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Chapter 1:  A Copernican World (pp. 1-29) 

“Nothing can distort the true picture of conditions and events in this world more than to regard one’s 

own country as the center of the universe…   Let us see how international events between the two 

world wars look from some of the major national vantage points.” (p. 1)  (On pp. 2-22, Reves 

describes how the leaders of the United States, Great Britain, France, Germany, and Russia interpreted 

international relations from the beginning of the First World War to the end of the Second World War 

from their own national perspective.) 

“… the time has come to realize that our inherited method of observation in political and social 

matters is childishly primitive, hopelessly inadequate and thoroughly wrong.  If we want to try to 

create at least the beginning of orderly relations between nations, we must try to arrive at a more 

scientific, more objective method of observation, without which we shall never able to see social and 

political problems as they really are, nor to perceive their incidence.  And without a correct diagnosis 

of the disease, there is no hope for a cure.” (pp. 22-23) 

“We are living in a geocentric world of nation-states.  We look upon economic, social and political 

problems as ‘national’ problems.  No matter in which country we live, the center of our political 

universe is our own nation...   According to this nation-centric conception of world affairs, we can 

solve political, economic and social problems within our nation, the fixed, immutable center, in one 

way--through law and government.” (p. 26) 

“Our political and social conceptions are Ptolemaic.  The world in which we live is Copernican. Our 

Ptolemaic political conceptions in a Copernican industrial world are bankrupt.  Latest observations on 

ever-changing conditions have made our Ptolemaic approach utterly ridiculous and out-of-date.  We 

still believe, in each one of the seventy or eighty sovereign states, that our ‘nation’ is the immovable 

center around which the whole world revolves.  There is not the slightest hope that we can possibly 

solve any of the vital problems of our generation until we rise above dogmatic nation-centric 

conceptions and realize that, in order to understand the political, economic and social problems of this 

highly integrated and industrialized world, we have to shift our standpoint and see all the nations and 

national matters in motion, in their interrelated functions, rotating according to the same laws without 

any fixed points created by our own imagination for our own convenience.” (p. 29) 

 

Chapter 2:  Failure of Capitalism (pp. 33-48) 

“Fascist countries assert that democracy and Communism are one and the same thing, that democracy 

is only a political corollary of Communism, that a democratic system of government must lead to 

Bolshevism.  Communists insist that democracy and Fascism are one and the same thing, that both are 

capitalist, that under both, private capital exploits the workers, that Fascism is the latest and highest 



form of capitalism, nothing but a device of reactionaries to destroy socialism.  Democratic countries 

emphasize more and more frequently that Fascism and Communism are one and the same thing, that 

both are totalitarian dictatorships oppressing the peoples by means of a ruthless police, destroying all 

liberties and reducing the individual to the status of a serf.” (p. 33) 

“Since the middle of the nineteenth century, it has been meaningless to talk of a free economy.  The 

reality consists of a system of warring national economies guided primarily by political and not 

economic interests and considerations.” (p. 44) 

“Economic freedom and the system of free enterprise have been driven into bankruptcy by the 

primitive, erroneous notion of unregulated freedom and by political nationalism, by the nation-state 

structure.” (p. 46) 

“The primacy of national interests in every country forces governments and peoples toward economic 

self-sufficiency, toward preparedness for war, toward more economic planning and direction, which 

means the transfer of more and more authority from individuals to the central government.  The 

political structure of the nation-states is in violent and absolute opposition to the needs of an economic 

system of free enterprise.” (p. 47) 

 

Chapter 3:  Failure of Socialism (pp. 48-75) 

“After decades of unrest, struggle and attempted revolutions, in 1917 one great country at last became 

the scene of a large-scale socialist experiment---Russia.  Contrary to the predictions of Marx, 

Communism first succeeded in establishing the dictatorship of the proletariat, not in the most 

advanced industrial country but in one of the most backward…  Later developments have proved, and 

history will undoubtedly record the events of 1917 to be not so much a socialist revolution, as the 

Great Russian National Revolution, …” (pp. 48-49) 

“The survival, at all costs of the national state---the U.S.S.R---is the dominant doctrine of the Stalin 

regime…  The nationalist passions of all the heterogeneous peoples forming the Soviet Union were 

aroused and inflamed by the same oratory, the same slogans, the same flags, music, uniforms, as in 

capitalist countries.  To build up the power of the nation-state, the people had to give up all hope of a 

better material life for a long time to come.  The production of consumer goods was kept to a 

minimum to concentrate the entire productive power of the nation on the manufacture of war material 

and reserves.” (pp. 52-23) 

“The all-important trend of our age is to strengthen the nation-state.  In the presence of constant threats 

emanating from other nation-states, the people of each nation have been forced to centralize more and 

more power in their national governments.” (p. 36) 

“According to the Marxist theory, the state is an organ of class domination, an organ of oppression of 

one class by the other; …  This theory of the state and of its ‘withering away’ after a socialist 

revolution is one of the main arguments in the writings of Lenin, who regarded it as a fundamental 

doctrine of Communism.   He develops the thesis that the bourgeois state, whether monarchic or 

republican, absolute or democratic, is ‘a special repressive force’ which can be demolished only by 



violent revolution.  But once the dictatorship of the proletariat has abolished classes, the state will 

‘become dormant.’” (pp. 57-58) 

“The conflict between the capitalist class and the proletariat is doubtless deep and acute, and a solution 

to this problem must be found.  But to say that in our age this is the only conflict between groups of 

men and that, with the resolving of that conflict, the state as such can or will disappear since it will 

become ‘unnecessary’ is an altogether fantastic and unrealistic conclusion.” (p. 64) 

