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‘Since the past has ceased to throw its light upon the future, the mind of man wanders in obscurity’


ALEXIS DE TOCQUEVILLE



Foreword

The first edition of this book appeared in 1997.  A second, revised edition appeared in paperback in 1998.  From 2000 onwards, translations appeared in French, Spanish, Croatian, Czech and Polish but these foreign language versions were in fact a revised and enlarged third edition, which included especially a completely new Chapter 6.  It is this third edition which is now (2015) being published as an eBook, for the first time in English.



I


THE WITHERING STATE


When the first Nato bombs fell on Yugoslavia on 24th March 1999, a new world order was born. A decade after the fall of the Berlin Wall, the West was doing the very thing which it had accused the Soviet Union of wanting to do - attacking a sovereign state and subverting the international system. The principal defenders of the Nato attacks (Bill Clinton, Tony Blair, Jacques Chirac, Vaclav Havel) stated very clearly what the purpose of their actions was: to remove state sovereignty as the guiding principle for the international system and to replace it with the universalist and supranational doctrine of human rights.


The EU has for decades being pursuing the same anti-sovereignist path. Referendums against the European construction have been ignored and overturned in 1992 (Denmark), 2001 (Ireland), 2005 (twice, in France and the Netherlands) and in 2009 (Ireland again). When in 2000 the Freedom Party led by Jörg Haider entered the governing coalition in Vienna, the 14 other EU states announced that they would cease all bilateral relations with Austria until the government was changed. The German Foreign Minister, Josckha Fischer, said, “We and our partners cannot accept that a party whose policies are directed against Europe can get into a position where it can block the further integration of Europe.”1


Such remarks, and the policies which back them up, confirm that all Western leaders are now in hock to the old Brezhnevite doctrine of “limited sovereignty” and that they are determined to establish the kind of supranationalism which the Soviet Communist Party referred to in October 1952 as “the entirely new relations between states, not met with before in history”, of which he USSR’s own relations with the Warsaw Pact countries were supposed to be the shining example. The old communist tenets of internationalism and bogus anti-fascism have now migrated from East Berlin and Moscow to make their nests instead in the chancelleries of Europe and the United States.


Just as the Berlin Wall was justified as an anti-fascist protection barrier, so the whole alphabet soup of acronymous and anonymous international institutions which now govern us - the European Union in first place – are justified as a bulwark against any eruption of “nationalism” which might disturb the bureaucrats’ authoritative administration of the planet. Globalisation is simply the extension to world level of the principles which animate the European Union: that nationhood and democratic choice are dangerous and that they must be sublimated into a single planetary government. As Jean Monnet wrote in his memoirs, “The European Community itself is only a stage towards tomorrow’s forms of world organisation.”2 The West is thus now on the verge of achieving that of which Lenin and Trotsky dreamed in 1917. The aim is not so much to establish a self-proclaimed superstate at European or world level but instead rather to abolish statehood altogether.


*


It is for this reason that, since the end of the Cold War, European politics has resounded to a dull repetitive thud: that of nails being driven into the coffin of democracy. In 2005, when France and the Netherlands rejected the “European constitution” in a referendum, the governments of both states, together with their EU colleagues, decided to reformulate the constitution in the form of incomprehensible treaty amendments which were then voted into force by national parliaments: the will of the people was directly overruled, much as it had been in 1992 when the Danes voted against the Maastricht treaty (they were required to vote again the following year) and just was to happen twice, in 2001 and 2008 when the two Irish referendum votes against the Nice and then Lisbon treaties were similarly overruled.


In July 1996, Belgium effectively suspended parliamentary rule. The host country of the main European Union institutions granted its government special powers to rule by decree for a year and a half on the two most important political questions facing the state: the budget and the reform of the social security system. The government awarded itself this carte blanche in spite of the fact that the constitution allows such powers to be granted only in times of national emergency.


The purpose of the step was to allow the government to tackle the budget deficit, in order to make the country qualify for European monetary union. It is commonly accepted that Belgium has a chance of so qualifying, even though its state debt is over twice what the Maastricht Treaty says it should be: by some strange political alchemy, a country on the verge of bankruptcy can evidently glitter in European eyes as a paragon of financial prudence. But quite why the national legislature was considered otiose was never explained. The Prime Minister just seemed to think that the country could do without its parliament. ‘The important thing is that the social partners are in agreement,’ he said. (The same thing was to happen in Italy following the overthrow of Silvio Berlusconi in 2011, when a technocratic government was appointed to force through reforms for which the elected government was considered unreliable.)


Belgium is a microcosm of Europe. The previous December, the newly elected French government had also obtained the power to rule by decree in order to reform the social security system and reduce the budget deficit. The French Fifth Republic has a notoriously weak parliament, which plays little role in the nation’s political life, and this was reflected in the fact that, unlike the Belgian government, the French government did not ask for its special powers. Instead, it forced them out of the National Assembly, using the most authoritarian article in the French constitution. The notorious Article 49.3 allows a bill to become law immediately and without debate if the government declares it a matter of confidence, and is not voted out of office within twenty-four hours.


Having thus muzzled the national legislatures, both governments invited the trade unions to discuss a wide range of government policies, including the most important ones. On the one hand, therefore, the elected parliaments were sidelined, and on the other, the governments invited people with no mandate to make laws, and who do not represent the nation, to decide policy with them.


France and Belgium thus put themselves into a similar constitutional position to that from which Britain began to suffocate in the 1970s, when in the name of a ‘social contract’ trade union leaders and other non-elected people came to be recognised as part of the machinery of government, entitled to share in the general formulation of economic policy. It was only when it was understood by reformers in Britain that, in the words of one of them, ‘This was an almost unbelievably blatant violation of the Constitution’ (quite apart from being an economic handicap) that they were able to lay the conceptual groundwork for the restoration of a liberal political, and hence economic, order in the country. A liberal economy requires a liberal state.


The idea that national parliamentary rule is useless for dealing with the great political questions of the day is part of a worldwide trend towards supranational administration. According to the view peddled by European federalists, prophets of world government, and technocratic liberals alike, the nation is too small and anachronistic a form of social arrangement to be capable of meeting the challenges of the modern world and its economy. Few of these people have the courage to say that they will abolish the nation-state entirely. But all their other theories in fact support its dislocation. They argue variously that, with modern mass transport, communications, technology, and an increasingly interdependent international economy, ‘sovereignty’ is meaningless; that the ‘region-state’ will replace the nation-state; that multinational companies are now more powerful than states, and that they will soon take over many of their functions; or that we are evolving towards governmental structures for the whole planet.


