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The God of Europe: 
Christian Roots and the Future of Europe

Mario Mauro

Introduction

Is there a thread of the European story that links the historical decisions of 
Alcide De Gasperi, Konrad Adenauer, and Robert Schuman? Does the Europe of 
today still correspond to the project of its founding fathers? How is it possible to 
reconsider and make clear fundamental questions about the European people and 
their ambitions? What is missing these days in the “breath of Europe”? Why, despite 
the rejections of the European Constitution, does it seem that no one wants to face 
with determination the fundamental problem of European identity? What space is 
available for the leading role of European civil society? Is there a real and pragmatic 
recognition of subsidiarity at the European level?

My opinion is that the current crisis of the European integration process has 
a direct connection to our continent’s loss of identity. This report will be explained 
in an empirical way, facing the crucial points of the European story and showing 
the connection with its Christian roots, a connection that is becoming weaker and 
weaker and that is causing the loss of the horizon of a European political process 
that gave us more than fifty years of peace, progress, and rights. Today, European 
integration represents one of the main questions of our society.

Despite the setbacks, important areas of decisions are within the discretion 
of the European Union, with consequent effects in different important—and even 
strategic—fields, such as ethics, the market, diplomacy, monetary policy, and so on. 
The crisis of the European project is the result of a mistaken approach to integration 
and of a political position that does not want to start from reality, from the question 
of “What is Europe?” (which is the emblematic question of the foundations of 
European integration). Pope Benedict XVI reminds us that today’s big dangers for 
the coexistence of men come from fundamentalism, or the pretension of considering 
God as a pretext for a power project, and relativism, the consideration of all opinions 
as true in the same way.

The decline of the political project that we call the European Union can be 
traced back to these factors. The problem of Europe results from the fact that the 
relation between reason and politics has essentially moved away from a real notion 
of truth. Compromise, rightly presented as essential to political life, is considered 
today as an end in itself. For this reason, I have chosen to focus on the main policies 
of the European Union, using as a common thread, the founding fathers’ intuitions 
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and the promotion of human dignity that arises out of the Christian experience. 
The standstill in which Europe finds itself must lead to a deep reflection. Beyond the 
capacity to come to a good agreement concerning the budget, the “old continent” is 
losing its own horizon and its own dimension.

Since the “Kohl era,” Europe has been ruled by politicians who have had 
neither the necessary courage to create a tomorrow nor the strength to preserve what 
the founding fathers created just fifty years earlier. A new generation of politicians has 
appeared with an idea of a Europe—rejected by the French and Dutch referenda—
for which ever closer integration has become a value in and of itself. But, what is the 
politics of Europe? What is the real importance of Europe in the globalized world?

The problem of Europe is not just institutional. It is also a problem of 
defining communitarian policies. On the basis of my experience, I believe that the five 
axes where the future of Europe is at stake are the demographic crisis, immigration, 
the enlargement of the EU, the so-called “Lisbon strategy,” and foreign policy, all 
of which are closely related due to a common denominator: the identity of Europe. 
Without clarifying its identity, Europe will not be able to take steps forward with 
regard to these five challenges.

We run the risk that the answer to the demographic crisis could be simply 
ideological and that it could lead to social engineering projects. The EU cannot 
ignore the impact of culture on fertility rates and the personal beliefs that support 
an openness to life. How will we manage and integrate migratory flows without 
knowing how to propose our own cultural model of civilization? How can we decide 
on the criteria for future enlargements of the EU without knowing whether Europe 
is defined by geographic or cultural criteria? How can we claim to talk with only 
one voice in the world if the EU is commonly thought to be just the sum of purely 
economic interests? How can we implement the reforms necessary for economic 
development if people do not renew trust in themselves?

A new disposition toward generosity is needed that would allow us to 
overcome egoism and generate new children. We must avoid the orthodoxy of 
political correctness, according to which providing adequate information is sufficient 
to ensure that the right decisions are made. In reality, the criteria of choice are based 
on the conception of life, and it is here that we can find the secularization of Europe. 
As a matter of fact, the political crisis is strictly related to the loss of Christian roots 
in our continent.

