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WILLIAM KRISTOL:  Ladies and gentlemen, having raised so many questions in our first two 
panels, we now have Charles Krauthammer here to answer them all in 40 minutes or so, and then 
Robbie George will explain what Charles has gotten a little bit wrong. And I will chip in a word 
or two, because unfortunately Shelby Steele, who was supposed to be here and very much 
wanted to be here, couldn’t make it today. So Charles will speak, Robbie and I will comment, 
we’ll go back and forth a little, and we will let you all go safely before 2 o’clock. 
 
It’s a great honor to introduce Charles. He really needs no introduction. He is of course one of 
the awardees of the Bradley Prize, along with Leon Kass, Mary Ann Glendon, and Thomas 
Sowell. And I hope I won’t offend any of the subsequent awardees by saying that the first class 
set a very high standard that I’m not sure any of the rest of us have quite lived up to. I did just 
offend about 30 other people. [LAUGHTER] 
 
But really, Charles needs no introduction. I was once at a talk that Henry Kissinger gave, where 
the person introducing him said that Henry Kissinger needs no introduction, and therefore I 
won’t bother giving him one. And Henry Kissinger got up and said, “I would not have minded a 
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very nice introduction.” I said to Henry after the talk that was a kind of a witty line he had, and 
he said, “It was not witty.” [LAUGHTER] 
 
But Charles, on the other hand, lacks a little bit of Henry Kissinger’s ego, or lacks a lot of it, 
actually. So I really won’t introduce him. He is, in my opinion, not just the leading conservative 
commentator in print and on television of American politics in society today, but really the 
leading commentator simply. And it’s a great privilege to have Charles here to make these 
remarks. [APPLAUSE] 
 
CHARLES KRAUTHAMMER:  Thank you, Bill. I just got word from Shelby, he’s apparently 
in Hong Kong seeking asylum. Found himself on an NSA list. [LAUGHTER]   
 
Good to be here among the 53 percent. [LAUGHTER]   That was a long time ago, like a whole 
different era. Thank you for that brief introduction. And you know, there’s a lot of wisdom in 
what Henry said.  
 
For those of you who only know about the good stuff that Bill referred to, I should confess right 
now, and some of you know this, but I probably ought to do it early on because somebody will 
raise it, that I was once a speechwriter for Walter Mondale. And people who knew asked me, 
‘How do you go from Walter Mondale to Fox News?’ And my answer is simple. I was young 
once. [LAUGHTER]  But it’s still used against me. After last night’s show, we discussed the 
NSA, we went to commercial, and Steve Hayes said, “Well, you know, the really critical 
question here is WWMD?” So of course we asked him what that meant. He said, “What would 
Mondale do?” [LAUGHTER] So I carry it as a cross on me the rest of my days.  
 
Some of you also know that I’m a psychiatrist, retired, but still licensed. But in essence, I’m 
really a psychiatrist in remission. I’m doing very well. Haven’t had a relapse in 25 years. And 
people ask me the usual question; compare what I do today as a political analyst in Washington 
with what I used to do as a psychiatrist in Boston. And as you can imagine, I tell people it really 
isn’t that different. In both lines of work, I deal every day with people who suffer from paranoia 
and delusions of grandeur. The only difference is that in Washington, the paranoids have access 
to nuclear weapons. It makes the stakes a little higher and the work a little more interesting.  
 
I’m actually going to practice a bit of psychiatry here today. I want to do a little analysis of the 
mood swings in American politics. I know you’ve heard discussions today about the 
underpinnings of a free society, the philosophical, intellectual, and cultural requirements. I’m 
going to do a slightly narrower, less elevated, focused, and more superficial analysis. I want to 
talk about the current political trends towards the notion of liberty, and against it. 
 
And I would start by looking back on the mood swings of the last couple of years. In 2010 
conservatives, if I may say, lovers of liberty, were euphoric at their great success. November 
2011, we were all very confident that the next election was in the bag. Then there was the severe 
depression that set in after Election Day 2012, and it led to the usual mistake of straight-line 
thinking. 
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However if you think back to the months after Election Day, the meme in the culture, the thing 
that was heard everywhere, was the crisis of conservatism having lost twice to Obama, who is 
not just a liberal, but way left of liberal. That liberalism was the wave of the future. 
Conservatism was done. We had to start to rend our garments, rethink our principles, adapt 
ourselves to new realities, or we would face Whig-like extinction. 
 
I thought that was wrong from the beginning. I think the mood is changing now with the 
difficulties of the administration. People are sort of suspended between euphoria and depression. 
But the premise I would offer today is that the future for liberty and for conservative thought, I 
think, is bright. I intend to explain away the last two elections, and then tell you why we’re going 
to come back. The pendulum will swing. 
 
The premise that there was a fundamental rejection of the conservative idea, or to put it in terms 
of today’s events, of liberty, I think is simply wrong. The premise I would start with is that the 
fundamental issue of our time that underlies all the arguments we have had, from debt and 
deficits to ObamaCare and stimulus spending, has to do with one issue, and that is the crisis of 
the welfare state.  
 
And the subsidiary question of how powerful, how intrusive a state do we need and do we want? 
In a sense, it’s a subset of a larger question, which is the nature of the American experiment, or 
to put it in its loftiest terms, the nature of the American social contract. The relationship between 
the citizen and the state. And when that is the issue, and when that is the focus of a particular 
election, we win. The political revival of conservatism is to focus on that question, to make clear 
that is the central issue, because I think the argument is eminently winnable, particularly among 
the American people, given the American tradition. 
 
The conservative argument for smaller government and more liberty is quite simple. I’m not 
going to restate it at length, because it would redundant in an audience like this. But it is 
essentially that the welfare state, which was begun with limited objectives and out of humane 
intentions, has metastasized into a leviathan state that overtaxes, overregulates, and has become 
overarching and overweening. It strangles the free economy, stunts civil society, and it suffocates 
the individual.  
 