“In all the Marxist analysis of the state and of the development of the state toward more and more 

bureaucratic and militaristic institutions, there is not one word about the real cause of this 

development---nationalism.  There is not one word about the fact that the nation-states are in conflict 

with each other, a conflict which is bound to find expression in recurrent wars.  There is not one word 

that these wars between national units are caused, not by the internal structure of the economic and 

social system within these individual nation-states but by the fact that they are independent, sovereign 

units whose relationship is unregulated.” (pp. 64-65) 

“Human freedom is freedom from being killed, robbed, cheated, oppressed, tortured and exploited by 

the stronger.  It means protection o£ the individual against innumerable dangers.  Experience 

demonstrates that during all our history, there has been one method and one method alone to approach 

that ideal.  The method is:  Law.  Human freedom is created by law and can exist only within a legal 

order, never without or beyond it…  The law must be revised and amended.” (p. 66) 

“The first few years of the Soviet regime proved that socialism is not incompatible with political 

freedoms.  It was the influence and pressure of nationalism that forced the regime to evolve into a 

totalitarian dictatorship.” (p. 71) 

“Socialism cannot prevent international conflicts any more than can capitalism.  Under the present 

political structure of the world, both capitalism and socialism are dominated by nationalism and 

actively support the institution of the nation-state.  The permanent state of distrust and fear between 

nation-states and the recurring armed conflicts between them have the same effects on capitalist and 

on socialist economy, neither being able to develop under the constant threat of war.” (pp. 72-73) 

“Our endeavor is to demonstrate that it is the political status quo---the existing system of sovereign 

nation-states, accepted and upheld today by capitalists and socialists, individualists and collectivists, 

all national and religious groups alike---that constitutes the insurmountable obstacle to all progress, to 

all social and economic efforts, that bars all human progress on any lines.” (p. 74) 

 

Chapter 4:  Failure of Religion (pp. 76-87) 

“The wholesale murder, torture, persecution and oppression we are witnessing in the middle of the 

twentieth century proves the complete bankruptcy of Christianity as a civilizing force, its failure as an 

instrument to tame instinctive human passions and to transform man from an animal into a rational 

social being.  The revival of barbarism and the wholesale practice of mass murder all over the world 

cannot be regarded as the work of a few godless, sadistic Gestapo men and some fanatic believers in 

Shintoism.  It is being practiced by many church going men of many nationalities.  Millions of 



innocent people have been murdered in cold blood, tens of millions have been robbed, deported and 

enslaved by Christians,…” (p. 76) 

“History demonstrates indisputably that there is only one method to make man accept moral principles 

and standards of social conduct.  That method is:  Law.  Peace among men and a civilized society---

which are one and the same thing---are imaginable only within a legal order equipped with institutions 

to give effect to principles and norms in the form of law, with adequate power to apply those laws and 

to enforce them with equal vigor against all who violate them.” (p. 76) 

“Integrated social relations regulated by law---which is peace---have been possible only within social 

units of indivisible sovereignty, with one single source of law, irrespective of the size, territory, 

population, race, religion and complexity of such social units.  It has never been possible between such 

sovereign social units, even if they were composed of populations of the same race, the same religion, 

the same language, the same culture, the same degree of civilization.” (p. 79) 

“What was divine and civilizing in Christianity was its monotheism, its universalism.  The doctrine 

which teaches that all men are created equa1 in the sight of God and are ruled by one God, with one 

law over all men, was the one really revolutionary idea in human history.  Unfortunately, organized 

Christianity developed into a more and more dogmatic, totalitarian hierarchy and the reaction to it led 

first to schism, then to widespread sectarianism…  In thousands of churches today, Catholic priests 

and Protestant preachers of all denominations are praying for the glory of their own nationals and for 

the downfall of others, even if they belong to the same church.  This is indeed in violent contradiction 

to the highest religious ideal mankind ever produced---universal Christianity.  A universal moral 

principle is neither universal nor moral, nor is it a principle if it is valid only within segregated groups 

of people.  ‘Thou shalt not kill’ cannot mean that it is a crime to kill a man of one’s own nationality, 

but that it is a virtue---to be blessed by all Christian churches---to kill a man of the same faith, who 

happens to be technically the citizen or subject of another nation-state.” (pp. 80-81) 

“Not only Christianity and Islam with their vast numbers of believers are being completely absorbed 

and dominated by neo-pagan nationalism.  Even the originators of monotheism, even the Jews, have 

forgotten the fundamental teaching of their religion:  universalism…  They too, just like the followers 

of other monotheistic creeds, have become abject idolaters of the new polytheism---nationalism.” (p. 

82) 

“Human society can be saved only by universalism.  Unless the Christian churches return to this 

central doctrine of their religion and make it the central doctrine of their practice, they will vanish 

before the irresistible power of a new religion of universalism, which is bound to arise from the ruin 

and suffering caused by the impending collapse of the era of nationalism.” (p. 87) 

 

Chapter 5:  Road to Fascism (pp. 87-102) 

“If we try to determine the meaning of democracy, socialism and Fascism, it becomes apparent that 

under the pressure resulting from the nation-state structure of the world and because of the ravaging 

wars inherent in this structure, both the democracies and the Soviet Union are bound to evolve toward 

Fascism.” (p. 96) 



“… Fascism is not an economic conception.  It is essentially a politico-social doctrine.  Its aim is the 

absolute, untrammeled, totalitarian domination of the nation-state with complete regulation of 

individual life, the reduction of the individual to serfdom.  But this totalitarian, Fascist state can 

operate in principle just as well in capitalist economy, with private enterprise and private ownership of 

capital, as it can function in a socialist system of economy with centralized state planning and state 

ownership of capital.  Fascism is not a reaction to capitalism nor is it a reaction to socialism.  It is a 

reaction to democratic individualism, in no matter what economic form, under certain specific political 

conditions.” (p. 99) 

