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The Jewish future in Europe
A dinner held in October 2006 at the Foreign & Commonwealth Office in honour of
James Wolfensohn KBE provided a platform for Antony Lerman, JPR’s Executive
Director, to launch JPR’s new programme, The Jewish future in Europe on the 
occasion of the Institute’s 10th anniversary year. Extracts from his speech are 
reproduced below.

The key problem facing us in Europe is how
countries will manage difference? Will
communities come together or become
more separate? Will common values 
prevail or will value systems clash 
unrestrained? If we want open societies
throughout Europe, in which the newly
emerged Jewish communities and the
revived established ones can flourish,
these questions must be answered. And
with the EU playing an ever-increasing role
in our lives, how should we respond to EU
policies that affect us as citizens and as
Jews? Also affecting us more and more is

JPR is all about responding to change.
Scan its timeline—each decade or so a
new challenge was met. When its 
predecessor, the Institute of Jewish Affairs,
was founded in New York in 1942 by the
World Jewish Congress, it planned for
post-war Jewish reconstruction.
Transferred to London in 1966, it carried
out pioneering work to fight for Soviet
Jewry’s freedom. It quickly responded to
the surfacing of antisemitism in Eastern
Europe after the collapse of communism in
1989 by producing the first authoritative
annual world survey on antisemitism. And
relaunched as JPR in 1996 it set the pace
for strategic community planning in the 
UK and the rest of Europe. That 
transformation was a response to the need
of Jewish communities for new policy
options in the changed post-Cold War
world.

The 1990s were a time of Jewish revival
and growing reconciliation with Europe; but
the first decade of the 21st century has
taught us not to take any of this for 
granted. External challenges have taken
centre stage: international terrorism,
Islamist radicalism, racism and anti-
semitism, ethnic conflict—and no matter
how much we invest in Jewish education,
culture, religious activity, community 
centres, it could all be blown away, literally
and metaphorically.

the fallout from the Israel-Palestine 
conflict and its impact on antisemitism: So
how do we understand the nature of anti-
semitism today? And isn’t it time that we
asked what are the responsibilities that the
interrelated communities of the Jewish
people have for each other?  

We’re deeply affected as individual Jews
and as a group by these problems; we have
to make a contribution to the debate about
how best to solve them. Which is why these
are the questions JPR’s new European 
programme will address.
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Meeting the challenge of this new agenda
will be neither simple nor without 
controversy. Feelings run very high about
all of these matters. But we have no 
intention of shying away from difficult
debates. What’s the point in an independent
think-tank that only tackles problems on
which there is prior communal agreement?
A think-tank must generate light, not more
heat, and provide a leadership of ideas—
and if there aren’t people who disagree with
those ideas, it would not be doing its job
properly.

We’re launching this new programme with
4 new tracks:

The first, on civil society, is called Living
Together. The first major project in this
programme has already commenced and is
being fully funded by the Ford Foundation.
It aims to recreate a sense of shared
belonging in Europe through a series of
round table discussions between Jews and
others in the UK, France, Germany, Sweden
and Poland. Dr Diana Pinto, an intellectual
historian and writer and one of the leading

JPR’S new Board members
Baroness Rabbi Julia 
Neuberger DBE
is a member of the House of Lords,
where she takes the Liberal Democrat
whip. She was Britain’s second female
rabbi and the first to have her own 
synagogue. She was educated at
Newnham College, Cambridge and Leo
Baeck College, London, where she taught
from 1977 to 1997. Rabbi Neuberger is
President of West Central Liberal
Synagogue. She was also Chair of
Camden and Islington Community Health
Services NHS Trust (1992-1997). Her
book, The Moral State We’re In, was pub-
lished in 2005. 

Goran Rosenberg
is a writer and journalist and also the
founder of Moderna Tider, the leading 
Swedish monthly of social and cultural
affairs. He is a regular columnist and 
essayist in the Swedish daily Dagens
Nyheter. He was awarded the Golden
Nymph for best news documentary at the
1990 International Television Festival in
Monte Carlo, and he won the Czech
Crystal at the International Film Festival
in Prague 1996 for his documentary
Goethe and Ghetto.