Just a couple of obvious examples, when FDR established welfare, the intent was to prevent 
widows from facing destitution. He never imagined it would metastasize into a program to 
maintain generations of single mothers, a state of dependency, and to promote the proliferation 
of illegitimacy.  
 
Secondly, when he founded Social Security, the life expectancy at the time was 62. It was 
intended to prevent destitution among the elderly. It was never intended as a way to subsidize the 
green fees of a generation of retirees who would spend a third of their working lives in 
retirement. I mean, these are obvious arguments that, whatever the merits of the welfare state in 
the 20th century, given the new demographics and the new technology, it is completely obsolete 
and it leads to obvious insolvency. 
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The interesting thing I found, if you look at the last election, liberals don’t generally argue on 
principle for a larger government. They don’t speak of it in those terms. They don’t even use the 
word liberal, since their experiments have contaminated it to such extent they had to find a 
substitute, progressive. The main argument in the last election was, we give you stuff at no cost. 
There wasn’t even an attempt to put together a philosophical argument. 
 
For example, look at the argument for ObamaCare. We’ll give you everything you want. Obama 
said it won’t cost you a penny, and he even added that you’ll be able to retain your own 
physician. All of that is untrue, of course. But then in his second inaugural address, he has other 
entitlements that he wants to spring on a country drowning in debt, like a universal preschool, 
even though it’s been shown that the preschool that we have now, on which we spend $8 billion 
a year, Head Start, has no effect after the third grade. 
 
But nonetheless, empirical evidence is irrelevant. They give stuff away, and people respond. The 
most striking exit poll number of the last election was, which candidate do you think cares more 
about people like you? Obama won that one by 60 points. That’s not even a landslide, that’s a 
Soviet-like number without the coercion. 
 
And that’s the appeal. They care about you. They give you stuff. And beyond the entitlements, 
which is stuff for everybody, they narrowcast. So they go after these individual constituencies, 
and each is going to get stuff. Students get a cut in the interest rates of their loans. Women get 
free contraceptives and those who are opposed to that are involved in a war on women. 
Minorities get preferential treatment under the law, and Hispanics get amnesty. The list is long. 
 
And in some elections, it works. In elections where the other side is not arguing ideologically or 
philosophically, you lose. Because if you’re going to choose between one side that gives you 
stuff and the other that can’t explain why that is not really good, you’re going to go for the stuff. 
 
When they do attempt an argument, they really have a lot of trouble. The one attempt Obama 
made was in the speech in which he argued, ‘you didn’t build that.’ If you built a business and 
you’re a success, it’s not your success, it is simply secondary and the result of the social goods 
that government has created, everything from infrastructure to a reliable legal system. And the 
way he summarizes it is, we’re all in this together. So it’s sort of a communal appeal.  
 
The problem with that argument is that he equates society with government. I mean, it is 
absolutely obvious to anyone that all of us are embedded in society, and the product of society, 
and owe everything, in a sense, to society. Owe a lot of the attributes that an individual acquires. 
But he equates that with government.  
 
And what he doesn’t understand is that the most important influences on the individual are 
precisely the elements of civil society that lie outside the government, and that indeed are being 
crushed by the growth of the leviathan state. I’m talking here about family, neighborhood, 
church, Rotary Club, PTA, the voluntary associations that Tocqueville spoke about as the genius 
of America, and the source of its energy and its liberty. 
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In fact, the counterargument is, it is precisely those institutions that are the most important in 
generating social good, and have to be protected from the leviathan state that liberals promote 
and expand and subsidize, which crushes the autonomy and the scope and the activities of civil 
society. So if it’s a matter of philosophical argument, I think our side wins very easily. Now, is 
this true in reality in the political world? I think yes. There are several arguments for why I think, 
in the end, if the case is stated, big government versus small, the leviathan state versus limited 
government, I think our side wins.  
 
First of all, I think it is very clear from all the polls that we are and remain a center-right country. 
Gallup asks every few years for people to identify themselves ideologically. The numbers are 
quite stable. In 2001, it was 40 percent conservative, 21 percent liberal and 36 percent moderate. 
In a very bad year for us, in 2012, there was a slight fluctuation; 38 percent conservative, 23 
percent liberal and 36 percent moderate. You know, 38, 23, 36, a rather shapely number. Easily 
remembered. [LAUGHTER]  But the fluctuation is one or two points, and you cannot govern a 
country indefinitely if you’re a liberal in a country that is 80 percent non-liberal. You can win 
two elections in a row, I grant you that.  
 
But I think the future is not the future that liberals imagine and conservatives imagined even a 
few months. For example, even in the election last year, where conservatives did really badly, 
the exit poll question of, is government too much or not enough? The ‘too much’ was a plus 
eight. And that is in a year where the other guy was elected. It tells you that, generally speaking, 
in the view of government, Americans are for limited government. 
 
The second argument I would say is simply historical and empirical. To summarize it in a 
sentence, it’s the story of Europe. Europe is the classic social democracy, it’s the American 
welfare state taken to its extreme. And it’s collapsing in front of our eyes. You look at all the 
sequence of countries, Cyprus, Greece, Spain, Portugal, Italy will be next. You have 
unemployment at 30 percent. You’ve got essentially a society in crisis. And the reason is simple. 
This is two generations of the entitlement state and in the end it’s unsustainable. Ignore and 
forget all the philosophical arguments against it, all the value arguments against it. In the end, it 
can’t sustain itself.  
 
I think it was Thatcher who said that, in the end socialism doesn’t work because socialists run 
out of other people’s money. And they’re running out of other people’s money. I think the classic 
statement of that was from Herb Stein who once said, “When something cannot go on, it won’t.” 
It takes a while for that one to actually sink in. 
 
In Europe, it doesn’t. And Europe is about a decade ahead of us. It’s a warning. It’s the canary in 
the coal mine. When Reagan had the arguments about smaller government, less taxation, less 
regulation in the early 80s, the argument was a theoretical one. We didn’t really have historical 
evidence. The historical evidence is now in. The empirical evidence is in. It’s simply, apart from 
all the other arguments, it doesn’t work.  
 