Like the Marxists, such people believe that the structures of the state depend on those of the economy: that the one is a ‘superstructure’ of the other. Having a primarily economist, rather than political, understanding of the state and law, they believe that the state must adapt to changes in economy. Theirs is a determinist view of history, as of human nature, and they believe that both are governed by the laws of economics, rather than by intelligence and free choice. In fact, the boot is on the other foot: the state, and especially its law, creates the market by ensuring that freely concluded contracts are respected and enforced by a legal framework.


This error flows in part from the stranglehold of economist thinking over modern government. Over recent years, modern politicians have become increasingly in hock to an approach to economics and politics which, by concentrating obsessively on global quantitative analysis, risks undermining the very bases of the liberal order. Excessive reliance on macro-economic data as the principal lode-star for policy-making encourages the illusion that everybody’s (economic) interests are the same, and that the only question is how to organise society rationally for their realisation. It also encourages the belief that a country should be managed like a commercial enterprise.


In fact, the modern international economy changes little in the traditional liberal understanding of statehood, which has always understood that the state’s role is political and juridical, not primarily economic. The liberal nation-state was precisely never an autarkic economic unit (it is the antithesis of it), and allegiance to a liberal state was never considered incompatible with travelling outside it. Sovereignty never meant isolation. Furthermore, modern trade has been multilateral – and not national or even regional – for several centuries now. International electronic communications are also old: the first transatlantic telegraph cable was laid over 100 years ago.


Moreover, government is not – or should not be – mere macroeconomic book-keeping. Politics should be based on the recognition that the state is a public entity based on law, not an enterprise run by managerial decisions made in private. Government is a public activity which requires leadership, and the taking of clear choices, in order to carry the people with it. The view that government is only about producing certain material results, and that politicians should be chosen on the extent to which they can ‘deliver the goods’, is but an illusion built on a debased notion of political legitimacy. In its worst forms, it approaches a sort of feudalism, in which allegiance is bought with protection.


As such, it is corrosive of the sense of citizenship and community. For much of continental Europe, the welfare state is explicitly seen as the glue which holds the state together. This view is especially strong in France, Germany, the Benelux countries, Scandinavia and Austria. Attractive though these systems can appear from the outside, they encourage citizens to think that their country – and by extension their fellow citizens – owes them a living, and that their allegiance to it depends on what they get out of it materially. This undermines the generous sense of public duty and responsibility which should properly be the hallmark of the citizen, and replaces it with a grasping, selfish mentality instead. Political tensions are thus exacerbated, especially as the honey-pot begins to run dry. It also renders political life sclerotic: although most Continental countries’ health and pension systems are bankrupt, no government is truly prepared to grasp the nettle of reform.


Such systems are by definition dirigiste. Dirigisme is the system of government in which discretionary executive policy-making by governments predominates over neutral law-making by parliaments. It is a managerial or administrative system of rule, in which the government sees itself as issuing commands to society in pursuit of a certain goal, rather than a primarily law-based regime in which the government’s principal goal is to maintain an ongoing legal order (the rule of law) by adapting it to the changing contingencies of time and place.


In foreign policy, the replacement of government by administration encourages the proliferation of international bodies, and the illusion that the world can be controlled from on high. It also encourages the view that international negotiation is an end in itself, in which no difficult choices between clashing interests have to be made. But choice implies difference: because a politically independent nation must choose how to interact with the rest of the world, and how to govern its own citizens, the decisions it takes on its own interests will inevitably be different from those of another nation.


Nations, indeed, are considered to be the problem. Just as, in internal affairs, this unpolitical vision regards the free individual choices of citizens as a potential for discord and conflict (rather than realising that properly expressed, such conflict is the stuff of human life), so free nations are held to be a threat to stability and rational economic planning. At worst, the nation – with its supposedly inevitable corollary, nationalism – is considered to bear war within it as the storm-cloud bears the storm. To prevent such wars, runs the argument, it is necessary to subsume nations in supranational ensembles, so that in the ‘post-national’ future, all political differences evaporate.


Nowhere is a post-national future being pursued with greater vigour than in Europe. It is no coincidence that the consignment of national parliaments to the oubliettes of history is being undertaken in preparation for European monetary union. For that technocratic programme is unpolitical and anti-national. In constitutional terms, it goes way beyond and is qualitatively different from the project of creating a single market – even though it may use the language of free exchange between nations to disguise its project of establishing central control over them. Its supporters regard with suspicion the natural conflict between persons, parties, nations, and between their values and goals, which – man being a political animal – are the definitive elements of human society. According to the European ideology, multiplicity implies disorder, and order requires uniformity.


This, the Christian Democrat view of history, holds that nation-states are an obsolete form of political organisation. ‘The nation-state … cannot solve the great problems of the twenty-first century,’ says Chancellor Kohl.3 To be sure, the ideologues of a post-national Europe never say that nations as such are threatened by a post-national Europe. They believe instead that nations need not be constituted in states in order to exist: ‘Nation and nation-state are not identical.’4 But a nation’s ‘cultural identity’ – whatever that is – is no more a compensation for its political identity and independence than the kitschy glow of an electric log heater is a satisfactory substitute for the blaze of a real fire.


An independent nation-state is the political expression of a people taking up the challenge of running its own affairs, and throwing off the torpor of empire. An independent nation-state is one in which decisions are taken politically, in virtue of public debate and opposition. Being a political form of human association – that is, one in which conflict is recognised and even institutionalised as a healthy constituent of the body politic – it is one which generates law, not directives. To believe that constitutional independence or sovereignty are irrelevant as concepts is to believe that political liberties and the rule of law can exist without the state.


The Vichy government thought that France’s identity and nationhood could be preserved even in the absence of national sovereignty: it thereby destroyed the political bases of the French nation, and thus of French citizenship. Quite apart from reducing the noble, democratic and challenging concept of political nationhood to the level of contemptible and imbecile folklore – while De Gaulle was leading the Resistance, Marshal Pétain was asking all French children to send him a drawing of their village – this left Vichy France no other notion of citizenship to fall back on except a racial one. The result was buses to Auschwitz.


Finally, to believe that borders – those delineations of jurisdiction which must be clearly drawn in order to exist – can be disposed of or made irrelevant, is to hold that the clarity and rigour of the law, and the public activity of politics, can be dispensed with in favour of the obscurity of bureaucratic regulation and the power of the corridor.


The project of European monetary union is an example of the latter choice. It proposes to place the parliamentary regimes in each European member state (such as they are) under the economic control of a single independent central bank. It is, furthermore, proposed that the overall framework of economic policy (especially the budget) will be decided by the European Council of Ministers, or some sub-grouping of it, even though this body is not accountable to any parliament or electorate. In such a Europe, all essential executive and legislative powers will be divided between three equally unaccountable and unelected institutions: the Central Bank, the Council of Ministers, and the European Commission.