Robert Schuman used to say, “Europe will not be made all at once.” The 
EU, as a matter of fact, is not a monolithic block but the result of men’s actions. 
Because of this, to go on existing, Europe must renew itself as time passes. Europe 
can start again from the values on which it was created, from the positive results 
achieved up until now, and from a good measure of realism. I offer a hypothesis to 
those who want to continue betting on the political project called United Europe in 
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line with the ideals that originated it, without resigning oneself to a sort of union of 
socialist and politically-correct European republics.

The Path of Ideology

Beginning with a certain moment, the European philosophical thought 
leaves behind the conception of intentionality of reality, summerized in the quotation 
of Saint Thomas, “aliquid est” (there is something), and takes the direction of the 
a priori creation of reality—the path of ideology. The precise historical moment 
which identifies the dramatic consequences of this substantive change is the French 
Revolution.

Through this change, a Jacobin interpretation of the experience of the 
Enlightenment was established that indicates to man a conception of power 
according to which that power is “everything” and man is “nothing.” Think about 
how citizens took part in human affairs before that cathartic moment, in some 
key moments of their lives, activity, and creativity. Think of mutual aid and health 
and of the complex phenomenon of fraternal orders generated during the Middle 
Age—the need to highlight, through a network of charity, what man can do for 
man. Think of education and of how those responsible for the instruction of a 
generation answered the problem of anchoring the destiny of that generation in an 
affirmation of value. Well, with the Jacobin interpretation of the Enlightenment, 
“power” understands that by managing mutual aid and health, the “need” and the 
“present” of a generation can also be controlled. By controlling the education and 
the training of that generation, in some way it is possible to determine even its 
future. The Jacobin interpretation becomes the method of politics.

That which was earlier a contribution from the experience of free human 
associations—or to use a more recent term, taken from the social doctrine of the 
Church, of horizontal subsidiarity—becomes something altogether different, that is, 
a pivotal part of politics itself. Politics, considered as the organization of the forms of 
power in the service of a hypothesis of civil coexistence, transforms this conception 
straight into the nationalist liberalism of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries 
and then into the subsequent grand ideologies. The latter, even though belonging to 
opposite colors and signs, will face the twentieth century with the same method. In 
this way, the historical function of ideology is defined: where fundamentalism and 
relativism are fostered.
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The Totalitarianism That Kills the Heart

From the cultural bases given during the French Revolution, ideologies 
such as Nazism, Fascism, and Communism were born. These are bearers of 
completely different orientations, but they have a single logical root of power and a 
single perspective of terror and death. It is a perspective in which the experience of 
dialogue does not exist anymore. Instead, the overbearing achievement of ideological 
consistency makes everything that the European civilization achieved with effort 
in the previous centuries disappear in horror. Today we talk of fundamentalism 
of Islamic origins, but we must not forget that this theme of ideology is typical 
of the nationalisms and totalitarianisms which characterized the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries. In those times, politics was not considered as the attempt to 
meet the needs of “real” man, of the man that “exists,” but as an attempt to imagine 
a “new man,” as a result of mental concoctions. Ideologies, fundamentalisms, and 
relativisms have in common the abandonment of the truth, by the non-recognition 
of being as a principle of reality and by the use of power to give a new basis for 
reality.

Nazism, fascism, and communism have the same roots, with different 
processes, but with the same method. Ideologies of the twentieth century have in 
common the following consideration: “man is nothing, and institutions, given the 
task to rule his destiny, are everything.”

There is a clear falsification in the very meaning of the relation between 
them. The state and institutions are the result of a pact of freedom among the 
citizens, who are willing to give parts of their sovereignty in return for guarantees 
and services. In this sense, institutions are the guarantors of citizens’ attempts to 
meet their own needs. When that illegitimate step is made by which institutions—
in particular the State—become owners instead of guarantors, the experience of 
governments ceases to exist and one of regimes begins.

This overturning of relations has a lethal result. It causes conflicts and 
bloodshed. It is a virus that, through nationalisms and a system of control of 
civil society, radicalized by real socialism and by Nazism, leads to the rubble of 
the Second World War, from which will appear persons such as Robert Schuman, 
Konrad Adenauer, and Alcide De Gasperi.

