From a pre-historical Western case in logistics (Die Maßnahme, by Berthold Brecht) to a futuristic upgrading evolution of global governance (Measure for Measure, by William Shakespeare)

By PIERANGELO SCHIERA, Fondazione Ruffilli – Forlì - Italy

I
My contribution to our general theme will shift between two different interpretations of political change: the last one being the recent book Territory, Authority, Rights. From Medieval to Global Assemblages, by Sasskia Sassen 2006, the first one the old essay by the Prussian historian Otto Hintze,The Commissary and his Significance in General Administrative History: A Comparative Study of 1910. In the century between them, through continuous wars from Europe to Asia to Africa, the ancient Euro-world became a World-world thanks to decolonisation and globalization. Being both phenomena interconnected, the future of ‘global governance’ has to be investigated in terms which go on one side beyond the reality of ‘the nation-state’, which has been a typical western and not-global form of power organization <from Wikipedia: “The nation-state is a state that self-identifies as deriving its political legitimacy from serving as a sovereign entity for a country as a sovereign territorial unit. The state is a political and geopolitical entity; the nation is a cultural and/or ethnic entity. The term "nation-state" implies that the two geographically coincide, and this distinguishes the nation-state from the other types of state, which historically preceded it> but on the other side also behind the myth of the ‘failed states’, which cannot fail just because they have never been really states.
“War and development, or to be more precise, the war mode and developmental mode of politics have coalesced to give logistical planning a new urgency in governmental thinking and rationality. This is a new situation unanticipated in traditional theories of government” it is written in the opening paper of the Conference.
Starting from here, Hintze’s sharp presentation of the ‘Commissary’ might provide a valid bridge between past and future. The Commissary represented in fact for him a synthetic figure to cover different roles in the increasingly centripetal formation of the nation-state. My point is: may that figure also help us to understand the possible implications of our combination of logistics and globalization? Beyond its historical development in Prussia from the 17th to the 19th century, what I find highly significant is Hintze’srecurrent underlining of the role played by the Commissary in the momentous passage from the traditionally legitimateStändestaat to the more or less enlightened absolutism, born outside any legitimacy. Is it possible to transfer such an interpretation to the arising symptoms of new il-legitimate powers in the global context that we are here examining?
Hintze’s intention in his essay being to give us a comparative view of “Commissary’s importance in the general history of administration”, it’s worth examining the structural characters of this institutional figure, proceeding from its theoretical foundation by Jean Bodin in Six Livres de la République 1576 (Commissaire vs. Officier). The first example in France were the Intendants de justice ou des finances et des vivres en telle armée instituted by Henri IV at the end of the 16th century. Hundred years later, under Louis XIV and Colbert, the Intendants de province were already ordinary organs of French Police. Though their formal abolition during the Revolution, they were soon resurrected as Commissaires de la Convention becoming the main source of the Préfet , pivotal figure of the centralized French state until today. 
Commissary’s role in the foundation of the “new order of the state” leads Hintze to the more general conclusion that “wherever new and extraordinary tasks did arise for the state administration, which could not be performed by the ancient officials, new operators were created in a commissarily form, with new powers fit to the needs underlying those tasks”.Some of those operators became eventually permanent organs of the administration, with the historical result that the latter changed its own quality and structure, giving better potential space to new assemblages.  

It is now time to approach Sasskia Sassen, in a sort of passover from ‘constitutional history’ to ‘historical sociology’. Not only Sassen’s main questions are the same as Hintze’s, but their methodological proceedings and factual interests too are not so far from one another. At the center of the scene it stands the concept of nation-state as “the most complex institutional architecture that men have produced”. To understand globalization implies therefore, for Sassen, a prior understanding of  possible ways of de-nationalization of the state and of the subsequent frame of international relations, known  as the Westphalian system of national states.
All right, but my problem is that nation-state is more than only an assemblage of technical capacities organized on a territory by an authority and through the assessment of rights. Not by chance was Jean Bodin also the theorist of ‘sovereignty’, the mysterious fusion of command and obedience, of government and service through which the state could manage its new legitimation. No surprise then that  the globalization’s process is often depicted as the new phase of international relations beyond state sovereignty<Westphalian sovereignty is the concept of nation-state sovereignty based on two things: territoriality and the absence of a role for external agents in domestic structures. Scholars of international relations have identified the modern, Western originated, international system of states, multinational corporations, and organizations, as having begun at the Peace of Westphalia in 1648>. I agree with Sassen that globalization cannot be understood from its own inside but requires an approach from outside, in particular from the former assemblages in western constitutional history, beginning from middle ages but pointing to its central episode, the (modern) nation-state. There is certainly a “path dependence” which gives impulse and direction to the permanent process of assembling the three variables of territory, authority and rights (TAR).

