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Epilogue 
 
THE DESOLATION OF AN AGING PUBLIC SERVANT:  PLATO, TOPOCRACY AND EUROPE 
 
I keep asking myself the very same question that is pondered by the Mandaringrave von Talas.  What 
would induce an aging public servant to spend his spare time, over several years of his life, writing an 
imaginary history of Europe?   
 
The Mandaringrave is concerned with the possible breakup of the imaginary European Empire.  I am 
concerned with the inevitable breakup of the real-life European Union.  The horror of fragmentation, 
into which we were plunged by the fall of the Roman Empire, is inescapable.  Thanks to topocracy 
and ethnicity, Saxons in England, Goths in France, Visigoths in Spain, Lombards in Italy and dozens 
of tribes in Germany have evolved into what is conventionally dubbed the ‘Nation State’.  As a result, 
the collective spiritual fabric of the West has been torn apart, and torn apart it remains.  When the 
pure model of the nation state (also known as the Westphalian model) was still working, Europe 
consisted of world-systems, each protected by borders and signing no social contract with any other 
world-system.  For this reason, they occasionally went to war.  Thomas Mann told this tale very well 
in The Magic Mountain.  But if the First World War shattered this model, the Second World War 
annihilated it in an Apocalypse of horror.   
 
It was clear, then, that in Europe the classical nation state had faded away, like an old soldier.  
Curiously, the first to spot this were the Americans.  When the generation of Marshall, Kennan, 
Forrestal and other luminaries scrutinised Europe’s economic requests under the Marshall Plan, they 
realised that these petitions could not be satisfied, at least not in full, unless all of their economies 
were coordinated, based as they were on the principle, from which we have still not emerged, of ‘one 
problem, twenty-eight solutions’.  Some exemplary Europeans also saw this clearly, and at last the old 
idea of the apologists for Christianity in the Roman Empire was revived: many kingdoms, many wars; 
one Empire, perpetual peace.  Tools were created to prevent aggression between states:  the ECSC 
and then the EEC.  But these tools were additional to the nation states, not a replacement for them.  
They tackled the effect (and imperfectly at that), but not the cause:  the nation state itself.  As a result, 
alongside this already existing construct, the building began of another construct:  one of flimsy 
consistency which has become a considerable administrative and political jumble.  Known today as 
the EU, its birth defects are such that reactionary statists rely on them to delegitimise the entire 
project.   
 
Following the forced cessation of Imperial Preferences at the end of 1941, however (as demanded of 
Winston Churchill by Franklin Delano Roosevelt in the Atlantic Charter), the model of free trade 
began, and with it, globalisation.   
 