Then I would add to that a third thing, which you might dismiss as contingent, temporary, and 
sort of ephemeral, but I do think the crises the scandals and the crises that we’re in right now is 
going to have an effect on the thinking of the American people, who, as I say, are already 
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inclined towards the conservative suspicion of large government, who are inclined towards a 
more conservative sense of what the right relationship between citizen and state is.  
 
All of these scandals are different, but when you look at the IRS, it’s not just that they were 
intrusive, it’s not just that they targeted conservatives. I think in part it was just the absolute 
arrogance, if anybody watched the testimony of the IRS leaders up there, the utter contempt for 
the members of Congress and for the American people. It just shows. It’s not just the caricature 
of the guy in the audit who will destroy your life and then have a nice cigarette afterwards and 
relax. These are people who come up and say, ‘I did nothing wrong, I broke no laws, no rules, no 
regulations. I’m proud of what I did,’ and then they take the Fifth. Try saying that at your next 
IRS audit, and see how well you do. 
 
The investigation of journalists, the obvious misleading, at best, of judges on the case of the 
reading of the email of James Rosen of Fox News, clearly a violation. It was either an act of 
perjury by the attorney general or he lied to Congress, but his defense is that he didn’t lie to 
Congress, he lied to the judges. Interesting defense.  
 
It’s the sense they won’t tell you the truth. It is the sense that they are arrogant. It’s a sense they 
are out of control. And there is sort of a general sense that the government is simply, at its most 
benign, is now so huge that it’s unmanageable. I remember seeing David Axelrod on TV the 
week the IRS scandal broke, and his defense was that it’s a really big government, so how can 
we know what’s happening. Well, that’s the point.  
 
It’s not just when it’s malevolent, as it is here. It’s not just that in the end it will become 
insolvent, as we can see in Europe, but it is simply unmanageable. It’s out of control. I mean, 
that’s the phrase that applies to all of these things, simply out of control. Benghazi has no 
security, the ambassador pleads in an August memo for extra security, nothing happens, in fact 
it’s denied, and the Secretary of State says, ‘I had no idea this was happening. Sure, I signed it, 
but I didn’t read the order.’  
 
And I think this has a corrosive effect. Why? Because the Democrats are the party of 
government, and the fate of the party and the fate of that ideology is tied at the hip to the actual 
conduct of them, and its reputation. Its reputation is low. I mean, I would have predicted in talks 
I gave earlier, soon after the election, that this is kind of inevitable. In the end, big government, 
as we all believe, doesn’t work.  
 
In the end, the American people are not fools. If it doesn’t work, if it is insolvent, if it is 
unmanageable and can become malevolent, then people are going to resist it. The native 
American suspicion of large government, of even large institutions, will manifest itself. So now 
you’ve had this mood swing where the euphoria of the left and the despair of the right that you 
had at the end of last year is sort of suspended, or at least dissipated. 
 
Now, I think this particularly applies to the Obama administration, and it does tell us a lot about 
the future of America and liberalism. You know what a liberal is, by the way? A liberal is 
somebody who doesn’t care what you do, as long as it’s mandatory. [LAUGHTER]  But Obama, 
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he goes beyond liberalism. And I’ve been arguing for four years, since he was sworn in, that he 
was a social democrat on the European model.  
 
People ask me, what exactly is a social democrat? So I tell them a story that Bill has now heard 
about eight times, but I can’t resist. It’s my favorite Churchill anecdote. You remember, at the 
end of the Second World War, he’s defeated and Attlee, the leader of the Labour Party, becomes 
the Prime Minister.  
 
One day he goes to the men’s room in the House of Commons, and there’s Attlee alone, there’s 
nobody else there, standing at a urinal. Don’t worry, that’s as weird as it gets. Churchill goes to 
the very end of the men’s room, to a urinal 15 stalls away. Attlee looks over and says, ‘Feeling a 
bit standoffish, are we, Winston?’ Churchill says, ‘Not at all my dear Clement. It’s just that every 
time you see something large, you want to nationalize it.’ The story is probably apocryphal, but I 
don’t care. As we say in the opinion business, too good to check. Churchill also once called 
Attlee a sheep in sheep’s clothing. That has no relation to anything I’m talking about, but I 
wanted to leave it with you as sort of a gift. 
 
Obama is a man who, when he sees large stuff, large things, he wants to nationalize them. And 
we know what his intentions were. He said it in the State of the Union address he gave after he 
was inaugurated in 2009. He said, I’m not here to tinker, I’m not here to work around the edges, 
I’m not here to be Clintonian, I’m here to change America.  
 
And he said very specifically healthcare, education, and energy. And healthcare he delivered, 
he’s going to revolutionize a sixth of the American economy. On energy, he didn’t succeed in 
legislation. Cap and trade did not succeed, but he’s going to try to do it through EPA regulation 
where nobody will see. On education, he already has ideas for entirely new entitlements. And 
here I am arguing that it really is not the kind of thing Americans are going to want to pursue. 
 
So you would say to me, but if Obama’s so out of step with America, how come he won twice? 
It’s a good question. I’m glad I asked it. And I would attribute a lot of this to contingency. I 
know it sounds like it’s a rationalization, and it is. 2008, that was an election we had no chance 
of winning. That was a perfect storm. We had eight years of an unpopular administration, war-
weary, we had a weak opponent. John McCain is a national hero, but he was not a great 
candidate. And we had a financial crisis that occurred within six weeks of the election, which has 
never happened in American history. Under those circumstances, the Italian Communist Party 
could have won that election. Some people will argue that it did win that election. But never me.  
 
Incidentally, my watch stopped, so just let me know where we are. It stopped in the second 
paragraph of my speech. Maybe that’s a sign, or maybe it’s the vast left wing conspiracy. All 
right. So I’m only a few minutes behind here. 
 