“To what purpose is all this mistrust, hatred and fighting between socialists and capitalists, accusing 

each other of totalitarianism, oppression and exploitation?  The truth is that both are becoming Fascist 

and totalitarian.  It is high time to realize this and to start the common fight for human liberty and 

welfare, against the common and real enemy---the nation-state.” (p. 101) 

 

Chapter 6:  Nation-Feudalism (pp. 105-116) 

“Man in society is constantly seeking security and freedom.  This is a fundamental instinct.  Both 

security and freedom are the products of law.” (p. 109) 

“In the eighteenth century, society could not possibly be organized universally.  Consequently, 

democracy could not be organized according to its fundamentally universal principles.  It had to be 

organized nationally.  For a long time the problem seemed to have been satisfactorily solved and 

citizens and subjects of the modern democratic nation-states enjoyed a hitherto unknown degree of 

freedom, security and welfare.  Relations between the nation-state and its citizens were stabilized, 

according to which the state guaranteed protection, security, law and order, in exchange for which the 

citizens pledged exclusive allegiance to their national state and agreed to accept its laws, to pay taxes 

and to go to battle when national interests required the supreme sacrifice…  In the middle of the 

twentieth century, we are living in an era of absolute political feudalism in which the nation-states 

have assumed exactly the same roles as were assumed by the feudal barons a thousand years ago.”  

(pp. 112-113) 

“Tyranny does not mean the rule of a king, emperor, dictator or despot.  It is to live under a system of 

law in the creation of which the individual does not participate.  In the nation-state system, we are 

unable to participate in the creation of law in any part of human society beyond our own country.  It is, 

therefore, a self-delusion to say that Americans, Englishmen or Frenchmen are ‘free people.’  They 

can be attacked by other nations and forced into war at any time…  This system of nation-feudalism 

has plunged the world into unprecedented barbarism, and destroyed almost all individual rights and 

human liberties secured with so much toil and blood by our forefathers.  Modern nation-feudalism has 

erased, except in name, every moral doctrine of Christianity.  There is not the slightest hope that we 

can change the course into which we are rapidly being driven by the conflicting nation-states so long 

as we recognize them as the supreme and final expression of the sovereignty of the people.” (pp. 114-

115) 

 



Chapter 7:  What is War? (pp. 116-125) 

“It is commonly taken for granted that we can never abolish war between nations, because war is in 

the nature of man.  It is even more widely accepted that war has innumerable causes and that to try to 

abolish all of them would be a hopeless task.” (p. 116) 

“A careful study of human history reveals that the assumption that war is inherent in human nature---

and therefore eternal---is shallow and faulty, that it is only a superficial impression.” (p. 120) 

“Wars between groups of men forming social units always take place when these units---tribes, 

dynasties, churches, cities, nations---exercise unrestricted sovereign power.  Wars between these social 

units cease the moment sovereign power is transferred from them to a larger or higher unit…  War 

takes place whenever and wherever nonintegrated social units of equal sovereignty come into contact.  

War between given social units of equal sovereignty is the permanent symptom of each successive 

phase of civilization.  Wars always ceased when a higher unit established its own sovereignty, 

absorbing the sovereignties of the conflicting smaller social groups.” (p. 121) 

“Just as there is one and only one cause for wars between men on this earth, so history shows that 

peace---not peace in an absolute and utopian sense, but concrete peace between given social groups 

warring with each other at given times---has always been established in one way and only in one way.  

Peace between fighting groups of men was never possible and wars succeeded one another until some 

sovereignty, some sovereign source of law, some sovereign power was set up over and above the 

clashing social units, integrating the warring units into a higher sovereignty.” (p. 122) 

“Once the mechanics and the fundamental causes of wars---of all wars---are realized, the futility and 

childishness of the passionate debates about armament and disarmament must be apparent to all.  If 

human society were organized so that relations between groups and units in contact were regulated by 

democratically controlled law and legal institutions, then modern science could go ahead, devise and 

produce the most devastating weapons, and there would be no war.  But if we allow sovereign rights to 

reside in the separate units and groups without regulating their relations by law, then we can prohibit 

every weapon, even a penknife, and people will beat out each other’s brains with clubs.” (p. 122) 

“After 1919, the peacemakers were obsessed by the idea that armaments lead to wars, that a sine qua 

non for world peace is the general limitation and reduction of armaments on sea, land and in the air… 

The outbreak of the Second World War proved conclusively the complete fallacy and uselessness of 

seeking peace between nations through disarmament.  Now our leaders are preaching the exact 

opposite.  We are told today that only powerful armaments can maintain peace, that the democratic 

and so-called peace-loving nations must maintain omnipotent national navies, air forces and 

mechanized armies, that we must control strategic military bases spread around the globe, if we would 

prevent aggression and maintain peace.  This idea, the idea of maintaining peace by armaments, is just 

as complete a fallacy as the idea of maintaining peace through disarmament…  The problem of peace 

is a social and political problem, not a technical one.” (pp. 123-124) 

 

 



Chapter 8:  The Historical Meaning of Sovereignty (pp. 126-144) 

“The fundamental problem of peace is the problem of sovereignty.” (p. 126) 

“Human nature is such that man does not accept rules unless they are imposed upon him by constituted 

authority.  The first absolute authority was God…  During that long period of history when peoples 

were ruled by the divine right of absolute monarchs, chiefs, emperors and kings, to maintain their 

authority and lawmaking power, to make people recognize them as the supreme source of law, the 

rulers linked themselves as closely as possible with religion and claimed that they derived their power 

from God.  The monarchs ruling by divine right were called sovereigns and their lawgiving capacity 

was designated ‘sovereign.’” (pp. 129-130) 