The Founding Fathers: The True Meaning of a United Europe

Think of an imaginary—but plausible—evening a little more than fifty 
years ago: three old gentlemen are sitting around a table, trying to focus on the 
topics of progress and of civil coexistence in the world and the role of European 
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civilization in the development of global society. These three men are scarred by 
life and by defeat—serious defeats, if we think that they are living just after the 
biggest tragedy that humankind can remember. These three men, Konrad Adenauer, 
Alcide De Gasperi, and Robert Schuman, through an effort of the imagination, give 
birth to a political electoral platform. They are asking for agreement on the shortest 
electoral platform in the history of humanity: “never again war.”

Only three words, which are not simply the formalization in irenic terms 
of what will be, later, the cry of Bertrand Russell: “better Red than dead.” That 
famous statement was made in a precise circumstance. In 1960, the well-known 
mathematician and Welsh Nobel Prize winner was taking part in a roundtable 
concerning nuclear questions, together with Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt. Russell was 
shocked while listening to the wife of the deceased American president, who claimed 
to prefer that humankind would have been destroyed rather than thinking of it as 
“the prey of communism.”

But “never again war” does not mean peace at all costs, and should not be 
considered as the absence of conflict. “Never again war” demands a more consistent 
program from the political point of view, because it has the ambition to call into 
question the method that characterized the politics of the nineteenth century and 
of the first period of the twentieth century. “Never again war” is an original concept 
that has the correct foundations of the European construction. In “never again 
war,” there is a judgment of the way of conceiving the politics—democracy and 
the state—that Europe made correspond with the French Revolution, in which the 
limit of every human experience, of every attraction of happiness, is “power,” in the 
particular meaning given by the Jacobin interpretation. Adenauer, Schuman, and 
De Gasperi are the heirs of the defeated ones, of a story where man was already 
defeated at the beginning of the path.

They must consider the man of modernity who has not completely solved 
his problem regarding meaning.  That is, a man who experiences the blackmail 
of a political method, exerted for more than two centuries, which prescinds 
entirely from man and from the truth of his needs. History gives to these three 
old gentlemen an important testimony, marked and weakened by two centuries of 
deep emotions. They have to choose in daunting historical circumstances. In that 
moment, Schuman bets, not on that which divides, but on that which unites. The 
method which arises in that circumstance, as if it were the anticipation of an answer 
to the political methods of nationalism and of statism, is entirely the experience of 
subsidiarity and pragmatism.

After the first fifty years of the twentieth century, this pragmatism represents 
something definitely new for an ideologized context such as the European one. The 
European Coal and Steel Community, before being a technical-economic tool, is a 
political means which avoided new conflicts between France and Germany.
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The Crisis of Europe: From the Home of Law to the  
Supermarket of Rights

The fall of communism caused changes whose impact and nature are still 
far from clear. The birth of new national identities, the progress of the process of 
European integration, and globalization have all increased the confusion instead of 
helping to explain the situation. We are part of the European Union, but what is it 
really? A group of institutions? A bureaucracy unknown to citizens? A free market 
area? A future political unit? A shared culture? What are the borders of Europe?

In this process of dissolution of identity, there are some cases that the 
European Union has not yet been able to manage. Problems of integrating Muslim 
migrants, the change from the old Marxism to a new cultural relativist offensive, 
and the birth of terrorism are clear facts for everybody. When we were children, we 
expected from Europe all the best. If something in Italy did not work, we used to 
say, “Someday there will be Europe.” Today this game seems to be tragically turned 
upside down so that we expect from Europe all kinds of harms and traps.

Today the “European home” is seen as the forge of all the emancipating 
ambitions of the modern age, the cradle and the testing ground of the universal 
program of liberté, égalité, and fraternité, created on the ashes of absolutism. The 
echo of opposition to these different patterns of understanding European identity 
has been heard in the debates concerning the process of elaborating a Constitution 
of the European Union. The crisis of ideologies that arose after the fateful fall of the 
Berlin Wall in 1989 represents a powerful metaphor.

The end of the battle lines that divided Europe into opposite blocks, and 
that found in Europe their most dramatic objectivization, demonstrates also the 
failure of every ideological interpretation of the unity and of the destiny of the old 
continent. Even though the disruption which took place in the 1990s is another 
demonstration of how it is vain to go on proposing new ideological models in 
opposition to the present crisis, it is exactly a new ideology (that is, a doctrine, a 
doctrinal conception of life) that is rising and that is supported by the institutions 
of the European Union as the solution to the problems of our time.