European federalists lyricise the Utopian idea that all European states have the same interests with the term ‘community of destiny’, but in fact this beatific vision is nothing but their unitarian vision of domestic arrangements raised to the international level: if the interests of all citizens are held to be the same, then why should not the interests of different nations be identical?


Laced with the soporific language of inevitability and determinism, this administrative approach to government evacuates the notion of political choice and leadership. It thereby makes government anonymous, and befogs the lines of responsibility which are the very sinews of democracy. It leaves no room for the notion which is at the heart of the doctrine of the ‘rule of law’: that citizens interact intelligently with one another within the framework of the law, on the basis of their understanding of the situation in which they find themselves. By ignoring or downplaying this, the basic fabric of a free society – by failing to see that the very unpredictability of individual economic behaviour is a strength – this plannificatory vision also risks destroying the sources of prosperity.


The belief that parliamentary rule is anarchic, that the market is disorganised, and that the free interaction between nations leads to war, is an old one. It is time to look at the pedigree of these ideas, and to ask what are the political, constitutional and economic implications of following them.




II


FASCISTS AND FEDERALISTS


‘I am convinced that, in fifty years’ time, people will no longer think in terms of countries’


JOSEPH GOEBBELS, 19401


According to the administrative understanding of government, nationhood leads to nationalism which leads to war. The German Chancellor, Helmut Kohl, famously warned of this in a speech at Louvain in Belgium in February 1996, when he said that European integration was ‘a question of war and peace in the twenty-first century’.2 Joschka Fischer, the long-serving leader of the German Greens who became Foreign Minister of Germany in 1997, expressed the same thought more provocatively, saying that, after Auschwitz, it is no longer permissible to be ‘against Europe’. Pro-Europeanism, it seems, is the litmus test of political respectability.


It is similarly claimed that the project of European integration was born out of the aftermath of the Second World War, and as an antidote to it. During that conflict, runs the argument, nationalism had reached its most hideous excesses, and so pro-Europeans realised that the states of Europe had to be bound together by supranational institutions in order that war might never wreak destruction in Europe again. Thus, a member of the Bundesbank directorate declared in November 1995 that monetary union was to be seen as ‘the last step in a process of integration, which was begun only a few years after the Second World War, in order to bring Europe peace and prosperity, and which found its first clear expression in the Treaty of Rome’.3


According to this version of history, the belief in supranationalism has its origins in the thinking of Resistance circles during the Second World War. In 1943, the Political Theses and General Directives of the ‘Movimento Federalista Europeo’ declared that nations should no longer possess the right to make war and to conclude peace. Its authors thought that if a post-war world was established in which each state retained its national sovereignty, the basis for a third world war would still exist. ‘Militarism, despotism and wars,’ they wrote, ‘can be abolished only through the creation of a European Federation to which sovereign rights are transferred which concern the interests of all Europeans: rights which are today in the hands of national states bring about death and destruction.’4 The argument is that, if free, states will fight each other, and that therefore their freedom must be restricted, and their sovereign powers placed under supranational control. The idea that populations might themselves restrict irresponsible action by rulers does not seem to enter into the equation.


However, the pedigree of these theories is much less politically correct than its proponents like to believe. In particular, it is false to say that the ideology of European unification of Europe postdates the Second World War, or even that it was only ever conceived in opposition to its worst excesses. On the contrary, not only the Nazis, but fascists and collaborators from many European countries, made very widespread use of European ideology to justify their aggression. Nazis, Vichyites, Italian Fascists and others spent many of the war years – as they or their spiritual fathers had done in the 1930s – developing sophisticated programmes for European economic and political integration.


Meanwhile, German propaganda in occupied countries devoted huge effort to convincing the rest of Europe that the working conditions of German workers, their social security system and housing, the transport infrastructure, and the economy generally, were far superior than elsewhere in Europe, and that, therefore, Europe should be integrated on the German model. Hitler’s desire to establish a single political entity in the whole of Europe, his need to curry support in occupied countries, and indeed many of the central elements in Nazi philosophy (including a fascination with the planned economy), all combined, therefore, to produce what can only be described as a coherent body of Nazi pro-European thought.


When its existence is admitted, Nazi European thought is sometimes dismissed as simply a hypocritical invention, produced in 1940 as a fig-leaf for German aggression. But the chronology does not bear this out. Hitler made regular references to Europe throughout his entire time in office, including before the war. (They are collected in, among other places, a lavishly illustrated coffee-table book entitled simply Europa, for which Ribbentrop wrote the Introduction.5) In 1937, for instance, he told the Nazi Party rally in Nuremberg that, ‘We are perhaps more interested in Europe than other countries need to be. Our country, our people, our culture and our economy have grown out of general European conditions. We must therefore be the enemy of any attempt to introduce elements of discord and destruction into this European family of peoples.’6 Similarly, in 1938, Rudolf Hess organised an exhibition at the National Socialist Party Congress called ‘Europe’s Struggle of Destiny in the East’, which explained why German colonisation of Russia would bring European civilisation to the barbaric Slavs.7 Indeed, even before the Nazis came to power, in 1932, Alfred Rosenberg, the prominent Nazi, attended a ‘Europe Congress’ in Rome.8


Nor can Nazi European propaganda be dismissed as mere propaganda. It was too sophisticated for that, as we shall see when we study it more closely. Not only do the various themes interlock to form a coherent philosophy; one might even say that the Nazis’ conviction that they were selflessly fighting for a new Europe precisely oiled the wheels of German aggression.


The purpose of drawing attention to the detail of Nazi propaganda about Europe is not to imply that modern pro-Europeans are fascists. That would be absurd. Modern pro-Europeans are obviously neither racialist nor militarily aggressive. The purpose, instead, is four-fold. Firstly, it is a matter of straightforward historical interest, which has not been adequately examined, that these ideas were being discussed during the war years by Europe’s most gruesome fiends. Secondly, it is to refute the argument that those opposed to European integration are somehow supping with the devil in supporting nationhood. As we shall see, the boot is on the other foot. Thirdly, it is to show how easy it is to slip into hypocritical positions: by pretending that one is doing everything for ‘Europe’, a lot of self-serving actions can be easily covered up. But fourthly, and most sensitively, it is to argue that there are anti-liberal implications in the rejection of the nation-state as a viable political and economic unit. This thought will be developed further elsewhere in the book; but this chapter concludes with some modern pro-European writers who have explicitly said that the works of some Nazi theoreticians do nourish modern pro-European thinking. It also draws attention to some personal links between the wartime period in France and Belgium, and the post-war European construction. With these points in mind, the reader is now invited to look in depth at what the Nazis and their allies were actually saying.


The fascist contempt for the sovereign nation-state


The normal view is that fascists, as hysterical nationalists, exalted the nation-state and all its doings. But this is not so. Firstly, it is obvious that Hitler cared little for the national sovereignty of the countries he conquered. Secondly, and more profoundly, it is important to grasp that, far from exalting the nation-state, fascists generally hated it. To see this is to realise an important point about the nature of fascism itself, and the dangerously unpolitical mentality which inspired it.