“Between the Renaissance and the eighteenth century, as a result of the revival of learning and new 

methods of rational and scientific thinking, a revolutionary social ideal took shape and found fertile 

soil among the masses suffering under absolutism.  This revolutionary ideal was the principle that no 

individual, no family, no dynasty, could any longer be regarded as sovereign, that the sovereign 

lawgiving authority was the people and that ‘sovereignty resides in the community.’” (p. 130) 

“As the world is organized today, sovereignty does not reside in the community, but is exercised in an 

absolute form by groups of individuals we call nations.” (pp. 132-133) 

“These two dominating currents of our age, nationalism and industrialism, are in constant and 

inevitable conflict with each other.  Industrialism tends to embrace the whole globe within its sphere 

of activity.  Modern industrial mass production needs raw materials from all over earth, and seeks 

markets in every corner of the world.  It strives to achieve its purposes irrespective of any political, 

geographic, racial, religious, linguistic or national barriers.  Nationalism, on the other hand, tends to 

divide this world into smaller and smaller compartments and to segregate the human race into smaller 

and smaller independent groups…  It is this collision between our political life and our economic and 

technological life that is the cause of the twentieth century crisis with which we have been struggling 

since 1914…” (pp. 133-134) 

“We are living in complete anarchy, because in a small world, interrelated in every other respect, there 

are seventy or eighty separate sources of law---seventy or eighty sovereignties.” (p. 135) 

“To put it plainly, the ideal of the nation-state is bankrupt.  The nation-state is impotent to prevent 

foreign aggression; it no longer serves as the supreme institution capable of protecting its people 

against war and all the miseries and misfortunes that war brings.  The Second World War has finally 

demonstrated that not a single one of the existing nations, even the most powerful, is economically 

self-sufficient.  These indisputable facts prove that our present conception of national sovereignty is 

obsolete and pregnant with deadly danger to us all.” (pp. 136-137) 

“The question is not one of ‘surrendering’ national sovereignty.  The problem is not negative and does 

not involve giving up something we already have.  The problem is positive---creating something we 

lack, something we have never had, but that we imperatively need.  The creation of institutions with 

universal sovereign power is merely another phase of the same process in the development of human 

history---the extension of law and order into another field of human association which heretofore has 

remained unregulated and in anarchy.” (p. 137) 



“New Yorkers are citizens of the city of New York, of the state of New York and of the United States 

of America.  But they are also citizens of the world.  Their lives, their security, their liberties are 

protected in a very wide field by the sovereign authority which resides in the people, who have 

delegated its exercise partly to the city of New York, partly to the state of New York and partly to the 

Federal government of the United States of America.” (p. 138) 

“Democratic sovereignty of the people can be correctly expressed and effectively instituted only if 

local affairs are handled by local government, national affairs by national government, and 

international, world affairs, by international, world government.  Only if the people in whom rests all 

sovereign power, delegate parts of their sovereignty to institutions created for and capable of dealing 

with specific problems, can we say that we have a democratic form of government.” (p. 139) 

“Existing anarchy in international relations, due to absolute national sovereignty, must be superseded 

by universal statutory law, enacted by a duly elected legislative body.  Such universal law must take 

the place of the utterly fallacious, ineffectual and precarious rule of unenforceable treaty obligations 

entered into by sovereign nation-states and disregarded by them whenever it suits their purpose.” (p. 

140) 

“Such a reform does not require the abolition of nations and national boundaries.  Within each nation-

state, we still have state lines, county demarcations, city limits, boundaries of our home lots or of 

houses and apartments.” (p. 142) 

“The people would ‘surrender’ their sovereignty only if sovereign power to create law were 

abandoned to an arbitrary authority or a lawless power.  But to transfer certain aspects of our 

sovereign rights from national legislative, judiciary and executive bodies to equally democratically 

elected and democratically controlled universal legislative, judiciary and executive bodies in order to 

create, apply and execute law for the regulation of human relationships in the international field---in a 

field where such law has never existed---is not ‘surrender’ but acquisition.” (pp. 143-144) 

 

Chapter 9:  Treaty or Law (pp. 144-155) 

“Peace is order based on law.  There is no other imaginable definition.  Any other conception of peace 

is sheer utopia.  Each time a war is fought, it is followed by endless debate on the kind of peace treaty 

that will be made.  Hundreds of suggestions are advanced, but no matter what kind of treaty is signed, 

the next war is inevitable.” (p. 147) 

“Treaties are essentially static instruments.  Law is essentially a dynamic instrument.  Wherever we 

have applied the method of law to regulate human relationship, it has resulted in peace.  Wherever we 

have applied treaties to regulate human relationship, it has inevitably led to war…  We can never 

arrive at a legal order by means of treaties.” (pp. 149-150) 

“Many government officials and political writers, in discussing national sovereignty, argue that every 

time a nation signs a treaty with another nation and undertakes certain obligations, it surrenders parts 

of its sovereignty.  This is an absolute fallacy.  The signing of treaties by national governments, far 

from limiting or restricting their sovereignty, is the very criterion of national sovereignty.” (p. 150) 



“A strange paradox lies embedded in the dogmatic minds of our statesmen and political thinkers.  It is 

the traditional belief, inherited from the past and entirely dominating their outlook and actions, that 

there are two different ways of maintaining peace between men.  The one---universally recognized and 

applied---within national, sovereign units, is---Law, Order, Government.  The other, so far used 

between sovereign national units, is---Policy, Diplomacy, Treaties.  This is a mental aberration, an 

utterly warped picture of the problem.  Peace can never be achieved by two such contradictory 

methods for the simple reason that peace is actually identical with one of those two methods.  Peace is 

law.  It is order.  It is government.” (p. 150) 

