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KENNETH WEINSTEIN:  Good afternoon and welcome to the Betsy and Walter Stern Conference 
Center of Hudson Institute for today’s panel, “Identity, Democracy, and the Nation-State.”  I’m Ken 
Weinstein, president and CEO of Hudson Institute, and we at Hudson pride ourselves on this our 50th 

anniversary of forging ideas that promote security, prosperity and freedom, looking at issues from a long 
term perspective grounded in the fundamental importance of ideas and their impact on institutions and 

public life. 
 
Today’s discussion with a superb team of internationally distinguished panelists, including our beloved 
colleague, Senator Marcello Pera, who came in from Rome for the event, will examine whether liberal 
democracy requires strong national, religious, and cultural identities to perpetuate itself.   
This question literally runs back to John Locke and the founding of modern political liberalism.  Our 
panelists today will focus on whether rationalism and secularism are enough to sustain democracy.   
 
To get our discussion under way, I have the pleasure of turning it over to my colleague, Senior Fellow 
John Fonte.  I will simply note, by way of a shameless plug, that John Fonte’s impressive new book, 
Sovereignty or Submission: Will Americans Rule Themselves or Be Ruled by Others?, will be published 
by Encounter Books this August.  Among the advanced praise for the book that has already come in from 
those who have read the manuscript, Ambassador John Bolton notes that, “John Fonte’s comprehensive 
dissection of the global governance impulse should be required reading for anyone interested in 
preserving America’s Constitutional freedoms.  Fonte asks the central question the globalists consistently 
ignore: should Americans continue to govern themselves?” On that note of introduction to John, I will 
turn it over to him, and then our panel will examine whether secularism itself poses a threat to self-
governance. John.  
 
JOHN FONTE:  Thank you, Ken.  I’d like to thank the Bradley Foundation for funding this conference.  
For years the Bradley Foundation has supported work that examines the interplay between identity on the 
one hand and liberal democracy in Western civilization on the other.  This conference is a continuation of 
that effort.   
 
In his book, Defending Identity, Natan Sharansky argues that strong national, cultural, and religious 
identities are necessary for the perpetuation of democracy.  Sharansky writes that without a particular way 
of life, democracy becomes empty and abstract.  The British philosopher Roger Scruton argues that 
democracy could not exist without an independent nation-state based upon some sense of a self-
conscious, national “we.”  Several years ago, in a famous essay, philosophy professor Martha Nussbaum 
decried, “A pride in a specifically American identity.”  She wrote that this emphasis on patriotic pride is 
both morally dangerous and ultimately subversive of some of the worthy goals patriotism sets out to 
serve:  justice and equality.  These goals, she writes, would be better served by the ideal of the 
cosmopolitan, “the person whose primary allegiance is to the community of human beings in the whole 
world.” Amy Gutmann, currently the president of the University of Pennsylvania, disagreed slightly with 
Nussbaum, stating “our primary moral allegiance is to no community, whether it be of human beings in 
our world today, or our society today.  Our primary moral allegiance is to justice,” which she then 
describes as furthering social justice.   
 
Now this divergence among leading democratic thinkers, over what are, after all, rather core principals, 
raises a number of basic questions.  In general, one could ask, to what extent does liberal democracy then 
require strong identities?  Are liberalism, rationalism, and secularism enough to perpetuate democracy 
and western civilization?  Or do they require buttressing from non-liberal and non-rational sources?  Do 
national religious and cultural identities pose a danger to democratic values, as Nussbaum suggests?  
Does the predominance of multiculturalism mean that the idea of a core national culture itself is 
illegitimate?  Does democracy require the existence of an independent nation-state?  Those are general 
questions, but specifically, one could ask, when asserting that religious identity strengthens liberal 
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democracy is one referring only to the Christianity and Judaism and not other religions?  What type of 
assimilation should Western societies require of non-Western immigrants?  How thick, how thin?   
Canadian philosopher Charles Taylor has written that immigrants to Western societies today seek to 
integrate to the host nation, but “in their own way and in the process they reserve the right to alter the 
society even as they assimilate to it.”  
 
So, do immigrants have the right to re-define the culture of the host society?  Is there a right of social 
reproduction, from migrant communities, for ethno-cultural communities, for nation-states, and for 
national cultures?  Specifically, we could think of some specific questions like: do democratic majorities 
have the right to outlaw the head scarf and the burqa, or is this a challenge to religious liberty? Can non-
violent Islamists coexist in Western society?  Well, these are some of the questions that come to mind in 
examining the relationship between identity and democracy.   
 
We have an outstanding panel, and I’m very pleased that Christopher Caldwell will moderate this 
discussion.  He is a senior editor at the Weekly Standard and he writes a weekly column on politics, 
culture and international affairs for the Financial Times and is a contributing writer for New York Times 
Magazine. He is the author of a widely acclaimed book, Reflections on the Revolution in Europe: 
Immigration, Islam and the West.  I’ll turn it over to Chris Caldwell.   
 
CHRIS CALDWELL:  Thank you John, thank you everyone at Hudson for having us all here today.  I’m 
very excited to be addressing this subject.  I’m struck, in listening to our President, that one of the 
expressions you’ll hear very often from him is: “Who we are as a nation?”  Almost anytime there is a very 
important piece of legislation or national priority at stake, he will say “that this is about…” or “this goes 
to the heart of…” who we are as a nation.  And yet, when the president tends to say these things, they 
tend actually not to be terribly America specific.  I mean, I would say that Germany’s relationship to its 
currency, for instance, the belief in the strong national currency does go to the heart of who Germans are 
as a nation.  But, when the President is talking about who we are as a nation, he’s more often than not 
talking about things like taking care of the elderly in a dignified manner, or helping each other out, or 
working hard.  So it goes to the heart of what this is as a conference.   
 
I would like to get right into it, so I’m going to introduce the people who are going to be speaking to you 
today.  And I’ll introduce them in the order they’re going to speak.  We have Michael Novak, who has 
been many years at the American Enterprise Institute.  He’s the author of 25 books, including The Spirit 
of Democratic Capitalism, and those of you who know Michael Novak through his works on capitalism, 
on philosophy and even on theology, might forget that this subject, this matter of what minorities owe to 
larger societies is something that he, I think you could say, launched his career with when he wrote in the 
early 70’s, if I’m not wrong about it, Unmeltable Ethnics, his thinking on the subject may have evolved 
over time, but he will tell us about it, I’m sure.   
 
After that, we have the Senator Marcello Pera, who will need no introduction to people at Hudson.  He is 
an Italian philosopher, a former president of the Italian Senate. He is the type of person who it will be 
hard for a lot of Americans to really figure out, because he is a guy who’s been at the very highest levels 
of politics and yet he’s a very serious thinker and we don’t have many people like that here.   The present 
Pope, Pope Benedict, when he was Cardinal Ratzinger, made it a priority to reach out to some of the most 
distinguished secular intellectuals throughout Europe to have a conversation about what binds non-
religious and religious people in today’s Europe.  And it was Senator Pera who was at the heart of that 
project and who developed that project with the present Pope. That project has been extended to many 
other prominent European intellectuals from Jürgen Habermas to Paolo Flores d'Arcais, to quote some 
names you might know.  But it was Senator Pera who was at the heart of that project at the beginning.   
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Then, we have Professor James Ceaser, a professor of political philosophy and political science at the 
University of Virginia, and the author of the book, Liberal Democracy and Political Science.  Professor 
Ceaser has in many distinguished European universities and all over the world.  I will vouch that, having 
been on a West African radio show with him once, that his French is absolutely fantastic.  But it’s perhaps 
because of this international exposure that there’s really no one I would rather have on a panel that’s 
talking about what is specifically American about these American questions that we’re discussing.  He’s 
deeply read in both the Constitution and in Tocqueville and other great American thinkers, and if I may 
blow the horn of the Weekly Standard for a while, I think that there’s seldom been a better treatment of 
this subject than there was in Jim Ceaser’s review of Samuel Huntington’s book, Who Are We?, a few 
years ago.  
 
And then finally, Paul Berman will speak.  He is a great independent intellectual, and even though he is 
the writer in residence at New York University, I think of him as one of the most independent 
intellectuals around.  You can say he’s maybe the best French intellectual in the English language.    I 
mean that as a compliment.  He is a great essayist and a person from whom I’ve learned a great deal and 
whose books have changed my, and I think many people’s minds, about a lot of things.  He is maybe best 
known to the general readership for his intellectual history, which has been a lifelong project of his. of the 
generation that you could say started at Woodstock and has continued past September 11th.  But in recent 
years he has focused, particularly in his last two books, on these questions of what dissenting minorities 
owe to larger political groups and what is the way of dealing with them most consistent with our 
constitutional traditions.  So now I will turn it over to Michael Novak.  
 
MICHAEL NOVAK:  Thank you very much. I’m thrilled to be here and I’m going to have to read very 
fast to keep within 15 minutes, but we’ll play basketball rules and just blow the whistle when the time is 
up.  Without secure moral identities, no democratic republics will survive.  Democratic republics with 
creative economies have not proved easy to defeat in war.  But more than any other regime, they are 
vulnerable to internal self destruction.  The entire foundation of a republic is moral, or not at all.  That 
means transmission from one person to another, one generation to another.  Republics of the American 
type depend upon citizens who maintain a firm understanding of certain foundational ideas, a frequent 
recurrence to first principals as several of our framers put it.  They simultaneously depend upon citizens 
who maintain a certain rigorous moral character, citizens well aware of things the law permits them to do, 
which on account of their own moral commitments, they will not do.  They will not lie, nor betray their, 
friends, nor abandon their stated moral principals, nor shirk their duties.  And if you think about it, there 
are so many times that we just unselfconsciously depend on other people to do this.  They will try to live 
worthy of the freedom endowed in their own souls and entrusted to their own responsibility inalienably 
entrusted to them.  
 