It is beyond the scope of this book to give a critical account of the ideological roots of Nazism and fascism. However, it is clear that they were fundamentally anti-individualist, anti-liberal, anti-parliamentarian and anti-capitalist movements. (Indeed, as the French fascist writer Pierre Drieu La Rochelle said, ‘We are against everything. We fight everybody. That is fascism.’9) Above all, fascists hated the idea of little nations, or individuals, making up their own minds and taking their own decisions. As becomes clear when one looks closely at what Nazis and other fascists actually said, they were convinced that big was beautiful, and they had only contempt for pluralism. Multiplicity implied disorder.


Racialism, moreover, as a form of materialist determinism, is a non-national concept. Race transcends the boundaries of the nation and of the state, and racialist theory is thus, by definition, an international doctrine. It is also non-political, because it was predicated on the view that polities and political behaviour are determined by biological forces, not by free choice or intelligible public behaviour. Indeed, racialism often regards choice and freedom as irrational, in comparison with the ‘science’ it pretends to be. But if individuals are not or should not be free, then there is no reason why groups of people, or nations, should be either.


Certainly no Nazi or pro-Nazi writers dismissed the principle of nationhood outright. Like the German Institute for Foreign Policy Research, they generally claimed that the ‘Europe idea’ was ‘the idea of a spiritual and political co-operation which would gather together to a higher unity, but not destroy national differences’.10 A Spanish Nazi supporter was typical when he wrote that the new European order could not be created without its feet on the firm ground of national spirit; but he, like the others, also argued that Europe in the past had been unable to assert itself because it was divided up into national groups.11 An Italian Fascist wrote of the need for the creation of an organic European unity and the preservation of the national and political individualities of the European peoples.12 And the president of the German Institute for Foreign Affairs, Karl-Heinz Pfeffer, argued in 1944 that ‘European nationalism’, while necessary, must not destroy the nationalism of European peoples, ‘but must sublimate it in the Hegelian sense, so that it continues to exist but becomes a living element in a larger unity … What we offer is not so much a programme as an idea – the idea of Europe itself.’13


On the other hand, the rejection of the sovereign nation-state as a viable political and economic entity on its own was explicit in Nazi and fascist thought. Werner Daitz, the prominent Nazi economist, attacked the very concepts of national sovereignty and statehood: in 1938, he argued that Nazi völkisch* thinking dissolved the primacy of the state, an idea whose origins lay in British political thought and the French revolution. ‘If the biological, life-based process by which the European family of peoples grows back together demands a certain dismantling of the state sovereignties of individual peoples, which have been exaggerated by English political and legal philosophy over the last four hundred years, then this necessary dismantling of state sovereignty will be balanced out by an increase in völkisch sovereignty.’14


Völkisch thought, Daitz made clear, was the opposite of liberalism, capitalism and parliamentarianism, each of which were themselves mere aspects of the same thing. State sovereignty, he explained, should never be primary or even an end in itself. ‘Through this false English political philosophy the biological togetherness, the biological totality of the European family of peoples, is cut up and dissolved into state sovereignties which have no connection with one another.’15 Daitz held that the nation was small and selfish by comparison with the great common undertaking which was Europe. ‘This new morality within the European family of nations … must likewise presuppose, or bring about, an attitude of mutual preference among the nations of Europe as far as political and cultural matters are concerned. The common interests of Europe take precedence over the selfish interests of nations.’16


It was thus a common diagnosis that, in the nineteenth century, Europe had lacked any sense of community, and was instead divided by selfish rivalry and competition. This thought is common in modern pro-European discourse, which distinguishes the idea of ‘community’, which it believes it defends, from that of selfish national self-interest, which it holds to be self-defeating and chaotic. A pro-Nazi work written in 1944, entitled German Deeds for Europe, wrote that before Bismarck ‘Europe was painfully sliding apart, its states smashing against each other. It had long since lost all binding sense of community. Its individual parts had developed into sharply delineated zones of interest which were cluttered together in a narrow space. The inhabitants of each zone regarded the other zones with envy and distrust and watched ambitiously over the others’ advantages. Indeed, they often strove for their own aggrandisement at the expense of weaker neighbours.’17 In a similar vein, a Swede wrote, ‘We must learn to become Europeans. We must understand that the time of European civil wars must end, and that the time of co-operation must begin.’18


Arthur Seyss-Inquart, the Austrian Minister for Security and the Interior in 1938, who later became Commissioner for the Occupied Netherlands, also held that the nation-state was small and puny in comparison with the great ensemble Germany was creating in Europe. Addressing his Dutch subjects, he said:






Above and beyond the concept of the nation-state, the idea of a new community will transform the living space given us all by history into a new spiritual realm … The new Europe of solidarity and co-operation among all its people, a Europe without unemployment, economic and monetary crises, a Europe of planning and the division of labour, having at its disposal the most modern production techniques and a continent-wide system of trade and communications developed on a joint basis, will find an assured foundation and rapidly increasing prosperity once national economic barriers are removed.








No doubt with his audience’s preoccupations in mind, he went on, ‘Talents become stunted when they are confined to small national political and geographical boundaries. In a larger sphere it is possible even for small countries and their nationals fully to develop their cultural, economic and human potentialities. Nations and human beings only develop to the full when they participate actively in a great common destiny.’19


Walther Funk, the Nazi Finance Minister, agreed that common interests had to take precedence over particular ones. ‘There must be a readiness to subordinate one’s own interests in certain cases to that of the European Community,’ he wrote.20 Similarly, the Vichyite economist Francis Delaisi argued that the war aims of Germany and her allies included not only the destruction of liberalism, but also overcoming the division of the world into nation-states: ‘For the men of the Axis, the universe is too vast … the nation is too small: the world must be divided up into “vital spaces”.’21


Like modern pro-Europeans, the Nazis believed that the nation-state system encouraged division and war in Europe, and that, if it could be overcome, wars in Europe would end. One Nazi propagandist insisted that the New Order in Europe would remove the causes that have led to internal European wars in the past. The nations of Europe would no longer be one another’s enemies, and the age of European particularism would be gone for ever. ‘In a peaceful Europe organised as a higher unity all European nations will find a rightful and worthy place.’22 Similarly, Vidkun Quisling, the Norwegian collaborationist leader, argued that Europe would be strong and peaceful only if united: ‘We must create a Europe that does not squander its blood and strength in internecine conflict, but forms a compact unity. In this way it will become richer, stronger and more civilised, and will recover its old place in the world.’23 An official in the Nazi Foreign Ministry similarly wrote that it would be the purpose of the New European Order to remove the causes that had in the past given rise to wars in Europe, to end the period of intestine wars and to ‘overcome European particularism’. ‘Europe has become too small for feuding and self-contained sovereignties. A fragmented Europe is too weak to preserve its individual nature and keep the peace while maintaining itself as a force in the world.’24 Another Nazi official concurred: ‘National tensions and petty jealousies will lose their meaning in a Europe freely organised on a federal basis. World political development consists inevitably in the formation of larger political and economic spheres.’25