Beginning with territory, all of us know that no one ‘institutionalized territorial state’ can survive in the future. One should remember that the concept of institutioneller Flächenstaat was coined to underline the transition and change from an older form of political obligation that in the middle ages worked through associations based on  personal relations(Personenverbandstaat). Is this still a concrete possibility to go beyond the traditional but today visibly exhausted state-commitment to territory?
Similar questions can be posed also for the second structure pointed out by Sasskia Sassen The organizational ‘logic’ of authority in the modern state was, for her, that of unity and singularity of power, through the principle of sovereignty. Only the latter made possible the management of  medieval disorderly plurality of political and social orders by a sovereign prince and his ‘servants’. Present technologies of communication and data sorting can now organize the most complex combinations of different individual and collective subjects and goals. Is this a sign of a return of middle ages or only an opening door to a new multilateral society?
But, to come to the third element of Sassen’s TAR, what remains of the old conception of rights if one accepts this deep change in territory and authority? 

This is only to say that in my opinion the different elements of an ‘assemblage’ cannot be evaluated only in their technical evidence but need to be ‘measured’ in their cultural meaning, which always represents a major factor of transformation and change. At the same time an assemblage cannot be considered and treated as an almost mechanical collection of different institutional pieces, but must be also ‘measured’ considering the spirit which inspires it. To speak of ‘organizational logic’ is  good but not enough. An utilitarian reason alone is not able to explain the intricacy of relations which bind together subjects and objects existing in such a complex organization like an assemblage. The French poet Racine was right to write: “De tant d’objets divers le bizarre assemblage / Peut-être du hazard vous paraît un ouvrage”. Never can an assemblage be the fruit of hazard. That is why a greater attention should be paid at the ideological implications that everytrue  change inescapably brings about. 
Anyway, in order to avoid criticisms of a ‘state-centric’ interpretation of history, I’d like to recall the well-knowntheory of the ‘end of the state’. That means to recognize that the nation-state itself is living in the deepest crisis since its juridical climax (as Rule of law or Rechtsstaat) in the 19th century. That state has lost long ago its ‘measure-capacity’ and cannot give any more answers to the needs of ‘society’. In order to survive the latter must, reciprocally, elaboratea new awareness of its commitments and tasks. But all this is impossible without the greatest effort of restoring the capacity of men themselves to ‘self-measure’, ie to recognize themselves in the new orders which are going to organize their multiple life according to new logics. Capacityis not only technical know-how or practical ruse. It also participates to the extremely mobile world of values and hopes, of principles and ideals.
This is why I am used to recur to the dual scheme ‘governance vs. government’, being the latter always in need to be challenged by change, in cultural and institutional sense: what can actually open the door to experiments of governance. Every challenge can mark an ‘historical turning point’ which has to be recognised in its quantity and quality, that is ‘measuring’ the adaptability of old capacities to suit new conditions. 

II
Common to Otto Hintze and Sasskia Sassen is the idea that constitutional history does not know unilinear developments. For Sassen it is not the nation-state to cause globalization, on the contrary do the needs of a globalizing society rise already in the state’s ancient form. The same happened for Hintze with the formation of modern State: this was not a direct product of the de-generation of old medieval conditions but some factors of it begun to appear already in the failing medieval orders. The cultural-ideological change consisted then in a deep alteration of the ancient centrifugal into a new centripetal trend, which gradually invested most of the existing institutions and capacities and gave space to a really new organisational logic.
The capacities of Hintze’s Commissary were of administrative and economical order, finding the fusion point in the attention for the fiscal needs of the community, which became the acme (nervus rerum gerendarum) of modern state. Since 1973 (James O’Connor) “fiscal crisis of the state” is being a leftist expression to define the political economic and political sociological context for a capitalistic state to survive.
What is happening now? Under the pressure of that crisis we are now experimenting a new system of financial and monetary rules, without any patent authority that could manage, control and penalize them. Does the new ‘rule’ have to do with a new type of logistics, which regards not only commodities and men “in the internal organisation of the State” but also law-, surely finance- and perhaps money-making in international context? And could it be that according to these logistics new commissaries are growing, that could eventually bring to new assemblages? I think this is the deep idea expressed in the opening paper of this Conference: “we need to discuss in a frame of historical sociology the main way/s in which our societies are being transformed by logistical operations in governance, the particular post-colonial nature of this logistical transformation, and the role that various forms of mobility and flows play in shaping logistical governance in post-colonial milieu”.

