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a) Overview of the Book 
 

This book is based on several basic ideas. 
 

a) “Monos” (i.e. mono-cultured people) suffer unnecessarily, 
due to the limitations of the single culture that programs 
them. Monos would be happier if they became more “multi” 
(i.e. multi-cultured), by absorbing the superior aspects of 
other cultures. 

 
b) Extrapolating the above argument to its logical limit of 

absorbing the superior aspects of all cultures on the planet 
motivates the creation of a global state.  

 
This book attempts to educate people that they are indeed limited 
as individuals by the limitations of the single culture that programs 
them. As the author of this book I am unusual in the sense of 
having lived more than a year in each of 7 different countries, and 
hence have a multi-cultured perspective on the world. 
 



One of the main lessons I have gleaned from this multi-cultured 
experience is that “monos” suffer unnecessarily, due to their mono-
cultured ignorance of the superiorities of other cultures. 
Characteristic of monos is that they are not even aware that they 
are monos. Everyone is a product of their culture, e.g. the language 
they speak, the values  they hold, the way they laugh, the way they 
walk, the way they carry their body, the way they smile, the types  
of jobs they have, their lifestyles, their standard of living, their 
level of education, etc. 
 
Monos are typically culture shocked when they start living in a 
second culture. They are forced to become conscious that they 
have been “monoed” by their first culture, i.e. that they have been 
programmed to think and behave in a certain way, and that there 
are other ways to think and behave, that are characteristic of other 
cultures. 
 
Most people choose not to become “multis”. They avoid the 
experience of actually living in another culture, a choice that is 
often based on a fleeting experience of being a tourist in another 
culture and feeling discomforted by its “alien” differences. They 
prefer their “Home Sweet Home” with the comfortable 
familiarities they grew up with and absorbed as babies and children. 
 
The basic reality of the world at the present time is that most 
people around the world are monos, but modern life is inevitably 
generating more and more “multis”, for example, we live in an 
economy that is more and more global, thanks to modern 
passenger jets, telecommunications, the internet, satellites, high 
speed trains, etc. A global economy implies  the need for global 
business deals, so that millions of people are now spending a non 
negligible proportion of their time sitting in airplanes traveling 
from continent to continent to do business. 
 



The internet is spreading ideas more readily across the planet. 
Internet telephone and web cameras are allowing more cross 
cultural relationships and marriages, etc. There are many factors 
that are pushing people to expand their cultural horizons from the 
national level to the global level. I believe I am one of those people, 
so have coined the terms “mono” and “multi” to make  the 
distinction between people who have been mono-cultured and 
those who have been multi-cultured. 
 
What is interesting with multis is that they usually prefer the 
company of other multis. Why is this? Typically, when a multi is 
dealing with a mono, the unconscious limitations of the mono-
cultured programming of the mono seem limiting and provincial to 
the multi. If the multi actually complains to the mono about this, 
the mono will not have a clue what the multi is talking about. 
 
The mono will not have a sense of cultural relativity, meaning that 
the values of the mono will be largely unquestioned, unconscious. 
A mono is typically unaware that he has been programmed by his 
culture, and will judge others according to the values that his 
culture programmed him to accept. In most cases, these values are 
deeply unconscious and therefore unquestioned. 
 
So when a mono starts judging the multi according to the mono’s 
mono-cultured values, and doesn't question them, then to the multi, 
this seems very limiting, narrow, provincial, even boring. To 
multis, monos are unable, on the whole, to “step back” from their 
own culture’s values and look “at” them from a more global 
perspective. The mono simply does not have that perspective. The 
mono is a mono, and just does not possess that wider framework in 
which to question and even reject certain aspects of his mono-
cultured conditioning. 
 
These limitations of the mono from the perspective of the multi are 
a real disadvantage of the mono. It is therefore not surprising that 



multis much prefer the company and conversation of other multis. 
Monos to multis seem almost like children, in the sense of blindly 
accepting customs and values of the mono-cultures that the monos 
grew up in. 
 
Once a mono becomes a multi, i.e. starts absorbing the values and 
customs of a second (or third, or fourth, ...) culture, then that 
person obviously becomes much richer culturally. Unfortunately, 
the desire to become a multi under present circumstances is still a 
minority interest. Admittedly millions of people are forced by their 
jobs etc to become more multi but, they still prefer the comforts of 
their mono-cultured familiarity. 
 
As will be stated several times in this book, when a multi interacts 
with another multi, even if their two sets of cultures do not overlap 
at all (provided they can speak to each other in a shared language) 
there will be a sense of the other person having a sense of cultural 
relativity, and hence a greater tolerance of cultural difference. A 
mono however, will probably find the “foreignness” of the multi 
alien and disturbing. It is thus difficult and frustrating for the multi 
to deal with this. With two multis however, each will expect the 
cultural differences of the other and not be so disturbed by them. 
 
Also, the multis may, by personality, be more curious about the 
cultural differences and be motivated to explore the minds of other 
multis. Multis tend to be curious people. They often like to explore 
other cultural worlds, absorbing what they feel to be the superior 
aspects of the new cultures into their personalities.  
 
This absorption of superior aspects of other cultures into one’s 
head is one of the major themes of this book. To make the point 
that there are definitely superior aspects of other cultures and that 
monos could become happier people by becoming conscious of 
them, (and by implication becoming conscious of the relative 



inferiorities of their own mono-cultures) is the topic of the first 
several chapters of this book. 
 
These chapters deal with the superiorities and the inferiorities as 
seen through my eyes of the cultures I have lived in (in most cases). 
The point of this presentation of “Pros” and “Cons” of each culture 
is to attempt to make mono-cultured readers aware that it is 
possible they might be doing themselves damage by continuing to 
adhere blindly to their own mono-cultured values. 
 
By stating quite bluntly and clearly, the disadvantages and 
inferiorities of each culture (as I see them), I am hoping that my 
mono readers will be shocked into recognition that they have 
something to learn from the superiorities of other cultures, that 
they too can become multis, at least to some extent. Of course, the 
most effective way to become a multi is simply to live some time 
in (an)other culture(s).  
 
The bluntness of the presentation of the “Cons” of each culture is 
deliberate. I chose not to pull punches, i.e. I prefer negative 
honesty to diplomatic lies. If one is trying to teach monos of the 
“wickedness of their ways”, it is my experience that the most 
effective way in the long term is to simply tell the truth, warts and 
all. This may not be the best strategy in the short term, because 
negative truths can hurt, and in fact hurt so much that the reader is 
inclined to stop reading, and hence will not continue to learn.  
 
But a bruised ego tends to remain bruised and thus “motivated to 
return to the scene of the crime”, so to speak. If the cons are stated 
coherently, honestly and critically, then an intellectually honest 
person, even though bruised by the harshness of the criticism, 
should be open enough to begin to accept the idea that the cons of 
his own culture may make sense, and if so, then to the extent that 
that person is a victim of those cultural disadvantages, he may 



actually benefit by changing his customs towards the superiorities 
of other cultures. 
 
I gave an early draft of this book to a handful of people of different 
cultures, whose pros and cons are discussed in this book. It was 
most interesting to note their reactions, which I report on here. 
 
Most of the people were multis who had lived in 2 or more of the 
cultures I talk about in this book. Let us say they lived in countries 
X and Y and that they grew up in country X. Let as also assume 
that my criticisms of both countries were more or less equally 
harsh. Then it was interesting to watch the reactions of two such 
multis, one who grew up in X and the other Y. 
 
The person who grew up in X (but lived in Y) would get quite 
emotional and feel disturbed by the criticisms (the “Cons”) of X. 
The person who grew up in Y (but lived in X) was much less 
disturbed by the Cons of X. I would hear from the second person, 
“Yes, your criticisms of X are valid. I have felt this too.” Whereas 
the person who grew up in X would tend to say “Intellectually I 
see what you are saying about my childhood country is valid. My 
experience living in Y has taught me that. Nevertheless, it hurts. I 
suppose I’m emotionally attached to my childhood country”. 
 
The above paragraphs dealt with multis, i.e. those with a sense of 
cultural relativity. The reactions from the monos were far more 
emotional. As monos, they did not have the experience of having 
lived in another culture/country to be able to relativize the 
inferiorities of their own culture as seen by a cold eyed multi. They 
would feel that they had been attacked personally, and would react 
very emotionally, even sometimes getting verbally violent. 
 
Let me illustrate this with a concrete example. Shortly before 
finishing this book, I went to visit my aging father in Australia, the 
first of my seven cultures. Australia is a migrant nation, rather like 



the US or Canada, i.e. a British colony. Many of the migrants in 
earlier decades were from Britain. The Australian slang word for a 
Brit is a “Pom”. This term is thought to have been derived from the 
acronym P.O.H.M. (Prisoner of His Majesty (i.e. the king of 
England)). After a generation or two of settling in Australia, the 
settlers started to develop their own cultural folkways and values 
that had to adapt to the geographical and cultural realties of their 
migrant lives. The newly arrived P.O.H.M.s were mono-cultured 
Brits and hence were different from the “Australians”.  
 
In the post WW2 years, migration rates rose, as the Australian 
government learned its lesson that a small country, in population 
terms, is vulnerable to invasion, as the threat of a Japanese 
invasion in WW2 illustrated. Many Brits, impoverished by the 
privations of the war with the Nazis, chose to migrate to Australia. 
So, in the post WW2 years, a new expression became current in 
Australia, i.e. “wingeing bloody pom”, i.e. Australian slang for 
“complaining damned Brit”. This is a typical mono reaction. 
 
When the “poms” arrived in Australia, they came to a culture quite 
different from the one they were accustomed to, far less 
sophisticated, no upper class, extremely provincial minded (a 
European culture tucked away in south east Asia) with a British 
working class mentality of brawn over brain, and a sport 
dominated anti-intellectualism. No wonder the newly arrived Brits 
were shocked. Because they could speak the language (they were 
after all the colonizing power, the mother country) they had 
immediate access to Australian culture and were often bitterly 
disappointed by what they saw and heard. Many returned to Britain.  
 
For the majority who stayed, it was inevitable that they would 
complain, and complain hard. The migrant Brits felt in many ways 
they were superior to the native Australians, because they felt they 
came from a superior culture, and that they felt they could teach 



the mono-cultured Australians (the Australian monos) about the 
superiorities of Britain. So they complained. They “winged”. 
 
From the perspective of the Australian monos, all they saw were 
“wingeing pommy bastards (WPBs)”. Of course, as monos, they 
had no idea what the WPBs were talking about. The basis for 
comparison used by the migrant Brits to criticize Australia (i.e. the 
experience of life as they lived it in Britain), was totally outside the 
life experience of the Australian monos. 
 
We now have a classic interaction between multis and monos. The 
monos don't understand why the multis are complaining, and the 
multis get frustrated by the inter-cultural ignorance of the monos. 
If the multis push their views onto the monos, there is a good 
chance the monos will just tell the multis to “go to hell”. 
 
However, since the rise of the jumbo jet, millions of monos have 
started to travel to other countries and to become “multied” to 
some extent. Now millions of people are beginning to understand 
what the multis are talking about. The impact of the multi 
mentality is becoming stronger. 
 
Let me now give another concrete example of what a multi-
cultured life can teach a mono. Take the case of a hypothetical 
young American mono who is curious, adventurous, and hungry to 
learn, who decides to take himself off to Europe for several years 
to increase his “life experience”. He stays a year or two in each of 
London, Paris, and Berlin, picking up the languages each time, 
getting fairly fluent, to the point that for the rest of his life, he can 
absorb the media from those countries. Ask yourself what impact 
such life experience would have upon the mentality of that now 
not-so-young American? 
 