Even Hitler, who was less interested in the European idea than his propaganda chief, Joseph Goebbels, or his foreign minister, Joachim von Ribbentrop, expressed the view that a European system based on independent nation-states was anarchic. In August 1941, he and Mussolini issued a joint communiqué which said that the New European Order which would follow the Axis victory should remove the causes which have led to European wars in the past. ‘The destruction of the Bolshevik danger and of plutocratic exploitation will create the possibility for a peaceful, harmonious and fruitful co-operation between all the peoples of the European continent, in the political as in the economic and cultural domains.’26


In a similar vein, Hitler insisted in 1943 that ‘the clutter of small nations’ (for which he used the contemptuous word ‘Kleinstaatengerümpel’) must be liquidated. (The word ‘Kleinstaaterei’ is used by modern Germans to dismiss as anachronistic the division of Europe into individual states.) The aim of the Nazi struggle was to create a unified Europe instead.27 After the invasion of the Soviet Union, Hitler spoke warmly about this ‘feeling of European solidarity’ to Count Ciano, the Italian ambassador.28 He was reported as saying that the future ‘did not belong to the ridiculous half-civilised America, but to the newly arisen Europe that would also definitely prevail with its people, its economy, and its intellectual and cultural values, on condition that the East was made to serve the European idea and not work against Europe … The older culture and the higher intellectual level of Europe would in the end be victorious.’29


Because the fascists believed that they were the harbingers of a New Order (much fascist thought was overtly futuristic) they argued that the concept of national sovereignty was simply out of date – a view which is peddled vigorously by pro-Europeans today. In Vichy France, the senior Vichyite minister and admirer of Hitler, Jacques Benoist-Méchin, who was a Secretary of State in the Vichy government in charge of Franco-German relations from June 1941 until September 1942, declared that France’s policy of collaboration required ‘the abandonment of old illusions’. France would be able to join the new Europe, he asserted, ‘only when she abandons all crumbling forms of nationalism – which was itself in reality only an anachronistic particularism – and when she takes her place in the European community with honour …’30


The Italian Fascists held similar views. Aldo Bertele, in his essay ‘On the Principle of Nationality: The Origins, Life and Overcoming of Nationalities’, argued that international anarchy resulted from the primacy of the nation-state as the basis of the world order.31 Another Italian commentator affirmed that the principle of nationality itself conflicted with the economic life of modern states.32 Indeed, one of the most prominent and intelligent of Mussolini’s collaborators, Giuseppe Bottai, Mussolini’s Minister of Education, who edited the journal Critica Fascista (and whose name got into the papers in 1995 when the Mayor of Rome wanted to name a street after him), wrote in 1943:






Nationalism can be looked on either as an inescapable part of the human outlook, or as the ossification of a political principle that has served its time. In the latter aspect there comes a time when it acts as a hindrance to the general advance of civilisation. It may do so either accidentally, by exacerbating vital problems to which it offers no solution, so that there is no escape but in the direction of Communism; or else by its intrinsic property of stunting the development of the most sublime products of the human spirit, whether in the field of culture or that of industry, and frustrating its supreme demands.33








Or again, Alberto de Stefani, a lecturer on finance and political economy, who was Minister of Finance from the March on Rome (October 1922) to 1925 – and who was associated with a deflationist policy of balancing the budget and restricting government expenditure – wrote (with explicit deference to the Nazi economics minister, Walther Funk, whose public declarations were constant reference points for Italian Fascist formulations of an economic New Order34):






Nationalities do not form a sound basis for the planned new order, because of their multiplicity and their traditional intransigence … History shows that incompatibilities due to nationalist intransigence and an exaggerated spirit of autonomy are sources of friction and war … It is plain to all that the continuance of intransigent nationalism, blind to the need for a continental policy, has finally turned Europe against itself … If we can overcome the nationalist principle in the sense of reconciling it with the principle of unity, this solution should find its own guarantee and its proper counterpart in the form of respect for certain spiritual autonomies and for the interests of individual peoples in due proportion to those of the continent as a whole. If the new order is to be stable and fruitful it must be based on this principle. The results of excessive nationalism and territorial dismemberment are within the experience of all. Thus there is only hope for peace by means of a process which on the one hand respects the inalienable, fundamental patrimony of every nation but, on the other, moderates these and subordinates them to a continental policy … A European union could not be subject to the variations of internal policy that are characteristic of liberal regimes.35








Another eloquent fascist opponent of the nation-state was Camillo Pellizi, the editor of the magazine Civiltà Fascista. In an article entitled ‘The Idea of Europe’,36 Pellizi argued that the New Europe would not destroy nationhood: ‘A new Europe: that is the point, and that is the task before us. It does not mean that Italians, Germans and all the other nations of the European family are to change their spots and become unrecognisable to themselves or to one another, from one day or one year to the next. It will be a new Europe because of the new inspiration and determining principle that will spring up among all these peoples.’ On the other hand, the fascist principle would overcome the ‘particularism’ of Europe’s nation-states: ‘The Axis is, or can be, the first definite step towards surmounting, or expressing in a higher form, that typically European phenomenon which we call the nation, with its inevitable, one might say physiological corollary of nationalism … One cannot “create Europe” without the nations or against them: we must create it from the different nations, while subduing national particularism as far as may be necessary.’37


Pellizi concluded his account with some junk metaphysical justifications for his desire to amalgamate the nations of Europe into a higher unity. ‘The important thing is to get away from particular and parochial unity, from the windowless monad of the single nation which finds itself the be-all and end-all of its acts and motivations. The two of us must become one, while at the same time remaining different entities, so that this two-in-one may develop the many-in-one that must constitute the new Europe if it is ever to come into being.’38


It is perhaps not surprising that in August 1943, that is, after the Allied landings in Italy, Pellizi was contacted by the ‘Movimento Federalista Europeo’ because of his work on European integration under Mussolini. Although the federalists seemed to have broken off contact with him almost immediately, he did not abandon his fundamental convictions. Indeed, his writings after the Allied landings in Italy sound like a plan of action for the kind of ‘behind-the-scenes’ integration which Jean Monnet was to make his hallmark in the European Economic Community: ‘The problem of the hierarchy of states will no longer arise, at least in its usual form, once we have cut off the dragon’s head, that is, the notion of state sovereignty. Moreover, this does not have to be done outright, but can be achieved indirectly, e.g. by creating interstate European bodies to look after certain common interests (exchange rates, communications, foreign trade etc., then defence and colonies and so on).’39