 One of the foundational principals required for the survival of republics is the clear recognition that there 
is enough good in human beings to allow republics to work and also enough evil in human beings to make 
republics necessary.  In one dimension, republics depend on the ability of citizens to trust one another to 
hold firm to moral principals.  In another dimension, republics dare not trust in perfect moral probity.  For 
every man sometimes sins against his own principals and for this basic reason, all public powers must be 
divided and all exercises of public power in the republic must be checked and balanced by other powers, 
as while as by other auxiliary methods.  In God We Trust, yes.  But for all human beings, there must be 
check and balances.  There are at least a dozen other foundational principals that citizens must understand 
and give flesh to in daily practice to allow republics to function at all.  So far as I know, there is not a 
single book listing and explaining each of these indispensable ideas.  It would seem highly useful for 
republics to prepare many such books.  Let even one single generation forget or turn its back on first 
principals and a republic turns out its own lights.  That is why of all regimes, the regime of liberty is most 
precarious and requires eternal vigilance.  Its transmission from one generation to another is fraught with 
peril.  This transmission dare not be taken lightly as it has been in this country since the 1960s.  You 
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cannot teach two generations to be ashamed of their own national principals and expect those principals to 
endure.  Principals do not endure in some empyrean, but in fleeting historical human persons of flesh and 
blood with all their frailties and still, their capacity for noble action.  You cannot teach youngsters to 
delight in vulgar, uncouth, and violent language without reaping a whirlwind of domestic mutual 
contempt and violence.  The connection between speech and action, gentleness of soul and gentleness of 
action, is precious.   
 
Natan Sharansky hits the bulls eye when he points out that a collection of personal relativists dissolves 
instantly into individual atoms, each of whom is enormously outmatched by totalitarian power.  This is 
particularly true of those dictated to by rulers who declare themselves atheists, because they have turned 
their back on their own civilization: Benito Mussolini, Adolph Hitler, Josef Stalin, and Chairman Mao.  
Such rulers enforced atheism coercively and soon produced many specialists highly skilled in breaking 
down the logic and psychology of atomized individuals whom they hold in isolation.  The difference 
between a mob and a people is that a mob is composed of a multitude of atomized individuals, whereas a 
people is composed of persons who have roots and connections, with many associations that are 
intermediary between the state and the individual.  A people is composed of persons who have a social 
identity.  See Tocqueville on the French before the Revolution as a mob without associations.  A person 
who has a firm identity does not sit before an interrogator as a lonely subject stripped naked and shivering 
with fear.  A person belongs to a proud people with a sometimes heroic, sometimes not so heroic past and 
sits before his interrogator not alone, but in a communion of souls stretching back far into antiquity and 
far ahead into a potentially better future, when his interrogator will have been swept into the dust bin of 
ugly history.  Sharansky’s pages on this fact of experience are luminous among the greatest in world 
literature.   
 
Not only do republics rest on many communions of souls among their people- I do want you to catch that 
note of the pluralism of culture, of a community.  Not only do republics rest on many communions of 
souls among their people, upon peoples, not upon naked individuals and mobs,  but they each also have 
an identity of their own, different from that of other republics.  Pope John Paul II often concentrated on 
this characteristic of peoplehood with his concrete historical destiny.  Communism tried to isolate all 
individuals into sealed compartments, unable to trust even members of their own families, even their own 
beloved children.  The overcoming of fear required that such individuals remember their own peoplehood, 
their own concrete history, their own quiver of arrows of strength and of weakness.   
 
In the nine days in 1978 that changed history, Pope John Paul II awakened the people of Poland to the 
memory of their own particular past and future destiny, without any hint of violence or threat to the 
regime overt, and allowed them to see that there were many more of them than there were of communist 
apparatchiks.  In Cuba, he again stressed the Cuban history and the particular future calling.  Wherever he 
went he first knelt and kissed that particular soil.  He reminded the world that in identity there is strength.  
There is communion; there is a record of heroic actions to inspire one’s own soul and to hold it firm.  
Such an identity forbids anyone from feeling alone and ungrounded and weak.  Pope John Paul II called 
this phenomenon the subjectivity of societies and made it a first principal of Catholic social thought.  
There he paired it with another foundational principal, the responsibility of each person to reflect and to 
choose, one by one, to make his own personal future, to take up responsibility for his own destiny. We’re 
thrown by our parents and in 16, 17, 20 years and we suddenly realize that we have to take over the 
throwing, and we appropriate as much from our parents and our past and surroundings as we choose to.  
Each person is made in the image of God, not only called to understand and to choose and to act in 
history, but to become provident for his own future.  Wojtyla called this principal the subjectivity of the 
human person.  It is the foundation of republics, the seat of individual rights and dignity and 
responsibility.  The subjectivity of the human person and the subjectivity of societies, they go together.   
 



5 
 

It would be nice if human ethical life dwelt in an empyrean of abstract universal principals in some empty 
headed song by John Lennon.  In fact, human ethical life is always incarnated in living persons.  Ethics 
doesn’t live out there, it lives in here.  We are nourished by different historical communions.  Human 
babies are not dropped down chimneys by some universal stork who has no particular history.  No, each 
is born in the womb of a single woman, one concrete woman.  I don’t mean single in the sense of 
unmarried, but one concrete woman, one mother, with one pair of radiant eyes, brimming with love.  The 
human being’s first experience of community is the look in the eyes of its mother.  One woman nourishes 
one people in one primary language and one set of stories told again and again, to inspire both whole 
peoples and noble individuals in every generation.  It is an essential part of human nature, like it or not, to 
be finite and rooted, non-universal; formed in one particular primary community of souls.  That is why 
individuals not knowing their own actual identity seem shallow, weak, and unreliable in a crisis, as 
Sharansky points out, from his own experience.  They are all alone, pretending to be universal, but full of 
hot air in balloons easily popped by skillful interrogators, who show them how they are trapped in webs 
of their own easily confused, ungrounded logic.   
 
To the identity of citizens of the United States, Alexis de Tocqueville, like any other visitor from abroad, 
could not help noting how different America is from Europe along the fault line of religion.  In America, 
he wrote, religion and liberty go together.  There was no Ancien Régime to overthrow, no need to jettison 
religion in order to make room for freedom.  On the contrary, Benjamin Franklin proposes the motto of 
the United States to be this maxim: “To rebel against tyrants is obedience to God.”  Thomas Jefferson 
knew that to express the full sentiment of the American people, he needed to word the section of the 
Declaration of Independence dealing with rights in this way.  We hold these truths to be self evident, that 
all men are created equal and endowed by their creator with certain inalienable rights.  The authors of the 
French Declaration of Human Rights, 13 years later, by contrast, abjured any connection between human 
rights and creator.  Rather, they defined rights in opposition to any belief in a creator.  Well, that’s the 
subjectivity of French society, and the firm connection between religion and liberty is the subjectivity of 
the United States.  To understand either nation purely is to understand this radical difference and to grasp 
the strong identity of Americans as committed to the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, the God our 
founders clearly appealed to.  For good reasons, as I explain in On Two Wings: Humble Faith and 
Common Sense at the American Founding, they wrote and spoke of the creator, not the redeemer.   
 
Of course, no American citizen has to profess faith in this creator, or to belong to a synagogue or church 
professing such faith.  Look at the documents, particularly Jefferson’s Bill for Religious Liberty, and 
Madison’s Remonstrance.  That to choose whether or not to do that is one of the inalienable rights this 
particular creator has endowed in us.  One does not have to profess this express sense of identity for 
oneself, but one does have to understand that this connection between the creator as described by Judaism 
and the American conception of liberty is part of the American identity.  It is part of the identity even of 
the unbeliever, not as a personal commitment, but at least as a historical reality locked in the identity of 
being an American.  One might think of it as mythical and as a quaint way of speaking of the simple plain 
reality of individual autonomy, but it would be self-mutilating denial if one were to deny that this way of 
identifying the American community is firmly embedded in countless official, public, founding 
documents and in statements expressing a virtually unbroken public self-understanding right into our own 
time.  An authentic American identity does not command a personal affirmation of faith one does not 
hold.  All that it asks for is intellectual honesty about one’s own public history.  One may find a different, 
perhaps unique, way of explaining this history, or even explaining it away.  But there it is, e pur si muove.   
 
Moreover, this self-evidentiary is put into a credible declaration by Jefferson and many writers of earlier 
local declarations around the nation- there were 380 some declarations of independence, don’t forget, by 
the time of Jefferson’s.  Each of them carries with it a coherent vision of the human being, of his or her 
relation to the creator and his or her relation to all other civilizations, peoples and individuals.  One 
creator means one human family, in which every human person, without exception, is worthy of respect. 
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Before time was, that individual person was known to the creator and allowed to be born among the 
particular people and the distinctive civilization in which he now lives and moves and has a being.  The 
narrative of the Jewish God offers a coherent vision of individual rights, honorable and plural social 
subjectivities, a whole universe of free societies mutually appreciative of each other and each committed 
to arguing its own vision in the public square and competing to generate humane cultures worthy of the 
greatness and goodness of the creator who envisaged them from all eternity.  It’s one of the virtues of the 
Jewish view of human nature and destiny, which is also in crucial respects, the Christian view, that it ties 
together both the subjectivity of each person and subjectivity of societies.  Moreover it does not command 
homogenization and certainly not coercion.  On the contrary, its intellectual leitmotif, if not its constant 
historical practice, is the primacy of human liberty.  The God who made us, made us free at the same 
time, Jefferson wrote.  Exactly right.   
 
