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By Antonio Maria Baggio.

Ladies and Gentlemen, good morning.
I am honored for the invitation I received to attend this School of the Korean Movement for Unity in Politics. And I am happy to share with you some ideas matured togheter with Chiara Lubich.
The Movement for Unity in Politics is the expression of a people generated by, and developed from, a specific event: the appearance in history of the charism of Unity, that intimately enlightens, in those who meet it, each and every one’s deep vocation to fraternity with everyone, and to the construction of the unity of the human family.
As purely spiritual as its origin may be, this discovery sheds light over well known categories of thought, giving them new interpretation, as well as creating new ones. Thus, it generates its own doctrine also in politics. This is a task that the Movement for Unity in Politics has not completely fulfilled yet. Nonetheless, over sixty years of experiences some perspectives for a new political culture became clear; moreover, the new experiences and ideas that will come from this, even yours, will contribute to the doctrinal discussion. Today we will deal with three points:

Humanity as a political entity
A first point of the political thought takes the cue from the original intuition of unity as a universal vocation: the human community is the first original belonging of each and every person. Good, truth, justice, the answers to everyone’s personal questions, have the infinite dimension of humanity as a whole: one’s personal answer depends on everybody’s contribution; one’s potential is fulfilled only in communion with the others.
It is true that our personality is expressed by being part of a family, a people or a culture: a man can’t be a man “in general”; but he needs, as a person, to belong to a smaller community, in order to develop direct relationships with others. However, to fulfill one’s personality it means to become simultaneously more oneself and more human: the particular dimension is a condition for the fulfillment of one’s humanity, that is to say, the universal dimension, and it is not to stay closed upon the particular: the reference point is always the human community, being human. So, in a manner of speaking, humans are themselves broadly (being open to the whole human community) and deeply (becoming more and more human).
Also the political systems of single peoples are meaningful only to the extent that they are not merely the structure that keeps their particular identity, but also the tool that achieves unity with the whole humankind. Humanity, pushed by universal fraternity, tends to reach a unitary political order, that must be unity in distinction, in due regard of each single people; thus it is not surprising that this order comes after the particular ones: true unity is not the result of a Country dominating the other ones, but it may only result from the free choice of brotherly peoples.  Fraternity leads us to state an important principle: humanity is the first community also from a political point of view. This implies that a city or a nation can make no political decision that causes direct or indirect damage to another city or nation; a worldwide interconnection, by all means, is already in place, and this demands scrupulous attention to the global consequences of each and every choice. Loving my city and my nation makes me understand how others love their own ones, and this is useful and necessary to achieve the dimension of the love for humanity, where each person and people are fully expressed. Universal love is not generic; thus, it must be achieved starting from the love for myself, for my city and for my country: I must learn how to be part of something, in order to become part of the whole, but I must not close my horizon before I have achieved such a condition.
In the same way as the orderly love for myself is not against the others, it, rather,  creates the conditions that allow me to love them, the love for one’s own community, the promotion of its identity and tradition, must not become, politically speaking, localism.
If humanity is the first political community, then there is a common good for humanity, that must not be denied in the name of what seems to be, in a given moment, the interest of a particular community. What comes as an interest is not always the good; the task of politics is not to represent immediate interests: by doing so it would be subject to economy or to other fields of the human activity; it’s duty is to fit the interests within a project that ensures the good of a local community as well as that of the national and the universal ones. While the interests of single communities may contrast with each other, common good always supports common good.
These sort of situations reveal a common pain afflicting the daily work of a politician: on one hand he has an understanding of the greater good, and he feels pushed towards it by his own intimate vocation; on the other hand, he is constantly under the pressure of particular interests, however legitimate  they may be, that require satisfaction, therefore he risks to be swallowed by them and to lose sight of the common good. 
Fraternity may play a crucial role also in these situations: to reciprocally recognize the points of different legitimate interests, helps to raise above the mere battle for the prevalence of one or the other, allowing to find the political way to conciliate them. Fraternity liberates politics by activating the method that allows to pass from the particular interest to the common good.