We have known destructive doctrines of totalitarianism in the first half of 
the twentieth century that needed to invent a “new man” to achieve their project of 
power. Think of the pages of Mein Kampf, where Hitler declares that Jews are not 
men. It was a short circuit between logic and metaphysics that removed the soul 
from reality. Think also of the case of Pol Pot: when he had the need to invent a 
“new man” for Cambodia, he decided to kill all the people wearing glasses because 
they could be contaminated by other cultures.

After the defeat of totalitarianism and political ideology, the turning point 
that defines the period that goes from the post-World War II period until today 
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is one where science becomes ideology. As a matter of fact, there is no more the 
need to imagine a “new man.” We want to make him. We have at our disposal a 
power that comes from technology and from knowledge, but not from the meaning 
of things. In July 2005, the European commissioner responsible for Science and 
Research, Janez Potocnik, confirmed that five or six projects using embryonic stem 
cells are funded by the European Commission.

Only when the terrible results of embryo research become evident to 
everybody will Europe go back to reason. This new ideology of “scientism” is linked 
with the more dramatic challenge that comes from the words of those who, on 
March 11, 2004, in Madrid, warned Europe, “We will win because we love death 
more than you love life.”

We live in a Europe that watches, motionless, the sacrifice of her sons. We 
must wonder what has remained today of the founding fathers’ vision of Europe in a 
conception that seems to be tending toward a cultural and political homogenization. 
That intuition produced a positive method; it has been the economic fortune of 
Europe by giving to it fifty years of peace and progress, the longest period in the 
story of Europe without conflicts, ever since Romulus and Remus, according to 
legend, competed to mark the boundaries of Rome.

These fifty years had a deep incidence on economic growth and prosperity. 
They had influence on the free movement of ideas. They led more and more to an 
idea of Europe as a land longed for by all those who live in difficult conditions. The 
real drama of the European political project, born to overturn the tragic atmosphere 
of the end of the 1940s, consists today in not being able to define the thought that 
grounds it.

The Parliament where I am a member has cared for a long, long time 
about the diameter of apricots and about a series of other agricultural products. 
Furthermore, we made laws establishing that sleepwear can also be worn during 
the day, and we debated in great detail fascinating topics such as the distance from 
the ground of the rear license plates of trailers. Sure, a balancing process of weights, 
measures, elements, and factors that characterize the civic and economic life of our 
countries can be justified, but why, after a certain point, do we chose to privilege 
this kind of activity instead of attending to the essential?

And yet, my main concern is not this, but rather a more apt consideration 
of what Europe has not been able to produce in terms of judgment or in terms 
of presence and real companionship for the destiny of a generation. The huge 
destruction of the Balkans and, more recently, Iraq are clear examples. What must 
Europe care about, primarily? On what must Europe base the weight of its own 
economic power and of the more than satisfactory degree of organization of its own 
social and civil life, in order to represent on the global scene that complete concept 
of only three words, “never again war”? Europe has been favored—and not thanks 
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to itself—by the implosion of communism, but it finds it difficult to recognize the 
factors that produced it, from the moral and spiritual point of view. What does 
Europe really believe in that can empower it to claim to carry on a battle of ideals 
which can be established as principles of freedom for all the people of the world?

Often, we hear that Europe is the country of civil rights. Because of this 
reason, Europe becomes proud and aggravates its own judgment, reproaching the 
United States on the death penalty; we condemn everything and everyone to support 
human rights, but at the same time we are not able to put real pressure where these 
human rights are systematically violated.

This reflection of mine is useful to pinpoint a psychological complication 
which took place just after the fall of communism. After 1989, Europe went from 
being an institutional conglomeration that was a bulwark of freedom in front of the 
big monster of real Eastern socialism to becoming a victim of a sort of Stockholm 
syndrome—a prisoner of that Iron Curtain mentality for which it had reproached 
until a moment beforehand the people living in the East.