Dominique Moïsi
is senior adviser to the French Institute 
of International Affairs; chief editor of
Politique Etrangère, the Institute’s 
quarterly publication; and a professor at
the Institute of Political Studies in Paris.
He is a regular columnist for the
Financial Times as well as a contributor
to Foreign Affairs and Atlantic Quarterly.
He has held academic positions at
Harvard University Summer School; 
Ecole Nationale d’Administration; 
Johns Hopkins University in Bologna,
Italy; and the Woodrow Wilson Center 
for Scholars in Washington, D.C.

Avner Azulay
is the Managing Director of The Rich
Foundation, a private, philanthropic, 
non-profit organization registered in
Lucerne, Switzerland, which strives to
support culture, education and welfare 
in Israel and in Diaspora Jewish 
communities.

thinkers on civil society in Europe, will direct
this project for JPR as a Senior Fellow,
based in Paris (see article on page 8).

The second track, New thinking for Europe,
will examine the impact European Union
policies have on us and will seek to 
influence EU policy-making by early 
intervention in policy debates.

The third, Europe and the Middle East, 
and the interrelated communities of a 
transnational people, will take a hard look
at the Europe-Israel relationship—both at
the political and the communal levels, that
is, the impact of Israeli policy-making on
the Jews of Europe. There is a great 
reluctance to talk about this openly in
Jewish circles.

Finally, Open Space, our fourth track, will
provide an opportunity to think the 
unthinkable, hear the controversial, 
challenge myths about ourselves and 
others, and debate issues which have 
special relevance for or impact on Jewish
populations.

To accomplish these aims we are 
transforming the way we work. JPR will
engage the best talent across Europe and
work in cooperation with a network of other
think-tanks and research institutes. We are
building a new, interactive website with an
online forum for the discussion of policy
ideas, which will be launched shortly. And
to ensure that JPR’s new direction is
reflected in its governance structures, we
are appointing new members of the Board
of Directors from across Europe and 
elsewhere.

Finally, I’m personally excited and 
privileged to be leading JPR for a second
time, with a clear mandate to take on the
European challenge and to prepare the
ground for the succession of a new,
younger professional leadership—thus
ensuring that JPR will continue to provide
new thinking for the Jews of Europe.

Copies of JPR’s brochure The Jewish
future in Europe which outlines the new 
programmes are available from JPR.
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In his introduction, Professor Cesarani 
commented that some extreme rhetoric
had been voiced in the public debate on
multiculturalism and he called for some
calm thinking.

Edie Friedman’s case for 
multiculturalism

Dr Friedman quoted Bhikhu Parekh’s 
definition of multiculturalism as ‘a vibrant
respect for diversity and shared common
values’, which she felt was the sort of 
society she would want to live in.
Multiculturalism was part of a complex
picture where many external factors, such
as the Iraq War, the war on terror, and
economic and social disparities had 
profoundly affected the way it was viewed
and experienced. The debate about 
multiculturalism was in danger of 
becoming polarised.

An array of people now attack 
multiculturalism, from Trevor Phillips, who
said that multiculturalism was in danger of
becoming a sleight of hand in which ethnic
minorities were distracted by tokens of
recognition, to the Chief Rabbi, who stated
that multiculturalism encouraged people
not to integrate and created social 
exclusion. Melanie Phillips had gone even
further, describing multiculturalism as
socially destructive and a dangerous 
concept. Edie Friedman warned against
multiculturalism becoming the scapegoat
for many of society’s ills.

Amongst the questions Dr Friedman raised
for discussion were: If we did not want
multiculturalism, what did we want taught
in schools? Must diversity be at odds with
common values? And could we have this
debate without it being hijacked by those

wanting to discredit the equality and
human rights agenda?

Dr Friedman concluded that multi- 
culturalism was a response to two things:
one positive (diversity) and one negative
(racism). The challenge was to 
acknowledge the mistakes, build on the
successes and continue the process of
addressing the persistent inequalities 
within our diverse society.