And therein lays both the tragedy and the glory of human life and the amazingly rich variegation of 
human history.  To deny the creative power and rock bottom truths of human identity and to see it outside 
the context of the one creator who made us to be free, are both great errors in human self understanding.  
The creator made the whole human race at one and the same time, both different from each other in our 
individual persons, and in our social identities, and yet participants in the common human destiny of 
liberty. Sharansky avers that he trusts enemies self-consciously secure in their own identity more than he 
trusts those riddled with confusion and a muddled self understanding.  He finds more in common with 
persons whose views are radically different from his, but who try to live worthy of their own identity, 
with fidelity and courage, than with those who know not who they are, nor what their foundational 
commitment is.  The latter prove infinitely manipulable; the former have a compass.  In between him and 
them there is an analogous story of fidelity and courage worthy of admiration.  To conclude, without 
strong moral identities, no republics will long stand, or if any republic is muddled about its own identity 
or caught in paroxysms of self hatred, its individual citizens will come to pieces, both with one another 
and deep in their own self consciousness.  Neither the republic nor its citizens have anything morally firm 
on which to stand.  They are begging the strong to come and abuse them.   
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:   Thank you very much, Michael Novak.  Our next speaker will be 
Senator Marcello Pera.   
 
MARCELLO PERA:  First of all, thank you John Fonte, Hudson Institute, and Bradley Foundation for 
bringing me here.  Thank you, Christopher, for your presentation. I think you were right on one specific 
point, the sense that I played the the politician among philosophers and the philosopher among politicians 
and the outcome is that both parties tell me I am always right, but quite useless. That is my destiny.  I will 
address two questions today. The first concerns European identity, which I think is a case study for my 
second question, which is the role identity plays in the founding and maintaining of our Western liberal 
democracy.  When I speak of an identity problem, in the case of liberal democracy, I refer to such 
questions as: does a liberal democracy require a specific ethos, or is liberal democracy an open system 
tolerant of all identities?  The main source- not the only one, but the main source of the question of 
identity in Europe- is the ongoing process of political unification, which is a sort of a super nation 
building experiment.  Who are we, Italian, French, and German, who decided to unite under a common 
supranational political institution?  What do we share?  Do we have the sense of belonging to the same 
family, with the same mission, and destiny?  These are the problems facing Europeans in the process of 
unification.  Personally, I feel skeptical about European political unification.  Of course, I do understand 
the reasons prompting Europeans in a global market in the face of global challenges to pool their 
economic resources together to compete with other global players.  I also understand that given the long 
European history of national wars, as well as its recent issue with totalitarian regimes, political unification 
offers a pledge that these plagues may not come back.  But my skepticism is not concerned with certain 
political advantages, which I take for granted, in which I have a say.   
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My skepticism refers to the very idea of taking liberal democracy to a supranational level.  John Fonte has 
written many pages on this point.  Moreover, my problem is: does European identity really exist?  If it 
does, then the process of European unification is on its path to success and the difficulties are only on a 
practical level, or government.  On the contrary, if it doesn’t exist, if there is no European identity, or else 
if there is one, but it is not admitted, or acknowledged or defended, then the process of unification is on 
the wrong lane and the difficulties are of principal.  As is well known, during the drafting of the European 
constitution, the last discussion brought on the issue of roots.  And of course, to bring up roots is just 
another way of raising the issue of identity.  The authors of the constitution looked at different directions 
in order to find one single unifying European heritage.  So they talked about humanism, the 
Enlightenment, secularism, even about socialism, but overlooked the oldest common element Europeans 
can produce.  That is, Christian religion.  In the second part of the constitution, they wrote of a spiritual 
and moral heritage, and in the general preamble of the constitution, they mentioned cultural, religious, 
and humanist inheritance of Europe.  Clearly this is next to little or nothing because each country, each 
people has moral or spiritual heritage or religious inheritance.  Well the fact is that politicians, 
philosophers, and intellectuals apparently did not consider a lack of reference to identity and religion as a 
defect. Jürgen Habermas, for example, even used an ad hoc theory, that is, constitutional patriotism, 
according to which, the mere sharing of a set of principals and values produces in itself a corresponding 
identity.  That is to say, the European constitution is not build on a previous European identity, but on the 
contrary, it is the political constitution itself that gives European people their identity.  The document 
makes the people, or more precisely, the sharing of the principals of the constitutional document makes 
the identity of the people adopting it.  When this theory and the European constitution stemming from it 
were put to vote, Europeans realized that, by so doing, the drafters had put the cart before the horse.  They 
understood that the cart would not be able to move and therefore, they pulled it up.  In my opinion, this 
failure confirms at least two points.   
 
The first is that identity is not something that can be created from scratch, through political fear, a 
political decision.  Identity is above all spiritual, and like a citizenship, it is to a point rather like a face 
one is born with.  As an example, in my view it is correct to say we the people stand for this or that 
principal because we are American. It is not correct to say we are American because we stand for this or 
that principal.  Identity- American identity, Italian identity- comes before our political commitment and is 
defined independent of them.  The second point we can draw from the failure of European unification is 
that religion is an essential element of a people’s identity.  To have the same religion is not like sharing 
the same language or history, or even culture.  It means feeling like brothers in the same spiritual family, 
sharing the same destiny, under the same rulers and with the same moral obligations.  And if religion is an 
element of identity, then, since identity is necessary to political unification, thus religion is too.  Unlike 
the American fathers, the European fathers simply forgot this point.  To be fair to them, they decided to 
forget to bypass the religious issue.  And this leads me to the second point of my presentation.  Which 
identities in particular are necessary for a liberal democracy?  I agree with James Caesar when he writes 
that liberal democracy is the most difficult of the modern regimes to maintain, because it involves 
promoting a worthy way of life in society.  Or, as he writes, liberal democracy requires superintendents of 
morality. 
 
More than two centuries ago, Immanuel Kant had thought precisely the same.  As he wrote in 1795, the 
republican constitution is the only one that is completely compatible with the rights of human beings, but 
is also the most difficult one to establish, and even more to maintain, so much as that many assert it 
would have to be a state of angels because human beings, with their self seeking inclinations, would not 
be capable of a sublime form of a constitution.  James Madison comes to our mind.  That’s what Kant 
was writing in exactly the same year.  I guess, quite independently.  The problem here is: by whom?  By 
what?  And how must that moral superintendence be supplied, without which liberal democracy cannot 
exist?  Locke, Kant, the American fathers, Tocqueville, followed by other later thinkers, maintained that 
much, if not all, depends on Christianity and the way it shapes the people’s sense of belonging to the 
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same family.  I quoted these thinkers, but we can mention many others, including many Italian thinkers.  
According to these thinkers, Christianity is the most befitting religion for liberal democracy.  This view is 
today rejected.  The prevailing opinion in philosophy and political science, and among intellectuals, 
politicians, and the public opinion in the West, opposes mixing liberal democracy with Christianity or any 
other religion.  According to this opinion, liberal democracy requires a secular state, with no religious 
superintendent.  Or, as John Rawls used to say, liberal democracy is self sufficient.  Unfortunately, in my 
view, the idea of a secular state gives rise to a paradox.  The secular state declares itself independent from 
any religion simply because it has turned itself into a religion of its own.  To call it a secular religion, or a 
civil religion, offers little help.  A civil religion is no less religious for being considered civil.  Moreover, 
the idea of a secular state, as it is conceived and practiced today, gives rise to a moral crisis.  The fact is 
that reason, secular reason, political reason, scientific reason, moral reason, druidical reason, does not 
provide by itself the moral superintendence that is necessary for keeping a liberal democratic regime.   
 
My conclusion is that liberal democracy is our distress and delight.  Conceptually it is like a hornet, that 
according to a number of engineers, should be unable to fly, and yet, undoubtedly does.  Because of its 
numerous advantages, we must defend liberal democracy, but we cannot do this if we neglect the issue of 
identity and of moral and religious superintendence necessary to it.  If we cover up our own roots, if you 
are afraid of our differences, if we hide our ideals, or if you fight Christianity, by acting this way, we not 
only would not produce more liberal and more democratic regimes, but would put Western civilization at 
risk instead.  Thank you.   
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:  All right, thank you very much, Marcello Pera, and we now move to Jim 
Caesar.   
 
JAMES CEASAR:   Thank you, and join in my thanks to John and the Bradley Foundation and the 
Hudson Institute.  I boiled down from a memo John sent us in preparation, three important questions for 
discussion.  First, does the political system of liberal democracy need to operate inside of the physical or 
geographical unit known as the nation-state?  Second, does the nation-state need an identity, in the sense 
of being the object of strong attachment by its citizens?  And third, is the source of that attachment to be 
found not only in theoretical proposition, like natural right, but also, very importantly, in cultural 
elements, such as language, shared memories, common customs, and perhaps a core of common religious 
faith?   
 