He would have absorbed into his personality the cultural riches of 
four of the world’s top cultures. Imagine how that experience 



would have changed his outlook on the world. Imagine how he 
would interact with a mono from any of those four cultures. He 
would inevitably compare the strengths and weaknesses of the four 
cultures he had lived in. He would praise and condemn each 
culture in turn.  
 
He would have mixed feelings about each country he had lived in, 
because he would have such a strong basis for comparison. For 
each trait of each culture, he could compare how the other 3 rank 
with it. He would be ranking the whole time. “Oh, custom X was 
better in culture Y than in culture Z, because of …”. 
 
In my own case, I can identify strongly with that hypothetical 
young American, because I have lived in 7 countries/cultures, 
which I list here, so you know. 
 
1.  (Sydney, Melbourne) Australia (0-23, and 35-36 years old) 
2.  (London, Cambridge) England (23-29 years old) 
3.  (Eindhoven) Holland (29-30 years old) 
4.  (Brussels) Belgium (30-44, and 53-54 years old) 
5.  (Kyoto) Japan (44-52 years old) 
6.  (Utah) USA (54-59 years old) 
7.  (Wuhan) China (59-now) 
 
Having lived in seven countries gives me a strong basis for 
comparison. I have lived in the new and the old worlds, in the 
northern and southern hemispheres, in the east and the west. This 
unique experience has given me a wonderful basis for comparison, 
although to be honest it is not all wine and roses. I still have to live 
in the world, and the reality of the present time is that most people 
in most countries are still monos. It is therefore not surprising that 
there are times when I get very frustrated when I have to deal with 
real monos in daily life. 
 



There are times when I feel like jumping up and down, saying 
“Look, there are better ways to live. Look at country X and your 
custom C.  The Xers do it better. Learn from them”. I could stand 
on a soap box at the corner of the street, haranguing the monos 
passing by, but that would be a total waste of time. So instead, I’m 
writing this book, because that way I can reach a much larger 
public.  
 
Also, a book lives on, after the death of its author (unless it goes 
out of print and is totally forgotten about, which is often the case 
unfortunately). Often the ideas of authors can seem crazy, or ahead 
of their time. But as the years pass, there is a chance that the rest of 
society catches up, so that there is a revival of interest in the ideas 
expressed in their books. 
 
In my own view, based on my own life experience, it is all too 
clear to me that the monos have a ton to learn from the multis. 
There are nearly 200 countries in the world, and most of them are 
almost totally mono. Due to our current state of 
telecommunications technology, it is very difficult for people to be 
exposed to the life experiences of other cultures.  
 
But, that is about to change. We already have the internet, and it is 
having a revolutionary effect on the world, as great if not greater 
than the invention of the printing of books, which democratized the 
reading of ideas to the masses instead of only to the priesthood. In 
a mere human generation we will have an internet with a bit rate 
(i.e. the number of bits of information passed down a cable per 
second) that will be a billion times faster than current speeds.  
 
This increase in speed will revolutionize the planet culturally, 
socially, politically, intellectually, because it will enable the 
creation of a world media so vast that all sources of information, 
all media from the whole planet will be able to be delivered to 
everyone on the planet (“everyone gets everything”). The images 



transmitted by this media will be in vivid 3D (three dimensions) 
and with the same level of resolution (almost) as a real life image. 
 
With such telecom technology, will come the growth of a world 
language, which will very probably be English, since it is already 
the world’s most understood second language. The creation of a 
world language will probably only happen once, since most people 
will not bother to learn a second world language that is foreign to 
them. It takes too much time and effort. 
  
With the development of a world language and a global media, it is 
then likely that the planet will culturally homogenize.  
 
This book argues that there are certain preconditions to the 
formation of a global state. They are :- 
 

a) The establishment of a global media (“GloMedia”) that 
delivers the entire planet’s media to every person on the 
planet, so that everyone is exposed to the best ideas from the 
globe. 

 
b) The use of a global language (probably English) so that 

everyone can communicate with everyone on the planet. 
 

c) Global cultural homogenization, which I believe will be the 
consequence of the above 2 prerequisites. Once the planet 
thinks the same, has the same values, ideas, and lifestyles, 
absorbing the best the planet has to offer, the world’s cultures 
will  understand each other better, and be more inclined to 
unify politically, to form a global state. 

 
There are now so many technological/economic/social/political 
forces pushing towards the creation of a more global culture, that I 
believe the time is now ripe for billions (not just millions) of 



people to become more multi in their outlook, as a stepping stone 
towards the creation of a global state. 
 
This second major theme of this book (i.e. the creation of a global 
state), is the more important one. In effect, the first major theme 
(i.e. that the multis have a lot to teach the monos) is almost 
irrelevant compared to the importance of the second. Creating a 
global state will rid the world of war, of poverty, and will allow its 
global citizens to live in a truly global culture that will benefit from 
the best that its constituent cultures have to offer.  
 
Two thirds of this book, i.e. the later chapters, deals with this topic. 
They talk about why I feel a global state is coming (very probably 
this century, and in fact probably even before mid century). It 
discusses what the preconditions are for the creation of a global 
state, what the obstacles and resistances will be against its creation, 
how existing institutions might be modified to create a global state, 
and what new institutions a global state will probably need. It also 
discusses what a global state needs to do, once it has been created, 
to make the world a happier place, e.g. by making war impossible, 
by ridding the world of nuclear missiles, by funneling funds to 
eliminate poverty from the world, by spreading the best features of 
the worlds cultures to the whole planet, by creating a more global 
media, by continuing to foster the development of a world media 
and a world language etc. 
 
In more detail, the chapters deal with the following topics.  
 
Chapter 1 is this introductory chapter that touches on the two 
major themes of this book, namely that the multis have a lot to 
teach the monos, and that the world would be a lot better off in 
many respects if it were to create a global state. This chapter gives 
an overview of what the book is about. 
 



 Chapter 2 is a long chapter presenting the pros and cons (i.e. the 
superiorities and inferiorities) of 8 different countries/cultures. 
These cultures are in most cases world class cultures, i.e. those that 
have the highest status in the world, that are the most prestigious, 
or have the most potential to be prestigious. I have lived in most of 
these cultures, so I can speak from first hand experience. I hope 
that this fact will give this book and its major themes, a greater 
level of credibility than if it were written by a mono trying to make 
similar points. Frankly, I don't see how a mono could have written 
these early chapters. A mono would not have the depth of inter-
cultural life experience. 
 
Chapter 3 is the sequel to chapter 2. It takes the Cons of each 
country discussed in the previous chapter and suggests how these 
Cons could be overcome by having the country/culture concerned 
adapt new customs, by learning how other cultures do things better. 
This chapter shows what the multis can teach the monos, which is 
one of the major themes of the book, and even features in the 
book’s title. 
 
Chapter 4 is devoted to the costs that we pay by currently not 
living in a global state, e.g. war, conscription, defense budgets, the 
arms trade, ignorance of better ways to live, inability to learn the 
superiorities of other cultures, etc. 
 
Chapter 5 presents a long list of well over a dozen factors 
(technological, economic, etc) that make the creation of a global 
state increasingly probable this century. 
 
Chapter 6 has two sections. The first section discusses those 
institutions needed to consolidate the creation of a global state, i.e. 
“the last mile” of global state creation. The second section 
provides a rather long list of institutions and their descriptions that 
will be needed to actually run a global state.  
 



Chapter 7 talks about the many cultural, social, political, 
psychological factors that will oppose or resist the creation of a 
global state, for example, national sovereignty, ideological and 
religious differences, alienation, etc. 
 
Chapter 8 discusses the various routes to achieving Globa. For 
example, one could continue to expand the number of countries 
joining the EU (European Union), or bring together the various 
economic blocks such as the EU, NAFTA (North American Free 
Trade Area), create an Atlantic Union (i.e. a merge between the 
EU and the FTAA (Free Trade Area of the Americas, i.e. 30+ 
countries). One could modify the UN (United Nations). 
 
Chapter 9 is about the agenda of the global state once it is created. 
What are the tasks that need to be completed that really only a 
global state can perform, e.g. making war impossible, tackling 
global environmental problems like climate change, ridding the 
world of poverty, sharing out the wealth, the raw materials, etc. 
 
Chapter 10 talks about some of the consequences, both positive 
and negative, for humanity by having a global state. How might 
life improve if we lived in a global state and what kind of things 
could go wrong? 
 
Chapter 11 is speculative and more futuristic. It ponders what 
might happen after the creation of a global state. Once human 
colonies are established on other planets, could the political 
unification that exists on the earth no longer exist between the 
planets? Could a solar system level state (a solar state) be formed? 
What about an interstellar state? What impact will the rise of 
massively intelligent machines later in this century have upon the 
global state? 
 
Chapter 12 summarizes the main ideas of the book, and is a 
condensed version of the first chapter. It highlights the dominant 



concepts. For readers who don't have much time, and want only to 
read the essence of this book, then read this brief summary. 
 
There is also a glossary at the end. This book contains so many 
new ideas and concepts, that there is a corresponding need for a 
long list of new terms to express those ideas and concepts. The 
glossary can be viewed as almost a little book in itself, worthy of 
separate study. Readers may even stop reading at this point in the 
first chapter and jump to the glossary to obtain a quick overview of 
what the book is about, and then return to this point. Many of the 
terms in the glossary use several paragraphs to explain them, so are 
little essays in their own right. By reading over 100 of them, 
readers should acquire a new vocabulary to express the ideas of 
this book. 
 
 
b)      Multis and Monos 

 
One of the recurring themes of this book, is that people who are 
mono-cultured, i.e. who have lived in only one culture, are limited 
as individuals by the limitations of the single culture that programs 
them. Such people are labeled “monos” in this book.  
 
As stated several times in this book, based on my experience of 
having lived in 7 countries, it has become clear to me that “monos 
suffer”, i.e. they unconsciously accept customs given to them by 
their monoculture, that are actually harmful, but due to the fact that 
customs are usually unquestioned, simply because they are 
customs, the damage done continues unchecked, and affects the 
quality of life of millions, if not billions of people. 
 
One of the main aims of this book is to make its readers conscious 
that monos suffer, by giving many examples of how this occurs; 
presenting in a case by case basis, the superiorities and  



inferiorities (as I see them, of course) of several world class 
cultures, most of  which I have either lived in or know well. 
 
Chapter 2 therefore is devoted to a list of the pros and cons, as I 
see them, of the habits, lifestyles, values, ideas, of the countries 
concerned.  
 
A multi-cultured person by definition has lived in more than one 
culture, and is therefore capable of making comparisons between 
them. Such people are labeled “multis” in this book. 
 
In my own case, I have lived in 7 countries, more than a year each, 
so I have an international basis for comparison that is a lot stronger 
than most peoples. In practice, most people are monos. I would 
“guessimate” that about 90% of the peoples of the world are 
monos. But, due to a list of technological, social, and economic 
factors (as discussed in Chapter 5), a growing percentage of people 
are becoming multis, and are hence seeing the world through 
different eyes. 
 
In my own case, I look at each culture I live in with a very “cold 
eye”, i.e. I observe, almost as a “cultural anthropologist”, at the 
various values, customs, habits, institutions etc, and compare, rank, 
praise, and condemn. To any multi, this tendency to compare 
cultures is only natural. Anyone who has lived in at least two 
cultures or countries does this. 
 