So number one, 2008, you can write it off. That was an election anybody could have won, and 
anybody did win. Now, 2012 was different. That was an election that we really couldn’t lose and 
shouldn’t have lost, and we did. And again, I will say that the conditions here were quite 
specific. We had a very weak field, and that will be different in the future, for whatever reason. 
The very strong candidates, all of whom I think we are going to see in the next cycle, felt it was 
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early in their lives or they had other stuff going on, or they weren’t ready to do it, and they all sat 
out.  
 
If you looked at the debates, it was truly dismaying, and it really hurt the brand. That was not our 
major league team, that was AA at best. The one candidate who was plausibly a president, which 
was Mitt Romney, was the nominee. He was a good man. Had he been president, I think he 
would have been a good president. I voted for him. I supported him. But when you think about it, 
he was exactly the wrong candidate to have in a country in a recession as a result of a financial 
collapse. He was a plutocrat. He wasn’t Wall Street technically, but he was Wall Street in the 
eyes of everybody.  
 
It’s unfortunate that the only plausible candidate in the field is a guy who was sort of in the 
wrong place at the wrong time. I mean, even his Republican primary opponents attacked him in 
ads as a plutocrat, a vulture, capitalist, a Gordon Gekko. When your own guys are attacking you 
for that, you know you’re in big trouble. And he was. The other part of the problem is, again, I 
return to the premise that if you make the ideological argument, big government, small 
government, liberty versus the cradle to grave entitlement state, our side will win.  
 
The problem is we chose the one guy who was the least equipped among the elite of the party to 
make that case. And he once admitted it. I remember Newt asked him in the debates, where were 
you in the 90s when we were in the middle of this revolution? And Romney answered pretty 
honestly, he said, look, I spent my life in finance. It was an honorable life, and it certainly was. I 
came to politics late.  
 
And the problem is, it showed. He spoke conservatism as a second language. I remember in one 
of the debates he said, to show how tough he was, “I ran in Massachusetts a very severely 
conservative administration.” Think about that. The severe is usually associated with head 
wounds or tropical storms, but never to governments. And you saw that he was completely 
disarmed.  
 
What was the central issue of the time that was sort of the microcosm of the large government, 
small government argument? ObamaCare. That was the wedge. That was the way to make the 
abstraction real. Given the polls, that is how you win an election like that. You say, this is the 
consequence of the entitlement state, look how they’re going to do X, Y, and Z, wrecking 
healthcare, exploding of the deficit, intruding on your lives, intruding on religious liberty. The 
elements of that were just huge. He couldn’t say a word about it because, by historical accident, 
we nominated a guy who had instituted ObamaCare in Massachusetts. So all of the 
circumstances were wrong for this candidate at this time. 
 
And I would add, and sort of sympathetically, Romney was not exactly, shall we say, the most 
dynamic candidate. He reminded me, in many ways, of my youthful political hero, Scoop 
Jackson. You all remember Scoop Jackson, who was a great guy, great American. I love the guy. 
But it was very true what we said of him, that he was exceedingly dull. It was once said of Scoop 
Jackson that if he ever gave a fireside chat, the fire would go out. [LAUGHTER] You never saw 
Romney in front of a fireplace, did you?  
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So now you’re going to say, we’re just trying to put a gloss on two epic defeats. All right, here’s 
the main argument. And this one is empirical, it’s not just a bunch of theories or propositions I’m 
putting in front of you. The empirical refutation of the idea that somehow our ideology is in the 
decline is 2010. And what makes 2010 election so important is that, because it was an off-year, 
because there wasn’t a name at the top of the ticket, it was not an election about personalities or 
political histories or personal history, it was purely ideological. There wasn’t anything else to 
talk about.  
 
The main issue, of course, was ObamaCare, that engendered the Tea Party. For every one person 
out there at a town hall, there were ten at home who were seething but not as active but 
expressed themselves at the ballot box. And this was a history election. I would say that it was 
the most ideological election since probably the early 1980s. And you took away the 
contaminating element of personality.  
 
Here, you have got a pretty clear view of where the country stands when they’re given this stark 
alternative. And the results were remarkable. Obama himself called it a shellacking. One wit one 
wit on our side called it “less an election than a restraining order.” In the House, we gained 63 
seats, the most in 70 years. In the Senate, six.  
 
But the most important result, which was the most unnoticed on Election Day, was that in the 
state houses, 680 seats, the most probably in about 100 years, swung to the Republicans. 19 of 
the 99 statehouses when from Democratic-controlled to Republican-controlled. You all know 
why we only have 99 state houses, right? I love this. Nebraska, very good. It’s the Socratic 
instinct in me that always wants to stop at that point and ask the question.  
 
And that had an interesting effect, which was not anticipated. The swing in the state houses gave 
us Wisconsin, and the first effective attack on the growth, power and essential monopolies of the 
government unions. It gave us Michigan, which actually became a right-to-work state. This is the 
home, the heart of the UAW. I would add, in Wisconsin, in 1959, it was the first state to legalize 
the government unions, and now it becomes the first state to actually control them.  
 
And it’s given us, across the country, a whole sort of second layer of rebellion against the liberal 
overreach of the Obama administration. So you’ve got, at one level, the House swinging to the 
Republicans at the national level, which essentially stopped the entire Obama agenda. Then you 
have got all this happening at the state level, where in Wisconsin, for example, conservatives got 
control of all the levers, the two houses and the governorship, and have made revolutionary 
change.  
 
So to me, it is extremely important. I think it’s very hard to argue that we’re in kind of a liberal 
ascendency when you see not only what happened in 2010, when it was a clearly ideological 
election, and the results of it, which is the success of these governors and state houses in 
changing fundamental issues. Right-to-work is a fundamental issue. So that is why I come out of 
this thinking that the future of the conservative idea is rather strong.  
 
Again, once you’re able to make the case that all these disparate issues, Obamacare, right-to-
work, the power of the government unions, these are all subset, these are all sort of examples of 
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the larger issue of the size, the scope, the reach of power, the intrusiveness of government. And 
you do it against the backdrop of the current scandals, where everybody, especially on the left, 
interestingly, is now up in arms, and the right is less upset about NSA than the left is, but I’m 
glad the left is upset. I’m glad anytime the left is upset.  
 