Post-war fascists continued to realise that the multiplicity of the nation-state system was an obstacle to their grand designs for the continent. The former leader of the British Union of Fascists, Sir Oswald Mosley, devoted considerable effort to working for European integration after the war. In 1953 he founded a magazine called The European, and in 1958 he published a book, Europe: Faith and Plan – A Way Out from the Coming Crises and an Introduction to Thinking as a European.40 There he wrote, ‘We need the swing and idealism of the people to break through the maze of diplomacy and haggling which today obstructs European union. The statesmen of divided nations are lost in the detail of their search for small individual advantage, and the whole which alone can serve the real advantage of all is forgotten.’41 Without unity, Europe was doomed to weakness: ‘Can these relatively small, isolated, individual nations of Western Europe face for fifteen years on world markets the competition of America’s normal production surplus, plus the deliberate market-breaking dumping of the Soviets at below European production costs?’42 No, for ‘small, individual nations are dependent on external supplies of raw materials for their industries … they are forced to pay for these necessities by exports sold in open competition in world markets, under conditions where they have no influence whatever’.43 He concluded: ‘We require a closed system to the extent of being independent of the world cost system, but within the necessary area it can be a free economy.’44


The obsession with modern technology and economic interdependence


One of the main reasons why fascists were convinced that the nation-state was at an end was because of technological development. They felt that notions of national sovereignty were simply anachronistic in a modern world with an interdependent economy, international transport, and electronic telecommunications. It is worth looking closely at just what they said.


Camillo Pellizi, for instance, argued:






No single European nation can hope even now, still less in the future, to compete in military, economic or cultural matters with the great forces that are coming to birth or are already in being outside Europe … Modern technology requires huge space and vast resources to achieve its utmost efficiency, and outside Europe these huge areas and concentrations of resources now exist or are in the process of being formed. If only for elementary reasons of defence Europe must either become a ‘concentration’ (an ugly but expressive term) on a similar scale, or else resign itself to becoming, sooner or later, a mere appendage of the Asiatic continent … Too many old-fashioned national interests, of an outmoded and particularist kind, whether conscious or unconscious, led to the outbreak of the present war and are still influencing its course.45








The Nazis typically believed that ‘the development towards larger units’ was economically inevitable. A Nazi Foreign Ministry official in charge of information briefed the press that ‘the division of Europe into small or tiny national economies and systems of communication is out of date. No more passports and visas. General European prosperity will bring about prosperity and economic security of all members … The unification of Europe … was already showing itself to be an inevitable development in accordance with the iron laws of history.’46 The leader of the Dutch Nazis, Anton Adriaan Mussert, also argued that technological development was bringing the peoples of the world closer together. ‘In economics and communications,’ he claimed, ‘the development is towards larger units. After centuries of separatism and decentralisation there has again come a time when the European peoples are conscious of their need for solidarity.’47


Joseph Goebbels, Hitler’s propaganda wizard, was also persuaded that technology brought peoples together and made borders anachronistic – a thought which is common among modern pro-Europeans and others who speak of the demise of the nation-state. In a speech entitled ‘Das Europa der Zukunft’ (The Europe of the Future), Goebbels claimed that technology ‘has brought not only tribes but whole peoples closer together than was once imaginable. Whereas formerly it took twenty-four hours to talk from Berlin to Prague indirectly via the press, today it does not take me an extra second … Whereas it once took twelve hours to travel to Prague by rail, today I can fly there in an hour … As these technical achievements are put to use, so the continents are inevitably brought closer together. Meanwhile European peoples are realising more and more clearly that many of the issues between us are mere family quarrels compared to the great problems that today require to be solved as between continents.’48


Goebbels even used the metaphor of ‘bringing down borders’ which is so central to the modern European ideology. ‘What it means for you is that you are already members of a great Reich which is preparing to reorganise Europe, tearing down the barriers that still separate the European peoples and making it easier for them to come together.’49 He also advanced the argument which one hears frequently from German pro-Europeans today that the history of German unification was a model for that of Europe. Like many other Nazis and their supporters, he assumed that political entities should correspond to supposed economic ‘spaces’, and that Europe’s division into nation-states was thus analogous to, and as nonsensical as, Germany’s division into micro-states after the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648. Speaking of the European unification Germany had brought about, Goebbels wrote in 1940, ‘About a hundred years ago our German Reich went through a similar process. At that time it was fragmented into just as many larger and smaller parts as Europe is today. This medley of small states was endurable so long as technical facilities, especially those of communications, were not yet so developed that it took too short a time to travel from one small country to another. But the invention of steam power made the old conditions intolerable.’50


Perhaps Goebbels’ most striking assertion is that, ‘in fifty years’ time’ people would no longer ‘think in terms of countries’. ‘I am firmly convinced,’ he said, ‘that just as today we smile when we look back at the parochial quarrels that divided the German peoples in the ’40s and ’50s of the last century, so … future generations will be no less amused at the political disputes that are now going on in Europe …’51 Many modern German politicians also stress that it is no longer appropriate to think in terms of nations – as if reality depended on the mind. The veteran foreign minister, Hans-Dietrich Genscher, often used to speak of the need for European ‘consciousness’ as if it matters more what people think than what they do.


Großraumwirtschaft† and the Nazi ‘European Economic Community’


The Nazis proposed to use economic integration to do away with European particularism once the war had ended. Here, indeed, are the most striking similarities between Nazi thought and the pro-Europeanism of our own day. An early Nazi plan for European integration said that the most important precondition was to do away with ‘the economic Balkanisation of Europe’:






A new large economic area will come into being, in which the economy can develop with only basic direction from the state … This creation of an economic area on a European scale was arbitrarily prevented after the World War by the dictated peace of Versailles and associated treaties. The result was to set up 35 independent European states, 16 of which had less than 10 million inhabitants, and to create 7,000 kilometres of new customs frontiers. Attempts at unification, e.g. the Anschluss of the former state of Austria to Germany, were frustrated, and the regime of small economic units was artificially encouraged.52








In other words, the hatred of the nation-state and the desire to create a great European economic space were two sides of the same coin. Indeed, it was an understatement for Vidkun Quisling to say that there was no opposition between European economic co-operation and National Socialism.53 This was not least because of the geo-economic aims of the war which Hitler started. The Nazis were convinced that they needed to ensure economic autarky against the British blockade. Independence, they held, was increased if the Europeans could provide for themselves. What they really meant was that state power was threatened by free trade: as one ideologist limpidly put it, ‘The creation of a world economy would have meant the destruction of the economic sovereignty of Europe.’54