An unfair fight commenced.  Capital can move unfettered across the entire globe, guided only by the 
hunt for profit.  Nation states, however, are anchored to their territories and narratives, little collective 
longings of infinite ambition based on a very limited bounty of wealth and land.  Their only defence is 
their scale, and our little statelets have none.  To be clear, the nation state as such is neither in crisis 
nor not in crisis.  The USA is not in crisis, nor is Luxembourg, nor is Iceland.  What is in crisis is the 
size of the European state, when set against its desire to be a strategic player on the global stage.  
With 60 million inhabitants and a GNP of less than $2trillion it is impossible to create a space in 
which everything is cultivated exclusively on an overall cost/benefit basis.  Armed Forces, industrial 
output, research centres, reduced to such paltry limitations, ruin the state without achieving results 
acceptable to the markets.  If we enter the realm of the aforementioned Marshall Plan, which ought 
rightly to be called the Kennan Plan, we cannot even prevent the USA, more and more adrift, from 
imposing Russia on us as an ‘existential’ enemy, ignoring the fact that making mistakes in relations 
with Russia has cost the world two devastating wars.  Though it may be very convenient for the US to 
treat the Russian Federation as the new USSR, we need only glance at statistics to see that Russia 
cannot be the West’s existential enemy.   
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Returning to the matter of unifying Europe.  The idea of European unity as a means of facing the 
world we live in is no caprice:  it is the true fulcrum of power.  Let us imagine if the 50 states of the 
union (the USA) decided to follow the European model, to be independent and to be constituted as 50 
sovereign nation states.  What would happen to the country?  The question is rhetorical:  it would 
cease to be the global hegemon.  Meanwhile, it is easy to become Iceland:  all one need do is shed the 
elements of strategic statehood:  the nuclear button, armed forces, diplomatic doctrine and praxis, 
international commitments, and so forth.  But European nation states do not want to be Iceland, nor 
are they willing to unite in a federation like the USA.  So what do they do to try to withstand the 
tsunami of capital that sweeps away everything in its wake?  They carry out ‘reforms’, a euphemism 
for cutting the welfare state.  For there is no alternative.  Either they tackle the diseconomies of 
having a small state by sharing competences with other sibling states, or they attack societies from 
within and demolish the state that cares for you ‘from the cradle to the grave’, with potentially fatal 
consequences.  Under Margaret Thatcher, Great Britain, the great champion of the nation state, never 
quite understood this:  by considering the nation state as a constant and Europe as an enemy, it had no 
choice but to cut the welfare state that in its heyday had been exemplary.  This had the opposite of the 
desired effect:  rather than uniting the British under this philosophy as the welfare state had done, it 
divided them into England and Scotland:  yet more ethnicity and topocracy.  England itself was also 
split, between London (a metropolis that recalls the dystopia of Blade Runner) and the rest of England 
which, if not devastated, is certainly far removed from what it was in former times.  But not even this 
is enough to guarantee British sovereignty.  Witness how in 1992 one single person, George Soros, 
brought the pound, the symbol of British ‘monetary sovereignty’, to its knees.  Now the latest papers 
on defence reveal a plan for the armed forces to number 82,000 troops by 2020.  Tell me, dear reader, 
how much sovereignty can be bought with this military might.  And at such an enormous cost:  
£50billion.   
 
Meanwhile, cuts to public services, in Thatcher’s UK or on the Continent, not only fail to compensate 
for the diseconomies of states who are too small for their own ambitions, but also create social 
inequality on a third-world scale.  Our societies are based on the principle of equality, and the 
translation of this politically is citizenship and its consequent result:  universal suffrage.  It is 
impossible for this philosophy of social and political equality to withstand increasing cuts to public 
services and the third-world inequality that comes with them.  All that can result from this is entropy.  
And result it has.   
 
First, economically.  With the supply-side solution of removing acquired rights seen to be unpopular, 
the decision was taken to increase demand (the demand-side ‘solution’) by extending credit to those 
who were in no position to repay it.  This North American policy of boosting consumption through 
credit is not so very different to the policy of classic South American populists Alan García or Juan 
Perón, except that in the US the scale was total, achieved by the dismantling of Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt’s legislation.  The reach was also global, sparing no part of the world.  The unprecedented 
worldwide destruction of the 2008 crisis showed the limits of this imperial/financial expansion, but 
the lesson has not been learned.  Quite the contrary: the bubble, once thought to be a malfunction, has 
become systemic.   
 
Setting economics aside and moving onto politics, the entropy takes on two forms:  the revolutionary 
and the conservative.  In today’s Spain, what was considered revolutionary and anti-establishment 
five years ago has now become the third political force, Podemos.  In Greece, something similar has 
happened with Syriza.  The alternative to insurrection is reaction:  in some cases, the little statelets 
fragment into even littler ones, with the resulting units taking refuge in their comparative advantages 
to escape the catastrophe of a central state which, although a Leviathan in local terms, is in global 
terms laughably small (see the aforementioned case of Scotland and the UK).  In other cases, the 
statelets seek shelter in the known but dysfunctional:  more nation state.  Le Pen and the Dutch 
Freedom Party are examples here.  But these are unviable solutions, given that the globalisation 
paradigm prevents our little statelets from being shelters.  Can this process be controlled or reversed?  
No.  Having reached a certain level of entropy, the cost of controlling the system is greater than the 
system’s output.   
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It may seem obvious, then, that state diseconomies are better tackled through federal savings than 
through cuts to public services.  But I have no faith in rational arguments:  the UK’s Brexit and the 
election of Donald Trump are proof of this.   
 