But it demoralizes the left. Here is a guy who campaigned in ’07, ’08, denouncing the Bush 
administration, the state that intrudes into your lives. Every night on Fox we have a clip of 
Obama or Biden denouncing, with emotion and energy, exactly what they’re doing today. I think 
it’s great for the country. Great to see the unhappiness of the left.  
 
It’s a good thing. It’s the genius of the rotation of power. When liberals get into government and 
the president receives the briefing he gets on day one and his hair stands on end when he learns 
about all the threats, he realizes that Bush had it essentially right, creates a national consensus, 
and I think that’s good for the country. Because otherwise, you go on with all the years of 
demagoguing what Bush had done, so you get into power and that consolidates it as sort of a 
national consensus, something that will last.  
 
So I think that has value. However given the fact that these scandals are coloring the view of the 
state, I think it just adds to the argument, empirical and philosophical, that our side will win, 
because it is essentially about the relationship of citizen and state, and essentially the fate of 
liberty. 
 
I would just add one more element. Since I talked about all the contingencies here to explain 
away our losses, let me just add another contingency which I think is going to help us in the 
future, or the near future, which is essentially the horizon I’m presenting. After, I don’t know, 
eight years from now, all bets are off. Nothing I say applies to anything. But you know in my 
lifetime, or likely lifetime, this is what I’m predicting. 
 
We have, right now, an extraordinarily strong field of potential candidates. A bench that, had we 
had in 2012, we might have won with. I can start with the dynamic governors, Richard Daniels, 
Bobby Jindal, Susana Martinez, Scott Walker, and Chris Christie. Now, I will admit that he 
presents problems occasionally. I had him in quarantine for three months after the stunt he did on 
Sandy the week before Election Day. He was described as having given Obama a bear hug. But I 
think that was a wrong description. It was more like a lap dance. But the image is so disturbing, 
and the medical hazards so large, that I try to banish the idea. 
 
In Congress we’ve got Marco Rubio, Paul Ryan, Rand Paul isn’t exactly my cup of tea, but he 
represents a far more rational and attractive libertarianism than his father did, who incidentally 
said this morning that he’s worried that we might use a drone to kill Edward Snowden. How 
crazy do you have to be to think we’re going to send a drone into Chinese territory to kill an 
American? I think that’s rather unlikely. 
 
And for the remaining monarchists among you, there’s Jeb Bush. Of course, the reason he didn’t 
run in 2012, and he’s still going to have trouble in the future, is his last name. For that, I have a 
solution. Change it. And I have a suggestion. Jeb Ochocinco. Think about that. You get two 
constituencies, Hispanics and wide receivers at the same time. [LAUGHTER] 
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So I want to leave you all happy and optimistic. I should say, a couple of years ago, when I 
wasn’t so happy and optimistic, I would leave audiences really in tears. They would be sobbing 
in the back of the audience. The future was just, we were doomed, no chance. And I got tired of 
that. I would actually, at the end of speeches, offer, since I’m still licensed, to write a 
prescription for antidepressants for anybody in the audience who needed them. But now I have a 
better way to do it, just cheer you up in words.  
 
But I really am optimistic. If you believe in your heart, as I do, that the political ideology of 
liberty, the American experiment of this limited relationship between citizen and state, the 
importance of civil society, all the other elements of the philosophy that the Bradley Foundation 
has supported, that the winners of the awards have spoken about, written about in their writings 
and in their lives’ work, I think in the end it always wins. And when you take away the other 
contaminants, the personalities, the contingencies, the financial crises, the things that are 
contingent upon the times and the personalities, if we can make the case and have somebody 
who can do it, we’ll win. And that’s why I think, in the end, reality does win out. That’s why I’m 
confident. 
 
Let me just end by saying that, I’ve always had a sense that there is something providential about 
American history. And this is from somebody who isn’t exactly religious. But here is a nation 
founded on the edge of civilization by a tiny colony, living on the outskirts of the civilized 
world, that at a time when it needs it, miraculously produced the greatest generation of political 
thinkers in the history of the world. Then a century later, when it needs a Lincoln, it finds a 
Lincoln. In the 20th  century, when it needed an FDR to defeat and fight fascism, it found it. 
When it needed Reagan to revive the country, it did. And I don’t think there will be a Reagan or 
an FDR on our horizon. 
 
But there’s something about American history that redeems itself in a way that inspires all. The 
way I would summarize it is by quoting my favorite pundit, Bismarck. Not known for his 
punditry, but he did famously say that God looks after children, drunks, idiots, and the United 
States of America. I think he still does. I hope he still does. Thank you very much. [APPLAUSE] 
 
ROBBIE GEORGE:  Charles made reference to his watch, and when he was in need of one, Bill 
Kristol supplied one. Now, my students don’t have any idea what a watch is. They tell time with 
these. So this is a bit of a museum piece, and I like to be a full-service instructor, so I 
occasionally will show it to my students and say, ‘This is a watch, and people used to tell time 
with a watch.’  
 
But of course, technology has now moved on, and you guys have your own way of doing things. 
But I’m an old-timer, and I’m going to stick with my watch. In fact, in particular, with this 
watch, because it is of enormous sentimental value to me. This is the watch that my late, beloved 
grandfather, on his death bed, sold me. [LAUGHTER]  I’m not giving it up no matter how far 
technology takes. 
 
It’s really wonderful to be on this panel with my dear friends, Charles and Bill, and to be here 
with all of you, truly among friends. You know where I work, so you can imagine how much 
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pleasure it is to be in such company. It’s like water in the desert, and I’m grateful to my 
colleagues on the Bradley Foundation board for holding these symposiums, and giving me an 
opportunity to join you. 
 