“Law is the only foundation upon which social life in modern society can exist.  We cannot rely on 

men’s promises not to murder, on their pledges not to steal, on their undertakings not to cheat.  That is 

why we have to have laws and courts and police, with duties and functions clearly defined in 

advance.” (p. 152) 

“Only if we base international relations on law---just as we base on law the relations of individuals and 

groups within organized society---can we hope that the constant and inevitable evolution essential to 

life will be brought about by peaceful methods within that legal order…  In a world based on law, 

changes in international relations could for the first time be carried out without violence---by legally 

instituted procedure.” (p. 154) 

 

Chapter 10:  Super-State and the Individual (pp. 155-171) 

“In our modem industrial world, nation-states are not only the greatest obstacle to world peace.  More 

and more they are the destroyers of the most cherished individual liberties in a democracy.” (p. 155) 

“According to the democratic theory of the state, the individual has certain inalienable rights, 

sovereignty resides in the community, and the State is created by the people who delegate their 

sovereignty to state institutions for the purpose of protecting them---their lives, their liberties, their 

properties---and for maintaining law and order within the community.  Our ideal is the democratic 

state.  The state we want to live in is one which can guarantee us maximum individual liberty, 

maximum freedom of religion, speech, press and assembly; maximum freedom of communication, 

enjoyment of scientific progress and material wealth.” (p. 158) 

“We cannot say that our individual freedom is guaranteed if every twenty years all our families are 

torn apart and we are forced to go forth to kill or be killed.  We cannot say that our welfare and 

economic freedom are guaranteed when every twenty years we have to stop production of consumer 

goods and waste all our energies and resources in the manufacture of the tools of war.  We cannot say 

that we have freedom of speech and the press when every twenty years conditions force censorship 

upon us.  We cannot say that private property is guaranteed if every twenty years gigantic public debts 

and inflation destroy our savings.” (pp. 163-164) 

“If we want to stick to the obsolete conception of nation-states, which cannot prevent wars, we shall 

have to pay for worshiping this false goddess with the sacrifice of all our individual liberties, for the 

protection of which, ironically, the sovereign nation-states were created.  World wars such as have 

been twice inflicted on this generation cause such major catastrophes, are so horribly costly in human 



life and material wealth that before all else we must solve this central problem and establish freedom 

from fear.” (p. 164) 

“For a fraction of the time, money, thought and labor wasted on international wars, social and 

economic conditions could be transformed beyond recognition.  But under the certain threat of 

recurrent wars, all these social aspirations of the people are being indefinitely postponed.” (p. 165) 

“Currency is a jealously guarded attribute of national sovereignty and each nation-state insists upon 

having its own national currency and determining its value as it pleases, by internal, national, 

sovereign decision.  So it is a terrible and constantly recurring problem how to ‘stabilize’ the exchange 

rates between the United States and France, between England and Spain, between each and any of the 

national sovereign economic units.  But it is no problem at all to keep the currency in permanent 

relationship between Michigan and South Carolina, between Cornwall and Oxfordshire.  The reason is 

very simple.  One single currency is in circulation…  The fact is that, just as unified national currency 

was necessary to facilitate the development of national economies up to their present level, so a 

unified world currency is the indispensable condition for further development of world economy from 

the present stage on.” (pp. 169-170) 

 

Chapter 11:  Fallacy of Internationalism (pp. 175-188) 

“From its inception, internationalism has been an entirely erroneous notion.  It has retarded political 

and social progress by half a century.” (p. 175) 

“Never in any country did organized labor withdraw its support from the nation-state in waging war 

against another nation-state, even though the latter had a laboring class with the same resentments, the 

same ideals and the same aims as its own.  Through a fundamental contradiction in its program, 

modem socialism is particularly to blame for strengthening nationalism and for the inevitable 

consequence:  international war.  The contradiction lies in the discrepancy between the socialist 

political ideal of internationalism and the socialist economic ideal of nationalization of the means of 

production.” (p. 177) 

“Wars between nations---or the threat of such wars---lead to restrictions of individual rights, to longer 

working hours, lower living standards, freezing o£ wages, outlawing of strikes, reduction of 

consumption, conscription, regimentation---in short, to everything labor is supposed to be fighting.” 

(p. 178) 

“Confusing the nation-state with the community is a most dangerous error, as today nation-states are 

the mortal enemies of the ideal of human community, far more than any landowner, industrialist or 

private corporation.” (p. 179) 

“Internationalism among the capitalist forces was exactly similar in its development.  Industrialists, 

bankers, traders, also began to feel hampered by the barriers of nation-states and began to form 

organizations reaching beyond national boundaries…  Such international financial and cartel 

agreements served only to intensify among industrialists and bankers, all anxious to strengthen their 

own positions as national units, against other national units…  The direct results of these attempts to 



internationalize big business led to an acceleration of economic nationalism, higher tariffs, irrational 

subsidies, currency manipulations, and all the other devices of government control repugnant to the 

principles of free enterprise.” (pp. 181-182) 

“After the ravages of the First World War,… the Covenant of the League of Nations was born…  

According to the Covenant, peace was supposed to be maintained through regular meetings and 

discussions of representatives of sovereign nation-states having equal rights in an Assembly of all 

nations and in a Council, comprised of representatives of the great powers, as permanent members, 

and limited number of smaller powers elected as temporary members by the Assembly.  No decision 

was possible over the veto of any nation.  Unanimity was necessary to apply any effective measure.  

