs of States 
or spheres of influence dependent upon outside Powers would be a catastrophe.

(3) A Federation should be established to secure economic and political unity 
in Europe.

(4) Such a European Federation, in order that it can safeguard peaceful co
operation with other Powers, must carry out a social and economic programme 
which goes a long way in the direction of socialism.

(5) Domination by the Anglo-American powers is not in the interests of 
Europe or of future peace.

(6) An extension of the present Russian regime over the whole of Europe or 
parts of it would not be desirable.

(7) A socialist Europe would be the best guarantee for Russian security.
(8) Continental socialists welcome the attempts of British socialists to give 

their utmost support to a policy which would facilitate the creation of a 
progressive and united Europe. Close cooperation between Continental and 
British socialists is highly desirable.

(9) Britain, America and Russia will have a decisive influence on the European 
post-war settlement. But the Europeans themselves, by working out their plans 
together and by coming to an understanding on common action, can make their 
voices heard and attain a position in which they will be regarded and treated as an 
equal partner. Socialists should further this aim by strengthening their work for 
socialist unity and action.

244. Militant Socialist International: ‘Towards European Unity’
12 Dec. 1942

From the pamphlet Towards European Unity. French-German Relations discussed by 
Henry Hauck (France), Willi Eichler (Germany) and other European Representatives. 
Issued on behalf of the ISK (Militant Socialist International), London (Renaissance 
Publishing Co.), 1943 (23 printed pages: below excerpts are given from the speeches of a)
H. Hauck, pp. 9-11, b) W. Eichler, pp. 15-17, and c) the discussion on pp. 20-22). 
Abbreviated translation of Eichler’s speech into German in K. Lompe and L. F. Neumann 
(eds.), Willi Eicblers Beiträge zum demokratischen Sozialismus. Eine Auswahl aus dem 
Werk, Berlin/Bonn (Dietz), 1979, pp. 73-76.

s'-

The leading members of the Militant Socialist International (ISK), whose chairman since 
the death of Nelson in 1927 had been Willi Eichler,1 were forced to escape from Germany, 
in some cases by the events of 1933, in others by the destruction of their resistance cell in

1 Willi Eichler, born in 1896 in Berlin, was Leonard Nelson’s secretary from 1921-1927 
(cf. n. 2 to doc. 243 above). He became chairman of ISK in 1927, whose newspaper, 
Der Funke (The Spark) he edited and published from 1926 to 1933. As a small left- 
wing socialist party the ISK did not manage to win any seats in the Reichstag during 
the Weimar Republic. Cf. W. Link, op. cit., the chapter on the history of the ISK until 
the fall of the Weimar Republic, pp. 99-171.
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1937. From 1933 to 1939 the foreign headquarters of the ISK, with Willi Eichler in charge, 
was in Paris; in 1939 it moved to London, where although it had only about twenty 
members, it was able, thanks to support from its British friends, to produce an extensive 
range of publications.2 Like the Socialist Vanguard Group (British Section of the Militant 
Socialist International) at its Easter conference in 1942,3 its sister organization, the ISK, at 
its meeting in Alliance Hall on 12 December 1942 provided an opportunity for socialists 
from different European countries to present and discuss their points of view on European 
post-war planning. The two main speakers, Henry Hauck4 and Willi Eichler, saw eye to eye 
in viewing as the heart of the problem of a European federation the treatment of Germany 
and the relationship of France and Germany as the two largest continental powers. The 
speeches made by other European socialists, and the subsequent debate, clearly showed that 
all those taking part in the conference were in favour of European federation, even if the 
means for achieving this remained a matter of controversy 3

a) Henry Hauck
(. . .) A profound social revolution must take place within the German unity. 

Such a revolution must crush for ever the reactionary and capitalist forces on 
which German imperialism is based. The army and the officers corps in 
particular, the administration and judiciary, the great landowners and the heavy 
industry -  they must all go. If we are to secure the peace of Europe and the moral

2 For the illegal home branch of the ISK in Berlin under Fritz Eberhard (alias Dr Hellmut 
von Rauschenplat) cf. W. Link, op. cit., chapter 4; on the resistance activity of the ISK 
until the destruction of what remained of its organization inside Germany in 1937-38, 
pp. 173-231. For the ISK headquarters in Paris under Willi Eichler between 1933 and 
1938, where he published the ISK periodical Sozialistische Warte. Blätter für kritisch
aktiven Sozialismus, vols. 9-15, Paris, 1933-40, cf. W. Link, op. cit., chapter 5 on the 
points discussed by ISK émigrés before the war, pp. 233-70. For the ISK group in 
London, see chapter 6 on the work on socialist theory done by the émigrés during the 
war, pp. 171-305. There is a brief summary in W. Röder, Die deutschen sozialistischen 
Exilgruppen in Grossbritannien,Hanover, 1968, pp. 44-47. From December 1941 it was 
Eichler’s custom to issue at fortnightly intervals a duplicated newssheet entitled Europe 
Speaks which contained very full and surprisingly accurate reports on various European 
countries. (The archive of the ISK is in the Archive for Social Democracy, Friedrich- 
Ebert Foundation, Bonn/Bad Godesberg.)

3 Cf. the preceding document, no. 243, with n. 1.
4 Director of Labour for the Fighting French.
5 The most important programme literature produced by the ISK also called for a 

European federation: Building the Revolutionary German New Order, a duplicated 
sheet, undated but 1943, esp. p. 12; W. Fliess, Die Wirtschaft im neuen Europa, London, 
undated but 1943 (English version The Economic Reconstruction of Europe, London, 
1944), esp. pp. 5 and 34 f. ; Mary Saran, Willi Eichler, Wilhelm Heidorn, Minna Specht, 
Remaking Germany, London, undated but Jan. 1945, esp. p. 24. Also the Socialist 
Vanguard Group time and again spoke out in favour of a European federation; cf. for 
example ‘A Council of Europe’ in Socialist Commentary, May 1943, pp. 7-10, or the 
concluding speech at the 1945 Easter conference by Allan Flanders, ‘European Unity -  
an Alternative'to Power Politics’, Socialist Commentary, May 1945, pp. 88-92 (reprinted 
in Documents on European Integration, vol. 4, 1945-50).
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disarmament of Germany, her complete military, administrative and economic 
disarmament must be the first measure in the settlement of Europe after Hitler’s 
defeat.

Apart from all these measures, which would produce a radical change in the 
whole structure of Germany, a change never tried before, the new Germany 
must be included in a European system in which frontiers have lost their 
importance because tariff barriers have been abolished or reduced to small 
significance, while transport and armaments have been placed under interna
tional control. ( . . . )

If we are to put such a policy into effect, we must ensure that whatever form 
of international organisation emerges from this war is a great deal stronger and 
more powerful than the League of Nations ever was. Power must be put behind 
international law, and international machinery must be set up to deal with the 
many urgent economic problems which will require an international solution. 
The League could, in the main, only make recommendations, leaving it to the 
respective governments whether they would accept them or to what extent they 
would carry them out once they were accepted. Recommendations will certainly 
not be sufficient in dealing with post-war economic problems. Moreover, the 
League did not guarantee civil liberties for everybody. It took no steps to 
safeguard the peoples against the further breeding of nationalism and race hatred, 
against the infiltration of these ideas in education and propaganda. This must not 
be allowed to happen again.

N o doubt special guarantees are needed in the case of Germany because she 
was the aggressor, and not for the first time. The confidence of those peoples 
who became victims of German aggression cannot be won back quickly. It must 
be won during a period which is a testing time of the goodwill of the new 
Germany. But the special measures of control to which Germany must submit 
should not bear the stamp of revenge or arbitrariness. Germany should be put as 
soon as possible under an international, legally established control. She should be 
controlled as soon as possible, by civilian authorities, and by Armies of Occupa
tion appointed by the international organisation. These civilian authorities 
should control and administer the necessary controls and regulations. One of the 
most important duties which must be entrusted to these authorities, apart from 
the economic and political measures mentioned above, will be to secure the 
progressive education of the German people; to develop in them a feeling of 
freedom, a consciousness of being part of Europe and a will to peace and 
understanding.

Finally, I wish to stress once more what I consider to be one of the most 
important conditions of a successful European settlement and of cordial relations 
between the future France and the future Germany. A popular revolution in 
Germany, on the lines which I have indicated in my speech, which would 
overthrow the Nazi regime not after but before the complete collapse of the 
military machine of German imperialism by defeat from outside, would be an 
immense help. The sooner the German people show their determination to get 
rid of Nazism, the easier will it be to safeguard peace in the future Europe.
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b) Willi Eichler
( . . . )  What guarantees can the representatives of the other Germany offer to 

convince the other peoples that in a federated Europe there will be no repetition 
of German aggressiveness? To answer this question we have to know what 
European federation would mean to Germany. Its first step would be the 
destruction of the whole apparatus of German militarism. That means not only 
complete disarmament and the dissolution of the German general staff, but also 
the eradication of the political, economic and ideological basis of militarism. 
(. . .) Moreover, if heavy industry, transport, the armed forces and all the other 
institutions which I need not enumerate are all internationalised, the questions of 
political and economic frontiers and of national minorities will no longer be of 
catastrophic importance.

But let us not forget: a European order which is not only new, but also just, 
cannot be secured solely by means of organisation. Much depends upon the spirit 
in which reconstruction is carried out. This is not a matter of trade and industry, 
but of ideas and eonvictions. For this reason the Germans must be willing to 
agree to a supervision of their political life, probably exercised by representatives 
of the British Empire, the United States, Russia and China, and calculated to 
guarantee security to the weaker nations in Europe until it has become obvious 
that the spirit of the German people has changed.

At this point I should like to say something about the new spirit which must 
animate a federated Europe. And that brings me on to the subject of Franco- 
German relations. Much depends upon the way in which these two countries set 
about their tasks in a United Europe. ( . . . )  We are certainly all agreed that a 
European revolution is necessary to create the Europe we desire. We need not 
discuss here whether this revolution must be a hundred per cent. Socialist or 
whether it must merely have a Socialist trend. Whence can we expect help and 
inspiration for this revolution? From the non-continental powers? I must admit 
that I cannot see many signs of help forthcoming from these quarters. And where 
on the Continent do we see signs of a strong, enthusiastic and inspired revolutio
nary development? It seems to me to be an irrefutable fact that the French 
working class is setting a fine example to the whole of Europe in their resistance 
to the Lavals, Petains, Doriots, Belins and the gangs of Hitler and Himmler. I am 
not underrating the courage of the working class of other countries. We know 
instances of self-sacrifice and revolutionary courage from all countries. But after 
the shameful defeat of France and the decisive part which treason, venality and 
narrowminded sectional egotism played in it, the way in which the French 
working class reasserted itself should arouse more than our admiration. The 
French working class have succeeded in bringing almost the whole movement of 
resistance in France under their leadership; they have resisted SauckePs attempts 
to make French skilled workers go voluntarily to Germany; and they have 
frustrated all attempts of the collaborationists to incorporate France peacefully 
and voluntarily in the German war machine. Their resistance has rendered an 
invaluable service not to France alone -  theirs is an achievement of truly 
European and revolutionary significance. And this, I think, should secure our 
acceptance of their leadership in our common struggle.
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c) Discussion
The two main speakers were followed by Ricardo Luzatto (Chairman of the 

Italian Socialist Party). Luzatto agreed that a federation of Europe should be our 
aim, but, in his view, this aim could only be achieved in stages. One step might 
be the creation of a European Customs Union. Italy would have a strong interest 
in a European solution. In fact, a far-reaching unity had been created in Europe 
now, through blood and tears. Nevertheless, many countries would be afraid to 
join a federation in which other countries were larger and more powerful, and in 
particular they would be afraid of a powerful Germany. His idea, therefore, was 
to form first of all groups of countries of roughly equal size and power, and then, 
later, these groups would be more willing to come together in one European 
Federation. In the case of Italy, he regarded France as the most suitable partner 
for immediate union, and he hoped that a close alliance between France and Italy 
would facilitate relations between France and Germany, since France would 
then, together with Italy, match Germany in strength. Britain, he thought, 
would be willing to accept more definite commitments in Europe and might play 
an active part in the formation of European unity. ( . . . )

Cynthia Rowland emphatically attacked Luzatto’s suggestion of offering the 
people little blocs of regional federations after the war. At the end of the war 
there would be a unique opportunity to reshape the face of Europe, and by half
hearted measures we would certainly miss that opportunity. Surely, it was not 
the idea of a federation that only equal partners could join it. If the bigger nations 
were to hesitate, what about the smaller ones? How could they ever be expected 
to come in? Yet a federation was the solution by which smaller and bigger 
nations could be united with equal rights for all. National sovereignty would lose 
its present meaning. In some of the recent manifestos of underground move
ments on the Continent, the Polish, the Italian, the French, we found statements 
expressing an aspiration for a United Europe. These forces in Europe may be 
going ahead faster than we are. Let us not be over-cautious and content ourselves 
with the restraining assurance that Europe after the war will not be ready for a 
federation.

George Green and Allan Flanders, speaking from the point of view of British 
socialists, stressed the urgent need that Continental comrades should develop an 
independent line of policy with regard to the future Europe. For they could not 
rely on a lead coming from the British Government, or even from the British 
Labour Movement or other progressive quarters which, unfortunately, were not 
united on the issue of the future European order. Once the Continental 
movements had developed a greater clarity in their own policy, and established 
unity amongst themselves on the most essential points of their programme for 
the future Europe, then they could count upon respect and support for such a 
policy from many individuals and groups in this country who would like to see a 
United Europe. (. . .)
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245. International Group of Democratic Socialists in Stockholm: 
‘The Peace Aims of Democratic Socialists’ March 1943

From the manuscript headed ‘The Peace Aims of Democratic Socialists’, German 
version in the Archive of Social Democracy, Friedrich-Ebert Foundation, Bonn/Bad 
Godesberg, SOP ADE Collection, file 180 (20 duplicated typed sheets) and in the Ar- 
betarrörelsens Archive, Stockholm file International Group of Democratic Socialists in 
Stockholm. Norwegian version in the Arbetarrörelsens Archive in Stockholm, file Ar- 
betarrörelsens kommitte för efterkriegsplanering, vol. 1. Swedish version in Fackförening- 
rörelsen, Stockholm 23-30 April 1943, pp. 385-90 (without introduction). Excerpts from 
the German version are printed in E. Paul, Die ‘Kleine Internationale3 in Stockholm, 
Bielefeld, 1960, pp. 6-9; W. Brandt, Dr aussen. Schriften während der Emigration, ed. by 
G. Struve, Munich, 1961 *, Bonn/Bad Godesberg, 19762, pp. 291-98; K.-L. Gunsche and 
Kl. Lantermann, Kleine Geschichte der Sozialistischen Internationale, Bonn/Bad Godes
berg, 1977, pp. 178-81. From the complete copy in the Archive of the Friedrich-Ebert 
Foundation (20 duplicated pages) the sections ‘No new isolationism’, ‘The Organization of 
international justice’ and ‘Regional units’ (pp. 8-11) are here given unabridged.

It was on the initiative of Norwegian socialists in exile in Sweden that on 2 July 1942 a 
group of socialists from some twelve European countries1 met in Stockholm to discuss a 
document headed A Basis for Discussion of our War Aims3 that had been drafted by friends 
in the Norwegian socialist party.2 In deference to Swedish neutrality, which prohibited any 
political activity by emigres, the group initially called itself the ,International Study Circle 
for Peace Questions3.3 Its work was shared between some 60 participants, representing 
Swedish, Norwegian, Danish, Hungarian, Czech, Polish, French, German, Austrian, 
Spanish, Icelandic and Zionist nationalities.4 From September 1942 onwards the group met 
once a month to discuss their peace aims and in November of that year it appointed a 
commission from among its own members to produce a peace programme based on the

1 Cf. the basic monograph by K. Misgeld, Die ‘Internationale Gruppe demokratischer 
Sozialisten3 in Stockholm 1942—45, Uppsala, 1976; also the autobiographical reports of 
the group’s chairman, E. Paul, Die ‘Kleine Internationale3 in Stockholm, Bielefeld, 
1960, and of its other members S. Szende, Zwischen Gewalt und Toleranz, Frankfurt, 
1975, pp. 256-62, and W. Brandt, Draussen. Schriften während der Emigration, Bonn, 
19762 pp. 277ff.; cf. ß also H. Müssener, Exil in Schweden, Munich, 1974, pp. 245-9.

2 The ‘document for discussion’ of the ‘study circle of Norwegian socialists’ was actually 
the work of Willy Brandt, dated 3 June 1942. (Cf. Misgeld, op. cit., pp. 50 f. and 70.) 
Brandt was a Norwegian citizen from 1940 to 1947.

3 It was not until the spring of 1943 that the group named themselves the , International 
Group of Democratic Socialists, Study Circle for Questions of Peace’ (cf. E. Paul, 
op. cit., p. 5); it was also referred to as the ‘Little International’. The group did not see 
themselves as ‘an international organization possessing any authority’, but they simply 
wanted ‘to speak for themselves’ (cf. S. Szende, op. cit., p. 260). For Sweden’s policy 
towards refugees cf. the extensive study by Müssener, op. cit., pp. 72 ff.

4 The names of almost all the members of this ‘enlarged circle’, with personal details, are 
given in K. Misgeld, op. cit., pp. 181-86.
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Norwegian documentA The result of their efforts was the approval by the group in plenary 
session of the ‘Peace Aims of Democratic Socialists'6 which were announced at an interna
tional demonstration at the Medborgarhuset in Stockholm on 1 May 1943.7 This, the main 
achievement of the Stockholm group, dealt with a broad spectrum of objectives.8 After a 
preamble couched in general terms,9 the international socialists call upon all comrades to 
join the struggle for lasting democracies with supranational guarantees of basic political 
rights and human rights, to put into effect the ‘national right of self-determination' with at 
the same time effective protection of minorities,10 for the punishment of war criminals (not 
of whole nations) and for disarmament. Then follow the passages reproduced below on an 
international organization with an express affirmation that it should consist of regional 
federations. Other passages call for an ‘international planned economy' with supra-national 
agencies of control, the inclusion of colonial peoples in the present economic system, 
improved relations with the Soviet Union and preparations for a new Socialist Interna
tional.

No new Isolationism
Nazi Germany, supported by Fascism and pro-Fascist proclivities in the 

various countries, bears direct responsibility for the war. Viewed in a wider 
context, however -  as the British Labour Party showed in its post-war pro
gramme passed at its spring 1942 conference -  responsibility for the circumstan
ces which made the second world war possible lies with the old system as a 
whole. If there is to be any guarantee that the new peace will be a durable one, 
then there is no going back to the world of 1938. The injustice must be put right,

5 This ‘inner circle' of the Stockholm socialists was made up as follows: Ernst Paul, 
representing the Sudeten German social democrats, was chairman, and Willy Brandt, at 
that time a Norwegian journalist, was secretary. Other members were Gunnar Myrdal 
(member of the post-war committee of the Swedish socialist party), Ole Jodahl (a 
Swedish journalist), Martin Tranmael (a member of the executive of the Norwegian 
socialist party), Fritz Tarnow (a German trade unionist, and a member of the Reichstag 
between 1927 and 1933), Vilmos Böhm (chairman of the Hungarian engineering trade 
union), Stefan Szende (Hungarian journalist and from 1931-44 a member of the 
German SAPD), Jiri Jakerle (Czech social democrat), Maurycy Karniol (from 1921-48 
member of the Polish socialist party PPS), Bruno Kreisky (Austrian socialist), Jules 
Guesde (head of the press bureau of the Comité français de la Libération in Stockholm).

6 Besides the ‘chief editor’ W. Brandt, the other editors were M. Tranmael, S. Szende, 
F. Tarnow, G. Myrdal. B. Kreisky and probably E. Paul (cf. Misgeld, op. cit., p. 90).

7 For the demonstration and the response to the ‘Peace Aims’ cf. Misgeld, op. cit., 
pp. 84-90.

8 From the middle of 1943 onwards the group devoted itself to special questions raised 
by the revival of the Socialist International and of the International of Trade Unions. 
Cf. Misgeld, op. cit., pp. 111-30.

9 It is interesting by comparison with the Vansittart-like attitude of the Labour Party to 
note the description of the authors of this document (p. 1 of the manuscript) as 
‘members of the workers’ movement . . .  from free and occupied, belligerent and 
neutral, half-fascist and fascist countries’.

10 ‘Federal forms of government are the only reasonable solution of this problem’ (p. 5 of 
the manuscript); I am grateful to Dr Klaus Voigt for a complete copy of the document 
(from the Archive of the Friedrich Ebert Foundation in Bonn).
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but over and above that the circumstances must be changed which caused the 
years 1918-1938 to be a period between two wars. The bankruptcy odf the old 
League of Nations was a result of isolationism and hidebound capitalist pursuit 
of selfish interests. It was those things which stood in the way of collective 
security and prevented the economic causes of war from being abolished. To 
create a viable international organization for justice all nations must voluntarily 
give up a part of their sovereignty in favour of the security of all. The age of 
isolationism is past. The individual nations will lose nothing of their independ
ence if they hand over the solution of military, economic and other common 
tasks to an international organization.

An International Organization for Justice
When this war is over a strong international organization must be estabilished 

with effective agencies to arbitrate in disputes between states and to render 
international lawbreakers harmless. A new League of Nations must include the 
whole world. It is natural that it should emerge from the co-operation of the 
United Nations of this war. After the briefest possible period of transition it 
must, however, be open to all nations, victorious, neutral and defeated.

We agree with the constructive proposals of the British Labour Party that the 
new League of Nations must have the power needed to be able to apply sanctions 
against any state which opposes decisions made by an international court of 
justice.

Basic rights, in the sense demanded by the four freedoms, must be guaranteed 
to all people in all cocuntries. International agencies will have to make sure that 
states do not infringe these rights.

A new League of Nations must express the will of the people; it must not be 
just a new assembly of diplomats. The most important agencies of the League 
must be composed of representatives elected from the people. The great powers 
must not dominate at the expense of the smaller nations.

As part of the new League of Nations or in co-ordination with it, supra
national agencies must be formed for the solution of special problems of an 
economic or other nature.

Regional Units
Efforts must be made, within the framework of a new international system of 

justice and in order to strengthen it structurally, to form regional associations of 
countries with common interests.

It is of the greatest importance for future European co-operation that the 
smaller countries should join together as groups in regional federations. This 
would put them in a better position to fend for themselves against the larger 
states.

At the last peace settlement a number of European states received their 
national independence. The new peace settlement must give them this independ
ence back, but at the same time put an end to the policy of favouring small states. 
Federal systems in Europe are a guarantee of the security of peace in Europe.
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Efforts must be made through far-reaching agreements on trade, tariffs and 
currency matters and with the help of other measures to ensure that the regional 
political associations also become economic units.

( . . . )

246. International Railwaymen’s Conference: Message to
European Railwaymen 28/29 September 1943

Excerpt from minutes, International Transport Workers’ Federation: International 
Railwaymen’s Conference, 1943 (typescript 42 pages) in the Archive of Social Democracy, 
Friedrich-Ebert-Foundation, Bonn, ITF collection, file 51 (excerpt below on p. 25 f.).

sj.

On 28/29 September 1943 representatives of the European railway trade unions within the 
International Transport Workers' Federation met in conference1 for the first time since the 
outbreak of the war to find a common answer to the question ‘What can be done, during 
and after the war, to safeguard the workers, and the peoples of the world, from a restoration 
of the conditions of the past and a return of the evils of the present?'2 Some 46 trade 
unionists from 14 different European countries took part in this conference, which was also 
attended by observers from the Soviet Union and the USA.3 The chairman was John 
Marchbank, Vice-President of the ITF and chairman of the Railwaymen's Section. The 
participants discussed how further wars in Europe could be prevented by the economic 
unification of Europe, for which a unified transport system was an important prerequisite.4

1 The International Transport Workers’ Federation was the largest of the internationally 
organized member unions (International Trade Secretariats) of the International Trade 
Union Federation, cf. W. Schevenels, Forty-Five Years International Federation of 
Trade Unions, Brussels, n. d. but 1956, p. 289.

2 Cf. ITF International Railwaymen’s Conference, 1943, Friedrich-Ebert-Foundation, 
ITF, file 51, p. 25 -  in the first part of the three messages referred to below.

3 Besides railwaymen members of other ITF organizations were also present. Austria was 
represented by A. Fried, M. Heller (both officials of the Austrian Railwaymen’s Union) 
and F. Novy (chairman of the delegation of the Austrian trade unions abroad); Belgium 
by J. Bondas (general secretary of the Belgian Confederation of Labour, now Minister of 
Labour) and L. Debeve (official of the Belgian Railwaymen’s Union); Czechoslovakia 
by F. Nemec (general secretary of the Czech Railwaymen’s Union) and H. Sacher 
(Union of German Railwaymen in Czechoslovakia); Denmark by B. Moller (general 
secretary of the Danish Seamen’s Union); France by C. Laurent (secretary, French 
Confederation of Labour), A. Guigui (ditto), X. Rocchisani (secretary of the Railway- 
men’s Union of Algeria) and with J. Moch (transport economist) as a guest; Germany by
F. Kramer (official of the former Railwaymen’s Union); Great Britain by sixteen 
railwaymen; Greece, Luxemburg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Spain and Yugo
slavia by one trade unionist each, with three guests each from the USA and the USSR. 
(Ibid., ITF, file 51, list of delegates.)

4 The conference, which was given a report on this matter by the Research Officer of ITF, 
asked the ITF to set up a committee to study it. Cf. doc. 248 below.
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This was the gist of a message, drawn up in French, Italian and German, approved by the 
conference and broadcast over the BBC, in its first part encouraging railwaymen to co
operate energetically in acts of sabotage against the ‘Nazi war machine*f and in its second 
part appealing for co-operation in uniting the Europe of the future. The second part of the 
message in French is given below.6

(. . .) It is already time to think beyond the destruction of N azi tyranny. The 
weeks, days and even hours which immediately follow the cessation of hostilities 
will be of decisive importance. At that moment the world will enter upon the 
path of peace or upon that which leads to the third world war.

In so far as Europe is concerned we can only distinguish one path leading to 
peace -  the cooperation of all the peoples of Europe in the struggle against 
famine and pestilence, more dangerous than war itself. When hostilities cease the 
European workers will hear that same cry of distress that the workers in Central 
Europe and the Soviet Union heard after years of foreign and civil war: “ Give us 
transport, bread and coal!”  Transport to forward speedily food and help, to 
repatriate the prisoners and exiles, to maintain and expand agricultural prod
uction, to carry coal to the millions of human beings who would otherwise die of 
cold.

This tremendous task cannot be accomplished unless you all get into harness. 
By uniting all your forces for the salvation and reconstruction of Europe you 
will create the conditions which are necessary to restore European working class 
solidarity and bring about an understanding between the peoples of Europe. Out 
of your action there can arise a Europe united by the association of its peoples in 
freedom and equality, organizing their cooperation to put an end to armed 
aggression and abuse of economic power. Out of your action there can arise in 
each of your countries, governments whose watchword will not be “ To each 
according to his power”  but “ To each according to his needs” . ( . . . )

5 ‘The railwaymen and all workers of these countries must understand, as the Italian 
workers do, that freedom must be fought for and not alone expected on the bayonet 
points of the liberating armies. They must take their places immediately in the ranks of 
the European workers’ army of sabotage.’ (Ibid., ITF, file 51, minutes on p. 25, in the 
first part of the message in French.)

6 The key section of the second part of the message to Italian workers ran: ‘Together we 
will rid the world of Nazi tyranny; and together we will reform the workers of Europe 
into a united and powerful trade union army that will work for the establishment, in the 
liberated countries, of political and social regimes that will give the workers liberty and 
security. And in the larger life of Europe the unity of the working class must lead to the 
unity of its peoples in the effort to fight off the famine and pestilence which war brings in 
its train. Thus, and only thus, can the way be opened to permanent association of all the 
peoples in freedom and equality, and their organized co-operation to promote the 
common welfare’. (Ibid., ITF, file 51, minutes p. 26.)
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247. Julius Braunthal (International Socialist Forum):
‘The Problem of the Unity of Europe’ October 1943

From: J. Braunthal, ‘The Conditions of Socialist Progress’ in International Socialist 
Forum, Supplement of Left News, London, Oct. 1943, pp. 2623-6; what follows here is the 
closing section, ‘The Problem of the Unity of Europe’, p. 2626 (unabridged).

y.

One important group of socialists concerned with planning for the future on an 
international scale had been given a forum by the publisher Victor Gollancz: from June 
1941 onwards an International Socialist Forum appeared as a supplement to Left News. Its 
editor was Julius Braunthal and its advisory committee consisted of Harold Laski (Great 
Britain, chairman), Mildred Bamford (Great Britain), Louis de Brouckère (Belgium), Karel 
Kriz (Czechoslovakia), Louis Lévy (France), Haakon Lie (Norway), Richard Lowenthal 
(Germany), Oscar Poliak (Austria), Paolo Treves (Italy) and Hans Vogel (Germany).1 The 
concluding section of an article by its editor, Julius Braunthal, illustrates the constructive 
planning for peace accomplished by this group -  in contrast to the international committees 
under Dallas and Huysmans set up by the Labour Party.2 In the first part of this article 
Braunthal3 rejected the old doctrine of war as the engine of historical progress, described the 
hope of post-war American-Russian co-operation as illusory, yet saw the definitive guaran
tee of peace in Europe as at last attainable.4

y~

( . . . )  But what might appear impossible on a world scale need not lie beyond 
the range of probability on a European scale. O f the five great Powers which 
have composed the concert of Europe, only Great Britain and the Soviet Union 
will retain their might. They will have the power and strength, if united in 
purpose, to create conditions for perpetual peace in Europe.

The prime necessity for enduring peace is, clearly, the unification of the 
European countries in one single federation. It is true that, for example, the 
federal structure of the United States of America did not prevent the outbreak of

1 Information contained in every number of the International Socialist Forum.
2 For the work of the Dallas group and the Huysmans committee -  both under the 

influence of Vansittart, with a membership drawn exclusively from citizens of the Allied 
states, cf. O. Dankelmann, ‘Zwischen SAI und Sozialistischer Internationale. Zur 
Genesis des International Labour and Socialist Preparatory Committee in London 
1940-45’ in Zeitschriftfur Geschichtswissenschaft, no. 24, Berlin (East), 1976, p. 1410 f., 
and K. Misgeld, Die ‘Internationale Gruppe demokratischer Sozialisten’ in Stockholm
1942-45, Uppsala, 1976, p. 38.

3 Julius Braunthal, born in Vienna in 1891, died in London in 1972. A member of the 
SDAP, he was arrested in 1934 and after being released in 1935 was expelled from 
Germany. From Belgium he arrived in Britain in 1936, where he resumed his wide range 
of activities as a publicist. From August 1938 till the end of 1939 he was in Brussels as 
assistant secretary of the LSL, F. Adler. In 1949 he became secretary of COMISCO and 
from 1951 to 1956 was first secretary of the new Socialist International which he had 
helped to found. (Cf. W. Roder and H. A. Strauss, Biographisches Handbuch der 
deutschsprachigen Emigration nach 1933, vol. 1, Munich/New York 1980, p. 89.)

4 Cf. the joint manifesto issued by the group, doc. 250 below.
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a very grim war. But the war between the Southern and Northern States of 
America was a civil war, not a national war; it was a war between two 
irreconcilable social systems, between the systems of slave labour and free 
labour; it was, furthermore, a war between two different economic societies: 
between an industrial and an agrarian society. It is significant that the bitterness 
of feeling in the defeated Southern States was gradually lessened in degree as their 
economy merged with that of the Northern States. The process of psychological 
unification was further accelerated by the influx of European immigrants -  who 
felt themselves, after they had once been assimilated, neither “ South” nor 
“ N orth” , but only Americans -  and the mass emigration from the South to the 
North. Thus, when scarcely a score of years had passed after the termination of 
the American Civil War, South and North were welded together so intensely 
that a recurrence of war between the Federal States appeared to be beyond 
imagination. At least between 48 states, with a population of 130,000,000, 
perpetual peace was secured.

The problem of the unification of the European countries is certainly, in many 
of its aspects, far more intricate than the problem of the unification of the North 
American countries; in many other aspects, however, the difficulties to be 
surmounted appear less great. When the United States of America were founded 
in 1787, the vast country was sparsely populated and the people which inhabited 
it were of one stock. Although each of the thirteen independent states which 
fused ultimately into the United States was “ jealous of its rights, fiercely claiming 
the loyalty of its citizens, and dominated by ambitious men” (C. A. and M. R. 
Beard, The Rise o f American Civilization, p. 290), the people of all the thirteen 
states spoke the same language and their minds had been shaped by the same 
culture and the same traditions. Europe is densely populated, and its people are 
divided by scores of languages and age-old cultural and historical traditions. The 
problem of the unification of Europe is therefore of quite a different order from 
the problem of the unification of America. But the vital necessity for the 
unification of Europe to-day is incomparably stronger than in the America of 
1787. For the European countries, the question of unification is virtually the 
question of survival. Europe must federate, or perish in economic convulsions 
and wars. Infinitely greater than in the America of Jefferson’s time is, also, the 
economic and political interdependence of the European countries in our time. 
The European nations have learned by experience, during the past twenty years 
of economic and political crises and during the Second World War, that disaster 
is indivisible and that none of them can escape the cataclysm which engulfs one 
of them.

Another factor of the greatest importance in relation to federalisation must 
also be considered. It is the decline of vested interests on the Continent. 
Sovereignty is, primarily, the instrument by which vested interests maintain their 
power abroad and protect their domestic markets against foreign competition. It 
is therefore of very great significance that the war has destroyed the very fabric 
of vested interests in France, and at any rate the rigidity of the vested interests all 
over the Continent, and has bound up with the destiny of Naziism the vested 
interests in Germany; for when Naziism perishes, the vested interests in Ger-
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many will also be doomed. These formidable obstacles to the unification of 
Europe are weaker to-day than ever before in history. If sovereignty is the “ flaw 
is the nineteenth century system /’ as Professor Gilbert Murray has called it, it is 
no less true, as Professor Harold Laski, with profound insight, observed, “ that it 
reaches down so deep into the roots of capitalist society that to abolish it 
effectively requires a revolution in those relations of production upon which the 
political super-structure of the society depends”  (Reflections on the Revolution 
of our Time, p. 218). The liquidation of Naziism in Europe is bound to involve 
this revolution.

248. John Marchbank (ITF): ‘A European Transport System’
March 1944

J. Marchbank, ‘A European Transport System’ in International Socialist Forum, Supple
ment of Left News, London, March 1944, pp. 2800-2802; the first part is given in full 
below, the second part is represented by an excerpt.

The international railway men's conference (cf. doc. 246) on 29 September 1943 called 
upon its umbrella organization, the International Transport Workers' Federation to set up a 
committee to solve Europe's transport problems after the war.1 The ITF thereupon 
appointed a European Transport Committee under the chairmanship of John Marchbank, 
Vice-President of the ITF and chairman of the Railwaymen's section.2 In his opening 
address at the first session of this committee he called for a standardized solution of the 
transport problem as the first step towards the political unification of Europe.3

The problem, or rather the problems, before us are on the one hand extremely 
urgent and on the other hand also raise long-term issues. It is clear that for many 
reasons transport will after this war be an instrument for combating chaos,

1 Cf. doc. 246 above, n. 4. It coincided with a proposal which the research officer of the 
ITF, M. Zwalf, had put forward in his report: ‘It is necessary that we appoint 
immediately a committee to consider the content of such a programme, which would 
have to give expression to the demand of the times, that the transport system of Europe 
shall be given a form that will further the very necessary integration of its economic life’. 
(M. Zwalf, Report to Railwaymen’s Conference, 28th and 29th September 1943, 
London: ‘Post-war Organization of European Inland Transport; ibid., ITF collection, 
file 51).

2 Information contained in a comment preceding the text of J. Marchbank’s address 
printed in Left News, March 1944, p. 2800; no particulars are given about the presum
ably international membership of the committee.

3 M. Zwalf in his Report (see n. 1), p. 3: ‘The integration of Europe, in the economic sense 
of the term, is recognized by all experts to be a historic necessity. To deny that the 
conditions are now obviously forming for the accomplishment of this historically 
necessary process is equivalent to denying that a historical situation will ever present 
itself in which Europe will achieve her unity, which this war has shown to be long 
overdue’.
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famine and disease on the Continent. So far the question of transporting food, 
medical supplies, raw materials and industrial equipment, and the millions, if not 
tens of millions, of people who have been taken from their homes, has not been 
publicly discussed by the authorities concerned. Transport labour desires to play 
a part when such discussions do take place, and from this follows the necessity of 
formulating a policy, if possible an international one, and the only body through 
which this can be done is the ITF, as the body to which are affiliated the free 
transport workers’ unions of all categories in Europe and to which were affiliated 
also the transport workers’ unions of the countries which to-day are under the 
Nazi yoke.

The countries which will have to be provided with food, medical supplies, 
materials and equipment after the war, and perhaps even during the war, cover a 
large part of the European continent. This continent was before the war an 
aggregation of national states. How many of these will survive the war as 
independent and sovereign entities it is hard to say, but it may be assumed that 
most of them will revive and retain their independence and, what is especially 
relevant to our discussions, their sovereignty.

I think that we are all agreed that in the post-war world countries will have to 
surrender part of their sovereignty to international or regional institutions if the 
highest degree of co-operation and prosperity is to be achieved. For the relief 
period, as I would term the first phase after the war, it will not be difficult to 
persuade such national governments as will be in existence of the necessity of 
placing the necessary means of transport at the disposal of the distributive 
agencies.

We do not know how great are the forces determined to seize the opportunity 
offered by the war, but I hold that the ITF must be one of them. Organised 
labour is, in fact, the only potentially big power on which the forces of progress 
can rely for creating in Europe new bases for the political, economic and cultural 
relationships between nations.

The schemers of interests vested in the old disastrous relationships and 
rivalries know the importance of transport as an instrument in international 
political and economic policies. They have their transport policy -  though little 
publicised -  shrewdly calculated to serve their purpose, which is to divide the 
world and so rule it. They will pay lip service to international co-operation, and 
even promote casual co-operation where and when it serves to enhance their 
power. The ends of the custodians of vested interests conflict violently with the 
interests and ideals of the working class all over the world.

What, then, should be Organised Labour’s transport policy? This committee 
has been set up for the purpose of providing a tentative answer to the question. I 
presume you will commence your task with a general exchange of views on the 
whole range of the subject. That being so, it is obvious that one of the first tasks 
will be to take stock of the existing means of transport, their composition and 
their relative importance, and to bring about their co-ordination where 
necessary. This is in itself an immense task for which the co-operation of all 
concerned will be needed.

It is a task which can only be carried out effectively if for this purpose national



686 Documents

frontiers, and all the paraphernalia of customs and passport control, are abol
ished. In a general discussion of this kind I may be permitted to refer to a 
contribution I made as long ago as July 1942, which appeared in the Daily 
Herald. I said then:

“ Europe alone will offer a great field for development. About it will inevitably 
be a vast network of airways. They will be part of a sensible transport system, 
not just an unbridled competition, as road transport became after the last war. 
The railways, canals and roads must be welded into the whole, each supplement
ing and supporting the others. And I look forward ultimately to a great 
Socialised transport system over the whole Continent.

“ A magnificent opportunity will present itself at the end of the war . . . Then 
will be the time to sweep away artificial barriers between country and country, 
to standardise railway gauges and make intercommunication a factor that will 
whittle away the narrow nationalism that has brought disaster. In the early stages 
it might not be possible to step easily beyond the barriers of some particular 
State, but the cooperative use of transport between States can be made part of the 
peace and the building up of the new social order will eventually demand a 
centralised authority . . . ”

This statement proceeds from four principles:
(1) In several respects, and in particular in respect of transport, Europe must 

be treated as a unit.
(2) In the European transport system must be achieved complete co-ordina

tion of all forms of transport by land, coastal and inland waters and by air.
(3) Relief operations must be made the starting point of a new transport 

policy.
(4) We must use transport as a lever for securing a better European order.

(. .  .)
One of the questions which we shall have to investigate is whether in the past 

the sovereignty of the several nations has been an obstacle to the improvement of 
the economic position of a given country or region. We shall have to investigate 
whether conflicting interests or perhaps identity of interests has on occasion 
hampered the improvement of transport facilities. There is no doubt that 
countries which have fallen behind in economic and social development would 
profit enormously if there existed an international institution to guide them, and 
if other countries helped to bring them into line. It is generally true to say that 
where means of transport are deficient the standard of living is relatively low.

It has often been said that Europe is a political anachronism, and we of the ITF 
have always favoured the creation of the United States of Europe. We have to 
admit, however, that not much thought has been given to the question how a 
union composed of so many divergent elements would work in practice. This 
war has once again proved that Europe cannot be united by force, but that the 
path to unity lies via voluntary co-operation. Whether the oppressed peoples of 
Europe will be prepared to co-operate on terms of equality with the country 
responsible for their suffering and misery seems highly improbable. It will be a 
long time before a situation exists where wholehearted co-operation becomes 
feasible, but we should never forget that Germany lies in the heart of Europe,
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and that without her the gradual building up of a European commonwealth of 
nations can never become reality.

I do not think that it is true to say that the fact that the Germans have taken 
possession of the transport systems of many European countries, and have 
pulled down frontier barriers, will necessarily facilitate the task of unification. 
The countries neighbouring upon Germany will initially tend to frown upon 
everything reminiscent of their incorporation in the Third Reich. While we must 
have full understanding for this natural reaction, we shall have to place our 
discussions and our policy on a higher plane and look to the future, believing as 
we do that peace can only be maintained if all the peoples of Europe are given an 
opportunity to play their part and take their share within a system based on 
mutual welfare. ( . . . )

249. Emergency International Trade Union Council: ‘Towards the 
New World Order’ 30 March 1944

From the post-war programme of the International Federation of Trade Unions: Social 
and Economic Demands of the International Trade Union Movement for the Post-War 
World’, printed in full in W. Schevenels, Forty-Five Years International Federation of 
Trade Unions, Brussels, n. d. but 1956, pp. 390-418; German translation in W. Schevenels, 
Fiinfundvierzig Jalore International Gewerkschaftsbund 1900-45, Brussels (duplicated), 
1956, pp. 279-303; excerpts from pp. 399-402 and 415 are given below (in the German 
translation the pages are 287-89 and 300).

During the first years of the war in the International Trade Uniton movement a process 
of op inion-forming also began which led to the conviction that once the war was over a new 
kind of international order must be created.1 In contrast to what happened in 1919, this 
time the trade unions must be consulted. And so at a session of the Emergency International 
Trade Union Council2 in September 1942 a committee was charged with working out social, 
economic and political plans for the post-war world. This committee, which consisted of 
members of the National Centres and of the International Trade Union secretariat, after

1 Cf. W. Schevenels, Forty-Five Years International Federation of Trade Unions, Brussels, 
n. d. but 1956, p. 301 f.; the author writes by way of summary: ‘It was striking how 
these feelings of all sections of the trade union movement in the free or in the occupied 
countries corresponded’.

2 Since the first wartime conference of the International Federation of Trade Unions on 
30 September 1941, the ‘Emergency International Trade Union Council’ (EITUC) 
replaced the constitutionally valid General Council. The EITUC consisted of: from the 
Executive Committee Sir W. Citrine, J. Bondas (Belgium), W. Green (USA), K. Nordahl 
(Norway), W. Schevenels (Germany); seven representatives of the National Centres 
(Great Britain, USA, Palestine, Canada, Sweden, Argentina, Mexico), seven representa
tives of the International Trade Secretariats (transport, textiles, metal, boot and shoe, 
miners, building and wood, clothing) and seven advisory members from the countries 
under Nazi domination (Austria, Belgium, Czechoslovakia, France, Germany, Poland 
and Spain). Cf. W. Schevenels, op. cit. (n. 1), p. 289.
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holding fifteen sessions between November 1942 and March 1944 produced a programme 
that on 30 March 1944 was adopted by the Emergency International Trade Union Council 
(EITUC).3 The first part of the programme (not reprinted here) deals with the transitional 
phase after the war and the reconstruction of the IFTU. The second part ‘Towards the New 
World Ordery begins with Section I printed below; from Section II, which expresses the 
social and economic post-war demands of the International Trade Union federation, the 
passage reproduced is the one calling for regional structures as groupings within a strong 
global organization.

*

Section I: Fundamental Political Conditions Necessary in 
the Post-War World

A. Organisation of the World Peace
After the military power of the Axis countries and their satellites has been 

thoroughly destroyed the most urgent and vital problem of the post-war world 
will be the organisation and maintenance of peace among all the nations and 
progressive harmony within each nation.

Without going into any detail here as to how such a scheme would work, it 
can be stated without fear of contradiction that the world needs and universally 
desires some kind of international machinery to settle peacefully, by mediation 
and arbitration, all political, territorial and economic disputes susceptible of 
leading to conflict. To fulfil its mission this international institution will have to 
possess adequate powers and means to enforce its lawful decisions on all nations 
concerned. In other words, adequate armed forces must be available at any time 
to defend any country against a possible aggressor. The ideal solution would be 
the establishment of a supernational armed force exclusively responsible to that 
universal authority. Everybody will realise, however, that under present circum
stances such a solution is Utopian. In the first place thenre can be no question of 
allowing the defeated Axis powers or their satellites to maintain any kind of 
armed force. N or can they participate in any kind of international armed force 
until the world is fully satisfied that they have abandoned their aggressive 
ambitions for ever. Therefore, the next best solution, for the period immediately 
after the cessation of hostilities, seems to be to use for the said purpose the 
existing combined armed forces of the Allied Nations.

As the war goes on , and, through the force of circumstances, these Allied 
forces are being welded more and more into an international force subject to the 
moral influence of world public opinion. By the time the Axis powers are 
completely defeated in Europe and Asia, this process of amalgamation will 
undoubtedly have reached a high degree. Thus will be created the moral and 
psychological condition required to make out of these Allied armed forces the 
instrument to maintain world peace. Then, in the course of the years after the 
war and parallel with the development of international relations in the political,

3 Cf. W. Schevenels, op. cit. (n. 1), p. 302.
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social and economic fields, this combined force of the Allied Nations can be 
converted into a real super-national force. ( . . . )

B. Democratic Government
In all parts of the world the self-governing countries must be absolutely free to 

maintain such political and cultural independence as can be carried out without a 
detrimental effect on the freedom of other countries. Whatever system is chosen 
the institutions of the country concerned must be based on unalterable demo
cratic principles. N o nation can abdicate its inalienable right to choose freely, 
control and change its government.

In every part of the world the policy of the balance of power should be 
abandoned once and for all. Larger or smaller regional federations of states are 
not to be discouraged so long as it clearly appears that their setting up does not 
openly or secretly serve hostile intensions, either in the political or in the 
economic field, against any other nation or group of nations.

United States o f Europe
The ideal solution for the European continent would be, no doubt, an all- 

embracing federation of states, but it must be regretfully admitted that the 
psychological premises for such a solution are not likely to exist at the end of 
hostilities. Only after some years of peaceful relationship will it be possible to 
remove certain old and new prejudices between the European peoples. Such 
misunderstandings have too often spoilt the pre-war attempts at closer European 
co-operation, and are liable to spoil them again in the post-war. To remove them 
will be a delicate operation. N o  use of force, only persuasion and patience can 
succeed. As already said, this will take some time. On the other hand, the 
countries which have been dominated for a shorter or longer period by Fascist or 
Nazi philosophies must be kept under some kind of control until the effects of 
Fascist or N azi influence are eradicated. Only after these two psychological 
adjustments have been achieved can Europe hope to set up its United States with 
success.

We must call upon the workers of Europe to join forces in order to bring 
about conditions from which will arise a Europe united by the democratic 
association of all its peoples in freedom and equality, co-operating for the 
prevention of wars and of the abuse of economic power and for promoting their 
common welfare.

C . Punishment o f War Criminals. (. . .)

Section II: Fundamental Social and Economic Demands. (. . .)

2. Continental or Regional Sub-Divisions
Applying the lessons of the past, this new world organisation of nations 

(W ON), contrary to the former League of Nations, will have to undergo some 
kind of continental or regional sub-division both for territorial technical and



690 Documents

functional reasons. Some of its functions will have an indisputable general 
international character such as the maintenance of peace, the control of the 
super-national Police Force and the administration of the international courts of 
justice (mediation and arbitration of disputes between nations). Some of the 
problems to be dealt with may be more of a continental or regional nature, such 
as regulation of foreign trade, currency, international waterways and other 
international transport, the execution of international public works, and the 
introduction of economic improvements. Then again some of these functions 
will have a dual character, that is to say, general directives will have to be 
determined by the world organisation whilst the application might be differenti
ated according to the continents concerned, so that here a territorial decentralisa
tion is required. (. . .)

250. International Socialist Forum (Laski Group): ‘Manifesto’
19 May 1944

English version in Left News, no. 95, London, May 1944, pp. 2823 f. and in The 
Manchester Guardian, 20 May 1944; German version in Sozialistische Mitteilungen (News 
for German socialists in Great Britain), no. 63/64, London, 1944, pp. 20-22; Swedish 
version in Trots allt, Stockholm, 11 Aug. 1944. The excerpt below is the final section of the 
‘Manifesto’ printed in Left News, no. 95, p. 2824.

s'?

The attitude of the international socialist group associated with Julius Braunthal and 
Harold Laski, who with the help of Victor Gollancz published the International Socialist 
Forum, has already been illustrated in an article by its editor Braunthal.1 It was relatively 
late in the war that the group issued a jointly signed manifesto, by which time the Allies had 
already abandoned the idea of European union in their post-war planning. And so the 
signatories of the manifesto put forward their basic proposition that after the war was won 
peace must also be won and a \just and lasting peace’ secured. As far as Germany was 
concerned, their aims were bound to be negative: demilitarization, punishment of war 
criminals. But over and above these goals, the Atlantic Charter must be upheld as a 
minimum common and positive aim, which must also be applied to the defeated, and in the 
passage cited below the signatories adhered firmly to the integration of Europe as a necessity 
for which the arguments were primarily economic.