Maybe Commissaries are playing in this ‘logistical governance’ roles that require and provide growing authority in the progress of the system. Bretton Woods – as Sassen – was still located in the ancient system of state sovereignties, but some institutions of it did develop into interpreters, if not yet organs, of a new organizational logic: for instance World Bank, International Monetary Fund or World Trade Organization. And what about rating agencies for instance? In all these cases, if Commissary’s main characteristic is to be a delegate, my question is: delegate of whom? Who are the new sovereigns, which have to do with the state debts? Or can we imagine new possible assemblages without princes, but based on delegate participation, through a practicable concept of direct democracy? Representation remains the main problem for every assemblage logically organized around the “dynamics of developmental governance”.
Just not to be serious, I would like to say that in the crisis-phase of modern state during the 20th century, one could observe a passage from the old Hintze’s Commissary of the ‘Europe’s Iron Century - 1590s to 1720s’ to the new ‘People’s Commissar’ of the Soviet regime. An appropriate literary reference could be the ‘didactic piece’ (Lehrstück) Die Maßnahme by Bertold Brecht (1930-32).
But now, let me try to summarize my points:

1° can today’s monetary transactions be considered a sector of modern logistics?

2° does exist a coordinated and coherent system of authorities to manage, control and penalize that sector?

3° can the different officials  which govern, from a more or less ‘public’ or ‘private’ perspective, that system be interpreted as special Commissaries? 

4° in this case, one should also understand whom or what they represent… (banks, insurance companies, multinational corporations, big private assets, sovereign debts, rating agencies… what else?);

5° and finally: which sort of power is concealed behind all this? 
A conclusive answeris of course not that a new capital’s assemblage is taking on.  As usually, this can only be a provisory and insufficient answer.
From a theoretical point of view the referred process could mean a further phase of the general trend of depersonification that has characterized, under different forms, the evolution of the so-called ‘legitimate power’. But also this perspective is in my opinion based on a too typical Western Raisonnement, that could or perhaps also should not any moreworkin our new globalizing conditions.
What to think then?
Perhaps we could try to overtake once again Aristotle, going back to Platon and Socrates and recovering the old criterion of measure in its fundamental meaning,in order to verify and investigate the existence of similar criteria in other precedent or comparable cultures, beginning perhaps just from India, as Ramadir Samaddar has for instance suggested speaking of Mahabharata (S&P, 2008)
My aim is to foment a transition from the ‘political’ to a ‘dialogical man’ (“from Revolution to Diavolution” it’s a good proposal by Andrea Mubi Brighenti), transforming the Hobbesian individual from a ‘self-surviving bio-machine’ into a tentative social being. Would this ‘dialogical man’ be able to match with the subject of the “‘human’ society” that Marx proposed in the Theses on Feuerbach? («The standpoint of the old materialism is ‘civil society’; the standpoint  of the new is ‘human’ society or ‘socialised humanity’»> But otherwise would it be correct to tackle the complex challenges implied in the emergent global governance with a simple reference to such an old concept like ‘measure’, as the basis of the ‘socialised’ man?

I am conscious of the weakness of my conclusion.To defend myself I’m ready to bring my second authorative reference, which consists in Shakespeare’s Measure for Measure, a ‘problem play’ (1603-04), where, in my opinion, the right relation between external and internal ‘measure’ is put at work. In this sense let us consider two final points. From a very practical one, measure  is surely a central concept, in quantitative as well in qualitative sense, for modern logistics too. From a more theoretical point of view, my concept mustobviously be first cleared from the long-termed ethical significance that was built upon it by the Western moral philosophy. Along with the slow but far-reaching transformation of the Christian-scholastic system of virtues, the idea of measure was absorbed by that of temperance, prudence and caution, becoming a pillar of the bourgeois conception of life. “Vertu Mesure Du Bon-Heur” tells us the motto inscribed in a 1617 pretty print by Jacob De Gheyn II, that perfectly fits with the incipient integration of (modern) state and (civil) society. To ‘humanize’ the latter means also to ‘humanize’ measure, as a dynamic factor of human behaviour in society. In De Gheyn’s print, ‘state’ is represented as the Farnese Hercules, who is standing in a melancholy posture, dubiously looking at the great richness arising from a Pandora’s box in the hands of ‘society’, depicted as a delicate female.
Melancholy itself , if correctly seen, could bring measure to mean something different from virtuous adaptation to the winning and dominating views of the ruling classes. Introspective measure can become a tool for resistance and fight against the latter in name of other values and principles. A melancholy measure can be (as in the famous masterpiece of Albrecht Dürer) a synonym of anger, of courage, of will, of change. 
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