Kenan Malik’s case against

Kenan Malik argued that two meanings of
multiculturalism were often confused:
multiculturalism as the lived experience of
diversity and as a political process or 
ideology. When most people say that 
multiculturalism is a good thing, they
mean the experience of living in a society
that is less insular, less homogenous,
more vibrant and cosmopolitan than
before. In that sense Britain is a much
richer place for the impact of mass 
immigration.

Those who advocate multiculturalism as a
political process are, however, talking
about something different. Multi-
culturalism, they argue, requires the public
recognition of cultural differences. Social
justice requires not just that individuals are
treated as political equals, but that their
cultural beliefs are treated as equally valid,
and are institutionalised in the public
sphere. This vision of multiculturalism as a
political process actually undermines
much of what is valuable about 
multiculturalism as lived experience.

One of the enduring myths of 
multiculturalism is that Britain has
become a multicultural nation because

This was the subject of a seminar organised by JPR and chaired by Professor David Cesarani of Royal Holloway College,
featuring Dr Edie Friedman, Director of the Jewish Council for Racial Equality, and Kenan Malik, writer and author of
the TV documentary Disunited Kingdom.

The crisis of multiculturalism:
British society between diversity and integration

minority groups have demanded that their
cultural differences be recognised. In fact,
multiculturalism was imposed from the
top, the product of government and local
authority policies aimed at diffusing the
anger created by racism.  

A truly plural society would be one in
which citizens had full freedom to pursue
their different values or practices in 
private, while in the public sphere they
would be treated as political equals 
whatever the differences in their private
lives. Today, however, pluralism has come
to mean the very opposite. The right to
practise a particular religion, speak a 
particular language, follow a particular
cultural practice is seen as a public good
rather than a private freedom, while our
rights to do, write or even think as private
citizens are increasingly curtailed in the
name of ‘tolerance’— as recent debates
such those around the incitement to 
religious hatred bill and the Danish 
cartoons revealed. On the subject of giving
offence, Kenan Malik commented that
many things were deeply offensive to 
people with deeply held views, but that was
no reason to avoid giving offence. In a 
multicultural society giving offence was an
inevitable part of life and there could be no
real debate or progress without it.

In the discussion following the 
presentations, Francesca Klug,
Professorial Research Fellow at the Centre
for the Study of Human Rights, LSE, said
we must acknowledge, respect and 
understand difference, but not treat 
everyone the same. The challenge was how
to address difference without obliterating
it.  Dr Maleiha Malik, of the School of Law,
King's College, regretted that the 
international situation and the Middle East
conflict got in the way of the natural
alliances between Jewish and Muslim
communities, which had so much in 
common. Dr Ghayasuddin Siddiqui, leader
of the Muslim Parliament, observed that 
as a result of multiculturalism, watertight
compartments with no windows or 
ventilation had been created and different
communities could not talk to each other.



of hope that there would be, as indeed 
subsequently happened, an entry point
between Palestine and Egypt that would
allow for access and egress for
Palestinians. And the hopes were very, 
very high.  

And then we had the sickness of Ariel
Sharon and in the following four months 
we had a change of Palestinian leadership;
we had a change of leadership in Israel, an
increase in violence in the Palestinian 
territories and more recently, the violence
in Lebanon and Israel and a very uneasy
peace prevails. And the real question for all
of us is where does this all go now? Where
are we at this moment? Can we look at the
future with optimism? Can we blame
somebody? Can we propose some 
constructive solutions? 

Shifting hierarchy of problems
The epicentre of concern in the Middle
East, which was the Israel-Palestinian
issue, has now changed in terms of its
weighting and the global hierarchy of 
problems.  

11 years ago when I started at the World
Bank, the issue was Israel and Palestine.
This is no longer so. The Israel-Palestine
issue still significantly affects 11 million
people: 4 million Palestinians, 7 million
Israelis. But it’s an issue which, in a way, is
now almost off the table. We cannot read
about what is the plan for Gaza and what is
the plan for the West Bank, because all the
things that we agreed last November have
been abrogated. There are no longer 
connections between Gaza and Israel.
There is no connection between Gaza and
the West Bank— in fact it never happened.
The greenhouses could not export their 
produce. There is no port. There is no 
airport. And for most of the time the entry
and egress to Egypt has been closed. And
we now have a situation where, until there
is a return of the Israeli soldiers who have
been captured, there is really no movement
at all in terms of a rapprochement. 