Multis then are in a much stronger position to judge the 
advantages/disadvantages or superiorities/inferiorities of the 
culture they are currently living in, than are monos.  
 
Monos are blind. Monos typically are not even aware that a 
particular custom they adhere to may be doing them damage, for 
the simple reason it simply has not occurred to them that there may 
be alternative customs concerning some activity. To use a popular 



analogy, “A fish is not conscious of the water it lives in”. The 
water is so ubiquitous to the fish that it is probably not conscious 
of its presence until it taken out of the water, and then it really 
suffers. 
 
One of the great attractions of traveling for me is to observe the 
differences in the way people do things, and to make comparisons. 
I guess I’m somewhat of a “cultural adventurer”, who likes to 
change from culture to culture every 5-10 years or so, on average.  
 
As I traveled or lived in one culture after another, I would often 
question why a particular culture did something in a particular way, 
or had a particular attitude or value regarding something. I would 
think that country X “did it better”, or “This is great. Why doesn't 
everyone do this?” Over the years, my outlook changed. I became 
more and more a multi, and began to think that being a mono had 
distinct disadvantages. 
 
Over time, the idea of writing a book on my thoughts and 
experiences about monos and multis crystallized, and you are now 
reading the product of that intellectual development. 
 
Once you have read chapters 2 and 3, I hope you will be conscious 
that, at least in my view, there are better ways of doing things, and 
that it might be useful to try to adopt alternative customs that lead 
to a greater level of general happiness. 
 
As mentioned above, most people are monos, and seem to be quite 
content to remain that way, and not to have to bother changing 
their customs or values. This is true, so what then is the point of 
writing this book, if most people will simply ignore its lessons? 
 
The quick answer to this question is “because of the impact of new 
technologies this century”. The advances of several technologies in 
the coming decades (plus other factors) e.g. a much faster internet, 



super jumbo jets, high speed trains, a world  economy, higher 
living standards, mass tourism, etc, will impact strongly on 
millions of people’s lives, and whether they like it or not, they will 
be “multied” to some extent. 
 
One particular technology stands out from the others, in terms of 
its impact on “shrinking the world”, i.e. in making people of 
difference cultures more aware of each other, and of the cultural 
differences. That technology is the internet, and it’s ever growing 
speed.  
 
For the past few decades, it has doubled its speed (i.e. the number 
of bits it can send down a communication channel per second) 
every 12 months. This phenomenon is labeled “BRAD” in this 
book, i.e. “Bit Rate Annual Doubling”, so that one can refer to the 
“BRAD Law”, i.e. that the internet bit rate will keep doubling each 
year. 
 
This technological phenomenon will have profound effects on our 
daily lives in the coming decades. As stressed frequently in this 
book, the BRAD Law will create an internet a billion times more 
powerful in 30 years from the time of writing. 
 

This hugely more powerful internet will allow the whole planet to 
become far more multi than is the case today. In the world at the 
time of writing, the media, i.e. TV, radio, newspapers, magazines, 
book, pamphlets, etc are largely mono-cultured. Hence the people 
who are exposed to this media receive input from (largely) only 
one culture. If the journalists who create the media reports are 
themselves monos, then we have a case of monos influencing 
monos, thus maintaining a vicious circle. (Although a large mono-
culture can be quite self sustaining, e.g. the US, China, India, etc. 
 



However, with a powerful internet, it will become technologically 
possible for everyone on the planet to be provided with the media 
of the whole planet, i.e. every TV channel on the planet  could be 
channeled into the living room of every person on the  earth (or at 
least at first in the richer countries). Such a world media is labeled 
“GloMedia” (global media) in this book.  
 
This book will elaborate on this idea extensively, given its critical 
importance for converting monos into multis.  
 
With a global media will come the development of a global 
language (almost certainly to be English), so that ideas can travel 
rapidly across the planet. People’s minds will be expanded from 
being “national” to being “global” because the media they are 
exposed to every day will be global, and understandable. 
 
This media will be hypnotically seductive, due to technological 
advances, e.g. the images will be in 3D, and with very high 
resolution, so that the images will look as real as the real world.  
People will be able to be “virtual tourists” sitting in their arm 
chairs in their living rooms, and “travel the world” with their 
“vids” (i.e. 3D video sets). 
 
People’s minds are strongly influenced by what they absorb on the 
mass media. If that media is no longer mono-cultured, but global, 
presented largely in a world language, then inevitably the 
millions/billions of people exposed to it, will become more 
cosmopolitan, more multi, more interculturally sophisticated.  
 
These people will then be exposed to the views, attitudes, customs, 
habits, etc of many other cultures, which will cause them to 
question their own. Millions of minds will thus be “expanded”, by 
being made “multi”. They will be “multified”. 
 



Multification will free people. If millions of people start looking at 
a particular custom of their own mono-culture as somehow inferior, 
then they are much more likely to reject it and adopt what they see 
as being a superior custom, as seen on the GloMedia.  
 
 

c)      From Multis to Globals 

 
The above “multification” process, due largely to the creation of a 
global media, can be generalized, so that not only will we see 
millions of people becoming multis, they will become “globals” 
(or “globans”, once a global state has been created). 
 
Take the case of a multi who has lived in two countries. There are 
millions of such people in the world now, and with cheaper and 
more effective mass transport, the percentage of people in the 
world who have lived in two or more cultures keeps rising.  
 
It is therefore not surprising that a growing consciousness amongst 
multis has arisen. Multis tend to prefer the company of other multis 
because multis are more “interesting”, have broader views of the 
world, and are more culturally tolerant than monos. 
 
Once people have lived in two cultures, they become multis and 
are then in a position to absorb the superiorities of the second 
culture into their personalities, and to reject the inferiorities of their 
first culture. Of course, for this to be possible, these people need to 
be “exposed’ to the alternatives of a second culture. 
 
In the world at the time of writing, to become a multi, virtually 
necessitates living in a second (or subsequent) culture. But with 
GloMedia, with 3D images almost as good as the real world, 
“travel” and “living” in other cultures will be made much easier.  
 



People will be able to talk with each other in the world language, 
across continents, and in vivid 3D images. This will have a 
profound effect on people’s minds. It will make possible the 
globification of the planet, i.e. it will cause millions, and later 
billions of people to think globally. They will no longer be limited 
by the narrow minded conceptions of a mono-cultured media. They 
will think globally, not nationally. 
 
Once this happens, then simply being a multi will no longer be 
enough. The GloMedia will make possible the globification of the 
planet, and of the individuals who absorb it. Such people are 
labeled “globals” in this book. 
 
Thus we can claim that globals are to multis, as multis are to 
monos. Globals will think globally. They will not identify 
themselves so much with their traditional nation state, but shift 
their loyalties and viewpoints to a global state. They will be much 
more inclined to be sympathetic to other like minded globals than 
to monos whom the globals will perceive as rather selfish and very 
narrow minded, with blinkered, ignorant mentalities. 
 
Thus, it is likely this century, that we will see the mass 
globification of billions of people, as the technologies allow it. 
This shift in the national vs. global attitudes of billions of people 
will make the formation of a truly global state much more likely, 
which is the topic of the next section. 
 
 
d)     GLOBA – the Idea of a Global State 
 
The major idea of this book is that humanity should construct a 
global state this century, and perhaps even by mid century. There 
are so many advantages to living in a global state compared to our 
current “sovereign nation-state system” that it is a goal that we 



should push for strongly, given that our 21
st
 century technologies 

will make it practical.  
 
Given its practicality, we then have to make it happen. Billions of 
people will need to be convinced that it is preferable to live in a 
global state (that we call “Globa”) than in a traditional sovereign 
nation state or country.  
 
Hence, to accelerate this persuasion, an appropriate ideology is 
needed, which in this book is labeled “globism”. This book is a 
globist book. It is aimed at persuading its readers to adopt a globist 
philosophy, a globist political outlook, and then hopefully to see 
millions of people in the next few decades pushing towards 
Globa’s creation, by becoming globists themselves, forming 
globist political parties, etc. 
 
However, before a global state can be created, those technological, 
economic, social, etc forces that are pushing in the direction of its 
creation, need to become stronger. Chapter 5 lists and discusses 
these forces that will probably make the creation of a global state 
inevitable, given enough time. 
 
But, creating a global state will not be easy, even if it is 
technologically practical. There are considerable counter forces, as 
discussed in Chapter 7, which will resist, and perhaps even resist 
powerfully its creation. It would be naive to assume that creating 
the most powerful political unit that has ever existed in human 
history will be straightforward. 
 
There will be conservatives, the “anti-globists” who will despise 
the idea of a global state, and fight against its creation. They will 
have their nationalist ideologies and values, and will need to be 
overcome by the globists.  
 



It is thus to be expected that there will be ideological clashes in the 
coming decades between the nationalists and the globists. This 
clash need not be military in nature.  
 
One of the many topics discussed in this book, is that of the 
phenomenon of “global democratization”. At the time of writing, 
120+ countries in the world are already democratic, with multi-
party elections. Democratic countries do not go to war, so any 
nationalist-globist ideological clash would be settled by the ballot 
box. 
 
In about 40 years from the time of writing, it is probable that all 
nations on the planet will be democracies. For example, see Fig. 1 
below. So then, any creation of a global state will be a voluntary 
process. There will be no more dictatorships in the 21

st
 century, to 

force the creation of a global state.  
 
Almost certainly, a global state will be created incrementally, by 
very probably the “accretion model”, as discussed in Chapter 8. 
 
In my view, the most probable route to the creation of Globa will 
be via the expansion of the EU (European Union). As more 
countries join the EU, it will need to change its raison d’etre from 
being a “European club” of nations, to serving as the major 
stepping stone towards the creation of a global state. 
 
Thus the EU will need to change its name, and its self conception. 
This alone will imply a major shift in ideological viewpoint. There 
will be conservatives in the EU who will oppose globism and resist 
its rise, especially using the EU as the vehicle to its creation. 
 
Of course, there are other routes to creating a global state besides 
the “expansion of the EU” route. Many of them are discussed in 
Chapter 8.  
 



The remaining portion of the book deals mainly with ideas on what 
institutions a global state would need, and what impact their 
creation would have on people’s lives.  
 
The creation of Globa will be one of the most significant political 
events of the century, in fact in all of history, but it is not a new 
idea. In case some readers feel that the idea of building a global 
state is novel, then the next section should disillusion them of that 
impression. The dream of creating a global state has been around 
for thousands of years, but of course it has always remained a pipe 
dream, due to the overwhelming strengths of the many counter 
forces against it. 
 
But this century, it is no longer a pipe dream. In the next few 
decades, we will have the technological means to make the dream 
a reality. One of the major goals of this book is to convince you of 
that. 
 
 
e)   History of Ideas for Creating a Global State 
 
This rather long section presents some of the history of ideas on 
the creation of a global state. As will quickly be seen, people have 
been dreaming of creating a global state for many centuries. In the 
past, these ideas have seemed like pipe dreams. It is only this 
century that the creation of a global state seems at long last to be 
realistic and obtainable. 

Each person or institution mentioned below proposed some kind of 
(quasi) global (or at least European) state. I obtained this 
information from an informative little book entitled “A Global 
Parliament : Principles of World Federation”, by Christopher 
Hamer, an Australian theoretical physicist, who has a similar 
background to mine.  I quote below whole paragraphs of his, so I 
am indebted to him. 