The history of the Nazis’ planning for a new European economic order began on 22 June 1940, when Göring gave orders which gave rise to a project for ‘the large-scale economic unification of Europe’55 or ‘Central European Economic Community’56 submitted to the Reich Chancellery on 9 July 1940. It mentioned the establishment of fixed exchange rates between the currencies of other countries and the Reichsmark; the abolition of customs barriers in Europe and the creation of a ‘customs-free marketing area’; the need for ‘increased leverage in trade negotiations and relations with other countries’; and the protection of agriculture. Shortly afterwards, two officials in the Foreign Ministry, Carl Clodius (the Deputy Director of the Economic Policy Department, who later became the Minister responsible for economic relations with Italy and the Balkan countries) and Ambassador Ritter, drew up plans for a future ‘continental economy’ for which preferential tariffs, a customs union, a customs and monetary union, or an economic union, were all suggested as possibilities.57


The Nazis’ notion of Großraumwirtschaft or ‘large area economy’, which they intended Europe to become, was predicated on the idea that economic activity and interaction could and should be confined mainly to a certain area. One of the most influential theoreticians of this view was Werner Daitz, the head of Germany’s Central Research Institute for National Economic Order and Large Area Economics. Daitz spent most of the war writing and speaking on the notion of Großraumwirtschaft. Like other Nazis, he saw the development of an economically and politically integrated Europe as part of a historical anti-liberal process: ‘The ideologies of a world economy, democracy and parliamentarianism, invented by Britain during the past century to justify and prolong this unnatural form of European life, are losing ground and disappearing along with the equally unnatural phenomenon of British hegemony.’58


Daitz argued that the development towards Großraumwirtschaft was dictated by impersonal factors like population growth. This had introduced a ‘tension between living space and political space’. He held that the concepts of Volkstum (‘nationhood’) and völkischer Lebensraum (‘national living-space’) should have been recognised after the First World War as being superior to the idea of the territorial state (Staatsraum). Because the Versailles system did not do this, the constructed territorial units were incompatible with the needs of economics.


Indeed, Daitz’s writing helps us to understand just how central to Nazi philosophy the drive towards European integration really was. With a simple Malthusianism, the Nazis believed that their populations did not have enough ‘space’. As early as 1936, Hitler had told the Reichstag:






How much trouble would humanity and especially the European peoples have been spared if natural and obvious living conditions had been respected when the European living space and economic co-operation were being politically fashioned … The European peoples represent a family in this world … It is not very intelligent to imagine that in such a cramped house like that of Europe, a community of peoples can maintain different legal systems and different concepts of law for long.59








‘More space’ was also obviously a necessary prerequisite for the autarkic and monopolistic control of the entire European continent which the Nazis intended to establish.


Thus, the concept of Großraumwirtschaft was intimately linked with that more famous Nazi concept, Lebensraum (‘living-space’) and the theoreticians of the Großraumwirtschaft certainly often made this link clear.60 One ideologist lectured on ‘The Concept of “Reich” and the European Economy’, while a prominent German Nazi ideologue of Scottish extraction, Colin Ross, said in a lecture entitled ‘The Coming of a New Europe Within the Framework of a New World Order’ that ‘National Socialism is a regional idea. On this planet, which has become small and narrow, there are no longer individual destinies of single peoples. It is a law that the vital space of communities becomes ever more vast, and thus the European peoples find themselves obliged to constitute together a greater community. And thus the first step to take henceforth is the creation of Europe.’61


Daitz believed the first Großraumwirtschaft to have existed before 1500, when the Hanseatic league had been the focal point of trade between Central Europe and Russia. The discovery of America (a new space or Raum) had caused this integrated economic system to collapse, and the ‘so-called free economy’ had destroyed ‘the natural order, bonds and arrangements’ of the original European economy.62 Now the world economy had in turn collapsed itself, and things were returning to their original order. The world was dividing up into great economic zones, and the stability which had been regained was based on the Nazis’ recognition that agriculture was the basis of all economies. Daitz added that Großraumwirtschaft was needed to shield Europe against monetary dumping by the United States and Britain. ‘The Großraumwirtschaften are thus showing themselves to be components of a new world economic order, which will give it more stability in future,’63 he explained.


Daitz thus advocated ‘spatial–political unity’ from Gibraltar to the Urals, and from the North Cape to Cyprus. Unlike the liberal world economy, the Großraumwirtschaft would give Europe more independence in the world. He was also convinced that what was good for Germany was good for Europe. ‘From its very inception, the Reich has always been a Germanic and also European idea. A strong Reich was always necessary for a strong Europe, and conversely a strong Europe is inconceivable without a strong Reich. This is Europe’s political law.’64


Another theoretician of Großraumwirtschaft, Alfred Oesterheld, also emphasised the political implications of economic integration. He distinguished trade from economy, arguing that the first can orient itself anywhere, but that a fixed economic area was necessary to ensure the unity of production in the latter. ‘Großraumwirtschaft,’ he argued, ‘is not just an economic construction, but rather the economic aspect of a political concept.’65 The ‘organisation of area’ (Raumgestaltung) was ‘a European idea’.66


But the most detailed Nazi reflection of the future economic integration of Europe came in 1942, when the Berlin Union of Businessmen and Industrialists, together with the Economics University in Berlin, convened a high-level conference entitled ‘Europäische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft’ (European Economic Community), at which numerous ministers and leading industrialists spoke.67 It is striking that, even in otherwise detailed post-war accounts of Nazi Euro-propaganda, mention is almost never made of this conference. The omission is strange, not only because of the conference’s high profile, but also because the lectures were printed up in a book which went into two editions. Perhaps it is simply too close to the bone.


The titles of the lectures delivered at this conference are eerily reminiscent of modern pro-European discourse: ‘The Economic Face of the New Europe’, ‘The Development Towards the European Economic Community’, ‘European Agriculture’, ‘The European Industrial Economy’, ‘Employment in Europe’, ‘European Transport Issues’, ‘European Currency Matters’, ‘European Trade and Economic Treaties’, ‘The Fundamental Question: Is Europe a Geographical Concept or a Political Fact?’ The introduction was written by Professor Heinrich Hunke, the economics adviser for the NSDAP Gau of Berlin, who was also President of the Berlin Union of Businessmen and Industrialists.