Also, I have something particular I want to say that’s not directly relevant to the topic, but if I 
can pull rank, Bill, you’re supposed to be monitoring this panel, but as a director of the Bradley 
Foundation, I want to say how honored we are, not only to have so many distinguished academic 
people here amongst us, people of great scholarly achievements and courage in the academy, but 
there’s one person to whom attention has, particularly, I think, to be drawn, because she has been 
an inspiration to all of us. One of the great scholars of our time, please join me in saying hello to 
Gertrude Himmelfarb. In my line of work, we’re a bit in short supply when it comes to heroes. 
But Professor Himmelfarb truly is one, and we are so deeply honored to have you with us. 
 
Charles, the American Founders famously supplied constitutional mechanisms, in some cases to, 
as they put it, remedy the effect of better motives. The rather Presbyterian view of human nature 
that our Founders had, the hope was that we could remedy some of the defects by principles and 
institutions that would limit and check power, and prevent government from becoming 
oppressive, and indeed, tyrannical. 
 
At the same time, they were under no illusions about the possibility of having a successful 
scheme of ordered liberty without there being some substantial virtue in the people themselves. 
They knew that that virtue could not be ordered by the government. It couldn’t be produced by 
the economic system. It couldn’t be dictated by a judge.  
 
That if the virtue needed for constitutional government, for ordered liberty, was to be provided, it 
would be provided by individuals themselves, but critically, with the assistance of what we’ve 
been calling the institutions of civil society, beginning with the family, the marriage-based 
family, and all the institutions that assist the family in the work that Charles pointed to when he 
said the most important work of the institutions of civil society has to do with being the primary 
influencers and shapers of people. 
 
The character-forming function, we’re talking about here, of the institutions of civil society. And 
Tocqueville has been invoked here I think even more often than the American founders, and 
rightly so. Tocqueville himself noticed, of course, the critical role that these institutions played in 
the maintenance of ordered liberty. The success of the American experiment. Which we should 
never forget was an experiment.  
 
Our Founders themselves understood their work, their project, as an experiment. And 
experiments can fail. And they understood that. There was no precedent for this. There was no 
guarantee. It wasn’t written in the stars that America was going to succeed. That this Republic 
was going to work. Republics, after all, had been tried time and time again throughout the course 
of history and failed, and many people had given up on them.  
 
This is why Lincoln, in giving his formal explanation for why he didn’t simply let the South go, 
why he was willing to accept the extraordinary costs in blood and treasure of the war. This is 
why Lincoln, in explaining it, famously said that, what is at issue in this contest is not simply 
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whether republican government, government of the people, by and for the people, would last on 
the North American continent. No, he said, what is at stake is whether government of the people, 
by the people, and for the people, republican government, would perish from the Earth. Because 
if it were tried one more time, and within 80 years, four score and seven years, failed, the lesson 
for all of humanity, at least for the indefinite future would be, republican freedom simply doesn’t 
work. We have to go with another theory, some kind of benign authoritarianism is the best that 
we can do.  
 
But that republican government, as I say, requires a certain kind of virtue in the citizens, and 
therefore requires the institutions of civil society to be healthy and flourishing if they are to do 
their job in forming character. The enlightenment French philosopher Rousseau famously said 
“That man is born free, but everywhere he is in chains.” Well, is man born free? There’s a 
certain profound sense in which we human beings are not born free. We’re born into a form of 
slavery and the whole project of a life is liberating oneself from that slavery.  
 
What I have in mind here goes back to a thinker who was not especially friendly to democracy, 
and depending on how we read his Republic, not especially friendly to freedom. But who had 
something important to say about character and character formation. And that is that the project 
of a human life is overcoming what is perhaps the most abject form of slavery, and that is slavery 
to one’s own desires, slavery to self. Being liberated from being a want-satisfying machine, to 
being a rational human being. As Plato himself put it, creating a proper order in the soul so that 
the rational element of the self had control over the appetitive element, the desiring element. And 
things weren’t reversed, with desire having the whip hand, the big, I-want, and then simply 
harnessing reason in the cause of getting what I happen to want, whatever it is I happen to want. 
Or cooking up rationalizations for doing just as I please, no matter what I please.  
 
So we are kind of born into this slavery to self. I mean, what is a baby interested in? Getting its 
want satisfied. And our parents, and our religious institutions, and our schools, when they are 
healthy, are all about the business of soul-shaping. My colleague on the Bradley board, and 
former Bradley Prize winner, George Will, wrote a book about this called, Statecraft as 
Soulcraft. Noting that even the state has a little element, not too much, because it can be so 
dangerous, certainly secondary or tertiary with the family and the institutions of civil society 
playing the main roles. But the goal of those institutions is getting the little baby, who is all 
absorbed in want satisfaction, to be a responsible human being who is master of himself, who has 
control over his own desires. And when that works, then you have got human beings who are fit 
for freedom in the full political sense, who can be entrusted to be the guardians of their own 
liberty, who can be entrusted with republican government, who have the virtues that are 
necessary for ordered liberty.  
 
And Charles is absolutely right, in my view, when he says that the leviathan state becomes a 
threat to the institutions of civil society, threatening to conscript them, instrumentalist them and 
conscript them into its own projects. Those who refuse to be instrumentalized or conscripted will 
need to be then marginalized and stigmatized by the leviathan state. When that happens, of 
course, the possibility of those institutions fulfilling their character-shaping, their soul-shaping 
functions, disappears. And you get what you get when the institutions of civil society disappear.  
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On the panel that Dr. Kass chaired this morning, you got account after account of it, from 
Heather Mac Donald, from Bob Woodson and from the others on the panel. We know what 
happens when the institutions of civil society, when the marriage culture breaks down, when 
religious institutions can’t perform their functions. You get what Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
predicted you would get, back in 1965. You get delinquency, you get despair, you get drug 
addiction, you get violence, you get crime, you get incarceration, and a vicious cycle. 
 
Now, what about this leviathan state? How is it that it enervates the institutions of civil society? 
Is it just an accident? Well, here I have a thought that I’d like to share with you. I look at the 
philosophy of so many of my colleagues in the academy, so many in the journalistic 
establishment, in the elite culture generally, and I see this progressivism, this governing 
philosophy of, we’re not allowed to say liberalism anymore, as Charles said, but of 
progressivism. And what is it?  
 