 
 
i)     Socrates 
 
Socrates, the famous ancient Greek philosopher, and teacher of 
Plato, who lived 2000 years ago, is known to have said, “I am not 
an Athenian or a Greek, but a citizen of the world”.  
 
ii)     Dante 
 
Dante, the author of Inferno, with its graphic descriptions of the 
horrors of hell, lived in mediaeval times. He thought that the Holy 
Roman Empire, supported by the authority of the church, might 
provide an authority, analogous to the Roman Empire, that could 
provide a supra-national authority to preserve the peace between 
nations. 
 
iii)    Pierre Dubois  

 
Dubois was a lawyer and advisor to Philip IV of France, who in 
1306 proposed in his treatise “De Recuperatione Terre Sancte” 
(The Recovery of the Holy Land), that an alliance between the 
Christian states of Europe be formed, that would be led by France, 
which would keep the peace between the states of the alliance, and 
reconquer the Holy Land from the Moslems.  
 
Each sovereign would swear an oath to keep the peace. Dubois 
proposed the creation of a permanent court of arbitration that 
would adjudicate disputes between the states, and a General 
Council, convened by the Pope, to discuss common problems. 
 
iv) George Podiebrad 
 
Podiebrad was the king of Bohemia at about the same time as 
Dubois. He proposed the creation of a European Assembly of 



Princes that would have a court and a treasury. He wanted to see a 
holy war against the Turks. 
 
v) Erasmus, Pope Leo X, Cardinal Wolsey 
 
Erasmus, the famous Dutch medieval scholar, who lived in the 16

th
 

century, as well as the Italian Pope Leo X, and the English 
Cardinal Wolsey, all advocated that the European nations should 
ally themselves with a universal treaty, which would arbitrate 
disputes, and apply collective sanctions against transgressors. The 
aims of the treaty were to defend themselves against the Turks, and 
to assure peace among themselves. 
 
vi)      Duc de Sully 
 
In 1617, the Duc de Sully, former Chief Minister to Henry IV of 
France, produced a similar scheme to the three above, which he 
called “The Grand Design of Henry IV”. He proposed that the 
Hapsburg Empire be dismembered, and then a great federation be 
formed of all the hereditary monarchies, elective monarchies, and 
republics of Europe. The aims of the federation would be to 
preserve peace amongst themselves and (once again) to attack the 
Turks. (Note, at the time, the Turks were a major threat to the 
Europeans). He proposed, to settle religious problems, that each 
state would choose a single religion (either Catholic, Lutheran or 
Calvinist).  His federation would be governed by a Senate of 66 
persons, commissioned every three years from the participating 
States. 
 
vii)     Emeric Cruce 

 
At about the same time as Duc de Sully, a French scholar named 
Cruce published another scheme called “The New Cyneas”, which 
emphasized that war could be entirely superseded by a regulated 
system of arbitration. He proposed the inclusion of non-Christian 



states, even the Turks, who would rank second to the Pope, in his 
proposed League. 
 
viii)     Hugo Grotius 
 
Grotius was the great Dutch jurist. In 1625, he wrote his famous 
treatise “De Jure Belli ac Pacis” (The Laws of Ware and Peace), 
which is thought to be the historical basis of modern international 
law. This book went through dozens of editions and was a leading 
text book for centuries. In it, Grotius discussed the idea of “Natural 
Law”, i.e. law established by mutual consent between the members 
of a society, aimed at the common good. From this was derived the 
Law of Nations, i.e. “There is some law common to all nations 
which applies both to the initiation of war and to the manner in 
which war should be carried on”.   
 
He lay down permissible rules for the conduct of a war. He called 
for clemency in victory, as the only way to a just and lasting peace. 
He did not however propose any way in which the law might be 
enforced, but relied on mutual consent, and “good faith” among the 
nations. Grotius’s ideas became the cornerstone of the Peace 
Treaties of Westphalia, which ended the Thirty Years War in 
Germany in 1648. Lawyers mark this date as the beginning of the 
era of the modern nation state. 
 
Holland has remained the center of international law ever since, e.g. 
the World Court is currently located in The Hague. 
 
ix)     William Penn 
 
William Penn was the son of Admiral Sir William Penn, a high 
official in the British Navy under Charles II. The younger Penn 
became a Quaker and in payment of debts owed to this father, the 
British crown gave him some land in the American colonies, where 
he founded a model colony called Pennsylvania, with Philadelphia 



(city of brotherly love) as the capital. He drafted a constitution for 
the colony which provided an assembly elected by all taxpayers, 
and guaranteed religious toleration – advanced ideas at the time.  
 
In 1692, during the wars of the Grand Alliance against Louis XIV, 
Penn wrote a well-known essay called “Towards the Present and 

Future Peace of Europe” which stated clearly the guiding principle 
that “Government is from Society, and Society from Consent”. He 
was influenced by Grotius and by the British philosopher John 
Locke, in the sense that a government be established by the mutual 
consent of society.  
 
Penn then proposed that the “Sovereign Princes of Europe” or their 
delegates should agree to meet in a “European Parliament” and to 
establish “rules of Justice for the Princes to observe one to another, 
and thus prevent war”. The meetings were to occur once a year, 
and if any sovereign should refuse to submit to the Judgment of the 
Parliament, then the other Sovereigns should “unite as One 
Strength” to compel his submission. 
 
The Quakers and other religious sects have been at the forefront of 
movements for world peace and the abolition of slavery. 
 
x)     Abbe de Saint-Pierre 

 
A little later, in France, the Abbe de Saint-Pierre made an elaborate 
proposal called a “Plan for Perpetual Peace”, for the creation of a 
federation of European states designed to settle disputes peacefully, 
following on from the ideas of Sully. Unfortunately he chose to 
present his ideas in a Cartesian “lemma, theorem, proof” style from 
geometry, that made his work unreadable. 
 
xi)    Rousseau 

 



In 1761, San Pierre’s ideas were taken up by the famous political 
philosopher of the French revolution, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, who 
disagreed with San Pierre, saying that the federation should be run 
by the citizens of the member states, not by the rulers, because the 
citizens bear the cost of war, while the rulers reap the glory. In a 
later commentary of his called “Criticism on Perpetual Peace” he 
expressed his fear that the plan would never be adopted, due to the 
selfishness of kings. 
 
xii)    George Washington 
 
The American War of Independence led to the federation of 13 
former British colonies into the United States of America in 1788. 
The event was seen as an example to Europe, although it occurred 
on a smaller sale, and amongst a more homogeneous population. 
George Washington, the US’s first president, wrote “I am a citizen 
of the Great Republic of Humanity. We have sown a seed of 
liberty and union which will gradually spring up throughout the 
earth. One day, on the model of the United States of America, 
there will be created the United States of Europe”. 
 
xiii)   Immanuel Kant 
 
Immanuel Kant, thought by many to have been the greatest and 
deepest thinking philosopher to have ever lived, also wished to live 
in a Europe of free republics, which should bind themselves  to one 
another in friendly pacts,  and thus ensure perpetual peace. “At the 
tribunal of reason”, he wrote, “there is but one means of extricating 
states from the turbulent situation, in which they are constantly 
menaced by war; namely to renounce like individuals, the anarchic 
liberty of savages, in order to submit themselves to coercive laws, 
and thus form a society of nations, which would insensibly 
embrace all the nations of the earth”. He felt that “The law of 
nations shall be founded on a federation of free states”. 
 



xiv) Jeremy Bentham 
 
During the Napoleonic wars, the English philosopher Jeremy 
Bentham thought that peace would ensue if England and France 
both disarmed and gave up their overseas colonies. 
 
xv) Comte de Saint-Simon 
 
In France, the Comte de Saint-Simon proposed in 1814 that the 
establishment of a European federation should begin with a union 
of England and France, who were at the time, the most democratic 
of powers, to be joined gradually by other nations. Saint-Simon 
proposed a democratic parliamentary system based on the English 
model that would consist of a European government, complete 
with a King, a House of Lords, and House of Commons, with 
similar governments for each of the Subsidiary nations.  Saint-
Simon’s ideas were greatly influential, and foreshadowed some 
important modern schemes. 
 
xvi) Krause 
 
In 1811, the German religious philosopher Karl Christian Friedrich 
Krause first distinguished the concept of European federation and 
world wide government. In his “Das Urbild der Menschheit (The 
Archetype of Humanity), he proposed regional federations of 
Europe, Asia, Africa, America and Australia. The European 
federation would use the German language, with its capital in 
Berlin. Each regional federation would be part of a sovereign 
world republic with its capital in Polynesia!? His ideas were the 
harbinger of modern trends towards regionalism. 
 
xvii) Czar Alexander 1 
 
Czar Alexander I of Russia, whose country was nearly overrun by 
Napoleon’s “Grande Armee” was interested in maintaining peace, 



so he proposed his “Holy Alliance” led by Russia, Austria, and 
Prussia, which aimed at promoting Christian principles, and  would 
obligate all nations to the arbitration of disputes. Unfortunately for 
the czar, his alliance later became seen as a “bulwark” of autocracy. 
 
xviii) Metternich 

Metternich was a German-Austrian politician and statesman, and 
one of the most important diplomats of his post Napoleonic era. 
His “Concert of Europe” (with Castlereagh) maintained peace on 
the European continent for many years. It began as an alliance of 
the Great Powers which had been victorious over Napoleon, i.e.  
Austria, Prussia, Great Britain and Russia. Their leaders met at a 
series of Congresses and Conferences in the years after 1815, to 
discuss international problems and take measures to maintain the 
peace. The Concert was the forerunner of both the League of 
Nations and the United Nations, and established a pattern that has 
persisted until the present day. 

xix) Bahai Faith 
 
The Bahai faith is an offshoot of the Shiite Islamic religion in the 
Middle East, which got off the ground in the mid 19

th
 century. One 

of its central concepts is its belief in a new world order in which 
the peoples of the world will be united to live together in peace and 
harmony. “The earth is but one country and mankind its citizens”. 
There are some 4 million Bahai faith adherents at the time of 
writing, helping wherever they can to bring about this new world 
order.  An analogy can be made with the teachings of the Bahai 
faith and those of the Quakers. 
 
xx) Kang Yu-Wei 
 
The Chinese scholar Kang Yu-Wei looked forward to the 
establishment of a Confucian Era of peace-and-equality. “Now that 



we seek to save the human race from its miseries, to bring about 
the happiness and advantages of complete peace and equality, to 
seek the universal benefits of One World, we must begin with the 
destruction of state boundaries and the abolishment of nationalism”. 
 
xxi) Quakers 
 
After the industrial revolution had started, the notions of peace and 
progress were commonplace. In 1815, the first Peace Societies 
were established by the Quakers and other religious groups. The 
themes they established are still current in today’s peace 
movements. 
 
xxii) William Ladd 
 
In the US, William Ladd, advocated a Court of Nations for the 
settlement of all international disputes by means of arbitration. A 
resolution to this effect was passed by the Senate of Massachusetts 
in 1837. Proposals for disarmament were circulated. 
 
xxiii) Victor Hugo 

 
In 1843, the first worldwide Peace Convention was held in London 
and was largely ridiculed. Nevertheless, 2000 people attended. 
These international Peace Congresses were held every two years 
thereafter until the year 1853. The president of the 1849 Paris 
Congress was the famous French author Victor Hugo, who made 
an impassioned speech that looked forward to the future 
establishment of a United States of Europe. But then came the 
Crimean War in Europe, and the American Civil War, so the peace 
movement declined for some years. 
 
xxiv) International Utilities  

 