The idea of humanity as a political community is not new, it found several theoretical expressions over the centuries. We will quote only Francisco Suarez, who wrote, in 1612: “The human kind, although divided in several peoples and kingdoms, maintains a certain unity, not only as a species, but almost a political and moral one, expressed in the natural precept of reciprocal love and mercy extended to all men, also foreigners, whatever their thought might be. So, although every State - be it a republic or a kingdom- is a sovereign community, that subsists in its own members, each one of them is also, somehow, a member of the universal community comprising of the whole human kind”[footnoteRef:3]. The novelty, in the age of economical, political and cultural globalization, is that the historical conditions for the realization of the political community of humanity are ripe. This situation is matched by an ideal, the ideal of Unity, that, through fraternity, may allow to put into practice the unitary process in a way that respects the value of individuals and peoples. [3:  P.D. Francisco Suarez Granatensi, Tractatus de legibus ac Deo Legislatore,  II, 19, Lugduni 1613, p.113. ] 

Unity is the new horizon of today’s concrete political endeavor. If politics doesn’t build unity and does not bring to life the whole humanity as a political entity, then politics is betraying itself.

2. The second point is: Beyond the idea of “enemy”
Unity is a universal calling. Each and every person tends towards it, intimately pushed by fraternity, by the feeling of being oriented towards the others. Thus, I recognize my own vocation in the other, as he lives it in his own way. I must learn to recognize, respect and help it. The good in someone else’s project  should matter to me as much as my own one, because I may reach my goal only if everyone else reaches his own. Even in politics this is true, the “other” might be another political person, another program, another party. In history, we have known political phenomena that brought terror, dictatorship and violence that were essentially negative. Even today, in the everyday political work, we can find visions and projects that deny the universal values: in these cases, the political conscience requires criticism as well as an open and concrete opposition, even against one own’s allies.
With that said, taking into account any possible mistake, there is something valuable in each and every “other” of politics, something that, eventually, will continue in the ultimate destiny of humanity: it is the deep reason that brought one into politics, one’s core values that I must deal with, because they are the ones that complete my own.
The other, in politics, is not an enemy; it may become one, if we want. However, first of all, the other is essentially the one I need to reach my goal, because my idea is fulfilled only along with his. In order to follow this common path, fraternity needs to be included within the political order. Politics is not made necessary by the existence of evil and the inevitability of conflicts; evil and conflicts exist, politics must take care of them; nonetheless, it is fraternity, first and foremost, that demands political organization. Politics is not born from the fear of one’s enemy, but from the love of one’s friend.
The enemy is necessary only for those ideologies that need one, either because they are losing strength, or because they never actually pursued a truly humane project. They need a conflict to feed upon, an enemy in contrast to whom they might affirm their own identity. The enemy, violence (even only verbal or theoretical) or evil are unnecessary: they might be inevitable: in some situations we can't avoid someone to do evil and to behave as an enemy, but they are not a requirement to the construction of a culture, a project or a political institution. There is no such thing as a “historical necessity” in the name of which we can do evil; there is no end that justifies the means of an act of enmity: in true politics, there is no end that justifies means, but all means must be inherently good to make the political goal of unity closer. Thus, I cannot, for example, buy votes, nor have them in exchange for personal or collective favors; I can’t promise things that I cannot put into practice, in the illusion that, once into power, my politics will do a greater good than all the evil of past: the means will ultimately affect all of my future actions. Actions like the demonization of one’s opponent, or the use of dishonest means, not only are diminishing for the person who uses them, they compromise its political capability.
This is an important principle from philosophy of history, that guides all authentic political action: good is only produced from good: evil has no role in the realization of the goals of politics, except for arousing a even greater will of good in generous people, as a reaction. 
The external enemy, then, is unnecessary to political action. In fact, the enemy, before being outside of us, is an intimate dimension. Carl Schmitt built his whole political theorization upon the category of the external enemy. The harshness of the German tragedy, the outrageous accusations, the years of captivity, brought him to synthesize his sufferance in a deeper message: “the enemy is the embodiment of our own problem”[footnoteRef:4] . In politics it happens to divide humanity outside of us because we are divided on the inside: both divisions create a self-feeding vicious cycle. [4:   C. Schmitt, Ex captivitate salus, tr. it. Adelphi, Milano 1987, p. 92.] 