( . . . )  The elementary principles of democracy are not the end but only the 
beginning of a good settlement. But if they are violated, whether at the expense 
of Poles or of Germans, our advance into a happier future will be gravely 
imperilled. We mean as socialists to go far beyond the promise of this Charter. 
We hope to see the close organisation of the economic life of an integrated

1 See doc. 247 above. Cf. also the reference to the group in J. Braunthal, A History of the 
International, vol. 3, London, 1980, p. 133, and K. Misgeld, Die ‘Internationale Gruppe 
demokratischer Sozialisten’ in Stockholm 1942-45, Uppsala, 1976, p. 38.
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Europe for the common good of all its peoples. Freedom from fear and want can 
be secured only by the collective pursuit of full employment and full production. 
These ends will be attained only when the control of the whole community 
supersedes the will of monopoly capital. This goal we may hope to win only 
when we can unite in its pursuit all peoples, peasants as well as workers, former 
enemies as well as allies, throughout the world. We seek, therefore, to avoid, 
alike in the conduct of the war and in the terms of the settlement, every cause of 
embitterment. That was the aim, as we read it, of the Atlantic Charter. It must 
not be discarded.

Karl Ausch
H. N . Brailsford 
Julius Braunthal 
Louis de Brouckère 
George Chester 
Karl Czernetz 
Faringdon 
Victor Gollancz 
J. F. Horrabin 
Wenzel Jaksch 
Harold J. Laski 
Louis Lévy-

Marthe Lévy 
Hector McNeil, M. P. 
Lucy Middleton 
A. Ramos Oliveira 
P. Ollenhauer 
Oscar Poliak 
Paul Sering 
G. R. Strauss, M. P. 
Paolo Treves 
Hans Vogel 
Leonard Woolf

251. Conference of European Socialist Parties: ‘International
Security’ 5 March 1945

In the Report of the 44th Annual Conference of the Labour Party, Blackpool, 21-25 May 
1945, London (Transport House), 1945, p. 163 f.; also, separately printed, Declarations 
issued by the Conference of European Socialist Parties held in London, 3rd, 4th and 5th 
March 1945, London, 1945 (unabridged).

On 13 September 1944 the Executive Committee of the British Labour Party resolved to 
take the initiative by setting up an International Labour and Socialist Preparatory 
Committee\ On its invitation representatives of some 12 socialist parties met in London 
from 3 to 5 March 1945 with Hugh Dalton in the chair.1 Representatives of socialist parties 
in Germany, Austria and Hungary were not invited. No minutes of the discussions have

1 Cf. Report of the 44th Annual Conference of the Labour Party, London, 1945, p. 12 f. ; 
according to the Report the following took part in the conference: from Great Britain 
MrsJ. L. Adamson, M. P.; Harold E. Clay; Hugh Dalton, M. P. ; Mrs B. Ayrton Gould; 
H. J. Laski; P. J. Noel-Baker, M. P. ; E. Shinwell, M. P. ; Dr Edith Summerskill, M. P. ; 
Ellen Wilkinson, M. P.; T. Williamson; Morgan Phillips. Visiting delegates were: from 
Belgium L. de Brouckère, E. Anseele, M. Buset, C. Huysmans; from Italy P. Nenni, E. 
Vismara, G. Romita; from Holland J. W. Albarda, L. A. Donker, M. Sluyser; from 
France S. Grumbach, V. Auriol, A. Philip, C. Dumas, J. Moch, L. Lévy; from Sweden
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been preserved,2 only the resolutions which they passed were published.3 The resolution 
printed below on ‘International security’ emerged from the discussion on ‘international 
organization’ on the basis of a paper presented by the Labour Party and under the 
chairmanship of P. J. Noel-Baker. It reflected the predominance of Labour Party ideas,4 
which, in line with the position taken by Allied post-war planning after Yalta, preferred a 
global organization for peace to ideas of European integration; only briefly, at the end of a 
passage on ‘structure\ was the possibility of regional groups even mentioned3

After five years of struggle and of sufferings that defy description, the world is 
still at war. The first thoughts of the Socialists meeting in London go to the 
innocent victims of the conflict provoked by Hitlerite Germany and to the 
heroic Allied fighters, who can now see the hour of victory approaching. 
International Socialism proclaims the determination of the peoples to pursue the 
struggle inexorably to its ultimate end, the collapse of German and Japanese 
resistance and the unconditional surrender of these two countries.

The war has been waged by the peoples for their complete liberation; it must 
end in a people’s victory and a people’s peace.

Mrs A. Myrdal. Representative Continental socialists, in this country from Norway: 
Finn Moe, Aake Ording; from Palestine B. Locker, B. Rosenthal; from Czechoslovakia 
J. Belina; from Spain L. Araquistain, W. Carrillo; from Poland 7 and from Iceland 2 
socialists (altogether 46 persons).

2 According to the short report on the conference in J. Braunthal, History of the 
International,vol. 3, London, 1980, pp. 133-4.

3 8 resolutions were passed on the following questions: International security, The 
German Problem, International Economic Organization, Relief and Rehabilitation, 
Prisoners of War and Deportees, The Jewish Problem, the Socialist International -  all 
printed in the Report of the 44th Annual Conference of the Labour Party, London, 1945, 
pp. 163-170.

4 For the delaying tactics of the Labour Party on questions of European unification cf. the 
Introduction to this chapter, p. 656 above.

5 The newspaper of the Swiss Social Democratic Party, St. Galler Volksstimme, had 
specifically proposed to urge the need for a European federation at this Labour Party 
conference: ‘European Federation means the community of European peoples within 
the framework of international law, their co-operation in the economic and social 
sphere, unification of their foreign policy and respect for the independence and integrity 
of every member state. (. . .) Is the idea of a European Federation in contradiction with 
the idea of a world organization of peace? No, for the world organization needs the 
European Federation if Europe is really to take its place within its framework. This 
lesson could be learned from the experience of the League of Nations. A Europe split up 
in sovereign nations means nothing in a League of Nations, it is but the pawn of the big 
powers. United, our continent could be a healthy organization on a level with the 
Russian, British and American empires and could bring its own good elements to the 
foreground’. (English version in Europe Speaks, ed. by W. G. Eichler, London, 25 May 
1945, pp. 1-3.
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A People's Victory
Fascism must be rooted out everywhere, not only in its most monstrous form, 

Hitlerism, but equally in all its camouflaged forms, including the autocratic 
regimes of certain neutral countries. Democracy must be assured everywhere of 
the opportunity to flourish in its triple form - political, economic and social. 
Governments of countries still occupied are expected to take positive steps 
towards the restoration of constitutional democratic institutions immediately 
after the liberation. War criminals must be punished and no country must be 
allowed to invoke the right of asylum in order to offer them refuge.

A People's Peace
Our sacrifices would have been made in vain were we not convinced that an 

effort is being everywhere made to-day to open new paths in the field of 
organised international relations. More than ever before Socialism remains 
faithful to its old belief in the trinity of arbitration, security and disarmament. 
We must seek to establish rules of law binding upon all; the foundation of any 
international organisation can be no other than the solemn renunciation by every 
member of all acts of aggression and their undertaking to place the whole of their 
forces at the service of resistance to aggression, the aggressor having been 
accurately defined in advance. This undertaking might well receive solemn and 
formal expression in the following ways:

1. by the acceptance by each country of a charter o f the rights and duties o f 
nations, which would define in the spirit of the Atlantic Charter the fundamental 
liberties that each country undertook to respect and would outlaw all forms of 
discrimination on grounds of sex, colour, race or creed;

2. by the insertion into the constitutions of member States of an undertaking 
to respect the charter and accept all the obligations of the international organisa
tion;

3. by the elaboration in the domestic legislation of each country of a penal 
procedure applicable to all those found guilty of violating international deci
sions.

The Socialist Movement believes that the Dumbarton Oaks proposals, as 
modified at Yalta for submission to the consideration of the countries assembled 
at San Francisco, constitute a considerable achievement in this matter; it wel
comes the agreement ultimately reached, which brings together, in the search for 
collective security, all the nations to-day engaged in the struggle for freedom, 
and in particular the Soviet Union and the United States, whose presence is 
essential to the building of peace. It believes that the proposals as a whole can 
form the basis of a new security organisation, but is nevertheless of the opinion 
that the structure and procedure of the new organisation may be capable of 
further improvement.

Structure
1. The effectiveness and power of the Assembly, of the Councils, and of the 
other bodies to be created will depend on the representation of the Member



694 Documents

nations, and on the active support of public opinion. This, in turn, must depend 
in great measure on the publicity given to the proceedings, but there are other 
questions of representation, including the extension of the principles of the 
constitution of the I.L .O ., which require further consideration. The Conference 
agrees to proceed with this consideration without delay.

2. The Economic and Social Council, or preferably the two Councils, one 
economic and the other social, whose members will be elected by the Assembly 
and directly responsible to it, are, in our view, orgzans of primary importance, 
while the Security Council will seek to avoid conflicts, their task will be the 
positive organisation of peace.

It is essential that the Assembly shall constitute the final court of appeal in all 
economic and social questions, able to take majority decisions, and becoming the 
international forum through which all important matters can be submitted to the 
judgment of public opinion.

3. The present composition of the Security Council, and in particular the 
provision for election for only two years of the representatives of small nations, 
carries with it the risk of some instability; this could be remedied either by 
prolonging the period of office or by making it possible for States belonging to 
particular regions to form groups nominating joint representatives, who should 
be re-eligible; International Socialism looks with favour upon any such regional 
arrangement or grouping, on conditions that groups shall not be set up or act in 
opposition to each other and that all remain within the framework and under the 
supervision of the international organisation.

Procedure
1. We rejoice to note that at Yalta the participating countries were able to agree 

on the principle of majority decision in the case of demands for arbitration; we 
recognise that in matters calling for sanctions it may be inevitable in the initial 
stage that the great military powers, who bear special responsibilities, must be 
unanimous in their decision, but we remain convinced that peace will be finally 
and solidly established only when all States, great and small, submit to decisions 
taken by an adequate majority; we note, moreover, that these problems of 
decision by majority or by unanimity will lose much of their importance as the 
definition of aggression becomes more precise and as the mechanism of sanctions 
begins to function automatically, in accordance with solemn undertakings 
entered into by members of the organisation.

2. We cannot remain satisfied with the provisions whereby the application of 
military sanctions is made to depend upon special agreements for the placing of 
armed forces at the disposal of the international organisation; such agreements 
must be specifically provided for in the document setting up the organisation; it 
is, moreover, important to make provision both for the immediate setting up of 
machinery for the international control of the private and public production of 
armaments and for the rapid constitution of the first nucleus of an international 
police force, to be stationed in danger zones and including, as a minimum, 
international air squadrons and armoured (mechanised) and airborne forces.
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Finally, it would appear essential, as was agreed in the Moscow declaration of the 
American, British and Soviet Governments of November 1st, 1943, to include in 
the charter of the organisation itself proposals for the reduction of national 
armaments progressively with the development of international institutions and 
the reinforcement of the nucleus international police force voluntarily recruited 
among all member countries.

This organisation, however, will function only in so far as the nations 
associated in it remain determined and able to respect their undertakings and to 
take in time all the risks that may be necessary to stop aggression as soon as it is 
threatened; they can do this only if they are supported by an educated public 
opinion conscious of its responsibilities. It is therefore in the last resort upon this 
public opinion that the future peace of the world depends. Peoples of the world, 
the victory of the United Nations gives you the opportunity to achieve your own 
liberation and to ensure peace once and for all; it is for you to seize this 
opportunity to build a true Democracy within the boundaries of every nation.
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II. Views of Churches and Other Christian Groups 
on the Postwar International Order

W a l t e r  L ip g e n s

Introduction

During the Second World War the Cristian churches made a conscious con
tribution to planning for a future peace settlement. In the Catholic as well as in 
the Protestant churches there was a prevailing desire (as there had not been 
during the First World War) not to identify with the nationalist war aims of the 
governments concerned, and again (in contrast to the situation at the end of the 
First World War) this time to draw the right guide-lines from the Christian faith 
on which to build a settlement that would give the world a better prospect of 
peace. This deliberate intention was inspired by two factors: 1. An awareness, 
that had been growing significantly during the preceding decades, of the fellow
ship between Christians of all countries, of the unity of mankind before God, 
encouraged as it was by the doctrine of Christian universalism among Catholics 
and -  through a sense of ecumenism -  among the Protestant denominations.1
2. A deliberate rejection of the trend towards the totalitarian state as it prevailed 
in Stalin’s Soviet Union and was proclaimed by Fascist dictators. The exultation 
of the state in the dictatorships, the contempt for basic human rights, shown 
especially in the persecution of Jews simply because of their race or their creed, 
and the growing hostility of those governments towards the Christian religion 
and Church aroused the protest of the Christian conscience and, increasingly, of 
the churches themselves. On both sides of the argument the Christian faith was 
rightly seen as an impregnable bastion, the root and matrix of European man and 
above all of those values which existed before and take precedence over state, 
nation, race or class, and which therefore had to be reaffirmed against those who 
deliberately challenged them. There are countless examples of people who 
realized to their sorrow that it was the decline of religious belief and with it of 
the humanity and feeling for justice for which it stood that had enabled 
nationalism to triumph in the preceding hundred years, and that only a revival of 
religion could lay a firm foundation from which to defeat hyper-nationalism as a 
surrogate for religion.2

1 Cf. W. Weber, ‘Gesellschaft und Staat als Problem für die Kirche’ in H. Jedin und K. 
Repgen (ed.), Handbuch der Kirchengeschichte, vol. VII: Die Weltkirche im 20. Jah
rhundert, Freiburg, 1979, pp. 230-62; A. Boyens, Kirchenkampf und Ökumene
1939-45, Munich, 1973, pp. 198 f. and 227 f.

2 Cf. the early studies by J. Neuhäusler, Kreuz und Hakenkreuz, Munich, 1946; H. 
Hermelink, Kirche im Kampf, Tübingen, 1950; evidence of the revival of personal faith
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In the course of the 1930s the Christian churches could not help realizing, 
inevitably if often reluctantly, that for this very reason the totalitarian regimes 
would soon be waging merciless war against them, mitigated though it was at 
times for tactical reasons. Gradually the churches built up their opposition: first 
the Catholic Church, not only because the Pope as an internationally recognized 
sovereign power was able to speak out at times when the faithful inside the 
country concerned and Christians of other denominations were obliged to 
remain silent, but above all because in its doctrine of Christian natural law it 
possessed a theological basis for stating frankly the limited nature of all state 
power and the duty to oppose the state when it demands what is injurious to the 
community as a whole. As early as 1922 Pope Pius XI, thinking in terms of 
Christian universalism, in his first encyclical ‘Ubi arcano’, had deplored that 
‘there is no human authority that could bind all nations to an international, 
contemporary legal code’. After his experience of totalitarian government he 
wrote in his encyclical against German National Socialism: ‘Anyone who 
separates race or nation or state from its earthly scale of values and elevates it to 
the highest standard of all values, including those of religion, and worships it like 
an idol, perverts and falsifies the divinely created and divinely ordained order of 
things’.3 A very similar message was being delivered by one of the two move
ments that were later to give birth to the World Council of Churches, the 
Universal Christian Council for Life and Work at its international conference in 
July 1937 at Oxford, in which representatives of 120 Protestant and Orthodox 
Churches took part. The fifth section of its Report contained the affirmation: 
‘The Church must remind its members that the principle of absolute sovereignty 
of state or nation, whether it is proclaimed in peacetime or wartime, is incompat
ible with the Church’s belief in the sovereignty of Jesus Christ alone and as the 
ultimate standard of judgement and conduct is therefore unacceptable’ .4

as a motive in the German Resistance is to be found in H. Gollwitzer, K. Kuhn and R. 
Schneider, Du hast mich heimgesucht hei Nacht. Ahschiedsbriefe und Aufzeichnungen 
des Widerstandes 1933-45, Munich (19541) 19575; Kl. von Klemperer, Glaube, Reli
gion, Kirche und der deutsche Widerstand gegen den Nationalismus’ in Viertel
jahreshefte für Zeitgeschichte, no. 28, 1980, pp. 293-309.

3 Pius XI, ‘Ubi arcano’, 23 Dec. 1922 (Acta Apostolicae Sedis, 14, 1922, pp. 673-700); 
‘Mit brennender Sorge’, 14 March 1937, original German version in D. Albrecht (ed.) 
Der Notenwechsel zwischen dem Hl. Stuhl und der Deutschen Regierung, vol. 1, 
1933-37, Mainz, 1965, pp. 404-43 (Italian translation in Acta Apostolicae Sedis, 29, 
1937, pp. 145-67); five days later on 19 March 1937 the encyclical ‘Divini Redemptoris’ 
against ‘atheistic Communism’ (Acta Apostolicae Sedis, 29, 1937, pp. 65-105). There is 
an excellent survey up to 1967 by Victor Conzemius, ‘Eglises chrétiennes et to
talitarisme national-socialiste’ in Revue dHistoire Ecclésiastique, 63, 1968, pp. 457-503 
and 868-948. Instructive introduction into the state of research up to 1975 in D. 
Albrecht, Katholische Kirche im Dritten Reich, Mainz, 1976.

4 Kirche und Welt in ökumenischer Sicht. Bericht der Weltkirchenkonferenz von Oxford 
über Kirche, Volk und Staat, Geneva, 1938, p. 250. Cf. A. Boyens, Kirchenkampf und 
Ökumene 1933-39, Munich, 1969. Attempts at a complete account (still inadequate) in
J.S. Conway, The Nazi Persecution of the Churches, 1933-45, London, 1968; G. van 
Roon, Protestants Nederland en Duitsland 1933-41, Utrecht, 1973 (revealing on the
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What really mattered was that, in view of the terrible war unleashed by this 
perversion of values, the churches began at last to spell out clearly the implica
tions for international relations of their belief that limits should be set to the 
power of the state. As far as the Catholic Church was concerned, this first 
occurred in the form of an official pronouncement six weeks after the outbreak 
of war. Unsuccessful attempts had been made earlier by the new Pope, Pius X II ,5 
who was enthroned in March 1939, to use diplomatic channels to prevent war 
breaking out: early in May of that year soundings had been taken for a five- 
power conference which, it was hoped, with the help of Great Britain would try 
o settle the disputes between Germany and Poland and between France and 
Italy. On 24 August the Pope issued an urgent appeal; finally, on the night of 
30-31 August, he admonished the powers to find a peaceful solution.6 And so in 
his first encyclical, dated 20 October 1939, he made a point of criticizing the 
fundamental error of déchristianisation, of ‘considering the state as something 
ultimate, to which everything else should be subordinated’, and emphasizing the 
duty of all states, derived from the doctrines of both Christianity and natural 
law, as well as from the unity of mankind in the sight of God, to bring about ‘the 
unity of supra-national society5 through true union and fruitful collaboration5.7 
In his Christmas message for 1939 the Pope sought to develop five practical 
guide-lines based on the principles of natural law: 1. The right to life and 
independence of all nations, large and small; 2. The necessity of disarmament; 3. 
The need to create -  without the defects of the League of Nations -  ‘international 
institutions, which have so lofty a mission5; 4. Satisfying the justified desires of 
nations and minorities and 5. Acting with responsibility to the Divine Law .8

At no time in the war did any diplomatic opportunities occur for the Pope to 
act as official mediator, although he was always ready to act in that capacity and 
maintained the strictest neutrality.9 He twice made courageous but unsuccessful

reaction in a neighbouring country); the most recent account is H. C. Helmreich, The 
German Churches under Hitler. Background, Struggle and Epilogue, Detroit, 1979.

5 There is still no real biography. Biographical sketches by two of his closest colleagues 
provide some insight: R. Leiber, ‘Pius XIP in Stimmen der Zeit, 163, 1958, pp. 81-100 
(reprinted in D. Albrecht, Katholische Kirche im Dritten Reich, Mainz, 1976, 
pp. 103-27); and D. Tardini, Pio X II, Città del Vaticano, 1960. Also L. Chaigne, 
Portrait et vie de Pie X II, Paris, 1966; B. Schneider, Pius XII. Friede, das Werk der 
Gerechtigkeit, Göttingen, 1968.

6 Actes et Documents du Saint Siège, vol. 1 : Le Saint Siège et la Guerre en Europe, mars 
1939 -  août 1940, Città del Vaticano, 1965, pp. 139 f., 230-38, 263-72, account in the 
Introduction, ibid. pp. 8-48. Cf. B. Schneider, ‘Der Friedensappell Papst Pius’ XII. 
vom 24 August 1939’ in Archivum Historiae Pontificae, 6, 1968, pp. 415-24. Summary 
by K. Repgen, ‘Die Aussenpolitik der Päpste im Zeitalter der Weltkriege’ in H. Jedin 
and K. Repgen, Handbuch der Kirchengeschichte, voi. 7: Die Weltkirche im 20 Jahr
hundert, Freiburg, 1979, p. 86.

7 Cf. Doc. 252 below.
8 Cf. Doc. 254 below.
9 For this cf. P. Duclos, Le Vatican et la seconde guerre mondiale, Paris, 1955, 

pp. 127-35; J. Becker, ‘Der Vatikan und der II. Weltkrieg’ in D. Albrecht (ed.), 
Katholische Kirche im Dritten Reich, Mainz, 1976, pp. 173-81; the section on Neutral-
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attempts to this end through contacts with the German Resistance. The first was 
between October 1939 and January 1940, when he tried to mediate between the 
Resistance and the British government with a view to the overthrow of Hitler 
and a peace acceptable to both sides. In 1943 he tried in vain to bring about an 
understanding with the British and Americans on the basis that if Hitler was 
removed from power they would drop the demand for Germany’s unconditional 
surrender.10 These setbacks, however, only made Pius XII more anxious to work 
out the principles and prerequisites of a just future peace settlement in his official 
pronouncements. Above all in his Christmas messages, which received maximum 
publicity, he did not confine himself (as Benedict XV had during the First World 
War) to appealing for peace in the abstract, but methodically worked out a global 
programme for a future peace settlement. N ot only did he continue to affirm that 
the state does not possess unlimited sovereignty, either in domestic politics over 
the personal dignity of the individual11 or in international relations; that the 
indispensable prerequisites of future international stability include the conquest 
of hatred, mistrust and economic and political selfishness as well as respect for 
small nations and minorities and willingness to disarm;12 but he expounded these 
ideas in a new way, urging that once the war was over supra-national institutions 
and agencies must at last be created to guarantee and regulate peace and co
operation among the nations, going so far as to say in 1944 that their authority 
must be vigorous and effective over the member states’ .13 Yet in accordance with 
the Church’s traditional attitude to secular matters he refrained from making 
detailed proposals on exactly how the principles of natural law could best be put 
into effect (which meant in this context whether a continental federation should 
be an integral part of a global organization or not). On the other hand the

ity in K. Repgen, ‘Die Aussenpolitik der Pàpste. . .’ (n. 6), pp. 81-3 and 87 f. Cf. n. 2 to 
doc. 254 and n. 1 to doc. 256.

10 Cf. H.C. Deutsch, The Conspiracy against Hitler in the Twilight War, Minneapolis, 
1968, chapter on ‘The Vatican Exchanges’, pp. 102-48 and Echoes of Roman Conversa
tions’, pp. 331-52; G.O. Kent, ‘Pope Pius XII and Germany’ in American Historical 
Review, 70, 1964/5, pp. 59-78; summary including further publications in J. Becker, 
Der Vatikan. . .’ (n. 9), pp. 182-5. Cf. the similar efforts of the World Council of 
Churches at Geneva, below, p. 735.

11 Cf. doc. 252, the introduction and the Christmas message and cf. doc. 261, n. 4.
12 Christmas messages for 1940, 1941 and 1943, cf. docs. 256 and 261 and n. 2 to doc. 267.
13 Christmas messages for 1939, 1941 and 1944, cf. docs. 254, 261 and 267. Just as Leo 

XIII developed and applied the doctrine of the state derived from Christianity and 
natural law to man and society and within the nation, so it must be seen as the historic 
merit of Pius XII to have developed and applied this doctrine to the field of 
international relations. For the first scholarly account by a contemporary see G. 
Gonella, Presupposti di un Ordine internazionale. Note ai messaggi di S. S. Pio X II, 
Città del Vaticano, 1943. For the testimony of others engaged in this work see G.B. 
Montini, ‘Pio XII e l’ordine internazionale’ in La Scuola Cattolica, 85, 1957, pp. 3-24;
G. Gundlach, Die Ordnung der menschlichen Gesellschaft, vol. 1, Cologne, 1964 
(chapters 2 and 5). Perceptive accounts in P. Duclos (n. 9), pp. 70-103; R. Bose, La 
Société Internationale et l3Eglise, Paris, 1961, pp. 356—68; G. Herberichs, Théorie de la 
paix selon Pie XII, Paris, 1964.
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Catholic Association for International Peace’, set up by the Roman Catholic 
bishops in the U SA  to deal with questions of a future peace settlement, which 
carried out the Pope’s injunctions to the letter, by 1941 was expressing its 
approval of two things: ‘some kind of voluntary European union is a primary 
need’, but also a ‘world organization’ capable of serving the regional unions as a 
court of appeal.14

Among the Protestant churches and denominations, especially since the 
World Missionary Conference at Edinburgh in 1910, an ecumenical movement 
had been growing, a consciousness of the Una Sancta which sought to make 
visible the fellowship of Christians across all frontiers. Two movements had 
started in the 1920s: the Universal Christian Council for Life and Work that in 
July 1937 brought together at Oxford representatives of some 120 Protestant and 
Orthodox churches, and the World Conference on Faith and Order, whose 
meeting in Edinburgh in August 1937 was attended by representatives of some 
123 churches. The proposal by the Oxford conference to combine both move
ments in a World Council of Churches was approved in principle by the 
Edinburgh congress. A committee from both movements established at Utrecht 
in 1938 a Provisional Committee for a ‘World Council of Churches in process of 
formation’, with William Temple, Archbishop of York, as chairman, Pasteur 
Marc Boegner of Paris as chairman of the Administrative Committee, and with 
W. A. V isse r ’t H ooft (then general secretary of the World Student Christian 
Movement) and William Paton (London), then general secretary of the Interna
tional Missionary Council, as joint general secretaries. Henry Smith Leiper in 
New York was made associate secretary, with the task of maintaining ties with 
the churches in North America.15 In response to invitations which were sent to 
196 churches in November 1938, by July 1939 some 47 churches had decided to 
join the World Council. Willem V isser’t Hooft, as the only full-time secretary, 
took over a small institute of the Christian Council for Life and Work in Geneva 
and made it into a general secretariat in which the German pastor Hans

14 Cf. doc. 260 below and n. to doc. 267. Research hitherto on the attitude of the 
European bishops has focussed on their actual behaviour towards National Socialism, 
the extent of their protest, relief actions etc., but not as yet on any plans for peace they 
may have had; cf. Eglises et Chrétiens dans la Deuxième Guerre Mondiale. Actes du 
colloque organisé à Grenoble en 1976, Lyon 1978; Eglises et Chrétiens pendant la 
Seconde Guerre Mondiale dans le Nord - Pas de Calais. Actes du colloque à Lille en 
Nov. 1977. Numéros spéciaux de la Revue du Nord, April-Sept. 1978; Commission 
Internationale d’Histoire Ecclesiastique comparée, Section IV, congress in Warsaw, 
June 1978 (duplicated lectures).

15 Cf. The Ten Formative Years, 1938-48. Report on the activities of the World Council of 
Churches during its period of formation, Geneva, 1948; R. Rouse and S. C. Neill, A 
History of the Ecumenical Movement, 1517-1948, London (19541) 19672, esp. pp. 
353 ff. and 697 ff. (W. A. Visser ’t Hooft: the Genesis of the World Council); T. 
Sartory, The Ecumenical Movement and the Unity of the Church, Oxford, 1963; D. 
Hudson, Ökumene und Politik, Stuttgart, 1970; E. Iserloh, ‘Die Geschichte der 
ökumenischen Bewegung’ in Handbuch der Kirchengeschichte, vol. 7: Die Weltkirche 
im 20. Jahrhundert, ed. by H. Jedin and K. Repgen, Freiburg, 1979, pp. 458-73.
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Schönfeld and the Swedish pastor Nils Ehrenström constituted a study depart
ment’, with two other staff members to deal with work among refugees and 
publicity respectively.16 It was to the credit of W. A. Visser ’t H oof t, who in the 
1930s had made his name as an opponent of the ‘religion of nationalism’ and 
other forms of idolatry,17 that this first visible nucleus of ecumenical solidarity 
outside the Catholic Church (in contrast to the situation in 1914) immediately set 
about the task of proclaiming the essential unity of Christians even in wartime 
and the principles on which a future peace settlement should be founded. In 
April 1939 he sent a circular letter to all members of the Provisional Committee 
outlining the duty of ‘the Church as an Ecumenical Society in time of war: 1. the 
duty to pray. . .; 2. The duty to maintain brotherly relations with churches in 
other countries; 3. The task of preparing for a just peace’. 18 As early as July 1939 
a small study group met in Geneva to discuss as their theme ‘The Churches and 
the International Crisis’, at which such well known experts in international law 
and international relations as Max Huber (Switzerland), John Foster Dulles 
(USA), Alfred Zimmern (Great Britain), Charles Rist (France), O .H . von der 
Gablentz (Germany) and F.M. van Asbeck (the Netherlands) took part. They 
demanded that ‘the churches should work in such ways as are open to them for a 
just peace’ and emphasized the need for an effective international organization to 
guarantee peace in future.19 In November 1939 W. A. V isser ’t Hooft and H. 
Schönfeld drew up a list of questions relating to the proposals for international 
organization; this was meant to be discussed among the member churches and in 
the special peace aim groups that existed in Great Britain and the USA and to 
lead to a jointly held point of view.20 But efforts to get the Provisional 
Committee to issue an important statement in the name of the Ecumenical 
Movement on the principles that should form the basis of a just peace broke

16 The entire general secretariat of 5 officers and 4 secretaries managed to do their work in 
a single average-sized house in Geneva. Schönfeld from 1928 onwards and Ehrenström 
from 1930 were the only two full-time staff members of the Social Science Institute of 
the Universal Christian Council for Life and Work in Geneva. Ehrenström, however, 
moved to Sigtuna in Sweden in September 1939 in order to help establish the Nordic 
Ecumenical Institute there, not returning to Geneva until January 1941. Cf. A. Boyens, 
Kirchenkampf und Ökumene 1939-45, Munich, 1973, pp. 17 ff., 20, 61 and 329.

17 W. A. Visser ’t Hooft, None Other Gods, New York and London, 1937; cf. W. A. 
Visser ’t Hooft, Memoirs, London and Philadelphia, 1973, pp. 40 f. (illuminating for 
what follows); W. A. Visser’t Hooft and J. H. Oldham, The Church and its Function in 
Society, London, 1937. There is a good deal of information about his influence in the 
Festschrift presented to Visser’t Hooft on his 25th anniversary as general secretary of 
the World Council of Churches, R.C. Mackie and C.C. West (eds.), The Sufficiency of 
God, Philadelphia, 1963.

18 Text in German in A. Boyens, Kirchenkampf und Ökumene 1933-39, Munich, 1969, 
pp. 385-7.

19 Cf. ibid., pp. 264 ff. (proceedings of the conference), pp. 397-406 (text of the ensuing 
memorandum). Cf. W. A. Visser’t Hooft, Memoirs, pp. 110 f.

20 It also contained the precise question ‘How far would the creation of federal organisms 
in each Continent be a useful step towards the organic organization of the world in 
regional bodies?’ Cf. doc. 253 below with preceding note.
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down at a meeting in the Netherlands early in January 1940. In reply to a new 
initiative by Visser ’t Hooft, Archbishop Temple answered that an ecumenical 
point of view would have to wait until the World Council of Churches was 
officially established after the war.21

So while the war lasted all that could be done on the part of Protestants was 
statements by eminent individuals, individual churches or national church 
groups often with a good deal of publicity proclaiming the application of 
Christian principles to a future peace settlement; but these statements, thanks 
not least to the circulars issued by the general secretariat and the contacts which 
they made, already possessed a considerable measure of common ground as far as 
principles were concerned (as well as of agreement with the principles enunciated 
by the Pope). They all emphasized the churches’ responsibility to make fellow
ship between Christians a reality in the community of nations, the limits of state 
sovereignty in relations between states, and the need for a supra-national 
organization invested with full authority. Visser ’t Hooft on 12 March 1941 
circulated some ‘Considerations concerning the Postwar Settlement’ in which he 
expounded his ideas, formed through contacts with Resistance groups, in 
considerable detail, culminating in the demand that Continental Europe must be 
conceived as a federation’ .22 Wide circulation was given to statements issued by 
British churches and Christian groups: the joint declaration of the Archbishops 
of Canterbury and York, the Cardinal of Westminster and the Moderator of the 
Free Church Federal Council in The Times of 21 December 1940, in which the 
Pope’s Five Points were adopted; the conclusions of the Anglican conference at 
Malvern on 10 January 1941 calling for the unification of Europe as a co
operative commonwealth’ ; the results of the ‘Peace Aims group’ presented by 
William Paton; the approval of the Americans’ ‘Six Pillars’ by the heads of all 
British churches on 22 July 1943; and their reiterated commitment to the 
‘unification of Europe’ in March 1944.23 The Commission appointed by the 
Federal Council of the Churches of Christ in America ‘to study the bases of a 
just and durable peace’ under the chairmanship of J.F . Dulles clearly and 
emphatically stressed the need to overcome the system of ‘unrestrained national 
sovereignties’ and to create a ‘true community of nations’ under a global 
authority invested with power. It especially underlined the necessity for a global 
authority, but also acknowledged in its similar ‘Six Pillars’ that Europe particu
larly illustrates the need for regional collaboration’.24 In January 1943 the Study 
Department of the World Council of Churches reported on the converging and 
diverging views of member churches on international issues. While admitting

21 Cf. W. A. Visser ’t Hooft, Memoirs, pp. 116-23; doc. 255 below with introduction and 
notes.

22 Cf. doc. 258 below; also the similar conviction of H. Schonfeld in the footnotes to doc. 
259.

23 Cf. 21 Dec. 1940: n. 4 to doc. 254 below; 10 Jan. 1941: doc. 257 below; July 1941 doc. 
259 below; 22 July 1943 bn. 3-9 to doc. 262 below; March 1944 doc. 266. Cf. G. Bell, 
Christianity and World Order, London, 1940; G. Bell, The Church and Humanity, 
1939-46, London, 1946.

24 Cf. doc. 262 and 264 below.
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that far-reaching differences remained on such matters as the need for democ
racy, or retribution, or on social and colonial questions, yet on the question of 
the future international order it was able to express a conviction common to all 
the churches that: The anarchy of competing and unrestrained national 
sovereignties must be overcome and international authority must be created’ ; the 
only disagreement was over whether one should try to establish a global legal 
system immediately or make a start with regional federations.25

Thus all the Churches, with a renewed sense of their essentially supra-national 
character, had declared in favour of the principle of supra-nationality in relation 
to the secular organization needed to preserve peace. At the end of 1943 one 
observer stated that ‘the Church is listened to in many quarters more willingly 
and gladly than used to be the case so long as, being a conservative body, it did 
not venture outside its traditional sphere of activities. In certain countries it has 
acquired a leading role in public life, and not least because of the progressive 
ideas which it seeks to apply to the future settlement of the world’.26 The 
statements made by the Pope and by the Protestant churches had little influence 
on the postwar planning of the victorious powers, but they have had a wide
spread effect on political developments since 1945.

252. Pius XII: ‘On the Supposed Sovereignty of States’
20 October 1939

Encyclical ‘Summi Pontificatus’, full Latin text in Acta Apostolicae Sedis 31, Città del 
Vaticano 1939, pp. 413-53; the following excerpt concerning peace (in Italian) in Actes et 
Documents du Saint Siège relatifs à la Seconde Guerre Mondiale, vol. 1 : Le Saint Siège et la 
Guerre en Europe mars 1939-août 1940, Città del Vaticano, 1965, pp. 317-20; English 
translation, issued by the Vatican Polyglot Press, in The Tablet, 11 Nov. 1939, pp. 552-60 
(excerpts here from pp. 557 and 558).

Already in his first Encyclical addressed to all Roman Catholic bishops after the outbreak 
of war in Europe Pope Pius XII in enunciating basic propositions grounded on theories of 
the state to be found in both Christianity and natural law drew the conclusion that there

25 Cf. doc. 263 below. Also work by contemporary scholars: H. Klee, ‘Der Beitrag der 
Kirchen zur Nachkriegsplanung. Betrachtungen im Anschluss an eine Denkschrift des 
Ökumenischen Rates’ in Die Friedens-Warte, no. 43, 1943, pp. 296-310; C. Journet, 
‘Apostilles ä un document Protestant sur l’Eglise et la vie internationale’ in Nova et 
Vetera. Revue catholique pour la Suisse Romande, Jan.-March 1943, pp. 85 ff. Cf. the 
exhaustive inquiry by Edward Duff, The Social Thought of the World Council of 
Churches, London and New York, 1955 (esp. part IV, chapter VII, ‘The international 
Order’), which also examines the work of the Commission of the Churches on 
International Affairs set up by the World Council in 1947.

26 Klee, ibid. (n. 25), p. 310. Cf. the observations made by Visser’t Hooft in his Notes on 
the European Situation in doc. 265 below, one of the most penetrating analyses of the 
disaster about to fall on Europe.
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was a fundamental obligation on all states to realize *;the unity of supra-national society ’. 
The Pope's attempts to prevent war by diplomacy had failed.1 The first Encyclical 
concentrated with all the more emphasis on analysing the process of de-Christianization 
‘which leads to the spiritual and moral bankruptcy of the present day3 and to the 
prerequisites of a future peace settlement. The first half of the Encyclical criticized the ‘many 
errors which derive from the poisoned source of religious and moral agnosticism3. Forgetful
ness of the ‘unity of all mankind3 postulated in natural law is described as a major error;2 
this forgetfulness is ‘the source of very grave evils for peaceful relations between nations3. A 
further major error, and one which endangers the entire community of human beings and 
races, is to consider the state as something ultimate, to which everything else should be 
subordinated and directed. . . as absolute master3. In the first place treating the state as an 
absolute is harmful to the social fabric; on the contrary, Pius X II pointed out, as his 
predecessors had done, ‘Man and the family are by nature anterior to the state3; the family, 
bringing up children, ‘responsible private action3, local communities, professional associa
tions etc. are living communities by reason of a law older than that of the state. Secondly he 
now insisted with a new emphasis that the claim of the state to absolute sovereignty ‘stands 
in open opposition to this natural law33 in the sphere of interstate relations as well. At this 
point he spoke openly for the first time of the inalienable obligation of states to *\true union 
and fruitful collaboration3.4

( . . . )  The idea which credits the State with unlimited authority is not simply an 
error harmful to the internal life of nations, to their prosperity, and to the larger 
and well-ordered increase in their well-being, but likewise it injures the relations 
between peoples. For it breaks the unity of supra-national society, robs the law 
of nations of its foundation and vigour, leads to violation of others’ rights, and 
impedes agreement and peaceful intercourse.

A disposition, in fact, of the divinely sanctioned natural order divides the 
human race into social groups, nations or States, which are mutually independent 
in organization and in the direction of their internal life. But for all that, the 
human race is bound together by reciprocal ties, moral and juridical, into a great 
commonwealth directed to the good of all nations and ruled by special laws 
which protect its unity and promote its prosperity.

1 Cf. Introduction to this chapter, p. 701 above with n. 6.
2 c. . . the forgetfulness of that law of human solidarity and charity which is dictated and 

imposed by our common origin and by the equality of rational nature in all men, to 
whatever people they belong, and by the redeeming sacrifice offered by Jesus Christ on 
the Altar of the Cross. . . A marvellous vision, which makes us see the human race in 
the unity of one common origin in God’. (The Tablet, 11 Nov. 1939, p. 555).

3 For the argument that it was understandable that the Pope should condemn major 
errors without directly naming the political ideologies or states which embodied them, 
cf. J. Becker, ‘Der Vatikan und der II. Weltkrieg’, in D. Albrecht (ed.), Katholische 
Kirche im Dritten Reich, Mainz, 1976, pp. 186 f. Heydrich described the Encyclical as 
‘aimed solely against Germany’ and as a danger ‘on the level of both domestic and 
foreign policy’ ; quoted in Saul Friedländer, Pius XII and the Third Reich. Documents. 
London, 1964.

4 It was especially in the ‘Five Points’ of his Christmas Messages during the war that 
Pius XII expounded the practical guide-lines for the future peace settlement derived 
from natural law, cf. docs. 254, 256, 261 and 267 in this chapter.
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Now no one can fail to see how the claim to absolute autonomy for the State 
stands in open opposition to this natural law that is inherent in man -  nay, denies 
it utterly -  and therefore leaves the stability of international relations at the 
mercy of the will of rulers, while it destroys the possibility of true union and 
fruitful collaboration directed to the general good. . . .

Once the bitterness and the cruel strifes of the present have ceased, the new 
order of the world, of national and international life, must rest no longer on the 
quicksands of changeable and ephemeral standards that depend only on the self
ish interests of groups and individuals. N o, they must rest on the unshakeable 
foundation, on the solid rock of natural law and of divine revelation. There the 
human legislator must attain to that balance, that keen sense of moral responsi
bility, without which it is easy to mistake the boundary between the legitimate 
use and the abuse of power. Thus only will his decisions have internal consis
tency, noble dignity and religious sanction, and be immune from selfishness and 
passion. For true though it is that the evils from which mankind suffers today 
come in part from economic instability and from the struggle of interests 
regarding a more equal distribution of the goods which God has given man as a 
means of sustenance and progress, it is not less true that their root is deeper and 
more intrinsic, belonging to the sphere of religious beliefs and moral convictions 
which have been perverted by the progressive alienation of the peoples from that 
unity of doctrine, faith, customs and morals which once was promoted by the 
tireless and beneficent works of the Church. If it is to have any effect, the 
re-education of mankind must be above all things, spiritual and religious. Hence 
it must proceed from Christ as from its indispensable foundation; must be 
actuated by justice and crowned by charity. ( . . . )

253. W.A. Visser’t Hooft and H. Schönfeld: ‘The Responsibility of 
the Church for the International Order’ November 1939

Original (14 typewritten pages) in the Archive of the World Council of Churches in 
Process of Formation, Geneva, D 24, box 11 (English version Nov. 1939, German transla
tion Feb. 1940); below Part 4, ‘The Christian Critique of Proposals for International 
Organization’, unabridged.

On the day after the outbreak of war the general secretary of the Provisional Committee 
of the World Council of Churches in Process of Formation announced that his Study 
Department would devote itself to the problem of the postwar settlement as a matter of 
urgency.1 The intention was to co-operate with the ‘Peace Aims Group’ started by William 
Paton as a follow-up to the July 1937 conference in Great Britain, and with the group about

1 W.A. Visser’t Hooft, ‘The policy of the provisional committee in time of war’, Note to 
the officers and staff, Geneva, 4. Sept. 1939, printed in A. Boyens, Kirchenkampf und 
Okumene 1939-45, Munich, 1973, pp. 295-8. Cf. Introduction to this chapter, p. 703 
above.
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to be launched by Roswell Barnes and J.F. Dulles in the USA; in this way and with the help 
of contributions from ecumenically-minded Continental Christians they might arrive at a 
common Protestant standpoint.2 Dr Schonfeld, his only colleague in the Study Department 
(until Nils Ehrenstrom’s return to Geneva early in 1941 )}3 proposed, during a journey to 
Scandinavia in October 1939, that the major European powers should create a system of 
multilateral pacts in order to establish a ‘European Order (United States of Europe)3.4 In 
November 1939 Visser 3t Hooft together with Schonfeld wrote a memorandum on ‘The 
Responsibility of the Church for the International Order3. It argued in the first place that 
since the Church had been founded by Christ as Una Sancta for all nations, it carried 
responsibility for creating a better international order. It went on to point out that the 
peaceful order of the past had broken down in the final analysis because of the breakdown 
of Christendom, and that the new order could be founded only on a renewal of Christen
dom3 Part IV, which followed, began with a list of questions for discussion about a future 
international organization; this list was meant to be debated in the various member 
churches and included as a matter of course the possibility of the ‘creation of federal 
organisms in each Continent3.6

The Christian Critique o f Proposals for International 
Organization

Under this heading we should study the many different proposals concerning 
future international organization which are being made from various sides. The 
problem has been defined in the Report of the July Conference: “ Some form of 
organization is needed, on the one hand, to prevent isolated outbreaks of 
violence, and, on the other hand, to bring to bear the public opinion of all 
nations in order to make effective the principle of justice between individual

2 Cf. W.A. Visser’t Hooft, Memoirs, pp. 113 f. For the consequences of the British and 
American groups cf. docs. 259, 262 and 264 below.

3 Cf. the Introduction to this chapter, p. 704 esp. n. 16.
4 ‘The four big powers, Great Britain, France, Germany and Italy’ should conclude ‘non

aggression and cultural pacts to be supplemented with economic pacts’, and the neutral 
‘Oslo states’ should join them ‘as another very necessary element in such a European 
order’ (‘United States of Europe’), with which the USA should also associate itself; H. 
Schonfeld, ‘Suggestions in regard to a just and peaceful European order’ given in Oct. 
1939 to W. Paton in Copenhagen, English text in Boyens, op. cit., p. 315; for the 
conversations ibid., pp. 54-60 and 306-15.

5 Cf. reports in Boyens, op. cit., pp. 198 f. I am grateful to Professor K. von Klemperer of 
Northampton, Mass, for sending me the English text.

6 In the same month of November 1939 Visser’t Hooft wrote another memorandum 
headed ‘Notes on the attitudes of Christians to this war’ in which he condemned any 
‘crusading psychology’ but on the other hand condemned the indifferent attitude of a 
mere spectator even more strongly; the Church ‘in the world’ must openly condemn 
persecution of the Church wherever it occurred (reported in Boyens, op. cit., pp. 51-3). 
There was no mention in this memorandum of any international organization. Cf. docs. 
258 and 263 below.
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nations” .7At this point our task is not to invent new schemes, but to study such 
plans as are actually being discussed in responsible quarters.

The specific Christian contribution in this connection is to test the projects of 
federalism (whether on a world, a European, or a more restricted scale) or 
proposals for a reorganized League of Nations, on the basis of the realistic 
Christian conception of history and man, of nation and state. The Christian task 
is to warn, on the one hand, against a utopianism which seeks to solve by mere 
organization what are ultimately spiritual issues, and, on the other hand, against 
an amoralism which regards political relationships solely in the light of military 
and economic power.

In how far is it possible in the framework of such proposals to solve the 
problem of the domination of the world by one or several big powers? In how 
far would within such a system the nations be really free to express themselves? 
In how far would the creation of federal organisms in each Continent be a useful 
step toward the organic organization of the world in regional bodies?

In this connection it will also be necessary to study the relationship between 
the question of international order and of the various forms of national govern
ment. Is the political ideology and the resulting form of government in any given 
country a matter which concerns that country alone? Are there certain condi
tions in this realm which must be fulfilled for the sake of international order? Is it 
true that the democratic form of government is an indispensable presupposition 
for the creation of any kind of international organism?

Another important issue, which concerns the Church in a special way, is the 
one of the principle which should underlie a future organization of Europe. Is 
self-determination the decisive consideration? Should the national principle be 
the guiding principle in a future settlement? Or is the cultural heritage (which 
often means also the confessional heritage) a more important principle to be kept 
in mind in forming political units? And by what common political ideal are these 
units to be held together?

254. Pius XII: ‘The Five Prerequisites of a Lasting Peace’
24 December 1939

The Pope’s Christmas address to the College of Cardinals; complete Italian text in Acta 
Apostolicae Sedis 32, Città del Vaticano 1940, pp. 5-13; the following excerpt (in Italian) 
concerning peace in Actes et Documents du Saint Siège relatifs à la Seconde Guerre 
Mondiale, vol. 1 : Le Saint Siège et la Guerre en Europe, mars 1939-août 1940, Città del 
Vaticano, 1965; English translation in L.W. Holborn, War and Peace Aims of the United 
Nations, vol. 1, pp. 613 f.

îj.

7 ‘The Curches and the International Crisis’, Geneva, July 1939; German text in Boyens, 
Kirchenkampf und Ökumene 1933-39, Munich, 1969, pp. 397-406. Cf. Introduction to 
this chapter, p. 704.
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The Encyclical with which Pius XII began his pontificate condemned the so-called 
absolute sovereignty of the state as a major error and emphasized the fundamental 
obligation of all states to ‘true union and fruitful collaboration*I Yet during the winter of 
1939-40 the Vatican*s efforts to bring about a negotiated peace by diplomacy proved 
fruitless.2 This increased the sense of urgency with which he devoted his Christmas message, 
which was given maximum publicity by being broadcast, to working out practical guide
lines derived from the principles of natural law. The Pope emphasized five basic conditions 
for a lasting peace. In their formulation they still reflected the experience of the failed peace 
of 1919 and the conviction that this time the failures of the past must be avoided; yet the 
principles stood out clearly, including (in Point 3) the need for ‘international institutions’.J A 
declaration signed by all the Churches in Great Britain on 21 December 1940 adopted these 
five points of the Pope in their entirety.4

( . . . )  We believe those who with watchful eyes consider these serious poten
tialities and the possibility of such an evolution of events will, notwithstanding 
war and its horrible accompaniments, hold themselves wholly prepared to define 
clearly, so far as they themselves are concerned, the fundamental points of a just 
and honorable peace at the opportune moment; and that they would not flatly 
reject opportunity for negotiations, whenever the occasion presents itself, with 
the necessary guarantees and security.