In 1855, the first international utilities were established, e.g. the 
International Telegraph Convention was signed, that led to the 
formation of he Telegraphic Union in 1865. In 1874, the Universal 
Postal Union was created, that guaranteed freedom of transit for 
mail services, and setting uniform rates for postage. Other treaties 
followed, covering many aspects of international communications, 
travel and commerce. 
 

xxv) International Interest Groups 
 
At the same time, many international interest groups sprang up, e.g. 
Chambers of Commerce, an International Federation of Miners, an 
International Union of Woodworkers, etc. By 1914, there were 
some 450 non-government international organizations (NGOs) in 
existence. 
 
xxvi) Dunant 
 
In 1863, the great Swiss philanthropist Jean Henri Dunant, founded 
the international Red Cross association, and the first Geneva 
Convention was organized that established rules for the treatment 
of wounded soldiers in war, and the protection of hospitals and 
medical personnel. Later conventions were held in 1906, dealing 
with rules for armed forces at sea, and again in 1929, dealing with 
the treatment of prisoners of war, and in 1949, dealing with the 
protection of civilians in war. Dunant was awarded the first Nobel 
Peace Prize in 1901 for his work. 
 
xxvii) Richard, Bluntschli and Lorimer 

 

Codes of International Law were established at around this time. 
For example, the House of Commons in Britain carried a motion in 
1873 calling for a permanent system of International Arbitration 
moved by Henry Richard. Some elaborate proposals appeared, 
such as the draft code produced by Professor J. C. Bluntschli of 



Heidelberg, which ran to 862 articles, and the two-volume work of 
Professor James Lorimer of Edinburgh, Scotland. To implement 
these codes, Bluntschli once more proposed a federation of 
European states, while Lorimer outlined a plan for International 
Government. 
 
xxviii) Cremer and Passy 
 
The first (embryonic) world parliament, called the “Inter-
Parliamentary Union” was organized in 1886 by William Randal 
Cremer, a British labor leader, together with Frederic Passy, a 
French economist. It was composed of legislators from many 
countries, and played a role in the Hague Conferences which 
followed soon after. In 1904 the Union formally proposed “an 
international congress which should meet periodically to discuss 
international questions”. 
 
xxix) The Hague Conferences 

 

The Czar of Russia, Nicholas II convened the first Hague 
Conference in 1899. The aim was to limit the armaments that were 
building up at great expense, and to provide for peaceful settlement 
of international disputes. 26 nations met at the first conference in 
1899 and 44 at the second conference in 1907. Little was 
accomplished, although a Permanent Court of Arbitration (that 
later became the World Court) was set up at The Hague to provide 
optional arbitration of disputes. Some 13 conventions were 
adopted to revise some of the customs and laws of war to eliminate 
unnecessary suffering. The conferences failed to reach an 
agreement on limiting existing armaments, nor provided for 
compulsory arbitration of disputes, but were an important 
forerunner of the League of Nations. 
 
xxx) League of Nations 
 



The later years of the 19
th

 century and the early years of the 20
th

 
century were marked by the rise of imperialism, in which the great 
powers of Europe sought colonies in Africa and Asia, raised 
conscript armies, and participated in an unending arms race, that 
eventually led to the First World War, that killed approximately 20 
million people, in an orgy of mechanized slaughter. 
 
This carnage shocked people to such an extent that they became 
determined that it must never happen again – “the war to end wars”. 
Several organizations were established towards this goal. In the US, 
a “League to Enforce Peace”, led by former President William Taft 
and in the UK, a “League of Nations Society”. Leonard Woolf 
wrote a two-volume report for the Fabian Society entitled 
‘International Government”, which foreshadowed many features of 
the eventual League of Nations. 
 
These ideas were taken up by President Woodrow Wilson of the 
US, in a “14 points” speech to congress in 1918. Two of the most 
important were :- 
 
IV) “Adequate guarantees given and taken that national armaments 
will be reduced to the lowest point consistent with absolute 
safety.” 
 
XIV)  “A general association of nations must be formed under 
specific covenants for the purpose of affording mutual guaranties 
of political independence and territorial integrity to great and small 
states alike”. 
 
President Wilson headed a committee at the peace convention at 
Versailles in Paris, to establish the League. He was assisted 
amongst others by the South African General Smuts, who wrote “A 

Practical Suggestion” which stated that the League of Nations 
should be more than “a possible means of preventing future wars, 
but much more as a great organ of the ordinary peaceful life of 



civilization, as the foundation of the new international system 
which will be erected on the ruins of this war”. 
 
In 30 hours of committee work, they produced a Covenant that 
became part 1 of the Treaty of Versailles. The rest of the treaty 
consisted of the peace settlement imposed on the defeated Central 
Powers of Germany, Austria-Hungary and Turkey. With hindsight, 
many feel that the Treaty of Versailles created the seeds that led to 
the Second World War, due to its “revenge based” attitudes, 
particularly towards Germany. The treaty had forgotten about the 
teachings of Grotius. The Central Powers were asked to pay 
reparations of $32 billion, more than they could manage. 
 
The Germans were humiliated. They defaulted on their payments 
in 1923, resulting in the French and Belgians occupying the Ruhr 
basin. This was soon followed by the German hyper-inflation that 
wiped out the savings of the middle class. The German hatred of 
Versailles allowed the later rise of Hitler. 
 
The first part of the treaty dealt with the Covenant of the League of 
Nations, which in hindsight was an earlier and smaller version of 
the United Nations (UN). The treaty as a whole consisted of 26 
articles. The first 7 dealt with the organization of the league. Its 
major organs consisted of :- 
 

a) the Assembly 
b) the Council 
c) the Secretariat 
d) the Court 

 
The assembly consisted of representatives from all the Member 
states, and could deal with any matter within the sphere of action 
of the League. It was the precursor of the General Assembly of the 
UN. The Assembly met once a year in September, as an embryonic 
world parliament. 



 
The Council was to consist of representatives of the victorious 
Great Powers, originally taken as the US, Britain, France, Italy and 
Japan, together with several representatives of lesser powers 
elected by the Assembly. The Council was the executive of the 
League, and had the primary responsibility for dealing with threats 
to the peace, and drawing up plans for disarmament. It met three or 
four times a year or whenever required to deal with threats to peace. 
It was the precursor of the Security Council of the UN. 
 
The Secretariat provided bureaucratic support for the League, and 
consisted of the Secretary-General, and about 600 staff 
headquartered in Geneva. 
 
A Permanent Court of International Justice, successor to The 
Hague Court, was set up to arbitrate disputes. 
 
Each member of the assembly and the Council had one vote, and 
decisions on matters of substance required the agreement of all 
members present (the “unanimity rule”). Matters of procedure 
could be decided by a majority vote. 
 
Articles 8 and 9 of the Covenant dealt with disarmament. The 
disarmament of Germany was claimed to be only a beginning to 
more general disarmament among the great powers. Articles 10-21 
were intended to deal with disputes, so as to make disarmament 
possible. 
 
This document was ambitious, to say the least. Article 10 provided 
a guarantee of the territorial integrity of every member of the 
League. Article 12 provided for any dispute between Members to 
be submitted to arbitration, and article 16 discussed the sanctions, 
including armed force, which might be applied against any nation 
that broke the Covenant. In theory this should have provided a 



complete system of common security for all the Members of the 
League. 
 
The problem was that the league lacked “teeth”. There were 
insufficient practical measures to carry it out or enforce it. The 
annual budget was a miserly $5.5 million. The Brits paid only a 
few hundred thousand dollars a year. 
 
The league was effectively “killed” by the defection of the US. 
President Wilson was unable to persuade his political party in the 
US to agree with his ideas. The US preferred to become 
“isolationist” and disassociate itself from Europe’s wars, that cost 
the US so much and to no benefit. The Americans felt that article 
10 would only drag the US into more wars. So the same president 
who had created the league was forced to abandon it.  
 
Soon after, Italy and Japan went fascist, and Germany was not 
even a member in the early days. That left the UK and France to 
pay for any military intervention on the part of the League. Both 
had suffered so much in the war that they were unwilling to go to 
war again. 
 
However, there were some minor successes. The League settled 
disputes between Finland and Sweden, Greece and Bulgaria, 
Columbia and Peru. In 1921, Yugoslavia invaded Albania. The 
League held a Council meeting. A Yugoslav loan was made non-
negotiable on the London market, and Yugoslav exchange rates 
fell all over Europe. The Yugoslav troops withdrew. This shows 
what can be done by sanctions! 
 
The League also had some success in economic and social matters, 
e.g. it directed the financial reconstruction of Austria, Hungary and 
Greece after the war, with loans. It organized the relief and 
repatriation of thousands of prisoners of war and refugees. It 
combated disease, white slavery and drug traffic. It set up a system 



for the ex-colonies of Germany and Turkey, and promoted 
education in the poorer countries. These early good works have 
been continued by the present UN. 
 
With disarmament however, there was little success. The problem 
was the eternal “disarmament vs. security”. Article 10 was 
becoming a dead letter. 
 
xxxi)  Briand 
 
Aristide Brian was a French statesman and lawyer, who was 
Premier of France 11 times. He believed that peace could only be 
assured by reconciliation between France and Germany. He was a 
leader of the pan-European movement at the time. 
 
In 1925, as Foreign Minister of France, he undertook 
rapprochement with Germany, and with others, created the 
Locarno Pact, which obligated Britain, France, Germany, Italy, 
Belgium, Poland and Czechoslovakia to achieve general 
disarmament. Germany and France renounced the use of war to 
alter the frontiers between them. The Rhineland was declared a 
neutral zone, and all disputes were to be settled through the League. 
 
In 1928, he and the US secretary of state agreed to outlaw war 
entirely. With their Kellogg-Brian Pact, they obliged each 
signatory to renounce war as an instrument of national policy, and 
to settle all disputes or conflicts by peaceful means. This pact was 
signed in Paris in 1928. By 1936, it had been accepted by 65 states. 
 
But as a practical instrument it was useless. It failed to prevent the 
wars that followed later in the 1930s and WW2. But, it did change 
public opinion. It made the general public see war as an outlaw act, 
rather than as a normal instrument of national policy, as in the days 
of Machiavelli or Clausewitz. 
 



In 1930, Briand circulated a “Memorandum on the Organization of 
a Federal Order of European Union” in which the establishment of 
the long awaited United States of Europe was made part of the 
official foreign policy of France. But, by then the other European 
powers were not interested. 
 
From then on things got worse. The economic Great Depression 
came, resulting in greater nationalism and xenophobia. Fascists 
were in control in Italy, and winning power in Japan, and on the 
rise in Germany. This was all very troublesome for the League. 
 
xxxii)  H. G. Wells 
 
Despite (or perhaps because of) the above, the first organized 
movements for a world government began to surface. H.G. Wells, 
the famous British science fiction writer (e.g. “The Time Machine”) 
published his futuristic “The World Set Free” in 1913, in which he 
depicted a terrible war fought with “atomic bombs”. After the 
holocaust, the survivors formed a world government, which 
brought an end to war, and ushered in an era of unprecedented 
social and economic progress. In 1933, he published “The Shape of 
Things to Come” that again advertised the virtues of world 
government, and led to the creation of (short lived) Wellsian 
Societies around the world. 
 
xxxiii) Schwimmer, Lloyd, Streit 
 
IN 1937, Rosika Schwimmer and Lola Maverick Lloyd founded 
the more permanent Campaign for World Government in the US, 
and in the UK, the Federal Union group was founded in 1938. In 
1939,  the New York Times journalist Clarence Streit published 
“Union Now” in which he advocated a union of the North Atlantic 
democracies, as a deterrent to Hitler and as a prelude to a broader 
federation. The book sold 300,000 copies, but interest in his ideas 
was soon swept away by the beginning of WW2. 



 
xxxiv) Makiguchi 

 
In Japan, in 1930, the Buddhist society “Soka Gakkai (the Society 
for Value Creation) was founded by Tsunesaburo Makiguchi. The 
society aims at the abolition of war, promotes global 
transnationalism, and “global governance”. It has become a 
powerful group, forming its own political party in the Japanese 
parliament, called the Komeito or “Clean Hands” party. 
 
xxxv) The Downfall of the League of Nations 

 

The League met its downfall in a series of events - firstly, when 
Japan overran Manchuria in China in 1931. The Chinese appealed 
to the League Council. The League condemned Japan, so Japan left 
the League. Since Manchuria was a long way from Europe, France 
and Britain felt unable to challenge Japan in its own sphere of 
influence, and the US did nothing. All this effectively defeated the 
League, but since these events were happening far from Europe, 
the blow was not seen yet as being fatal. 
 