The answers to these three questions are yes, yes and yes.  In this festival of affirmation, yes answers 
appear in ascending order of difficulty.  First, yes, liberal democracy all but requires a home inside of the 
nation-state, which is, of course, the unit in which it originated.  Everyone, I think, can appreciate the 
absurdity of the idea that a merger of the United States and Mexico, even with perfect respect for one 
person, one vote, and more importantly of course, even with McCain-Feingold rules of campaign finance 
in operation, could produce a liberal democracy.  The entity would lack a common civic life, which is a 
life in which a large number of people can talk and think about the same themes.  For example, should we 
go to war?  Or should we restrain government spending?  That we can talk about these things and have 
some say in the outcome, indicates that a common civic life is an essential component of a liberal 
democratic government.  In an entity beyond the nation-state today, beyond what is capable of having a 
civic life, you could conceivably have all the mechanics of democracy, you could have a numerical 
democracy, but you could not have a true liberal democracy.  The issue of the proper geographical unit to 
support different regimes touches on one of the oldest questions of political science.  Aristotle asked “In 
what kind of political unit is a civic life possible?”   Not the tribe, he said, where there’s little room for 
civic inquiry, and where authority is usually tied to familial links.  And not in the empire, where things 
are so spread out and there are so many separate peoples that common discussion becomes impossible and 
you need a force beyond all the other power.  The only free or self governing societies would be in a city, 
where there could be a vital civic life.  Liberal democracy is heir to that tradition and is concerned with a 
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kind of self rule.  Liberal democracy is also, I would say, the heir to the city, that is, the ancient city.  Its 
largeness, in the case of liberal democracy, can allow for much greater privacy, however, and much 
greater autonomy than in the city.  So that specific features of modern liberalism are tied to the larger unit 
of the nation-state.  And then we shouldn’t forget that this nation-state, the modern nation-state, was born 
historically and was not just a larger unit than the city, but it happened to have a close connection with the 
idea, born of biblical origins, that there’s a realm of existence of the individual, above and beyond the 
political realm, which is bound in religious faith.  And this too became important for liberalism.   
 
Now, I move to the second yes, which is that a nation-state requires a strong identity, even if our modern 
thought police insist on discarding, as too strong or fraught with danger, some of the older words, like 
patriotism or national sentiment or nationalism.  It remains the case that to have a primary political 
association, or political body, there must be a powerful common attachment.  After all, the association is 
going to be deciding so much that is vital in our common life: whether you go to war and how much you 
spend for health and welfare of others.  If that’s the case, a primary political association must have a 
strong commitment from its citizens, stronger than that which it obtains, for example, when we speak of 
our feelings towards the United Nations General Assembly.  You may be able to escape the words, but 
you can’t escape the logic.  And so it is that, even among modern or post modern commentators, those 
who recognize the importance of the nation look for a benign substitute for patriotism.   
 
For example, my former colleague, Richard Rorty, spoke of solidarity, which is pretty much the same 
thing.  Others speak of fraternity, except for the fact that it has sexist overtone.  Without a basement of 
attachment, anchored in the head and the heart, a legal entity can only be held together by force, like the 
old Soviet Empire, or it will find itself on a path to disintegration, like Belgium.  It is sometimes said that 
an attachment to the nation is a pathology, the pathology known as nationalism.  This position has been 
adopted by those who believe on the one hand, that attachment should go to something universal: the 
world, or humanity generally.  On the other hand to something beneath, or more particular than the 
nation, to ones race or ones ethnicity, which is known as strong multiculturalism.  In America at least, 
after many years of experimenting, it has been concluded that secondary attachments to particularisms of 
race or ethnicity are not at all inconsistent with the primary attachment to the nation.  And they can even 
be a source of strengthening that primary bond.  This is multiculturalism, if you will, but multiculturalism 
in a weak sense.  Now multiculturalism in the strong sense, in America now, is pretty much a dead letter.  
Its original assumption that cultures left to themselves will all tend to get along, especially if the pseudo 
culture of liberalism leaves them alone, has proven to be false.  This idea was shattered for all to see, in 
Rwanda and in Yugoslavia, and then by 9/11.  We learned that cultures left to themselves can war brutally 
with each other on cultural ground.  It is not cultures that produce tolerant behavior, but the non-culture of 
liberalism that does.   
 
All this said there’s something false finally in the distinction that claims that if the nation is a primary 
source of identity- the nation being considered something particular- then it follows that attachment to 
something beyond the so-called universal, that this is impossible.  That’s not the case.  The modern 
nation, at least the United States, is not like the old city with its gods.  The universal can be accessed 
through the particular.  The American nation has been linked to the universal through two of its main 
sources of belief, by the principal of natural rights and a mission to do our best to make this evident to the 
whole world, which is a mission for the universal of all mankind, and by biblical faith, which is related to 
a plan for all mankind.  The nation, those of faith would say, cannot be made into an idol.  And now to the 
third “yes”, relating to the sources of attachment.  As important as a theoretical proposition may be, say 
the doctrine of the natural right, it may supply of additional adhesive forces, other bonds, denominated 
under the squishy and overly broad category of the cultural.  These are central also, to maintaining 
national unity.  And yet here we enter a difficult terrain, on which I’ll later spend a few minutes of my 
precious time, because it turns out that some cultural categories that supply sources of adhesion, most 
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notably religion, can also become a source of division.  Might religion, one might ask, be dispensed with 
all together?   
 
One answer would be that we would then lose an important, perhaps an essential, sense of adhesion.  But 
hold on a moment, have we posed the matter correctly in the first place?  In a way that does justice to 
reality?  It’s nice for the political scientist to ask the clinical question, what factors create social adhesion 
that’s needed to maintain a national identity and liberal democracy?  As if these cultural factors are happy 
to serve as means to an end, say the end of maintaining liberal democracy.  Yet not everyone today is 
comfortable with this formulation.  What is the aim of the community of the United States of America?  
Forget the technical words, political and cultural, for a moment.  Some would say, having or keeping 
liberal democracy, but many would also say, not entirely separating those two things, having or keeping 
Christianity or biblical faith.  The President may have spoken of the U.S.A. not being a Christian nation, 
but are Americans prepared to endorse this?  Or would abandoning this so called cultural element, that is 
Christian nation, or biblical nation, would it not mark a massive and fundamental change, something 
rivaling for many, the importance of abandoning liberal democracy itself?  This kind of question is so 
uncomfortable to pose, that most want to bury it by pretending that it doesn’t exist, or by hiding behind a 
legal distinction of politics and culture, as if this somehow takes care of the issue.  But the legal 
distinction itself is part already of a mechanism for dealing with this question.   
 
Now I want to say something for a few minutes about the modern nation-state denier, advocates variously 
known as cosmopolitans, globalists, transnationalists, proponents of the religion of humanity, 
multinaturalists, and so on.  If it were not for people of this view, working assiduously to overcome the 
nation-state and saying that it’s already facing its twilight, we would not be having this conference today.  
John nicely separated the nation deniers between the Nativists, meaning the Americans and the 
Europeans, where nation denying has gone much further than America, and has become part of the public 
philosophy of the European Union.  For the Nativist, John offered the remarkable spectacle of a cat fight, 
between the irrepressible Martha Nussbaum and the irresistible Amy Gutmann.  Nussbaum, a symbol of 
national denial reified, accused Gutmann of being a particularist of some kind, who would have American 
students believe, of all things, that they are above all, citizens of the United States.  Claws out, Gutmann 
bridled at this accusation, which she called, and now quote her, “the repugnant position that Nussbaum 
attributes to me.” Gutmann’s particularism has nothing to do with Americans thinking of themselves as 
citizens of the United States, It assumes, and should assume the form of devotion to democratic humanist 
value. 
 
It’s heartening, I think, to observe the great diversity of opinion on this subject in modern academia.  And 
conservatives can surely be grateful that a particularist like Miss Gutmann has been elevated to the 
presidency of one of America’s elite universities, there to help liberate America’s best and brightest from 
any and all repugnant ideas that they may have picked up along the way.  As for the European nation 
deniers, their case against the nation-state is, within a historical perspective, far more understandable, 
though perhaps not in the end entirely coherent or defensible.  The understandable element arrives from 
the known fact that the nation-state system in Europe in the 20th century brought the continent almost to 
ruin in two world wars.  Every nation suffered.  The most pathological case of nationalism, German 
national socialism, emerged in a nation in which the idea of nationalism had received its most powerful 
justification in philosophy, most notably by Fichte.  Nationalism then, one might say, is no aberration.  
The German case might seem to be the logical conclusion of the idea of the nation, and thus to produce 
the disgust, shame and guilt that many now feel towards it.  In any case, this line of reasoning led many of 
the most enlightened thinkers to seek to bury forever the pathology, in part by burying the genus itself 
from which it sprang.  The idea’s been to build Europe on the basis of overcoming, or suppressing, the 
idea of the nation.  Yet, however understandable this development may be, it has become now a fixed 
intellectual framework, even an ideology, that puts blinders on us.  And sometimes this has been unfair to 
the full phenomenon.   
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Here are some counter considerations.  The idea of the nation, even in the post war period, was at the 
forefront of helping to create freedom, serving as one of the forces of liberation from the Soviet Empire.  
Nation deniers can point to the Serbian nationalism in Milosevic.  But what does one say about Poland, 
and Valcea?  Further more, by identifying nationalism with only its pathological variant, I wonder if the 
enlightened are not partly responsible for helping to make some of the nationalist movements in Europe 
act that way, like an abandoned child without any intellectual resources.  Some of these movements have 
to define themselves simply in defiance of so called respectable behavior.  And then again, what about the 
fact that some of the nationalist parties in Europe are not at all disreputable and their current line of 
thinking is not at all to be dismissed.   
 
Finally, this whole analysis may be growing out of step with reality.  While many elites remain nation 
deniers, now insisting that Europe is too big to fail, the ground may be shifting.  The German people, for 
example, do not seem much in the mood today to celebrate their solidarity with the people of Greece.  
Paradoxically, will Greece once again serve as the birthplace of European democracy?  It is difficult for 
us in America who follow things on the continent only casually, to know if this plan to build Europe will 
succeed in the basic sense of holding together.  But one thing does seem clear:  success does not mean 
achieving liberal democracy.  There is no civic life today in Europe on a European-wide scale, no large 
attentive public participating in discussion of European wide decision and exercising an influence over 
how those decisions are taken.  When proponents of building Europe speak of democracy, they mean a 
system that promotes certain democratic values, such as providing a universal safety net, or affording 
certain kinds of rights to all; something which, by the way, the E.U. has done quite impressively in parts 
of Eastern Europe.  They made a democracy of result, of achieving a vision of democratic end.  It would 
be better to think of it not necessarily as an enlightened despotism, but as a democratic expertocracy, in 
which those running things, after taking a tranche of political rent, justify its rule in the name of 
democratic value.   
 