First. A fundamental condition of a just and honorable peace is to assure the

1 Cf. doc. 252 above.
2 Pius XII wrote on 7 Jan. 1940 to President Roosevelt: ‘As Vicar on earth of the Prince 

of Peace, from the first days of Our Pontificate We have dedicated Our efforts and Our 
solicitude to the purpose of maintaining peace, and afterwards to re-establishing it. 
Heedless of momentary lack of success and of the difficulties involved, We are 
continuing to follow along the path marked out for Us by Our Apostolic mission’. (M. 
Taylor, ‘Wartime Correspondence between President Roosevelt and Pope Pius XII, 
New York, 1947, p. 21 f. ; and Actes et Documents du Saint Siège. . . vol. 1, p. 366.) For 
the attempt involving the opposition within the German army and the British govern
ment to agree on what needed to be done to eliminate Hitler and mediate a negotiated 
peace, cf. the Introduction to this chapter, p. 702.

3 For later restatements of this point in more emphatic language cf. docs. 261 and 267 
below.

4 ‘Foundations of Peace -  a Christian Basis’ published in The Times, 21 Dec. 1940. ‘We 
accept the five points of Pope Pius XII. . . With these basic principles for the ordering 
of international life we would associate five standards by which economic situations 
and proposals may be tested: 1. Extreme inequality in wealth and possessions should be 
abolished; 2. Every child, regardless of race or class, should have equal opportunities of 
education, suitable for the development of his peculiar capacities; 3. The family as a 
social unit must be safeguarded; 4. The sense of a Divine vocation must be restored to 
man’s daily work; 5. The resources of the earth should be used for God’s gifts to the 
whole human race and used with due consideration for the needs of the present and 
future generations.’ This declaration was signed by the (Anglican) Archbishops of 
Canterbury and York, the Catholic Archbishop of Westminster, Cardinal Hinsley, and 
the Moderator of the Free Church Federal Council, the Rev. W. Armstrong. (Re
printed in: L.W. Holborn, War and Peace Aims of the United Nations, vol. 1, p. 641 f. ; 
A. Boyens, Kirchenkampf und Ôkumene 1939-43, p. 356.)



712 Documents

right to life and independence of all nations, large and small, strong and weak. 
One nation’s will to live must never be tantamount to a death sentence for 
another. When this equality of rights has been destroyed, injured or imperilled, 
the juridical order requires reparation whose measure and extent are not deter
mined by the sword or selfish, arbitrary judgment, but by the standards of justice 
and reciprocal equity.

Second. That order, re-established in such a manner, may be tranquil and 
durable -  the cardinal principles of true peace -  nations must be liberated from 
the heavy slavery of the race for armaments and from the danger that material 
force, instead of serving to protect rights, become the tyrannical violator of 
them.

Conclusions of peace which failed to attribute fundamental importance to 
disarmament, mutually accepted, organic and progressive both in practice and 
spirit, and failed to carry out this disarmament loyally, would sooner or later 
reveal their inconsistency and lack of vitality.

Third. In any reordering of international community life it would conform to 
the rules of human wisdom for all parties concerned to examine the conse
quences of the gaps and deficiencies of the past; and in creating or reconstituting 
the international institutions, which have so lofty a mission and at the same time 
one that is so difficult and full of the gravest responsibilities, they should keep 
present before them the experiences which poured from the inefficacy or 
defective operation of similar previous projects.

And, since it is so difficult -  one would be tempted to say almost impossible -  
for human weakness to foresee everything and assure everything at the time of 
the drafting of treaties of peace -  when it is difficult to be entirely free from 
passions and bitterness -  the establishment of juridical institutions, which serve 
to guarantee the loyal and faithful fulfilment of terms and, in case of recognized 
need, to revise and correct them, is of decisive importance for an honorable 
acceptance of a peace treaty and to avoid arbitrary and unilateral ruptures and 
interpretations of the terms of these treaties.

Fourth. A point which should draw particular attention if better ordering of 
Europe is sought, concerns the real needs and just demands of nations and of 
peoples as well as of ethnical minorities: demands which, if not always sufficient 
to form a strict right when there are recognized or confirmed treaties or other 
juridical titles which oppose them, deserve at all events benevolent examination 
to meet them in a peaceful way and, where it appears necessary, by means of 
equitable, wise and harmonious revision of treaties.

Once true equilibrium among nations is thus brought back and the basis of 
mutual trust is re-established, many of the incentives to resort to violence would 
be removed.

Fifth. But even better and more complete settlements will be imperfect and 
condemned to ultimate failure, if those who guide the destinies of peoples, and 
the peoples themselves, do not allow themselves to be penetrated always more 
and more by that spirit from which alone can arise life, authority and obligation 
for the dead letter of articles in international agreements -  by that spirit, namely, 
of intimate, acute responsibility that measures and weighs human statutes



II. Views of Churches and Other Christian Groups 713

according to the holy, unshakeable rules of Divine Law; by that hunger and 
thirst for justice which is proclaimed as a Beatitude in the Sermon on the Mount, 
and which has, as a natural presupposition, moral justice; by that universal love 
which is the compendium of and most comprehensive term for the Christian 
ideal, and therefore throws across also a bridge to those who have not the benefit 
of participating in our own Faith. ( . . . )

255. W.A. Visser ’t Hooft: ‘The Ecumenical Church and the
International Situation’ April 1940

Original (12 pages of typescript) in the Archive of the World Council of Churches in 
Process of Formation, Geneva, Boxes Gen. Seer. 2, file ‘Church and War 1939-40’ 
(excerpts, pp. 1-3 and 7-11).

Efforts to persuade the Provisional Committee of the World Council of Churches to 
make an important statement about the international situation and the future international 
order1 broke down at the meeting (the last to he held during the war) of the Administrative 
Committee on 7-8 January at De Zilven in the Netherlands. Visser 't Hooft there put 
forward ‘Main Points for statement to the churches' which spoke ‘concretely of God's 
demands upon men and nations' and demanded: ‘It [the Church] must lift up its voice 
against the violation of whole nations, against attacks by big nations on small nations, 
against the suppression of national and individual freedom'.2 The majority, however, 
rejected any such declaration in favour of a proposal by Bishop E. Berggrav of Oslo for a 
peace mediation between the Western powers and the German government; four leading 
British churchmen added a very mild statement which avoided any criticism of Germany. 
But in Berlin Berggrav's efforts found ‘no response'.3 The occupation of Denmark and 
Norway by German troops proved that Viesser't Hooft had been right. In April he sent 
members of the Provisional Committee a memorandum entitled ‘The Ecumenical Church 
and the International Situation' criticizing the World Council of Churches for its silence and 
in a ‘second offensive' tried to get them to issue a statement which should describe the anti- 
Christian forces and urge the need for re christianisation as well as a ‘new spiritual 
foundation for the common life of the nations'.4 But the German occupation of Holland,

1 Cf. doc. 253 above; Visser’t Hooft, Memoirs, p. 114.
2 The English text is printed in Boyens, Kirchenkampf und Ökumene 1939-45, Munich,

1973, pp. 317 f. Visser ’t Hooft was supported by Marc Boegner, Alphons Köchlin, 
Charles Guillon, Archbishop Temple of York and S. Berkelbach van der Sprenkel; cf. 
ibid., pp. 69 f.

3 Cf. M. Boegner, L'Exigence Oecuménique. Souvenirs et Perspectives, Paris, 1968, chap. 
10/11; W.A. Visser ’t Hooft, Memoirs, pp. 116-20; E. Berggrav, Forgjeves for Fred. 
Vinteren 1939-40, Forsok og samtaler i Norden, Berlin og London, Oslo, 1960. The best 
and most balanced account is in Boyens, op. cit., pp. 61-75. Cf. also B. Martin, 
Friedensinitiativen und Machtpolitik im Zweiten Weltkrieg 1939-1942, Düsseldorf,
1974, pp. 198-206.

4 Cf. Visser ’t Hooft wrote to K. Barth on 1 April 1940: ‘My report is to be understood 
as the beginning of a “ second offensive’” , quoted in Boyens, op. cit., p. 76. I am grateful 
to Dr A. Boyens of Bonn for kindly supplying me with the English text.



714 Documents

Belgium and France which quickly followed and Italy's entry into the war made any further 
meetings of the Provisional Committee impossible as long as the war lasted. Its chairman, 
Archbishop Temple of York, in his answer to Visser’t Hooft's memorandum stated that an 
official ecumenical viewpoint would have to wait until the formal establishment of the 
World Council of Churches after the war.5

(. . .) It may be useful to ask first, why our attempt to speak out together in 
January failed. Humanly speaking, I see one main reason, namely that our 
thoughts had become too much concentrated on the purely political aspects of 
the situation, so that we did not see that political situation in the perspective of 
the great spiritual conflict of which the political conflict is merely one expres
sion. And did we not think too largely in terms of national situations and too 
little in terms of the Church as a whole? ( . . . )

I. The Situation
( . . . )  The military and economic war is only a part and not even the most 

important part of the total war situation in which civilization now finds itself. 
There is a war behind the war, which has begun long before September 1939, 
which has become intensified since, and which will certainly go on long after an 
armistice has been concluded. That war is a war of spirits, a war in which great 
spiritual powers struggle for the possession of the human soul. ( . . . )

The Churches in Russia and Germany have been in the midst of that conflict 
for many years. In so far as they are truly the Church, they realize that they are 
up against great counter-Churches which desire the destruction of Christianity, 
and which are at least as missionary-minded as the Church itself. But the 
Churches in other lands are only beginning to realize what is at stake. For a long 
time they have believed that the anti-Christianity of Communism and National 
Socialism was just a passing revolutionary mood, and would surely remain 
confined to Russia and Germany.

The events of the last few months have shown clearly how superficial that 
calculation is. We know now that both have taken deep root, and that they are 
definitely planning to bring the world under their sway. Both are passionately 
convinced of their world mission, both have succeeded in destroying in the 
minds of millions whatever remained of Christian influences, in calling forth 
their passionate allegiance, and in firing them with missionary zeal. ( . . . )

5 Temple wrote to Visser ’t Hooft on 20 May 1940: ‘I want us all to prophesy 
individually. . . But I remain doubtful about an utterance by the Ecumenical Movement 
at this stage acting quasi-corporately.’ (Cf. quotation at greater length in Visser ’t 
Hooft, Memoirs, p. 123). It was not until the first full-scale assembly in Amsterdam in 
1948, at which the World Council of Churches was formally constituted, that it 
adopted a view on Section 4, ‘The Church and International Disorder’. Visser’t Hooft 
and his colleagues in the provisional general secretariat in Geneva felt free, however, to 
express their personal opinions on possible changes in the programme; cf. doc. 258, 
Schonfeld in notes to docs. 259, 263 and 265.



II. Views of Churches and Other Christian Groups 715

The anti-Christian forces are, however, not simply to be identified with 
Russia and Germany. While it is true that the great revolt against Christ has now 
its centre of gravity in those two countries, it is also true that there are thousands 
of Russians and Germans, both in and outside their countries, who try to stem 
the tide towards spiritual and moral nihilism, and that there are powerful anti- 
Christian forces at work in countries which still call themselves Christian. This 
spiritual war is then a “ world civil war”  which cuts across the frontiers. This is 
born out by the fact that those who realize fully what the real issues are, may be 
found in totalitarian and neutral as well as belligerent democratic countries. ( . . . )

As this study proceeds, however, it becomes more and more clear that the 
future has now become so uncertain, that the discussion of peace aims is in 
danger of becoming increasingly abstract. The reason for this is not merely that 
future political developments are completely unpredictable, but even more that 
the main spiritual factors with which we have to count in thinking about the 
future escape our grasp. Discussions about the future organization of Europe 
and of the world, about federalism and the League of Nations, about the 
relations between Western countries, on the one hand, and Germany and Russia, 
on the other, throw us back on a prior question, namely to what extent there will 
be in the postwar world a willingness on the part of the different nations to arrive 
at any negotiated solutions, and to what extent there will be any spiritual basis 
for a more permanent international settlement. (. . .) The perspective with which 
the Church should approach the whole question of the post-war situation is that 
of a tremendous spiritual and missionary task rather than a task of a technical and 
political character.

II. Our task
(. . .) It would seem that the Ecumenical Movement has arrived at the critical 

moment in which it must confess its faith. Just as the Confessing Church in 
Germany had to speak out clearly when National Socialism became a national 
issue, so the Ecumenical Movement must speak now that aggressive anti- 
Christianity has become so obviously an international issue. This does not mean 
that we have only to speak against those particular anti-Christian forces which 
express themselves in powerful political movements, but rather that their accen
tuated aggressiveness creates a situation in which further silence becomes com
promise. (. . .)

At the present moment it is more than ever necessary to speak in such a way 
that it becomes clear that we are not echoing the words of the world, but address 
the world in the name of the Gospel. Only thus our message becomes believable, 
for only thus do we make it clear that we do not speak for the sake of any partial 
human ideals or interests, but for the sake of the Kingdom of God. ( . . . )

It is quite certain that even those Christians in totalitarian countries who are 
fighting against the nihilistic tendencies of their own governments, will only 
listen to our message if we do not give the impression of identifying the cause of 
Western democracy with the Kingdom of God, and if we dare to criticize so- 
called Western Christian civilization fearlessly and fundamentally.
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This does not mean that there should be any mincing of words concerning 
fundamental Christian convictions. Those who cannot now make their voices 
heard because they are persecuted, expect from us that we will speak for them. 
But Christian convictions should not be presented as convictions which have 
been realized in one part of the world, but rather as a challenge to and judgment 
upon all nations. If that is done, then there can be plain speaking about the anti- 
Christian forces. For then it is clear that Christians in the West are today fighting 
on two fronts, namely on the front against those governments which incarnate 
the anti-Christian forces, but also on the front against the less tangible, but not 
less real, anti-Christian forces in their own nations. (. . .)

Whether the peace settlement will be just or unjust, generous or vindictive, the 
real difficulty will be to find any basis for collaboration between peoples who no 
longer share any common standards, and who no longer speak the same spiritual 
language. The task of the Church in relation to that post-war era is, therefore, to 
concentrate fully on this basic spiritual issue. While it can only share to a small 
extent in working out the technical solution of political problems, it is practically 
alone in having to face the tremendous and far more important task to lay a new 
spiritual foundation for the common life of the nations. ( . . . )

256. Pius XII: Five Prerequisites of a New International Order
24 December 1940

The Pope’s Christmas message to the College of Cardinals; full Italian text in Acta 
Apostolicae Sedis, 33, Città del Vaticano 1941, pp. 5-14; the following excerpt in its Italian 
version in Actes et Documents du Saint Siège, vol. 4: Le Saint Siège et la Guerre en Europe 
juin 1940-juin 1941, Città del Vaticano, 1963, pp. 307-13; English translation in The 
Tablet, January 4th 1941, pp. 7 f. (the excerpt here is from p. 8).

In his 1939 Christmas message Pius XII laid down five prerequisites for a lasting peace.1 
At Christmas 1940 he tried to formulate the principles of a new system organized on more 
radical lines, not merely one that would avoid the mistakes of 1919 but one with a more 
universal application (initially in a somewhat negative sense). This time the principles were 
embodied in the ethical postulates that ought to inspire any organization designed to secure 
lasting peace. Only in the following year did the Pope re-emphasize the need for such an

1 Cf. doc. 254 above. On 6 Aug. 1940 the Pope wrote in weighty language to the German 
bishops’ conference: ‘God has allotted to Us the responsible and painful duty of 
keeping alive in Christendom and among mankind generally, in the midst of a 
murderous war raging far and wide, the consciousness of the natural and supernatural 
values which they have in common and of continuing to remind them that tomorrow, 
once the fighting is over, those values will be part of the essential foundation of any new 
order of peace and justice that is worthy of the name. Every thought that We think, 
every word that We utter, every prayer that rises from Our heart to Heaven is directed 
to that exalted purpose.’ ( Actes et Documents du Saint Siège, vol. 2: Lettres de Pie XII. 
aux évêques allemands. Città del Vaticano, 1966, doc. 53).
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organization itself.2 But even in 1940 he proceeded from the conviction that, especially in 
Europe, the prevailing order of national states must he superseded by something that was 
*more developed, organically sounder, freer and stronger\

( . . . )  We have to face today a fact of fundamental importance. Out of the 
passionate strife of the parties concerning peace and war aims, a common 
opinion emerges.- It is that all Europe, as well as the separate nations, are in such a 
process of transformation that the beginning of a new period is clearly recogniz
able. Europe and the political order of its nations -  it is emphasized -  will cease 
to be what they have been heretofore. There will be something newer, something 
better, something more developed, organically sounder, freer and stronger than 
in the past. All the weaknesses revealed by the light of recent events are to be 
avoided. It is true that the different opinions and aims diverge; yet they agree in 
their wish to establish a new order and in their conviction that a return to the old 
order is neither possible nor desirable. ( . . . )

The necessary premises for such a new order are as follows: -
(1) Victory over the hatred which divides the nations today and the disappear

ance of systems and actions which breed this hatred. As a matter of fact, in some 
countries an unbridled propaganda is to be seen; it does not recoil from 
methodical distortion of the truth in order to show the enemy nations in a 
falsified and vilifying light. He, however, who really wants the good of the 
people and wants to contribute to the future co-operation of nations and to 
preserve this co-operation from incalculable damage, will consider it as his sacred 
duty to uphold the natural ideals of Truth, Justice and Charity.

(2) Victory over distrust, which exerts a paralysing pressure on international 
law and makes all honest understanding impossible. Therefore, return to the 
principle of mutual trust. Return to the loyalty for treaties without which the 
secure co-operation of nations and especially, the living side by side of strong 
and weak nations, are inconceivable. The foundation of justice is loyalty, 
reliability and truth of the pledged word, and of the understanding which has 
been reached.

(3) Victory over the dismal principle that utility is the foundation and aim of 
Law, and that might can create right. This principle is bound to upset all 
international relations and is unacceptable to all weaker nations. Therefore, 
return to honest, serious and moral international relations. This conception does 
not exclude the desire for the honourable improvement of conditions or the right 
to defend oneself if peaceful life has been attacked, or to repair the damage 
sustained thereby.

(4) Victory over those potential conflicts arising out of the disequilibrium of 
world economy. Therefore, a new economic order has to be gradually evolved 
which gives all nations the means to secure for their citizens an appropriate 
standard of life.

(5) Victory over the kind of egoism which, relying on its own power, aims at 
impairing the honour and sovereignty of nations, as well as the sound, just and

2 Cf. docs. 261 and 267 below.
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ordered liberty of individuals. This egoism has to be replaced by a genuine 
Christian solidarity of a legal and economic character, and by a brotherly co
operation of the nations, the sovereignty of which has been duly secured. ( . . . )

257. The Archbishop of York’s Conference at Malvern:
Conclusions 10 Jan 1941

First printed in the report of the Archbishop of York’s conference at Malvern, The Life 
of the Church and the Order of Society, published by the Industrial Christian Fellowship, 
London, 1941; reprinted in L. Holborn, War and Peace Aims of the United Nations, vol. 1: 
Sept. 1, 1939-Dec. 31, 1942, Boston, 1943, pp. 643 f. (excerpt).

The joint declaration by the Churches in Great Britain, signed by the Anglican 
Archbishops of Canterbury and York, Cardinal Hinsley for the Roman Catholics and the 
Moderator of the Free Church Federal Council, the Rev. W. Armstrong, and published in 
The Times of 21. Dec. 1940, endorsed the Five Points put forward by the Pope and added to 
them a further five points emphasizing the demand for social justice as the basis of any 
future peace settlement.1 A Church of England conference at Malvern from 7-10 January 
1941 chaired by Archbishop Temple adopted the ten ‘peace principles' (see point j). The 
Conclusions were particularly intended to give specific meaning to the five additional points 
on social justice; a particular point (i) demanded cthe unification of Europe as a co-operative 
commonwealth'.2

(. . .) We believe that the most vital demands to be made by the Church with a 
view to social reconstruction are two: the restoration of fnan’s economic activity 
to its proper place as the servant of his whole personal life, and the expression of 
his status in the natural world as a child of God for whom Christ died.

To this end we urge:
(a) That the monetary system be so administered that what the community 

can produce is made available to the members of the community, the satisfaction 
of human needs being accepted as the only true end of production.

(b) (. . .) [Support for the unemployed]
(c) ( . . . )  [Equality of status between labour and capital]
(d) In international trade a genuine interchange of materially needed com

modities must take the place of a struggle for a so-called favourable balance.
(e) The Church should strive to keep alive in all men and in all functional 

groups a sense of vocation by constantly calling upon them to consider what is

1 Cf. doc. 254, n. 4 above.
2 The fact that the Church of England was the first church to acknowledge the 

‘unification of Europe’ as one of its aims was indicative of the massive support that the 
concept of European Union was receiving by 1940 in Great Britain; cf. in Part One of 
this book the chapter by J. Pinder and P.M. Bell. Cf. esp. in Part One, chapter 2, doc. 
70 Archbishop William Temple’s declaration in favour of Regional Federations.
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the purpose of their various activities, and to keep this true to the purpose of 
God for His people.

(f) (. . .) [Protection of the family as the basic social unit]
(g) ( . . . )  [Careful use of the earth’s resources]
(i) Whatever may be the necessities of the period immediately following the 

war, our aim must be the unification of Europe as a cooperative commonwealth, 
first in common effort for the satisfaction of general need and secondly in such 
political institutions as express the common purpose and facilitate its develop
ment.

(j) We endorse the ten points put forward as Foundations of Peace by the two 
Anglican Archbishops, the Cardinal Archbishop of Westminster, and the M od
erator of the Evangelical Free Church Council; we urge all Christian people to 
study those points and to support only such policies in the spheres concerned as 
tend to give effect to them. ( . . . )

258. W.A. Visser’t Hooft: ‘Some Considerations Concerning the 
Postwar Settlement’ 12 March 1941

Original (4 pages of typescript) in the Archive of the World Council of Churches in 
Process of Formation, Geneva, D 24, Box 12; the complete original English text first 
published in A. Boyens, Kirchenkampf und Ökumene 1939-45, Munich, 1973, pp. 353-5. 
(The guide-lines of points 2 and 3 are taken from the first half, points 6-10 are taken 
unabridged from the second half.)

The year 1940 saw the failure of the attempt to persuade the Provisional Committee of 
the World Council of Churches in Process of Formation to adopt a common point of view,1 
and in that same summer the general secretariat in Geneva had to muster all its resources to 
ensure the survival of the provisional Council as an organization.2 The Conclusions of the 
Malvern conference3 came as a welcome stimulus, coinciding as they did with encouraging 
news brought by Dietrich Bonhoeffer about co-operation between the Confessional Church 
and the Resistance in Germany.4 It was then that Visser ’t Hooft in the course of 
conversations with Bonhoeffer, his Swedish colleague Nils Ehrenström and a Scotsman

1 Cf. doc. 255 above, esp. n. 5.
2 Notably against the attempt by the ‘ecclesiastical foreign ministry’ in Berlin to replace 

the Ecumenical Council by an ‘inter-Church working group of Continental churches’ 
dominated by Germany; cf. Boyens, Kirchenkampf und Ökumene 1939-45, Munich, 
1973, pp. 82-96 and 319-24. In Feb. 1941 Visser’t Hooft was still inclined to put off his 
study of a possible peace settlement, cf. ibid., pp. 201 f.

3 The Conclusions of the Malvern Conference (doc. 257 above) had arrived in Geneva by 
the beginning of March 1941 and were being studied by Bonhoeffer, cf. Boyens, op. cit., 
pp. 206 and 352.

4 For Bonhoeffer’s visit to Geneva from 8-15 March 1941 cf. E. Bethge, Dietrich 
Bonhoeffer, London, 1970, pp. 632-4; Boyens, op. cit., pp. 171-4 and 202 f .; Visser’t 
Hooft, Memoirs, pp. 151 f.
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named Denzil Patrick began for the first time to put on paper precise and detailed ideas for a 
future peace settlement in Europe* The ‘Considerations' had become a clear expression of 
the conviction on the part of the leading men of the general secretariat and their guests that 
in the major European countries the collapse of all political traditions had created a vacuum 
and thus made possible the adoption of radical new political ideas. They demanded that, 
among these ideas, ‘Continental Europe must be conceived as a federation\6 (The contents 
of the first five points are summarized in Point 9, a-e.)

(. . .) 2. The dominating factor in the European situation is without doubt that 
in three of the principal countries of Europe, which have been pillars of 
European culture and of the European political system, the bottom has dropped 
out of public life. Germany, France, and Italy are countries in which there has 
been such a radical break with all that was contained in the national tradition and 
in which there is such a wide gulf between the ruling minority and the real life of 
the people that they present a political vacuum. All living traditions on which the 
political life of the countries was based are destroyed, and it is an open question 
whether they can be resuscitated. The political parties are gone, the social 
groupings have been dislocated and the formations which have taken their place 
are compulsory groups without abiding substance which will probably break 
down when the police power behind them is no longer there to sustain them.

( • * • ) . . .
3. This situation has the advantage that it offers a very great opportunity for a 

new political beginning. There is now a general readiness for radical solutions of 
political and economic problems such as has not existed for a long time. And 
there is a general understanding that it will be impossible to return to the “good 
old days” of national sovereignty and unrestricted capitalism.

On the other hand, this situation contains so much revolutionary dynamite

5 Covering letter from Visser’t Hooft to William Temple of 12 March 1941: ‘I enclose 
some notes on the postwar settlement which are the result of conversations with friends 
from different countries. I showed this draft to three of these friends and made certain 
changes on their suggestion. Thus in the present form it represents the common mind of 
four of us who belong to the four different categories -  one from each side of the war, 
one from a neutral, and one from an ex-neutral occupied country.' (quoted in Boyens, 
op. cit., p. 352). Visser’t Hooft also sent the notes to John Foster Dulles, the chairman of 
the ‘commission to study a just and durable peace’ set up by the Federal Council of 
Churches in New York, who welcomed them as helpful for those on his commission 
trying to make up their own minds. (Visser’t Hooft, Memoirs, p. 152; cf. docs. 262 and 
264 below.)

6 The same conviction was expressed with even more emphasis on the need for a European 
federation by Visser’t Hooft and Bonhoeffer (during the latter’s second visist to Geneva 
on 12 Sept. 1941) in a Memorandum ‘The Church and the New Order in Europe’ (in the 
shape of a commentary on William Paton’s book The Church and the New Order, 
London, 1941). This Memorandum is printed in Documents on the History of European 
Integration, vol. 1, p. 395. Both it and ‘Some Considerations concerning the Postwar 
Settlement’ were intended to persuade the British government to name its peace terms, 
but the attempt failed. Cf. E. Bethge, Dietrich Bonhoeffer, pp. 643-6; Visser’t Hooft, 
Memoirs, pp. 153-61; Boyens, op. cit., pp. 203-14.
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and so little stability that it may well give rise to further wild experiments of a 
dictatorial and violent character. In this connection it is to be remembered that 
the Communist Party is practically the only one which is accustomed to 
subterranean activity and is therefore likely to emerge as a strong force when the 
pressure of dictatorship ceases. ( . . . )

6. There is very general recognition of the fact that it will be impossible to go 
back to the old European disorder in which the various European countries tried 
to shut themselves off from each other, both politically and economically. Some 
form of European Federation will probably be acceptable to the large masses of 
Europeans who seek above all a real insurance against further wars and against 
economic ruin. And most countries will probably be willing to accept a 
considerable limitation of their sovereignty for the sake of the security of a larger 
community, if they can be sure that that community will not mean the domina
tion of one or two nations over all others, and if they can maintain their full 
cultural independence.

7. If through the economic and political organization of Europe as a unity it 
becomes possible to make the frontiers far less visible and less formidable than 
they have been in the period from 1918 to 1939, it will also become possible to 
find a solution for the two eternal European problems: -  the problem of the 
balance of power and the problem of minorities. It is clear that the minority- 
problem would cease to be a real source of trouble when frontiers have ceased to 
be political and economic walls of division.

And with regard to the crucial problem of the balance of power, is it fantastic 
to suggest that in a European Federation there should be no great powers, and 
that the units should be formed not by Germany, France, Italy, and the many 
smaller states, but rather by units which do not differ too much in size and 
power (Prussia, Bavaria, Austria, Alsace-Lorraine, Northern France, Southern 
France, and so on)? It would seem that only through a radical break with the 
tradition of the balance of power as a balance between a few great powers can 
Europe arrive at that unification which it needs so badly. If, as does not seem 
impossible, this war ends in such a way that all Continental nations have lost the 
war, this solution will be more easily accepted.

8. The most dangerous element in the situation is that there is at present an 
accumulation of hatred in all occupied countries which will surely seek an outlet 
when the moment comes to turn against the oppressor and which will demand 
vengeance for the sufferings which have been inflicted.

9. Taking these various factors together it would seem that in all plans for a 
post-war settlement the following points need to be specially taken into account:

a. The peace plan must not be an apriori construction, but be rooted in the 
realities of the situation.

b. The peace plan should not be conceived in terms of a mere return to the past, 
but create the possibility of a new beginning in politics and economics.

c. The nations must have time to find their feet again before they commit 
themselves to the new order.

d. There must, therefore, be a considerable period between the armistice and 
the conclusion of peace.
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e. The new political regimes must not be imposed from the outside, but all 
countries which accept a regime which is not based on state-absolutism and 
totalitarianism should receive an international guarantee against violent revolu
tions.

f. Continental Europe must be conceived as a federation the units of which 
should not be too unequal in size and in political and economic power.

10. The task of the Churches in the new order will be to create forms of 
community out of which new political traditions may grow. They must prepare 
themselves now for the tremendous task of evangelization of the masses which 
will fall to them in nations in which all other political and cultural institutions 
have been destroyed or will be destroyed by the end of the war. They will have 
to accept much greater responsibility for the national life than they have been 
willing to take during the last two centuries and to become centres of new ethical 
productivity. This task can, however, only be accomplished if they exemplify in 
their own life what true community means .

259. W. Paton: ‘Britain, America and the Future’ July 1941

From William Paton, The Church and the New Order, London (Student Christian 
Movement Press), July 1941, chapter 5, ‘Britain, America and the Future’ (excerpts below 
are from pp. 90, 102, 104 f. and 108-10).

*

As a follow-up to the conference of July 1939 William Paton, the assistant general 
secretary of the World Council of Churches, organized a Peace Aims Group ‘with such 
eminent people as Arnold Toynbee, Sir Alfred Zimmern and A.D. Lindsay'} In July 1941 
he published a paperback drawing attention to the discussions held by this group.2 The first 
chapter headed ‘Why Peace Aims*.' contained a passage which ran: ‘We cannot remember 
often enough that a mere return to multitudinous national sovereignties is not going to solve 
Europe's problems. In some way or another a European unity has to be found'. To prevent 
the ‘less clear-sighted' from being taken in by Hitler's ‘New Order', their own intentions 
must be stated (p. 21). Chapter 2 described ‘the chaos behind the war'. Chapter 3 laid down 
the ‘guiding principles' which had emerged from previous statements by church leaders: ‘a.) 
There are basic human rights and these lie deeper than political systems. . . .  b.) The 
solidarity of mankind and the need for political institutions should be framed reflecting the 
fact of this solidarity' (p. 65). Chapter 4, ‘The ideal and the next steps', declared that there 
was little sense in drawing up blueprints ‘for a federal government'; the first thing was to

1 W. A. Visser’t Hooft, Memoirs, p. 113 f. Cf. in the introduction to this chapter (p. 705) 
and doc. 253. William Paton was secretary of the International Missionary Council, 
editor of the International Review of Missions and author of Jesus Christ and the World's 
Religions, Christianity in the Eastern Conflicts, The Message of the World-Wide Church, 
etc.

2 Cf. E. Bethge, Dietrich Bonhoeffer, London, 1970, p. 643. Paton wrote in the preface: 
In a sense I can claim to be their spokesman, though I would not wish that anyone else 

should bear responsibility for what I have written’ (p. 11).
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win the war and then two years would have to elapse before one could proceed from 
temporary measures to permanent settlement (p. 74 f.).3 Chapter 5, on ‘Britain, America 
and the Future ’, began by stating that up to the fall of France (an intimate nexus between 
the two countries was regarded as the core of the new Europe. The offer of complete political 
union’ between Great Britain and France had been logically convincing. But now hopes of 
that kind could only be directed toward the nexus between Great Britain and the USA. The 
passages in that chapter which are reproduced below were severely criticised by the head of 
the study department in the general secretariat of the World Council, Dr Hans Schonfeld.4

( . . . )  The fact which must be faced, on both sides of the Atlantic, is that there 
are in the modern world only two powers which unite the command of great 
resources, both in armed force and in economic power, with a belief in what may 
for brevity be called ‘liberal’ ideas. These are the British Commonwealth and the 
United States of America. To-day there are no others, and the fact is crucial for 
an understanding of the practical possibilities open to us.

These two great powers are likely to command, at the close of the war, an 
overwhelming superiority at sea and in the air, and on land at the very least a 
power so formidable that its combination with the naval and air superiority 
would make it invincible. But in addition they command a large part of the 
economic resources which are necessary for the life of the world and without 
which even the European continent, a not inconsiderable land mass, is not self-

3 On this point Paton commented: ‘It may be urged as conceivable that the totalitarian 
systems might collapse from internal causes, but there seems little hope that the anti- 
totalitarian forces which exist can become effective except after a major reverse’ (p. 75). 
It was particularly against this attitude, which expected nothing from the German 
Resistance, that Bonhoeffer and Visser ’t Hooft reacted in their review of the book dated 
12 Sept. 1941 and sent to London. They hinted at the possibility of a military putsch and 
urged: ‘A positive statement of peace aims may have a very strong influence in 
strengthening the hands of this group’. Cf. E. Bethge, Dietrich Bonhoeffer, p. 644; Visser 
’t Hooft, Memoirs, pp. 153 f. ; text in Doc. Europ. Integration, vol. 1, chapter on German 
Resistance.

4 H. Schonfeld, ‘Gesichtspunkte und Fragen zur Diskussion fiber “The Church and the 
New Order’” , signed by him, H.S., on 11 Dec. 1941; Archive of the World Council of 
Churches in Process of Formation, file ‘Peace Aims’. I am grateful to Klaus von 
Klemperer of Northampton, Mass, for kindly sending me this. Schônfeld’s review began 
with the words: T. This publication has been received with great interest by all our 
colleagues, because in it decisive questions concerning the new order and preparations 
for it are discussed in practical, unambiguous language. We attach special importance to 
the statement that a simple return to the status quo is impossible either in Great Britain 
or in Europe, and that from now onwards there is a desire to rise above the multiplicity 
of sovereign states within national boundaries as we have known them hitherto. 2. We 
see it as equally helpful to mutual understanding that instead of an unqualified 
‘démocratisation’ of the world there is acknowledgement of certain basic rights as a 
prerequisite of co-operation between nations, states and confederations, for it is in this 
way that many misunderstandings will be avoided.’ But ‘besides these broad generalities 
and many individual statements a number of critical questions and objections have been 
raised’. The principal objections are mentioned in the notes reprinted below.
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sufficient. Without the liberation of those resources the economic revival of 
Europe is impossible. Without a clear answer to the question, ‘Who is going to 
keep order in the world?’, there will be no economic reconstruction. The facts 
seem to shut us up to this solution; if this should prove illusory, there is no other 
left. ( . . . )

There are two other essentials to which now we turn. The first is that not only 
tacitly but explicitly there should be on the part of these two Powers an 
acceptance of certain fundamental moral principles or doctrines of human right. 
The second is that from the beginning they should associate with themselves on a 
basis of absolute moral equality all other states which do in sincerity (shown by 
appropriate action) accept the same fundamental principles. ( . . . )

What we propose as the very core of the ‘new order’ is the union of power 
with certain fundamental principles and the treatment of other nations in the 
light of those principles. What are needed, therefore, are principles of a kind 
which can be tested by the embodiment of them in institutions.

This takes us to the second condition by which the power of the United States 
and the British Commonwealth should be limited, namely, full and free associa
tion with others who hold to the same root principles. These two associations of 
peoples stand alone among the greater powers for ‘the West’, with its twin 
tradition going back to Palestine and Hellas. Their own traditions and inherited 
spirit should make them less likely tyrants than any other possessors of power in 
the world of to-day. I do not, however, delude myself by thinking that this view 
will be immediately accepted by other nations, even those most friendly and 
similar in traditions. But what is to prevent these two Powers from saying that 
they will associate themselves in full moral equality with all those states which 
believe and practise as they do? (I say ‘moral’ equality because there will ex 
hypothesi be inequality in strength and because the moral authority of a small, 
free nation should be as great as that of a materially mightier state.) What is to 
prevent them, further, from saying that while the facts of the present struggle 
have shown the existence of fundamental differences and the need for discrimina
tion, the principles on which admission to full equality may be given are such as 
have been stated?

It would then be a matter of great importance that the criteria should be 
rightly stated. Let me make the issue clear by venturing a little into the obscure 
future. I should take it as axiomatic that from the beginning the two central 
powers, the United States and the British Commonwealth, would associate with 
themselves the Scandinavian powers, Holland, Belgium and Switzerland. Of the 
fidelity of these nations to the basic ideas and practical principles above stated 
there is nowhere any doubt. We must hope that the conditions which bring the 
war to an end will have freed France not only from the grip of the invader but 
also from the devitalizing influence of some of her own sons, so that her historic 
devotion to freedom may again be reflected in her institutional life. Of Czechos
lovakia and Poland also it might be hoped that the reconstitution of their 
national life might at an early point enable them to be brought within the circle 
of powers dedicated to freedom [. . . After a period of re-education Germany can 
be admitted according to the degree to which she grows in the practice of 
genuine freedom . . .].
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The argument of this chapter is intended to be realist, and no mention is made 
of general disarmament or of world federation. This is not because either is an 
unworthy ideal, but because it is the fundamental conviction from which the 
whole argument proceeds that we can only reach a better future by using aright 
the immediate possibilities. Those historic possibilities impose upon us the 
conclusion that it is in the combining of the power, armed and economic, of the 
great English-speaking democratic commonwealths, the frank acceptance by 
those powers of basic moral ideas incarnated in institutions and the association 
with them of other powers, small and great, which genuinely hold by the same 
truths, that the hope of the future lies.

Disarmament depends upon international policy; it is a fruit of the sense of 
trust and the reign of law. We have seen the futility of trying to achieve 
disarmament when there is no law. One may hope and pray that the kind of 
world order which might be achieved by the uniting of power with the ideas of 
freedom might permit, soon rather than late, a great diminution of the burden of 
armaments. But it is integral to the position here advanced to hold that there 
must be no doubt about order being kept in the world and that everyone must 
know where the residual power lies.

It follows from this that a clear policy about the common use of armed power 
is more important than political federation.5 ( . . . )

This is not to minimize in any way the ideal of federation; with much that has 
been so often said of the danger of a multiplicity of separate sovereignties any 
unprejudiced man must agree. Because I do not think that the immediate future 
is to be opened up by advancing political federation I do not discuss here the 
rights and wrongs of Federal Union.6 But I feel reasonably certain that more

5 A footnote by Paton ran: ‘The great nodal points of world security -  Gibraltar, Suez, 
Singapore, Panama -  should be controlled by the central group of powers’. Hans 
Schonfeld wrote about this passage: ‘Taking into account our isolation from each other it 
is understandable that people in Britain start from the assumption that a new political 
order on the continent of Europe could only be established by the Anglo-Saxon powers. 
(In consequence of this mutual isolation people in the Anglo-Saxon countries can hardly 
imagine that within a Continent dominated by a totalitarian regime there are still people 
of independent mind who are capable of playing a part in government and reconstruc
tion). Nevertheless, such an attitude smacks of intellectual imperialism, which then gives 
rise to no small degree of political imperialism: hence the demand for the absolute 
predominance of the two great powers, Great Britain and America, which are to possess 
a monopoly of military and economic resources, including all important sea-routes, 
which are actually named. By way of contrast colleagues from different countries in 
Continental Europe have urged that a really constructive new order on the Continent 
can be established only in co-operation with the really first-rate men of this same 
continent and that ultimately it is only they who can do it -  men, that is, who are rooted 
in the historical, political and economic development of this continent and who have 
acquired significant insight into the character of the New Order as a result of the 
extraordinary disruptions and transformations that have occurred or are occurring.’

6 In his critique Hans Schonfeld wrote: ‘The impression given is that the notion of a 
European federation of hitherto sovereign states is being taken up as a kind of a 
necessary adjustment to ideas which are currently the subject of much discussion and
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progress is to be made in persuading the people of that great federal democracy, 
the United States, to join with the British Commonwealth in using its power for 
ends that are in harmony with the traditions and fundamental spirit of both than 
by obtruding at the beginning the notion of political federation.

Anglo-American co-operation is essential in organizing food supply and med
ical services, in ensuring international management of raw materials and in the 
restoration of destroyed industries. Let it begin here; it will not soon end. (. . .)

260. Catholic Association for International Peace: ‘America’s Peace 
Aims’ Summer 1941

From the pamphlet America's Peace Aims, a Committee Report by the Catholic 
Association for International Peace, Washington, D.C. and New York (Paulist Press), 
1941, pp. 11-21 (excerpts here from pp. 11-19).

Hitherto the Pope had been considering the need to limit national sovereignty and to create 
a strong international organization, but had not gone into the question of the desirability of 
forming regional unions at continental level within a global organization.1 On the 
Protestant side the Anglican Church and the leading members of the World Council of 
Churches had actually emphasized the special need to establish a federation of confederation 
of European states.2 On the Catholic side the Catholic Association for International Peace 
in Washington, the body appointed by the Catholic bishops of the USA, was the first to 
consider the future peace settlement. It underlined the necessity of both objectives: ‘Some 
kind of voluntary European union is a primary need', but there must also be a eworld 
organization' which could serve the regional unions as a court of appeal.3 At the suggestion

which have acquired a firm footing in the American mind. Thereafter, however, the 
notion is not pursued, and the impression is that in fact it is just discarded. But then the 
question arises, which is also posed by certain proposals for the splitting up of the 
Continent into regional groups, whether there really is at bottom any real desire to unite 
Europe.’ Dr Schonfeld wrote a day later (in the same file, cf. n. 4) with some ‘proposals 
for a new order in Europe’, signed H.S., 12. 12. 41; they called for the planning of an 
initially ‘economic European Commonwealth of Nations with far-reaching planning 
powers’, from which a federal ‘European League’ was to emerge. The plan was to be put 
into effect by Great Britain and (after Hitler’s fall) by a German government consisting 
of members of the Resistance; ‘Germany is ready to place its entire economic and 
military resources at the disposal of the European Commonwealth of Nations’. Cf. H. 
Schonfeld, ‘Report on the German resistance movement’ handed to Bishop Bell in 
Stockholm on 31 May 1942, printed in Doc. Eur. Integration, vol. T, doc. no. 125; 
R.C.D. Jasper, George Bell, Bishop of Chichester, London, 1967, pp. 267-73.

1 Cf. docs. 252, 254 and 256 above.
2 Cf. docs. 257 and 258 above.
3 This first report was followed a year later by a second: The World Society, Catholic 

Association for International Peace, Washington, 1942. ‘The second Roman Catholic 
report is a statement of the principles and foundations of a just peace in the light of 
Catholic theology and morality. It is the philosophical basis of the proposals for world
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of its president, John L. McMahon, the Association decided in November 1940 to draw up a 
report which would attempt to apply the Five Prerequisites of a just peace enunciated by 
Pope Pius X II to an American offer of acceptable terms of peace (. . .) The whole 
membership of the Association was circularized with a request for suggestions3. On the basis 
of these suggestions a special committee produced a first draft by February 1941; this was 
then discussed at the fifteenth annual general meeting of the Association at Trinity College, 
Washington, from 14—15 April 1941, with comments from the standing committees on 
ethics, international law, international organization, economic life, social welfare and 
Europe. Following the discussion a revised draft was further scrutinized by these committees 
and then released for publication by the Association's Executive Council.4

I. Obligations o f the United States
Responsibility. When this war can end, the United States must try to secure a 

just and charitable peace. ( . . . )  The peace must be more than an armistice. It must 
help to create a new and better era. ( . . . )

II. A United Europe
European Union. Some kind of voluntary European union is a primary need.5 

The United States has a right to insist on such a union, since Europe’s 
nationalism is destroying Europe and endangering the United States and the 
world.6

Proposals for European union, up to this time, have been useless ever since the 
discovery of the Americas. The opportunities of an expanding Europe and an

and regional government set forth in America's Peace Aims' (L.W. Holborn, op. cit., 
p. 631).

4 America's Peace Aims, op. cit., p. 3 (account of the genesis of the Report) and p. 4 f. 
(List of the members of the six committees named.)

5 (Note in original.) See Pope Pius XII’s 1940 Christmas message (doc. 256).
6 At the Fifteenth Annual General Meeting of the Association at Washington on 14 April 

1940 the Rev. Gregory Feige of New York gave the main address, the subject of which 
was ‘A European Federation’. Among other things he said: ‘This picture of a peace- 
organized Europe implies a supra-national political organization which can be a 
Federation consisting of individual nations or smaller groups, each with full local 
administrative and cultural autonomy, but telescoped into the larger European Federa
tion. In order to make such a Federation a concrete reality it will be necessary to 
formulate a constitution, to which all must subscribe, incorporating the following 
fundamental principles: 1. Justice being the foundation of any order in society, and 
justice being a moral concept, there must of necessity be a universally acknowledged 
and entirely autonomous framework of morality, which will be valid for and applicable 
to all individuals and to all groups, at all times and in every place. 2. The dignity of the 
Human Person (who is self-sufficient and relative to his Creator) demands the God- 
given right to life and liberty, and full equality of civic rights for all.’ The practical Ten 
Points that followed began with the words: T. The member states of the European 
Federation must at once renounce their military sovereignty and transfer it to the 
Federation. (. . .) 11. The member states must cede to the Federation full juridical 
jurisdiction and sovereignty in all matters which, directly or indirectly, may affect the 
Federation (. . .)’ America's Peace Aims, op. cit., Appendix E., p. 27 f.
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expanding world successfully tempted the individualistic greed of the separate 
countries. Such opportunities are passing as the era which divided Europe 
collapses. The great barrier to free and sound union, especially now that the 
physical unity of Europe has advanced so far, is a union hammered out by a con
queror.7

The Rights of Man. First, the rights of man and of peoples must be defined and 
recognized, and an institutional way established to ensure human rights.

National Autonomy. Within a united Europe the principle of local and 
national autonomy can and must be established,8 and a way can and must be 
found to form regional groupings and redraw the lines of autonomy as the facts 
change.

European Economic Organization. Unless Europe organizes its economic life, 
unemployment, poverty, crisis and war will be permanent. A mere customs 
union is insufficient for a continent so dependent on outside resources and 
markets, so industrially and commercially developed and so unequally de
veloped. All the rules of economic morality must be enforced through proper 
organization and institutions. ( . . . )

Such an organization will have to undertake the rehabilitation of Europe’s 
economic life, represent economic Europe in relation to the outside world, guide 
its production, incomes, trade and investment and start the economic side of a 
new era.

Colonies. Europe’s great mission of colonizing, Christianizing and civilizing 
has been injured by disunion; indeed the nationalistic performance of this 
mission helped to cause disunion. Yet, even now, the mission can be a bond of 
union, specifically in the administration of the African colonies. ( . . . )

European War Prevention. A united Europe will face the problem of prevent
ing war within its boundaries. The recognized peaceful means of settling 
differences should be established and invoked: but traditions and current prob
lems may incite war again.

The countries of a united Europe should, at least agree to throw their econom
ic supplies and armed forces against the country that starts, or aids another in, a 
war in Europe.

However, with the Soviet Union at Europe’s back door, general disarmament 
and total reliance upon a central police force can scarcely be advocated at this 
time. Yet the separate military air forces of Europe could well be transformed 
into a central air police.9

Governmental Forms. Some Europe-wide form of government is needed for 
all these purposes.10 Any one of several forms might offer possibilities to meet 
the situation. Proposals are given in Appendix E .11

7 (Note in Original.) Probably the Soviet Union should be excluded from a united 
Europe because much of its territory is in Asia.

8 (Note in Original.) See Point I of Pope Pius XII’s 1939 Christmas Message.
9 (Note in Original.) See Point II of Pope Pius XII’s 1939 Christmas Message.

10 (Note in Original.) See Point III of Pope Pius XII’s 1939 Christmas Message.
11 Cf. n. 6 above.
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European Spirit. The fear remains that European peoples and governments 
lack the spirit to work together. Some countries may still insist on the principles 
of the totalitarian states, others on the old nationalism and systematic economic 
greed. Extraordinary patience will be required to attain a workable union based 
on human dignity and brotherhood. 12(. . .)

III. World Organization
Europe Needs World Organization. World economic and governmental or

ganization is needed simultaneously with European organization and for wider 
reasons. For example, Europe needs world organization to keep the Soviet 
Union or the United States from encouraging European disruption by giving 
supplies and military help to aggressor nations in war. The United States should 
insist on world organization and should offer full co-operation to keep war out 
of Europe and the United States out of Europe’s wars.