Any national government could withdraw from the League the moment it did not like the 

atmosphere…  When Japan, Germany and Italy withdrew, it was obvious that the political value of the 

League o£ Nations, its ability to maintain peace between the nations, was equal to zero.” (pp. 182-183) 

“The League of Nations failed because it was based on the false notion of inter-nationalism, on the 

idea that peace between national units, between sovereign nation-states, can be maintained merely by 

bringing their representatives together to debate their differences, without making fundamental 

changes in their relations to each other.” (p. 184) 

“All the political manifestations during World War II---the Atlantic Charter, the United Nations 

declaration, the Moscow agreements, the Dumbarton Oaks proposals, the Teheran and Yalta 

communiques, the San Francisco Charter---underline, specify and emphasize that whatever may be 

done is to be done and will be done between sovereign nation-states.” (p. 185) 

“In this our day and generation, nationalism dominates democracy, socialism, liberalism, Christianity, 

capitalism, Fascism, politics, religion, economics, monarchies and republics…  Nationalism is a herd 

instinct.  It is one of many manifestations of that tribal instinct which is one of the deepest and most 

constant characteristics of man as a social creature.” (p. 186) 

“Inter-nationalism countenances nationalism.  It implies that the various nationalisms can be bridged.  

It recognizes as supreme the sovereign nation-state institutions and prevents the integration of peoples 

into a supra-national society…  What is needed is---universalism.  A creed and a movement clearly 

proclaiming that its purpose is to create peace by a legal order between men beyond and above the 

existing nation-state structure.” (pp. 187-188) 

 

Chapter 12:  Fallacy of Self-Determination of Nations (pp. 188-201) 

“The historic fact is that the Second World War came about, not because Wilson’s doctrines were not 

carried out, but because they were!...  The basic thought of Wilson was that every nation and every 

people is entitled to self-government, political independence and self-determination and that a league 

of independent and sovereign nations should guarantee the independence and sovereignty of each and 

every nation.  In the eighteenth century this would have been a feasible conception.  But in the 

twentieth century such an oversimplified and superficial solution was bound to lead to total anarchy in 

international relations…  If the world is to be made a tolerable place to live in, if we are to obtain 

surcease from war, we must forget our emotional attachment to the eighteenth century ideal of 



absolute nationalism.  Under modem conditions it can only breed want, fear, war and slavery.” (pp. 

191-193) 

“Each nation can and should remain entirely free to do just as it pleases in local and cultural affairs, or 

in matters where their actions are of purely local and internal consequence and can have no effect upon 

the freedom of others.  But self-determination of a nation in military matters, in the fields of economic 

and foreign affairs, where the behavior of each nation immediately and directly influences the freedom 

and safety of all the other nations, creates a situation in which self-determination is neutralized and 

destroyed.  There is nothing wrong with the ideal of self-determination.  But there is something very 

wrong with the ideal of ‘self-determination of nations.’” (p. 197) 

 

Chapter 13:  Fallacy of Collective Security (pp. 201-224) 

“For some thousands of years we have been struggling for peace.  That we have never reached our 

goal does not prove that peace is unattainable.  But it does prove that the means and methods by which 

we have tried to achieve it are inadequate…  All the documents and pronouncements of the 

governments of the United Nations prove that they have nothing else in mind than a return to the old 

policies that failed so completely.” (pp. 201-202) 

“Aggression is popularly considered the root of all international evils, the cause of all wars.  This 

fundamentally erroneous premise logically leads to the equally erroneous conclusion that the task of 

peacemakers is to suppress aggression.” (p. 207) 

“Here is the fundamental fallacy of the idea of collective security, based on treaty agreements between 

sovereign nations, which seems to be the one and only dogma upon which this generation can 

visualize a world order.  All the peace treaties ever signed, all the alliances ever concluded on this 

planet, the Covenant of the League of Nations, the United Nations Organization, the principles of 

collective security, are identical in their fundamental conception.  They all arbitrarily divide the world 

into a number of sovereign social units, create a status quo, and try to prevent any changes in the 

established order except by unanimous consent, which makes no sense; or by force, which makes 

war.” (p. 209) 

“… peace, freedom and equality of men on this earth, between the nation-states, require specific 

institutions, authorities separate from and standing above national authorities, as well as the direct 

delegation of sovereign power by the people to these higher world government authorities, to deal with 

those problems of human relations that reach beyond the national state structure.” (p. 214) 

“All great powers behave like gangsters.  And all small nations behave like prostitutes.  They must. 

Under present conditions (not unlike those of the wild West), each great power mistrusts the others, 

must be permanently armed, keep his gun loaded and within easy reach to shoot it out with the others, 

if he wants to survive and keep his position.  And the smaller powers who have no guns and who 

would never dare shoot it out with one o£ the big fellows, must go with those who promise them most, 

and in return for this protection, do whatever is demanded of them.” (p. 222) 

 



Chapter 14:  The Melee (pp. 224-253) 

“Let us examine some of the more popular arguments raised against the rule of law among the 

peoples.  In any democratic world organization having power to create law, China would have three 

times as many representatives as the United States, India ten times as many as Great Britain, Russia 

five times as many as France.  Would the United States, Great Britain, France and the other smaller 

democratic countries be willing to enter into such a scheme?  Population figures are held up, like a 

scarecrow, to frighten us away from our objective.  No Chinese or Indian ever sought representation in 

any international organization on the basis of population….  Under a system of universal law, within a 

universal legal order, America, Great Britain, France and every other individual nation would, for the 

first time in history, have legal power to influence the actions of other nations constituting more than 

ninety per cent of mankind and could have a voice in shaping the behavior of other peoples in their 

own best interests---without war.” (pp. 225-226) 

“Another objection is that should an international police force be established entirely independently of 

nation-states and under the sole authority of a world government body, it would have to be larger than 

the armed forces of any one nation-state.  Would the United States, would the Soviet Union, would 

Great Britain be willing to see an international armed force greater than their own?...  Only through the 

establishment of a universal force to maintain law and order and to prevent violence between nations, 

would the United States, the Soviet Union, Great Britain and any other country, for the first time in 

history have direct authority over armed forces of other nations, be in a position to exert influence over 

them and have a voice in their use.” (pp. 227-228) 

“Only a constitutional organization regulating the relations between nations by law and strong enough 

to protect the nations against foreign attacks would permit the people to ‘be left alone,’ to ‘mind their 

own business’ and to pursue their own way o£ life, as is desired not only by isolationists but by the 

overwhelming majority of all peoples.” (p. 231) 

“But how are the suggested transformations in the political construction of the world possible, when 

the loyalty and allegiance of all peoples go entirely to their nation, their country, their national flag?...  