Now whatever one thinks of this project to overcome the nation in Europe in the name of something still 
vague and unresolved, it should be regarded, for such it is, as a project to try to work out a local problem 
of the continent of Europe.  But the truly remarkable fact, it seems to me, is how many tried to present 
this project as flowing from a set of principals that sets forth a new and great model of the relationships 
among political units in the world as a whole, a world without a nation, governed by some new set of 
international rule, in which people somehow abandon their narrow nationalism and give way to humanity.  
Europe, it is said, is the most advanced model for everyone, in the name of which many of its proponents 
criticize not just the putitive excesses of American nationalism, but the very idea of American nationalism 
itself.   
 
This line of reasoning seems to me to present a remarkable theoretical bombast.  For centuries the center 
of the world and the center of thought and philosophy had been located in Europe, and in large part it still 
is.  One can therefore imagine, that to the European thinker, the effort to transform political forms in 
Europe must be regarded as a great universal event.  But it is not.  There is no universal significance in 
what is happening in Europe.  It is not a matter of general philosophy.  What might or might not happen 
to apply between France and Germany or maybe between France and Turkey, has no bearing on what 
happens between the United States and China, or between the United States and India, or between the 
United States and Iran.   
 
A final point about this new European philosophy, and its need to condemn any attachment to the nation: 
such attachment might be excused in countries outside the orbit of the philosophical tradition, say 
underdeveloped nations, which, after passing through a period of nationalism and particularism, might 
emerge on the other side as candidates who will adopt the European model.  All underdeveloped nations, 
one could say, receive a get out of jail free card on this question.  But not the nations that have gone 
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through this tradition, which means the two culprits, the United States and Israel, for both challenged the 
progressivity of the new model from within.   
 
The European relation with Israel is the most revealing, as it presents an extraordinary conflict. The 
existence of the state of Israel has to be counted in part as a by-product or result of the pathology of 
European nationalism.  Otherwise it wouldn’t exist.  For this it is a powerful claim on Europe, as Europe 
has only itself to blame for this nation.  Israel, on the other hand, however, is the antithesis of everything 
enlightened Europe stands for; it wants a homeland for itself, not just to defend for itself, but as an end in 
itself, to express something particular.  Europe is thus conflicted about Israel, caught between its own 
sense of guilt and shame and its conviction of the regressiveness of all particularisms and nationalisms.  
The way to alleviate the cognitive dissonance for some has been to claim that the pathological nationalism 
of Israel has created the difficulties it now faces, and that these difficulties would cease if Israel could be 
forced to abandon its nationalism and embrace a more European view.  So more and more of the world- 
our President now speaks for it- is getting impatient with this problem, and wants to see it resolved.  In 
truth, the further in time we move from World War II, the more that event recedes from living history and 
the more that adherence of the European Left to post-nationalist thinking grows, and it will trump any 
lingering feelings of guilt. Ironically, Israel may only find allies in Europe if the idea of the nation returns 
to that continent.  I have another section, but I’ve gone my 15 minutes.  
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:  I’d love to hear it when all four of you are finished; we’ll get to it, I 
hope.  Next up is Paul Berman.   
 
PAUL BERMAN:  Thank you to the Hudson Institute and the Bradley Foundation for inviting me.  I am 
particularly pleased to be on this panel, because I have read every one of my fellow panelists and our 
moderator at length and to great profit to myself.  So it is thrilling to engage in this discussion.  I ask why 
are we asked to address the question of identity, democracy, and the nation-state, and I think we are asked 
to address this question, this three part question, because of three great phenomena around the world right 
now, which seem to me the principal phenomena at hand.  These have to do with China, Europe, and the 
Islamist movement.   
 
So in order; the rise of China seems to me arguably the biggest event in world history that we have seen 
during the last 25 years or so. The most massive rise in absolute wealth in all of world history.  The 
world’s single largest country has gone from a place of continual famines to a place about which one 
reads in the New York Times two days ago that corporations are worrying about because of the rise in 
wages.  This is an enormous event and has enormous consequences for the entire world, especially Africa, 
whose own economy has begun to rise in significant degree because of Chinese investment.  China is an 
odd situation, very odd, because the leaders of China have decided to defer the whole question of identity, 
politics, and democracy.  China has made all this progress on the basis of what would appear to be, at a 
glance, a preposterous ideology.  The Chinese situation bears no relation to communism that one can see.  
Communism appears to be a kind of ideology pro tem.  It is just upheld for the moment, until the Chinese 
decide what their new system be.  Then they will address these questions.  Now I ask, how will they 
address these questions?  Communism is a European idea.  The Chinese adopted it in their own fashion, 
and then they’ve abandoned it in this odd, unstated fashion.  When they settle on their new position, 
aren’t they going to look to Europe again?  Or are they going to look to the United States?  Are they going 
to look to India?  We don’t know.   
 
Europe, then. What will they see in Europe?  I think that the development of the European Union is 
likewise one of the largest events of world history.  For centuries, Europe has been a center, not just of 
civilization, but of war and disaster; the religious wars, then the national wars, then the wars of 
totalitarianism.  The development of the European Union seems to me to be on balance, a gigantic 
triumph.  It’s a triumph because we know now, for a near certainty, that a European war in the 
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conventional sense is simply not going to happen.  It’s impossible to imagine a European war of the old 
sort happening again.  That is a huge development- perhaps we take it for granted- but we ought not to.  
The second great achievement of the European Union is to offer Europe, and especially its eastern part, a 
way to fend off Russia, which has itself not decided yet which way it is going.  Now we see that this issue 
is hardly resolved; the Georgian war of three years ago was sufficient to remind us of that. One recalls 
that Russian military figures were threatening to attack Poland with nuclear weapons merely three years 
ago.  It is a very serious issue and yet, the creation and the spread eastward of the European Union has 
meant that it- at least- has become much more difficult to imagine now a westward spread of Russia.  So 
the issue of whether Europe will be able to defend itself against its single most obvious potential enemy 
has been not resolved, but steps have been taken that are greatly encouraging.  This also is a massive 
achievement.   
 
Now, of course, it poses enormous political, philosophical, and cultural issues.  I remind everyone that the 
cultural basis for the forming of Europe is strong, that, yes, the nation-state in the way it has traditionally 
existed in Europe for the last 150 years to 200 years, in some cases, a little older in some other cases- a 
relatively recent form, in short- is not going to survive in the old way.  However, Europe has many 
cultural bases and memories on which to establish a collective enterprise.  Going back to the Roman 
Empire, and yes of course, the Catholic church and its traditions, and then at the same time traditions of 
European aristocracy and then again traditions of the European Left, the socialists and anarchists of the 
19th century, were already proposing these ideas.  Some of these ideas could be seen in the French 
Revolution.  So the cultural possibilities are great.  Now obviously, Europe is going to, and is in the midst 
of conducting this debate, we’re maybe not at a very good moment in the debate, but must go through 
some phases and we see some of those phases already.   
 
One of those phases should be, must be, self criticism.  There is great discussion of a sense of guilt in 
Europe.  Can people be taught to feel guilty about their own national identity, about their cultural 
identity?  And the answer should be, of course they can be and should be, and that there are things to be 
guilty about.  I remind everyone that part of our strong national identity in the United States is something 
we have had to fight about violently and then nonviolently, but is our own sense of national guilt, 
appropriate national guilt over slavery, that we as Americans know that to be a good American is to feel 
guilty about slavery.  We also know that if we are ashamed of Jefferson Davis, we ought to be proud of 
Abraham Lincoln.  So there is a complex aspect to it, but that is what a modern sense of identity has to be.  
It’s not something just inherited, it’s something chosen.  It has to be reasoned through.  We have to say 
our sense of identity comes from things we have chosen to reject because we think they are shameful and 
wrong, and all the things that we choose to accept and to celebrate because we think they are honorable 
and right and noble. And so we choose our identity.   
 
Europe is right now in the situation where it is choosing its identity.  Right now at this very instant, 
Europe is in a phase of beating its chest in a sense of guilt. It is right to challenge this, to pose this, but it’s 
also right to acknowledge that some of this sense of guilt is appropriate.  Europe should feel guilty for its 
imperialist conquest of the rest of the world.  It should feel guilty for its experiments in totalitarianism.   It 
should feel guilty for the religious wars of hundreds of years ago.  And yet, it should feel proud of its 
other achievements which are, ultimately, one thinks is true to say, are even greater, that Europe has 
created these terrible things, but has also created the way to overcome these terrible things.  So, it’s a 
conscious project, which is ultimately is a rational project; one of selecting one’s own traditions and 
identity consciously and on the basis of well-reasoned analyses.  In this sense, I can sympathize with 
Habermas and his idea of constitutional patriotism, but I point out that there is much more that Europe 
can do and has done in the past.  The Catholic royalist writers of the early 19th century faced exactly this 
problem of how to turn against the Catholic royalism of the past, of the traditions of Louis the XVI, how 
to embrace the new idea of republican Europe or republican France in the instances that I’m thinking of,  
how to do this.  Was it necessary to reject the whole of the past?  The most interesting writers to me were 
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the ones who said no,  that one can reinterpret the past, there is a way to look back at the Catholic royalist 
past, modernize it, render it attractive, progressive, and republican. And the two greatest authors who did 
this are Tocqueville, who’s been mentioned, who, after all, came out of this kind of Catholic Royalist 
tradition.  And also a figure who never gets  
mentioned, but who ought to be mentioned, is Victor Hugo, another catholic royalist who decided to 
reinterpret that old tradition; and if you go back and read Les Miserable, you will see how it begins.  We 
think of it correctly as a left-wing novel, a sort of socialist or social democratic novel, but read it again; 
you will see that it is a Catholic novel.  He begins with a Catholic priest, who he shows is bringing to the 
Europe of his time, what Hugo feels is the best and most beautiful aspect of Catholicism, as per Hugo, 
which is compassion for the poor.  So he establishes compassion for the poor, the left wing tradition, but 
he establishes it on a Catholic note. So what was Hugo doing?  He was doing, I think consciously, was 
Tocqueville was doing.  He was deliberately trying to bring together the old traditions, trying to forge 
together a new sense of identity, and both books began at the same moment. I can make a long argument 
about how these are the same book, a strange argument.   
 