World Organization and United States -  Asia. The United States needs world 
organization also to keep war out of Asia and the United States out of Asia’s 
wars. ( . . . )

IV. Functions and Forms
League Deficiencies. After the first world war the United States proposed 

universal national self-determination within a world organization, the League of 
Nations. But European disunion was too great a strain for a world body to bear 
even if the United States, the strongest single country, had not refused support to 
that body in peace or, worse, had not refrained from indicating how it would 
trade [s/c] in time of war. European union will help to free a world organization 
from some of its most difficult problems. ( . . . )

World Organization and Europe. In relation to a voluntarily united Europe, a 
world organization should be primarily an appeals and review body. For some 
time also it should furnish Europe positive assistance in protecting human rights, 
redrawing boundaries, administering the colonies of Africa and guiding econom
ic life. Permanently, a world organization will have to cooperate with a united 
Europe in world economic life and thie prevention of European war. ( . . . )

261. Pius XII: ‘The Five Points Reaffirmed’ 24 Dec. 1941

The Pope’s Christmas Broadcast ‘on Alba’ ; complete Italian text in Acta Apostolicae 
Sedis 34, Città del Vaticano, 1942, pp. 10-21; the following excerpt, concerning peace, is 
also in Italian in Actes et Documents du Saint Siège, vol. 5: Le Saint Siège et la Guerre en 
Europe juillet 1941-octobre 1942, Città del Vaticano, 1969, pp. 343-6; English translation 
in The Tablet, 3 Jan. 1942, pp. 4-7 (this excerpt on p. 6).

12 (Note in Original.) See Point V of Pope Pius XII’s 1939 Christmas Message.
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At Christmas 1940 the Pope proclaimed the principles on which the future international 
order should be based.1 In his 1941 Christmas message he gave practical advice on what 
modes of behaviour were incompatible with these principles: the subjugation of small 
nations, the oppression of minorities, national ‘egoism which tends to hoard economic 
resources' and especially keeping up a high level of armaments.2 Obviously directed against 
Hitler's perversion of politics as this programme was, it implied a no less emphatic rejection 
of some of the points of the Atlantic Charter signed on 14 August 1941 and sought to keep 
open the possibility of a compromise peace with the German opposition.3 In regard to the 
future organization of peace, however, it stressed the need for treaties which individual 
states would not be able to revoke, treaties which must be guaranteed by international 
institutions. It was the Christmas message of 1944 which insisted in the most emphatic 
manner that a new league of nations would have to possess real authority in relation to the 
nation states.4

*

( . . . )  Now the destruction brought about by the present war is on so vast a 
scale that it is imperative that there be not added to it also the further ruins of a 
frustrated and deluded peace. To avoid so great a calamity it is fitting that in the 
formulation of that peace there should be assured co-operation with sincerity of 
will and energy, with a purpose of a generous participation not only of this or 
that people, but of all peoples -  yea, rather, of all humanity. It is a universal 
undertaking for the common good which requires the collaboration of all 
Christendom in the religious and moral aspects of the new edifice which is to be

1 Cf. doc. 256. In his Easter message on 13 April 1941 he raised a ‘cry to Heaven’ for ‘the 
new building of fraternal solidarity among the nations of the earth’. (Actes et Documents 
du Saint Siège, vol. 4. Le Saint Siège et la Guerre en Europe, juin 1940-juin 1941, Città 
del Vaticano, 1967, p. 453). A letter from the Pope to Roosevelt dated 15 April 1941 
called for ‘a peace whose spirit and provisions will tend to revitalize and reinvigorate 
through new and enlightened organization the true spirit of brotherhood among men 
today so tragically alienated from one another’ (ibid., p. 460).

2 This Christmas message was also given the widest publicity by Radio Vaticano; in Italy 
some 370 000 copies were circulated. Cf. P. Duclos, Le Vatican et la seconde guerre 
mondiale, Paris, 1955, p. 34.

3 Despite Roosevelt’s efforts the Pope could not be persuaded to approve the Atlantic 
Charter. His third point did indeed welcome, if indirectly, free access to the earth’s raw 
materials by all countries, but at the same time criticized this assurance as inadequate. 
The following point (no. 4) implicitly rejected the demand in the Atlantic Charter for the 
unilateral disarmament of the aggressor states. Cf. J. Becker, ‘Der Vatikan und der 
II. Weltkrieg’ in D. Albrecht (ed.), Katholische Kirche im Dritten Reich, Mainz, 1976, 
pp. 184 f.

4 Cf. doc. 267 below. The Christmas message of December 1942 contained an impressive 
list of the inalienable rights of every individual human being; it explicitly condemned the 
fact that ‘hundreds of thousands of human beings ( . . . )  without any guilt on their part, 
only because of their nationality or race are consigned to death or to progressive 
deterioration’; and it insisted on the principle that states have a duty to serve ‘the 
maintenance of liberty, property, honour, progress and health of the individual’. (Acta 
Apostolicae Sedis, 35, 1943, pp. 9-24: the middle section in Actes et Documents du Saint 
Siège, vol. 7: Le Saint Siège et la Guerre en Europe, Nov. 1942-Dec. 1943, Città del 
Vaticano, 1973, pp. 161-6).
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constructed. ( . . . )  Consequently, recapitulating and integrating what we have 
expounded on other occasions. We insist once again on certain fundamental 
conditions essential for an international order which will guarantee for all 
peoples a just and lasting peace and will be a bountiful source of well-being and 
prosperity.

The Right o f Small States to Independence
Firstly: within the limits of a new order founded on moral principles there is 

no room for violation of the freedom, integrity, and security of other States, no 
matter what may be their territorial extension or their capacity for defence. If it is 
inevitable that the powerful States should, by reason of their greater poten
tialities and their power, play leading roles in the formation of economic groups 
comprising not only themselves but small and weaker States as well, it is 
nevertheless indispensable that in the interests of the common good they, and all 
others, respect the rights of those smaller States to political freedom, to economic 
development, and to the adequate protection, in the case of conflicts between 
nations, of that neutrality which is theirs according to the natural, as well as to 
international law. In this way, and in this way only, shall they be able to obtain a 
fitting share of the common good and assure the material and spiritual welfare of 
the peoples concerned.

The Rights o f Minorities
Secondly: within the limits of a new order founded on moral principles there is 

no place for open or secret oppression of the cultural and linguistic characteris
tics of national minorities, for the hindrance or restriction of their economic 
resources, or for the limitation or abolition of their natural fertility. The more 
conscientiously the Government of a State respects the right of minorities, the 
more confidently and the more effectively can it demand from its subjects a loyal 
fulfilment of those civil obligations which are common to all citizens.

The Right o f Access to Raw Materials
Thirdly: within the limits of a new order founded on moral principles there is 

no place for that cold and calculating egoism which tends to hoard economic 
resources and materials destined for the use of all, to such an extent that nations 
less favoured by nature are not permitted access to them. In this regard, it is 
perhaps a source of great consolation to see the necessity of a participation of all 
in the natural riches of the earth admitted even on the part of those nations 
which, in the fulfilment of this principle, belong to the category of givers, and 
not that of receivers. It is, however, in conformity with the principles of equity 
that a solution of a question so vital to world economy should be arrived at 
methodically and in easy stages, with a necessary guarantee always drawing 
useful lessons from the omissions and mistakes of the past. If, in the future peace, 
this point were not to be courageously dealt with, there would remain in the 
relations between people a deep and far-reaching root blossoming forth in bitter 
dissensions, and burning jealousies which would lead eventually to new con-
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flicts. It must, however, be noticed how closely the satisfactory solution to this 
problem is connected with another fundamental point which we shall treat next.

The Observance and Revision o f Treaties
Fourthly: within the limits of a new order founded on moral principles, once 

the more dangerous principles of armed conflict have been eliminated, there is no 
cause for total warfare or for a mad rush to armaments. The calamity of a world 
war, with the economic and social ruin and the moral dissolution and breakdown 
which follow in its train, cannot be permitted to envelop the human race for a 
third time. In order that mankind may be preserved from such a misfortune it is 
essential to proceed with sincerity and honesty to a progressive limitation of 
armaments. The lack of equilibrium between the exaggerated armaments of the 
powerful States and the limited armaments of the weaker ones is a menace to 
harmony and peace among nations, and demands that a peaceful and proportion
ate limit be placed upon the production and possession of offensive weapons.

In proportion to the degree in which disarmament is effected, means must be 
found which will be appropriate, honourable and efficacious in order that the 
principle ‘pacts must be observed/ may once again enjoy its vital and moral 
function in the juridical relations between States. Such a principle has undergone 
many serious crises; it has suffered undeniable violations in the past, and has met 
with an incurable lack of trust among the various nations and among their 
respective rulers. To procure the rebirth of mutual trust, certain institutions must 
be established which will merit the respect of all, and which will dedicate 
themselves to the most noble office of guaranteeing the sincere observance of 
treaties and of promoting, in accordance with the principles of law and equity, 
necessary corrections and revisions of such treaties. ( . . . )

The Rights o f Religion
Fifthly: within the limits of a new order founded on moral principles there is 

no place for the persecution of religion or of the Church. ( . . . )

262. The Commission to Study the Bases of a Just and Durable 
Peace: Message of the National Study Conference, Delaware, 
Ohio 5 March 1942

Pamphlet: A Message from the National Study Conference on The Churches and a Just 
and Durable Peace, convened at Ohio Wesleyan University, Delaware, Ohio, March 3-5, 
1942, New York (Federal Council of the Churches of Christ in America), 1942 (Part V, 
Political Bases of a Just and Durable Peace, pp. 18 f., ein full).

The Federal Council of the Churches of Christ in America, to which nearly all the 
Protestant denominations belonged, as early as February 1940 issued a message calling for
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‘the creation of a world government31 and appointed a Commission to study the Bases of a 
Just and Durable Peace under the chairmanship of the Presbyterian lay theologian and 
international lawyer (and later secretary of state for foreign affairs) John Foster Dulles. It 
was to study all aspects of a future peace settlement.2 This commission held a large-scale 
conference from 3-5 March 1942 at Delaware, Ohio, in which some 377 delegates from the 
member churches of the North American Federal Council of Churches took part.3 The 
conference passed four resolutions (each sponsored by one of its four sections) as well as some 
comprehensive ‘guiding principles' drafted by the commission. One of the principal points 
called for by the principles was the curbing o f ‘unrestrained national sovereignties' and the 
creation of a ‘true community of nations' under an authority invested with full power.4 This 
point was amplified in the resolution adopted by the second section (‘Political Bases of a Just 
and Durable Peace') and passed by the plenary assembly of the conference. It is printed 
below. In this way great emphasis was placed on the need for a world organization, without 
any provision being made (as it was by the Catholic Association, cf. doc. 259) for a regional 
federal organization for Europe J  Six years later, however, the commission made up for lost 
time and expressly approved it in their (Six Pillars of Peace'.6

1 Department of International Justice and Goodwill of the Federal Council of Churches, 
Message, Philadelphia, Feb. 1940: ‘(. . .) If the peace which comes after the present war is 
to be anything more than a prelude to another conflict, the United States for its own sake 
and for the sake of humanity will have to renounce its political and economic isolation 
and identify itself with other nations in the creation of a world government ( . . . )  We call 
upon our people to mobilize the spiritual resources of our churches in support of an 
international system of government (. . .)’ (quoted from L.W. Holborn, War and Peace 
Aims of the United Nations, vol. 1, Boston, 1943, p. 627).

2 Cf. the pamphlet ‘A Message from the National Study Conference on The Churches and 
a Just and Durable Peace', New York, 1942, pp. 2 and 6.

3 Ibid., p. 6. The conference was organized in four sections:
1. The relation of the Church to a just and durable peace,
2. The political aspects ( . . . )
3. The economic aspects ( . . . )
4. The social aspects of a just and durable peace.

4 ‘We believe that the principle of co-operation and mutual concern, implicit in the moral 
order and essential to a just and durable peace, calls for a true community of nations. The 
interdependent life of nations must be ordered by agencies having the duty and the 
power to promote and safeguard the general welfare of all peoples. Only thus can 
wrongs be righted and justice and security be achieved. A world of irresponsible, 
competing and unrestrained national sovereignties, whether acting alone or in alliance or 
in coalition, is a world of international anarchy. It must make place for a higher and 
more inclusive authority.’ (Ibid., pp. 10 f.). The ‘guiding principles’ were adopted by the 
entire Federal Council of Churches of Christ in America on 11 Dec. 1942 (see Holborn, 
op. cit., p. 639).

5 There was a cautious approach to the question in the fourth section, ‘Social Bases’ : ‘We 
believe that different peoples have their distinctive places in the divine economy and that 
any world order must look towards unity in diversity and not to general international
ism and cosmopolitanism’ (pamphlet: A Message. . . see p. 732 above).

6 Cf. doc. 264 below.
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The churches of America face clear responsibilities in seeking to establish a 
better world when the war has ended. First among post-war duties will be the 
achievement of a just peace settlement with due regard to the welfare of all 
nations, the vanquished, the overrun, and the victors alike.

In order that such a settlement may tend toward a better political order, we as 
citizens of the United States of America advocate the following principles and 
measures:

1. That the United States pursue a responsible national policy with concern 
for the welfare of all peoples and that the United States cooperate fully 
with all nations and peoples in working towards a world order of justice and 
peace.

2. That during a transitional period after the fighting has ended, the efforts of 
the peoples of the world be devoted, in proportion to their ability, to the 
reestablishment of order, the provision of food, shelter and medical service, and 
the restoration of stable government and economic activity, especially in the 
devastated territories. These emergency measures must include policing by joint 
action for the protection of minorities and disarmed populations, and positive 
measures of economic and cultural cooperation. They should be carried out 
under international authorities, representative of all peoples concerned. There 
should be no punitive reparations, no humiliating decrees of war guilt, and no 
arbitrary dismemberment of nations. All of these emergency measures should 
tend toward a growing structure of international order.

3. That among the functions of government that must be performed are the 
preservation of public order, the maintenance of economic opportunity, the 
safeguarding of public health and welfare, and the direction of population move
ments. In large part, these functions must be performed by local and national 
governments, but in part they can now be effectively carried out only by 
international authority.

4. That certain powers now exercised by national governments must, there
fore, be delegated to international government, organized and acting in accord
ance with a world system of law. Among the powers so delegated must be the 
power of final judgment in controversies between nations, the maintenance and 
use of armed forces except for preservation of domestic order, and the regulation 
of international trade and population movements among nations.

5. That international authorities competent to perform these functions may be 
of two sorts. (1) The ultimate requirement is a duly constituted world govern
ment of delegated powers: an international legislative body, an international 
court with adequate jurisdiction, international administrative bodies with 
necessary powers, and adequate international police forces and provision for 
worldwide economic sanctions. (2) As steps toward, and potential organs of, 
such world government, there is need for many sorts of international bodies 
charged with specific duties, such as the International Labor Organization, and 
various agencies such as those now acting for the United Nations to coordinate 
natural resources, shipping, and food distribution. Such bodies must be adapted 
to the service of world order and government, and must not become a substitute 
therefor. In the operation of these agencies, and in progressing toward full world
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government, every effort should be made to achieve agreement and voluntary 
cooperation of all concerned.

6. That, utilizing experience with the mandate principle, a system of adminis
tration of colonial territories under international authority be developed. In areas 
now under colonial administration, advance toward self-government should be 
carried forward in substantial progress. The affairs of peoples deemed not yet 
capable of self-government should be administered as a common trust, by 
international authority, in the interest of these peoples as members of a world 
society.

7. That the influence of the churches shall be employed to keep the foregoing 
principles before the attention of diplomats and statesmen.

263. Study Department of the World Council of Churches: ‘The 
Church and International Reconstruction’ Jan. 1943

Memorandum of 23 pages, duplicated in close type, Study Department of the World 
Council of Churches, No. 3 E/43: ‘The Church and International Reconstruction. An 
analysis of agreements and disagreements concerning the message of the Church about the 
creation of a just and durable peace.’ (Excerpts from pp. 1-12 and 14-22 with guide-lines 
underlined by the authors, pp. 12-14, the passage dealing with ‘international authority’ 
reproduced in full). The same excerpts are given in German translation in Lipgens, 
Foderationsplane, pp. 364-9.

In the Study Department of the World Council of Churches in Geneva every statement 
issued by a church group about the future organization for peace, whether it came from 
Great Britain and the USA or from the occupied countries or the German Resistance, was 
collected, passed round and analysed. Thanks to this process of assembling and sifting, W.A. 
Visser ’£ Hooft compiled a survey showing agreements and disagreements over what the 
Church's message should be concerning a just peace settlement1. In the sixth section he 
managed to sum up the opinion of all the churches in one sentence: (The anarchy of 
competing and unrestrained national sovereignties must be overcome and international 
authority must be createdthe only point of disagreement was whether one should try 
immediately to set up a global legal system and international government or should begin 
with regional federations. In the following excerpts the guide-lines on the questions of 
theological method and on the concluding single questions are given without the detailed

1 Cf. W.A. V isser’t Hooft, Memoirs, pp. 173 f. I express my thanks to Dr Visser’t Hooft 
for kindly sending me personal information in 1965. -  A bibliography of the Study 
Department No. 17 F/42 ‘Les Eglises et les problèmes d’après-guerre’ (3 pages, Dec. 
1942) provides evidence of the preparatory study undertaken by the authors of the 
memorandum.
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argument, but the sixth chapter is reproduced in full.2 The memorandum gave a new 
stimulus to discussion in many quarters?

The purpose of this document is to indicate, on the one hand, what seem to be 
the main common affirmations which the churches in the ecumenical movement 
are ready to make concerning the major “ issues of the peace” ; and to indicate, on 
the other hand, what are the main points of disagreement in their midst 
concerning the application and implementation of these affirmations. ( . . . )

The material used consists of official, unofficial, and private statements which 
may be taken as representative of the standpoints of churches, or important 
groups within the churches, which take part in the ecumenical movement. Only 
statements made during the war have been taken into consideration. N o attempt 
has been made to illustrate each affirmation by quotations, or even to mention 
the names of churches, countries or groups, in which this or that particular 
conviction is held. For obvious reasons a number of churches and countries 
cannot at present be mentioned by name in this connection. This anonymous 
method may give the document a somewhat abstract character, but it has the 
advantage that it takes the discussion out of the realm of theological or 
confessional pigeonholes, national etiquettes, and political passions. And in any 
case, many of the disagreements mentioned below cut across confessional and 
national frontiers. ( . . . )

I. We believe that the Church has a specific task in relation to peace making 
and the creation of international order. ( . . . )

But there remains disagreement on the following point: Some hold that this 
task consists exclusively in reminding the nations of the divine commandments 
and in protesting against manifest violation of the commandments. ( . . . )  Others 
hold that this task includes also the interpretation of the commandments in terms 
of concrete policies. ( . . . )

II. We believe that the Church performs its task in this realm by being itself a 
world-wide fellowship under one Lord in which national differences are trans
cended. (. . .)

But there is disagreement on this point: Some hold that membership in the 
Church Universal implies the obligation for churches and for individual Chris
tians to abstain from identifying themselves with the cause of a nation, or a group 
of nations, in international conflicts in which Christians stand against Christians. 
( . . . )  Others hold that in conflicts in which vital Christian principles are at stake,

2 The introduction contained a grateful acknowledgement that ‘an ecumenical consensus is 
emerging’, yet ‘the present consensus is as yet lacking both in theological substance and 
in concrete content’ (p. 1). -  Cf. Visser’t Hooft’s personal contribution to the concrete 
content as shown below in docs. 258 and 265.

3 Cf. Visser’t Hooft, Memoirs, p. 174. For the circulation cf. a copy of the 11 guide-lines 
in Federal Council Bulletin. A Journal of Inter-church co-operation issued by the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America, vol. 26, no. 5, May 1943, p. 9, with a 
reference to the fact that the American office of the World Council of Churches in New 
York would be able to get the full text printed.
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churches and individual Christians must take a definite stand, though they 
should at the same time endevaour to maintain Christian fellowship with 
Christians who have made a different choice. ( . . . )

III. We believe that the Church is to announce to the nations that Jesus Christ 
is Lord over all men and all powers. ( . . . )

But there is disagreement at this point: Some hold that the Lordship of Christ 
is a present reality which the Christian faith knows on the basis of the 
Resurrection which will not be manifested to the world until the Return of 
Christ, but which should here and now determine Christian conduct and be 
announced to the nations and their rulers. ( . . . )  Others hold that the Lordship of 
Christ is an ideal which is progressively realized in history as men come to 
understand and follow his Spirit and teaching and apply it increasingly to the 
different areas of human relationships. ( . . . )

IV. We believe that the Church is to proclaim the divine commandments 
concerning the order which is to reign in the world. ( . . . )

But there is disagreement on this point: Some hold that the Church when 
proclaiming to the world the divine commandments concerning the political and 
social order, should appeal to the natural law which is implicit in G od’s creation, 
implanted in the consciences of men, apprehensible by reason, and illuminated 
by revelation. ( . . . )  Others hold that the Church is to proclaim only those 
commandments which it finds in the Biblical revelation, and to witness that these 
can only be truly obeyed if the Lordship of Christ is recognized. ( . . . )

V. We believe that the Church is to call the nations to repentance for their 
common guilt and to work for their reconciliation. ( . . . )

But there is disagreement on this point: Some hold that common repentance 
must not lead to a condoning of evil, and that for the sake of justice there must be 
a penal element in the peace. ( . . . )  Others hold that such common repentance 
excludes the possibility of the punishment of nations, and that the primary 
consideration in peacemaking must be reconciliation and the restoration of true 
order. ( . . . )
VI. We believe that the Church is to proclaim that international relations must be 
subordinated to law.4

In the realm of political relationships the Lordship of Christ is to find its 
expression in justice. Justice becomes concrete in just law. The Church demands, 
therefore, that law must govern the relations between the nations. The anarchy 
of competing and unrestrained national sovereignties must be overcome and 
international authority must be created to declare the law and to enforce it. Just 
law is law which allows for changing conditions and new developments, and 
does not merely aim at the maintenance of the status quo. The international legal 
system to be created should, therefore, make adequate provision for the equit
able revision of treaties. The effectiveness of any legal system depends, however, 
on the degree to which the law is rooted in the consciences of the peoples 
concerned. The Church is, therefore, called to implement its demand for the rule 
of law by the effort to create a sense of moral obligation to the society of nations 
as a whole; a task which is all the more urgent, since the masses have learned to 
think and to act in terms of mere power rather than of law and justice. Being
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itself a world-wide society and called to serve the whole of humanity, for whom 
its Lord died, it renders witness to the responsibility of all men for each other, 
and so to the duty to transform the present international anarchy into an order of 
justice and peace.

But there is disagreement at this point: -
Some hold that all nations should immediately sacrifice a substantial and equal 

part of their national sovereignty for the sake of the creation of an international 
authority under which all would enjoy equal treatment.

These consider that justice demands equality before the law. In the interna
tional legal system which is to be set up all nations should, therefore, be treated 
equally; all should sacrifice a part of their sovereignty, and all should enjoy the 
rights of full membership. Thus a world system of law would come into being 
which would have its organ in an international government. To such a govern
ment should be delegated the power of final judgment in controversies between 
nations, the maintenance and use of international armed forces, and the regula
tion of international trade and population movements among nations. Ultimately 
international government should be composed of an international legislative 
body, an international court, international administrative bodies, and an interna
tional police force.

The creation of such a universal structure of world order as the framework of 
the post-war world would facilitate the collaboration between the victorious and 
the defeated nations, while the maintenance or setting up of less inclusive 
groupings would tend to render that collaboration increasingly difficult.

Others hold that since international legal order must be based on a common 
ethos, the next step is to form one or more units of like-minded nations, while 
certain other nations should only be allowed to participate actively in the legal 
order when they show evidence of readiness to fulfill the obligations implied.

These consider that -  as experience shows -  a legal system is only durable and 
stable if it is based on a common ethos, that is a common sense of obligation and 
a common sense of ultimate political norms. A universal legal system attempting 
to unite in one and the same framework and on equal footing nations with a 
democratic, an authoritarian, and with a totalitarian background, is to construct 
an abstract scheme and to repeat the mistake made in the case of the League of 
Nations. The next step is to create one grouping (or a number of regional 
federations) of nations which have much in common. Within this organization 
national sovereignty should be clearly limited and international law as well as 
international governing organs be developed. But no nation should enjoy the full 
privileges inherent in membership of this legal order until it has given proof that 
it understands the obligations implied in membership and is ready to live up to 
these obligations.

VII. We believe that the Church is to proclaim that the state is neither an aim 
in itself nor a law unto itself and that its God-given function is to maintain an 
order based on law which guarantees fundamental human rights. ( . . . )

A) But there is, in the first place, disagreement on this point: Some hold that 
all nations must be urged (or even obliged) to introduce or re-introduce a fully 
democratic and parliamentary system as well as the freedoms which belong to
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that system. ( . . . )  Others hold that while all nations should uphold the rule of 
law and the rights of men, the imposition of one and the same regime or political 
programme on all nations must be deprecated for reasons of principle as well as 
of expediency. ( . . . )

B) And there is, in the second place, disagreement as to the attitude to be taken 
to such totalitarian régimes as may survive the war or may come into being in the 
future: Some hold that in the post-war world régimes which refuse to subject the 
state to moral and legal criteria should not be tolerated and should be forced to 
respect the sanctity of law and fundamental human rights. ( . . . )  Others hold that, 
while such régimes should be urged to recognize the sanctity of law and the 
rights of their citizens, they should not be interfered with as long as they do not 
disturb international peace. ( . . . )

VIII. We believe that the Church is to proclaim that political power must be 
exercised with a sense of responsibility toward all those who are affected by that 
power. ( . . . )

But there is disagreement on this point: Some hold that the concentration of 
power in one or in a few nations must be regarded as a denial of justice and as a 
factor making for international disorder, and that this power must be decen
tralized as soon as possible. ( . . . )  Others hold that the concentration of power 
provides a unique opportunity to create a new world order backed by force and 
that this opportunity should be used to the full. ( . . . )

IX. We believe that the Church is to proclaim that society must provide all of 
its members with the opportunity to fulfill a meaningful vocation and that it 
should provide conditions of social security for all. ( . . . )

But there is disagreement on this point: Some hold that the Church must 
demand that economic power should be made answerable to society as a whole 
and that private ownership of the principal industrial resources should be 
replaced by communal ownership. . . . Others hold that such a radical transfor
mation of the structure of society will lead to a loss of freedom and initiative, and 
that the removal of present social evils can be achieved through the inculcation of 
a new moral motivation and adjustments in the present system. ( . . . )

X. We believe that the Church is to proclaim that the nations are interdepend
ent and that they are all to share in the resources of the earth. ( . . . )

But there is disagreement on this point: Some hold that all nations should have 
equal access to the raw materials and other riches of the earth, and that all trade 
restrictions should be abolished. ( . . . )  Others hold that, while no nation should 
be excluded from access to the available resources, this access must be regulated 
according to an international plan which takes the existing differences in 
economic conditions into consideration. ( . . . )

XI. We believe that the Church is to proclaim that no people can claim the 
right to rule over another people, and that the dominating purpose of colonial 
administration must be to prepare colonial peoples for self-government. ( . . . )

But there is disagreement on this point: Some hold that the present colonial 
system should be abolished and that it should be replaced by an international 
system which would make colonial government a task of international collabora
tion. ( . . . )  Others hold that the present relationships between the colonial
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powers and the colonies should not be severed, but that a system of international 
control should be organized so as to make sure that colonial administration is 
carried on in the interests of the colonial peoples and of the society of nations. 
(. . .)

264. The Commission to Study the Bases of a Just and Durable
Peace: ‘Six Pillars of Peace’ 18 March 1943

Duplicated declaration (3 pages) headed ‘A Statement of Political Propositions’ and 
handed out a press conference in New York on 18 March 1943; printed in Federal Council 
Bulletin. A Journal of Interchurch Co-operation, vol. 26, no. 4, April 1943, pp. I l f . ;  
Ökumenischer Pressedienst, no. 14 El43, Geneva, May 1943, with explanatory notes in Six 
Pillars of Peace. A Study Guide based on CA Statement of Political Propositions', drawn up 
by the Commission to study the Bases of a Just and Durable Peace', New York, May 1943, 
printed below in full.

*

The ‘Commission to Study the Bases of a Just and Durable Peace' appointed by the 
Federal Council of the Churches of Christ in America under the chairmanship of John 
Foster Dulles, spent a year considering the results of its conference at Delaware/  and further 
analysing its subject matter; then on 18 March 1943 it presented at a press conference in 
New York a definitive and elegant summary headed eA Statement of Political Proposi
tions'.2 The Federal Council sent a copy to every minister of religion in the USA and under 
the title of ‘Six Pillars of Peace' it was soon known to a wide public in both America and 
Britain. Thinking in global terms it laid down six essential conditions of peace, but this 
time (in contrast to what happened at Delaware) Part One included a special proviso: cThe 
degree of collaboration can properly be related to the degree of interdependence, and thus 
universal scheme may contain within its framework provision for regional collaboration'. 
All parts of the world were described as calling for international organization; the text of the 
statement is therefore given below in full. A conference of all the most senior British church 
leaders on 22 July 1943 welcomed the statement ‘unreservedly'.3

1 Cf. doc. 262 above.
2 Cf. the speech given there b y j. F. Dulles in Vital Speeches, vol. IX, no. 13, 15 April, 

New York, 1943 pp. 405-7.
3 ‘British Reply to the American Six Point Statement’ signed on 22 July 1943 by the 

Archbishops of Canterbury and York, the Bishop of Chichester, the Moderator of the 
Church of Scotland, the Moderator of the Free Church Council, the Secretaries of the 
Congregational and Baptist Unions and seven other church leaders including 
Dr William Paton (there is also a copy in the Archive of the World Council of 
Churches in Geneva, D 24, Box XI, No. 15 E/43). The key sentence under each of the 
main points is reprinted in notes 4-9 below the text. Cf. also Adam von Trott zu Solz, 
‘Bemerkungen zum Friedensprogramm der amerikanischen Kirchen’, Nov. 1943 in 
vol. 1 of the present work (chapter on the German Resistance, pp. 436-40).
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Part one. -  The peace must provide the political framework for a continuing 
collaboration of the United Nations and, in due course, of neutral and enemy 
nations.

Comment: The interdependence of the world is strikingly proved by the 
events that led up to this war. That interdependence calls for permanent political 
collaboration. Such collaboration should, as quickly as possible, be universal. 
But practically, the initital nucleus is the United Nations who have already been 
forced, by events, to collaborate. The degree of collaboration can properly be 
related to the degree of interdependence and thus any universal scheme may 
contain within its framework provision for regional collaboration. Europe 
particularly illustrates the need for regional collaboration. To continue there the 
uncoordinated independence of some 25 sovereign states will assure for the 
future that, as in the past, war will be a frequently recurrent event4.

Part two. -  The peace must make provision for bringing within the scope of 
international agreement those economic and financial acts of national govern
ments which have widespread international repercussions.

Comment: Science has made it possible for the world to sustain a far greater 
population than was formerly the case and to attain for that population a higher 
standard of living. But this involves a large degree of transportation and 
interchange between one nation and another. Thus all people are subject to grave 
risk so long as any single government may, by unilateral action, disrupt the flow 
of world trade. This is a form of anarchy that creates widespread insecurity and 
breeds disorder. It prompts nations to seek self-sufficiency for themselves at the 
expense of others. We do not here envisage, as presently practical, a condition of 
‘free-trade” . But the world does require that the areas of economic interdepend
ence be dealt with in the interest of all concerned and that there be international 
organisation to promote this end.3

Part three. -  The peace must make provision for an organisation to adapt the 
treaty structure of the world to changing underlying conditions.

Comment: The world is living and, therefore, a changing organism. Change is 
the one thing that is inevitable. As the world is now organised, a fixed status is 
prescribed by treaties and, unless all the parties agree, that status cannot be 
changed except by force or the threat of force. Change affected under the threat 
of force seldom is productive of peace, because change under such circumstances 
seems to reward, and thus encourages, violent and lawless elements. On the 
other hand, nations, like individuals, seldom freely abandon their acquired legal

4 In “ British Reply” : “ 1. We agree . . .” . It added by way of affirmation: The acceptance 
of responsibility by the United Nations should be preparatory to the inclusion of the 
neutral and vanquished nations in this corporate system of world order as soon as 
political and psychological considerations permit” . It did not actually endorse Euro
pean collaboration on a regional basis, but a few months later the leaders of the British 
churches issued a document of their own in favour of European unity, cf. doc. 266 
below.

5 “ British Reply” : ‘2. We agree . . . We would go much further, and consider that a 
permanent aim of the nations of the world should be to develop and to mobilise the 
resources of the earth with a view to achieving for all peoples freedom from want.”
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rights. We must, therefore, have an organisation to promote such changes in the 
treaty structure of the world as may be needed to keep that structure responsive 
to future changes in the underlying conditions. Without this, no condition of 
peace, however just and fair initially, will permanently assure peace.6

Part four. -  The peace must proclaim the goal of autonomy for subject 
peoples, and it must establish international organisation to assure and to super
vise the realisation of that end.

Comment: There is a ferment among many peoples who are now subject to 
alien rule. That will make durable peace unattainable unless such peoples are 
satisfied that they can achieve self-rule without passive or active resistance to the 
now constituted authorities. We realise that autonomy, in certain cases, is not 
now desired, and in other cases is presently impractical. But judgments as to this 
tend to be warped, and certainly are suspect, when made by the governing power 
itself. There must be international agencies, which embrace persons free from the 
self-interest which comes from identification with the particular power, and 
which are charged with the duty to see that pledges of ultimate autonomy are 
honoured, and that, in the meanwhile, there is no exploitation for alien ends. 
Self-rule, when achieved, would of course be subject to the limitations which 
follow from the other propositions here stated.7

Part five. -  The peace must establish procedures for controlling military 
establishments everywhere.

Comment: It is assumed that those nations with which we are at war will be 
effectively disarmed. But that alone will not suffice. Military establishments 
everywhere should be brought under some form of international control. This 
has two aspects: one negative, and the other positive. The negative purpose is to 
bring to an end the present system which permits nations generally to create 
unlimited armaments for use for purely national ends. Continuation of that 
system would ultimately undermine the international organs we contemplate. It 
would either paralyse their action or lead to action preferential to nations 
possessed of great military power. There should nowhere be vast military 
establishments which have no valid reason for existence except to enable their 
possessors to be a law unto themselves.

A positive purpose of control is to bring such military establishments as 
remain into the affirmative service of international order. International agencies, 
such as those we contemplate, will primarily need to depend upon the moral 
support of the great body of mankind. That is their only reliable source of

6 “British Reply” : ‘3. We agree . . . We doubt the feasibility of establishing a special 
mechanism for the revision of treaties, but we hope that a continuing co-operation in 
economic tasks and in the maintenance of world order may create a readiness to 
negotiate together such as would enable the world structure to be responsive to the 
need for change.”

7 “ British Reply” : ‘4. We agree that not only good government, but selfgovernment 
should be the goal for all men, and that the progress of backward or subject peoples 
towards complete responsibility is a proper subject of international concern. We 
welcome the idea of an international colonial commission which would have the right 
to inform itself upon the condition of subject territories.”
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permanent power and unless they can command such moral backing they are 
entitled to other forms of power. But any society will produce minority elements 
who are not subject to moral suasion and who, if they feel able, may defy the 
general interest to advance their own. Therefore, the economic and military 
power of the world community should be subject to mobilisation to support 
international agencies which are designed to, and do in fact, serve the general 
welfare.8

Part six. -  The peace must establish in principle, and seek to achieve in 
practice, the right of individuals everywhere to religious and intellectual liberty.

Comment: Wars are not due only to economic causes. They have their origin 
also in false ideologies and in ignorance. Peace, furthermore, cannot be preserved 
merely by documentary acts that create political bodies and define their powers 
and duties. Such bodies can function effectively only as they can count upon a 
public opinion to understand and support them.

It is, therefore, indispensable that there exist the opportunity to bring the 
people of all the world to a fuller knowledge of the facts and a greater acceptance 
of common moral standards. Spiritual and intellectual regimentation that pre
vents this is a basic underlying cause of war. As such it is not a matter of purely 
domestic concern, and governments and parties must recognise this if the world 
is to achieve a durable peace.9

265. W.A. Visser’t Hooft: ‘Notes on the European Situation’
24 Sept. 1943

Manuscript (ten pages of typescript). Carbon copy of the original (sent to London) 
dated 24 Sept. 1943, and sent to the Netherlands Resistance, in Archie of the Rijksinstituut 
voor Oorlogsdokumentatie (Archive of the National Institute for War Documentation), 
Amsterdam, file ‘Schweizer Weg’, A, P3 (excerpts here from pp. 1 f., 6 f. and 9 f.); printed 
in Great Britain in The Christian News-Letter, Dec. 1943; in the USA in Christianity and 
Crisis, vol. Ill, no. 21,13 Dec. 1943, pp. 3-7 (excerpts here from pp. 3 and 5-7); the same 
excerpts in Lipgens, Foderationsplane, pp. 375-9.

The ‘Notes31 unlike the memorandum written in the same year, were written not as an 
official document issued by the World Council of Churches, but as a personal analysis which 
shows Visser 3t Hooft as the confidant of many Resistance groups and as a passionately 
concerned European. During his visit to London in May 1942 the Netherlands government-

8 ‘British Reply” : ‘5. There must be an adequate international control of armed power, 
and we hope that the present association of the United Nations may develop into a 
world political organisation in which would be vested armed power sufficient to 
prevent renewed aggression and the preparation of future wars.”

9 “British Reply” : ‘No world settlement which does not give reasonable security and 
freedom to religious, cultural and other minorities, and especially to the Jewish people, 
can be said to have succeeded.”

1 Cf. doc, 263 above.
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in-exile officially appointed him to maintain liaison with the Netherlands Resistance and to 
keep the government informed about the situation in Continental Europe.2 ‘The following 
report is an example of his effectiveness as a spokesman for the Resistance3 and in warning 
the British and Americans (who at this very time were abandoning their last attempt to take 
an independent line in planning for the postwar world), and is one of the most profoundly 
searching analyses of the period. The heading is followed by the comment: ‘The following 
notes are based on discussions with persons from many different European countries'.

Twilight o f Totalitarianism
There are few intelligent persons left in Europe who are not convinced that the 

end of totalitarianism is only a question of time. This applies just as much to 
Germany as it does to the occupied and neutral countries. The question: “ who 
will win the war?”  has made way for the question: “ when will the war be won?” 
National Socialism is no longer considered as a force which shapes the future. It 
carries the sign of death on its face. Thus it has ceased to count as an ideological 
factor or as a spiritual menace.

The Uncertainty o f the West
In this situation much depends on the message which Continental Europe 

hears from the West, that is from the Anglo-Saxon nations and from the exiled 
governments in London. Never before has the Continent been so dependent on 
that message. Never before have so many Europeans, not only in the occupied 
countries, but also in Germany and Italy, been so eagerly listening to every word 
of hope that comes from that quarter.

But do they hear a clear message concerning a more just and more peaceful 
world and a definite call to prepare for such a world? Are the Anglo-Saxon 
nations holding out a concrete hope for the despairing masses and do they stand 
ready to fill the vacuum left by totalitarianism? ( . . . )

The propaganda which comes through the B .B .C . and in other ways is too 
busy carring coal to Newcastle, that is, convincing the oppressed people that 
national socialism is a bad thing, which is no news for them, and that the United 
Nations are going to win the war, which they do not doubt for a minute.

The inability of the West to find a word which can crystallize the positive 
forces in Europe creates a certain amount of disillusionment in the occupied 
countries. In Germany its effects are even more dangerous. Since German 
opposition circles hear on the one hand vague generalities and on the other 
purely negative formulas such as ‘unconditional surrender”  and ‘the stamping 
out of Prussianism” , they wonder increasingly whether there is anything to be 
expected from the West. Thus they find it increasingly difficult to counteract the 
anti-Western propaganda which comes not only from Nazi quarters but also 
from groups of the extreme left. The Anglo-Saxon nations still have very great

2 Cf. the chapter on the Netherlands Resistance in Doc. Eur. Integration, vol. 1, p. 562.
3 Cf. doc. 258 above with notes, and for the following Report also Visser’t Hooft, 

Memoirs, p. 173 f.
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credit in Europe; many are grateful to them for having proved that democracies 
are not only able to talk but also to act and to present an united front; and many 
are still expecting to hear a clear and definite call from that direction. But 
precisely because of this expectation, the present beginnings of a disillusionment 
are all the more serious. An opportunity such as exists at present may not come 
back. It would be a tragedy if Europe should turn its back on the Western world.

The Riddle o f the East
It is not difficult to understand that millions in Europe are fascinated by 

Russia. The astonishing vitality of the Russian people, the extraordinary sac
rifices which they make for the common cause, the remarkable unity which they 
show, the independence and skill of their foreign policy and propaganda. (. . .)

What Europe Needs
On the basis of what has been said we can now summarize briefly what 

Europe needs most of all today.
a) Europe needs above all a revival of Christian faith. There can be no abiding 

integration of its masses who have been betrayed by false shepherds, unless they 
meet again the real Shepherd. In this however, the Continent will have to work 
out under God its own salvation. In this connection others can give considerable 
help but the task of re-Christianizing Europe is the task of the European 
churches themselves. After these years of judgment and purification they are 
better able to perform it than they have been for a long time.

b) But Europe needs also a clear lead concerning the reconstruction of its 
political and social life. In this it will necessarily be far more dependent on the 
victorious nations. For the time is past when the Continent could build up its 
own order irrespective of the attitude of the Anglo-Saxon world and Russia. And 
in any case the decisions of these powers will create the economic and interna
tional framework in which the Continent will have to live.

The European countries rightly expect therefore that a lead shall be given by 
the victorious nations. In fact they want that lead right now in order to know for 
what world they are to prepare themselves and in order to counteract the 
nihilistic and anarchistic tendencies in their midst.

c) The lead which they need is a clear alternative to the mass-solutions. Even 
more than bread and peace they need hope. Hope can only be given to them if it 
is shown that a serious attempt is being made to create a world in which there 
will be freedom and security, a world in which they will not be mere pawns in a 
struggle for power or mere tools of a system of production. But to use these 
words is not enough; they must be filled with the concrete content of positive 
political and social proposals. ( . . . )
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266. British Churches: ‘The Future of Europe’ March 1944

Original (5 pages of typescript) in the Archive of the World Council of Churches in 
Geneva, D 24, Box 12, International Order No. 16 E/44 (the excerpt here is from ‘Some 
practical conclusions’, pp. 3-4, in full).

* r

In March 1944 a joint statement on the future organization of Europe for peace 
was issued by the Archbishop of Canterbury, William Temple, the Moderator of the Church 
of Scotlaind, John Baillie, and the Moderator of the Federal Council of the Free Churches of 
England, R.D. Whitehorn.1 In the first half they emphasized the basic values of the 
European heritage: the 'twin conceptions of law and liberty3, with justice 'an end in itself 
and not merely an instrument of policy3, and cthe ultimate source of personal freedom is 
man's relation to God.32 These enduring values must be re-integrated into changing social 
and cultural patterns; technical progress must be used to get rid of poverty and insecurity. 
The real importance of this document lies in the fact that in its second half (in the passage 
reproduced here headed 'Some practical conclusions3) these principles were applied 'in terms 
of immediate and practical objectives3. And just as the Church of England had been the first 
to acknowledge the unification of Europe as an aim in 1941,3 so now the British churches 
with on voice, as the war was nearing its end, called for the creation of common institutions 
in Europe 'to embody the growing sense of European Unity3.4

*

( . . . )  We believe that what is now urgently needed is that these aspirations 
should be defined in terms of immediate and practical objectives, relevant to the 
conditions of Europe. In the forefront of these must be

(1) Immediate relief measures on the largest scale to feed starving populations, 
fight disease, promote health and restore national self-support in the necessities 
of life. These should be so designed and executed as to further the growth of a 
spirit and habit within the framework of an ordered plan.

(2) Measures designed not merely to prevent chaos but to restore the rule of 
law, both national and international, and to reconstitute responsible national 
authorities able and wishing to uphold it.

(3) Common action to restore and revitalize the associations and institutions 
of every kind, local, national and international, in which the cultural and social 
tradition of Europe is specially embodied. The restoration of the Churches and 
religious associations will naturally be uppermost in the minds of Christians in 
this connection.

(4) The explicit and effective recognition by the Governments of Europe of

1 ‘The Future of Europe’ began with this foreword: ‘We desire to commend the following 
statement concerning what we should hope and work for in relation to the Future of 
Europe to the careful attention of Christian people’.

2 P. 2: ‘Only as responsible to a Being greater than the nation has the individual a standing 
independent of the community and rights which the state may not override’.

3 Cf. doc. 257 above.
4 See paras. 5-7. The end of the statement was followed by a section headed ‘Britain’s part’ 

(pp. 4 f), which obliged her ‘bound to Europe by ties of history, culture, geography and 
economic interdependence’ as she was to apply her economic resources and the 
principles of tolerance and human rights to the reconstruction of Europe.
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the basic human liberties which are the heritage of the European tradition -  
freedom of conscience and worship, freedom of speech and expression, freedom 
of association and freedom from arbitrary arrest; and the renunciation of all 
policies of discrimination against minorities on grounds of race, language or 
creed.

(5) The framing, through the appropriate agencies, of far-reaching economic 
and social policies to secure for the peoples of Europe full employment and 
social security, and the fullest use of available resources in achieving higher 
standards of life and well-being.

(6) The creation and development of common institutions and agencies, in the 
social and economic as well as the political sphere, to give effect to these common 
purposes and to embody the growing sense of European unity.

(7) The maintenance, within the framework of whatever system of world 
security may be devised, of a system of European security which will allow the 
peoples of Europe to develop their national life free from the fear of recurring 
aggression and war.

(8) The treatment of Germany presents for Christians a moral issue of 
exceptional difficulty. It must be such as to remove once and for all the menace 
of German aggression and secure full atonement for the appalling sufferings 
inflicted by Nazi Germany upon the peoples of Europe. Yet we must not lend 
ourselves, in a mood of vengefulness, to breaches of basic human rights or to 
punitive measures against the entire German people which will be repudiated as 
unjust by later generations, or will permanently frustrate the hopes of peace and 
unity in Europe. The future public safety and well-being of Europe must be the 
first aim of the peace in Europe; and no settlement will achieve that aim which 
does not set out as one of its goals the eventual reintegration of the German 
people into the European family of nations. ( . . . )

267. Pius XII: War on War through a League of Nations
24 Dec. 1944

The Pope’s Christmas message, ‘Benignitas’, in Italian in full in Acta Apostolica Sedis, 
37, Città del Vaticano, 1945, pp. 10-23; English translation in The Tablet, Dec. 30th 1944, 
pp. 316-18 (excerpt here from pp. 317 f).

The Pope's Christmas messages in 1939, 1940 and 1941 had laid down \fundamental 
postulates' for a lasting organization of world peace;1 the Message of 1942 had been wholly 
devoted to opposition to the totalitarian claims of the state, and that of 1943 had been a 
moving invitation to the cdisappointed and despairing, whose purpose in living had been 
work or the enjoyment of this life and who had lost everything in the war, to rediscover the 
values of religion.2 In his Christmas message of 1944, however, the Pope reaffirmed the call

1 Cf. docs. 254, 256 and 261 above.
2 For the 1942 Christmas message see n. 4 to doc. 261 above. The 1943 Christmas message 

(text in Acta Apostolicae Sedis 36, 1944, pp. 11-24) also appealed to the Allies not to end
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for ‘the unity (. . . ) of the family of people’ and at last managed to express in the clearest 
terms that ‘the authority of such a society must he vigorous and effective over the member 
states ’, coupled with the warning that the task must not he eclipsed hy an upsurge of hate at 
the end of the war.

( . . . )  But how far will the representatives and pioneers of democracy 
recognize through their deliberations as Christians that the Absolute Order, of 
which we have repeatedly spoken, comprises also, as a moral necessity and is the 
crowning point of social development, the unity of mankind and of the family of 
peoples? On the recognition of this principle hangs the future of the peoples. N o 
reform, no fresh guarantee, can ignore that without being weakened and without 
being untrue to itself. If, on the other hand, this moral necessity were to be 
realized in a society of nations which succeeded in eliminating the structural 
defects and shortcomings of former systems, then the majesty of that order 
would regulate and inspire equally the deliberations of that society and the use of 
its instruments of sanction. For this reason, too, we understand why the 
authority of such a society must be vigorous and effective over the member 
States; in such wise, however, that each of them retains an equal right to its own 
sovereignty. Only thus can a spirit of free democracy pervade foreign relations.

It is a duty for all, a duty which brooks no delay, no procrastination, 
hesitation, or subterfuge, to do everything to ban once and for all wars of 
aggression as a legitimate solution of international disputes and as a means 
towards realizing national aspirations. Many attempts in this direction have been 
seen in the past. They all failed, and they will all fail entirely until the saner 
section of mankind with firm determination takes the opportunity, as an 
obligation in conscience, to fulfil the mission which past ages have not underta
ken with sufficient gravity and resolution. If ever a generation has had to 
appreciate in the depths of its heart the cry “ War on war!”  it is certainly the 
present generation. Having passed through an ocean of blood and tears in a form 
perhaps never experienced in past ages, it has lived through the inexorable 
atrocities with such intensity that the recollection of so many horrors must 
remain stamped on its memory, and even in the deepest recesses of its soul, like a 
picture of Hell, against which anyone who cherishes a sense of humanity desires 
more than anything else to close the door for ever. The decisions already 
published by international commissions3 permit us to conclude that an essential

the war with a super-Versailles: ‘Give soon to the whole of distressed humanity a peace 
which will rehabilitate the human race in its own eyes and in those of history. A peace 
over the cradle of which there will be neither the avenging flashes of hate nor the 
instincts of an unbridled desire for vengeance, but may there shine forth the dawn of a 
new spirit of world fellowship emerging from a world of sorrow.’ {Actes et Documents 
du Saint Siège, vol. 7: Le Saint Siège et la Guerre Mondiale Nov. 1942-Dec. 1943, Città 
del Vaticano, 1973, p. 733). Similarly on 2 June 1944 the Pope issued an appeal not to 
impose a dictated peace but ‘to give the world a peace that all nations could accept.’ Acta 
Apostolicce Sedis 36, 1944, pp. 166-75, this excerpt from pp. 174 f.).