Thus, the specific political alienations are produced, and so often they dominate the contemporary scene: political divisions are, usually, forms of alienation. Two conflictual parties are alienated within themselves, because they are separated from each other: one is missing the other, and that is the part of one’s own self that’s inside the other; and as the two parts drown in the conflict, they loose sight of their ultimate goal, because one party, separated from the other one, misses its own original goal, it severs itself from the whole, from the reality that sustains it: human unity.
In the Movement for Unity in Politics, we found that it is possible to brake the cycle. There are many objective alienation affecting one human right or another: the economical one that hurts the weaker social categories even inside rich countries, condemning entire peoples to underdevelopment; often this comes along with cultural alienation, the prevention from access to knowledge; a sort of “alienation of the rich” it is becoming more and more widespread and dangerous: being so selfishly shut off and desensitized by the consumeristic lifestyle, one is no longer capable of noticing  the problems, the sufferance of others, ultimately loosing the true meaning and values of life. But the fundamental alienation, the one that accompanies all others, is the intimate alienation: the inability to give oneself  to another person, to a task, to an ideal. Only the one who gives oneself truly owns oneself, thereby proving not to be alienated. We have noted that politicians are required to make this fundamental choice that overcomes alienation: the gift of oneself.  This is the only reason for political involvement that is adequate to the greatness of the scope. This choice makes a politician greater than anything he might accomplish, and gives a light of immensity even to his smallest act. A politician that gives himself, surrendering to fraternity, is reconciled within himself, and is the true keeper of the design he carries, because it may find expression only through its realization together with the other’s. Listening to the others and dialogue ultimately and rationally reveal a design also to the eyes of the original proponent. 
Easily, these ideas can be charged with being naive: this happened to the first politician of the Movement for Unity in Politics, Igino Giordani. But, for the purity of his choice, his character and thought keep fascinating, even in the present day, young people who are choosing politics of unity, in a moment when politics, as we see it, is of no interest to those looking for a high scope in life. Now is the moment to make, or renovate, this fundamental act of love and give ourselves to the polis, the town; naivety does not make this less true or less necessary; and it is time that the “naives” learn to recognize each other, and give each other concrete help, both privately and publicly, going beyond any party affiliation. If we live fraternity among us, we become, together, keepers of our common design: we live among ourselves that very reality of unity we want to bring to humanity.


3. At last, the third point is: Fraternal competition
Considering the modern attempts to realize fraternity, starting from the French Revolution, we are looking at a puzzling picture. 
Fraternity has seen some durable and prominent applications by non-political entities; the importance of such actions has grown to the point that, today, we see the birth of new sectors of economy - such as the non-profit one, or the civil economy - that, in their roots, are based on fraternity.
On one hand, the French Revolution mainly aimed it towards economic  support: “Public relief is a sacred debt. Society owes maintenance to unfortunate citizens, either ensuring work for them or in providing the means of existence for those who are unable to labor”[footnoteRef:5]. The various forms of the “Welfare State” seen mostly in the 1900s are evolutions of this idea.  [5:  Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen, 21.] 

On the other hand, from a more strictly political point of view, fraternity had a pivotal role in the idea of nation, not only in France; thus the particular dimension always took precedence over the universal one: in this view, fraternity was used more for setting boundaries rather than bringing people closer.
As far as the collectivist political experiments are concerned - despite the high ideals -, fraternity was pursued in the wrong way, and often it was turned into its opposite, because fraternity was imposed: seeking a “new man” without taking into account how each one wants and perceives oneself, destroys without creating. In this case, the mistake lies in the interpretation of unity, as something to build upon a single point of view, and this leads to acts of oppression.
Being based on fraternity, our Movement intends unity differently. First of all, we learned lessons from history, as no man has ever lived in vain. For example, at its heights, medieval political thought already understood that political unity does not cancel distinctions: “By nature - wrote Thomas Aquinas in his Commentary to Aristotle’s Politics-, a city must not have a unity such that all citizen are similar, as some maintain; moreover, what is believed to be the supreme good of the city, that is to say absolute unity, actually, is the very thing that destroys it: for this reason, total unity cannot be good for the city, because all beings are sustained by their own good”[footnoteRef:6]. [6:   Tommaso d’Aquino, Commentary on Aristotle’s Politics, II, 1.] 