Real patriotism, real love of one’s own country, has no relationship whatsoever to the fetishism of the 

sovereign nation-states.  Real patriotism can have but one single purpose:  to protect one’s own 

country, one’s own people, from the devastation o£ war.  As war is the direct result of the nation-state 

structure, and as modern aerial and mechanized warfare indiscriminately destroys women, children, 

cities and farms, the nation-state is Enemy No. 1 o£ patriotism.  Once larger units are established as 

sovereign social units, there is no reason why nationalism, in its original conception of patriotism, 

could not and should not continue to flourish.  Real patriotism actually needs the protection of law.” 

(pp. 232-234) 

“The main reason advanced by our present government officials, legislators and political philosophers 

for continuing the nation-state structure, with all its disastrous consequences is that people are 

‘different”…  It is precisely the differences between men, the profound differences of character, 

mentality, creed, language, traditions and ideals, which originally necessitated the introduction of law 

and a legal order in human society.” (pp. 235-236) 



“It seems, therefore, crystal-clear that friction, conflicts and wars between people are caused, not by 

their national, racial, religious, social and cultural differences, but by the single fact that these 

differences are galvanized in separate sovereignties which have no way to settle the conflicts resulting 

from their differences except through violent clashes.  Conflicts created by these very same differences 

within the human race can be solved without violent clashes and wars whenever and wherever 

sovereignty resides, not in but above the conflicting units.” (p. 238) 

“No conception is more erroneous than to believe that man must first be united in religion, culture, 

political outlook, economic methods, before he can be politically united in a state, a federation or any 

unified legal order.  Any attempt to impose one single cultural, religious, economic or philosophical 

conception upon all mankind is preposterous and implies an aggressive and totalitarian world outlook.  

The wide diversity among men and groups of men in the fields of philosophy, art, religion, language, 

political and economic methods, constitutes the very essence of culture…  A universal legal order, so 

badly needed by the world today, far from endangering in any way these cultural differences, is the 

condition for the maintenance and continuous thriving of such differences.” (pp. 238-239) 

“Another fallacy is that two different economic systems, two different conceptions of economic order, 

such as Communism in Soviet Russia and capitalism in the West, cannot be integrated within one 

system of 1aw, within one society…  Conflicts between these sovereign nation-states are inevitable, 

not because of differences in their economic methods and in their economic systems, but because of 

the nonintegrated sovereign power of the divided social units.” (pp. 239-241) 

“In every document, agreement, charter or communique they issue, our statesmen stubbornly persist in 

declaring that they want peace by safeguarding and guaranteeing ‘the sovereign equality of all 

nations.’  They are unable to realize the contradiction inherent in this eternally repeated, meaningless 

slogan.  The coexistence of social groups with equal sovereign power is precisely the condition of war, 

the very condition that can never, under any circumstances, bring peace.  Far from being an obstacle to 

a unified legal order, the differences between the Russian and Western economic systems make an 

over-all, unified, sovereign legal order imperative if we want to prevent a violent clash between them.” 

(p. 241) 

“If we organize sovereign nation-states in regional groups, then all nations of a region will be in 

contact with all nations in the other regions, and if relations between the regions remain on a basis of 

regional or national sovereignty then we shall have war…  Today, the interdependence of all the 

nations on this small planet is so complete that federations of regions---although they would end wars 

within the federated regions---cannot possibly protect the peoples from violent conflicts between the 

different federations, if each regional unit remains sovereign unto itself and if the relations of these 

sovereign regional units continue to be regulated, not by law but by the old, fallacious methods of 

diplomacy, foreign policy and representation in an inter-national or inter-regional council.  The 

problem is not how to bring together nations which are neighbors, which are of similar heritage and 

which  like each other.  The problem is how to make possible the peaceful coexistence of peoples who 

are different and who dislike each other.” (pp. 247-248) 

 

 



Chapter 15:  Law … Conquest (pp. 253-275) 

“We believe that the relations between notions, just as the relations between individuals in a 

community, can be peaceful only if based upon and regulated by Law.  We believe that the only way 

to prevent future world wars is through regulation of the interrelation of nations, not by unenforceable 

treaty obligations, which sovereign nations will always disregard, but by an enforceable legal order, 

binding all nations, giving all nationals equal rights under the established law, and imposing equal 

obligations upon each…  We believe that we can protect ourselves against inter-national wars only 

through the establishment of constitutional life in world affairs, and that such universal Law must be 

created in conformity with the democratic process, by freely elected and responsible representatives.  