Secondly, when Mussolini invaded Ethiopia in 1935 – the Council 
condemned Italy by imposing sanctions, who also withdrew from 
the League. The embargo was unsuccessful and the League was 
defeated, and then sank quickly into irrelevance. 
 
Shortly after, Hitler led Germany into war against the UK and 
France when he invaded Poland. By this stage the League was 
effectively dead, and would not be revived until the creation in a 
new form by the United Nations (UN). 
 
Why did the League fail? What were missing were effective 
mechanisms to ensure security if a nation gave up its arms. Also 
lacking were the resources to ensure such security. What was 
needed that did not exist was a complete system of international 



law and government. No member of the League took up arms to 
defend another member (until 1939), nor did the Council even 
recommend such an action. 
 
xxxvi)  United Nations (U.N.) 

 
WW2 resulted in some 55 million deaths at least (depending on 
how you define WW2). Once again, attempts were made to prevent 
another major war. The United Nations (U.N.) was created in 1945. 
At the same time, movements began that led to the development of 
the European Union (EU).  
 
This time more attention was paid to Grotius. The Allies dealt 
generously with the defeated Germans, e.g. the Marshall Plan that 
helped Germany and Japan get back on its feet after the war (and 
to discourage those countries from siding with the Communists). 
This resulted in both countries becoming democracies and keeping 
the peace. 
 
What did fundamentally change as a result of WW2 was the 
awesome power of the new “nuclear bomb”, which had the power 
with a few kilograms of enriched Uranium, to destroy a whole city, 
e.g. Hiroshima, where one bomb killed about 130,000 people. The 
world’s citizens were horrified at the prospect of a nuclear war that 
could wipe out the whole of humanity, hence the need to find 
peaceful solutions to the world’s problems became urgent. 
 
As a result, schemes for peace and disarmament poured forth. 
Movements for nuclear disarmament, pacifist movements, and the 
movement for world government were closely bound. 
 
xxxvii)  Einstein 
 
One of the most prominent scientists bound up with these 
movements was the 20

th
 century’s most famous figure, namely 



Albert Einstein, a household name around the world. He worked 
for international peace and understanding all his life. Ironically, 
when he was forced to flee his Germany in the 1930s for America, 
he realized that Hitler would probably have to be resisted with 
force. He signed a letter that was sent to President Roosevelt, 
persuading him to develop the nuclear bomb, that he and other 
physicists realized would probably soon be made, and that it would 
be far better that the US gets it first before Hitler. Einstein was 
shocked by the awesome power of the bomb and campaigned 
against its military use for the rest of his life. 
 
xxxviii)  Leo Szilard 
 
A contemporary and friend of Einstein’s was Leo Szilard, a 
Hungarian/German/British/American cosmopole, who persuaded 
Einstein to write his famous letter to Roosevelt. Szilard organized 
a Federation of American Scientists (FAS) which was aimed at 
preventing any future nuclear war. An Emergency Committee of 
Atomic Scientists was set up as a front and fund raiser for the FAS, 
with Einstein as chairman. They issued a telegram that contained 
the words “We scientists who unleashed this immense power have 
an overwhelming responsibility in this world’s life-and-death 
struggle to harness the atom for the benefit of mankind and not for 
humanity’s destruction”. 
 
In Einstein’s view, the only solution to the problem lay in the 
formation of a world government, and he campaigned for this goal 
whenever he could. 
 
xxxix)   World Federalist Movement 

 
In the immediate post WW2 period, the movement for world 
government reached heights that have not been seen either before 
or since. A string of publications and books appeared. For example, 



a US presidential candidate Wendell Wilkie published a book 
entitled “One World” which sold 2 million copies.  
 
The journalist Emery Reves wrote “The Anatomy of Peace” which 
became the bible of the world government movement. It attacked 
nationalism and national sovereignty, and argued the need for 
universal democratic institutions to administer universal law. He 
stated that “War takes place whenever and wherever non-
integrated social units of equal sovereignty come into contact”. 
“Peace is law. It is order. It is government”. He scorned the UN as 
hopelessly inadequate to the task. 
 
The leaders of the world government movement in the US included 
people such as Grenville Clark, a lawyer, Norman Cousins, a 
literary review editor and author of “One World or None”, Alan 
Cranston, who became a long serving senator from California, and 
Robert Hutchins, chancellor of the University of Chicago, where a 
“Preliminary Draft of a World Constitution” was developed. 
 
Organizations were developed such as “Americans United for 
World Government, World Federalists USA, and Student 
Federalists. These all flourished and merged in 1947 to form the 
United World Federalists, whose aim was mainly to strengthen the 
UN into a world government. Its first president, Cord Meyer Jr. 
wrote a book called “Peace or Anarchy”. The membership of this 
umbrella organization rose to nearly 50,000 by 1949. 
 
In the US, 22 states passed resolutions endorsing world 
government. In the House of Representatives, 91 members 
introduced a resolution supporting world government as the 
“fundamental objective’ of US foreign policy. In a poll in 1946, 
63% of Americans were in favor of world government as against 
20% opposed. 
 
xl)    Bertrand Russell 



 
A similar story occurred in the UK. One of the leaders of the 
British effort was the philosopher Bertrand Russell, who together 
with Henry Usborne, a Member of Parliament, founded a 
Parliamentary Group for World Government, consisting of some 
80 members in the House of Commons. Russell also organized a 
“Crusade for World Government” which reached 15,000 members 
by 1950. 
 
xli)  World Federalist Movements in Other Countries 
 
Similar movements sprang up all over Europe, and all over the 
world. For example, in India, Mahatma Gandhi and Jawaharlal 
Nehru endorsed the idea. Nehru stated “Exactly what are we trying 
to do by atomic warfare?” “I cannot for the moment think of any 
objective which would not be swept away by 1,000 million people 
being destroyed or disabled”. “The world, in spite of its rivalries 
and hatreds and inner conflicts, moves inevitably towards closer 
cooperation and the building up of a world commonwealth. It is for 
this One World that free India will work”. 
 
xlii)   Movement for European Federation 
 
In France, world federalist ideas were endorsed by intellectuals 
such as Albert Camus, Andre Gide, and Jean Paul Sartre. A 
registry of World Citizens reached a half million by 1950.  Some 
400 communities in France, Belgium, Denmark, West Germany 
and India were “mundialized”, or announced themselves as world 
territory by mid 1951. 
 
xliii) World Movement for World Federal Government 

(WMWFG) 

 

A coalition of world federalist organizations was established in 
Switzerland in 1947, under the name “World Movement for World 



Federal Government” (WMWFG). By 1950, the movement 
claimed 56 member groups in 22 countries, with some 150,000 
members. 
 
The movement could not agree on tactics. The “minimalists” 
(mostly Americans) sought a world government with powers 
limited to preventing war. The United World Federalists aimed to 
strengthen the UN for this purpose. The “maximalists” (mostly 
Europeans and from elsewhere) favored greater powers for the 
world body. 
 
Some favored the establishment of regional bodies first, and the 
main advocates of a united Europe soon formed their own 
organizations, and had little to do with the WMWFG thereafter.  
Usborne’s Crusade for World Government proposed direct popular 
elections to send delegates to a “people’s world convention”. Garry 
David insisted on keeping his World Citizens entirely independent. 
 
Despite the internal disagreements, popular support was strong. 
Opinion polls organized by UNESCO in 1948 and 1949 showed 
that world government was favored by a majority of people in 6 
countries (France, Italy, Holland, Norway, West Germany and 
Britain), i.e. nearly all of Europe, and rejected in only 3 countries 
(Australia, Mexico, US). Parliamentary groups supporting world 
federalism numbered 100 members in Sweden, 110 members in 
Japan (including the prime minister), 200 in France, and nearly 300 
in Italy. The constitutions of France, Italy, the Netherlands and 
West Germany were all amended to permit limitations on national 
sovereignty for the purpose of joining a regional or world 
federation. 
 
This surge of interest led to great results with the unification of 
Europe, but to little else on the global scale, before it was 
overtaken by the onset of the Cold War. 
 



xliv) The Onset of the Cold War 
 
Ideological differences on who should own capital, between 
Communist USSR, and Capitalist US, led to rivalry for power and 
influence in the world. Churchill spoke in 1946 of an “iron curtain” 
descending across Europe. The Berlin air lift by the Americans 
took place in 1948, when the Soviets blocked off Berlin. In 1949, 
the Soviets exploded their first atomic bomb. In 1950 the Korean 
War broke out.  
 
As a result of all these events, fear of Communism in the US 
reached fever pitch, leading to the paranoia of the McCarthy era.  
 
The Americans then relied on nuclear weapons strategically. They 
were unwilling to match the manpower of the Red Army on the 
ground, so used the threat of nuclear weapons, if the Soviets 
attacked Western Europe. After the Soviets exploded their first 
atomic bomb, the US then decided to develop their Hydrogen 
(fusion) bomb, a thousand times more powerful than the Uranium 
(fission) bomb.  
 
Robert Oppenheimer, Director of the Los Alamos project, opposed 
this decision, arguing that it would lead to a new and terrible arms 
race in thermonuclear weapons. But his protests were dismissed by 
President Truman. The first H-bomb was exploded in 1952 that 
obliterated an entire island one mile in diameter, and left a huge 
crater on the ocean floor. 
 
The Communists had their own version of the peace movement. 
They were fearful that the capitalists (as predicted by Lenin) would 
attempt to crush them by armed force, so the peace movement was 
seen by them as a brake to use against such an attempt. They 
sponsored the World Peace Council in 1950. Under state 
sponsorship, petitions for peace obtained hundreds of millions of 
signatures in the East. 



 
This communist-capitalist rivalry had the unfortunate effect of 
labeling the peace organizations in the west as “Communist fronts”. 
The world federalists were getting fire from both sides. The 
Soviets opposed the idea of world government, calling it a plot of 
“imperialist forces which aspire to world domination”. “The 
Daughters of the American Revolution” on the other hand charged 
that world federalism was “the key to Russian domination of 
America”. The Chicago Tribune claimed that the movement was 
led by “dangerous liberals and radicals’ and behind them were 
“veteran followers of the Communist party line”. 
 
The result was that the peace movement collapsed as the Korean 
War progressed. All but 8 of the US states that had previously 
resolved to support world government had voted to rescind those 
resolutions, by June 1951. The People’s World Convention 
organized by Henry Usbourne in 1951 was a fiasco. Garry Davis 
gave up his campaign and went home to the US. He later wrote a 
book, “The World is my Country”. There are now over a million 
world citizens living in more than 105 different countries. 
 