And now, let us make some additional remarks on the European nation state. 
 
Firstly, turning a people into a sovereign, national demos is not the ‘natural’ way.  It is a relatively 
modern construct that begins with the French Revolution.  The French cut off the King’s head and 
wondered where to place the fulcrum of legitimacy.  They decided to place it within themselves, 
following the American model.  Until then, and even after the French Revolution, this was not the 
case.  Count Nesselrode, a ‘German’, served under Nicholas I of Russia as Foreign Minister and did 
not need to speak Russian to do so.  For many years the Duke of Richelieu (a ‘Frenchman’) was 
governor of Odessa.  And the sword that conquered that city, under the command of Prince Grigory 
Potemkin, was that of the ‘Spaniard’ General de las Heras.  The last military encounter between Spain 
and England was at Buenos Aires.  The officer who forced the English Viscount Beresford to 
surrender was called Jacques de Liniers and was born in Poitou-Charentes, France.  French, Irish and 
Italian names pepper the greatest military deeds of Imperial Spain and, to cite one stand-out case, the 
German Ambassador at the Versailles Conference, Ulrich von Brockdorff-Rantzau, came from a 
family that had served the French monarchy since the days of Louis XIV.  An important observation 
for the defenders of the demos.  Until 1789 there was no French demos, nor a German one, nor a 
Spanish one, nor an Italian one, nor any at all.  The demos is not the cause of topocracy; it is its result.  
A territory is defined, a national narrative is invented, the attributes of sovereignty are awarded, and a 
couple of generations later we have a demos.  Clearly there is no European demos, nor is it desirable 
for there to be one.  And nor will there be one, because multiculturalism (which I consider dead and 
buried already) is not desirable either.  What is desirable is an interethnic, polyglot territory like 
Trieste or Alexandria once were, where children learned languages not at school but in the street.  
Current EU regulations, which have nothing European about them, make this impossible.   
 
Secondly, if the nation state is a historical construct, what prevents us from taking one step further and 
substituting it with a federation?  This is the same question that Hegel’s disciples put to their maestro.  
Why stop the evolution of History at the Prussian State and not follow its dialectical course to the 
very end?  There is no satisfactory answer.  The 7th-Century tiger painted on the silk of the Chinese 
Tang dynasty remains a model to this day.  But the West is not like this.  Between the fantastic beasts 
of the Medieval Book of Hours and those of Le Douanier Rousseau lie a thousand years of evolution.  
The same occurred with music, literature, poetry, architecture and even theology, whose foundation 
stone was laid by Anselm of Cantebury (French by today’s standards, despite being Burgundian and 
considering himself simply to be Christian) who dared say ‘fides quaerens intellectus’, intellect gnaws 
at faith, something that did not happen in Islam because the Islamic Anselm of Canterbury, Averroes, 
lost this battle against his intellectual foe Al-Gazhali.  But all of this capacity for leaping from 
paradigm to paradigm hit a peculiar decline in the realm of politics.  We managed to move from feuds 
to kingdoms and from several kingdoms to just one (albeit one with neither demos nor narrative) and 
then to the nation state…  but it all stopped there.  A sort of ‘end of history’ which I find inexplicable.   
 
Thirdly, the ethnicity of the various European nation states is not vital to their survival.  Historically, 
of course, it never was.  What was critical was loyalty to the sovereign, and what he worshipped or 
ate, what language he spoke or what colour his skin was was irrelevant.  The historian J. P. Taylor 
described how in 1848 the nobility of Hungary went out hunting speaking Latin.  As for the USA, 
there is no official language there, and the fashionable joke in California today is that ‘in Los Angeles 
there are more and more people speaking English’.  It is also true that the Oath of Allegiance in the 
USA is not to apple pie but to the Constitution, something that the German philosopher Jürgen 
Habermas tried and failed to import to Europe under the moniker of ‘constitutional patriotism’.  
Furthermore, for the hardliners of national identity, federalising measures neither affect the ethnic 
substance of nation states nor make them disappear.  The existence of a single border under the charge 
of a Federal Border Agency, for example, would not stop the French speaking French, the Poles 
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eating pork knuckle or the Italians, pasta.  Federalisation is merely the transfer of administrative 
competences.  It ought to be noted that Spain is still eating the same huge amount of fish per capita 
today as it was before ceding control of its fisheries to Brussels.  If the founding philosophy of a 
country is that all its inhabitants are equal before the law, what destroys this country is not the transfer 
of administrative competences, but rather the fact of one per cent of the population owning 50 per 
cent of the wealth.   Europe has suffered from this problem, because it has been unable to intervene in 
the definition of globalisation.  This is unsurprising given the lack of a single voice, common strategic 
intelligence or the other attributes of a state.   
 