Third point, the real reason I think we’re engaged in this argument, which has been discussed only most 
passingly, has to do with the Islamist movement.  Because this is the challenge, or at least the challenge 
together with Russia, that is most acute.  Now, I offer an interpretation of Islamism in which I draw a 
distinction between Islam, the ancient religion, which is vast and can be interpreted many ways, and the 
Islamist movement, which I take to be a modern political movement in which I regard as the third great 
totalitarian movement, following upon fascism and communism, and indeed drawing upon both, none of 
which should be too surprising to people at the Hudson Institute, where you publish an excellent journal 
dealing with these issues.   
 
Now, Islamism has posed all these problems to Europe and in some degree to America for a number of 
reasons.  One, the Islamist movement has arisen at the same moment, by coincidences, when the mass 
Muslim immigration to the West has taken place.  The fact that masses of Muslims are immigrating to 
Europe, by the way, is yet another testimony to what a great success is the European Union and modern 
Europe.  I mean Europe used to be a place that people fled from.  Now it’s a place that people flee TO.  
But of course, some of the immigrants bring with them, this political movement- a pathological political 
movement, if I can borrow the term that some of my colleagues have been actively using, “pathological”.  
But then it poses a problem for the Europeans in how to confront this issue and of course the very stages 
of thought that have allowed the Europeans to build their European Union: turning against the 
totalitarianism of the past, saying about old debates and wars that bygones will be bygones, trying to drop 
a lot of issues, trying to deal with the issues non-ideologically instead of ideologically, and feeling guilty 
about their own colonial past, about the racism of the European past.  All of these issues have, in effect, 
disarmed the Europeans intellectually in regard to dealing with the Islamist movement as a doctrine of its 
own.  And everything I’ve just said about Europe is true likewise in the United States.   
 
The Hudson Institute is really noble and unique in being devoted to one of its projects, in being devoted 
to try and analyze the Islamist movement ideologically.  Hardly anybody else does that.  In fact there 
appears to be a near consensus, both in Europe and in the United States, that Islamism should not be 
discussed.  It’s sometimes not even named.  Its aspects, the nature of its doctrines, should certainly not be 
analyzed, and the last reason why its difficult for Europeans and sometimes for Americans to understand, 
is that as I argue, the Islamist movement is a third totalitarianism drawing on the other two, which means 
that the old doctrines of fascism and some of the old doctrines of communism have been recycled using a 
Koranic language and so that we have a whole recreating of these old, or 20th century European ideas, 
which, in fact are maybe not so fully defeated in Europe as one would have imagined.   
 
James Ceaser’s written an excellent book on this.  Some of the old fascist ideas and some of the 
communist ideas survive, but just no one calls them fascist ideas for communist ideas any more.  And 
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they lay two inches below the surface.  And the Islamists come back, repeat these ideas and they strike a 
note, and the Europeans respond to them.  So of course what the Islamists have succeeded in doing, if 
we’re to mention Israel, is that Islamist anti-Zionism draws on some old Islamic traditions- but it also 
draws very heavily on the European anti-Semitism and the specific anti-Semitism of the European ultra-
right- and on Nazism. So what has happened is that the Islamists have re-imported back into Europe 
Europe’s own most horrendous doctrine of the last hundred years or maybe thousands of years, which is 
anti-Semitism and a supernatural anti-Semitism.  
 
 So the Europeans find themselves returning to the basic anti-Semitic idea, which is that the world would 
be a perfect place but for the existence of a single people who should somehow be eliminated.  And 
Europeans find themselves returning to this idea in a language that is stated in a very lofty and idealistic 
and postmodern way, as if one is solving the problems of what to do with the Belgians and their 
difficulties agreeing linguistically.  The Europeans discuss the problem of Israel in this very lofty 
language, but really all they have done is return to this old European dreadful illness.  So we find 
ourselves, for this whole series of reasons, some of which are very good- the magnificent creating of the 
European Union- some of which are bad- the excesses of political correctness that have come along with 
it– and we find ourselves, because of the rise of the Islamist movement, unable, crippled, in our ability to 
discuss these issues.  Thank you.  
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:   All right, well.  Thank you very much, we have come at this issue from 
such a variety of viewpoints, it is going to be hard to, sort of, string these things together, but why don’t I 
give it a shot by drawing a comparison between something Paul Berman just said and something Marcello 
Pera mentioned.  I noticed that Paul Berman mentions the guilt of World War II as an understandable and 
in some ways noble thing that we can identify with ourselves from our own history of slavery.  I would 
say though, that there is a problem, we can look at that as a cultural thing, as something that is generated 
by individual people in the society, then it comes to be a consensus.  It is not as easy as it looks, though; 
to separate that from the sort of constitutional patriotism that Marcello Pera talks about more 
disparagingly.  Because I think that guilt tends to get read by newcomers to society as a set of laws, not as 
a set of undisturbable folk ways but as a code that can be not only something that one must live under, but 
also that one can use and gain.   
 
There’s an interesting thing that comes up, whenever you talk about immigration, and that is, in what role 
are people immigrating into a society that has a shameful past?  Are they immigrating as perpetrators or 
are they immigrating as victims?  Let’s say, what is their retrospective relationship to that past?  A Turk 
coming to Germany, does a Turk coming to Germany have to say well, I’m becoming a German now and 
that means taking responsibility for things that my new country has done in the past.  Or, does he say, I 
am a minority in Germany so you better watch out what you do to me, and on that question, hinges a great 
deal.  I just read a book, it’s a history of the veil, written of the origins of the 20th century veil in Egypt 
and its spreading around the world through migration, as Paul Berman just mentioned.  It’s a book by a 
Harvard divinity Professor named Leila Ahmed.  She was very, very thrilled to see the participants at a 
convention of the Islamic Society of North America stand up and demand rights for Islam.  Her 
understanding of this was, well, what they’re doing is they’re taking up the noble American tradition of 
protest, which is a kind of American patriotism.  I think that most Americans would look at that and they 
would say, these people may be patriots but they’re protesting on their own behalf and they’re a little bit 
recently arrived to take up the mantle of slavery and the 400 years of damage which it’s done.  So I guess 
that is the question that I would like to throw open to the panelists, what are the responsibilities of 
newcomers to our society, given this split verdict on what our history is.  And maybe I could start with 
Michael Novak?  
 
MICHAEL NOVAK:   For one thing, there’s a problem just of surviving as an immigrant, getting oneself 
economically going and getting ones family and starting an education.  There needs to a period of 
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hunkering in.  It’s more likely to be the second generation I think, that the rootedness and the education 
start biding in, then one encounters different paths for future development.  And right now, so many 
things in the United States are unfavorable, from our point of view, that is, there’s so much hatred for 
American fundamental principles, beyond that, a vast ignorance of them.   
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:   I’m sorry, which ones do you believe come in for special hatred?  
Which principles do you think are fundamentally hated?  
 
MICHAEL NOVAK:   What I’m thinking of first, the most generic thing is the universalists thinking that 
we should forget national principles, just in general.  I’m not coming immediately up with particularly 
reviled principles, it’s just that revolting against the American idea, seen in people who just feel awful 
flying the flag, they don’t like it.  They don’t want to be unpatriotic, but being particular bothers them.  
Not being universalist bothers them.  Our history has its own particularity, it’s really American, but on the 
other hand there’s universal bearing.  That combination of the particular and the universal is one of the 
riddles of the universe I think.  And you have to maintain that it’s one of the great strengths of Judaism 
and Christianity.  Grabbing hold of that, in our case it’s a particular that’s most likely to be overlooked.   
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:  Could I ask Marcello Pera and Jim Ceaser if they have any thoughts on 
those issues?  
 