In this way, while Eastern countries were saved in an historic reconciliation 
at the European Parliament, on the one hand, bills arrive which talk about the 
Auschwitz, Birkenau, and Dachau concentration camps, while on the other hand, 
even the semantic essence itself of the word “gulag” is systematically denied.

A sort of complex was introduced in our culture, by which paradoxically 
communism—which represented one of the two antitheses of the Adenauer, 
Schuman, and De Gasperi intuition—is defeated, but we cannot talk of communism 
anymore because it would not be “politically correct.” I will try to make clearer this 
particular condition of a Europe that is scared of itself and of the meaning of its own 
political initiative, and which is afraid to ensure a perspective of prosperity and the 
common good to the next generation.

I think that we must live for what we believe in. I can repeat the whole day 
to my wife that “I love her,” but in the relationship between her and me, soon it will 
be clear if, for me, my job, politics, or money are more important than she is. I can 
be good at dissembling, but in the essence of a relationship between two persons, 
this becomes visible nonetheless. In what does Europe believe? Which are the sure 
references of Europe in this moment? No relations will be possible among states 
if, as was the case among those three gentlemen fifty years ago, there isn’t a sort of 
Augustinian “enlightenment” of some protagonists of the international scenario. 
The political project that we call Europe was born from the suffering of a few men, 
De Gasperi, Schuman, and Adenauer, as a response that was as pragmatic as it was 
true.

They were able to declare it as a sort of antidote against ideology and to 
promote it in terms of prophetic hope. But in this sense, is this vision still true 
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today? Does it help us to respond to the needs of modern man? Of the European 
citizens of today?

European institutions are nowadays places where there is a prejudice against 
Christianity. In the last ten years, the European Parliament has condemned the pope 
and the Holy See thirty times for violating human rights. Cuba and China have not 
even been condemned more than ten times. In these institutions, the theorization 
of the family, in all the possible formulations we can imagine with the exception of 
that between a man and a woman, has reached such complex levels of elaboration as 
to justify the questioning of the real meaning of the institutions themselves.

This is true to the point of making Pope Benedict XVI exclaim that apostasy 
is possible by Europe from itself.1 Apostasy, considered as the detachment from our 
own story, our own culture, our own nature, our own cultural root, is detachment 
from the root of experience of dialogue and coexistence that gave us more than fifty 
extremely important years of peace, progress, and rights.

If this is the fact from which we must start trying to understand what is 
happening to the evolution of the European political system, we must focus our 
attention on a detail. We must understand that it is not a question of a political 
dialectic as such, but the survival itself of the experience of a people: the problem 
is “What are we?” and “What is Europe?” Europe must understand again that the 
feasibility of building valid options for the people of today and of the future is to be 
found in the relation between the laws of nature and politics.

Otherwise, we will more and more furiously attack not only that political 
project that we call Europe, but also the experience of the men and women who are 
part of it. In this sense, the theme of Christian roots becomes more serious. This is 
not a topic to leave to the wishful thinking of the Church hierarchies but it is the 
question of the survival of Europe itself. Today there is the opportunity for a whole 
society to find itself again and its own identity, its own nature, and also its own aim, 
the reason why we are what we are.

We have the duty to respond to this challenge. What do we have to offer, 
not only in terms of a proposal of meaning, but also in terms of a political project 
and of experience in order to promote the coexistence of people? What do we have 
to offer if we are not able to ask ourselves about the foundations of what binds 
us? The theme of the future of Europe is set at this level. It must respond to this 
challenge. We must be able to say, by winning the battle against fundamentalisms 
and relativisms, what we are and what we believe in. For a better Europe, we must 
believe, work, and fight for it. Europe was born Christian; we cannot let that be prey 
to distortions and exploitations. One example is enough.

1. Congress on the 50th anniversary of the Rome Treaties—Values and Perspectives 
for Europe’s Future, held by the Bishops’ Conferences of the European Community on March 
25, 2007.
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All people and all political organizations are symbolized by flags that 
characterize their own collective identity. Europe is recognized in the blue banner 
with twelve stars that waves on our public buildings and on the plates of our cars. 
The flag, adopted in 1955 by the Council of Europe, was confirmed as the symbol 
of the European Union in the Constitutional Treaty signed in Rome on October 
29, 2004. This treaty, in which the recognition of the Christian roots of Europe was 
refused to be introduced, was later rejected by the French and Dutch referenda.