Some Arab leaders are trying at this very
moment to work out a basis for an 
agreement, which is not a basis just for the
Israelis, but one that that reflects the
Shia/Sunni split. It really means, for the
moderate Arabs, that they need to come up
with an arrangement with Israel in order to
bring some measure of peace or security to
the region. There is the issue of Lebanon,
which has suffered serious damage and
where there is a need for an intermediate
force on the border and where there is
always the problem of a further outbreak.
We have the issue of Iraq, which is costing
huge amounts of money annually, variously
estimated at $100 billion plus. And the cost
of running Palestine is between $2 and 3
billion a year. So you have $100 billion being
spent in the one theatre of war which is
Iraq and you have Palestine, which at the
moment  is receiving much less than a 
billion dollars of foreign assistance. And I
give you the numbers because it gives you
the context in which one thinks about the 
economic impact. And then you have the
question of Iran, with the tremendous 

In early 2000 there were initiatives, 
frustrations and some good steps forward,
the most notable of which was Ariel
Sharon’s decision to give back Gaza, in
which I had the honour to participate and I
saw this happen in a very peaceful way.
And the hopes were very, very high. Shortly
after that, last November, we were able to
get an agreement between the Israeli 
government and the Palestinians on a way
forward. I was really surprised to realise
that it’s less than a year since I was in
Jerusalem, announcing at 7am after an 
all-night session the agreement that had
been reached between the Israelis and the
Palestinians. There would be access and
egress for Palestinians from Gaza to Israel
and from Gaza to the West Bank. There was
new economic activity on the lands that had
previously been occupied by 7,000 Jewish
settlers. We talked of an airport and port
and we had the designs, we had everything
ready to go. I had convinced the G7 at the
previous meetings that we should put
together a $9 billion package which I got
the G7 leaders to agree to; $3 billion a year
for the reconstruction of the Palestinian
territories; and we came out with a sense

We reproduce here extracts from the speech given by James Wolfensohn KBE at the 
JPR Dinner held in his honour at the Foreign & Commonwealth Office in October.
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political influence that country has in many
senses. First of all, through oil, but 
secondly, the prospect of nuclear weapons.  

As you look at the Middle East today, 
you would have to say: Iraq, Iran, 
fundamentalism and oil. And then maybe
you would talk about Israel and Palestine.
In the hierarchy of problems it is an 
annoyance, it is a problem that can be used
as something to create invective, but in
terms of the prominence and impact of the
issue, it was different five years ago. The
issue then was Israel-Palestine. The issue
today is not just Israel-Palestine. The issue
is Iraq, Iran, oil, Muslim fundamentalism.
The sweep of fundamentalism affects 320 
million Arabs in the region against the 11
million Jews and Arabs who live in
Palestine and Israel. And you’ve got an
$800 billion GDP in the area, of which
maybe $120 billion is Israel. You have $700
billion in the other countries, of which you
have $2 billion in Palestine.  

The language has changed
We have to wake up to the fact that 
something which is crucially important to
us as members of the Jewish community,
as people who have been deeply involved in
the issues of Israel, was centre stage for a
very long time, but it is no longer so. Yes, it
has prominence and a tremendous 
emotional impact. Yes, it can have a 
political impact; but when you talk today to
congressmen, senators and members of
parliament in various parts of the world,
which I have done over the last 18 months,
there is an underlying question which
comes up all the time—where does the
Israel-Palestinian issue fit? Can you solve
Middle East problems by resolving the
Israel-Palestinian issue? And the answer is,
no. The Middle East issues are far bigger.  

If we go for a solution of the Israel-
Palestinian issue—which clearly many of us
are trying to do—solving that issue alone
without resolving the broader issues of the

spects for peace
e East
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Middle East is probably no longer effective.
And that is why King Abdullah, the Saudis
and many others are now talking about a
more general solution being required. No
longer just whether you pull out of Gaza
and where the borders are on the West
Bank and how much you give back and do
you go back to the ’67 lines. The language
has changed. The centrality of the issue
has changed. And unfortunately, all too
many people have not changed.  