MARCELLO PERA:   I’m prone to follow in your remark and question a certain point about Turks going 
to Germany.  We can put the question this way.  Do immigrants coming to Italy or Germany become 
Italian and German?  My answer is, yes, yes they do.  They become Italian and German.  But once they 
become Italian and German, do they feel guilty or responsible or passive or Nazi or whatever, anti-
Semititic?  No, I don’t think so.  They don’t feel responsible.  That means that they become Italian, they 
become German, but that doesn’t mean that’s their identity.  That means that their citizenship is different 
from their identity.  Because in one case, they sort of, assimilate, accept principles.  Values, principles, 
constitutional charters,  and so forth.  But, then you say, I am Italian or German or French.  But in the 
other case, you feel really Italian, you are Italian, so you are also responsible, not only for what you are 
doing every day for the future, you’re also responsible for your past.  Paul is right.  I also read 
considerable pages about this European strange guilt syndrome.  We feel guilty for everything for 
everybody.    Even the Catholic Church feels guilty over everything, so I don’t understand how you can 
combine the dogma or the religious dogma with feeling guilty.  But that’s true, we feel guilty.  I’m not 
sure that Americans feel as guilty as Europeans for example, towards Native Indians.  I’m not sure.  That 
means in my view, that they have a stronger sense of their mission, or their goal.  Europeans are weaker 
and so they feel guilty, they believe that they are more democratic and more open.They can assimilate 
more people.  Because if you feel guilty of your own civilization, if you are guilty of your own past, you 
don’t want to impose your ideas on other people and on immigrants. So we believe that this guilt 
syndrome helps us to integrate immigrants.  And it’s quite the opposite, because if you are guilty about 
everything, why should I become an Italian who feels guilty of everything?  There is a contradiction. So 
it’s a fact that there’s a guilty syndrome going on in Europe, but that is a wrong move. Because as long as 
you, for a lot of reasons, continue to feel guilty, you cannot continue to propose yourself as a possible 
interlocutor to other peoples.  
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:   I’d like to now ask two questions of Jim Ceaser and maybe he could 
pick the one he wanted to answer.    Regarding the things that Marcello Pera says about the nature of 
crossing the threshold into the new country, the first question would be just as a general abstract, 
philosophical matter: there is a lot of talk about how assimilation of immigrants is a two-way street and 
that each side gets affected by the interaction between newcomers and longstanding residents.  What do 
longstanding residents have a right to demand of newcomers in the way of intellectual conformism: 
intellectual or cultural or communitarian conformism?  
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JAMES CEASER:   Well, very briefly on this idea of an immigrant coming in to Europe.  What is the 
immigrant coming in to?  To France?  Or to Europe?   
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:   Right, and can I give you my second question?  
 
JAMES CEASER:   Yes 
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:   The second question, that you can maybe bundle together if you want to 
answer them both- extra credit for that- is: is this act of immigration different, and do countries such as 
the United States and France, which are creedal, that they are as much ideas as they are peoples, do they 
face special challenges and do they have special vulnerabilities, as Michael Novak implied?  
 
JAMES CEASER:   I think can say something real quick that might touch on both of them.  I mentioned 
this question of the immigrant, usually when you come to something; you know where you’re coming.  
So what is the identity they’re associating with?  Is it a particular country in Europe or is it Europe?  So 
until that’s settled, the immigrants that I spoke with, they have a little bit of a cognitive dissonance.  What 
did they come to, Europe or to France?  So that remains an issue.  As for the United States, I mentioned 
those two forms of multiculturalism.  To have a secondary identity in the United States has worked very 
well, our history has shown, and has not been an impediment to a primary identity with the United States.  
So for Hispanic-Americans and Italian-Americans, that which was thought to be something which maybe 
was a problem for assimilation turns out to work very well as long as the American part is more important 
than the ethnic part.  That’s why it’s not real multiculturalism.  It’s a kind of secondary identity.  That 
works perfectly, and I think many people from other countries don’t understand that when we use the 
word multiculturalism to describe it, that’s not really what it is; it’s not really a challenge, it’s something 
that works into the American system.  But then this question of the immigrant, what is the immigrant 
coming for? The immigrant is coming as an immigrant, that is to come into the country, that’s one thing.  
If the immigrant is coming to settle, it is to bring that which they had and remain that which they were, in 
another country,  that’s another thing all together.  So what’s the immigrant after?  Becoming an 
American, or settling on the territory of America and bringing everything that they formerly believed to 
remain there, perhaps as an adversary?  That has to be determined.  You could say it has to be determined 
by the immigrant, but more importantly, it has to be determined by us.  We shouldn’t be interested in any 
immigration that is of the form of settlement.  Zero, would be the intelligent, prudent policy.  So it’s no 
right of immigration into the United States, this state of the liberal society has no right to let anyone in 
that it doesn’t want to let in for whatever reason its determined.  And the primary reason would be, is this 
person capable of being and desirous of being and American citizen?  Otherwise, I’m sorry, stay where 
you are or go elsewhere.   
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:  Is there a consensus on the panel about that?  Or is there anyone who 
would dissent from that proposition?    
 
MICHAEL NOVAK:  There was always an implicit understanding in the United States warning against 
an ethnic group setting up a territorial enclave.  It had to have open borders, porous borders.  I don’t know 
whether that’s stated anywhere, but it –  
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:   Well, we’ve got a couple of examples of it, I  mean I think that the, 
when you watch Elliot Ness in The Untouchables, I think that that was the part of the nature of the fear of 
the Italian Mafia, that it was enclave-like.  It’s an interesting question, when is an ethnic neighborhood, 
which is a positive thing, it’s evokes in our mind thoughts of really good Chinese food and that kind of 
thing.  When does that turn into an enclave, which is a negative thing?   By the way an enclave can be a 
super-successful community, I mean when I think of the most pleasant- this is a subjective thing- but 
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when I think of the most pleasant Muslim neighborhoods in Europe, my own preference is for the Turkish 
neighborhoods in Germany.  And many of them are very safe, very diverse, they’re full of professionals, 
they have a lot of really interesting people in them, but they’re very enclave-like.  There are a lot of 
people in them who don’t speak German.  Similarly, Miami would probably count as our most successful 
immigrant city.  It’s rich, it’s varied, it has turned from a cultural nowhere land into the cultural capital of 
an entire region of the world- which is Latin America- in a matter of decades.  Would that count as an 
enclave?   I mean, should we worry about it?  Because it is a monoglot community in some places, 
anyone have any thoughts on that?  
 
PAUL BERMAN:   I have some thoughts.  I think that not all immigrant groups and situations are the 
same.  In the United States I think we have a great number of people are upset about immigration from 
Latin America.  I understand some people are upset because there’s competition over jobs, and of course 
immigrants like anyone else, bring their own problems, sometimes with them.  But, by and large I think 
the fear of the Latino immigration is hysteria, just a xenophobic hysteria.  And Latino immigration to the 
United States is going to end up fully assimilated and the United States will of course assume more of a 
Latino tint than it has had in the past, and this will be good.  It will be good because it will add to the 
cultural richness of the United States, but is not going to challenge the American republican and 
democratic, small r, small d, principles.  On the contrary, in the United States, by and large, the 
immigrants tend to be more patriotic than anyone else.  Where you’ll really see a lot of American flags 
waving, is in the immigrant neighborhoods, because they had better think that the United States is an 
absolutely wonderful place.  They risked everything to come to the United States, so it had better be great.  
And they all show the flag and I think that’s the phenomenon.  Now of course, the Latino, the Mexican 
immigration into the United States is not accompanied by a gigantic ideological crisis going on, let’s say, 
in the Mexican Catholic church right now.  There’s no terrorist wing of Mexican Catholicism with mad 
totalitarian ideas, and so we’re not discovering that with this mass immigration, we’re facing a 
tremendous political challenge of this sort.  This is the real problem that too easily gets avoided in regard 
to the Muslim immigration to Europe, which is that the Islamist movement itself moves in, so one faces a 
double challenge in Europe, in a place like Germany where notion of German citizenship is not creedal 
but is ethnic.  But there’s already a problem and then a second problem, which comes from the Islamist 
movement.  But the first problem, at least, is what the Germans are going to have to get over.  And it’s 
not even a matter of a decision; it’s just a reality that the world is such as it is. An ethnically defined 
Europe is not going to survive.  So that Europe’s future does depend on the success of the European 
Union politically, economically, but also culturally.  That’s why I do feel sympathy for Habermas’ idea of 
a constitutional patriotism.  I think when he advocates this idea, he very much has in mind the American 
model.  And he’s proposing that Europe adopt this sort of American model.  You become a patriotic 
American at the moment when you take your citizenship by pledging allegiance to the constitution and 
you accept those ideas, this is a model.   
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:  OK, now Michael Novak spoke a little earlier about the various 
communions of citizens, by which I assume that he meant that the one large national community is 
compatible with the many smaller communities.  How does that interplay between the larger nation and 
the smaller communities work?  There’s been a lot of discussion in Germany, certainly, about the idea of 
a leitkultur, a leading or a conducting culture, that Germany can have its Turks, it can have Vietnamese, it 
can have Italians, and they can actually have their own artistic expression too, but it must be remembered 
that Germany is the country of Goethe and Schiller and Beethoven and Bach.  Now is that consistent with 
liberal democracy to have some sort of an official or unofficial recognition of a culture as being the 
central one?   
 
MICHAEL NOVAK:  It’s hard for me to answer that in connection with Germany because –  
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:  Then do it in an American Context, how’s that?   
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MICHAEL NOVAK:   -- I just want to say, in Germany culture tends to have connotations in terms of 
great music, great thinkers and so forth, whereas in the United States, our idea of culture tends to be 
identified more with the struggles of ordinary people, whether it is settling the West or fighting in wars.  
On the ground experiences, it’s not aristocratic, it’s not a leading talent –  
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:  Football, Jeopardy, Hollywood Squares  
 
MICHAEL NOVAK:  Yeah I would have liked to stop that series at football, but  yeah I do think the 
American sports are a holy trinity of baseball, basketball, and football.  They’re really an important arena 
of heroism and small community building, but then also the whole civic bonding with them.  It’s just 
quite nice.  I was struck by listening to South Pacific recently, a refrain in a couple of the songs about, the 
nurses are singing, and if he doesn’t root for the same team, wash him out of your hair, just some lines 
like that about sports, and it does remind me of my youth when there hadn’t been the mobility of the 
major leagues.  Anyway, I’m trying to say our ideas of binding things are not so high, but they usually do 
embody very important virtues, you know.  Endurance of pain, the ability of the team to pick up for the 
weaknesses of members, if somebody is hurt, the other guys have to pick up a little bit harder on that side.  
In one instance, a friend of mine from Poland described two busses coming to Krakow, one from Russia, 
one with Americans.  Young guys.  The Russians got out of the bus and went up to the hotel, or wherever 
they were staying and let the lackeys bring the bags up.  The Americans see this done, get out of the bus, 
lined up beside the bus, a couple guys crawled in, pulled out the bags and they carried their own bags in.  
He just thought that was an astonishing thing and I agree.   
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:  The motto of the story is that back problems are really very serious in 
Russia. We are approaching two o’clock and so what I propose to do is to run about ten minutes over.  If 
that interferes with anybody’s plans, feel free to leave and I won’t call any of you out by name as you go 
out the door.  But we have a few questions here, and maybe we can take three of them together and we 
can answer them in turn.  I will start with the gentleman in red tie. Oh Hillel, I will start with Hillel.   
 