Enthusiasm also dwindled amongst the scientists. Many went back 
to their classrooms or labs. The Emergency Committee was 
disbanded in 1951. Teller, with his Hungarian background, became 
a staunch Cold Warrior and director of the H-Bomb project. 
Oppenheimer fell under suspicion for his opposition to the project, 
and was stripped of his government posts. 
 
Linus Pauling, the double Nobel chemist and peace prize winner, 
maintained his opposition to nuclear weapons. The Russian Andrei 
Sakharov, father of the Soviet H-Bomb, later became passionately 
opposed to such weapons and suffered internal exile for his beliefs. 
Albert Einstein continued his work for peace and world 
government until his death in 1955. A week before he died, he 
signed with Bertrand Russell and others, a famous manifesto, 



“Shall we put an end to the human race, or shall mankind renounce 
war?” 
 
This led to the foundation of the Pugwash movement, which 
organizes high level conference on science and world affairs, and 
aims to reduce the danger of nuclear war. 
 
The World Federalist movement was affected badly by the Cold 
War. Federalist schemes were clearly impractical while the 
confrontation between the two superpowers continued, so it 
became only a small thread of the broader disarmament movement 
from then on. 
 
xlv) The Cold War and the Nuclear Arms Race 
 
The nuclear arms race continued through the 1950s, with the 
Soviets exploding their first H-Bomb in 1953. The main strategy 
was based on deterrence. The first period of mass protest against 
nuclear weapons did not occur until the late 1950s, when people 
became concerned with radioactive fallout.  
 
The Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND) was founded in 
Britain in 1958, by Bertrand Russell and others. Due to such public 
pressure, the US and Soviet governments began to negotiate a ban 
on atmospheric nuclear testing. In 1962, the two nuclear powers 
confronted each other over the Cuban missile crisis, when they 
came closer than ever to nuclear war. Frightened by this 
experience, they created a partial test ban treaty. 
 
In the 1960s, a different kind of arms race took place, namely with 
ballistic missiles. The US was shocked by the success of the USSR 
putting the world’s first satellite (Sputnik) into orbit, which 
implied they were ahead in the missile technology race. President 
Kennedy aimed to catch up by pushing the “man on the moon by 
the end of the decade” speech. This goal was achieved in July 1969. 



The Vietnam War soured relations between the superpowers even 
further.  
 
A major step in arms control occurred when the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty was signed in 1968, to control the “horizontal proliferation” 
of nuclear weapons to nations other than the 5 “nuclear powers” at 
the time, i.e. US, USSR, UK, France and China.  
 
During this time, the stockpiles of nuclear weapons reached 
frightening proportions. The strategic doctrine was MAD (Mutual 
Assured Destruction). The reasoning was that as long as each 
superpower knew it would be devastated by the other in the event 
of a nuclear war, then neither of them would dare to start such a 
war. A very stable posture of mutual deterrence would be achieved 
between the two nations, and so peace between them would be 
preserved. This doctrine could be summarized as “Don't do that, or 
I’ll kill us both!” 
 
In 1972, after the Vietnam War concluded, further important 
agreements were made. The Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
(SALT) placed an upper limit on the number of missiles on each 
side. Similar restrictions were imposed in the 1970s. 
 
In the 1980s tensions between the US and USSR grew again due to 
such factors as :- the Soviet war in Afghanistan, the deployment of 
new missile systems in Europe, and the presence of hardliner 
Ronald Reagan in the US presidency. 
 
At their peak, the arsenals of the two superpowers numbered more 
than 50,000 warheads, i.e. 3 to 4 tonnes of TNT per person on the 
earth. In WW2 it took only 1 tonne of TNT on average to kill one 
person.  Combined with the effects of radioactive fallout, and a 
nuclear winter (where the suns rays are blocked from the dust in 
the atmosphere generated by the nuclear explosions, resulting in 
crop failure and mass starvation), the result would have been the 



worst catastrophe ever to befall human civilization, with deaths 
numbering in the hundreds of millions. 
 
The citizens of Europe were placed in a difficult situation. 
Intermediate range missiles were deployed on both sides of the 
iron curtain, with a range of only a few hundred kilometers, 
reducing the warning time to about 7 minutes. This in turn 
necessitated an “automatic launch on warning hair-trigger response 
system”. The Europeans found these new and dangerous weapons 
pointed at their heads from both sides, and located on their own 
territory, and having little say in the matter. 
 
This resulted in a huge upsurge in the nuclear disarmament 
movement. 100,000s of people took part in mass protest marches 
through the cities of Europe. Enormous pressure built up for the 
leaders of the superpowers to halt and reverse the unstoppable 
nuclear arms race. 
 
xlvi) The End of the Cold War 
 
President Reagan began his “Star Wars” program as a defense 
system against ballistic missiles that many experts considered 
impractical. Then in 1985, a breakthrough occurred. Mikhail 
Gorbachev took over as leader of the USSR, and the Cold War 
finally thawed. He believed in peace and nuclear disarmament, 
plus “perestroika and glasnost” (restructuring and openness). He 
achieved rapid results on both fronts. 
 
He endorsed the concept of international law in a speech to the UN 
in 1988, saying “Our ideal is a world community of states which 
are based on the rule of law and which subordinate their foreign 
policy activities to law”. 
 
The Soviet and the whole communist system then collapsed, 
leaving the US as the sole superpower. Also, a watershed was 



reached with nuclear disarmament. The intermediate range missiles 
in Europe were removed thanks to the Intermediate Nuclear Forces 
(INF) Treaty of 1988. This was the first disarmament measure 
since WW2. It only affected 4% of the warheads of the time, but 
was full of promise. Further reduction treaties were implemented 
in the 1990s. Plans were made to reduce the number of warheads 
from 10,000 to 3,500 each, by the year 2003. 
 
A comprehensive test ban treaty which would forbid virtually all 
tests of new nuclear weapons was endorsed by the General 
Assembly of the UN. When the French began a series of tests in 
1995, President Chirac was shocked by the world-wide storm of 
protest that resulted. 
 
The nuclear threat has been substantially reduced in recent years, 
so that membership in peace societies and disarmament groups has 
dwindled away again. This does not mean that the problem has 
disappeared. Both sides still have 1000s of missiles. In the 
meantime, other countries have joined the nuclear club, i.e. India, 
Pakistan, Israel, South Africa, etc. 
 
xlvii) World Federalism During the Cold War  

 

The world federalist movement reorganized itself after the collapse 
induced by the Korean War. Henry Usborne and his group formed 
a World Association of Parliamentarians for World Government 
involving lawmakers from 10 countries, which campaigned for a 
review of the UN Charter, but failed.  
 
In 1956, the WMWFG relabeled itself to the World Association of 
World Federalists (WAWF), and later still became the World 
Federalist Movement. The main body in the US renamed itself the 
World Federalists Association (WFA) in 1965. WFA branches 
exist in some 14 other countries, but with rather small 
memberships. 



 
New proposals for world government continued to appear from 
time to time. In 1958, Clark and Sohn published “World Peace 

through World Law”. This remains the best known of the detailed 
schemes for world federation. Hugh Gaitskell, the leader of the 
British Labour Party, in the late 1950s put forward an “8-Point 

Programme for World Government”. In 1963, Pope John XXIII 
released an encyclical entitled “Pacem in Terris” (Peace on Earth) 
which discussed the need for a “supra national organization” to 
promote the “universal common good”. 
 
New associations to promote world government continued to 
emerge. The “Movement for Political World Union” was founded 
by Dr. Creyghton in Holland in 1969, and gathered members in 50 
countries. He published his ideas in a book “International 
Anarchy” and established an Emergency World Council as a 
preparatory step towards a world government. 
 
In the US, the group “Planetary Citizens” was founded in 1970. Its 
president, Donald Keys, was the UN representative for the World 
Association of World Federalists. Planetary Citizens aims to 
increase people’s awareness of their role as citizens of the planet, 
and it numbered about 200,000 members in 1980.  
 
Academic programs on the subject began to appear, e.g. the 
Institute for International Order began an educational project in 
1961 based on discussion of the Clark-Sohn model. The World 
Order Models Project (WOMP) was established in 1968 under the 
auspices of Harry Hollins of the world Law fund. Academic 
interest in the area has continued to spread ever since, and some 
discussion of the idea of world government is now found in 
standard textbooks on international relations and international law 
all over the world. 
 



In 1977, a group called the “World Constitution and Parliament 
Association” attempted to short circuit the stalled process of 
evolution towards a world federation. They held a World 
Constituent Assembly meeting in Austria, attended by participants 
from 25 countries, where a draft “Constitution for the Federation 
of Earth” was adopted, and submitted for ratification by 
individuals and governments around the globe. Some 4 million 
people have indicated support in the succeeding period, but no 
governments have yet been persuaded. 
 
A world parliamentary group was re established in 1978 in New 
Zealand. It was originally named “Parliamentarians for World 
Order”, later changed to “Parliamentarians Global Action”.  
 
The world federalist movement sank to a low ebb during the long 
siege of the Cold War. Membership of the World Federalist 
Association dropped as low as 5,000, although it had recovered to 
about 12,000 by 1989. Joseph Baratta, a historian of the movement, 
commented bleakly in that year “The ideal of a world federal 
state … has been almost entirely forgotten. The very expression 
“world government” has fallen out of use.  
 
Books on world politics no longer include a chapter on world 
government as the ultimate goal of some transitional strategy, and 
the topic has been dropped from the Encyclopedia Britannica.  
Nevertheless, he discovered published works on world federalism 
from some 75 nations around the globe, including some 50 
different prototype schemes, which demonstrate the worldwide 
appeal of the idea. 
 
 
 

f)    The Historical Size of Political Units 
 



Chapter 5 presents the many factors that are pushing towards the 
creation of a global state. These factors are largely technological, 
e.g. the creation of an internet that is a billion times faster than that 
at the time of writing, but others are more economic, political, 
social, etc. In this brief section, I introduce just one of those factors, 
to whet your appetite, that I believe will make the creation of a 
global state inevitable this century, and perhaps even by mid 
century, given the rate at which these globalization forces are 
working. 
 
The factor is a simple logical-historical argument concerned with 
the size of political units over the broad sweep of human history. 
By extrapolating this size from the distant past to the near future, 
one sees that it reaches the size of the whole planet this century, 
and probably not even into the second half of this century. 
 
In a little more detail, the argument proceeds as follows. 
 
If one poses the question, “Why do political units, e.g. villages, 
towns, cities, regions, countries, unions, etc take the size that they 
do?” then most people would probably mention the impact of 
technology as being a determinative factor. 
 
For example, go back to the European middle ages or ancient 
Roman times, and consider the fastest means of transport, and the 
effect that that limit had on the size of possible empires. 
 
In those days, the fastest “vehicle” was the horse, so that a human 
being could travel about 100 kilometers maximum per day, 
certainly not a 1000 kilometers per day. Even with high quality 
Roman roads that allowed Roman legions 2000 years ago to march 
fairly quickly (by human foot soldier speeds) from one Roman 
garrison to  another, hundreds of kilometers apart, it was simply 
not practical to create an empire that extended from the west of 
Europe to the East of Asia.  



 
As a result, the Chinese emperors and the Roman emperors were 
oblivious of each others’ existence. The distances separating them 
were simply too great and required far too much time and effort, to 
link the two. The result was that the two empires existed 
simultaneously and quite independently. The technologies that 
existed at the time were simply inadequate to bridge them. 
 