No longer just a Jewish issue
Today, when I go to UJA meetings in New
York the language is the same.  Even
though the issues, the solutions and the 
responsibility on us are all hugely different.
And, for me, having had the privilege of
making 14 trips in 13 months, not just in
Israel-Palestine, but throughout the region,
I can tell you that my concern now is not
that the Israel-Palestinian issue will be
irrelevant—it will always be an issue that
needs to be resolved and a focal point of
concern—but it is no longer soluble alone.
It now ties in to the issues that are 
apparent in other parts of the region. This
is not a Jewish issue. This is an issue of
global stability.  

The solution to this problem is not going to
be a Jewish solution—it’s not going to be
just an Israeli solution. It now has to be
viewed in a broader context.  

What I learned in the past year was that the
speeches I had made before and my instant
reactions unfortunately are no longer 
wholly true or even relevant. It is a time for 
reappraisal. The challenge to our 
community is as great, even greater than
ever. But it is a broader challenge. I am
delighted that JPR is doing a lot to confront
the issues that are being faced. Because
there is a need now to reach out and bring
in new thinking. There is a need to confront
what I believe is a broader issue, a broader
set of problems—particularly for the Jewish
community. 

James Wolfensohn KBE is
presented with the JPR
Golden Jubilee Medal by
Lord Rothschild OM

Introducing James Wolfensohn KBE,
President of the World Bank 1995-2005
and Special Envoy for Gaza
Disengagement for the Quartet on the
Middle East 2005/6, Lord Rothschild OM,
Honorary President of JPR, described
his extraordinary range of talents. Born
in Australia, Mr Wolfensohn was
Captain of the Australian Fencing team
in the Summer Olympics in Melbourne
in 1956. He worked for banking 
institutions in Australia before moving
to the UK,  then New York and later
set up his own investment firm.

Lord Rothschild singled out his most
notable achievement as his ten years’
service as a truly great President of the
World Bank, ‘giving his all to that 
institution and more than his all’. Mr
Wolfensohn then took on the 
extraordinarily challenging job as
Special Enjoy for Gaza Disengagement,
leading the negotiations on the 
economic and social front in Gaza.

A distinguished musician and musical
impresario, he served as Chairman of
Carnegie Hall and the Kennedy Center.
Lord Rothschild also described him as
a remarkable figure in philanthropy,
who contributed to the acquisition of
the greenhouses to help the 
regeneration of the Palestinian 
economy. 

Lord Rothschild concluded that he
could not possibly have bestowed the
JPR Golden Jubilee Medal on anyone
more distinguished or more important
to the Jewish community worldwide. 
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Ruth Deech described British Jewry as a
low-key community with a great sense of
obligation and gratitude, which imitated
the structure and leadership institutions 
of the Church of England. She commented
that it was not much fun being an Anglo-
Jewish woman, in view of the controversies
over religious divorce and conversion. She
described the absence of the Chief Rabbi
from the Limmud Conference as quite
extraordinary, and deplored the 
intercommunal fighting and fragmentation.
As a member of the Jewish Leadership
Council, she felt that it was trying to do
useful, co-operative work. 

Ned Temko praised the phenomenal 
brainpower amongst Anglo-Jewry, in 
contrast to the more philistine mood
prevalent in the broader English society.
And yet, he said, the Jewish community
was scared of debate and disagreement
and was reluctant to use its energy for
general engagement and growth, or to
wash its dirty linen in public. He called for
it to show a greater confidence in itself.

Orientation towards human rights
Questioned about the voting patterns of
British Jews, Ruth Deech commented that
they instinctively voted for the party that
was most pro-Israel, liberal and oriented
towards human rights. Ned Temko added
that they also voted for whoever was most
likely to win. Most Jews joined a synagogue
because of a sense of familiar melody, he

Introducing the discussion, Antony Lerman
considered whether there was anything
that could be singled out as peculiar in
Anglo-Jewry. The very name ‘Anglo-Jewry’
was peculiar in itself, he suggested. He
described it is a very diverse community,
yet often seen as monolithic. On paper it
appears to cooperate with other Jewish
communities in the rest of Europe, yet in
reality it keeps its distance.