In some ways, it’s not the old progressivism. In some ways it is, but in some ways it’s not the old 
progressivism of Teddy Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson. To me, it looks pretty clearly like a 
combination of what might at first glance look like incompatible ideas. Statism, on the one hand, 
and expressive individualism on the other hand. The statism we’ve talked about a lot. That is the 
leviathan state. That is the collectivism. That is the life of Julia stuff.  
 
Do you remember Julia from the Obama campaign? She is representing all of us as getting stuff 
from the government, from birth to the point at which we’re told, Julia decides to have a child, so 
the government, who has been providing her with birth control so she can’t have a child, now 
gives her whatever she needs to have a child. No mention, by the way, of Julia having a husband, 
having a father for this child anywhere in the picture. Just, Julia decided to have a child.  
 
But there, we see the expressive individualism. Here we see the class of ’68 meeting the old 
collectivism of the old progressivism. It’s not only giving you stuff because you are in need, in 
danger of destitution either in old age or as a widow, the FDR picture, it’s giving you stuff to 
facilitate your lifestyle choices, whatever they are.  
 
So all the government subsidizing of the dogmas of the sexual revolution, for example, is simply 
the logic of this embrace of expressive individualism playing itself out. Now the state as provider 
not only has to provide for you to protect you against indigency, it has got to supply you with 
what you need. Not only the material resources, but also getting any impediments put up by 
private, perhaps even religious organizations, out of the way so that you can do what you want to 
do. The big I-wants can be satisfied.  
 
Here comes the non-judgmentalism for which contemporary progressivism is famous, and which 
is taught as dogma in universities, and not just universities, in high schools, and now in middle 
schools, and even in elementary schools. It doesn’t use exactly the same slogan that it was built 
on in the 60s. Remember that slogan, if it feels good, do it? But it’s the same basic idea. So 
religious liberty now has to go out the window. Or, it has got to be very severely constrained.  
 
So the Obama administration, both in its domestic policy and in its foreign policy now only 
reluctantly and rarely speaks of religious liberty robustly, that is, the institutions of religion being 
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able, at least within their own domains when it comes to hiring their own clergy or ministers or 
running their schools or whatever, it’s no longer that they can live in line with their own religious 
and moral beliefs. The Obama administration wants to narrow this to freedom of worship. Even 
in our foreign policy, former Secretary of State Clinton always spoke of freedom of worship, 
rarely of religious liberty.  
 
It is no longer the freedom of people gathered as religious groups or institutions, it’s the 
individual, privately-practicing faith in the church or synagogue or mosque, or in the home 
saying prayers before dinner, prayers before bed, or prayers five times a day, or whatever your 
prayer is in private. But beyond that, all the rules that the leviathan state applies to other 
institutions also have to be applied, including the nondiscrimination rules, the 
nonjudgementalism rules, to churches.  
 
Famously, in the Hosanna-Tabor case, the most important free exercise case of the past decade 
or so, that concerned the scope, or we thought it concerned the scope of the ministerial 
exemption to certain anti-discrimination laws, that would protect churches so that they could 
require that ministers actually believe the teachings of the church, and that they live lives that are 
in line with the teaching of the church. The case was, as I say, supposed to be about the scope of 
the ministerial exemption as a First Amendment free exercise principle.  
 
Here came the Obama administration, the Holder Justice Department, the Solicitor General into 
court saying, you know, what? We think that the ministerial exemption should be abolished. Not 
just that its scope should be narrowed, but that it should be abolished. There should be no 
protection against those anti-discrimination laws on those grounds. Fortunately, the 
Administration lost that case nine to zero. They couldn’t get Ruth Bader Ginsburg, or either of 
the two women that Obama appointed, Elena Kagan and Sonia Sotomayor for that one. 
 
Indeed, Kagan, in her questioning of the Solicitor General on this very point, remarked, after he 
had responded by saying, yes, he thought that the ministerial exemption should be abolished, 
Kagan said, “I find that a remarkable proposition.” That’s judicial speak for insane, crazy, out of 
line. I mean, if Kagan thinks that’s where you are, it just tells you something about the radicalism 
of the administration on this issue. 
 
So I think we are facing an important moment, and I think the conservative movement has to 
realize that we’re really fighting on two fronts here, not just one. It’s not just the statism. The 
statism is integrated into the philosophy of expressive individualism. It’s very important for 
conservatives not to accidentally buy into the other side’s premises, thinking we can accept the 
expressive individualism and not get the statism. 
 
Believe me, if we accept the expressive individualism, the consequences will be the further 
erosions of the institutions of civil society, leaving us with the kinds of individuals that we have, 
which means the state has got to expand to cover two things, provision for those who really will 
be in need as a result of the breakdown of civil society, which means increased welfare spending 
and then increased security spending to cover the police apparatus, incarceration apparatus that 
comes in the wake of the breakdown of civil society. 
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So this is why, in conclusion, I’ll just say, I am such an evangelist, I go around from place to 
place trying to say to my social and economic conservative friends, you have more than merely 
an alliance. Sometimes I know you don’t like each other, but you’re in a marriage and it is not 
merely a marriage of convenience. It really is a marriage of principle. The left understands 
perfectly well the link between the market and civil society, beginning with the institution of 
marriage. They get the link between collectivism and expressive individualism. It will be a 
disaster if we fail to get it. Thank you. [APPLAUSE] 
 
WILLIAM KRISTOL:  Well, I am going to exercise the prerogative of the moderator, and take 
advantage of the fact that it’s five minutes to two, and pass on my remarks, since I wasn’t 
supposed to be making my remarks in the first place. As Charles said, contingency’s very 
important in life, and it’s very important to adjust to circumstances. And that’s how I’m 
adjusting to this circumstance, because I would like to hear Charles for five minutes reflecting on 
what Robbie had to say, and closing off this excellent session that we’ve now being going for 
several hours on. 
 
CHARLES KRAUTHAMMER:  Let me make three points. Whenever I say that, I’m rather 
apprehensive, because I remember the governor of Texas, Rick Perry. Never do that on 
television, because you’re always going to forget the third one. You will never recover.  
 