Finally, the great obstacles blocking the building of a political Europe were a disunited Germany and 
a Russia that had become the USSR.  Both impediments have disappeared.  Worse still, if we think 
about the key to the nation state before or since, we see the ‘German question’ arise once more.  There 
is an insoluble contradiction between the desire to incorporate Germany into Europe on reasonable 
terms and the wish to do so according to the philosophy of ‘the Europe of homelands’.  The Second 
World War is in the past, Germany is one of us, and neither England nor Russia will come to France’s 
aid now:  the real alternative is either a federation, or the disappearance of the EU with Germany as a 
dominant power, something not dissimilar to the implosion of the USSR.   
 
It is a determinist model:  as globalisation, the denominator, increases, our little nation statelets 
become littler still.  Western Europe’s share of global GNP has gone from over 30% in the 1950s to 
less than 15% in 2010 (not to mention its aging population), another problem that derives from our 
productive inefficiency.  By contrast, Germany’s rise within Europe has been disproportionate, thanks 
to its own efficiency, a badly designed common currency, and the efficacy of the American financial 
markets:  by investing in the US, Germany has been able to manage its capital surpluses with ease, to 
the detriment of internal demand not only in Germany itself but also in the surrounding countries.  As 
a result, if other parameters are not addressed, implosion is inevitable.  Federate or disappear.  
 
Is it possible, then, to move to a federation in the short term?  The answer is yes.  Thanks to the work 
of those who preceded us in the European dream, we have three large areas ripe for evolution in this 
direction.  The first is the euro.  The second, borders.  And the third, energy.   
 
The euro is a strange currency, which scrapes by with neither fiscal nor economic unanimity.  It is 
imperative that the euro becomes what all other world currencies are.  There should be common fiscal 
and economic policy, and fiscal transfers not in excess of one per cent of the European budget 
accompanied by spending controls.  Let us remember that the EU, historically, has managed to direct 
60 per cent of the community’s budget to farming subsidies and that some 40 per cent of this has been 
spent on the storage of surplus food.  Let us also remember that in the USA the federal budget is 20 
percent of GDP and in Europe it is only one per cent.  One would of course have to guarantee once 
and for all the freedom of establishment of people and the automatic recognition of university degrees 
throughout the community.  In summary, we must move from an incomplete monetary union to an 
absolute social and economic union.  This is nothing exceptional: it is what Germany achieved with 
its unification in the 19th Century.  By refusing to do this, we are splitting up into a North that is 
building up surpluses and a South that is racking up debt.  The opposite of what we are trying to 
achieve.   
 
With the euro converted into a ‘true’ European currency and economic union guaranteed, the next 
step is to complete the Schengen Area.  Currently, an applicant for a Schengen visa applies not to a 
European Visa Agency but to each of the little member states of the Schengen Area individually.  
Once inside one of these states, the successful applicant is free to move throughout the entire area 
without difficulty.  It is a surprising solution.  States can and should reserve the right to allow people 
into their territory whose entry into the Schengen Area is strictly prohibited (imagine, for example, a 
known guerrilla fighter attending a negotiation).  But the common visa should be the responsibility of 
a federal agency.  The return on this would be the end of border coordination between the states and a 
move towards a Federal Border Agency with its corresponding Federal Police.  The reasons why it is 
better to federate than to coordinate were already debated in the USA in the 18th Century Federalist 
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Papers and I defer to them.  Those who have doubts on the matter can look at the front pages of the 
newspapers and at how the coordination of borders has failed to deal with the exodus of refugees and 
immigrants.  It is not a case of coordinating many borders, but of turning them into a single one.   
 