3 The reference is to the conference held at Dumbarton Oaks in Washington between 
21 Aug. and 7 Oct. 1944 to draft the UN Charter.
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point in any future international arrangement will be the formation of an organ 
for the maintenance of peace; an organ invested by common consent with 
supreme power, and one of whose duties it would be to smother in the germ any 
threat of isolated or collective aggression. N o one could hail this development 
with greater joy than he who has long upheld the principle that the idea of war as 
an apt and just means of solving international conflicts is out of date. ( . . . )

We will not renounce our confidence that the peoples, who have all passed 
through the school of suffering, will remember the stern lessons they have 
learned. And in this hope we are strengthened by the words of men who have 
had a greater share in the sufferings of the war, and have found generous words 
to express, together with an insistence on their own security needs against any 
future aggression, their respect for the vital rights of other peoples and their 
aversion from any infringement of those rights.4 It would be vain to expect that 
this sane judgment, dictated by the experience of history and a high political 
sense, should be, while men’s spirits are still burning white hot, generally 
accepted by public opinion or even by the majority. Hatred and the impossibility 
of mutual understanding have given rise, between peoples who have fought 
against each other, to a mist too dense to hope that the hour has already come 
when a ray of light may shine out to clear the tragic panorama on either side of its 
dark wall. But one thing we know, that the moment will come, perhaps sooner 
than people think, when both sides realize that, all things considered, there is 
only one way of getting out of the meshes in which war and hate have wrapped 
the world -  namely, a return to the solidarity so long forgotten; a solidarity not 
restricted to these or those peoples, but universal, founded on the intimate 
connection of their destinies and rights (. . .)5

4 Evidently the Pope had in mind the kind of documents collected in volume 1 of the 
present work.

5 In conclusion the Pope spoke of the new dignity of the Church as champion of the 
dignity of man and of the Divine order in the life of nations. -  As docs. 252, 254, 256, 261 
and 267 show, the Pope on the other hand, faithful to the Church’s traditional attitude to 
secular affairs, strictly refrained from detailed comments, showing no preference about 
whether this or that method (as in this context whether a European federation should or 
should not be an integral part of a global organization) would be most compatible with 
the principles of natural law, as something to be decided by a qualified layman. Only 
later, when the matter had been settled, did the Pope add: ‘If today responsible 
statesmen are working to unite Europe for the sake of world peace, the Church is very 
far from indifferent to their efforts. On the contrary, it supports them with the whole 
force of its prayers’ (Message to Pax Christi, 13 Sept. 1952, Acta Apostolicae Sedis 44, 
1952, pp. 818-23; similarly his address to members of the congress of the Union 
Européenne des Fédéralistes, 11 Nov. 1948 (ibid., 40, 1948, pp. 507-10) as well as his 
Christmas messages of 1953 (ibid., 46, 1954, pp. 5-16) and 1956 (ibid., 49, 1957, 
pp. 5-22).
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III. Views of East European Transnational Groups 
on the Postwar Order in Europe

F e l ik s  G r o ss

Introduction*
At the beginning of the post-World War I period, the Federalist Movement -  

although only a small intellectual fringe group -  joined the Pan-European 
Associations with enthusiasm and dedication. Liberal and progressive public 
opinion in Europe responded with guarded sympathy in the same way as, at 
another time, enlightened Europeans had approved Esperanto and Esperantists: 
it was a good thing, it included good people, but it had no future. Views changed 
once the French statesman, Aristide Briand, decided to advance the idea of a 
European Union. Those were times of a hopeful and constructive pacifism. But 
Briand’s initiative was something discussed and advanced solely at the summit of 
European politics and on the highest diplomatic level.
The movement in favour of integration in Central and Eastern Europe, born 
during the disaster of World War II, differed from the federalist efforts which 
appeared during the interwar period of 1918-1939. Those in the conquered 
countries who had resisted the cruel tyranny of the invaders realized that the 
prewar international order had been a complete failure. The future called for 
fundamental restructuring. The initiative for a new transnational order did not 
come from diplomats or from former heads of government of the conquered 
nations. The impetus for a European or Central European regional confederation 
came from the leadership of the newly formed governments in exile, from the 
Resistance, and from political movements in exile.1 Prior to World War II most 
of those men and women, with some exceptions, of course (especially in the case 
of Czechoslovakia), had been in opposition to their own governments, domi
nated as some of the latter were by authoritarian elements.

The social base was now far broader, the political support much stronger. In 
the Polish underground the four major parties which had led the national 
Resistance and recognized the authority of the government in London signed a

* Research for this chapter was carried out under the History of Ideas Project of the Polish 
Institute of Arts and Sciences of America in New York, supported by a Rockefeller 
Foundation grant. Professor Thomas E. Bird, Queens College, City University of New 
York, assisted in preparing the final text.

1 See in this volume, Part Two, Introduction to Chapter II Plans for the Future of 
Europe by Exiles from East European countries’, pp. 353-362.
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policy of which a future federation in Central and Eastern Europe was a 
fundamental part. The Central and Eastern European Planning Board in New 
York had direct links with the governments in exile and at least indirect contacts 
with the Resistance.2 Other transnational groups also gained broader support 
and became more hopeful. They had faith in federation as the idea of the near 
future. Moreover, as late as 1944 among decision-makers in the Western demo
cracies -  or, at least among their influential advisers -  there was sympathy and at 
times moral support for wider regional confederal solutions.

The documents of the transnational groups, reprinted in part or in toto in this 
section, should be considered against the background of the historical situation. 
O f the documents of four transnational groups reproduced below, two were 
produced in London, the others in New York.

The Danubian Club in London was a rather independent circle of exiled, but 
influential, socialist and democratic leaders from the entire region, headed by a 
Hungarian socialist, Count Michael Karolyi. The London-based programme of a 
nascent International Peasant Union, with its stress on functional regional 
economic planning, was put forward by peasant leaders, some of them members 
of their national governments in exile or their representatives: Ladislav 
Feierabend, Stanislaw Mikolajczyk, Milan Gavrilovich.3

The group of transnational documents issued in New York reflected the 
activities and plans of the Central and Eastern European Planning Board, set up 
at the International Labour Conference in that city in 1941. Some of them, e.g. 
the ‘Declaration’, were official; others reflected personal views of the federalists 
associated with this group.4 The Planning Board was an official, inter-govern
mental organization and, at the same time, a representative body of independent 
scholars, planners and members of political parties. The steering committee 
consisted of four ministers, members of the governments of Czechoslovakia, 
Greece, Yugoslavia, and Poland respectively, and of a secretary general, elected 
by them. But in times of exile and underground resistance, even ministers often 
spoke and wrote as independent political leaders rather than as members of 
governments, controlled by rigid, established policies. This association between 
governmental representatives and independent political leaders was a source of 
strength and, at the same time, of weakness.

The exiles as well as the Resistance groups living under Axis rule in the 
Balkans were divided on major issues.5 First of all, both Yugoslavia and Greece 
had royal governments in exile. Among the Yugoslav royalists, a Serbian party, 
led by Constantin Fotich, Ambassador to the United States, prevailed. Fotich, a 
conservative and a highly respected figure in the Serbian-American community,

2 See in this volume, Part Two, Introduction to Chapter II, esp. pp. 355-357; in Vol. 1 of 
this work: Continental Plans for European Union 1940-1945, the chapter by Walter 
Lipgens, ‘Plans for European Union in the Polish Resistance*.

3 Cf. Introductions to docs. 272 and 275.
4 Cf. Introductions to docs. 268-71, 273 and 274.
5 The following is based on Feliks Gross, Crossroads of Two Continents, New York, 

1945, and on personal memory.
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was particularly concerned with the future of Serbia, and horrified by the 
atrocities committed by the Croat Fascists, the Ustashi. Their cruelty and 
collaboration with the Axis weakened his faith and that of the other Serbs in the 
future of a united Yugoslav state. The political antagonism between the Serbian 
royalists and the Yugoslav and federalist democratic left had its impact on the 
work of the Transnational Planning Board. The (Serbian) Chairman of the 
Central and Eastern European Planning Board, Sava N . Kosanovich, who was 
the Yugoslav Minister of Reconstruction; his associate, Bogdan Raditsa, a Croat 
and a political writer; Professor Boris Furlan, a Slovene anti-Fascist; Branko 
Cubrilovich, Minister of Agriculture (the only surviving participant in the 
Sarajevo assassination); and Nicholas N . Mirkovich, a young Serb economist 
were active -  often enthusiastic -  federalists, pro-Yugoslav and democratic -  or 
even socialist -  in their outlook. However, Dr Ivan Subotich, professor of 
international law and a former ambassador to London -  a moderate Serb, 
associated with the royal government -  was strongly pro-federalist as well. 
Interestingly enough, Cubrilovich, in spite of his association with Sarajevo, at 
times expressed at meetings of the Board pro-Austrian views and a sympathetic 
evaluation of the constitutional order of pre-1914 Austria-Hungary. Stoyan 
Gavrilovich, Deputy Foreign Minister and an experienced diplomat, later joined 
the Yugoslav group. Nationalists in the Serbian-American community were 
outspoken in their opposition to Kosanovich and his group. This situation was 
aggravated as the year 1944 approached. The nascent tragedy of the Serb patriot 
and Resistance leader, Draza Mihailovich, split the entire Yugoslav camp apart. 
The support given to Tito by Great Britain and later by the United States seemed 
a pointer to the future.

The Greeks, too, were divided. The federalists were to be found among 
political liberals, democrats and one-time followers of Venizelos. Two of the 
more prominent were Sophocles Venizelos, son of the Greek statesman, 
Eleutherios, and an associate of R .N . Coudenhove-Kalergi, and Dr Basil Vla- 
vianos, an ardent anti-royalist and editor of the New York Hellenic daily, 
Ethnikos Kerux.6 Thus, the political conflict between the Greek republicans and 
royalists, who were also represented on the Board, affected the work of this 
transnational planning group. Most of the federalists from Eastern Europe, 
searching for new and democratic -  often radical -  solutions, sympathized with 
the Greek republicans and the Yugoslav federalists and democrats.

Political divisions within the Czechoslovak exile group had little effect on the 
Planning Board or on postwar plans. There seems to have been general agree
ment on this issue between the National Socialists, the Social Democrats and the 
Agrarians. Until late in 1944, when political pressures finally nullified the Polish- 
Czechoslovak confederal agreements, Czechoslovak postwar planning followed 
a regional confederal model in a fairly consistent way. The able Minister of 
Reconstruction, Jaromir Necas, outlined the future reconstruction of Czecho
slovakia s economy along these lines. Necas was a social democrat; so was Vojta 
Benes, brother of President Benes, whose plans for educational reconstruction

6 See in this volume, Part Two, Chapter II, doc. 157.
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followed the East European confederal pattern.7 The Secretary General of the 
Czechoslovak Trade Unions and a member of the International Federation of 
Trade Unions, Jiri Stolz, a passionate classical scholar and a true European 
humanist, was active in this group. Jan Masaryk, son of Thomas Masaryk, 
broadminded, witty, and humane, represented the Czechoslovak government on 
the Steering Committee. He was a National Socialist, an associate of President 
Benes; so were Joseph Hanc, author of an early work on regional ideas, and Jan 
Papanek, Minister of State and one of the more active and valued members of the 
Steering Committee, a deputy of Jan M asaryk.8 The Czechoslovak group 
enjoyed the support of a staff of gifted experts, including Professor Antonin 
Basch, a Columbia University economist, and such humanists as the historian 
Professor Ottokar Odlozilik, the theologian Jan Kozak, and the journalist Jan 
Munzer, to mention only a few. There were also practical planners, prominent 
among them being the Minister of Agriculture and leader of the Agrarian Party, 
Ladislav Feierabend, co-author and co-signatory of the regional Agrarian Pro
gramme (doc. 272). In the London Czechoslovak group Hubert Ripka, Minister 
of State, was the major architect of confederal plans. He never abandoned hope 
in such a solution during his exile even after the 1948 coup in Prague. The 
Czechoslovaks worked well with the Poles, despite the misgivings they felt on 
account of the disparity of their respective social systems and external orienta
tion, as well as suspicions of Polish expansionism.

Most of those active in the Polish group on the Planning Board belonged to 
the prewar opposition. A Socialist, Jan Stanczyk, Secretary General of the 
Miners’ Union, represented the Polish government; in his absence, he was 
replaced by Sylwin Strakacz, Minister of State and an associate of the Prime 
Minister, General Sikorski. Feliks Gross, one of the initiators of the Board, was 
elected Secretary General, responsible for overall planning activities. Strong 
support came from Jan Ciechanowski, Polish ambassador in Washington. R o
man Michalowski, a diplomat, army officer and the co-founder of New Europe 
(he later joined the United States army), was one of the most ardent supporters 
of federalist solutions. So were Klemens Jedrzejewski, sociologist, Ludwik 
Krzyzanowski, cultural historian, and the economists Zygmunt Karpinski, 
Tomasz Kusniarz, Stephen de Ropp and Olgierd Langer, the last-named a 
Harvard graduate who was an economist of the Board.

The Danubian Club in London was a relatively homogenous ideological 
group, free to express diverse opinions. Such a group was able to advance a 
ready-made constitution for the region even if the chances of adopting it were 
slim. The draft Constitution (doc. 281 below) remained a political vision of an 
ideal future.

The Planning Board could march only one step ahead of the governments 
represented on it. The Board was regarded by many, especially by the press, as 
an official, although more forward-looking, planning body for the four govern
ments. Its plans and statements had to take into account the policies and

7 Cf. doc. 273 below.
8 See in this volume, Part Two, Chapter II, docs. 143 and 149.
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reactions of the four governments, some of which preferred general, vague 
declarations rather than definite commitments. A joint constitutional project was 
never considered and would, in fact, have been unrealistic under the circumstan
ces. Moreover, the war was still going on, the political situation was changing 
rapidly, and a certain flexibility was required. Rigid plans were not only 
premature for the taste of pragmatic statesmen, they could create difficulties 
during negotiations to come, especially with the Soviet Union.

Those two factors -  on the one hand inner tensions and political contradic
tions; on the other the political imperatives of a dynamic and changing situation 
-  affected the work of the Planning Board. But individual planners, associated 
with this group, were far bolder than the official declarations and statements 
which were issued. This can be seen in the difference between the Planning 
Board's or the International Peasant Union's declarations or plans on the one 
hand and individual projects in this collection on the other.9

The New York University Group of the Pan-European movement, headed by 
Professor Arnold Zurcher and Coudenhove-Kalergi, free from all these con
straints and considerations of political power, was able to move straight ahead 
and to draft a constitution. What was the relationship of this seminar to the 
Planning Board? The planners of the latter represented primarily ideologies and 
movements associated with socialist, democratic, and peasant parties. Only a few 
were conservative. The movement was considered at that time to be a conserva
tive group, although the former Foreign Minister of the Spanish Republic and 
Rector of the University of Madrid, Fernando de los Rios, who was a socialist, 
was an active member of it.10 There were also other exiles who were anti-Fascist 
or moderate: Jose Antonio de Aguirre, former President of the Autonomous 
Basque Republic, Alfredo Mendizabal, a professor at the University of Oviedo, 
and Ame-Leroy, a one-time supporter and associate of Aristide Briand. H ow 
ever, some old, personal friendships and ties with Coudenhove-Kalergi were 
regarded as evidence of sympathy for the monarchist cause. Rumours of support 
for a restoration of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy were being spread at times 
when spokesmen for Central-Eastern Europe were issuing strong statements 
against any such attempt. As early as 1941 the Czechoslovak National Council of 
America issued a bulletin entitled Habsburgs and the Central European Federa
tion, directed against a restoration of the Danubian monarchy. Unfriendly 
rumours resulted in a certain apprehension among exile representatives of the 
Danubian nations. However, in connection with a federalist conference in 1943, 
Coudenhove-Kalergi wrote to the Secretary General of the Central and Eastern 
European Planning Board (Feliks Gross) a personal letter dated New York, 
15 March, 1943, denying that his movement supported a restoration of the 
monarchy.

In the meantime the political scenario kept changing rapidly. As the end of the 
war approached, and in consequence of Soviet opposition, support for federal

9 See, respectively, docs. 270-72 and 273 and 274.
10 See in this volume, Part Two, Introduction to Chapter II, p. 353, and Part Three,

Introduction to Chapter IV (‘Other Transnational Groups’), p. 786.
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solutions declined rapidly in 1944 and 1945. The change of historical circum
stances, and especially the shift in mood and sentiment, was reflected in the press 
and in public statements. In 1945 the Columbia University Press published 
Feliks G ross’s volume on Central and Eastern European confederation, Cross
roads o f Two Continents.11 Criticism of the very idea of an East European 
regional confederation in numerous reviews of the book reflected the adverse 
climate for the survival of an idea, let alone of a political change.12 Nevertheless, 
there are lost causes of today which are the ideas of the future. The political 
situation at that time called for an acte de présence by the federalist movement, an 
assertion of the belief that victory over oppression had made it possible for 
Eastern Europe to be more than a mere ‘sphere of influence’ . As late as 1947 an 
informative review of Crossroads appeared in a scholarly French-language 
journal, Chronique (Budapest, 31 Oct. 1947), under the innocuous title ‘Com 
mentaires américains sur l’idée de Kossuth d’une confédération du Danube’. 
Ideas have ways of surviving.

268. Delegations of the Governments, Employers and Workers of 
Czechoslovakia, Greece, Poland and Yugoslavia: Joint 
Declaration 4 Nov. 1941

Drawn up and signed during the ILO conference in New York on 4 Nov. 1941. 
Published in English in The Inter-Allied Review, vol. 1 (1941), no. 10, p. 1 f; Foreign 
Policy Reports XVIII, no. 1, New York, 15 March 1942 (Vera M. Dean, ‘European 
Agreements for Postwar Reconstruction’), p. 12; reprinted in F. Gross, Crossroads of Two 
Continents, New York (Columbia University Press), 1945, p. 107-109; L.W. Holborn, 
War and Peace Aims of the United Nations, vol. 1, Boston (World Peace Foundation), 
1943; German tr. in W. Lipgens, Foderationsplane, pp. 442-44. (Here unabridged).

From January or June 1941 onwards Polish-Czechoslovak and Greek-Yugoslav 
negotiations took place with a view to future federation or union, conceived as the nucleus 
of still wider associations or unions.1 During the annual conference of the International 
Labour Organization (the most important surviving agency of the League of Nations, 
which managed to remain effective even during the war) representatives of the govern
ments, employers and workers of those countries issued this declaration on close co-operation

11 See excerpts in Part Two of this volume, Chapter II, pp. 405-408.
12 The London Times (Literary Supplement of 8 December, 1945), referred to ‘dreams of a 

“ Middle Zone” federation between Germany and Russia based, all along, on the 
assumption of a new defeat of both these Powers’. Soviet Russia Today (June 1945) 
called it ‘absurd’. David Mitrany wrote in the Chatham House journal, International 
Affairs (June 1946): ‘The little study is earnest and painstaking but it follows an idea 
rather than experience’. This historian Hans Kohn wrote in the New York Times (8 July 
1945): The Soviet Union is apparently opposed to such a project -  a fact which removes 
it, at least for the near future, from the realm of practical politics’.

1 Cf. texts in vol. 3 of the present series.
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in the future.2 Soon afterwards, in January 1942 the same four governments set up a 
‘Central and Eastern European Planning Board’ (cf. docs. 270 and 271 below). Six months 
later members of the Peasant Parties of Central and South-Eastern Europe signed a joint 
‘Peasant Programme3 (cf. doc. 272 below).

The Government, Employers’ and Workers’ delegations of the Central Euro
pean and Balkan countries represented at the International Labor Conference, 
having met and jointly reviewed the situation, have unanimously adopted the 
following declaration:

1. With feelings of indescribable sadness we pay a tribute to our tormented 
peoples, to their unconquerable spirit, their courage and the magnitude of their 
sacrifices. We proclaim the solidarity of our countries in the common struggle 
for freedom.

2. We protest before the civilized world against the innumerable and unpre
cedented atrocities that are being daily committed by the invaders and their 
satellites. For the sole crime of remaining loyal to their country, thousands of 
men, women and children are subjected to the tortures of the concentration 
camps or are executed. The invader respects neither the laws of God nor the 
rights of man. We particularly protest against the barbarous practice of taking 
hostages and executing them.

We send a fraternal greeting to the other oppressed nations of Europe. We pay 
tribute to the great and valiant peoples of the British Empire, of the Soviet 
Union, and to the great American nation. Our most sympathetic thoughts go 
also to the people of China.

3. We solemnly assure our peoples that the struggle for their liberation, carried 
on jointly with the world’s great democracies, shall be continued untiringly until 
the day of victory.

2 Over and above the references to ‘solidarity’ and ‘unity’, which fell short of federation 
in the full sense, the importance of this document lay in the fact that it was jointly 
drawn up and signed by four delegations, as follows:
Czechoslovakia: for the government by Jan Masaryk (minister of foreign affairs) and 
Jaromir Necas (minister of reconstruction and public works); 
for the employers by Richard Morawetz; 
for the workers by Josef Kosina.
Greece: for the government by Aristides Dimitratos (minister of labour, agriculture 
and co-operatives);
for the employers by Georges Logothetis;
for the workers by Demetrios Papas (chairman of the national association of Greek 
workers);
Poland: for the government by Jan Stariczyk (minister of labour and social welfare); 
for the employers by Alfred Falter;
for the workers by Feliks Gross (authorized to sign by Alojzy Adamczyk);
Yugoslavia: for the government by Sava N. Kosanovich
(minister of state);
for the employers by Bozo Banats;
for the workers by Cezar Milosh
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4. In pursuing this struggle we count on the help and wholehearted support of 
all the free nations, and above all of their organized working people. The 
duration of the war depends very largely on the extent to which these nations, 
and especially their workers, show a spirit of sacrifice.

5. The countries of Central Europe and the Balkans reaffirm their profound 
devotion to the democratic principle and express their solidarity with the great 
democracies.

6. We express the firm conviction that the peace that will follow victory will 
bring to our peoples, as well as to all peoples throughout the world, enjoyment 
of the four freedoms defined in the Roosevelt-Churchill declaration.

We hope that the end of this war, which was forced upon us, will save a 
hundred million inhabitants of Central Europe and of the Balkans from their 
present state of wretchedness by assuring them the possibility of stable employ
ment, guaranteed by reconstruction and by the development of their industries 
and agriculture and that those peoples will be included within the sphere of 
international exchanges of goods and services. Special attention goes to the 
masses of the peasant population and to their social and economic standards, 
because it is on those elements that peace and security in that region depend. It is 
in this spirit that our present joint declaration has been conceived, and it is in this 
same spirit of frank and friendly collaboration that we conceive the part to be 
played by our countries in the reconstruction of a new Europe, enjoying a stable 
peace, with freedom and prosperity.

269. Nicholas Mirkovich: ‘Yugoslavia and the New York
Declaration’ December 1941

N. Mirkovich: ‘Yugoslavia and the New York Declaration’, in New Europe, New York, 
December 1941.

In this article Nicholas Mirkovich, a young and gifted Yugoslav economist and federal
ist,1 interpreted the wider implications of the New York Declaration establishing the 
Central and Eastern European Planning Board (doc. 269 below). A political writer of 
outspoken views, Mirkovich -  himself a democrat and a socialist -  confined himself at this 
point to a statement in general terms which would be acceptable to other Yugoslavs.

The declaration on common aims, signed in New York on November 5 by the 
representatives of Czechoslovakia, Greece, Yugoslavia, and Poland, will prove to 
be one of the most important events in the modern history of the East European 
region. It is, possibly, the first time that these countries, whose territories stretch

1 N. Mirkovich became director of the Yugoslav Office of Reconstruction and chairman 
of the Agricultural Subcommittee of the Central and Eastern European Planning Board. 
He joined the US Army in 1943, landed in Dalmatia in 1944, and was killed in action 
during the spring of 1944.
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from the Baltic to the Aegean Sea, have come out in a common act of such 
international importance, at a moment when the democratic world is fighting for 
those same principles embodied in the Four-States Declaration.

Some facts give a special importance to the New York declaration. The first is 
that the nations concerned really represent a good section of the total European 
population, some hundred million men, and that their respective states cover a 
large territory, which speaks for a solid natural and geographical foundation of 
the new system in the making.

The second fact is that the declaration is, as far as basic aims and principles go, 
an organic outgrowth of the Atlantic Charter made public by President 
Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill not long ago. The text of the declaration 
explicitly mentions the Atlantic Charter, and the very spirit of the declaration 
leaves no doubt that it was conceived in the desire to make a valid contribution to 
the general effort of the democratic and progressive world.

Then, there is a special significance in the fact that the Declaration was made 
on the soil of the democratic American nation. Some of the signatories of the 
declaration, the Republic of Czechoslovakia in the first place, will know how 
important a part the United States played in the construction of their states and 
of the democratic order in some of them. The conference of the International 
Labor Organization itself derived special importance from the fact that it was 
held in New York and Washington, on the territory of a country so profoundly 
interested in the betterment of the future of the world, and so determined to give 
its best to make sure of that future.

This country, the United States of America, is invited to play a decisive role in 
the world’s history. As these lines are being written, on December 7, Japan has 
declared war on the United States and Great Britain.

The military victory is but part of the entire effort, which has to be sup
plemented by a constructive peace. The small nations of the European East and 
of the Balkans are confident that the United States, this time, will take a full part 
in the creation of that peace, and secure an international order which will give 
security to the small and defenceless, but democratic and progressive nations of 
the world.

The declaration, at the same time, continues, on a broader basis, the effort of 
the regional attempts, the Little and the Balkan Ententes. The Little Entente was 
a defensive alliance in the first place; the Balkan Entente had, by far, more 
constructive components. Both were crushed by the Nazi aggression. It is hoped 
that the construction built on the bases of the New York declaration will surpass 
both organizations in meaning and effect, avoid entanglement in warlike allian
ces, and be the very backbone of economic and social stability and progress on 
the European continent.

Yugoslavia, one of the signatories of the declaration, has a special interest in 
fostering the ideas embodied in it. The Yugoslav delegation at the Labor 
Conference participated in all phases of the work, undertook many respon
sibilities in regard to the preparing and drafting of the declaration, maintained 
steady contacts with members of the Czechoslovak, Greek, and Polish delega
tions. It hopes that the important work will be continued in some way and that
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something constructive will be done in connection with organized thinking and 
action in the field of political cooperation and social and economic reconstruc
tion and planning.

Yugoslavia had its numerous experiences with the work and the difficulties of 
the Little and Balkan Ententes. That will help in many ways. The task is serious 
and the knowledge of past misunderstandings and errors may help avoid new 
ones.

Yugoslavia has its own experience in federation. The country itself, by its very 
nature, is a federation of varied geographical conditions, a federation of national 
groups, of different traditions, religions, and political beliefs. Although of the 
same racial stock, and closely related to one another, the three Slavic nations, the 
Serbs, the Croats, and the Slovenes, have their special characteristics which give 
them a mark of ethnic and cultural individuality.

So, in order to solve its internal constitutional problem, Yugoslavia had to go 
through the experience of the struggle between the concepts of unitarianism and 
federation. It began with the first and it paid heavily for the unsuccessful 
experiment. A period of internal strife and antagonism consumed some of the 
best energies of the state. In the meanwhile, the idea of federation gained in 
popularity, and it found its supporters among the most powerful political parties 
among the Croats and the Serbs. By 1939, the experiment in federation was 
attempted, and in August of the same year the Serbo-Croatian agreement, 
known as sporazum , was signed. It provided for the autonomy of Croatia within 
the common Yugoslav state. It was the first step toward the realization of a true 
South Slavic federation. However, international political events and the new war 
interrupted this peaceful and constitutional development, and postponed the 
solution for an indefinite number of years.

With this fresh experience in federative thinking and practice, Yugoslavia now 
joins hands with other nations of the European East and contributes its best in 
that field. Its political leaders have, a number of times already, given open 
expression to these ideas. It is not a mere accident that numerous responsible 
leaders of the Yugoslav movement in exile have made plain their and their 
government’s stand on the issue of collaboration among the small nations of 
Central Europe and the Balkans.

It was in that spirit that Yugoslavia and the Yugoslavs adhered to the New 
York declaration with a hope that, in post-war Europe, we shall build a solid 
system of peace, security, and prosperity. But we do not forget for a moment 
that, even now, while the struggle is on, there is serious work in thinking and 
action to be done.
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270. General Steering Committee of the Central and Eastern
European Planning Board: Declaration 14 January 1942

Reprinted from New Europe, New York, March 1942. The declaration appeared in the 
Interallied Review, New York, 15 March 1942, vol. II, no. 3; reprinted in F. Gross, 
Crossroads of Two Continents, pp. 109-11.

In a well established Central and Eastern European tradition this declaration was 
drafted in the American equivalent of a Central European or Balkan coffee-house, a 
midtown cafeteria, by two independent federalists and scholars, a Serb and a Pole. The draft 
was polished with the aid of Sava N. Kosanovich, a former member of the Yugoslav 
Parliament and at that time Minister of Reconstruction. It was later approved by represent
atives of the four major governments which had earlier agreed to form such a committee.

The Central and Eastern European Planning Board, like the International Labour 
Organization, had a tripartite structure: government representatives, trade unions and 
employers. In practice, in the conditions of war and exile, it was a transnational and ctrans- 
gov emmentaP committee where representatives of governments and independent citizens 
(who represented political parties or contributed their own expertise) met and worked 
together (see Introduction to this chapter). There was no official connection with the 
London-based Danubian Club.

The declaration was intentionally couched in very general terms. A flexible document 
made it possible to associate representatives of divergent views and otherwise antagonistic 
parties.

Nevertheless, the signatories of the declaration were unequivocal in their support for 
some form of a Central and Eastern European confederation.1

Our nations have suffered most during this war. The tyrannical order of Nazi 
Germany and its satellites has tried, with all possible means, to enslave, politi
cally and economically, the peoples of our states.

This war is a war of the forces of Fascism and Nazism against the order and 
the principles of democracy. We expect that the peace that will come will 
definitely do away with those forces of backwardness and darkness and secure to 
our nations, as well as to all the nations of the world, economic and social 
security and lasting international peace.

Our Allies’ governments are working not only to win the war, but also to win 
the peace. Both tasks are to be achieved in full cooperation and in harmony with 
all free nations.

The aims of our struggle and the outlines of our friendship were given in the 
Atlantic Charter, and the Joint Declaration of the twenty-six United Nations in 
Washington.

To prepare a better world, the International Labor Conference held in New

1 It was signed by: Chairman Sava N. Kosanovich, Minister of State, Yugoslavia, Deputy 
Chairmen; Jan Masaryk, Minister of Foreign Affairs, Czechoslovakia; Aristides Dimit- 
ratos, Minister of Labour and Agriculture, Greece; Jan Stanczyk, Minister of Labour 
and Social Welfare, Poland; Secretary General Feliks Gross.
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York unanimously accepted the resolution submitted by the U. S. A. delegation; 
i.e. government’s, employers’ and workers’ delegates.

According to this resolution, the International Labor Office shall organize a 
committee for post-war reconstruction.

The four Central and Eastern European states, Czechoslovakia, Greece, 
Poland and Yugoslavia, in connection with the U. S. A. resolution, declared at 
this conference, on November 5, 1941, their intention for the closest cooperation 
in the struggle for freedom and in preparing post-war reconstruction.

To further this aim, the four delegations established, on January 7, 1942, the 
Central and Eastern European Planning Board.

We agree on the essential need of close collaboration among peoples and 
governments of the small nations of Central and Eastern Europe, while war is 
still being fought and, later, after peace comes back to the world. The East 
European region has its own problems and those must be handled and solved by 
mutual consent and friendly collaboration of the respective nations. Doing so, 
they believe that the democratic world of today and tomorrow will be enriched 
by a new, sincere effort, and by a constructive experiment in the way of building 
a better order.

The cooperation of all these nations constitutes a step towards the establish
ment of a future world order based on mutual friendship.

It is in that spirit that the idea of the Central and Eastern European Planning 
Board was conceived, and it is in that spirit that its founders want to see it work 
for the benefit of their peoples, their part of the world, and all democratic 
peoples.

Furthermore, we want to stress the unshaken belief in the victory of the cause 
of the United Nations, which is the cause of justice, decency, and respect for the 
rights of individuals and nations, large and small alike. We also want to give 
expression to the special feelings of sympathy toward the United States, Great 
Britain, the Soviet Union, and China for their part in this struggle of today.

The General Steering Committee 
of the Central and Eastern European Planning Board 

Czechoslovakia Greece Poland Yugoslavia

271. Central and Eastern European Planning Board: Inaugural 
Meeting 28 May 1942

Excerpts from Minutes of the Inaugural Meeting of the Joint Economic Committees of 
the Central and Eastern European Planning Board, 28 May 1942. Documents and Reports, 
No. 1, New York, 1942.

These excerpts give some insight into procedures and also list the participants.1 The 
approach toward the integration of Central and Eastern Europe was cautious. After the

1 The following were present: Sava N. Kosanovich, Minister of State of Yugoslavia; 
Stavros Theophanidis, Minister of the Greek Merchant Navy; Consul-General Sylwin
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initial political declaration concerning the Polish, Czechoslovak, ¿«d Yugoslav
confederation (see Introduction to this chapter), the general approach was on what were 
subsequently called functional lines. Excerpts from the opening address by Sava 
Kosanovich and from the contribution by Professor Lindsay Rogers are published for the 
first time in doc. 271 below.

[. . .] The purpose of this meeting is ther creation of four subcommittees of 
experts, covering four different sections of the research and planning in econom
ics which the Board is undertaking. First, there will be a sub-committee on 
industry, then one on agriculture, one on relief, and finally, a sub-committee on 
foreign trade and finance.

We want to be as modest as possible this time. Let us not embark on big 
schemes, and let us not devise big formulas. What we want to do is to try to 
contribute to an honest and objective understanding of the problem of the 
economics of the region the work of our Board is covering. The work we are 
inaugurating today is a work of silent people, of groups of economic experts who 
shall devote their time to research and study, of people whose only goal must be 
to prepare sound foundations for the planning and thinking that will come one 
day when we are able to resume practical work again.

Then we want to emphasize one point which, in my estimation, is essential. 
We are gathered here to impress the idea of united action, and of a wider concept 
of order and reconstruction. By its very nature, our Board is a regional and 
international body. It is a very modest beginning, but it may become the nucleus 
of something that will grow. Ultimately we would like to see a common 
European economic, social, and political organization, a World Commonwealth 
of Peoples eventually. Our Board is working on a detailed plan and on a section 
of that big dream that is today heartening the masses of fighting peoples on all 
fronts. Widening our horizons and the unification of our efforts is what we are 
striving for, not barriers and nationalistic isolationalism. We believe this to be the 
path of the future.

We also feel that we should first of all tackle problems which have a common 
value and a unifying purpose, which bring groups and nations closer to each 
other. In our region, we have many of those actual and uniform problems and it 
will be our primary task to bring them out into the open and work on them.

Many of us have found refuge in this great and democratic country. In this 
atmosphere of freedom and trust we are now able to continue our work and to 
think of the future. We are also happy to know that America understands the

Strakacz, Poland; Jan Papanek, Minister of State of Czechoslovakia; Secretary-General, 
Feliks Gross; as representatives of the International Labour Office Professor Carter 
Goodrich, President, and Professor Lindsay Rogers, Director of Reconstruction of the 
ILO; also for Czechoslovakia Prof. Antonin Basch, Dr J. Mara, Dr Frank Weise; for 
Greece Dr Stephen Chaconas, Mr N. Embiricos, Dr Alexander Loverdos; for Yugo
slavia Minister B. Jevtich, Minister F. Snoj, Capt. V. Bruer, Mr Bogdan Raditsa, Prof. B. 
Furlan, Dr Nicholas Mirkovich, Mr Ante Pavelich; for Poland Prof. Stephen Ropp, Mr 
Zygmunt Karpinski, Mr T. Kusniarz, Mr A. Salman, Dr E. Werner, and others.
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fight of our peoples: the guerillas of Drazha Mihailovich in Yugoslavia, the 
resistance of the Czechoslovak and Greek peoples, the courageous fight of the 
subjugated Poles. But we would also like to make America understand our fight 
for the future. All those thousands who are willingly sacrificing their lives are 
doing that because they believe in what is to come after the war. We here want to 
give a formal expression to these beliefs and hopes. We want our American 
friends to understand that we are consciously preparing a true new order on the 
battlefronts of Eastern Europe.

We have thoughts and plans about what kind of economic changes and 
improvements we want to have. We shall work on them during the months to 
come. We want to insure certain economic and social standards for our peoples, 
and to allow the full utilization of our economic forces for the ultimate benefit of 
our peoples and of international society. We feel that we shall have a significant 
role in the building of the order of social and economic democracy. Our 
countries are rich in natural resources, manpower, energy. We occupy a large 
and significant territory. Our efforts should be combined and utilized in such a 
way as to ensure the highest possible standards for a peaceful and constructive 
development of our peoples, and to make the best possible contributions to the 
wider international community.

Our Board of four nations will do its part and it hopes to receive encourage
ment from the American side. The organization of the economic committee 
today marks the beginning of a period of technical study and detailed work 
which will have to give some real foundations to our thoughts and plans.

( . . . )  Prof. Rogers said that it is encouraging that the four countries repre
sented here do not touch the problem of boundaries, and that they limit their 
activities to the economic and social fields. It is of course not our task to deal 
with these other questions.

What is the purpose and the role of our work?
To perform a sound and thorough research, concerning all problems of post

war reconstruction. This generally delimits the field of action.
In the above-mentioned agreement the essential need was emphasized of close 

collaboration among peoples and governments of the small nations of Central 
and Eastern Europe, now, and later.

This region has its own problems, and they must be handled and solved by the 
mutual consent and friendly collaboration of the respective nations: a construc
tive experiment in the way of building up a better order.

Thus it should be primarily research into these problems, which of course are 
not limited only to the countries represented here, but are and will be common 
also to Austria, Hungary, Rumania, Bulgaria, all of them belonging to a certain 
sphere of common interests.

When the agreement speaks of solving those particular problems by the 
collaboration of respective nations, this should certainly be understood not as an 
intention of separate action, as it is clearly seen by the joint declaration of the 
26 United Nations who accepted the principles incorporated in the Atlantic 
Charter, and quoted in the declaration of the four nations of January 14, 1942. 
[See doc. 270 above]
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We know only too well that this problem is only a part of the European 
problem, and thus the problem of the world organization, and we certainly do 
not intend to propose any plan of self-sufficiency of this part of Europe.

The research work should concern all problems of reconstruction and that is 
really an enormous task, including the question of political constitution, of 
economic and social regime and the organization of minorities, public health, 
education, and before everything else -  the integration of this part of Europe 
with other countries and with the world economy. Our task today is first and 
foremost to discuss the economic problems, including the most important.

272. Representatives of the Peasant Parties of Central and South- 
Eastern Europe: ‘Peasant Programme’ 9 July 1942

Reprinted from New Europe, New York, November 1943. Also in: Royal Institute of 
International Affairs (ed.), Agrarian Problems from the Baltic to the Aegean. Discussion of 
a Peasant Programme, London 1944, p. 17-23; F. Gross, Crossroads of Two Continents, 
pp. 111-17 (excerpts below).

The ‘Peasant Programme’, adopted in London on 9 July 1942 and signed by representa
tives of the Peasant Parties from the Baltic to the Aegean Sea,1 is an important document in 
the history of East European regionalism. The term ‘confederation * is not mentioned in this 
document, but the concept is reflected in the entire plan. In its broad outlines it bears some 
similarity to agricultural plans put forward by the Danubian Club and the New York 
Planning Board.

An interpretation and explanation of this programme appeared in a publication issued by 
the Royal Institute of International Affairs.2 In his contribution to this Professor R.W. 
Seton-Watson wrote:3 7 1 is not my purpose to propound some cut-and-dried system for the 
vast area (. . .) It is, however, safe to assert that their mutual relations can only be 
satisfactorily built up on federal lines (. . .)’ He went on: cThere are some who think that it 
will be positively easier and safer to achieve a wider fvision’ or confederacy including 
everything from the Baltic to the Aegean; but most people will be inclined to the view that a 
northern and a southern tier may be built up step by step, and that then perhaps a 
superstructure may be erected over the heads of them all/  The British historian suggested an 
alternative of three unified sub-regional systems: Balkan, Danubian, and Northern.

1 Bulgaria: Dimitre Matzankieff 
Czechoslovakia: Ladislav Feierabend, Jan Lichner 
Greece: Vrasidas Capernaros
Flungary: Arnold Daniel, Michael Karolyi 
Poland: Stanislaw Mikolajczyk, Witold Kulerski 
Rumania: Pavel Pavel
Yugoslavia: Rudolf Bicanic, Fran. Gabrovshek, Milan Gavrilovich

2 Agrarian Problems from the Baltic to the Aegean, Discussion of a Peasant Programme, 
London, 1944.

3 “The Zone of Small Nations in Eastern Europe: A Political Survey” (p. 34 ff.).
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Introduction
I. We here present a programme drawn up by the representatives of the 

Peasant Communities of Central and Southeastern Europe now in exile in 
London. The countries represented are Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Greece, Hun
gary, Poland, Rumania, and Yugoslavia. None of those who sign this document 
will claim that he represents in any final way the policy of his own country. But, 
each of them claims, and is entitled to claim, that he knows the needs of his 
country as he sees them. And, collectively, we assert that the programme for 
peasant progress here presented is sincerely designed to serve the future needs of 
the whole region now under consideration when the victory of the Allied 
Nations has restored their liberties.

II. Our purpose has been to examine the postwar prospects of the Peasant 
Community in Central and Southeastern Europe. The problems involved are 
agrarian, economic, and political.

In this programme we are mostly concerned with the agrarian aspect, and we 
have sought to present a constructive plan, capable of acceptance by the peoples 
and governments of the whole region and likely to enlist the support of the 
United Nations as well.

O f the political prospect, we declare that we remain opposed to dictatorship in 
all its forms and heartily associate ourselves with the United Nations. [. . .]

IV. We are convinced that the maintenance of our liberties after the downfall 
of Germany cannot be achieved by a mere reversion to prewar conditions. The 
nations throughout this territory must execute a common policy, in close accord 
with Great Britain, the Soviet Union, anad the United States. Our contribution 
to this task is described in this Peasant Programme: subject, no doubt, to specific 
reservation by each country on certain points. Such a programme -  especially if 
given due publicity during the closing stages of the war -  would have a re
assuring effect on the people, and would help materially to prevent anarchy and 
chaos in large tracts of Central and Southeastern Europe. It would, moreover, 
concentrate popular attention on far-reaching plans of social improvement, and 
would exercise a beneficial effect upon the postwar development of the whole 
region. [. . .]

Programme o f Popular Liberation and Progress for Peasant 
Communities in Central-Southeastern Europe
Partnership of the peasant and the townsman.
Believing, in the words of the Bible, that “ we are all members of one body,”  

we design our programme as part of a general human purpose, and we maintain 
that the raising of the peasants’ standard of life is the necessary precondition for 
the progress of the whole nation. We are only too well aware that, in some of our 
countries, certain privileged classes have exercised an influence upon public 
policy that has often been detrimental to the national interest generally, and to 
the peasants in particular. We deny that there must be any inevitable hostility 
between the interests of the urban and rural population. We welcome industrial 
development as the chief means whereby the condition of the whole people can
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be raised; and we believe that the struggle for a higher standard of living must be 
based on a collaboration of all the constructive forces in society.

Peasant Ownership
“ The Land for the Peasant”  is our watchword. As we believe that the land 

should belong to those who work it, we cannot tolerate the existence of 
multitudes of landless men, or men with too little land, side by side with the 
existence of large estates. We regard the expropriation of the large owners and 
the sub-division of their estates as an essential social reform in those regions 
where peasant proprietorship does not prevail.

The main basis on which a sound and progressive agricultural community can 
be built up is that of individual and peasant-owned farms. We do not, however, 
believe that the peasant can live in isolation, and we recognize the desirability of 
voluntary cooperation in land cultivation. [. . .]

One fCOver-Riding Purpose33
As persons and goods pass from one country to another, they are normally 

subject to import restrictions imposed to protect national interests. Recognizing 
that these interests must be served and preserved, we record our conviction, none 
the less, that there is an overriding purpose common to the whole peasant 
community, from the Baltic to the Mediterranean, that we desire to promote. In 
the field of tariff policy there are conflicting interests to reconcile, and we hope 
to achieve this reconciliation by bringing them into their true relation with a 
greater interest, common to us all. The exaggerated nationalism of the 19th 
century gave us a legacy of national strife. We desire in the 20th century to serve a 
better cause. We are all fighting for our nations against Nazi tyranny; but when, 
with the aid of Britain, America, and the Soviet Union, we have won our 
freedom once more, we are determined to bury past feuds and to show the world 
that we have a common purpose. [. . .]

273. Vojta Benes: The Educational System in Postwar Central and 
Eastern Europe April 1943

New Europe, New York, April 1943; reprinted in Vojta Benes, ‘A Proposal for the 
Reconstruction of the Educational System in Postwar Eastern and Central Europe’, New 
York, 1943. New Europe Pamphlet Series No. 1.

*

In April 1943 the Central and Eastern European Planning Board and New York University 
jointly organized a transnational conference at New York University, dedicated to postwar 
educational reconstruction in those parts of Europe. Prominent American and European 
educationists met together and evolved general plans along confederal lines, taking in either 
Central and Eastern Europe or the Continent as a whole. Prominent among the organizers 
of this conference were Dean George Payne and Professor Reinhold Scheirer, an exiled
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German educationist and gifted scholar, both of New York University. Vojta Benes, leader 
of the Czechoslovak Social Democrats and a prominent Czechoslovak educationist, prop
osed the draft programme for transnational educational reconstruction of a *Central 
European Confederacy \ In the present document Vojta Benes, elder brother of President 
Eduard Benes, put forward a federalist view of future educational reconstruction. Since he 
was not a member of the Czechoslovak government at that time, he could allow his 
imagination more scope than an official spokesman would have been able to do. The 
excerpts given below deal with education as a fundamental task of a confederation of 
Central and Eastern European states. The later sections, omitted for reasons of space, dealt 
with the effects of the Nazi conquest, social assistance, youth, physical education, religion in 
education, the impact of the social environment, state education councils and cooperation 
between them.

Public Education
1. Its Ideal Basis. Public education is most deeply rooted in society’s educa

tional activity. Democracy endowed citizenship with a new meaning. The man in 
pre-democratic society was educated for the state, its dynasty, and aristocracy, 
and later for its capitalistic, that is, governing strata. For that reason the school of 
the past had the function of training in rote memory and obedience.

Democracy places government in the hands of the people. It gives them an 
initiative. It, therefore, educates man for himself and for the state, for the citizen 
is the ruler of the state.

To govern well is one of the great arts. Because it can be taught, it is not only 
the right but the very duty of the state to give it. N ot rote memory, which 
tolerates a passive nature, but the ennoblement and the direction of one’s own 
will are the virtues of a democratic education. N ot a passive, but active and 
creative character and cooperation of the able citizen must be the goal of 
democratic training.

This education for democracy shall, of course, be provided to both sexes. This 
process in a democratic state means a public and a compulsory system of 
elementary public education. Higher education is suited for the talented ones; it 
is of a selective nature. Intellect in a democracy is not only personal, but to a 
large extent of individual capacities, not only for the happiness of the person 
possessing it, but also for the general good of the public.

Any sociological analysis of Europe’s growth and development leads to the 
conclusion that the continent’s conditions and factors form a different social 
basis than is present in the inexhaustible, still totally unsettled, and, therefore, 
individualistic American Continent. The Central European confederation shall 
also erect a democratic system of education, but will shape or fashion this on the 
foundations suitable to its economic and social development. It will re-educate 
the passive man of the past into the active creative citizen of a promising future. 
Education in the confederation will be the workshop of humanity and, therefore, 
of democratic discipline.

A democracy that would neglect the education of the talented would send into 
life bright individuals, unhappy and discontented because undisciplined by
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school and education. Co-operation is the most serious function of a democ
racy, mutual trust a condition of its success, and a new relation to work a 
stipulation of its social equalization. The slur placed upon physical labor must be 
removed by the school. The latter will teach but one thing: nobility, the nobility 
of working hands and minds. It will, however, not forget that the mind is higher 
than the hand, and thus it will create a character that, in the general good, will 
find individual welfare.

2. The Organization of Public Education. [. . .]
Bitter experience has taught all democratic states that democracy without a 

thorough education of the citizen is impossible. A lack of training leads toward a 
carefree and indifferent isolationism. It shall, therefore, be necessary to institute 
compulsory education for those of the eighteenth to the twentieth year. The 
duties and privileges of citizenship and the meaning and position of the family in 
the social and state environment must emanate from the analysis and understand
ing inculcated in these public schools. It is necessary that the citizen should enter 
upon life acquainted with the functions of society and state, particularly with the 
latter’s parliamentarianism, justice, administration, defence, finance, and other 
economy, and that he should know something of the function and organization 
of government, education, social and health purposes of society. The young man 
or woman must comprehend the importance of leadership and its responsibility 
in a democracy. The school shall create and make ready for a responsible public 
opinion, and will help to mature its growing generations for independent life.

The Central European must feel a responsibility not only for his country, but 
also for the Central European confederation and international moral law as a 
firm guarantee of common peace and national welfare. A day or three evenings 
per week of instruction for a period of ten months during two years will suffice 
to help the continuation school fulfill its mission and to operate together with 
other agencies in raising the level of cultural and economic life in our respective 
countries.

Attendance shall be compulsory in all low and high elementary schools and in 
the continuation and citizens’ schools. Education shall be public and free. 
Necessary school equipment and aids will be given to the public by the public 
organization responsible for the school.