David Cesarani gave an overview of the 
history of the Jews in Britain, singling out
Protestant philosemitism as an important
factor in their development. Unlike other
European countries, the English state was
capable of persecuting religious dissidents
in the past, but rarely slaughtered them in
any numbers. said, rather than doctrine. 

David Cesarani debunked the claim 
that Anglo-Jewry was declining as a 
demographic myth or optical illusion. He
described the Jewish Leadership Council
as neither transparent nor accountable. 
He called for a more democratic and 
representative leadership in the UK.

Antony Lerman concluded that it was
appropriate the discussion had ended in a
spirit of argument and debate, and Rickie
Burman, Director of the Jewish Museum,
welcomed the fact that at the end of the
350th year of Jewish life in Britain we had
had the opportunity to look back as well as
forward.

The peculiar nature of
Anglo-Jewry
A panel discussion on the distinctive characteristics of Anglo-Jewry, drawing on historical
and contemporary perspectives, was chaired by JPR’s Director Antony Lerman and 
organized by the Jewish Museum in association with JPR in November. The panellists were
Professor David Cesarani, Research Professor in History at Royal Holloway, University of
London; Baroness Ruth Deech, Independent Adjudicator for Higher Education; and Ned
Temko, Chief Political Correspondent of the Observer and former editor of the Jewish
Chronicle.

Ned Temko

Baroness Ruth Deech
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New trends and
challenges in 
philanthropy
Shira Herzog gave a presentation on new trends in 
philanthropy to a JPR seminar held in association with the
Institute for Philanthropy and chaired by its director, Dr
Salvatore LaSpada. An expert on public policy issues 
affecting the voluntary sector, Shira Herzog is Vice-
President of the Kahanoff Foundation, one of Canada’s
largest private grant-making bodies, a board member of the
Council on Foundations in Washington, DC and founder of
Philanthropic Foundations Canada. The seminar was 
attended by key charity professionals and lay leaders in the
Jewish community and beyond.

can be risk takers and risk absorbers, a
luxury which other organisations can rarely
afford. They can broaden the space for civic
activity between the market and 
government and push the limits, creating
room for a second opinion; they can invest
in innovation; they can scale it up or shut it
down and can disseminate information. 

A foundation can also act as an 
entrepreneur, mediator, and convenor,
bringing together parties that would not
otherwise meet. Foundations are not poor
imitators of government, nor tools for
quick fixes, but potential powerhouses for
creative thinking and working. However,
every time a foundation makes a grant, it
runs the risk of playing God. Its influence
is huge. A dose of humility was therefore
advisable. Shira warned that foundations
were only as good as their weakest grant,
and what is remembered is their most

Shira Herzog quoted The Economist which
recently claimed that: ‘Giving away money
has never been more fashionable’. She
explained that philanthropy had evolved
enormously in the past two decades and
that the language of philanthropy reflected
this change.  She noted that foundations
were no longer interested in pilot projects.
Instead, there was a greater focus on 
outcomes and measurements. While new
wealth was actively engaged in applying
best business practices to the world of 
philanthropy, Shira Herzog warned against 
applying measurable outcomes of business
in the world of non-profit, and claimed to
detect the beginnings of a backlash against
this trend. She maintained that the world
of philanthropy called for a plurality of
instruments; there was an equal need for
hungry people to be fed as well as cutting-
edge research to be carried out. 

As public services were increasingly 
privatised, the space for non-profit activity
could either expand or contract; it had
therefore become a moving target which
was hard to define or understand.

What is the role of a foundation? 
In Shira Herzog’s view, foundations today
face more challenges, scrutiny and 
regulation than ever before. Their strength
lies in their freedom from political 
constraints or market forces. They can be
flexible, take a long-term perspective, build
up a body of knowledge and invest both
time and money in a particular field. They

controversial decision. But here lies their
greatest opportunity. Good public policy
emerges from the war of ideas and 
philanthropy has a role to play.

Foundations should ask non-profit 
organisations what they do, why they do it
and what are their indicators for success?
They should also take a look at the 
organisation itself as well as its 
programmes. They should meet the staff
and trustees, examine the balance sheets
and persuade the organisation to review its
viability and operations, where appropriate.