Hunke argued that the European continent had banished the English conception of the economy in 1940, and that the age-old English doctrine of the balance of power had been militarily smashed. He emphasised the link between the concept of ‘Reich’, the European economy and the notion of political union in Europe, using phrases like ‘the historical, cultural and economic significance of the German economic order’ and ‘the essence of the European Economic Community’.68 He claimed that ‘the peoples of Europe have long since recognised that they belong to a “community of destiny”’.69 Hunke also wrote a postface to the published version of the conference, in which he expressed his admiration for Friedrich List, whose theories he contrasted point by point with the liberal vision of Adam Smith.70


The head of the economics department of I. G. Farben, Dr Anton Reithinger, was especially exercised by the threat posed to European industry by economic growth in countries peripheral to it. The old industrial states were threatened by cheap competition and rapid industrialisation in developing countries such as Japan, India and the Soviet Union. Southern Europe was growing while Central and Northern Europe were declining. Because England had not realised her ‘continental task’ – as a result of her numerous overseas interests – the continental European peoples would have to address it themselves.71


Walther Funk, Reichsminister for Economics and President of the Reichsbank, held that the construction of economic areas followed ‘a natural law of development’.72 He evoked the backward age when a traveller in Germany had to cross hundreds of borders between Germany’s myriad micro-states, each with its own currency and laws, and divided by thousands of toll barriers, and pointed out that political leaders of the time did not understand that France and England were far more advanced than Germany then because they had large unified economies.73 He attacked the liberal theory of economics which was predicated on the autonomous search by individuals of their own self-interest. By contrast, economics should serve social aims: ‘This economic mentality demands a social conscience.’74


Like Hunke, Funk believed that this sorry state of affairs had been overcome thanks to the theories of Friedrich List, and thanks also to the development of technology and transport. For Funk, the economic integration of Europe was to follow the same pattern as that of Germany: the increased speed of train travel, the extension of the network across the entire continent, ‘all this has brought borders nearer to each other’.75 ‘In her own interest,’ he went on, ‘Europe cannot stay behind in the backward romanticism of the stage coach era. It is true that the economic integration of Europe will prove more difficult to overcome than those of the German Zollverein [Customs Union]. Even the methods will be different and more complicated, and they will not be able to be mastered with a customs union. Nevertheless, European economic unity will come, for its time is here.’76


Although Funk could not promise the immediate abolition of all border controls, he did promise full employment and strong growth. ‘The word “unemployment” will disappear from the European dictionary,’ he announced.77 His description of how the economy should work was a typically Keynesian mixture of socialist euphemism and lip-service paid to the market: he accepted the ‘importance of the entrepreneur’ and of private capital, but also emphasised the need for ‘the rational organisation of the economy’.


Architects of the New Europe


But Nazi plans for European integration were as political as they were economic. As Heinrich Hunke said, ‘The necessity of a political order for the economic co-operation of peoples is recognised.’78 From the middle of 1941, therefore, Goebbels began to take a stronger hand in the ‘European question’ and he devoted numerous speeches, meetings and newspaper articles to it. He filled the pages of his weekly newspaper Das Reich with European slogans: ‘the New Europe’, ‘the new European order’, ‘Europe’s Lebensraum’, ‘the vision of a new Europe’ and so on. Meanwhile, Ribbentrop insisted that the fight against Bolshevism, which united many peoples in the East of Europe, was evidence of ‘a constantly growing moral unity of Europe within the New Order that our great leaders have proclaimed and prepared for the future of civilised nations. Herein lies the deep meaning of the war against Bolshevism. It is the sign of Europe’s spiritual regeneration.’79


Within the Foreign Ministry, interest in ‘Europe’ culminated with the creation of a ‘Europe committee’ in the autumn of 1942. The committee contained officials from the Foreign Ministry, and senior officials from the Institute for the Study of Foreign Countries. The leading lights were Alfred Six, the head of the Foreign Affairs Institute – which organised a conference in 1941 called ‘The New Europe’ for 303 students from 38 countries – and Werner Daitz. By March 1943, formal plans for a European confederation had been drafted.


These took the form of constitutions or treaties, laying out the competencies and structure of the future European confederation. A note written by Ribbentrop on 21 March 1943 begins, ‘I am of the opinion that, as already proposed to the Führer in my previous minutes, we should at the earliest possible date, as soon as we have scored a significant military success, proclaim the European Confederation in quite a specific form.’80 Ribbentrop proposed inviting all the heads of state concerned (Germany, Italy, France, Denmark, Norway, Finland, Slovakia, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Serbia, Greece and Spain) to sign the instrument bringing the Confederation into being. Annexed to the memorandum was a draft document, which spoke of the ‘common destiny of European peoples’, and of the aim ‘to ensure that wars never break out among them’. It also foresaw the abolition of customs barriers between the participating states.


In June 1943, an official submitted the ‘Basic Elements of a Plan for the New Europe’ to one of the members of the Europe Committee. Peppered with all the usual mantras about ‘the nations’ longing for peace’, the section entitled ‘The Economic Organisation of Europe’ foresaw trade based on the principle of European preference vis-à-vis non-European countries, with the eventual objective of a European customs union; a European clearing centre and stable currency rates in Europe, with the eventual objective of a European monetary union; and the ‘harmonisation of labour conditions and social welfare, in the direction of improving standards’.81 It foresaw ‘Conferences’ in each area (Labour, Agriculture, and so on) deciding policy for the whole Confederation.


This document was followed up in August 1943 with a ‘Note on the Establishment of a European Confederation’. Its author, Cecile von Renthe-Fink, who held the diplomatic rank of minister, wrote:






In the tremendous struggle for the future of Europe we Germans are champions of a new, better order in which all European peoples will find a rightful and worthy place. Up to now we have avoided coming forward with a concrete proposal regarding the European question … If we were now to put forward the idea of a confederal solution based on free cooperation among independent nations, it would certainly confirm the European peoples’ confidence in our policy and increase their willingness to follow our lead and work for our victory.82








Although the ‘principles embodied in the constituent act of the European Confederation’, which were appended to the memorandum, specified that the European Confederation was a community of sovereign states which mutually guaranteed one another’s freedom and independence, it is clear that, in fact, the confederation was to have near-total control over the internal affairs of its member states. ‘The European economy will be planned jointly by the member states on the basis of their common and national interests,’ the document said. ‘The aim will be to increase material prosperity, social justice and social security in the individual states, and to develop the material and labour resources of Europe … to protect the European economy against crises and economic threats from outside …’ It suggested that ‘the customs barriers which stand in the way of increasing trade between individual members of the Confederation shall be progressively eliminated,’ and that ‘the intra-Europe system of communications by rail, Autobahn, waterways and airlines will be developed in accordance with a unified plan’.83


The document also, typically, expressed the view that the integration of Europe was inevitable because of technological developments. It held that European nations had a common destiny. It added that Germany wished to unite Europe ‘on a federal basis’, and although it insisted that there was no intention of interfering in other countries’ internal affairs, it added the catch-all caveat that ‘all that is required of European states is that they be loyal, pro-European members of the community and co-operate willingly in its tasks … The object of European co-operation will be to promote the peace, security and welfare of all European states and their population.’ It was not a question of one state or group of states dominating the other but rather ‘a mutual relationship of trust and loyalty instead of the imperial methods of the former era’.84
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