The youth of the higher elementary schools will be free to transfer into 
appropriate levels of secondary education either of the liberal or technical kind. 
The secondary school will be open to those who finish the lower elementary 
grades, usually in their eleventh year. The function of the secondary school shall 
be to accept students especially gifted and to prepare them for intellectual service 
or such vocations as require a necessary amount of scientific preparation. 
(Ministry, education, medicine, or technical training of professional nature.)

Secondary schools shall be located in large centres and will serve a large 
region.

Higher education shall possess academic freedom and autonomy of self 
regulation. It shall also be maintained by the state.

Private education will be subjected to the same criteria and norms as public 
education. [. . .]
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274. Feliks Gross: European Universities April 1943

F. Gross: ‘The Decline of European Culture and its Reconstruction’. Excerpts from 
New Europe, New York, April 1943.

In an early proposal, a reorganization of higher education on European lines was 
suggested in a paper, excerpts from which are printed below. This paper was complementary 
to Vojta Benes’s more basic plan and was also presented at the New York University 
conference of April 1943 on Educational Reconstruction in Central and Eastern Europe (see 
the Introduction to Vojta Benes’s article, doc. 273). The author began by referring to the 
destruction of European universities by the Nazis; In the second section, in passages 
reprinted below, he suggested the creation of European university centres for major 
disciplines. Another suggestion was for an International Office of Education of the United 
Nations to be set up, while an early proposal for UNESCO was also put forward.1

[. . .] It is an immense task -  the reconstruction of European culture, or better, 
the formation of conditions to make possible the resurrection of culture in 
Europe. We need a grand strategy, not palliatives. This grand strategy of cultural 
recovery can be adopted with the existence of some premises essential to culture 
and science. Without liberty no culture, no science can develop. Freedom of 
research in science and freedom of creation in arts and literature are the premises 
for cultural rebirth. This freedom means democracy in culture. Humanistic 
sciences cannot be pursued until basic moral issues are reestablished in humanity, 
and these moral issues must be introduced in individual human relations as well 
as in relations between nations. [. . .] International insecurity is an obstacle for 
cultural development in Europe.

If the peace is to be a common man’s peace, education must be for the 
common man and all class and race privileges in education should be abolished 
forever. Full democracy in education and freedom in cultural development form 
a basis for the rebirth of European civilization.

And now, guided by these ideas, an immense task must be accomplished. 
Schools must be organized and textbooks printed. Looted libraries must be filled 
with books, and art objects brought back to museums. Universities must be 
opened. Scholarships must be granted to scientists, writers, and painters to en
able them to develop their abilities and to produce for the interest of the common 
culture. Large centers of education should be formed on an international basis. 
Such international centers of science and culture should be devoted to specific 
branches and should accomplish two tasks. First, they should gather the best 
scientists of a given specialty, irrespective of their nationality. Second, they 
should form the highest institute of a given science for all the best post-graduate 
students. Each center should be devoted only to one branch of science or culture, 
so that many of the nations can have one of the highest international scientific 
institutes in their territories. Thus, such institutions will not become the mono-

1 See also Feliks Gross, ‘Educational Reconstruction in Europe’, American Sociological
Review, vol. 8, no. 5, October 1943.
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poly of one nation only, and the international character of these institutions will 
help in the development of understanding.

Let London be the international center of social sciences. The spirit of liberty 
and freedom that was developed in England for centuries will help in educating 
the best pupils for leading roles in research and applied social sciences. Paris 
could be the international seat of the highest learning institute of fine arts; 
Copenhagen, of co-operatives; Warsaw or Cracow, of agriculture; Prague, of 
history and philosophy. More international centers of highest education could be 
developed in Europe and could help in the building of an international spirit in 
science, which is so necessary in order to make the national achievements a 
common cultural good. I will not develop these plans here, but simply offer ideas 
to show the immense problem and task.

To prevent European culture from collapsing, to provide for its rebirth, will 
be a tremendous job. National institutions will not suffice. Such a plan of 
reconstruction will need international planning, concerted international team
work, and financing by international means. We must educate people to become 
not only loyal citizens of their own country, but to become loyal world citizens, 
and we need, therefore, the united activity of all democratic and freedom-loving 
nations.

United Nations activity means nothing if it is not implemented by United 
Nations institutions. An international office of education must be formed in 
order to plan this great work of cultural reconstruction. This office would 
coordinate the activities of single nations and concert them in a harmonious, 
well-working plan. As the International Labor Organization was born from 
World War I, so must a democratic international organization of education be 
born from this war, as a part of the United Nations’ machinery.

And what will happen if Europe is not aided in its cultural recovery? Either 
European culture will not be able to recover for a long period, or it may never 
recover. If European culture falls, the whole western civilization, based on 
European culture, will decline. The past century has made a cultural entity of 
Europe and America. The mechanical and technical genius of America has 
spurred European civilization, and the European humanistic sciences, philoso
phy, and fine arts have spurred America. When one of the pillars of our culture 
breaks, the whole structure will fall. Therefore, the reconstruction of European 
culture is not only the task of Europe, but of all humanity.

275. Danubian Club: ‘Central and South-East European Union’
22 July 1943

From the printed report issued by the Danubian Club in London, October 1943; 
reprinted by F. Gross, Crossroads of Two Continents, pp. 117-37 (the political ‘Part F, 
pp. 117-29 is reproduced below with slight omissions).
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Unlike the New York-based Central and Eastern European Planning Board, the 
Danubian Club in London was not officially linked with or supported by the exiled 
governments. Headed by a prominent Hungarian socialist, Michael Karolyi, the Club was 
mainly an association of exiled democrats and anti-Fascists from occupied and pro-Axis 
countries (e.g. Hungary and Rumania). The group was far more of a fcircle*, an informal 
club, than the New York committee, which combined both official and independent views. 
However, the general vision of a future confederal Central and Eastern Europe was similar 
if not identical among the planners in New York and London. (For further details of the two 
bodies, see Introduction to this chapter.)

The Reports which follow represent seven months study by two Commissions 
of the Danubian Club of the possibilities of closer union among the Central and 
South-East European States.

The Danubian Club originally sprang from the South East Europe Committee 
of the Fabian Society. When this Committee had concluded its labours, some of 
its members desired to continue their association, together with others who 
might join them, in the form of a Club. Besides British members, the Club 
contains nationals of Albania, Austria, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Greece, Hun
gary, Poland, Rumania and Yugoslavia. In July 1942 the Club was formally 
constituted, with an Executive Committee, and with Miss Wingate as Honorary 
Secretary, and began to hold fortnightly meetings. The Club was founded as, and 
remains, an entirely independent body and is not part of the Fabian Society or 
any other body.

The name of the Club represents a compromise between certain possible 
designations of the area, such as East European, Central European etc. While not 
all of the States in the region covered by the Club are in fact Danubian, that river 
nevertheless forms a sort of a spine to the area as a whole, and the designation 
Danubian Club has at least the merit of convenience and brevity.

As was shown by the discussions at meetings held during the autumn of 1942, 
the members of the Club were generally in favour of the establishment of some 
kind of union among the States of this Region; although up to that time no very 
definite pattern for such union had been studied. The Club therefore decided to 
establish two commissions, the one constitutional and the other economic, to 
study the question of closer union among these States, and to make recommen
dations as to the kind of union which is possible and desirable. [. . .]

The reports of these two Commissions, having been agreed to at a joint 
meeting of the two Commissions on 16th July 1943, were submitted to a 
Members’ Meeting of the Danubian Club on 22nd July, and were adopted. At the 
same Members’ Meeting the Club authorised the publication of the two Reports 
as the Report of the Danubian Club on Central and Southeast European U nion.1 

The Club realises that the formation and proper working of the proposed

1 The signatories were: N. C ristea

M. Ph ilips  Pr ic e , M. P. Chairman M ilan  G avrilovic

V icto r  E. Budeanu  J. H. G oldman

A dam C io lko sz  G ustav G ottesman

V icto r  C ornea  (continued on page 776)
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Union depend upon the existence of a sufficient spirit of compromise and social 
cohesion among the peoples of the Region.

Chapter I. Objects o f the Union
The Commission considers that some measure of Union is necessary in the 

Region covered by this Report, in order to achieve the following purposes:
(i) To bring about such unified direction and conduct of foreign relations, and 

such military (including naval and aerial) organizations as will most effectually 
promote: (a) the political and military security of all States in the Region against 
any attack or threat of attack, whether from one of themselves or from any other 
Power; (h) the practical participation of the States in the Region in the general 
system of World (and especially of European) Collective Security which it is 
hoped will be established at the end of the present war.

(ii) To bring about such unity of economic policy as will raise the general 
standard of living of the inhabitants of the Region. (Recommendations to this 
end form Part Two of this Report, namely, the Report of the Economic 
Commission.)

(iii) To promote good relations and practical cooperation between all peoples 
inside the Union.

The Commission categorically asserts that it envisages the setting up of the 
Union as directed against no-one.

Further the Commission assumes:
(i) that the Atlantic Charter and the Anglo-Soviet Treaty will be implemented 

and consequently that good neighbourly relations will exist with the Soviet 
Union;

(ii) that the countries concerned will all obtain democratic governments at the 
end of the war.

Chapter II. The Extent o f the Union
The area generally under consideration by the Commission is that which 

comprises Albania, Austria, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Greece, Hungary, Po
land, Rumania and Yugoslavia. The proposals for Union set forth in this Report, 
however, do not depend upon the Union including all of these countries, or 
excluding all others; nor do they depend upon these countries being organized in 
one single Union, or in two or more Unions. The Commission considers that the 
fundamental problems of any Union, namely, the relationship between Member 
States and the Union Authorities, and between both of these and the outside 
world, are essentially similar whatever group of States is considered.

It was the general (though not unanimous) opinion of both Commissions that

1 (continued from page 775)
Paul Ignotus
M ichael Karolyi

S. D. W ingate, Honorary Secretary
J. K uncewicz

F rantisek L ittna

A nton  L o goreci 
T. M ende 
C. Poznanski 
L. R ost as 
Mato R uslovic 
G eorge  Weis



III. Views of East European Transnational Groups 777

a single Union, comprising all the above-mentioned countries, was most desir
able; but should this not be attainable, smaller Unions should be formed; in 
which case the smaller Unions should be integrated with each other as far as 
possible.

Chapter III. Type o f Union to be Achieved, and Safeguards
for Member States

At the outset of its work, the Commission declined to involve itself in a 
controversy as to whether the type of Union to be aimed at was Federation or 
Confederation; though it was plainly recognized that a mere Alliance, League or 
Entente was totally incapable of achieving the purposes of the Union, as set forth 
in Chapter I.

N or did the Commission devote itself to the planning of an optimum political 
system for the area, without regard for the difficulties involved in procuring the 
establishment of such optimum system. On the contrary, the Commission took 
as its task to work out the minimum of centralisation (and consequently the 
minimum derogation from State Sovereignty, and the maximum safeguarding of 
States’ interests) compatible with achieving the purposes of the Union.

The Commission gave particular attention to the question of stressing the 
principle of equality between Member States, and of safeguarding the interests of 
Member States within the Union, because upon satisfaction as to such safeguards 
depends the prospects of obtaining the accession of any State to the proposed 
Union. The Commission’s recommendations in this respect cover all three of the 
methods usually applied to this end, namely: -  (a) Counterbalancing the power 
of organs representing Union interests by the provision of other organs, so 
constituted as to safeguard the interests of Member States, (b) Leaving to the 
Member States all powers not expressly vested in the Union, (c) A system of 
compensation.

In respect of each of these methods, however, the Commission has endeav
oured to suggest improved methods of reaching a workable compromise be
tween Union and State interests.

With regard to (a), above, the Commission proposes -
(1) to balance the First Chamber (based on general franchise within the 

Union) by a Second Chamber, representing the Governments of the Member 
States, with equal voting power;

(2) to assure to every Member State a minimum representation in the First 
Chamber. Furthermore, the Commission suggests the following additional 
safeguards under heading (a): -

(3) Each State to be represented by at least one national in the Union Cabinet;
(4) the functions of President of the Union to be exercised by the Heads of 

State of the Member States in rotation;
(5) the Second Chamber (representing the Governments of Member States) to 

have the power to dissolve the First Chamber;
(6) the First Chamber, though authorised to overrule the Second Chamber in 

certain circumstances, to be permitted to do so only by such a quorum as will 
ensure that States’ interests are not neglected in this Chamber.
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(7) the Governments of the Union to be responsible to both Chambers.
Under heading (b) above, federal constitutions have usually given to the

federal governments practically unlimited authority in respect of those subjects 
which fall within its sphere. The Commission suggests -

(8) Certain refinements in the manner of dividing the spheres of activity (see 
Chapter X); and

(9) certain further safeguards, for example, in military organisation (see 
Schedule V);

The Union Judiciary, upon which in the last resort falls the duty of protecting 
the rights of Member States, is thus given a greatly increased sphere of activity.

(10) Finally, the Commission is convinced that provision should be made for 
compensation of States which may be adversely affected by the policy of the 
Union; and that the fact of entitlement to such compensation should be made 
capable of judicial ascertainment. (See last paragraph of Chapter X , and Schedule 
IV.)2

Chapter IV. Principal Organs of Union
The Commission is of the opinion that a common foreign policy and a 

common military organisation cannot be achieved upon a workable basis by 
means solely of such expedients as the holding of periodic meetings between 
Ministers of Members States; on the contrary, it is necessary to establish a 
Commom Organ of the Union, and to endow it with power to decide upon these 
matters.

The Commission examined the possibility of providing a Common Organ in 
the form of a body resembling the Delegations of the former Austro-Hungarian 
Empire, and composed of an equal number of Deputies from the Parliaments of 
all the Member States. For a number of reasons, the Commission felt obliged to 
reject this method as unsatisfactory.

In view of the unequal size of the States in the area, and the necessity for 
ascertaining by a democratic method the will of the whole population of the 
Union’s territory, with the minimum of distortion, the Commission feels it 
essential that the Principal Common Organ of the Union should be an Assembly 
or Chamber of directly elected representatives of the people of the Union. This 
Chamber (to which the Commission gives the name “ Council of the Union” )

2 The summaries mentioned as Schedules 1-V of the Report contained: I. A declaration 
that member states remained fully sovereign in areas where they did not merge their 
sovereignty under this constitution; II. A precise catalogue of human rights; III. 
Detailed provisions for dealing with the (rather numerous) criminal offences within the 
jurisdiction of the Union Court of Justice; IV. Agreements that member states which 
achieved a higher degree of prosperity should pay half the increase to those which 
lagged behind; V. Detailed regulations for the official language of the Union as laid 
down by its parliament to be learnt by all executives and officers as a condition of 
promotion etc. (Gross, Crossroads of Two Continents, p. 130-35). The Report of the 
Economic Commission, which was also attached, contained carefully drafted rules 
covering essential joint industrialization, a fully fledged economic community, facilities 
for capital investment by foreigners etc., (Gross, p. 134-37).
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should consist of Deputies elected on the basis of one Deputy for every so many 
citizens throughout the Union; but there should be a guaranteed minimum 
number of seats on this Council, to which each State would be entitled, even if its 
population did not otherwise make it eligible for so much representation.

In view of the special requirements of a federally organised Union, and to 
encourage the formation of political parties on an all-Union basis, the Commis
sion considers it unavoidable that a system of Proportional Representation 
should be used in the election of Deputies to the Council of the Union.

Chapter V. Second Chamber for the Purpose o f Safeguarding
States' Interests

Although some members of the Commission expressed anxiety about the 
desirability of setting up a Second Chamber as one of the Common Organs of 
the Union, in view of the unfortunate experiences of many States in regard to 
their Second Chambers, nevertheless it was recognized as necessary, in the case 
of the projected Union, to give to Member States this safeguard against their 
interests being overridden by a Party majority in the Council of the Union; 
especially since such Party majority might happen to be based largely upon the 
greater population, and consequently larger representation in the Council of the 
Union, of certain States. [. . .]

Chapter VI. Ministers o f the Union; the Union Government
The Commission considers it necessary to the discharge of the Union’s 

business to establish Union Ministers, which will administer the common 
foreign policy, common military organisation, common economic measures, and 
other common business of the Union. The most suitable method of conducting 
these Ministers or Departments would seem to be the appointment of Union 
Ministers as Departmental heads; and the formation of a Union Government 
Cabinet, or Council of Ministers, presided over by a Union Prime Minister, and 
comprising the Departmental Ministers. [. . .]

Chapter VII. Presidency o f the Union: Rotation among Heads o f States
Since it is particularly desired to safeguard the proper constitutional conduct 

of the Union’s business, the Commission considers it necessary to provide alike 
for the discharge of the ceremonial functions of a titular Head of the Union, and 
for the role normally filled by a King or President in presiding over constitu
tional matters, such as a change of Ministry. This constitutional function cannot 
easily be discharged by a Presidential Board, and it is thus desirable to provide 
for its discharge by one person. This person should preferably have the experi
ence and independence normally to be found in a seasoned Head of State, 
without the irremovability which might endanger his adherence to democratic 
procedure. Thus the selection of the President of the Union, and the fixing of his 
term of office, give rise to certain problems. [. . .]
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Chapter IX. Citizen's Rights and the Maintenance of 
Democratic Liberties

Recent experience has proved that the establishment of dictatorship or Fascism 
in some States menaces the continued enjoyment of liberty by the peoples of 
other States. It is therefore considered essential to provide safeguards for the 
enjoyment of democratic liberty by All citizens in All the Member States of the 
Union.

In order to carry out this intention, three constitutional provisions are 
essential: -

(i) The Union’s Constitution must provide a list of democratic liberties, which 
the Union guarantees to all its citizens, and the deprivation of which is a crime 
against the Union.

(ii) The Constitution must provide judicial remedies for such crimes, by way 
of legal procedure, jurisdiction of the Union’s Judiciary, and the imposition of 
penalties against individuals.

(iii) The Constitution must provide for intervention by the Union Authorities 
in the event of a Member State attempting to deny democratic rights to its 
citizens. The Union Authorities should be constitutionally bound, in such case, 
to intervene, using as much force as may be necessary, to restore democratic 
liberties; and, in particular, to hold free elections under Union supervision. [. . .]

Chapter X. Powers to be Given to the Union Authorities and those
Shared with States

The Commission considers that this is the fundamental problem involved in 
the formation of the Union. The provisions for the conduct of Union business, 
the powers of the Union Government and of the Parliament of two Councils, 
depend for their reality upon the spheres of activity in respect of which they are 
given authority to perform their respective functions. It is precisely in respect of 
the proper allocation of powers between the Union and the Member States, that 
the Commission was obliged most carefully to apply the decision, already 
recorded in the second paragraph of Chapter III, to concentrate in the hands of 
the Union’s Organs only such powers as cannot be left in the hands of the 
Member States without destroying the possibility of achieving the purposes for 
which the Union is to be formed.

(To the powers thus necessarily allocated to the Union Authorities may be 
added for convenience, a few practically non-controversial matters.)

The Commission assumes that all powers not specifically mentioned in the 
Constitution as being within the Union’s authority are automatically left to the 
Member States; it further feels it necessary to distinguish between -  (a) matters as 
to which both legislative and executive authority is to be vested in the Union 
Authorities, and (b) matters concerning which the Union parliament is to have 
the right to legislate in principle only, it being left to the competent authorities of 
the Member States to enact detailed legislation applying such principles, and to 
execute such legislation. Disputes arising out of the latter class of subjects (e.g. 
allegations that the Union Parliament had legislated in excess of its authority, or
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that State legislatures had legislated contrary to principles laid down by Union 
legislation, or had omitted to legislate in pursuit of such principles, or that State 
Executive Authorities had improperly applied or omitted to apply the conse
quential legislation of their State legislatures) would be adjudicated as constitu
tional questions by the Union’s Judiciary.

(a) The following matters are recommended to be placed in the Union’s 
legislative and executive competence: -
(i) Elections to the Council of the Union.
(ii) Foreign Affairs; but see Chapter XII.
(iii) Foreign Trade and customs, under the terms of a more detailed 

agreement, to be arrived at when drafting the Constitution.
(iv) Regulation and supervision of entry into the Union’s territory, pro

vided that the Union be not empowered to exclude from the Union’s 
territory a citizen of any Member State.

(v) Regulation of the movement of Union citizens from one Member State 
to another, other than for the phurpose of permanent settlement.

(vi) Regulation of the permanent migration of Union citizens from one 
Member State to another, with the proviso that no Member State may 
be compelled against its will to accept within any period of X  years a 
number of immigrants exceeding Y% of its existing total population, or 
to accept a number of immigrants of any one trade or profession in 
excess of Z% of the number of persons in that State of that trade or 
profession.

(vii) Union finance and taxation for the Union budget, under the terms of a 
more detailed agreement, to be arrived at when drafting the Constitu
tion.

(viii) Currency, credit, exchange and banking, under another such agree
ment.

(ix) Weights and measures, standards and gauges. (Already largely interna
tional)

(x) Criminal law for the protection of the Union. (See Chapters IX  and 
XII, sub-paragraph (ii), and Schedules one, two, and three.) A special 
agreement will be required regarding the administration of such law.

(xi) Commercial law, including company and cooperative law, but exclud
ing control of the right of juridical persons to do business within a 
Member State.

(xii) Transport within the Union, including rail, road, water and air trans
port. Control of trunk roads which shall have been declared by Union 
legislation to be “ Routes of the Union.”  Development of the Danube 
and all matters thereunto appertaining, and control and maintenance of 
the Danube and all other waterways which shall have been declared by 
the Union legislature to be “ Waterways of the Union.”  (Special 
agreement necessary.)

(xiii) Measures deemed necessary for ensuring general control by the Union 
over economic affairs, industry, agriculture, mining and internal trade, 
to the extent necessary to make possible the planning of production
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(xiv)
(X V )

(xvi)

(xvii)

and the execution of such plans by the Union. (Special agreement 
necessary.)
Certain matters of police. (Special agreement necessary.)
Military organisation. See Chapter XIII and Schedule Five. 
Munitions, explosives, firearms and other weapons; their manufacture, 
importation, exportation and possession.
Organization of the administrative service of the Union, and regulation 
of Union officials.

(b) The following matters are recommended to be allotted to the Union’s 
competence only in so far as concerns legislation on matters of principle; but 
detailed legislation thereon, and its execution, to be left to the Member States:
(xviii) Labor legislation, protection of workpeople and employees, social 

insurance, contract insurance.
(xix) Education.
(xx) Public hygiene, housing and poor relief.
(xxi) Citizenship, right of residence and personal status.
(xxii) Measures for the prevention of double taxation.
(xxiii) Legislation on the rights and duties of any remaining national or 

religious minorities.
With regard to the items above, particularly (xii) and (xiii), giving the Union the 
right of certain activity in the economic sphere, the Commission considers it 
necessary that the Special Agreement relating to these matters should provide for 
the compensation of a State which can prove itself economically injured by 
Union measures. The formula for entitlement to such compensation (a suggested 
short draft is given in Schedule Four) should be capable of judicial and statistical 
interpretation; if it is left to political interpretation, the aggrieved State may be 
unable to obtain the redress to which it is entitled.

Chapter XI. Union Judiciary
The Commission considers that the Union will need, as an additional common 

organ, an independent Judiciary charged with jurisdiction over three classes of 
litigation.

(i) Administrative. It will no doubt be necessary to establish certain adminis
trative bureaux and officials of the Union, and the proper conduct of these 
bureaux and officials will require a judicial body to adjudicate any disputes 
which may arise.

(ii) Constitutional. Disputes which may arise between Member States, or 
between Member States and the Union Authorities, will require to be adjudi
cated. Such disputes will include interpretation of the Constitution of the Union, 
particularly when any Member State alleges that any Union organ has acted ultra 
vires.

(iii) Criminal. There will of necessity be certain actions which must be 
regarded as offences against the Union (see Schedule Three). In the event of any 
Member State attempting for any reason to obstruct the proper working of the 
Union, adjudication in such cases must be given to the Union Judiciary.
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Chapter X II. Principles and Conduct o f Foreign Relations
The Commission considers that unified foreign policy (which was postulated 

in Chapter I as one of the main desiderata in forming the Union) can only 
be achieved in practice if it is made the responsibility of the Union Foreign 
Minister, who is a member of the Union Government, responsible to both 
Councils of the Union Legislature. The Union Foreign Office must therefore 
conduct the whole business of the Union in the realm of foreign relations; the 
Union must appoint the Union’s Ambassadors, and the Union’s representatives 
at the League of Nations or analogous international bodies; and the several States 
will not normally be diplomatically represented. The proper conduct of foreign 
affairs, however, should be further ensured by the following safeguards: -

(i) It should be clearly stated in the Constitution that the Union’s activity 
vis-a-vis foreign States shall be conducted in strict accordance with international 
law and with whatever international system for Collective Security may be 
established in Europe and in the world after the present war.

(ii) The commission of acts contrary to international law or to the system of 
Collective Security should be a crime against the Union, punishable by the 
Union Judiciary. (See Schedule Three.)

(iii) The Constitution of the Union shall be so drafted as to accord with the 
system of Collective Security which shall be established: for example, in regard 
to the integration of the Union’s armed forces with any international armed 
forces which may be established, and in regard to access to any international 
tribunals.

In addition to the above safeguards for the correct behaviour of the Union 
Authorities vis-à-vis foreign States, the Commission also recommend, that, as a 
reassurance to States that their particular interests are not being neglected by the 
Union’s diplomatic representatives abroad, any Member State should be entitled 
to appoint, at its own expense, an Observer at any of the Union’s diplomatic or 
consular missions.

Chapter X III. Armed Forces
With regard to military (including naval and air) establishments, the Commis

sion is of the opinion that the defence of the Union’s territories against any 
attack, as well as the participation by the Union in any military sanctions 
undertaken by the organs of international Collective Security, cannot be effi
ciently undertaken except by means of integral Union Armed Forces. This 
recommendation is, of course, subject to modification, should the whole armed 
forces of a larger organisation for Collective Security be integrated; in other 
words, the Union should have its armed forces unless these are merged in (say) 
European armed forces.

The difficulties of constituting Union armed forces, together with the aboli
tion of State armed forces, (except any lightly armed militia for local defense 
which the Constitution may permit the States to retain under adequate restric
tions) do not appear insuperable, provided that special safeguards be agreed upon 
to ensure that no State be deprived of its fair share of higher military appoint-
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ments and of remunerative contracts for the supply of equipment or other 
provisions.

Schedule Five embodies a possible scheme for organising the Union’s armed 
forces, with provision for the allocation of appointments and contracts. This 
scheme is not a hard recommendation of the Commission, but is given by way of 
indication that such a scheme is capable of being devised.

Chapter XIV. Amendments
The Constitution of the Union must evidently contain a procedure for its own 

amendment; the Commission has not thought it necessary to draft this.
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IV. Plans of Other Transnational Groups for 
European Union

W a l t e r  L ip g e n s

Introduction
Besides those transnational groups whose plans have already been discussed in 

this book, there existed other groups of émigrés drawn from almost every 
country in Europe. Unlike the socialist and Christian groups, they were not 
united by common convictions or even a shared background in Eastern Europe. 
What brought them together was one sole purpose, the desire to plan a better 
future, one of peace and co-operation, for their former homelands. Groups of 
this kind had a special attraction for European-minded representatives of the 
third main stream, the liberal democrats, but they were joined by liberal 
conservatives and social democrats who preferred to play their part in associa
tions that were not specifically tied to any one party. While contributions from 
individual liberals are to be found in all the chapters on individual countries in 
Part Two of this volume,1 three transnational groups were particularly notable 
for the important ideas which they contributed to a future peace settlement and a 
European federation.

In the USA a group was formed which, though small, consisted of outstanding 
personalities: several well known authors who had escaped from Europe joined a 
number of American colleagues in what was described as a ‘deep, systematic and 
unbiassed study of the problems harassing the Europe of today’, the motive 
behind which was ‘the general enthusiasm for a federation to weld together all 
nations of Europe’.2 In March 1940 the leading members of this group, G .A . 
Borgese, Robert M. Hutchins, Thomas Mann, Lewis Mumford, William A. 
Neilson and Reinhold Niebuhr signed a letter of invitation, which led to a 
meeting of some thirteen personalities in Atlantic City in May of that year. They 
set up a committee, ‘tentatively of fifteen’ and proceeded to draw up, then and in 
the following months, important Declaration.3 This reflected one of the forma
tive experiences of all émigrés who had taken refuge in America: most of them 
learned for the first time to see the world through the eyes of another continent,

1 Cf. the beginning of the introduction to the chapter on Views of Socialist and Trade 
Union Associations on the Postwar Order in Europe, p. 653 above.

2 From the ‘First Memorandum, May 1939’ of the sponsoring group, quoted in n. 2 of 
doc. 276 below.

3 See the place of origin and introductory note to doc. 276 below for the names of the 
17 signatories and details about the genesis of the group and the Declaration.
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became aware of the complexity of the problem of establishing a peaceful order 
for the entire world and, influenced as they were by many conversations with 
their American partners, who of course did not think in European terms, they 
came to realize how limited their Europocentric ideas were. Like most émigrés, 
the Atlantic City group became convinced of the need to plan for federation not 
just in Europe but on a global scale. But this group was inclined to apply 
federalist thinking such as had been developed in Europe rather too inflexibly to 
the world as a whole, arguing in favour of world government without making 
special provision for Europe and heedless of the fact that in many parts of the 
world, in Asia, in the Soviet Union, indeed even in Roosevelt’s America 
readiness to combine governmental power in a federation was far from being as 
widespread as it was among the European intelligentsia. Nevertheless the basic 
insights shown by the Declaration were impressively summarized in the docu
ment itself: the end of the nation state, the need for decentralization on federal 
lines into smaller units on the one hand, but for their co-operation under a supra
national authority on the other.

Another, very much larger group in the United States owed its origin to the 
fact that many adherents of the Pan-European Union had emigrated to America. 
This union, founded by Count Richard N . Coudenhove-Kalergi late in 1923 as a 
private, all-party mass movement, campaigned strongly between 1925 and 1933 
with national committees in every European capital in favour of European unity, 
but after 1933 was banned and persecuted by the Fascists.4 Coudenhove-Kalergi 
himself arrived in the United States, as many of his followers had done before 
him, in August 1940. He immediately set about rallying his scattered supporters 
and by means of lectures and newspaper article tried ‘to win over American 
public opinion to the idea of Pan-Europe’, often going on to cite Switzerland as a 
model of a future European federation. But his efforts appeared hopeless at a 
time when the only notion of a united Europe seemed to be a Europe dominated 
by Hitler.5 Moreover Coudenhove and the other Pan-Europeans had to learn 
from experience that existing Europocentric ideas needed to be expanded and 
adapted to the wider context of a peaceful world order. But in contrast to the 
Committee of Fifteen, Coudenhove, like the majority of authors represented in 
this volume, came to the conclusion that a future world peace organization 
would have to consist of regional groups, that global questions would have to be 
dealt with on a global plane, but that questions of concern only to a single 
continent would have to be dealt with at continental level. Above all they were 
convinced that Europe, whose national rivalries had sparked off two world wars,

4 Cf. (in the continued absence of a scholarly monograph) the lively self-portrait given by 
R.N. Coudenhove-Kalergi in An Idea Conquers the World, London, 1955, esp. 
pp. 50-222 for the period 1923-40; for an appreciation by his last general secretary V. 
Pons, ‘L’homme et le mouvement’ in Coudenhove-Kalergi, Le Pionnier de l'Europe 
unie, Lausanne, 1971, pp. 1-70; for a very brief summary see W. Lipgens, A History of 
European Integration, vol. 1, 1945—47, Oxford U.P., 1982, pp. 39—44.

5 R.N. Coudenhove-Kalergi, An Idea. . ., pp. 232 f. As an example of one of his first 
essays in America, cf. doc. 277 below: ‘The Model: Switzerland’.
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needed federal union in order to form a ‘regional group’ within a global postwar 
organization.6 In pursuit of this goal Coudenhove, having been given an organi
zational base by the University of New York in February 1942 in the shape of a 
Research Seminar for Postwar European Federation, was also heartened by the 
Allied victories late in 1942 which marked the turning point of the war and 
encouraged Americans to turn their minds to postwar planning. Fie was thus 
able once again to attract a really large number of supporters. His most 
important collaborator was the Spanish socialist Fernando de los Rios, who had 
been foreign minister in the Spanish Republic. With the latter as his Co- 
President Coudenhove succeeded in forming what was clearly seen to be a non- 
party Steering Committee consisting of well known émigrés, in preparation for a 
congress, even though the great majority consisted of liberals, as it had in the 
Pan-European Union of pre-war days.7 The Fifth Pan-Europe Congress, which 
was held from 25-27 March 1943 on the campus of New York University, 
brought together some 500 émigrés and Americans to discuss a future European 
federation; it met a lively response in the main daily newspapers and proved a 
great stimulus to the idea in America at a particularly opportune moment.8

The ‘constitutional committee’ and the ‘economic committee’ of the Congress 
held regular sessions in the following months and together formed a ‘Pan- 
European Conference’ which met several times before the end of the war. 
Priority was now given to the effort to produce a rational blend of federal and 
confederal elements such as had characterised Coudenhove’s movement before 
the war. The result of a year’s work was the complete draft of a constitution for a 
European confederation in 95 articles that was presented to the conference in 
March 1944. It certainly included federal elements: a very detailed ‘European Bill 
of Rights’ was to be recognized as binding by all nation states, whose citizens 
would be able to claim damages in a European court of justice for violations 
against human rights. To make war between Europeans impossible the union 
was to have at its disposal armed forces stronger than any national army in

6 On this point cf. the articles by Coudenhove-Kalergi below in docs. 278d, 282a and 
283, below.

7 This steering committee consisted of: Major Victor Cazalet, Member of the British 
House of Commons; Professor Oscar Halecki, director of the Polish Institute in New 
York; Professor Rudolf Holsti, former foreign minister of Finland; Dr Milan Hodza, 
former prime minister of Czechoslovakia; Professor Halvdan Koht, former foreign 
minister of Norway; Professor Louis Marlio, member of the French Institute; Pro
fessor Fernando de los Rios, former foreign minister of the Spanish Republic; Professor 
Raymond de Saussure, Swiss doctor and author; Leon Schaus, general secretary of the 
government of the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg; Professor Richard Schueller, former 
under-secretary of state of the Austrian Republic; Colonel Sophocles Venizelos, leader 
of the Democratic Party of Greece, then a member of the Greek government-in-exile; 
and Dr Paul van Zeeland, former prime minister of Belgium. R.N. Coudenhove- 
Kalergi, Crusade for Pan-Europe, New York, Sept. 1943, p. 223. Cf., An Idea. . ., 
pp. 246 and 252.

8 Cf. doc. 278 below for all the extant sources and information about the contributions 
presented to the ‘Research Seminar for Postwar European Federation’.
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Europe, while prosperity was to be ensured by economic union. Yet the 
common institutions of the union were to be established on confederal lines, 
with as little interference as possible in national sovereignty; foreign policy was 
only to be ‘co-ordinated’, in the hope that a merely confederal structure would 
make the scheme palatable to statesmen.9 A year later, by which time the policy 
of the Allied governments had divided Europe into spheres of influence, the Pan- 
European Conference meeting in March 1945 solemnly protested against this 
division in a Declaration of European Interdependence and once again called for 
the creation of a European confederation as a regional organization within the 
world organization of the future.10

In London, in addition to groups made up of transnational East Europeans, 
socialists or Christians, another group came into existence which consisted of 
émigrés of all political persuasions from almost every European country. Federal 
Union, the most important federalist pressure group in Great Britain, was one of 
the first to make a point of getting in touch with like-minded émigrés from the 
Continent. The chairman of Federal Union’s Executive Bureau, Miss Frances L. 
Josephy, who before the war had regularly represented British Liberals at 
congresses of the Liberal World Union, was especially active in drawing together 
those who shared her convictions. This led to the formation of a ‘European 
Committee of Federal Union’ at which 34 personalities from 17 countries held 
regular meetings.11 In particular they produced two memoranda by means of 
which they hoped to influence the aims of Federal Union and thereby British 
foreign policy. A memorandum on the ‘Definition of a British foreign policy’ 
argued with remarkable incisiveness the case for foreign policy to be broadly 
determined by federal principles and in particular the need for Britain to support 
the creation of a European federation. A second memorandum, dated July 1943, 
contained a precise definition of what the powers of the Federal Government 
should be. Between the rising giants of the U SA  and USSR only a federated 
Europe could ‘make her voice heard tomorrow’ .12

Like many others authors, Coudenhove had put forward his own practical 
suggestion on how, when the war was over, a start could be made in setting up a 
European federation. The Allied governments should transfer ‘all executive pow
er during the period of European occupation’ to a ‘High Commissioner for 
Europe’, who would not only have to solve the urgent problem of food supplies 
but would also have to begin to rebuild the economy. ‘The governments in exile

9 Doc. 281 below; in the introductory note details about its genesis, the authors’ 
intentions and its caustic rejection by the British Foreign Office in May 1944.

10 Doc. 283 below with the names of the wellknown signatories in n. 2. An International 
Round Table of the American Political. Science Association, held a revealing discussion 
on the options still open to them in April 1944, by which date the idea of a united or 
federal Europe had obviously been dropped from the postwar plans of the Allied gov
ernments. See doc. 282 below.

11 Cf. the note introducing doc. 280 for more details about the committee’s previous 
history. Also there (in n. 3) the names of the members of the European Committee.

12 Docs. 279 and 280 below. The quotation from the conclusion of the second memoran
dum is to be found in Federation and the Four Freedoms, London, July 1943, p. 8.
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would have to delegate to him decisive elements of national sovereignty and wide 
administrative powers over all liberated and occupied Europe. During this 
period of occupation the High Commissioner could organize throughout 
Europe a plebiscite on European union, combined with general and democratic 
elections for a European constituent assembly designed to establish a federal 
constitution for Europe and to appoint a new federal authority’. 13After all the 
destruction and suffering caused by the war, and after all the understanding 
gained and the lessons learnt in Resistance circles both on the Continent and in 
exile (as this volume and its predecessor testify, there can be no doubt that had 
the world powers, once established in Europe, adopted the insights and plans of 
the non-Communist Resistance at home and in exile, and had they appointed a 
common European authority, not only would they have met hardly any serious 
opposition but they would have gained the support of the vast majority of 
continental Europeans. Yet it was because, as he realized, the world powers 
themselves had very different aims that Altiero Spinelli, a leading pro-federalist 
in the Italian Resistance, was able to write as early as September 1944: ‘It cannot 
be expected that a constituent assembly should be summoned tomorrow, as a 
national one might be, to draw up the fundamental principles of a federal 
European state and present them to each country for approval or rejection. . . . 
The way will probably be much more circuitous’ .14

276. Committee of Fifteen: ‘The City of Man’ 31 Oct. 1940

From a pamphlet, The City of Man. A Declaration on World Democracy issued by 
Herbert Agrar, Frank Aydelotte, G. A. Borgese, Hermann Broch, Van Wyck Brooks, Ada 
M. Comstock, William Yandell Elliott, Dorothy Canfield Fisher, Christian Gauss, Oscar 
Jaszi, Alvin Johnson, Hans Kohn, Thomas Mann, Lewis Mumford, William Allan 
Neilson, Reinhold Niebuhr and Gaetano Salvemini, New York (Viking Press), Nov. 1940, 
second impression Dec. 1940, 113 pages (extract below from pp. 23-27).

From the end of 1938 onwards a small group of distinguished writers who had emigrated 
from Europe to the USA met at frequent intervals to share their concern at the ruination of 
Europe.1 In May 1939 some of its members circulated a ‘First Memorandum’ which con

iò R.N. Coudenhove-Kalergi, ‘Post-War Europe -  League or Federation?’ in Post-War 
European Federation. Contributions of the Research Seminar for Postwar European 
Federation, New York, Feb. 1943, p. 23. This was more or less the idea of the Geneva 
conference of resistance fighters in May 1944, see Documents on the History of 
European Integration, voi. 1: Continental Plans, chap. IX, Transnational Meetings of 
the Resistance.

14 L ’Unità Europea, No. 6, Milan, Sept.-Oct. 1944, p. 1 ; English tr. in Documents on the 
History of European Integration, voi. 1, chap. VI, Italian Resistance, doc. 169.

1 Information (applying also to what follows) taken from the Note attached to the 
pamphlet The City of Man, pp. 97-113 (the Declaration of 31 Oct. 1940 on pp. 5-73 and 
the Proposal on pp. 75-96). A reading of this prompts the conjecture that the Italian
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tained the following passage: ‘We propose the institution of a ‘Committee on Europe’ in 
America. It sould consist of a small number of the most prominent intellectual and political 
exiles from Europe and of a majority of American thinkers and scientists. The men compos
ing the leading committee should not exceed the number of fifteen\2 After some delay 
caused by the outbreak of war a Letter of Invitation was sent out on 28 March 1940 signed 
by the following American and exiled European writers: G.A. Borgese, Robert M. 
Hutchins, Thomas Mann, Lewis Mumford, William A. Neilson and Reinhold Niebuhr. The 
letter was ‘addressed to a limited number of prospective collaborators'; it was an invitation 
to a conference in May in ‘an attempt to formulate some basic principles for a future society 
from which practical applications might be deduced, leaving statesmen and diplomats to 
deal with decisions which cannot be postponed and compromises which cannot be avoided’.3 
The invitation was accepted by 13 persons who met in Atlantic City from 24—26 May to 
discuss the basic questions of war and peace, democracy and freedom, education and 
religion. A general conviction gained ground that what now needed to be planned was not 
merely a federal Europe but a world organized on federal lines.4 A sub-committee 
thereupon drew up a Declaration and a Proposal/  which at a further session on 24-23 Au
gust at Sharon, Connecticut, received fairly general approval and with the inclusion of

writer who acted as secretary of the committee was the specialist in German literature 
and well known neo-romantic lyric poet Giuseppe Antonio Borgese (1882-1952). Hav
ing emigrated to the USA in 1931 he played a leading part in encouraging the group and 
may well have been the author of the Note. He also wrote novels and political essays.

2 ‘First Memorandum, May 1939’, ibid., pp. 97-104, quotation from p. 103. The aim of 
the proposed committee was described as follows: The collaboration of what is best in 
American culture with what is best in European intellectual immigration might be the 
source of incalculable benefits for the active intelligence of tomorrow. (. . .) It is not 
Utopian to suppose that a deep, systematic and unbiassed study of the problems haras
sing the Europe of today, problems of political and national as well as social, economic 
and even biological nature, would mean a substantial help to the statesmen who will be 
called sooner or later to build a new world from these or perhaps from even more 
lamentable ruins. (. . .) At last the intelligentsia should be taken down to the earth from 
the midair between clouds and earth where it has hovered’. {Ibid., pp. 101 and 103).

3 ‘Letter of Invitation’, ibid., pp. 107-112, quotation on p. I l l  f. The following passage is 
one example among many of the conviction that the time had come to discuss 
fundamental problems: ‘Likewise, the general enthusiasm for a federation to weld 
together all nations of Europe or perhaps of the world tends to cool as soon as the 
frontiers of a federal Europe are discussed, or predictions advanced on the relations, not 
necessarily peaceable, between a super-state, European or larger, and the states left 
outside, or the question raised whether it would be wise to try to build at once a house 
for all Europeans, or all men, on foundations still threatened by the explosives of racial 
rancor and class hatred’, {ibid., p. 110).

4 Cf. the report on the conference, ibid., p. 12: ‘It seemed to be too late, during the battle 
of Flanders, for a “ committee on Europe” and on Europe alone. It became as a 
temporary nucleus, without any further specification, a “ committee” , tentatively ‘of 
Fifteen’.

5 In the Proposal {ibid., pp. 75-96) the suggestion was to form four study groups. These 
were supposed to deal with the four main aspects of a world federation: the relations 
between democracy and the freedom of the individual; the relations between the 
community and the various churches; economic reform; and an international or supra
national order.
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some amendments was signed on 31 October 1940 by those named in the introductory note 
above.6 The Declaration offered a searching analysis of mankind's need for democracy and 
freedom, enlivened by quotations from Plato to Woodrow Wilson, and witnessing to the 
liberal philosophy of its authors. The key passage reproduced below on the future organiza
tion of world peace strongly emphasized the end of the road for the nation state and the 
necessity of federal decentralisation in favour of smaller units on the one hand, and of their 
collaboration under a single global authority on the other.

( . . . )  Peace is indivisible. It cannot be the outcome of subtle bargaining in the 
clearing houses of secret diplomacy backed by standing armies; it cannot rest 
upon coalitions and ententes, or upon half-hearted security pacts; it cannot be 
achieved through structures like the League of Nations, which presumed to 
dispense justice without exercising power, or through one-sided and lame 
leaderships like that of England’s and France’s rulers, who neither wanted to 
dispense justice nor chose to exercise power. Universal peace can be founded 
only on the unity of man under one law and one government. Even the federated 
Europe of which many are still thinking is a deceptive scheme. For Europe 
without Britain is no Europe, it is Germany with fringes; and Europe with 
Britain -  and with the nations of the British Commonwealth -  is already the 
world.

Therefore the City of Man must be much more than a League of Nations or a 
coalescence of continents. It must be the Nation of Man embodied in the 
Universal State, the State of States.

The national states, indeed, built no eternal pattern of collective life. They rose 
from the decay of the ancient unity of Rome. They throve on the disintegration 
of the medieval unity of Europe. They are bound to merge again in the new unity 
to come.

The very speed with which so many of them have fallen in this war discloses 
how sick they were. It intimates that the last hour for self-sufficient national 
sovereignty has struck. There can be no peace for the small nations whose feeble 
freedom is but a gift of the stronger; there can be no peace among the giant states 
whose size itself bids for the anarchy of violence and conquest.

All centralizing structures -  and not Germany alone, as was the fond hope of 
those who wagered on her early defeat -  must fall into smaller federal units. All 
states, deflated and disciplined, must align themselves under the law of the 
world-state, if the world of tomorrow is to have peace.

It is universality that we oppose to totalitarianism, republican unity to 
autarchic despotism, service in brotherhood to regimentation in serfdom.

The one sound method for achieving peace in a world of manifold peoples and 
varied interests already has a long history. However hampered by the pressure of 
the great powers that grew around it, cantonal organization of old Switzerland

6 Cf. ibid., p. 113. At the Sharon conference W.A. Neilson was elected chairman of the 
committee, with an executive board consisting of H. Agar, W.Y. Elliott, L. Mumford 
and G.A. Borgese as secretary.
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actuallly antedates every unified national state. And the pluralistic system of the 
American Commonwealth, although prevented so far from reaching a complete 
expression -  nay, even visibly weakened in this last decade by the extension of 
federal power -  had shown in its best age that the combination of local autonomy 
with unitary authority is as feasible on a continental scale, and therefore 
ultimately on a world-wide one, as in the intimate confines of a geographically 
compact country.

Regional decentralization will effectually distribute power to the smallest local 
unit, the city and the village, down to the elemental unit which is the family, 
while world-wide authority will make cooperation possible among them all. 
These two movements -  centripetal and peripheral -  are essential one to the 
other; the first without the second would be tyranny, as the second without the 
first would be chaos. Together they provide a working basis for peace and 
freedom: an order that will be both strong and flexible without the pitiable 
weakness of the dwarfs and the untamable violence of the giants in our present 
disorder of satellites and empires.

The area of destruction must probably spread before the path is clear for the 
new order. And leadership with power will be necessary in the first stages of 
reconstruction, as long as those who have lagged behind in barbarism or inertia 
have not been educated to the full responsibility of their coming freedom. For 
democratic peace requires an effort far greater than that which enables Fascism to 
swamp the world with blood and mud.

But it remains for all men of good will to make the interval of preparation as 
short as possible, until the day comes when the heresy of nationalism is 
conquered and the absurd architecture of the present world is finally dismantled. 
Then, above the teeming, manifold life of free communities rising from the 
natural conditions of each one’s soil and work, there will be a Universal 
Parliament, representing people, not states -  a fundamental body of law prevail
ing throughout the planet in all those matters that involve interregional interests; 
an elected president, the President of Mankind -  no crowned emperor, no 
hereditary king -  embodying for a limited term the common authority and the 
common law; and a federal force ready to strike at anarchy and felony.

Diversity in unity and unity in diversity will be the symbols of federal peace in 
universal democracy. ( . . . )

277. Coudenhove-Kalergi (Pan-Europa): ‘The Model: Switzerland’
Oct. 1941

From the article by Richard N. Coudenhove-Kalergi, ‘America and Europe’ in Com
mon Sense 10, New York, Oct. 1941, pp. 296-300, excerpt below from pp. 298 f.

Another group in the USA owed its origin to the fact that many adherents of the ‘Pan- 
Europa Union’ had found a new home in America. The ‘Pan-Europa Union' founded by 
Count Richard N. Coudenhove-Kalergi as a private all-party mass movement for European
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unity, campaigned in the years 1925-33 as a substantial movement though still a minority 
one with national committees in every European capital. From 1933 onwards it was 
prohibited and persecuted by Fascist regimes.1 In 1938 Coudenhove was forced to take 
refuge in Switzerland. From September 1939, when he proclaimed the federation of Europe 
as a peace aim,2 until May 1940 he lived in Paris; in July he was in Lisbon, and in August 
1940 he got away to the US. He was convinced, in his own words, that ‘The fate of the Old 
World would be decided largely in the New. It was therefore of the utmost importance to 
win over American public opinion to the idea of Pan-Europe. Not only public opinion, but 
also Congress and the administration\3 In the United States he also tried to revive the 
American Co-operative Committee of the Pan-European Union’ which he had founded in 
1925, under the chairmanship of Dr Stephen Duggan. But at a time when the notion of a 
‘united Europe’ seemed to be the monopoly of a Europe bound hand and foot to Hitler, his 
propaganda made hardly any impression.4 At the zenith of German military triumph he 
wrote the following article which brings out clearly the arguments with which he invited 
support for a federation of Europe on the Swiss model and its inclusion in an Atlantic 
association. Coudenhove played such an important part as leader in this cause that one is 
justified in letting him speak for himself in a passage that pointed the way to the great 
success which the idea of Pan-Europa was to enjoy in the USA in the course of 1943.5

( . . . )  Europe must learn to consider itself as a single great nation, like the 
United States or China, or India -  in spite of the diversity of its languages, 
religions and traditions. This European Nation was united for centuries by the 
Roman Empire, and again for centuries by the Roman Church. N ow  this 
community is totally disorganized, and will have to be re-organized again into a 
federal system at the end of the war. To prevent German hegemony, Europe

1 Cf. R.N. Coudenhove-Kalergi, Crusade for Pan-Europe. Autobiography of a Man and 
a Movement, New York, 1943, the book published in Sept. 1943 to win support for his 
life’s mission in America, esp. his account of the years 1925-40, ibid., pp. 63-212. More 
detail is given in another of his books, An Idea Conquers the World, London, 1955. Cf. 
the same author’s Europe Seeks Unity, New York, 1948, pp. 14 ff. Cf. also a brief 
summary in W. Lipgens, A History of European Integration, vol. 1: 1945-47, Oxford 
U.P., 1982, pp. 39-44.