The third area is common energy.  It is hard to understand how a material as strategic as fuel may 
depend on 28 separate demands.  If there were one single energy authority it is obvious that supplies 
could be contracted at lower prices, which would result in more rational pricing for European goods, 
breathe life into European demand and make us more competitive.  It is also impossible to understand 
how the supply should come almost entirely from the East, when Spain has a surfeit of gas and oil 
owing to its proximity to Africa.  This strategic imbalance towards the East needs to end as soon as 
possible.   
 
The final matter is the most delicate.  There is talk of common Armed Forces.  It does not seem 
reasonable to me to continue with the cumulative philosophy and place battalions and divisions at the 
command of the European Commission in proportion to the population or the GNP of the member 
states, or both.  Arming Europe requires France and Germany to sit at the table and revive the 
European Defence Community.  And the outcome of this meeting ought to be the obvious one:  
Germany shares its economic strength and increases its military budget.  France, for its part, shares its 
seat at the Security Council and its nuclear button.  The strategic objective:  to replace NATO, whose 
justification was to defend Europe from the USSR, and inaugurate a new paradigm.  For those who do 
not recall, merging the armed forces was the first thing that Scotland and England did after signing the 
Act of Union in 1707.   
 
As necessary add-ons, I would list both foreign policy and federal justice.  There are many issues in 
the world which, given the small scale of our little statelets, cannot be pursued.  Let us take a nuclear 
North Korea.  The participants in the negotiation are the USA, Russia, North and South Korea, China 
and Japan.  As we see, not one European country attends the conference.  Why not the EU with a new 
federal competence?  As for Justice, certain particularly serious crimes, people trafficking, 
environmental catastrophe or what have you, could cease to be state-level matters and become federal 
ones, with courts in various parts of the territory of the Federation, designated by Parliament.  The 
sum of all these initiatives would be the true beginning of a federal Europe.  The only missing factor 
is the will to push for them.   
 
And now, as a final letting-off-of-steam, I will tell you that I am sick of seeing the common people 
being lied to and having Europe sold to them as the cause of their unemployment rather than the 
solution to it.  It is a classic phenomenon of projection, and it is a lie.  We need politicians to explain 
clearly that the excessive costs of the European economy result from its fragmentation into smaller 
states, not vice-versa, and that the best way to defend their social rights is neither more state nor more 
coordination between states, but rather a philosophy of federalism.  If not, we are heading for a 
catastrophe for the aforementioned reasons, and it is enough to read the newspapers or watch 
television to see that the descent into hell has already begun.   
 
Well, I am not going to go out onto the streets like the Mandaringrave of the story to shout ‘Europe, 
Europe, Europe’, but I certainly feel like doing.  It aerates me to see Plato’s legacy distorted by 
topography and borders.  This is not rhetoric; it is elementary logic.  Can you imagine a German 
philosophy student saying Plato is not his cup of tea because Plato was Greek?  It also angers me that 
children are being lied to.  Schoolchildren are taught that there was a German or an Italian Gothic, 
which is a falsehood of the utmost falseness because at that time neither France, England, Germany, 
Portugal nor Spain existed; nor did their demos nor their collective false narratives (there are no true 
national narratives).  Nor does it cheer me to pull into a station named Waterloo or Austerlitz.  Nor to 
see the various European countries represented in other European countries by places called 
‘Embassies’, nor seeing how military cemeteries from the two World Wars distinguish between 
nationalities, nor how European citizenship is cumulative rather than exclusive.  I will stop here to 
spare you an interminable tirade, and I close with a reminder to the hardliners of the national 
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narrative, of emotions, homelands and all the rest, that only one person committed suicide when he 
saw his beloved Europe in ruins.  He was stateless and a Jew.  His name:  Stephan Zweig.   