Now, lets go to the other extreme, and imagine a future technology 
that is often used in science fiction stories called “teleportation”, 
which is capable of reading off the position of every atom in an 
object, transporting that information via a radio signal over large 
distances at the speed of light, then reassembling an exact copy of 
that object atom by atom, using each atom’s positional information 
obtained at the source. 
 
If we assume the original object (or person) is disassembled at the 
source and reassembled at the destination, then that disassembly 
and reassembly is equivalent to transportation. Effectively, the 
person or object has been “moved” from point A to point B. 
 
Given the speed of this “movement”, what impact would such a 
technology have upon the size of political units in the future? It 
should be obvious to anyone that the impact would be very 
powerful. Teleportation would make practical the almost 
instantaneous transportation of people and goods between two  
points in space that are within a distance that light can traverse 
within a reasonable time (e.g. a maximum of days, but normally 
hours). 
 
Teleportation would therefore make a solar system sized political 
unit practical. People could be teleported from one planet to 
another within hours or less. Similarly with goods, so economies 
could exist over a similar size scale, for the same reason. 
 



But, the speed of light limit (the maximum speed in the humanly 
known universe), i.e. about 300,000 kilometers per second, would 
make interstellar teleportation impractical. It would take about 4 
years to teleport anything to the next nearest star besides our sun. 
Presumably the destination “Teleport” would also have to be 
installed at the destination prior to any teleportation.  
 
Therefore, given the limitations of the speed of light, no interstellar 
political unit is conceivable. We would be “stuck” at the solar 
system size limit of political units. 
 
But, of course, we do not yet live in such a teleporting future. We 
do not have such a miraculous technology that allows atoms to be 
“teleported” (actually only the positional information of atoms is 
teleported), so inevitably, the technological limitations on the size 
of political units must lie between that of the horse and the 
teleporter. 
 
Where are we today in this regard? We have jumbo jets capable of 
transporting hundreds of people at a time from one continent to 
another in about half a day. We have telecommunication systems 
that are world wide, allowing people, in the richer countries, to 
access information with their personal computers from databanks 
anywhere in the world, and at the speed of light.  
 
This book will claim, that a technological, political, economic, 
social revolution is currently under way that will allow the size of 
the political unit to grow beyond what we have been accustomed to 
for the past century or so. Since the size of the current largest 
political unit is the “union”, e.g. as in the “European Union”, or 
“African Union”, etc, and that unions are the size of continents, 
then the next “scaling up” of the size of political units, will be of 
planetary size. 
 



Since there is only one earth, one planet, on which we live, this 
implies that we will be living in the relatively near future in a 
“global state”, i.e. a political unit the size of the planet.  
 
Most of this book in concerned with the creation and the  nature of 
such a global state, which is  called GLOBA, based  obviously on 
the word “global”, and ending with the letter “a”, to give it a 
certain similarity with the names of other “political units” e.g. 
countries or continents such as America, Bolivia, Canada, 
Australia, Asia, etc. 
 
In this introductory chapter, we do not present in detail the many 
factors that are combining in the 21

st
 century to make the creation 

of a global scale political unit inevitable. Chapter 5 is devoted to 
that. 
 
All that this section aspires to do is to make the idea plausible that 
the next step in the size of political units will be from continental 
to planetary or global.  
 
The European Union (EU) is the world leader at the time of writing 
in creating the “state of the art” in the size and nature of political 
units. It is moving beyond the traditional nation state and the 
traditional notion of “national sovereignty” towards the creation of 
a continental sized political “union”, i.e. a political unit consisting 
of a growing number of countries (27 at the time of writing) that 
have decided to pool their sovereignties and become a bigger, 
more powerful political unit, to challenge the “billion club” giants, 
such as China, India, etc in the 21

st
 century. 

 
Thus the EU is an example of a continental sized, post national 
political unit (PNPU). Admittedly there are continental sized single 
countries, e.g. Russia, the US, China, etc but these are not pooling 
their sovereignty the way the EU is. The EU is a political first, a 
pioneer in the history of the development of political units, and 



represents perhaps the best hope to serve as a stepping stone 
towards the creation of a global state, Globa, although there are 
other routes to “globification” besides the “EU expansion route”. 
(See Chapter 5.) 
 
Historically speaking, over thousands of years, as the technologies 
of the time have allowed it, the sizes of political units have grown 
from cave man families, to migratory bands, to villages, to tribes, 
to towns, to cities, to dukedoms, to countries, to unions. At any of 
these stages, various technological, social, economic, political 
forces were at work to cause the historical transition to the next 
phase, to the next scale. 
 
This book claims that humanity is about to move up again, this 
time towards the creation of the global state, with all its huge 
advantages, e.g. no more wars, having money spent on people not 
on arms, a greater fairness in incomes, having international 
disputes settled in a world court rather than on the battlefield, the 
creation of a global culture and a global language so that people 
understand each other far better. This book discusses all these 
topics in considerable detail. 
 
A century from the time of writing, it is likely that our great 
grandchildren will be living in a global state, and benefiting from 
its superiorities. They will look back at the international rivalries 
of our current age, with its nuclear warheads and shudder. They 
will shake their heads and mutter “Thank god, those days are over”.  
 
Our great grandchildren will live in a world free of wars, in a 
world much freer and much richer than ours today, where we still 
waste huge amounts of money on arms, and researching how to kill 
each other more efficiently. Everyone will be rich, even those 
countries that are the poorest in the international rankings at the 
time of writing. 
 



 

g)     Building GLOBA, the Political Goal of the Century 
 
As detailed in chapter 5, there are many factors that are combining 
to form a global state. At the time of writing, these factors are 
essentially spontaneous, blind, and uncoordinated. What this book 
hopes to change regarding the rise of these “global-state-forming” 
processes is their blindness. 
 
This book hopes to raise people’s consciousness concerning the 
creation of a global state, i.e. to make people aware that a global 
state is coming, and that instead of sitting back and watching it 
emerge at its own pace, that it would be preferable to actively 
foster and accelerate its growth, by studying its nature, and 
particularly by creating an ideology in favor of global state 
creation, and then pushing that ideology. 
 
This book then is essentially ideological.  It aims to make its 
readers conscious that the creation of a global state would be a 
wonderful thing, benefiting humanity enormously, and a goal 
worthy of the citizens of the planet to pursue, and to pursue with 
considerable energy, given the enormity of the reward. 
 
In fact, one can make a statement even stronger than the one above, 
namely that “The creation of a global state should be the principle 
political goal of the century”. This book labels people who believe 
such a statement as “Globists”, with its corresponding ideology 
“Globism”. 
 
This is a globist book. It makes the point that at the time of writing, 
humanity lives in relatively isolated nation states, which distrust 
each other and therefore are constantly preparing for the next war, 
wasting a huge amount of money in the process and living in a 
constant state of fear. 
 



It also attempts to focus attention on the idea that people suffer 
from the limitations of the single cultures that program them. In the 
world of the time of writing, most people are “monos”, i.e. mono-
cultured, and hence suffer from the limitations of the one culture 
that conditions them. 
 
This book claims that people would be happier and freer if they 
were “multis”, i.e. multi-cultured, and aware of the superiorities of 
several or many other cultures. They could then absorb those 
superiorities into their own personalities and benefit accordingly. 
This idea is one of the recurring themes of this book, and pops up 
many times. 
 
As described in an earlier section of this chapter, one can extend 
the above argument from mono to multi, by extrapolating it to its 
logical limit i.e. from multi to “global” or “globan”, i.e. the terms 
giving to a global citizen, a citizen of Globa, a citizen of a global 
state. 
 
The Globists will need to develop their ideology, and then spread it 
across the planet, in a manner historically similar to the way the 
socialists or democrats spread their ideologies in earlier centuries. 
There is a major reward waiting for the globists and for humanity 
in general, i.e. the creation of a global state, with all its many 
positive  consequences, the most important being of course, the 
riddance of war in the world, plus many other  substantial benefits. 
 
Thus, the Globists should write books, write pamphlets, organize 
into small local groups, and later form political parties, all aimed at 
pushing the creation of a world state. The Globists should start 
haranguing the nationalists, ridiculing them as being “petty 
minded”, and as having “narrow conceptions”, “narrow horizons”.  
 



The Globists should preach to the world’s citizens concerning the 
many benefits that would follow the creation of a world state, so 
that more and more people become favorable to its creation. 
 
The Globists should also help in fostering those factors that 
contribute towards the creation of a world state, particularly in the 
creation of a global media, that a billion fold faster internet 
(relative to the speeds at the time of  writing) will allow.  
 
It is my opinion, that probably the most powerful factor in the next 
few decades that will contribute towards the creation of a global 
state will be the creation of a global media (called “GloMedia”) 
that will bring the entire world’s media to the entire world, i.e. 
“everyone gets everything”. In practical terms, this would mean 
that each of the earth’s citizens could have access to the media, TV, 
radio, magazines, newspapers, books, etc of the entire world. 
 
The media would then be global not national. It would no longer 
be possible for national governments to brainwash their mono-
cultured citizens into the views held by national leaders. People 
would be exposed to the views of other nations, and hence be a lot 
more cosmopolitan, more multi in their views. 
 
Of course, the above will only be practical, if there is a world 
language, but that will come. A global media will stimulate the 
growth of a global language, as more and more programs are 
broadcast in that language, hoping to capture a larger audience. A 
world language snowball effect will develop. The higher the 
percentage of people speaking the world language, the higher the 
proportion of the media programs of the world will created in that 
language. 
 
Once a world language is well established, i.e. when most people 
on the planet speak and read two languages, i.e. their own local 



language, and the world language, then good new ideas can spread 
quickly across the planet.  
 
A world language will then help significantly in the creation of a 
culturally homogenized global culture, which is turn will make the 
formation of a global state much easier. 
 
This chain of logic :- a billion times faster internet, leading to a 
global media, leading to the  creation of a global language, leading 
to the creation of a globally homogenized culture, leading to the 
creation of a global state, is another of the dominant themes  of this 
book,  and will pop up many times, for reinforcement purposes. 
 
The Globists can use this chain of logic in their ideology, and 
spread it across the planet, to help people become aware of the rise 
of a global state. The logic will probable occur spontaneously 
anyway, but if the Globists make it explicit, and conscious, and 
then push it on the current world media (to the extent that it exists), 
then the whole “globification” process will probably proceed a lot 
faster.  
 
Hopefully, the Globists will be able to inspire millions, if not 
billions of people to become globist in their outlook. Globism may 
very well become the dominant political ideology of the century, 
and should be marketed in those terms. This is a literal statement, 
and is important enough to warrant such a claim. 
 

******** 
 
This introductory chapter has attempted to give an overview of the 
main themes of this book. The next chapter begins the detailed 
work, namely spelling out how monos suffer from being monos. It 
presents a list of advantages and disadvantages of the life styles of 
people living in various world leading countries. (These lists are 



based on my experiences of having lived in 7 countries, which 
include most of these world leading nations).  
 
As the title of this book suggests, I am convinced that being a 
“mono” is to suffer, i.e. to be afflicted by the limitations of the 
mono-culture that programs monos to think in a mono way.  
 
By presenting both the advantages and disadvantages, or 
alternatively, the superiorities and inferiorities of each member of 
this sample of cultures, I hope to make people aware, that they can 
learn from the superiorities of other cultures. 
 
Having a world media and a world language will make this 
learning process much easier, hence the importance of these 
“globifying” factors. Monos will be able to become multis more 
readily, and in turn become Globans. 