2 A few days after the outbreak of war he issued an appeal, published in several Paris 
newspapers, which with a characteristic mixture of federal and confederal elements 
called for a ‘struggle for a European federation. ( . . . )  This federation must be organized 
to secure the following fundamental objects: 1. European solidarity in foreign, military, 
economic and currency policies. 2. An effective guarantee to all the federated states of 
their independence, integrity, security and equality, and of the maintenance of their 
national character. 3. An obligation on all European states, regardless of differences in 
their constitutions, to respect the rights of human personality and the equality of their 
citizens belonging to ethnic or religious minorities. 4 The peaceful settlement of all 
disputes between European states by a Court of Justice having at its disposal the 
material and moral means necessary to make its decisions respected. (. . .)’ (quoted in 
Coudenhove-Kalergi, An Idea conquers the World, London, 1955, p. 221).

3 Ibid., pp. 223-32, the quotation on p. 232.
4 Ibid., pp. 233 and 237.
5 Cf. doc. 278 with its preceding note.
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must break with its pre-war structure, when three or four great powers were 
surrounded by some two dozen weak little states. This fatal system will have to 
be transformed into a new system of balance, setting an end to German 
predominance, and paving the way toward equality, collaboration, and reconcili
ation.

This balance of power would demand the organization of federal groups 
within the framework of a United Europe. Such regional groups might be 
formed by each of the four main peninsulas of Europe: The Balkan, Scandina
vian, the Iberian, and the Italian: a fifth group could be organized by the four 
Western Democracies: France, Belgium, Holland, Switzerland; a sixth group by 
the four Catholic states of Eastern Europe: Poland, Czechoslovakia, Austria, 
Hungary. Germany then would constitute a seventh group, without dominating 
its neighbors nor being dominated by them. If she ever should try to resume her 
policies of pan-Germanism, she would immediately be stopped by her strong 
and united neighbors.

To overcome forever the threat of German hegemony such a system of 
European balance would have to be combined with the principle of European 
Federalism, depriving Germany, and all the other continental states, of their 
unlimited sovereignty, in order to prevent new European wars. Such a Federa
tion would have to organize its Federal Government and Parliament; its Federal 
Army and Supreme Court; its Federal Economy and Reserve Bank; its Federal 
Police and its Federal Bill of Rights, for all citizens of the United States of 
Europe.

Europe does not need any artificial blueprint for its Federation, because it has 
worked out during the last three generations an excellent model of the future 
United States of Europe. This model is Switzerland. Here twenty-five little states 
of different tradition, origin, language, religion, and economy, have constituted a 
Federation that has found ideal and practical solutions for all problems confront
ing European Federalism. Europe would only have to follow this very successful 
example -  to find the way to permanent peace and general prosperity.

The Federal executive of Switzerland is formed by a Federal Council of seven 
men, elected and always re-elected by the Senate and the Parliament. Each of 
these seven men is the chief of a separate Federal Department: State, Commerce, 
Finance, Justice, Interior, Army and Transport. Every year another member acts 
as chairman of this executive board, with the title of the President of the Swiss 
Confederation. Each of the twenty-five Swiss Canton-States has complete self- 
government, but the Army, the Supreme Court, the monetary system, the 
foreign and economic policy are under Federal control. There is no national, 
religious, or racial oppression, because the Federation guarantees to all Swiss 
citizens the same human rights. There is also no shade of national hegemony in 
spite of the fact that three-quarters of the Swiss population are of German breed 
and tongue. But this German-speaking majority is not united to a single 
dominating canton, but split up into a system of balance. Moreover, the Swiss 
Constitution stipulates that all of the Federal Counsellors originate from differ
ent cantons, - a very wise stipulation indeed.

If Europe accepts the principle of Swiss Federalism, its different states should
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be able to maintain their traditional political systems as far as they are not in 
contradiction to European collaboration and civilization. As for the linguistic 
problem of Europe, it could find an easy solution, if the leading language of the 
West, English, were introduced as a second language in all schools throughout 
the continent.

Although it is evident that no lasting peace or prosperity in Europe is 
conceivable without some kind of Federation, many Europeans are opposed to 
this idea because they decline to become co-citizens of their German oppressors. 
They demand either the exclusion of Germany from the European system, or its 
transformation into a kind of European “ ghetto” .

They do not understand that no solid European Union can be organized 
without or against the Germans. To break the German threat some advocate 
splitting up the German Reich into a series of little states, instead of neutralizing 
German predomination by a European Federation. Although a transformation 
of German centralism toward federalism would facilitate reconciliation in 
Europe, a destruction of German unity by force would risk the creation of a new 
and fierce movement for national unity and revenge among the Germans, thus 
threatening European peace. Therefore Europe must deprive Germany of all 
means of revenge, without creating new elements of hatred, fear, misery and 
oppression. The Germans will have to be assimilated by the West and not 
excluded. Therefore they will have to receive access to the raw materials, and 
economic and individual opportunities equal to those of all Europeans.

The peace of tomorrow should not be based on hatred and revenge like the 
peace of 1918 -  but on reason and cooperation like the peace of 1815, which put 
an end to the long period of Napoleonic wars and invasions. After twenty years 
of continental invasions, started by the French Revolution and continued by 
Napoleon, the Allies concluded a lasting peace with France. This peace was 
signed with an anti-Napoleonic French government, after France had restituted 
all its conquests of twenty years, and was ready to participate on equal terms in a 
system of European reconstruction. This reconciliation became possible because 
the Allies had thrown the entire responsibility of the French era of invasion on 
Napoleon and his system, without trying to punish, to isolate, or to humiliate, 
the French nation in spite of its obvious complicity.

The striking success of this method compared with the failure of the punitive 
peace of Versailles indicates the way toward European reconstruction and 
reconciliation. This is the same way Lincoln chose after victory in the Civil War, 
assuring permanent peace by collaboration, and granting equal rights to the 
vanquished within a strong Federal system. Only such a system of European 
Federation, balance, solidarity and control can enforce the second British war 
aim: to break German hegemony and to assure Europe against any future 
German attempt at invasion or domination. Only such a United States of 
Europe, following the Swiss model, could assure Europe against hegemony, and 
open an era of Continental peace and prosperity. But, by itself, it could not 
assure the British war-aim: world peace.

This world peace is inconceivable as long as Europe remains in its pre-war 
state of anarchy, economic division and national rivalry. Should such a dismem-
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bered Europe again survive the war America and the British Empire would risk 
involvement every twenty years in a new European conflagration. But even a 
United Europe could only prevent international wars by a close and permanent 
association with the British Commonwealth and the American Republics. ( . . . )

278. The Fifth Pan-European Congress, New York
25-27 March 1943

a) Report from R.N. Coudenhove-Kalergi, Crusade for Pan-Europe, New York, Sept. 
1943, p. 224; b) Extract from R.N. Coudenhove-Kalergi, ‘Postwar Europe -  League or 
Federation?’ in Postwar European Federation, Contributions of the Research Seminar for 
Postwar European Federation, New York, Feb. 1943, pp. 17-19; c) Extract from D.S. 
Philipps, ‘Economic Implications of European Federation’ in ibid., pp. 68-70; d) Five 
principles from R.N. Coudenhove-Kalergi, Crusade for Pan-Europe, New York, 1943, 
p. 227.

The group of refugee European supporters of the Pan-European Union and their 
American sponsors received a new stimulus when, on the recommendation of Nicholas 
Murray Butler the President of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, (who had 
been an advocate of European unity since the First World War), New York University 
appointed Count Coudenhove-Kalergi to an academic post. In February 1942 he opened 
what was no doubt the first post graduate ‘Research Seminar for Postwar European 
Federation ’, which enabled him to examine the political, legal and economic implications of 
a European federation with six mature post-graduate students.1 By the end of 1942 the 
British victory at El Alamein, the Anglo-American landings in North Africa and the signs of 
Russia’s impending victory at Stalingrad all showed that the war had reached its turning 
point. In the USA great encouragement was given to planning for the future peace based on 
the assumption of Germany’s defeat. On behalf of New York University Coudenhove- 
Kalergi issued invitations to a Fifth Pan-Europe Congress on the University campus from 
25-27 March 1943. This gave a considerable boost to the idea of a future united Europe at 
exactly the right moment for influencing the Americans.2 Just before the meeting opened the 
Research Seminar presented it with a book containing seven substantial contributions. Since 
no minutes of the congress, which was attended by something like 500 Americans and 
émigrés from Europe,3 have been preserved, evidence of its proceedings has to be found in

1 New York University appointed Professor Arnold J. Zürcher, a specialist on European 
constitutional questions, co-director of the seminar; cf. also R.N. Coudenhove- 
Kalergi, An Idea conquers the World, London, 1955, pp. 239 f .; A.J. Zürcher, The 
Struggle to Unite Europe 1940-50, New York, 1958, p. 11.

2 The previous congresses of the Pan-European Union had been in Vienna (1926), Berlin 
(1930), Basle (1932) and again Vienna (1935); cf. doc. 277 and the publications there in 
n. 1. To prepare for the fifth congress in New York Coudenhove-Kalergi formed a 
high-powered steering committee, whose names are listed in the introduction to this

3 There are reports by Coudenhove-Kalergi in his Crusade for Pan-Europe, New York, 
Sept. 1943, p. 223; also his An Idea ..., p. 246; see also Zürcher, The Struggle . . ., p. 17.
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other sources. They are a) a report written shortly afterwards by Coudenhove himself; b) 
the argument deployed in the book presented to the congress by the Research Seminar 
arguing that Europe must find a middle way between the minimum programme of a league 
and the maximum programme of a federation -  an argument that was certainly put to the 
constitutional committee of the congress; c) the contention advanced by Sinclair Philips in 
the book produced by the Research Seminar and unquestionably put to the economic 
committee of the congress, that Europe would be able to find peace and prosperity only 
through the creation of an economic community within the framework of a European 
federation;4d) five principles, which lay at the heart of the additional work undertaken by 
the two appointed committees* The congress received favourable press comment.6 A year 
later the constitutional committee presented a draft constitution of a United States of 
Europe.

a) Report (by Coudenhove-Kalergi)
The conference work is organized in three commissions; the juridical commis

sion presided over by Fernando de Los Rios, one of the noblest figures of the 
European emigration; the economic commission by Louis Marlio, brilliant 
economist and collaborator of Pan-Europe for many years, now member of the 
staff of the Brookings Institution in Washington; and the cultural commission by

4 D. Sinclair Philips, born in London in 1916, was a Fellow of the Graduate School of 
Arts and Science, New York University. The volume entitled Postwar European 
Federation also included articles by the following: A. J.Zurcher, ‘America and a 
United Europe’, pp. 7-14 (who argued that for Europe in the future, as for America in 
the past, only a federal system could guarantee security and progress); M. Heymann 
(born in the USA in 1921, also a Fellow of the Graduate School of Arts and Science, 
New York University), ‘Switzerland as model for Europe’, pp. 27-38 (entirely focussed 
on the Swiss constitution); K.C. Sheldon (born in Prague in 1916, studied at the 
Charles University there, then D. Phil, at Oxford in 1940, later also Fellow of the 
Graduate School of Arts and Science, New York) pp. 39-53 (focussed on what a good 
bill of rights should contain), ‘A European Bill of Rights’ ; A. Baird (born in Zurich in 
1912, a graduate of the universities of Geneva and Paris, later also a Fellow of the same 
New York Graduate School), ‘Pan-European Monetary Reconstruction versus the 
Nazi New Order’, pp. 75-101; J. Dunner (Ph.D. of Basle University, in 1936-37 
Research Fellow, Brookings Institution, Washington, later a Fellow o f the same New 
York Graduate School), ‘The Atlantic Charter and Europe’, pp. 102-119, concluding 
that ‘the basic, progressive aims of the Atlantic Charter can be realized only by (. . .) a 
European customs union and (. . .) a European federation with a federal government’
(p. 118).

5 See (d) below. Coudenhove-Kalergi, Crusade, . . . p. 227, does not give the text of the 
five principles in quotation marks, so that one cannot be sure whether he was actually 
referring to a resolution passed by the congress. But he would certainly not have 
publicized them so soon afterwards if they had not in fact coincided with a resolution 
passed by the congress. The five principles show that by this time Coudenhove had 
come to see the problem of European federation much more as part of a global 
organization for peace than he had done before.

6 Cf. Coudenhove-Kalergi, An Idea. . ., p. 248; Zurcher, The Struggle. . ., p. 15.
7 Cf. doc. 281 below.
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myself. Vice-presidents of the juridical commission are Professor Arnold 
Zurcher, and Dr. Stephen Ladas, outstanding Greek expert on minority prob
lems; vice-presidents of the economic commission are Professor André Istel, 
former financial adviser to the French prime minister Paul Reynaud, and 
Dr. Richard Schueller; vice-presidents of the cultural commission are George 
Payne, dean of the School of Education at New York University, and Dr. Ray
mond de Saussure.

Attended by a large staff of outstanding European and American experts, the 
conference decided to meet periodically till peace is concluded and its aim 
attained -  a European federation, based on a system of personal liberty, of equal 
rights for all nations and religious groups, of social justice, rising prosperity, and 
lasting peace.

The concluding banquet, sponsored by more than five-hundred prominent 
Americans and Europeans, was presided over brilliantly by a faithful friend of 
the Pan-European movement, Ambassador William Bullitt, the other speakers 
being Senator Harold Burton, Chancellor Chase of New York University, Dr. 
Stephen Duggan, De los Rios, Marlio, and myself.

b) Coudenhove-Kalergi: “League or Federation”
( . . . )  The plans for European union vary according to the degree of 

sovereignty they intend to reserve to the national states that will compose it.
All in all these plans are moving between two extremes, a minimum and a 

maximum program. The minimum program aims at the establishment of a 
European League of Nations, the maximum program at a United States of 
Europe.

The European League would organize Europe as an association of sovereign 
states, united by a permanent office of collaboration and of coordination; by 
periodic meetings of its statesmen and experts; by a system of military alliance 
and collective security; by obligatory arbitration, mediation, and peaceful 
change; by mutually stabilized currencies, preferential tariffs, and colonial coop
eration.

Within such a European League, regional federations would be established, to 
create a new and solid balance of power and to counterbalance any new attempt 
toward national hegemony. Poland and Czechoslovakia have projected one of 
these regional federations; and Yugoslavia and Greece, another. These two 
groups intend to be the nucleus of an eastern-European federation in the north -  
probably including one day Hungary and Austria -  and of a Balkan federation in 
the south. Other federations might be concluded by the Scandinavian and by the 
Iberian nations. To counterbalance postwar Germany, the western-European 
democracies could also form a closer unit, embracing France, Belgium, the Neth
erlands, and Switzerland. So Europe would be transformed into a union of some 
seven or eight federations, with the aim of evolving progressively toward a closer 
form of continental unity.

The maximum program of European union asks for a radical transformation 
of Europe into a federal state, inspired by the successful examples of Switzerland
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and of the United States of America. This program wishes to establish a federal 
government for Europe, strong enough to enforce peace, to assure prosperity, 
and to protect all European citizens against dictatorship and oppression. Such a 
United States of Europe would require not only a federal executive, but also a 
federal parliament, army, and police; a federal court and a federal reserve bank; a 
European foreign, social, and colonial policy, and a European customs union. A 
common bill of rights would have to be accepted by all member states and 
enforced, if necessary, by the federal executive.

Such a United States of Europe limiting the sovereignty of its member states 
would not be in contradiction to the establishment of regional groups.

The organization of a European League would meet very little opposition, 
because it would not violate seriously the traditions of European nationalism. 
But it would hardly be able to assure peace and a massive reduction of 
armaments; it would not even assume to assure democracy and to protect all 
Europeans against cruel and oppressive governments; it also would be unable to 
bring about a rapid economic recovery, because the regional groups would soon 
begin to raise their tariffs without any strong authority to prevent them. The 
experience with the ill-fated League of Nations cannot recommend a copy of this 
organization, even limited to Europe.

The European union of tomorrow will probably constitute some compromise 
between a European League and a United States of Europe. ( . . . )

The character of the postwar European union will also be strongly determined 
by the German question. ( . . . )  Only Europe’s disunion made it possible for 
Hitler to attack and to invade his neighbors one by one. In a united Europe he 
would not have had an opportunity to conquer. And the more elements of 
national sovereignty are taken over by the Federation the less it will be possible 
for any European state to threaten any of its neighbors. ( . . . )

c) D.S. Philips: “Economic implications”
( . . . )  Among the economic benefits that would accrue under a federated 

Europe the expansion of areas of economic opportunity would constitute a vital 
factor, not only for assuring peace and prosperity, but for allowing habits of 
tolerance a chance to develop. The relationship between tolerance and economic 
opportunity has frequently been overlooked; in this connection it may be 
questioned whether Americans or Englishmen would have acted very differently 
from Europeans had they been subjected to similar indignities for the same 
length of time.

Part of this program for economic expansion should be started as soon as the 
foreign-relief authorities commence their rehabilitation work. A European pub
lic-works administration should be set up with the authority to launch men, 
materials, and money on vast federal projects for rebuilding what has been 
devastated and also for providing new public works. In view of the tremendous 
achievements that have been made possible under a war economy, there is no 
reason why at least equal accomplishments should not be obtained under an 
organized peace economy. Large-scale housing projects, for example, as well as
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the fertilizing and seeding of the land will be essential to rehabilitate the 
impoverished millions and start civilized life again.

Instead of this reconstruction work being tackled by the separate national 
governments, involving waste and duplication of effort, the European public- 
works administration would serve as a symbol of a real new European order, and 
the masses of Germans, Poles, Italians, and Frenchmen could begin to think and 
act as Europeans. There is no reason why Europe should not have its own TVA 
and its Boulder Dam to provide work as well as a higher standard of living for all 
Europeans. ( . . . )

The importance of a revived system of international trade has already been 
demonstrated. N ot only were the disastrous effects of trade barriers and other 
restrictive devices pointed out, but it was shown that no small part of American 
prosperity can be directly attributed to her system of free trade which allowed 
the full utilization and development of her available resources. Under a federated 
Europe the power to regulate commerce among the different states, as in the 
United States, must be reserved to the federal authority. ( . . . )

d) “Five Principles33
Therefore, the Fifth Pan-European Conference has established the following 

five principles as a basis for its proceedings:
1. We are working strictly within the broad limits of the Atlantic Charter.
2. We conceive any European federation only as a regional group within a 

world-embracing postwar organization, based on a permanent collaboration 
between the four big United Nations.

3. Before this regional world system is definitely established, Europe must be 
organized under the joint sponsorship and active participation of its three great 
neighbors -  America, Britain, and Russia. Consequently, Europe’s attitude 
toward these three powers must be as cooperative, friendly, and cordial as 
possible.

4. N o European system is acceptable that will not rule out definitely any 
future threat of German aggression or hegemony.

5. The federation of Europe must be based on democratic principles. The 
people of Europe must, therefore, be given the opportunity to decide their future 
themselves. Free and fair elections ought to be held as soon as possible after the 
end of hostilities.

279. European Committee of Federal Union: ‘Memorandum on 
Foreign Policy’ J uly 1943

Published in Federal Union News, No. 101, July 1943, pp. 15-18 (parts V-VIII unab
ridged).

London as well as New York saw the genesis of a committee made up of émigrés of every 
political hue from almost every European country in addition to the party-political, socialist,
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Christian or East European transnational groups which have already been mentioned. This 
took the form of a committee of Federal Union, the most important British non-governmen
tal pressure group working in favour of European union and one which from early days 
onwards was in touch with like-minded refugees from the Continent.1 In March 1941 these 
contacts reached a point at which a ‘Foreign Committee’ was formally set up under the 
energetic chairmanship of an enthusiastically profederal member of Federal Union’s execu
tive bureau, Frances L. Josephy. Under the impact of Allied defeat on the Continent and 
with all hope now resting on the USA, the wing of Federal Union which favoured a world 
federation and for the time being commanded a majority in the group as a whole established 
an International Bureau with separate sections for America,, the Dominions and Europe, 
within which the existing Foreign Committee continued to function as the European 
Committee.2 Moreover from the autumn of 1942 onwards some 34 personalities drawn 
from 17 different countries meeting at frequent intervals worked with increasing en
thusiasm on memoranda intended to gain the objective of Federal Union and thereby to 
influence British foreign policy. The chairman was Miss Josephy who since August 1941 had 
been chairman of Federal Union’s Executive Bureau.3 The memorandum quoted below on 
the ‘definition of British foreign policy’ in Parts I-IV (not included here) criticized the 
traditional balance-of-power policy and argued in favour of a policy based on federal 
principles which would gain the support of both wings of Federal Union; only towards the 
end did this document emphasize the absolute necessity of a European federation.4

(. . .) V. Basis o f an International Struncture
It now falls to ask what are the requirements of such an international structure. 

We cannot do better than welcome the statement of requirements as laid down 
by Mr. Eden. ‘To my m ind/ he said, ‘there are three indispensable attributes . . .  
for any international organisation if it is to have a chance to achieve its purposes.

1 For Federal Union cf. esp. the chapter by John Pinder on ‘Federal Union 1939-4T in 
Part One of this volume. For a summary see W. Lipgens, A History of European 
Integration, vol. 1: 1945-47, Oxford U.P., 1982, pp. 142-153.

2 ‘Josephy Report’ (written in 1970) in the collection of Miss F.L. Josephy (64 pages of 
typescript), pp. 8-10. For the arguments inside Federal Union between European 
federalism and global confederalism cf. the report entitled Federation: Peace Aim-War 
Weapon, March 1942 and the chapter by P.M.H. Bell ‘. . .Britain 1942-45’, doc. 81 
above; summary in Lipgens, A History . . . (n. 1), pp. 145 f.

3 The members of the European Committee in July 1943 were: Chairman, Miss F.L. 
Josephy; Hon. Sec., Mrs C. Knowles; Austria, Mr A.C. Kunz, Dr F. Scheu; Basque 
country, Mr M. de Irujo, Mr A. de Gondra; Belgium, General Marcel de Baer, Mr J. 
Deguent; Catalonia, Mr J.M. Ordeig; Czechoslovakia, Dr J. Cisar, Mr W. Jaksch, Mr 
G. Stern; Estonia, Mrs Brelsford; France, Mr F. Eyriey, Professor J. Métadier; 
Germany, Mr H. Gottfurcht, Mr H. W. Westphal; Great Britain, Miss C. Dowson, Mr 
A. A. Evans, Mrs Rake; Greece, Mr E. Manglis; Hungary, Mr A. Rêvai, Dr G. Buday; 
Italy, Mr T.L. Gardini, Mr R.M. Luzzatto; the Netherlands, Mr J. Pelkman, Mr S.E. 
Dike; Norway, Mr L. Loberg; Poland, Dr J. Kronsten, Mr J. Szapiro; Romania, Dr 
D.G. Mateescu, Mr V. Budeanu; Yugoslavia, Dr R. Bicanic, Mr M.J. Sudjic. Names 
taken from the title page of the pamphlet Federation and the Four Freedoms, London, 
July 1943, p. 1).

4 Cf. n. 5 to doc. 280 below.
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First it must be fully representative of the powers that mean to keep the peace. 
The old League was not. Second, the powers themselves must have the unity and 
the determination to arrive at agreed and positive decisions. And the third and 
perhaps the most important, is that they should have the force behind them to 
give effect to their decision.

We also welcome the apparent intention of Government policy to allow the 
structure of the United Nations to develop out of the requirements of the time 
rather than to attempt to impose a preconceived blueprint. We believe that such 
an empirical approach will result in a more enduring structure, provided always, 
of course, that it is based on agreed principles and an accurate assessment of 
requirements.

VI. Practical Needs which an International Structure Must Supply
We believe that Mr. Eden’s general principles are sufficient as a basis for the 

constitution of an international structure.
We submit that the most important requirements of such a structure are:
(i) to provide a clearly defined common purpose. We believe that the 

cornerstone of present unity is determination to win victory and that unity will 
collapse when victory is won unless some other common purpose is agreed 
upon. We do not believe that the purely negative policy of preventing renewed 
aggression at some future time will seem of itself a sufficiently compelling reason 
for maintaining unity. We trust Mr. Eden’s reference to ‘positive decisions’ is a 
recognition of this fact.

We believe that in this connection the conception of a War on Want involving 
co-ordinated plans of production and supply to achieve defined standards of 
essential human needs is valuable and that the idea of a Charter defining the 
minimum satisfactory standards to be aimed at would do much to popularise the 
conception.

Such a Charter could also contain a statement of those liberties which as noted 
above are a concern of all nations and must be defended by all peoples.

(ii) To enlist a loyalty on the part of the peoples of the different nations to the 
common effort sufficiently strong to overcome appeals to national loyalties 
based on attempts to gain national advantage at the expense of the common 
effort.

We do not believe that loyalty to international unity can be consistently and 
effectively displayed through national institutions. Instead we believe that each 
individual citizen must be able to exercise a direct loyalty to international 
institutions.

We submit that this involves the principle of common citizenship and calls for 
a variety of international organs financed from a common centre and capable of 
employing citizens of any nation.

(iii) To provide an instrument to coordinate the three main factors of modern 
power and so prevent them being developed in rivalry: military resources, 
economic resources and public opinion.

We submit that this involves an authority with (a) control of arms and
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therefore the ability to co-ordinate foreign policies which decide the use to 
which arms shall be put; (b) economic powers sufficient to formulate and 
supervise economic plans -  in our opinion this would call for power to set 
international standards and to supervise at least international investment and 
banking, raw material control, migration, transport and power. At this point we 
wish to repudiate the widely held belief that the control of such matters is a 
purely technical affair which can safely be left to ‘economic experts.’ The policies 
to be decided intimately affect the military potential of the different countries as 
well as their political destinies and are questions of the highest political impor
tance. For instance, the widely canvassed idea of a Danube Valley Authority will 
alter the industrial power of the countries of S.E. Europe not only in relation to 
each other, but to the other countries of the world; while the moment at which 
its benefits are applied or withheld may well decide the fate of a progressive 
government or the prospective success of a reactionary coup d'état, (c) Represen
tation for all sections of public opinion in each of the nations instead of 
representation by government delegates appointed by the government party. We 
regard this as necessary both as a means of harmonising public opinion in 
different countries and as a means of directing the use to which military and 
economic power is put.

(iv) To safeguard the rights of national self-government. We believe, with Mr. 
Eden, that an international organisation must have power to implement its 
decisions. We believe it must therefore have clearly defined constitutional 
authority. Without such power it will be limited to passing resolutions; without 
such authority for its power we believe it will cause constant friction and 
justifiable accusations of encroachment on the rights of national governments.

We recognize that wartime Anglo-American boards have effective power 
without constitutional authority, but we believe that though bodies of this kind 
will be able to serve a useful advisory purpose, in peacetime they will lose their 
power as they become more widely representative and more subject to criticism.

We submit, therefore, that any international body which is set up capable of 
implementing its decisions must have a formal constitution so that its powers 
may be both real and at the same time limited. In short, it must be a suprana
tional government.

(v) To be able to enforce its decisions with police action.
We submit that international police action involves a centrally recruited force 

with power of arrest; supra-national courts and a representative supra-national 
legislature since without a representative legislature there is no accepted law for 
police and courts to uphold.

VII. Application to Prime Minister's Proposals Broadcast 
March 21, 1943

We recognize that supra-national government will not be possible on a world 
scale or even for all the United Nations, but we believe that it should apply to the 
European Council proposed by the Prime Minister to be a part of a world 
organisation.
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On the proposals of the Prime Minister we wish to make the following 
comments:

First, that a world body composed as it must be of representatives from 
sovereign states can only be consultative and advisory. It can have no executive 
authority. We trust therefore that H .M .G . will be no party to any proposal for a 
‘world police force’ until there can be a world government. We believe that no 
Council of sovereign states can rely on the military support of its constituent 
members and that any attempt to obtain a covenant of such support raises 
unjustified hopes of security. Certainly no reliance should be placed on it when 
planning the defences of this country. A quadruple alliance of the four great 
powers might serve some purpose (perhaps in the form of United States and 
Chinese adherence to the Anglo-Soviet Treaty), but its value would depend on 
the extent to which it was possible to set up joint machinery to co-ordinate 
foreign policies and the approach to economic reconstruction.

We hold that the best hope of maintaining peace between the great powers on 
a world scale is by concentration on achieving co-ordinated programmes of 
economic development. It must be borne in mind that any attempt by the great 
powers to claim police power would provoke opposition movements in the 
smaller nations which would gain substantial backing among the citizens of the 
great powers and would thus undermine the whole structure.

Second, that the European Council will achieve nothing if it is conceived 
primarily as a means of settling disputes and preventing aggression, or if its 
decisions are taken by a count of army corps. Its primary purpose must be to 
take the positive decisions in obtaining joint action in solving those problems 
which if taken by each nation separately would lead to disputes. It is not enough 
to sign away sovereign rights unless sovereign powers are also transferred. The 
European Council, if it is to succeed, must be a legislature whose decisions have 
constitutional authority.

V. [sic] Proposals
With these general considerations in mind we submit that the 

main problem of the future is to provide a real unity for the United Nations, and 
to this end we put forward for discussion the following proposals as a basis for 
British foreign policy: H .M .G . should propose: -

(i) A United Nations Charter defining post-war purposes more exactly than 
the Atlantic Charter and in such a way that some of these could be made the 
target for joint production programmes and supply arrangements.

(ii) The creation of world-wide advisory boards on the pattern of the Anglo- 
American joint boards.

Their constitution should provide for standing committees with staffs of their 
own to assist in the joint formulation of policies designed to achieve the purposes 
of the United Nations Charter. Their powers should be advisory only, though 
they could operate certain world-wide services; amongst these should be a world 
civil air service employing its own staff and owning its own aerodromes.

(iii) We hold that the main responsibility of British foreign policy is the
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settlement of Europe and that British policy should therefore show that Britain 
recognizes that security, the hope of economic expansion and respect for the 
rights of national self-government, both for herself and for the other countries of 
Europe, lie in the existence of a European government with definite but limited 
power. We wish to see H .M .G . propose a preparatory conference to discuss the 
constitution of such a European government.

At the time of calling such a preparatory conference H .M .G . should make it 
clear that the European union which they propose would be open to other 
nations on a basis of civil and economic liberty and with safeguards for national 
self-government, and that they look forward to the time when the union, by 
successive accessions, may become world wide.

As an earnest of their wider intentions they should invite observers from the 
U .S.A . and U .S.S.R .

280. European Committee of Federal Union: Powers of the Federal 
Government July 1943

From the pamphlet Federation and the Four Freedoms, Report of the European 
Committee of Federal Union to the Annual General Meeting, London, July 1943 (also 
printed as a supplement to Federal Union News, 8 pages. Part IV, Towers of the Federal 
government’ is given below, unabridged, pp. 5-7.

The European Committee of Federal Union1 presented to the Union's Annual General 
Meeting in July 1943 a second document which sought to define the exact extent to which 
the existing rights of sovereignty of a nation state should he transferred to a federal 
government. According to a comment in the preface, the committee had studied the problem 
‘at a number of meetings during the last eight months'.2 In the memorandum this central 
part was interposed between two attempts to establish a link with official documents setting 
out the Allies' plans for the postwar world. One was the Four Freedoms of the Atlantic 
Charter: 7. Freedom of Association and Thought on the Continent of Europe must be 
guaranteed by a federal authority; II. Freedom from Want called for a European economic 
community under a common planning authority'.3 In Part III (Language) it was pointed 
out that ‘there is a basic need for a language in which all federal business can be transacted,

1 Cf. its genesis in the introduction to doc. 279; the names of its 34 members are given in 
n. 3 of that document.

2 On the title page of the pamphlet Federation and the Four Freedoms, London, July 
1943, p. 1.

3 The summary ran as follows: ‘to sum up, the Federal Government, to assure to the 
citizens freedom from want must (a) produce an economic plan, through a federal 
planning authority; (b) control the key industries and the allocation of raw materials; 
(c) have power to lay down and enforce economic standards through minimum wages 
and social insurance; (d) have power to set up and run public utility schemes, banks, 
investment boards and other institutions for the development of backward areas; (e) 
have power to enforce at least minimum standards of education in the member states.’ 
(ibid., p. 2).
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and which will be fully understood by every citizen (. . .) It will therefore be necessary for 
every citizen of the federation to learn to write and speak a federal language as his second 
tongue'. A simplified form of English was recommended for this purpose. Then came Part 
IV which is reproduced below: ePowers of the Central Government'.4 This was followed by 
a brief Part V. ‘Relations of the European federation with the USA and USSR. Since the 
USA and USSR are already federations, their full and friendly co-operation in the 
establishment of a European federation can be expected. The accession of the three 
federations to a World Federation must be the next aim of federalists.' Finally Part VI ‘The 
future of Europe' linked up with among other things -  Churchill's broadcast of 21 March 
1943: the Council of Europe promised in that speech must be designed as a federal 
government if it was to be effective. The Conclusion analysed the situation clearly: 
‘Tomorrow's world will be centred around two main poles of attraction: the USA and the 
USSR. This will make the position of Europe an exceedingly delicate one until a World 
Federation is achieved. A divided Europe would be a mere toy between these two giants. 
Only a united Europe can hope to make her voice heard tomorrow'd

The following items are suggested for inclusion in a federal constitution: -  
1. Federal Principles

(a) The Federation shall be composed of states enjoying full sovereignty 
within the limits placed by the Federal Constitution.

(b) The federal power shall rest in the people of the federating states; it shall 
be expressed through the channel of a Federal Parliament.

(c) The Federation shall guarantee to its citizens a democratic form of 
government in itself and within their states. This entails the right of the 
Federal Government to intervene (i) when any state which is a member of 
the federation is threatened with invasion or some other form of aggres
sion; (ii) when (a) application is made to it by a democratic state 
government for protection against a non-democratic movement which, if 
successful, would abrogate the democratic principles which the federation 
exists to uphold; (b) a body of responsible citizens applies for its 
protection against a government which, though under cover of democratic 
forms, is in fact governing in accordance with the principles of totalita
rianism.

(d) Membership of the Federation shall depend on: -

4 Yet the Introduction contained the admission: ‘The question of control of arms, armed 
forces, arms supply and foreign policy has not been considered, since it has already 
been agreed that these must be surrendered by the state governments to the federal 
government if a condition of peace is to be ensured in which political freedom and 
economic security can be achieved for all citizens of the Federation’, (ibid., p. 2)

5 Federal Union’s Annual General Meeting in August 1943 took favourable note of both 
memoranda, but no resolution was passed. It was the A.G.M. of 24 Sept. 1944 that 
adopted the resolution, desired by so many people and binding on the whole Federal 
Union: ‘(a) World Federation as the long term aim; (b) educating the public in the 
meaning of and need for federation; (c) immediate aim the promotion of a democratic 
federation of Europe as part of the postwar settlement’. (Cf. W. Lipgens, A History of 
European Integration, vol. 1: 1945—47, Oxford U.P., 1982, p. 148).
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(i) the state concerned having a democratic constitution;
(ii) its acceptance of the Charter of Political and Economic Rights on 

which the Federation is based; and
(iii) the consent of a two-thirds majority of the Federal Parliament.

(e) There shall be no right of secession (once a member always a member).
(f) The Federation shall not discriminate in any way between the federating 

states.
(g) Full faith and credit shall be given in each state to the public acts of other 

states.

2. Powers of the Federal Parliament

(a) Federal legislation: -
(i) Power to establish Federal Courts inferior to the Supreme Court 

together with the necessary legal machinery. (In this right is included 
that of establishing federal officers, constables or marshals, whose 
duty it will be to carry out the orders of the Court, if need be by 
force, and who may for this purpose request the Federal Forces to 
assist them when necessary.)

(ii) Power to levy federal taxes.
(iii) Power to maintain a Federal Army, Navy and Air Force, and a 

Federal Police Force.
(iv) Power to define crimes against the Federation and to provide penal

ties for such crimes.
(b) Defence and order: -

(i) Power to declare war on a state which is not a member.
(ii) Power to suppress insurrection inside the Federation.
(iii) Power to control -  and set limitations to -  the police forces of the 

federating states, and actual or potential war industries.
(c) Direction of foreign policy, political and economic (vis-à-vis states who 

are not members of the Federation).
(d) Direction of inter-state policy (including migration).
(e) General co-ordination of economic and social policy within the Federa

tion, and power to undertake and finance federal development schemes.
(f) Financial policy (including currency).

3. Powers of Chief Executive

Among others: the power to call in the assistance of Federal Forces in case of
such imminent danger as will not admit of delay.

4. Powers of Federal Supreme Gourt

(a) Exclusive jurisdiction: -
(i) In constitutional matters: interpretation of the Federal Constitution, 

decision as to what laws are unconstitutional, what acts are violations 
of the Constitution, whether by a state or by an individual, etc.

(ii) In criminal matters: -
(a) Discretion to impose upon the responsible person for any viola-
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tion of the Federal Constitution any penalty prescribed by 
federal law, and compensation where damage or harm has been 
caused.

(b) The same discretion to be exercised in cases of breaches of treaties 
or aggression by a member-state.

(c) Offences committed by federal officers in the discharge of their 
duties.

(d) Trial of crimes against the Federation (treason, war, etc.).
(iii) In civil matters: -

Any matter involving the rights of states, or controversies between
states.

(b) Appellate jurisdiction: matters concerning nationality, or involving any 
constitutional or federal question (in civil or criminal matters).

5. Rights of the People in the Federation

(a) Individual security against unreasonable arrest or imprisonment: no 
penalty to be imposed for an act unless such act has been (either by state 
law or by federal law) declared to be a crime, a penalty has been affixed to 
it, and jurisdiction conferred upon a court to try the criminal; no person 
to be convicted without due process of law.

(b) Inviolability of residence: security against unreasonable searches and 
seizures.

(c) N o  discrimination in any field on account of race, religion or political 
opinions.

(d) Right of assembly and association, except for purposes and in circumstan
ces forbidden by federal law.

(e) Right of expression, with the exceptions provided by federal law.
(f) Right to bring before the Federal Court a complaint against a public 

officer, and right to petition the Federal Government for redress of 
grievances.

(g) Security against requisition of property without just compensation, and 
the right to appeal before a Federal Court.

(b) Economic security and the right to adequate food, clothing, housing 
accommodation and social services.

6. Modifications to the Federal Constitution shall be carried only if voted by a
majority of two-thirds of the members of the Federal Parliament.

In the field of Economics we suggest the setting up of the following federal
departments: -
1. A Federal Bank: to prevent post-war inflation, to regulate exchange-rates 

between national currencies, and to prepare at a later stage a common Federal 
currency. This would operate within the framework of any international 
clearing union or banking system that might be set up.

2. A Federal Investment Board : to ensure the distribution of reconstruction 
credits according to the primary needs of devastated countries and to foster 
the modernisation of production and transport in under-developed areas.
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3. A Federal Trade Relations Board entrusted with the task of fighting restric
tions of all kinds and of securing an increasing circulation of goods within the 
Federation. Trade arrangements on an expanding scale with the nonfederated 
parts of the world would also fall within its scope.

4. A Federal Planning Authority: to direct the pooling of the resources of the 
federated states for reconstruction purposes, economic development and 
expansion according to a common plan, and in particular for the development 
of international public utilities.

5. A Federal Labour Board : to support the national governments in preventing 
unemployment by distribution of labour, synchronisation of production, and 
raising the standard of living to the highest possible level. Unification of 
labour legislation and provisions for a federal scheme of social security would 
also be part of its functions.

6. A Federal Agricultural Board seems also to be desirable for ensuring a decent 
standard of living for primary producers working on the land (peasants, 
farmers, smallholders, agricultural labourers) by the organisation of wider 
markets, complementary production, and increasing use of scientific methods.

281. Juridical Committee of the Pan-European Conference and 
Research Seminar for European Federation: ‘Draft 
Constitution of the United States of Europe’ 25 March 1944

From the pamphlet Draft Constitution of the United States of Europe. Issued by the 
Pan-European Conference and the Research Seminar for European Federation, New York 
(New York University), April 1944 (21 pages); reprinted by New York University in 1949; 
full text also in A.J. Zurcher, The Struggle to unite Europe 1940-58, New York, 1958, 
pp. 213-23. French translation ‘Projet d’une constitution fédérale pour l’Europe’, preface 
by Richard Coudenhove-Kalergi, Gstaad, 1 Sept. 1947 (13 duplicated sheets; a copy is to 
be found in the E. Rossi Archive).

The constitutional committee appointed by the fifth Pan European congress in New York 
in March 1943 under the chairmanship of Fernando de los Rios1 issued on 5 July 1943 a 
Declaration of Aims in which it sought to define at least the basic objectives which a 
European Union was meant to achieve. Tt states four principal aims: to prevent wars; to 
prevent tyranny; to prevent national hegemony; and to overcome misery \ 2 Once these aims 
had been accepted, the Juridical Committee, as it was then called, started on the work of

1 Former minister of justice and foreign minister of the Spanish Republic, in 1944 
professor at the New School of Social Research in New York. The vice-chairmen were 
Dr Stephen P. Ladas, a well known Greek-American attorney, and Prof. Arnold J. 
Zurcher; cf. doc. 278 above for appointments made by the congress.

2 According to the account given by Coudenhove-Kalergi in his Introduction to the 
Draft Constitution of the United States of Europe, New York, April 1944, p. 4, where a 
passage runs: ‘To prevent wars it advocates a common defence system controlling 
armament production; to prevent tyranny it proposes the establishment of a European 
Bill of Rights; to prevent national hegemony it foresees a constitution inspired by the 
model of the Swiss Confederation; to overcome misery it suggests an economic union 
of Europe, including its colonies’.
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codification. The first draft of a constitution was written by Arnold J. Zurcher in collabora
tion with the Research Seminar, and after consultations in committee lasting several months 
the draft constitution finally emerged.3 It tried to meet what were acknowledged to be the 
minimum requirements by providing a European Union with the following: command over 
armed forces stronger than any national army in Europe; a common European Bill of 
Rights; a co-ordinated foreign policy; an economic union supported by an integrated fiscal 
and currency system. In other respects, however, the draft constitution was at pains to 
encroach upon national sovereignty as little as possible. As Coudenhove himself so aptly put 
it: ‘The main problem for the authors of the Draft was to reconcile respect for national 
sovereignty with the necessities of continental co-operation. .. To reconcile these contradic
tory tendencies this Draft attempts to guarantee to all states of Europe the maximum of 
independence compatible with their political and economic self-interest. The United States 
of Europe would therefore become a political organization very different from that of the 
United States of America. For the States of Europe would be united only in a strictly limited 
sense, for the sake of their common security, liberty and prosperity3.4 Accordingly, only 
relatively limited powers were provided for the common institutions, an executive board of 
seven men, a legislature consisting of two houses and a supreme court. -  In the hope that the 
new structure, by being confederal in character would be acceptable to the political leaders, 
the draft constitution was handed to the British Embassy in 'Washington on 8 April 1944 
with accompanying letters to Eden,5 the foreign secretary, and Churchill: ‘I  therefore lay 
this document in your hands as an instrument for the establishment of your Council of 
Europe3.6 But in the Foreign Office the document was caustically rejected by Gladwyn 
Jebb.7 His criticism (for internal consumption) was summed up in the sentence: *The short

3 The draft constitution was signed on 25 March 1944 in the name of the Juridical 
Committee by F. de los Rios and S.P. Ladas and in the name of the Research Seminar 
by Coudenhove and Zurcher. Cf. R.N. Coudenhove-Kalergi, An Idea conquers the 
World, London, 1955, pp. 247 f.

4 Coudenhove-Kalergi, Introduction (n. 2), pp. 5 f. A.J. Zurcher (The Struggle to unite 
Europe, New York, 1958, pp. 12 f.) commented aptly: ‘The formal constitutional plan 
now proposed took ground less advanced juridically than Swiss federalism. In essence, 
the constitutional draft outlined what Switzerland had been before the French Revolu
tion or what the United States had been during the period of the Articles of 
Confederation, that is, a permanent association of sovereign states, or what the political 
scientist calls a “ confederation” .’

5 Coudenhove-Kalergi wrote to Eden on 8 April 1944: ‘It contains the hopes of many 
millions of Europeans now fighting in the Underground for a new and democratic 
Europe of peace, liberty and prosperity. If this proposition could find the moral 
backing of your Government, it may also serve as a powerful weapon of psychological 
warfare, comparable with Wilson’s Fourteen Points during the last war. For a great 
majority of Germans who are now determined to fight to the bitter end rather than to 
surrender to a dark and unknown fate would be ready to lay down their arms to 
participate in a democratic United States of Europe; for although it would smash for 
ever their imperialistic dreams it would assure a decent future for themselves and their 
families. I should be most obliged to you if you could read this document and give it 
every possible consideration.’ (PRO, London, F0371, 40608).

6 These words, quoted from Coudenhove’s letter to Churchill, were also contained in the 
letter from Eden’s secretary to Churchill enclosing Coudenhove’s letter and the draft 
constitution {ibid.).

7 Minute by Gladwyn Jebb, 6 May 1944: ‘In case Great Britain is seen as a member state, 
according to Article 79 it may not even be represented on the Council. If, however, the
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point (I regret to say) is that both Count Coudenhove Kalergi's and the Prime Minister's 
plan are completely haywire'.8 On] ebb's advice and with Eden's approval the letter with its 
enclosure was returned to Churchill's private secretary with the words: ‘The Foreign 
Secretary is confining himself to a bare acknowledgement and feels that it would be best if 
the Prime Minister were to do the same'. There is no trace of an answer from Churchill.9 -  
In the following reprint some passages whose contents were not important enough to be 
reproduced in full or could be taken for granted have been replaced by brief summaries.10

Preamble
The states of Europe, animated by a desire to safeguard their common cultural 

heritage, to avert the scourge of internecine war, to rid themselves of the 
intolerable burden of armaments, to assure social security and an ever-rising 
standard of living, to guarantee the personal, national and religious freedom of all 
Europeans, and to make a positive contribution to a more orderly world, have 
agreed upon these Articles of Association and Union.

Section I  -  The States and the Union
Article 1. The organization established by the following Articles shall be 

known as the United States of Europe, hereinafter referred to as the Union.
Article 2. The Union is an association of sovereign states which have decided 

to establish and maintain common institutions in the interest of their security, 
prosperity, and liberty.

Article 3. Member states retain their sovereign rights unimpaired except in so 
far as these rights are limited by these Articles.

Article 4. The Union shall have its own flag and seat of government.
Article 5. Accession to the Union shall be a voluntary act. Member states shall 

be those which ratify these Articles by the processes hereinafter formulated.
Article 6. The existence of the Union does not preclude the organization of 

groups of member states for purposes not inconsistent with those of the Union. 
The consent of the Union shall always be required for such group organizations.

United Kingdom is not to be a member of the United States of Europe (and if the Soviet 
Union is excluded also as would seem to be the intention) then we should be a party to 
setting up a centralised entity of some 350,000,000 people with a centralised armed 
force of its own. Such an achievement, if it were practicable (which fortunately it is not) 
would seem to be quite fatal to the interests of this country ( . . . )  In sending this 
statement of his views to the Prime Minister the Foreign Secretary might, I suggest, 
propose that in the circumstances the Prime Minister, if he sends any reply at all, should 
limit it to a mere acknowledgement.5 Underneath Eden wrote the following comment: 
‘I don’t follow Mr Jebb’s first argument, I’m afraid, but anyway I hardly think it 
appropriate to repeat over the Count’s literature the arguments I put before the 
[Commonwealth Prime Ministers’] Conference yesterday. It might be wise if Private 
Sec. dropped a hint of caution to P(rivate) S(ecretary) at No. 10. May 6th’. (ibid., FO 
371, 40608).

8 Second minute by Gladwyn Jebb, 9 May 1944 (ibid.).
9 Letter from Eden’s private secretary to Churchill’s private secretary (ibid.).

10 Cf. summary of the main feature of this draft constitution a year later, doc. 283 below.
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Article 7. The Union shall guarantee the reserved sovereign rights and 
boundaries of each member state and is authorized to take appropriate measures 
to secure this guarantee.

Section I I  -  Internal constitutional standards o f Member States
Article 8. The constitution of each member state shall have the character of 

fundamental law enforceable in an appropriate state court.
Article 9. The constitution of a member state shall provide for at least one 

house of its parliament to be elected by free, equal, and secret ballot by the adult 
inhabitants of one or both sexes who are citizens.

Article 10. The constitution of each member state shall secure to its parliament 
the power to pass all laws and to vote taxes, appropriations and other measures 
relating to finance and property.

Article 11. The constitution of every member state shall make the privileges 
and prerogatives of its parliament inalienable and shall guarantee in explicit terms 
that these privileges and prerogatives may not be transferred to any other 
authority except for the duration of an emergency as described in Article 32.