Shira Herzog concluded that the interface
between non-profit organisations and
grant-makers was troubling because of the
asymmetry of power between them. The
challenge lay in developing a sense of
mutual responsibility and dialogue and this
requires hard work on both sides.

Shira Herzog
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JPR has received an 18 month renewable
grant from the Ford Foundation for a 
project entitled Rediscovering the
European Common Good covering ten
countries under the direction of Dr Diana
Pinto, an intellectual historian, writer and
expert in European civil society living in
Paris. Here she explains the aims and
objectives of the project: 

This project will address one of Europe’s
most pressing political and social 
problems: the loss of a sense of the 
commonweal in our pluralist democracies.
At stake is the building of a new type of
res publica, which would respect group
identities while rethinking their public
space and role, thus ensuring that 
individuals can transcend them in the
name of more universal principles.    

Problems to be addressed
Across Europe today, the weakening of the
post-war ideal of European reconciliation,
integration and open borders, the upsurge
of xenophobia, racism, antisemitism, and
cultural intolerance have led to a climate
of political extremism, of which terrorism
is only the extreme symptom. The gap and
the alienation between the continent’s 
religious and ethnic majorities and 
minorities are growing, with a concomitant
loss of any feeling of shared belonging

inside each country. As a consequence,
new types of national or ethnic ‘tribalisms’
are emerging across Europe which neither
multicultural nor integrationist models of
democratic life seem able to contain.

There will be a series of national round
tables in Austria, France, Germany,
Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland,
Sweden, Switzerland and the United
Kingdom, which will bring together critical
voices from different religious, cultural
and ethnic backgrounds, including the lay
world. Participants will be leading opinion-
makers and academics. The round tables
will confront the impasses, underlying
silences, fears and in-depth defensive
reflexes found not only in each national
setting but also within each minority
group, which must be overcome in order 
to crystallize newly shared values at the
national and European levels. A pan-
European Jewish round table will 
inaugurate the project  and will address:
the evolving meaning of citizenship; the
role and rights of silent majorities; the
complex place of secularism within 
collective religious demands; the 
double-edged importance of official
national commemoration of historical
group suffering in the process of positive
integration; the struggle against anti-
semitism as a bridge rather than as a
divide among groups; the double role of
national cohesion and European 
borderlessness in integration; the use of
‘Europe’ as a positive reference in 
moulding a new res publica. 

Why the initial Jewish 
dimension?
The Jewish reference will be of great use
because as a group, Jews have become
pivotal actors at the crossroads of the 
continent’s fractures. Because of their
multiple belongings, by their involvement
in the emerging Jewish-Muslim, Black-
Jewish, Jewish-Armenian, Jewish-Roma
dialogues complementing the old

Christian-Jewish post-war precursor, and
equally as upholders of Europe’s lay
spaces, different Jewish voices are in a
unique position of ‘federating’ critical 
voices stemming from other religious, 
cultural and ethnic identities in the 
mapping out of a new res publica.

The pan-European Jewish round table will
take place in December 2006 near London,
bringing together participants from each
of the ten countries, with a select number
of institutional observers. The first five
national round tables will take place 
during 2007: in the UK, Poland, France,
Sweden and Germany. The other national
round tables will take place in 2008. 

Project outcomes
The project seeks the following concrete
outcomes: 

! The creation of a pan-European 
network as well as national networks of
res publica voices, which can intervene 
in national debates.

! The publication of the proceedings of 
the pan-European Jewish round table 
as an indicator of the issues 
confronting Jewish life in Europe. 

! The writing of opinion pieces in each 
national press, to develop a visible and 
original pan-European res publica
presence.

! Depending on the outcome of each 
national round table, the presentation 
of a ‘white paper’ to the press and to 
the national authorities, which can then
become a publication.  

This project is specifically designed to 
welcome the new, unexpected outcomes
which will emerge from the discussions. 
It should be viewed as a laboratory of
ideas for the identity and post-identity
debates of the coming decade. 

Rediscovering the 
European Common Good
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