Fraternity allows us to give the correct interpretation of equality, that is not to force everyone to the same level obtaining a shapeless mass, rather, it’s everyone’s right to make life choices according to one’s own nature. What makes us equal is being accepted for what we are. Equality, lived with fraternity, is the acceptance of diversity in the safeguard and promotion of same dignity.
The design of unity, in fact, raises progressively within humanity, as long as men, political cultures and people give their contribution: the only way they can do it  is if they are different and if they are free to express their own particular genius. Communion politics is building unity in freedom. Freedom, in the light of fraternity, is the ability of each single person to become responsible for everyone else.
Freedom allows every political part to be the bearer of a possible solution, but, more importantly, to be the bearer of a “why”: why am I an outcast? Why am I exploited? Why can’t I study? Why can’t I work? Politics gives voice to the “whys” of the entrepreneur, of the laborer, of the sick, of the student, of the elderly: politics adopts the many “whys” of mankind: for this reason it is expressed by different cultures and entities. 
Every political part can ask a question, and duly makes an attempt to give an answer, as partial and insufficient as it may be - only the whole is capable of giving the answer. Politics is a place for divisions, because society is divided: but at the same time it is the place of unity, because the political process must lead to one law, one government, one decision. 
Democratic politics - ripe fruit, though not the ultimate or universal one, of thousands of years of human experience- has rules to grant the proper functioning of the process that builds unity. Very often, it is not a complete unity, because it carries the marks of compromise, power relationships,  dissatisfaction, exclusion. The news of the Movement for Unity in Politics is to put fraternity at the very heart of decision making in politics; democracy, wrote Igino Giordani[footnoteRef:7], needs a soul: the soul is fraternity: a soul expressed by the method of sincere, continuous, constructive dialogue, where reason deploys all of its forces in the search for common good. This is how politics may reach its heights and become the builder of true unity.  [7:   Igino Giordani, Dare un’anima alla democrazia, “La Via”, 15th november 1952.] 

The rules of democracy, for example, provide for alternation in power and competition: the elections are among the most important expressions of the equality of citizens and the freedom to propose and to choose.
Political competition, as any other human reality, has two sides, and the way we live it determines its quality.  This situation is well represented by the Latin word concurrere, that carries both the dimension - of the struggle, as well as  that of “running together”, to come running, to be united. If the goal of politics were to break the city, then the struggle could be ruthless competition, as that of two enemies facing each other. But if politics is governing free and equal men, united in the city, then the only way for coherent politics is fraternity: living diversity without forgetting what unites. This is the main meaning of the Latin word competere – from wich “competition” -, which means to aim at a point, to meet at a point; this means walking down different paths to reach the common goal of unity. Then, from unity, start to walk again, carrying the marks of the meeting with the other.
Competition is true and useful only when different political cultures and programs are properly outlined: ideas cannot be weakened. Fraternity does not require to lose one’s own ideas, in fact it is quite the opposite: to build a proposal on solid grounds, with direct references to the underlying principles, and to point out the tools to put it into effect is, per se, an act of love towards the citizens and the opponents, because it thereby defines a political identity,  helping to make a choice.
Fraternity gives competition a method: it requires to show one self sincerely, to criticize in detail someone else’s proposal in a respectful and constructive manner, it rejects slander and harassment, on the contrary, it requires the recognition of the positive aspects of someone else’s position; it binds to coherence, to the admission of one’s own faults, and to bring both allies and opposition  back to the underlying values of their own political side. Fraternal competition eliminates the waste of political confrontation, artificial conflicts, and it highlights the truth and the authentic values of each and every one.

Concluding these three points, we can go back to the classic definition of politics, as given by Aristotle over 23 centuries ago: politics is the most important practical science, because it has the goal of the common good. Aristotle took politics away from the realm of opinions, by giving it the worthiness of knowledge; he bound it to ethics, by giving it the goal of the good; he oriented it to community, rather than to the interests of individuals or groups, by talking of the common good. Nowadays, we are starting to think about what meaning these concepts assume at the dawn of the third millennium, and how Aristotle’s definition is vastly broadened: politics fulfills its rationality through dialogue, allowing all points of view to contribute to a unitary decision; it requires the ethical choice of the gift of oneself, to be daily tested by facts and by the relationship with the others; the common good has overcome the boundaries of the city, becoming the common good of humanity, thus it tolerates no frontier, be it race, religion, culture, or the very boundaries of the States; the political friendship found within the small greek polis, is now deeper and broader, as it reached the dimension of universal fraternity. In the light of these considerations, we can conclude that it is really worthy to give our lives to politics, because, as Aristotle wrote, one can settle for as little as the good of one individual, “but it is more beautiful and divine  the good of a people and of entire cities”[footnoteRef:8]. [8:  Aristotle, Nicomachaean Ethics, I, 2, 1094 b.] 


Thanks for the attention.
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