Article 12. The constitution of every member state shall assure the rights of the 
opposition in its parliament.

Article 13. The constitution of every member state shall guarantee local or 
regional autonomy to linguistic minority groups forming a regional majority 
within a clearly defined territory of the state, provided such groups desire an 
autonomous status within the member state. The desire for autonomy shall be 
determined by a plebiscite held under the authority of the Union.

Section I I I  -  Interstate Relations
Article 14. Every member state shall give full faith and credit to the public acts, 

records, and judicial proceedings of every other member state when these relate 
to the private rights of persons.

Article 15. Except where a political offence is charged, every member state 
shall render up a fugitive from justice to the executive authority of the member 
state from which he fled.

Article 16. The Union may enact model legislation on any subject outside of 
its immediate competence and recommend the adoption of such legislation to the 
appropriate organs of the governments of the member states.

Article 17. Citizens of member states may travel freely across the frontiers of 
any other member state for the purpose of temporary residence. For such a 
purpose no passport or visa shall be required. Persons with a criminal record and 
those likely to become public charges are subject to such regulations as the 
member state chooses to establish. The permanent migration of persons from 
one member state to another is subject to such regulations as the Congress of the 
Union may establish.

Article 18. Every dispute arising between member states must be settled by 
peaceful means. If the dispute is of a juridical nature, it must be submitted for 
adjudication to the Supreme Court of the Union. If the dispute is of a non-
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juridical nature, the Council of the Union shall have power to bring about a final 
settlement by majority vote.

Section IV  -  The Rights o f the Individual
Article 19. Every person is equal before the law; there shall be no discrimina

tion among persons or classes of persons based on race, language, or religion.
[This section continues with a concise statement of the basic rights of the 

individual: freedom of the press, freedom of assembly, the right to own 
property, the right to use one’s mother tongue, the rights of anyone accused, the 
prohibition of torture, secrecy of the post and freedom of trade (Articles 21-36)]

Article 37. Every member state of the Union agrees to incorporate a statement 
of the rights stipulated in this section (Articles 19-36) in its own constitution, to 
provide effective administrative and judicial process for their enforcement and to 
facilitate appeals from its own courts to the Supreme Court of the Union 
whenever interested parties, whose rights as defined in this section (Articles 
19-36) have allegedly been violated, invoke the procedure of appeal as described 
in Article 90.

Section V -  Social Rights
Article 38. Member states of the Union agree that lasting peace depends, in 

part, upon an integrated and progressive policy aiming at freedom from want. 
They accordingly pledge themselves to provide within their own respective 
jurisdictions a comprehensive system of social assistance, such a system to take 
account of the magnitude and distribution of national income. This system shall 
include: compulsory insurance against accidents, illness, old age, and unemploy
ment; medical assistance to expectant mothers and infants; social assistance to 
mental defectives and the incapacitated; and pensions for widows and orphans.

[This section goes on to commit countries which are members of the Union to 
establish schools, to pass laws for the protection of labour, to exploit national 
resources, to carry out land reform in favour of small holdings, to co-ordinate 
public health between themselves and to teach the official languages used by the 
Union. (Articles 39-44).]

Article 45. All social rights identified in this Section (Articles 38-44) shall also 
be made available in each member state to residents who are citizens of other 
member states.

Section VI -  Defense
Article 46. The Union shall have power to take all measures to prevent its 

member states from menacing international peace and order and to protect the 
territory of the Union against aggression.

Article 47. To protect and defend the Union, a professional armed force shall 
be organized, trained, equipped and commanded under the Union’s sole respon
sibility.

Article 48. Member states are bound to assist the Union in all matters
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pertaining to the organization, training, equipping and housing of the Union’s 
forces. This stipulation includes facilities for airfields, ports, bases, fortifications 
and other installations.

Article 49. N o more than one tenth of the total strength of any branch of the 
armed forces of the Union shall consist of nationals of any one member state.

Article 50. The Union shall own, supervise or otherwise control the prod
uction of munitions and other war material or any type of production which can 
readily be converted into the production of munitions or war materials. It shall 
also control the traffic in munitions and armament.

Article 51. All officers of the armed forces of the Union, including their 
commander-in-chief, shall be appointed and recalled by the Union. During their 
term of service, the personnel of the armed forces of the Union owe allegiance 
exclusively to the Union.

Article 52. Member states may maintain armed forces for internal order and 
security on their respective territories under regulations established by the 
Union.

Article 53. Member states possessing or controlling colonial territories may be 
authorized by the Union to maintain colonial forces in those territories. Such 
forces can never be transferred to the Continent of Europe without the consent 
of the Union.

Section VII  -  Foreign Affairs
Article 54. The Union shall have power to conduct foreign relations and to 

conclude treaties and agreements to further the purposes of these Articles. 
Member states may conclude treaties with the approval of the Union, and may 
exchange diplomatic and consular representatives among themselves and with 
foreign states.

Article 55. The Union shall co-operate with other states or groups of states to 
establish a world organization for the maintenance of peace and security.

Section V III - Colonial Territories
Article 56. Colonial territories shall remain under the direct jurisdiction and 

sovereign authority of the member state to which such territories are attached. 
This applies also to protectorates and mandates of member states. ( . . . )

Colonial territories must grant citizens of all states which are members of the 
Union the same rights as they themselves have in the colonies and must prepare 
the colonies for self-government. [Art. 51-58]

Section IX  -  Economic Policy
Article 59. The economic policy of the Union shall aim at the unification of 
the European economy; within five years following the organization of the 
Union, the Congress is authorized to establish a European customs union with 
intra-European free trade.

Article 60. Pending the establishment of a customs union, the member states 
agree not to establish unilateral tariffs, foreign exchange controls, import quotas,
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export premiums, transport differentials, blocked accounts, multiple currencies 
in one and the same state, or any other obstacles affecting the interstate trade of 
the Union. Such controls shall only be established by agreement between 
member states affected.

Article 61. As one step toward a unified European economy, the Union shall 
use its power of enacting model legislation to provide for the reduction and 
ultimate elimination of all internal trade barriers.

Article 62. By enacting model legislation, the Union shall indicate the type of 
price and wage policies to be implemented by member states to encourage 
production and consumption.

Article 63. The Union shall assure the unification of the European transport 
system within a period to be determined by the Congress.

Article 64. A central bank of Europe shall be established by a special statute of 
the Congress. It shall have the prerogative of issuing currency and shall serve as a 
clearing and rediscounting agency for the central banks of member states.

Section X  -  Revenues o f the Union
[The income of the Union will be made up of contributions from the member 

states, assessed according to their national income, from a share of the customs 
dues and from the profits of federal enterprises. (Articles 65-67).]

Section X I  -T h e  Congress
Article 68. The deliberative organ of the Union shall be a Congress consisting 

of a House of Representatives and a House of States.
Article 69. In the House of Representatives, the member states shall be 

represented according to the following formula:
a) states with more than 40 million in h ab ita n ts ..................10 representatives
b) states with less than 40 million but more than 20 million inhabitants

8 representatives
c) states with less than 20 million but more than 10 million inhabitants

6 representatives
d) states with less than 10 million but more than 5 million inhabitants

4 representatives
e) states with less than 5 million but more than 2Vi million inhabitants

2 representatives
f) states with less than 2Vi million inh abitants......................... 1 representative
g) any member state possessing colonial territory shall have one additional 

representative
h) for purposes of representation in the Congress of the Union, San Marino 

shall be identified with Italy, Monaco with France, and Liechtenstein with 
Switzerland.

Article 70. The representatives of the member states in the House of Repre
sentatives shall be chosen by the popularly elective chamber of the parliament of 
the member state.
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Article 71. The House of States shall consist of two delegates from each 
member state of the Union with more than 2/4 million inhabitants and of one 
delegate from each member state with less than IVi million inhabitants. ( . . . )

[Members of the House of States will be nominated by their states. Every 
nomination will require the assent of a majority in both houses of parliament. 
(Articles 72-74).]

Article 75. The Congress shall meet on call of the president of the House of 
Representatives at least once each year. The President of the Union may call it 
into special session.

Article 76. Except as otherwise expressly provided in these Articles, the 
Congress shall have power to deal with all matters falling within the competence 
of the Union. Except as otherwise expressly provided in these Articles, the 
Congress shall have power to establish any department, office, agency, or other 
unit necessary to the operation of the government and administration of the 
Union.

Article 77. The two houses of Congress shall constitute a single assembly 
when the following matters are considered:
a) the election of the Council or its individual members
b) the proposal of an amendment to these Articles
c) the election of judges of the Supreme Court.

Article 78. When sitting as a single assembly, each member of the Congress 
shall have one vote; two thirds of the total membership of the combined houses 
shall constitute a quorum.

Section X I I  -  The Council
Article 79. The executive organ of the Union shall be a Council of seven 

members elected for terms of four years by the two Houses of Congress meeting 
as a single assembly. N ot more than one member of the Council shall come from 
the same member state.

At least three of its members must be citizens of states with a population of 
more than twenty millions.

Article 80. The Council shall be responsible to the Congress for all of its acts.
Article 81. Each year the Council shall elect, by majority vote, one of its 

members to be President of the Union and another member to be Vice President 
of the Union. They shall serve as chairman and vice chairman, respectively, of 
the Council. N o incumbent President may be re-elected or be elected Vice 
President for the year following his presidency.

Article 82. The Council shall discharge the duties assigned to it by these 
Articles or by Congress.

Article 83. Such administrative departments as Congress may erect shall be 
placed under the immediate supervision of a member of the Council. The 
Council shall indicate which department each member shall supervise.

Article 84. In case of an internal or external threat to the peace and safety of 
the Union, the Council is authorized to use whatever measures the emergency 
may require, including the use of the armed forces of the Union, to combat such
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threat. It shall immediately report the circumstances and the measures taken to 
the Congress.

Section X I I I -  The Supreme Court
Article 85. The chief judicial organ of the Union shall be a Supreme Court 

consisting of fifteen judges. They shall be elected by the Congress sitting as a 
single assembly by a two-thirds vote. The judges of the Court shall choose one of 
their number to serve as president of the Court.

Article 86. The Congress shall choose the judges of the Supreme Court from 
lists of nominees prepared by the Council consisting of all present members of 
the highest courts of the member states and of a maximum of 100 jurisconsults of 
recognized standing. ( . . . )

The judges of the Supreme Court shall exercise their office for life. The 
Supreme Court is the competent authority for constitutional questions, disputes 
over jurisdiction between federal authorities and legal controversies between 
countries belonging to the Union, and is the final Court of Appeal for proceed
ings arising in the sphere of the individual’s basic human rights. [Art. 86-92]

Section X IV  -  Accession to the Union-Transitional Provision
Article 93. When ratified by the parliaments or other appropriate constitu

tional organ of at least ten eligible states, four of which shall have a population of 
at least twenty millions, these Articles shall take effect among the states so 
ratifying. Other eligible states may adhere subsequently by a similar act of 
ratification.

Article 94. Member states of the Union shall adapt their respective constitu
tions and existing statute and other law to the provisions of these Articles within 
a period of five years following ratification.

Section X V  -  Amendment and Revision
Article 95. Amendment of these Articles, in whole or in part, may be proposed 

by two thirds of the membership of Congress meeting as a single assembly; an 
amendment shall take effect when ratified by the parliaments of a majority of the 
member states among which must be included at least four states with twenty 
million or more inhabitants.

282. American Political Science Association Round Table: ‘A
Federal Solution for Europe’ April 1944

From the article ‘Shall Europe federate?’ in New Europe, April-May 1944, pp. 5-11 
(excerpts).

For the first time in April 1944 a ‘general scholarly discussion of the topic of European 
federation ’ took place under the aegis of a major American learned society: in Washington
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the American Political Science Association held a Round Table on the subject of a federal 
solution for Europe.1 It was attended by a large number of scholars and public personalities 
from America and from both Eastern and Western Europe.2 Since it had by then become 
public knowledge that specific arrangements for Europe were no longer part of the Allied 
governments' postwar plans the divergency of views expressed ran all the way from the 
contention that there could only be a global solution in agreement with the Soviet Union to 
affirming the need for a purely European fedration.3 Nevertheless there was clear consensus 
on the view that the independent state system of prewar Europe is an anachronism that will 
not outlast this century.4 The spectrum of opinion is represented here by short excerpts from 
the contributions of a) Coudenhove-Kalergi, b) Arnold Brecht, c) E.A. Mowrer, d) S. 
Gavrilovic and e) F. de los Rios.5

A )R .N . Coudenhove-Kalergi
( . . . )  The supporters of the idea of European federation are divided on the 

issue, whether Russia or Britain, or both, or neither of them should be members 
of the European federation. N o responsible American statesman could tolerate 
the formation of a political, economic, and military bloc including Russia, 
Britain, and Europe while excluding the United States, isolating and encircling it. 
Such a mammoth federation would embrace not only the entire continents of 
Europe, Africa, and Australia, but also three-quarters of Asia and one-quarter of

1 Cf. the brief report of the man chosen to be chairman of the Round Table, A.J. 
Zurcher; see his The Struggle rto unite Europe, 1940-58, New York, 1958, p. 13.

2 In addition to the authors of the extracts printed below those present included the 
following: William Anderson, Head of the Political Science Department of the Univer
sity of Minnesota and former President of the American Political Science Association; 
Philip Marshall Brown, President of the American Peace Society; Harold H. Burton, 
Senator from Ohio; Lidwell Dunny, editorial writer for the Scripps-Howard News
paper Alliance; Henry P. Jordan, Professor of Government, New York University; 
Charles Pergler, Dean of the Law School of the National University; Ludwik Ra- 
jchmann, physician and former Director of the Health Service of the League of 
Nations; Egon Ranshoven-Wertheimer, Professor of International Affairs at the 
American University of Washington; Father W. Eugene Schields, Associate Editor of 
the magazine America; Basil John Vlavianos, publisher and editor of the National 
Herald, a Greek language daily in New York.

3 Cf. the introduction written by Zurcher to the publication of excerpts from the minutes 
in New Europe: ‘The danger is that we shall welcome some form of universal union, 
particularly an alliance or agreement among the ‘Big Three5 at the price of sacrificing a 
sound and stable solution of such regional problems as the political reconstruction of 
Europe5, (ibid., p. 5)

4 Cf. ibid., p. 6.
5 For Coudenhove-Kalergi and de los Rios cf. docs. 277, 278, and 281 with notes, above. 

Arnold Brecht, once a senior civil servant in the Reich Ministry of the Interior (1921- 
27) and later (1927-33) in the Prussian Ministry of Finance, had become a professor of 
political science at the New School for Social Research. Edgar Ansel Mowrer was a 
former war correspondent of the Chicago Daily News. Stoyan Gavrilovic, formerly 
assistant director in the Yugoslav Foreign Ministry in Belgrade, had become director of 
the Royal Yugoslav Information Center in New York.
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America. N o British statesman could tolerate the creation of a continental 
federation of Europe and Northern Asia, stretching from Portugal to the Bering 
Sea, and isolating England. N or could any Soviet statesman tolerate a federation 
of western Europe including Britain and linking the European continent to the 
British Empire.

Hence, the only formula of European federation acceptable to America, 
Britain, and Russia is that of a little Europe, surrounded, sponsored, and 
controlled by these three main victors over Hitler. Such a federation, stretching 
from the Soviet border to the Atlantic, would be only half as large as the United 
States of America. It would be destined to form a natural part of any future 
world organization based on regions such as the British Empire, the Soviet 
Union, Pan-America, and China. Pending the establishment of such a world 
organization, Europe’s neutrality would have to be guaranteed and controlled by 
its three great neighbors, liberators, and sponsors.

The organization of a European federation should be determined by its aims: 
to assure peace by a federal defence system; to assure prosperity by a common 
economic system; and to assure liberty by a common bill of rights. (. . .)

b) A. Brecht
( . . . )  A one-hundred-per-cent union of Europe is out of the question, a 

limited-purpose federation is possible and neicessary. Its most important func
tion would be to prevent Fascist governments from rising again anywhere within 
the federation. That can be done if certain minimum standards of respect for the 
dignity of man are guaranteed by the European federal constitaution so as to 
allow the automatic control of these standards by federal courts. Even a 
guarantee that was restricted only to minimum standards of liberty, just enough 
to permit supernational intervention when individuals are placed in brutal terror 
and denied justice, would have a great practical effect.

Minimum standards of justice are only one item of several on the roster of a 
limited-purpose federation. Others are technological purposes; economic pur
poses, such as lowering trade barriers and currency regulation and stabilization; 
large scale reconstruction projects; control of railroads, airways, and public 
utilities. From the point of view of a continental European federation, even 
controlling armaments, with special disarmament sagreements, is certain to be 
proposed. (. . .)

c) E.A. Mowrer
(. . .) At the other end of Europe there is a great power, Soviet Russia, coming 

out of this struggle with incredible, yet well deserved, prestige, which, so far as 
we know, judging by public statements, opposes all forms of European federa
tion, at least for the time being, and insists on a nonfederated relationship, and 
asks that each European country have a string running into Moscow.

Threrefore is it not a safe conclusion that we are going to have to settle the 
world problem before we can settle the European one? Is not the attitude of the 
great powers toward Europe going to depend upon the relations that exist among
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themselves? If, for instance, the United States, Britain, and Russia succeed in 
cementing not only an alliance but a real understanding based on some confi
dence, then it would appear to me that they are going to have a not too 
unfavorable attitude toward allowing Europehan consolidations. If, on the other 
hand, this is not reached, then I see no chance of any European federation, 
however desirable it may be, coming into being in the course of the next few 
years.

d )  S. Gavrilovic
( . . . )  The chief difficulty was the variation in the internal political and social 

structures of the [European] states. One state was democratic, another was 
dictatorial. There was a complete ideological difference and therefore lack of 
unity. Hence, the most important requirement for any future unified organiza
tion of Europe is that all member states have the same constitutional ideas and 
these must be democratic. (. . .)

e) F. de los Rios
I wish to stress the importance for Europeans of the federal idea. We know 

that federation is a process rather than an act, a process that requires much time 
for its realization. Nevertheless, we Europeans decidedly need to emphasize the 
goal as well as the way because such emphasis upon the goal will have excellent 
educational results for our countrymen; it is a method of indoctrination by 
which we may awaken a consciousness of the need for federation. ( . . . )

We do not think that “ federation” is a panacea; but we are convinced that if 
we can tie the states of Europe together, both in a political and economic sense 
on a federal pattern, underlining common purposes and creating organs to fulfill 
such common purposes, we shall be making a real contribution oto a lasting 
peace. If such steps could be taken, we would immediately remove many 
contemporary sources of international friction in Europe and stimulate common 
hopes and ideals.

283. Pan-European Conference: ‘Declaration of European
Interdependence’ 14 March 1945

Printed in the New York Times, 15 March 1945 with a note ‘Issued by the Pan- 
European Conference in New York on Wednesday, March 14, 1945’. There is also a type
written copy in the Mackay Archive (London School of Economics, file EPU 1945-48). 
The Declaration is reproduced below in full.

This, the last document produced by the members of the Pan-Europe group which met 
frequently in New York, came out a year after the Draft Constitution of the United States 
of Europe1 Since it was by now evident that the division of Europe into spheres of influence

1 Cf. doc. 281 above.
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had gained acceptance in London and New York, this Declaration of European Inter
dependence registered a solemn protest against this division. The best known signatories of 
all political hues, liberal conservatives, democrats and social democrats, called once again for 
their alternative policy to be put into effect: a democratic European confederation as a 
regional organization within a global organization still to be created.2

*

We Europeans, conscious of our common civilization and our common 
destiny, appeal to the President and to the Congress of the United States to 
support our efforts toward the establishment of a European Confederation at the 
end of the war.

We express our conviction that a dismemberment of our Continent or its 
partition into Spheres of Influence would inevitably lead, in a near future, to 
World War III; and that Europe’s peace, liberty, and prosperity can be assured 
only by coordinating the planned World-Security-Organization with the follow
ing principles:

1. The nations of Europe constitute, by reasons of geography and history, an 
interdependent region of the world. It should be recognized as such within the 
framework of the future World Organization.

2. Nothing short of a Confederation can secure for Europe lasting peace, 
personal liberty, and speedy recovery. Therefore a European Confederation 
should be established around a European Council and a Supreme Court, to 
coordinate the common political, military, and economic interests of Europe and 
guarantee the personal rights of all Europeans.

3. A military force should be set up, composed of soldiers of the member 
states under the Confederation’s authority, to protect all European peoples 
against aggression and tyranny, and to enable Europe to reduce drastically the 
crushing burden of armaments.

2 The Declaration was signed by: Richard N. Coudenhove-Kalergi, Fernando de los Rios 
(former Foreign Minister and ambassador of the Spanish Republic, then Professor at 
the New School for Social Research, New York), Henri Bernstein (writer, president of 
the French-American Club, New York), Nellos Canellopoulos (former Member for 
Athens in the Greek parliament, then New York), José Antonio d’Aguirre (former 
president of the autonomous Basque government, later New York), Raymond de 
Saussure (doctor, author and professor, formerly at the University of Geneva, then at 
the French University of New York), Feliks Gross (Polish author and editor of New 
Europe, New York), Waclaw Lednicki (author and professor, formerly at the Univer
sity of Cracow, then at the University of California), Gunnar Leistikow (author and 
former foreign editor of Social-Demokraten, Copenhagen, then New York), Amé- 
Leroy (former minister plenipotentiary and French ambassador, then professor at the 
French University, New York), Alfredo Mendizâbal (author and professor, formerly at 
Oviedo University, Spain, then at the New School for Social Research, New York), 
Edouard Muller (President of Nestlé’s Milk Products Inc., formerly Vevey, Switzer
land, then Stamford, Connecticut), Miloye M. Sokitch (former chief editor of Pravda, 
Belgrade and Member of the Yugoslav Parliament, then Madison, Connecticut), Walter 
Toscanini (Milan, then New York), Franz Werfel (writer and playwright, Prague and 
Vienna, then Beverly Hills, California).
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4. N o “ freedom from fear”  in Europe is compatible with any Fourth Reich. 
Therefore the German Reich as a centralized power should be liquidated. Only 
after having overcome the spirit of Hitlerism and of pan-German imperialism 
should the German states be granted full membership in the European Confeder
ation.

5. A Bill of Rights should protect all Europeans against racial, social, and 
religious discrimination or any form of tyranny and guarantee freedom of 
worship, of speech, and of information. All European minorities should be free 
to use their mother tongue in church, in school, in court, and in public. 
Nationalities suffering under oppression should be entitled to self-government.

6. A Bill of Social Rights should aim at assuring to all Europeans “ freedom 
from want” , by a series of basic social and economic reforms.

7. To promote a higher standard of living, the European Confederation should 
gradually liquidate all inter-European trade barriers, to transform Europe into a 
single market with a common currency and a coordinated system of transporta
tion.

8. Within these limits of continental solidarity, the European Confederation 
should respect the various democratic constitutions of its member states and 
guarantee their national sovereignty, security, and equality.
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Anseele, E. 691 
Antonini, Luigi 494, 526 
Armstrong, Hamilton Fish 371 
Armstrong, W. 705, 711, 718, 740 
Aron, Raymond 280, 288, 295, 310 
Arquistain, L. 692 
Ascoli, Max 492, 507, 542 
Attlee, Clement Richard 4, 138, 167, 257, 

365, 367
Aufhäuser, Siegfried 610 
Auriol, Vincent 283, 306, 307, 327, 331, 

338, 691 
Ausch, Karl 691 
Avenol, Joseph 283, 321, 322 
Avord, René see Aron, Raymond 
Avxentieff, N. 664 
Aydelotte, Frank 790 
Aymard, Camille 283

Bagehot, Walter 92 
Baillie, John 740, 746

Baird, A. 798 
Bamford, Mildred 628 
Banats, Bòzo 760 
Barânski, Leon 393 
Barnes, G. N. 2 
Barnes, Roswell 709 
Basch, Antonin 358, 757, 766 
Bauer, Hans 616 
Bauer, Otto 363, 634 
Beard, Charles 356 
Bechyne, R. 656 
Beck, Ludwig 358 
Becko 656
Beerlaerts van Blokland, Frans 453, 455, 

463
Béguin, Albert 283
Behm, Ernst 611
Beijen, Jan W. 288, 454, 455
Bela-Low 664
Belin 675
Beiina, J. 692
Bell, Bishop 726
Bell, Daniel 356
Benedict XV 702
Benes, Evard 8, 10, 220, 221, 358, 362, 368, 

373, 377, 380, 395, 397, 468, 508, 535, 
757, 771

Benes, Vojta 358, 373, 400, 756, 770, 771, 
773

Bentwich, Norman 30, 32, 144, 145 
Berggrav, E. 713
Berkelbach van der Sprenkel, S. 713 
Berliers 332
Bernanos, Georges 282, 284 
Bernaudeau, A. 334 
Berhnhard, Georg 573 
Bernstein, Henry 822 
Bernstein, P. 284, 342 
Berti, Giuseppe 492 
Berveiller 282
Bevan, Aneurin 206, 257, 518 
Beveridge, William 4, 26, 27, 30-33, 40, 58, 

72-74, 85, 88, 108, 113, 118, 144, 150
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Bianco, U. Zanotti 499 
Bianquis, Georges 282 
Bicanic, Rudolf 768, 802 
Biegun, Dov 390 
Billoux, F. 319, 332 
Bloch, Ernst 610 
Blum Léon 119, 294, 365, 654 
Boegner, Marc 703, 713 
Bogomolov 333 
Böhm, Vilmos 678 
Bohn, William E. 663, 664 
Boisot see De Beus, Hacobus G.
Bolaffio 543 
Bolkestein, Gerrit 452 
Bondas, J. 680 
Bondy, François 282 
Bonhoeffer, Dietrich 719, 720, 723 
Bonnet, Henri 281, 284, 293, 294 
Bonte, F. 284, 332, 333 
Bordaz313, 314, 326 
Borel, Jacques 280 
Borgese, Giuseppe Antonio 492, 499, 531, 

543, 786, 790-793 
Borghi, Armando 515 
Bourdan, Pierre 280, 304, 305 
Bousquet, G. H. 336 
Bouvier 571
Brailsford, Henry Noel 27, 28, 43, 59, 229, 

691
Brandt Willy 556, 561, 568, 569, 605, 611, 

657, 661,677, 678 
Braunthal A. 664
Braunthal, Julius 657, 682, 690, 691
Brecht, Arnold 556, 562, 578, 585, 819, 820
Brecht, Bertolt 610
Breitscheid, Rudolf 567
Brelsford 802
Brentano 281
Briand, Aristide 1, 10, 41, 42, 354, 435, 436, 

492, 524, 525, 563, 755, 758 
Broch, Hermann 790 
Brousset 284, 342 
Brown, Philip Marshall 819 
Bruer, V. 766 
Brunazzi, Nino 545 
Buday, G. 802 
Budeanu, Victor E. 775, 802 
Buell, Raymond Leslie 356 
Buhl, V. 481
Bullitt, William C. 9, 631, 799 
Buré, Emilie 281

Burnham, James 428
Burton, Harold 799, 819
Buset, Max 691
Butler, Nicolas Murray 797
Butler, R. A. 582, 598
Buttinger, Joseph 630 see Richter, Karl

Cabella, Fulvio 517, 520 
Caffi, Andrea 494, 499, 500, 506, 521 
Caillois, Roger 282 
Calosso, Umberto 493, 536 
Calzolari, Gino 518 
Canellopoulos, Nellos 822 
Cantarella 543 
Capernaros, Vrasidas 768 
Capitani, René 284, 309, 342 
Cardenas, Lázaro 501, 502 
Carillo, W 692 
Carminati, Nino 503 
Carr, Edward Hallett 206, 210, 598 
Carrara, Mario 503
Catlin, George Edward Gordon 159, 194, 

195,203
Cazalet, Victor 788 
Chaconas, Stephen 766 
Chamberlain, Arthur Neville 257 
Chamberlain, Joseph 31, 163, 167 
Chamberlain, William Henry 356, 563 
Chaning-Pearce, Melville 28, 54, 63 
Chase, Lillian 243 
Chelwood, Cecil of 4 
Chester, George 691 
Chiang Kai-shek 472 
Chiaraviglio, Tito 520 
Chiaromonte, N. 543 
Chinard, G. 281
Churchill, Winston 3, 5, 6, 9, 11, 12, 13, 24, 

187, 188, 217, 229-232, 239, 247, 251, 
253, 255, 257, 265, 305, 338, 390, 395, 
438, 440, 442, 456, 472, 488, 543, 544, 
631, 762, 804, 805, 807,811, 812 

Cialente, Fausta 536 
Cianca 510
Ciccotti, Sigfrido 494, 505, 520, 545, 546
Ciechanowski, Jan 371, 757
Cilla, Nicola 505
Cinquini, Rubens 503
Ciolkosz, Adam 656, 775
Ciolkosz, Lydia 658
Cisar, J. 802
Citrine, W. 687
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Clay, Harold E. 691
Closon, François-Louis 280, 297
Cobban, Alfred 226
Cobden 46, 47
Cohen, Elinar 488
Cole, George Douglas Howard 163, 190, 

196, 197, 203, 243, 518, 522, 670 
Colorni, Eugenio 539 
Commert, Pierre 280 
Comstock, M. 790 
Conrad, Peter see Uhlig, Hans 
Cornea, Victor 775 
Coste-Floret, Paul 284, 309 
Cot, Pierre 284, 294, 307, 313, 314 
Coudenhove-Kalergi, Richard N. 2, 9, 283, 

324, 354, 357, 416, 428, 435, 569, 756, 
758, 787-789, 792, 794, 797, 799, 
810-812, 819, 822 

Crespi, Angelo 518 
Crespin 281
Cripps, Stafford 220, 221 
Cristea, N. 775 
Crosby, O. T. 2 
Crossman, R. H. S. 68 
Crowther, Geoffrey 187, 247, 263 
Cubrilovich, Branko 756 
Curry, William Burnley 27-29, 51, 75, 152, 

190
Curtis, Lionel George 26-30, 32, 159, 198, 

199, 203,222, 241,242 
Czernetz, Karl 636, 644, 691 
Czernin, Ferdinand 358, 630, 644, 645 
Czernin, Ottokar 644

D’Aguirre, Jose Antonio 758, 822
D’Astier de la Vigerie, Emmanuel 332
D’Irnjo, M. 802
Daladier, Edouard 163
Dalen, Jean 297
Dallas, George 655, 682
Dalton, Hugh 659, 691
Daniel, Arnold 768
Davies, David 2, 4, 183, 241
Davila, Carlos 358
Davis, Malcolm 356
De Baer, Marcel 802
De Beus, Jacobus G. 453, 455, 463, 464
De Block, Auguste 433
De Booy, A. 463
De Brouckère, Louis 280, 415-417, 431, 

446, 654, 656, 658, 682, 691

De Gaulle, Charles 224, 263, 264, 283, 288, 
302, 306, 319, 320, 324, 325, 328,329, 
332, 333, 473, 474 

De Gondra, A. 802 
De Gruben, Hervé 416, 424, 435 
De los Rios, Fernando 357, 758, 788, 798, 

799, 810, 811, 819, 821, 822 
Debeve, L. 680 
Deguent, J. 802 
Delaisi, F. 381 
Dell, R. 4 
Dennen, Leo 356 
Deutsch, Julius 563, 630, 647 
Deutscher, Isaac 207 
Dicey 29
Dickinson, H. D. 31 
Dijxhoorn, Adriaan O. H. 455, 463 
Dike, S. E. 802
Dimitratos, Aristides 760, 764 
Dimitrov 362 
Disqué, Gérard 342 
Dissel, J. E. 463 
Djilas, Milovan 362 
Dolci, Gioacchino 520, 545 
Dolivet, Louis 294 
Doman, Nicholas 358 
Donini, Ambrogio 492 
Donker, L. A. 691 
Doriot, Jacques 675 
Dossing, T. 477 
Dowson, C. 802 
Druon, Maurice 281, 299, 300 
Drzewieski, Bernard 517, 667, 669 
Ducatillon, J. V. 281, 293 
Duggan, Stephen 794, 799 
Dulles, John Foster 356, 704, 705, 709, 720, 

733, 740
Dumas, Charles 691 
Dünner, J. 798 
Dunny, Lidwell 819 
Durbin, E. M. 31 
Durry, Marie-Jeanne 313

Eastman, George 31 
Eberhard, Fritz 673 see Rauschenplat, 

Hellmut
Eden, Anthony 6, 12, 13, 43, 230, 487, 629, 

802-804, 811,812 
Ehrenström, Nils 704, 709, 719 
Eichler, Willi 517, 559, 594, 595, 600, 602, 

667, 668, 672, 673, 675
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Eleutherios 756
Elliot, William Yandell 790, 792 
Embiricos, N. 766 
Enderle, August 556, 561, 611 
Enderle, Irmgard 561, 611 
Estreicher, Stanislaw 354 
Etiemble, René 282, 290 
Evans, A. A. 802 
Eyriey, F. 802

Fajon 332 
Falter, Alfred 760 
Fano, Pierpado 518 
Faravelli, Giuseppe 521 
Faringdon 691 
Feierabend, Ladislav 358, 755, 757, 768 
Feige, Gregory 727 
Fensmark 477
Ferrari, Francesco Luigi 534 
Ferrerò, Guglielmo 521 
Feuchtwanger, Lion 610 
Fiorentino 536 
Firenze, Nino 503 
Fisher, Dorothy Canfield 790 
Fisher, Herbert Albert Laurens 174 
Flanders, Allan 676 
Fleming, J. M. 31 
Fliess, Walter 556, 560, 599, 600 
Focillon, H. 281,293 
Fotich, Constantin 755 
Francis, Ferdinand 380 
Franco, Francisco 493, 538, 613 
Frank, Karl see Hagen, Paul 
Fraser, P. 656
Frei, Heinrich see Heymann, Friedrich 
Frenay, Henry 284, 300, 309, 321 
Fried, Alfred 597, 680 
Friedmann, Wolfgang Gaston 181, 237 
Frola, Francesco 493, 501 
Furlan, Boris 756, 766

Gabrovshek, Fran. 768
Gafencu, Grigore 395
Gahan, F. 31
Galasso, F. 517
Garaudy, Roger 332, 333
Gardini, T. L. 802
Garosci, Aldo 510, 521,545
Garvey, P. 664
Gauss, Christian 790
Gavrilovic, Milan 362, 755, 768, 775

Gavrilovic, Stoyan 756, 819, 821
Gerbrandy, PeterS. 453, 455, 461, 463
Gerlach, Helmut von 597
Gernet, L. 284, 342
Gide, André 284, 312
Giglio, Giovanni 517
Gillies, William 655, 658, 659
Giraud, Henri-Honoré 281, 283, 288, 303
Giusta, Piero Della 539
Glaser, Kurt 573
Goebbels, Joseph 669
Goldman, J. H. 775
Gollancz, Victor 657, 682, 690, 691
Gombault, Georges 280
Goodhart, Arthur H. 31, 81, 85
Goodrich, Carter 766
Goring, Hermann 194
Gorni, Olindo 493, 494, 512, 513
Gottesmann, Gustav 775
Gottfurcht, H. 802
Gould, B. Ayrton 691
Greaves 98
Green, George 517, 667, 670, 676
Green, W. 687
Greenwood, Arthur 518
Grégoire, Henri 369
Grensted, Canon Laurence William 55
Grojean, Oscar 369
Gros, André 290
Gross, Feliks 357, 362, 371, 395, 405, 

757-760, 764, 766, 773, 822 
Grumbach, S. 691
Grzesinski, Albert 555, 558, 572, 573, 610, 

664
Gudme, Sten 484 
Guérin, Albert 282, 284 
Guesde, Jules 678 
Guigui, A. 680 
Guillon, Charles 713 
Gurvitch, G. 281, 293

Habsburg, Otto von 357, 630, 631-633, 
638, 645

Habsburg, Robert von 632, 633, 645 
Haffner, Sebastian 581, 582 
Hagen, Paul 556, 560, 592, 610, 660 
Hager, Kurt 556, 558, 616-619 
Halecki, Oskar 388, 404, 788 
Halifax, Edward 43 
Hambro, CarlJ. 477 
Hamburger, E. 664
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Hamilton, Alexander 29, 41, 48, 49
Hanc, Joseph 358, 377, 357
Harris, Henry Wilson 23, 175, 176, 179,

180
Harthoorn, P. C. 463 
Haselmayr 3 
Hauck, Henry 672, 673 
Hauriou, André 284, 306, 330, 346 
Hayek, Friedrich A. von 27, 31-33, 113, 

118,120,129,134,135 
Heidorn, Willy 600 
Heller, M. 680 
Henein, Georges 521 
Henlein 364, 366 
Herriot, Edouard 42, 563 
Hertz, Paul 560, 564,610 
Herzog, Milan 376 
Heydrich, Reinhard 707 
Heymann, Friedrich 582, 798 
Hilferding, Rudolf 555, 559, 566 
Hiller, Kurt 597 
Himmler, Heinrich 173, 675 
Hinsley, Cardinal of Westminster 705, 711, 

718
Hislaire, René 424, 435 
Hitler, Adolf 2, 3, 9-11, 59, 68, 69, 75, 77, 

161, 163, 164, 170, 173, 184, 201, 203, 
206, 212, 213, 215, 217, 230, 243, 252, 
256-259, 285, 312, 340, 341, 358, 369, 
394, 406, 513, 524, 562, 563, 565, 571, 
572, 575, 576, 589-591, 602, 605, 619, 
630, 636, 638, 639, 643, 644, 646, 654, 
662, 668, 674, 675, 702, 711, 730, 787, 
794, 800, 820

Hodza, Milan 357, 380, 382, 384, 398, 788 
Hoegner, Wilhelm 616 
Hogben, Lancelot 27 
Hogg, Quintin 207, 240 
Holsti, Rudolf 788 
Hoover, Herbert 9 
Hornik, Leopold 644 
Horrabin, J. F. 691 
Houdry 281, 302 
Howard, Graeme K. 428 
Huber, Max 704 
Hull, Cordell 11, 12, 13, 535 
Hutchins, Robert M. 786, 791 
Huxley, Julian 159, 191, 201 
Huysmans, Camille 415, 435, 444, 654, 656, 

658, 659, 682, 691

Ignotus, Paul 776 
Ingermann, S. M. 664 
Istel, André 357, 799

Jäckh, E. 2
Jakerle, Jiri 678
Jakobson, Frode 480
Jaksch, Wenzel 363, 656, 691, 802
Jaszi, Oscar 358, 404, 790
Jebb, Gladwyn 811, 812
Jedrezejewski, Klemens 757
Jennings, William Ivor 27-33, 40, 60, 63,

75, 76, 90, 91, 99, 107, 108, 148, 151, 153, 
195

Jevtich, B. 766
Joad, Cyril Edwin Mitchison 27, 30, 62, 66, 

214
Jödahl, Oie 678 
Johnson, Alvin 790
Jordan, Peter see Lutoslawski, Aleksander
Jordan, Henry Peter 819
Josephy, Francis L. 27, 214, 255, 789, 802
Jouvenel, Henri de 2
Joxe, L. 284, 342
Juncker 486

Kahn-Freund, Otto 30, 98 
Kamnitzer, Bernhard 573 
Karniol, Maurycy 678 
Karolyi, Michael 358, 404, 755, 768, 775, 

776
Karpihski, Zygmunt 757, 766 
Karski, Jan 359 
Katz, R. 664
Kaufmann, Henrik 476-479, 485, 486 
Kautsky, Karl 566
Keeton, George William 27, 63, 152, 159, 

171,203
Kérillis, Henri de 281 
Kersten, Kurt 563 
Kessel, Joseph 281, 299, 300, 312 
Kimber, Charles 26-28, 58, 214 
Kindt-Kiefer, Johann Jakob 616 
Klepper, Otto 563, 571 
Kluthe, Hans-Albert 571 
Knowles, C. 802 
Kobbe, H. 664
Koch-Weser, Erich 556, 562, 585 
Köchlin, Alphons 713 
Koester, Arthur 563 
Kohn, Hans 759, 790
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Koht, Halvdan 788
Kosanovich, Sava N. 257, 362, 756, 760, 

764-766
Kosina, Josef 760 
Kossuth, Ludwig van 619, 759 
Kozak, Jan 757 
Kraft, Ole Bjorn 481 
Kramer, F. 680
Kreisky, Bruno 630, 631, 657, 678
Krier, P. 656
Kriz, Karel 682
Kronsten, J. 802
Krupp 333
Krzyzanowski, Ludwik 357, 757 
Kulerski, Witold 768 
Kuncewicz, J. 776 
Kunz, A. C. 802 
Kusniarz, Tomasz 757, 766

La Piana, Giorgio 492, 543 
Labarthe, André 280, 288, 295 
Ladas, Stephen P. 799, 810, 811 
Langer, Olgierd 575 
Lanux, Pierre de 281
Lapie, Pierre-Oliver 283, 284, 307, 329, 330 
Laski, Harold J. 2, 139, 518, 658, 682, 684, 

690, 691 
Lassaigne 284
Laugier, Henri 281, 292, 293, 302, 313, 343
Laurent, C. 680
Lauterpacht 39
Laval, Pierre 457, 675
Law, Richard 27
Layton, Walter 250, 254, 255, 446, 447
Lecoche, Bernard 284
Lednicki, Aleksander 354, 822
Lee, A. 664
Lefèvre, René 280
Lehnert, Hans 605
Leichter, Otto 630
Leistikow, Gunnar 822
Lenin (Vladimir Ilyitsch Ulyanov) 557, 566
Leo XIII 702
Lerski, Jerzy 359
Leuschner, Wilhelm 630
Levi, Nino 493, 510
Levitas Sol 356
Lévy, Louis 280, 517, 656, 667, 669, 682, 

691
Lévy, Marthe 691 
Lewis, Arthur 32

Lichner, Jan 768 
Lie, Haakon 682 
Lie, Trygve 430, 476, 477 
Lincoln, Abraham 48, 186, 796 
Lindsay, A. D. 722 
Lippmann, Jean 486 
Littna Frantisek 776 
Litvinov 77 
Loberg, L. 802 
Locker, B. 656, 692 
Logoreci, Anton 776 
Logothetis, Georges 760 
Lothian, 26, 28, 35, 40, 74 
Lothar, Johannes 581 
Loverdos, Alexander 766 
Lovink, A. H. J. 463 
Lowenheim, Walter 593 
Lowenthal, Richard 564, 660, 682 

see Sering, Paul
Lugard, Lord 30, 32, 40, 144, 146, 147, 148 
Lujan Leiva, Maria de 545 
Lupis, Giuseppo 496 
Lutoslawsky, Aleksander 402, 403 
Luxemburg, Rosa 128 
Luzatto, Ricardo 676, 802

Mackay, R. J. 54
Mackay, Ronald William Gordon 27, 30,

33, 41, 67, 72, 79, 90, 91, 102, 103, 140, 
142, 153, 222 

Macmillan, W. M. 32 
Madariaga, Salvador de 33 
Madison, James 41, 49, 162 
Magri, Alessandro 518 
Maillaud, Pierre see Bourdan, Pierre 
Mair, Lucy 32, 144 
Mandel 188 
Manglis, E. 802 
Mann, Heinrich 590, 610 
Mann, Thomas 256, 556, 589, 610, 786, 790, 

791
Mara, J. 766
Marchbank, John 680, 684 
Marck, Siegfried 610 
Mariani, Mario 505, 520, 545 
Marin, Jean 280
Maritain, Jacques 281, 293, 302, 312, 314, 

315
Marlio, Louis 788, 798, 799 
Marquette, Jacques 281, 348 
Martin, Kingsley 187, 518
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Marty 332 
Marx, Karl 182
Masaryk, Jan 357, 377, 396, 757, 760, 764 
Masaryk, Thomas Garrigue 354, 356, 374, 

757
Massigli, René 288, 306, 327, 333 
Mateescu, D. G. 802 
Matteotti, Giacomo 510 
Matuszewski, Ignacy 374 
Maurras, Charles 307, 310 
Matzankieff, Dimitre 768 
Max of Baden 578 
Mayer, Daniel 318
Mayoux, Jean-Jacques 284, 306, 307, 319 
Mazzetti, Giuliano 503 
McMahan, John L. 727 
McNeil, Hector 691
Meade, James Edward 30, 31, 40, 62, 121, 

136
Mende, Dietrich 582 
Mende, T. 776 
Mendès-France, Pierre 312 
Mendizâbal, Alfredo 758, 822 
Mercier, Gustave 343 
Merlin see d’Astier de la Vigerie, 

Emmanuel
Métadier, Jacques 255, 280, 341, 802
Meyer Fortes 32
Michalowski, Roman 357, 757
Middelton, Ludy 691
Midol 332
Mieli, Renato 536
Michailovic, Drazha 646, 756, 767
Mikolajczyk, Stanislaw 755, 768
Mill 29
Milosh, Cezar 760 
Miribel, Elisabeth de 282 
Mirkine-Guetzévitch, B. 281, 293 
Mirkovich, Nicholas N. 756, 761, 766 
Mises, Ludwig von 357 
Mitrany, David 206, 233, 325, 759 
Moch, J. 680, 691
Modigliani, Giuseppe Emmanuele 500, 

505, 521
Moe, Finn 654, 692 
Moeton, P. J. 463 
Moller, Aksel 481 
Moller, B. 680
Moller, John Christmas 476-478, 480-482, 

484-486, 488
Molotov, Wjatscheslav M. 9, 13, 362

Mondolfo, Rodolfo 520
Monnet, Jean 303
Montagnana, Mario 493, 501
Montana, Vanni 494, 526
Monte, Hilda 556, 560, 605, 606
Moov, J. M. de 463
Morawetz, Richard 760
Morgan, Charles Langbridge 187, 188
Morgari 525
Mosely, Philip E. 356, 371
Mosley, Oswald 189
Mowrer, Edgar Ansel 819, 820
Mühlstein, Anatol 369, 398
Müller, Edouard 822
Mumford, Lewis 786, 790-792
Munck, Ebbe 478, 485, 486
Münzenberg, Willi 561, 563, 571
Münzer, Jan 757
Murray, Gilbert 33, 684
Murry, John Middleton 28, 32, 63, 81, 142
Musatti, R. 531
Muselier 288
Mussolini, Benito 457, 469, 500, 511, 517, 

519, 524, 530,531,545 
Myrdal, Alva 692 
Myrdal, Gunnar 657, 678

Natoli, Aurelio 503, 504
Necas, Jaromir 358, 656, 756, 760
Neilson, William Allan 786, 790, 791, 792
Nelson, Leonhard 595, 656, 666, 672
Nemec, F. 656, 680
Nenni, Pietro 500, 521, 691
Neurohr, Jean 27
Nicolaewsky, B. 664
Nicolson 177
Nicatri, G. 526
Niebuhr, Reinhold 786, 790, 791 
Noel-Baker, Philip J. 654, 691, 692 
Nordahl, K. 687 
Norden, Albert 610 
Novy, Franz 640, 680 
Nowak, Jan 359

Oak, Liston 356 
Oberle, Jean 280, 305 
Odlozilik, Otokar 358, 404, 757 
Oliveira, A. Ramos 691 
Ollenhauer, P. 691 
Ordey, J. M. 802 
Ording, Aake 692
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Orlando, Ruggero 518 
Orr, John Boyd 28, 63, 82 
Osusky, Stefan 357

Pacassoni, R. 503
Pacciardi, Randolfo 492, 495, 503, 527, 528, 

531,543, 545
Paluello, Lorenzo Mimio 518 
Pannunzio 543
Papanastasiou, Alexander 401 
Papanek, Jan 357, 368, 757, 766 
Paps, Demetrios 760 
Papen, Franz von 578 
Parker, John 27, 243 
Parpagnoli, Giuseppe 545 
Pasvolsky, Leo 353
Paton, William 703, 705, 708, 720, 722, 723, 

725, 740
Patrick, Denzil 720
Paul, Ernst 363, 677, 678
Paul, Oscar viz. Poliak, Oscar
Pavel, Pavel 768
Pavelich, Ante 766
Payne, Dean George 357, 770, 799
Peano, Giorgio 545
Pecorini, Alberto 505, 545
Pelkman, J. 802
Pelt, A. 463
Pergler, Charles 819
Perrin, Francis 284, 329-331
Perrin, Jean 281, 293, 330
Pétain, Henry Philippe 5, 188, 675
Petit, Eugène (Petit, Claudius) 284, 337,

338
Patrone, Carlo 517
Philip, André 284, 312, 522, 691
Philips, D. S. 800
Philips Price, M. 775
Phillips, Morgan 691
Pierleoni 510
Pierlot, Huben 414
Pilsudski, Josef 369
Pineau, Christian 330
Piscator, Erwin 610
Pius XI 700
Pius XII 701, 702, 705-707, 710, 711, 716, 

718, 726, 727, 729, 730, 747, 749 
Plant, Arnold 32 
Pleven, René 284 
Podlipnig, Josef 661 
Poggioli, Renato 510

Poliak, Oscar 634, 636, 643, 644, 656, 682, 
691

Poniatowski, J. 403 
Posner, Stanislaw 354 
Posthumus-Meyes, W. Chr. 288, 463 
Poznanski, C. 776 
Prampolini 525 
Prato, Carlo a 505, 528 
Priestley, John Boynton 28, 63, 65

Quarles van Ufford, H. G. A. 463 
Quidde, Ludwig 597 
Quilici, François 280

Raditsa, Bogdan 357, 756, 766 
Rajchmann, Ludwik 819 
Rake 802
Ranshoven-Wenheimer, Egon 819 
Ransome, Patrick 26, 27, 30, 31, 39, 40, 73, 

81, 113 
Rappard 44
Rauschenplat, Helmut von 605 
Rauschning, Hermann 562, 571 
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