Creation, application and execution of the Law must be rigorously controlled by the democratic 

process.” (pp. 256-257) 

“The representatives of the sovereign nation-states are incapable of acting and thinking otherwise than 

according to their nation-centric conceptions.  As such a universal problem cannot be solved along 

national lines, certainly and naturally they would destroy any plan, any draft, of a universal legal 

order.  Our national statesmen and legislators, by virtue of their education, mentality and outlook, are 

completely insensitive to the nature of the reform required.  Besides, many high priests of the nation-

state cult look upon international war as an admirable instrument of advancement toward wealth, 

fame, distinction and immortality…  From men who are personal beneficiaries of the old system---

incapable of independent thinking and victims of the scandalous method of teaching history in all the 

civilized countries---we cannot expect constructive ideas, much less constructive measures…  In this 

modern world of ours, with mass-circulation newspapers, motion pictures and radio, capable of 

reaching the entire civilized population of the earth, a decade is ample time for a movement to bring to 

triumph the principles of universal law, if such a movement is guided by men who have learned from 

the churches and the political parties how to propagate ideas and how to build up a dynamic 

organization behind an idea.” (pp. 259-261) 

“The alternative for the future of modem society is:  totalitarianism within the nation-state framework 

under treaty arrangements, or democracy under universal law, under government.  But for that 

government to be democratic, there must first be a government.” (pp. 261-262) 

“Modem science has made war a highly mechanized art which can be mastered only by the major 

industrial powers…  For the first time in human history, one power can conquer and rule the world.  

Indeed but for the industrial potential of the United States, Hitler might have done it!...  To put it 

bluntly, the meaning of the crisis of the twentieth century is that this planet must to some degree be 

brought under unified control.  Our task, our duty, is to attempt to institute this unified control in a 

democratic way by first proclaiming its principles, and to achieve it by persuasion and with the least 

possible bloodshed…  The era of international wars will end, just as everything human ends.  It will 

come to an end with the establishment of universal law to regulate human relationship, either by union 

or by---conquest.” (pp. 268-270) 

“But after all the catastrophic events that followed the foundation of the League of Nations, is it really 

necessary to create another league---a hotbed for coming global wars---to prove that it cannot work?  

Are not the first and second world wars enough ‘experience’?  Do we really need a third global war to 



understand the anatomy of peace and to see what causes war in human society and how it can be 

prevented?” (p. 273) 

“Peace is law.  …equal and sovereign power units can never, under any circumstances, under any 

conditions, coexist peacefully…  Sovereignty of the community and regulation of the interdependence 

of peoples in society by universal law are the two central pillars upon which the cathedral of 

democracy rests.” (pp. 274-275) 

 

Postscript to a later edition of The Anatomy of Peace by Emery Reves 

 

[After the nuclear bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in August 1945, journalists asked Albert 

Einstein for his ideas on world peace.  Einstein replied, “We need a world government.”  He then 

urged the journalists to read a new book by Emery Reves entitled The Anatomy of Peace.  The 

following passages from the postscript of this book reference the early days of the debate over the 

adoption of the U.N. Charter in 1945.] 

 

“There is only one method that can create security against destruction by the atomic bomb.  This is the 

same method that gives the states of New York and California (non-producers of the atomic bomb) 

security against being erased from the surface of the earth by the states of Tennessee and New Mexico 

(producers of the atomic bomb).  This security is real.  It is the security given by a common sovereign 

order of law.  Outside of that, any security is but an illusion.” 

 

“Many of the scientists who released atomic energy, frightened by the consequences of this new force, 

warn us of the dangers that will result if several sovereign states possess atomic weapons, and urge 

control of it by the United Nations Security Council.  But what is the United Nations Security Council, 

except ‘several sovereign states’?”  

 

“The pathetic defenders [of the U.N.] argue that it is all we have and we should be practical and start 

from what we have.  [But] the mere fact of having something does not automatically make it 

valuable.” 

 

“The San Francisco Charter [that created the United Nations Organization] is a multilateral treaty.  

That and nothing else.  Each party to it can withdraw the moment it desires, and war alone can force 

the member-states to fulfill their obligations under the treaty.”   

 

“Law and only law can bring peace among people; treaties never can.” 

 

“We can never arrive at a legal order by amending a treaty structure.  To realize the task before us, the 

heated debates of Hamilton, Madison, and Jay in Philadelphia should be read and reread in every 

home and every school.  They demonstrated that the Articles of Confederation (based on the same 

principles as the United Nations Organization) could not prevent war between the states, [and] that 

amendment of these articles could not solve the problem [by] establishing an overall federal 

government with power to legislate, apply, and execute law on individuals in the United States.  That 

was the only remedy then and it is the only remedy now.” 

 



“The San Francisco league is not a first step toward a universal legal order.  There is no ‘first step’ 

toward world government.  World government is the first step.”   

 

“Whether the change from treaty structure to a legal order takes place independently of the United 

Nations Organization or within it is irrelevant.  To amend the San Francisco Charter---if that is the 

road we choose---we will have to rewrite it so drastically to get what we need that nothing of the 

document will remain except the two opening words:  ‘Chapter One.’” 

 

“The stumbling block to transforming the San Francisco league into a governmental institution is the 

Charter’s basic conception expressed in the first phrase of the first chapter:  ‘Members are the states.’  

This makes the charter a multilateral treaty.  No amendment of the text can alter the fact until the very 

foundation is changed to the effect that the institution will have direct relationship, not with states, but 

with individuals.” 

 

“But---argue the defenders of the Charter---the preamble says, ‘We the Peoples of the United Nations.’  

These symbolic words of democratic government do not belong in the San Francisco Charter.  Their 

use in the preamble is in total contradiction to everything else in it.” 

 

“The most vulgar of all objections is the meaningless assertion made by so many ‘public figures’:  

‘The people are not yet ready for world federation.’  One can only wonder how they know.  Have they 

ever tried to explain to the people what makes war and what is the mechanism of peace in human 

society?  After having understood the problem, have the people rejected the solution and decided they 

did not want peace by law and government but preferred war by national sovereignty?”   

 

“Everybody has a perfect right to say that they do not believe in federal world government and do not 

want it.  But without having faith in it and without having tried it, nobody has the right to preclude the 

decision of the people.” 

 

 

 

 

 