Hillel:  I am a gentleman in a red tie.  
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:  That was all I could see, just your tie and your gentlemanliness.   
 
Q:  My question is for Paul Berman.  But before I address it, I must, as co-editor of the Journal that he 
mentioned, thank him for his very kind words.  The question, and the question may apply to the others, 
especially the European case, but I’m clear about it with regards to the American case.  You made, I 
thought, a very powerful case for understanding these issues through the American reflections on our 
history, those things we might be proud of, those things we should be ashamed of.  It seems to me those 
are the categories that are better than guilt, because after all, not all of us were alive at the same time that 
certain guilty or shameful things were done.   
 
Then my question is, you said that involves a kind of rational judgment about the things that have been 
done and in particular, obviously the most important case is the case of slavery and subsequent 
segregation and so forth.  Those involve not so much rational judgments but it seems to me moral 
judgments.  So the question is where, to turn a little bit to Michael Novak’s point, where those moral 
categories are supposed to come from.  What will be regarded as authentically American moral 
categories?, and secondly, how one is to understand why oneself is party to those events, either as events 
to be proud of or to be ashamed of, which I think jaws on Jim Ceaser’s observation about attachment. 
 
  Before I finish this somewhat overlong question, I would say, on the latter point, I used to sort of know 
how that was done, a bit by a sleight of hand, because it was done in my case, and probably most people 
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my age.  I went to a public school in Brooklyn and in the first, second grade, we learned about 
Thanksgiving and we learned about our Puritan forefathers.  Now there was absolutely no one in my 
school who had an Anglo-Saxon name and we all took it absolutely for granted that we did have Puritan 
forefathers, that we were part of this, and that we bore either whatever pride or shame we should have for 
the history from 1620 on.  That was wonderfully done and I think did create a sense that this is ours, and 
we’re responsible for it, for good or ill, but I don’t understand exactly how that’s to be done today, or how 
it would be done by you.   
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:   I’ll let Paul get this one quickly, and then we’ll take another question.   
 
PAUL BERMAN:   The notion of the founding fathers or Puritan fathers is, I think, precisely the correct 
example of what one asks of immigrants and what one offers to immigrants.  One says to an immigrant, 
you are going to become a citizen of our country, and then we offer you George Washington as your 
ancestor.  And you must accept George Washington as your ancestor.  We offer, you accept, it’s done.  
And then you are able to do this.  Now I’m saying we have to rationally judge these things, so if 
somebody is engaged in cult of Jefferson Davis, it makes me nervous, and I think we have a reason to 
argue against that.  So that’s why I’m saying we can make a rational choice.  Let me add one other little 
point in defense of American high culture.  That yes, Germany has a notion of a very lofty culture and so 
Germany I think has a right to ask its immigrants to accept Goethe and Schiller as their ancestors.  The 
immigrants to Germany should be thrilled to have such ancestors.  America has this too. I mean we’re a 
more anti-intellectual culture, so we don’t think of it, but we have certain philosophical and even religious 
traditions, which affect all of the religions.  And the crucial religion here is, I believe, Unitarianism and a 
kind of vague spirituality, which influences all of American culture, all of the American religious 
denominations, even those that would be horror-stricken to think that they’re being associated with such a 
thing. And this is a very loft and inspiring idea, which one finds in music and poetry and literature and so 
forth.  So we do have that.   
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:  I’ll turn now to the man on the aisle in the back.   
 
Q:  I think that the bulk of us would prefer that people think that American history and past is a story, net 
of virtue, rather than something requiring calling for shame.  I think one of the problems, though, with the 
immigration process is that they’re not the only actors, there are an awful lot of actors in America who 
feel net positive.  And here I just want to pose to the panel, the real problem of the cost to immigrants, 
asking immigrants not to be in a hijab-wearing or Hispanic-speaking enclave is asking them to be 
alienated from their children, rapidly.  Asking them to enter into a world in which their children, as my 
father was of his father, ashamed of them, as they integrated into America.  So how do we address that 
cost?  How do we deal with an innate sympathy of an American middle or European middle that simply 
doesn’t want that level of shame and that level of difficulty to go to immigrants coming in?  Hillel’s story 
about the founding fathers is right, but there’s Norman Podhoretz’s story as well, of when he entered 
Kindergarten, spoke with a funny Yiddish accent, and the teacher reacted in such shock that he was put in 
a class for retarded children for his first year in school.  That too, is a part of the immigration process.  
How do we address that?  How do we ask people to enter into a culture which is going to separate them 
from their children and make their children ashamed of them?  
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:  Let’s take a couple more questions and, yes, the gentleman in the back 
there.   
 
Q:  Mark Krikorian from Center for Immigration Studies.  I wanted to build of off Hillel’s question and I 
actually wanted to raise a policy question.  What Hillel is describing really doesn’t happen anymore.  I 
mean, my mother went to school in the 30’s and 40’s in Medford, Massachusetts and she learned that 
George Washington was the father of our country and memorized the Gettysburg Address and sang Hail 
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Columbia.  That’s not what they’re doing in the LA Unified School District anymore.  Or in New York 
or, heck, not even that much in Fairfax County where my own kids go to school, though it’s not nearly as 
bad there.  My point is, given that, and given that the challenge of immigration poses to us is the exact 
same thing as Europe is experiencing; it’s just the decaffeinated, low calorie version.  I mean, the social 
distance between Latin American immigrants and us is dramatically smaller than Europeans experience 
with Islamic immigrants, but it’s the same kind of phenomenon, the same sort of importation of people 
with baggage and a chip on their shoulder with regard to the receiving society, a kind of grievance 
immigration, if you will.  Given that and given that we’re not really teaching our kids that the pilgrims are 
their forefathers, that they are the blood of the blood and the flesh of the flesh of the founders, as Lincoln 
put it, how can we justify any immigration, at all?   
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:   Let’s ask Jim Ceaser and Marcello Pera how.  OK we’ve got two 
questions here, one involves, “let’s consider the difficulties that immigrants, what we’re demanding of 
immigrants in asking that they assimilate”, and the other is “who are we kidding, this assimilating country 
we’re extolling doesn’t really exist anymore.”  Any thoughts, Jim, Marcello?  
 
MARCELLO PERA:   No, I don’t have a real response; I have a question, which I really don’t 
understand.  How is it that people come into this country, become American, and many will be even more 
American than the other Americans, they’re very proud of American history, Jefferson, Washington, 
Lincoln, and so on, so forth.  And people, coming to Europe, first of all they don’t become European 
because that doesn’t make much sense, to become European.  They don’t even become Italian or French 
in the same sense they become American here.  How is it?  Where’s the explanation?  Because, the 
education system is the same, we provide immigrants all the language and history, our fathers, 
forefathers, and so on, the same.  But their assimilation is different.  I don’t see them assimilate and 
become Italian or French or German, as they become American.  Even in Germany it’s the same with 
Turks. OK, they’re integrated and they have their own business and they like living there and they make 
profit, are good people, and they comply with the rules and stuff, but it’s not the same as with people that 
come here.  Does that probably depend on the fact that there is sort of a spiritual entity which is the 
American identity, which is stronger than citizenship, so when you come here, you are integrating not just 
because you want to become a citizen.  But because you really feel something, I don’t know, I have 
relatives who immigrate to this country about one century ago, live in California and I talk to them- the 
third, fourth generation, I don’t know-  I ask them whether they feel American, and they look at me like 
I’m crazy.  Of course once in a while they come to Italy because they want to understand their roots, see 
where their great-great grandparents were living, and that’s nice, but they’re American. How is it?   
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:  Well, maybe Michael Novak will tell us.   
 
MICHAEL NOVAK:  Just a short comment on that.  From very early on, I’d say George Washington’s 
Army was made up of such disparate elements, such disparate cultures:  The backwoodsmen dealing with 
the Virginians, dealing with people from Massachusetts who loathed them, and people in Massachusetts 
had difficulties, and so from the very beginning there was, part of being an American was being open to 
other cultures and generating a whole.  That’s been part of our identity, and it’s not a threat, I mean it can 
be a threat.  The burqa combined with the suicide bomber, can be a threat, the burqa combined with needs 
of security today can be a threat.  Not because it’s religious- who cares- but I want to repeat the general 
principal that we have a culture that really values being open and absorbing.  Absorbing not in the melting 
pot way, not just forcing everybody to be the same, but relishing the differences.  First, the food, second 
the different athletic skills as they were.  We got a kick out of that.  In a way I don’t see Europeans doing.   
 
CHRISTOPHER CALDWELL:  All right, well I’m terribly sorry, but we have run over and that is going 
to conclude our panel, but I want to thank you all for coming, I want to thank the panelists, Hudson, and 
Bradley and my apologies to those who didn’t get their questions covered. 
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