Number one, I appreciate what Robbie is saying about the necessity of virtue. But to me, the 
lesson of the American experiment is precisely the opposite. The Declaration does not speak 
about the pursuit of virtue or the exercise of reason. The pursuit of happiness.  
 
The premise of the Republic was that we would have an economic system based on, essentially, 
capitalism, as described by Adam Smith, where everybody is pursuing their own hands, but the 
invisible hand works it out. And Madison translated that into a political free market, where he 
said that the greatest guarantee of liberty, in the end, is the multiplication of factions, all of 
whom, he assumed, will be acting in their own narrow interest. But if you could construct a 
system in which the factions would compete against each other, and prevent coalitions of a 
majority that would crush the other side, you could then have the same kind of invisible hand 
working itself out.  
 
So I would say, unlike a lot of other political systems, which are based on the notion of the virtue 
of the individual, the American system is constructed in a way that it requires it the least. In fact, 
to me it was the most realistic in understanding the fallen condition of the human being and 
expecting very little of the individual, but understanding that if you can construct the system, and 
that they did want an ex nihilo, that has endured for a quarter of a millennium, you don’t have to 
rely on virtue of the individual, because if you did, no republic would ever be possible. 
 
Secondly, I would say that, we both agree, Robbie and I, that the leviathan is putting great stress 
on civil society and the traditional institutions. However I don’t accept sort of empirically the 
premise that therefore the social bonds that are holding us together, and the virtues required for a 
free society are therefore doomed.  
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I would cite a column written yesterday in the Wall Street Journal by Heather Mac Donald. She 
points out that in New York City they have had the most dramatic reduction of the murder rate 
and the felony rate ever recorded in a big city. And I remember in the 90s, all of us had a sense 
the family’s collapsing, all of this is collapsing. We’re really headed over a cliff socially. But 
what was the difference in New York? It was a change in policing methods. It was a 
reorganization of how you do it. Analogously to how Madison wanted to organize a republic.  
 
And I would argue there has not been a great fundamental change in 80 percent improvement in 
the virtue of the citizens of New York City to account for an 80 percent reduction in the murder 
rate. I would say that human nature in New York City is about the same today as it was in 1990. 
But the murder rate has completely collapsed and that is because we were looking at other ways 
of doing things, misunderstanding the causes of crime, and how to handle it.  
 
You know the famous New York Times headline? The headline read, ‘Crime drops in New York, 
but Jail Population Increases.’ Think of the ‘but.’ And it was only in paragraph 17, because I 
counted them because it was so astonishing, it was like a historical artifact, that the Times would 
actually consider that perhaps there was a relationship between the higher incarceration rate and 
the lowering of the crime rate. They had all these other outlandish, ridiculous theories, until he 
arrived, and of course he dismissed it as sort of a conservative notion. 
 
However I would argue that we are under stress, and in the end, if you do completely crush civil 
society, we will be sort of at a position where we’re not going to be able to recover. But to the 
third point, which is, yes, we do have a state that gives away stuff, and it wins elections by 
saying, I give you this free contraception, etc. Whatever it takes, I give you. And the argument is, 
and I think this has merit, that ultimately, if you get everybody dependent on the state, you’re not 
only going to lose the incentives to elect a government that will put you on your own, there will 
be a change in personality, there will be a change in the virtue of the individual.  
 
The example I would give is Europe, where they have reached a point down the road where the 
government, remember a few years ago, has passed a law increasing the retirement age from 60 
to 62, and the result was student riots smashing windows in central Paris. Think about that. Here 
are kids who have never had a job, to whom the law will only apply in 40 years, and only mean 
two years of additional work, who are driven to riot over this infringement on the cradle-to-grave 
protection of the government. That’s decadence. And that’s where it ends up. And that’s where 
you end up with countries who simply do not know what to do when the entitlement state is even 
reduced, let alone abolished. But I would argue that history, providence, I will invoke it again, 
given us a decade or two we can see in the future, the future is Europe, it’s not ours yet.  
 
We will, perhaps, one day reach a tipping point where the number of takers is so overwhelming 
that we are not going to recover. But we’re nowhere near that. I think we can reform what we do, 
we can appeal to the basic political instincts of Americans. And here I would add one last point, 
if I could. And that is, there is a difference between academic opinion, elite opinion, and the 
bedrock common sense of the American people. If you thought that elite opinion was so 
important and dominant, how is it possible that we’ve elected a Reagan, and we’ve had all of 
these conservative administrations to one degree or another, in a society where the media is 
utterly dominated by the left, academia is, the foundations are, with the great exception, of 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424127887324063304578525850909628878.html
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course, of the one that we are honoring today, and only a handful of others, what Lenin would 
call the commanding heights of the culture, are on the other side. And yet we remain a center-
right country.  
 
So I would argue that we have an elite opinion, which is always going to be left, for a whole 
bunch of reasons which aren’t worth going into. But there is some vain, I don’t know if you want 
to call it providential, but there’s some kind of bedrock common sense among Americans in their 
ordinary lives, that understands the dangers, that responds and I think ultimately will carry us 
through. 
 
So I said all that because I really want you to go home happy. And when I heard Robbie, I got 
depressed again, until I checked, and my watch is working again. It’s a miracle. Thank you very 
much. [APPLAUSE] 
 
WILLIAM KRISTOL:  Thank you both, and you’re actually very stimulating and interesting, 
both presentations, and areas of agreement and disagreement. I could resolve, needless to say, 
adjudicate and resolve the areas of disagreement, but that would be a disservice to all of you, 
since it’s important that you think for yourselves and make up your own mind.  
 
It was very fitting that this symposium ended with not simply everyone agreeing on the obvious 
things, but actually penetrating more deeply and trying to think through some of the tensions, 
obviously, in what it takes and what it means to have and to defend a free society. In any case, 
thank you Charles, thank you Robbie, thank you all of you. [APPLAUSE] 
 
 