But not everybody knows that the reference to Christianity was in the 
European Constitution, exactly in its symbol par excellence, on the flag, because 
those twelve stars come from the devotion to the Virgin Mary, and they do not refer 
to the number of the adherent states. Not everybody knows it because the true origin 
of the twelve-star flag is the object of a distortion orchestrated in the communitarian 
institutions. It is enough to surf on the website of the EU to read that “the crown of 
golden stars represents the solidarity and the harmony among people of Europe” or 
that “in different traditions, twelve is a symbolic number representing completeness.” 
The EU website goes on in its explanation, declaring that “it obviously has to do 
with the number of the months and of the hours indicated on the dial of the watch. 
Moreover, the circle is the sign of unity.”

These are distortions that must be explained, going back over the stages 
which led to the creation of the European banner. The design competition, opened 
by the Council of Europe in 1950, was won by a painter who, at that time, was 
not really famous, Arsène Heits. He proposed twelve white stars placed in a circle 
with a blue background. Arsène Heits took his inspiration for the sketch of the flag 
from the so-called Miraculous Medal that he had around his neck. This medal was 
coined after the appearance of Mary to Catherine Labouré in 1830, and it was the 
Madonna herself who told the religious to represent on the medal the twelve stars of 
the crown on the head of the woman of the Apocalypse. Bernadette Soubirous wore 
the Miraculous Medal tied around her neck with a string on February 11, 1858, 
when, for the first time, Our Lady appeared to her dressed in white and blue.

The original colors, white and blue, touched the President of the jury, the 
Belgian Jewish Paul M. G. Lévy, who probably saw in them a connection to the 
flag of the newly formed State of Israel, exactly white and blue. Arsène Heits did 
not reveal to the jury the biblical origins of the sign (he admitted it afterwards), but 
he maintained that the number twelve was, following ancient wisdom, a “symbol 
of completeness.” This interpretation was then accepted, and the number was 
consequently confirmed in the Constitutional Treaty.

The Council of Europe afterwards encouraged the other European 
institutions to adopt the same flag, and in 1983, the European Parliament approved 
this proposal. In 1985, the flag was finally adopted by all the states and government 
leaders of the EU as the official emblem of the European Union. As I was saying 
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before, the EU website only says that “the number of stars does not depend on the 
number of the member States.”

This is definitely something extremely vague. The number twelve comes 
out repeatedly in the Old and New Testaments: twelve children of Jacob and twelve 
tribes of Israel; twelve of Jesus’ apostles; the gates of Jerusalem and of heaven. There 
are also the shrines in Saint John, the old Lateran Basilica, now the Cathedral of 
Rome. The stars are the ones of the Apocalypse in the twelfth chapter: “In the sky 
appeared then a magnificent sign: a Woman clothed with the sun with the moon 
under her feet and on her head a crown of twelve stars” (Rev. 12:1).

The official adoption of the flag was ratified by a solemn ceremony, which, 
organized by taking into account the engagements of the politicians who formed 
the Committee of Ministers, took place on December 8, 1955, the day of the 
Immaculate Conception, when all the leaders involved were by chance free from any 
other engagement. It seems in some way that God already knew that He would not 
be able to introduce the Christian roots in that famous preamble of the European 
Constitution. Furthermore, he knew that that preamble would have been read by 
no one, so, God, fifty years earlier, put it in the flag.

Conclusion

Dear friends, this was the message of the founding fathers, and it is valid 
still today. In front of the current challenges, the founding fathers tell us not to 
close ourselves off, but to carry on with an open, creative, and far-sighted spirit. In 
these years at the European Parliament, I have worked for a politics where there is 
space for the person, and this is where I have to help people: a politics that when 
the traditional family is talked about, it is possible to debate it—not in ideological 
terms, as if it were an idea with which to oppose de facto unions, but instead to 
affirm that the family is the foundation of peace and wellness. And wellness and 
peace are conditions that can be in favor of the people’s education to the truth. At 
the same time, the more than forty missions I made in these years to countries where 
religious freedom and human rights are systematically violated have been the way to 
witness and create this consciousness. Starting from this burning awareness, I have 
acted in order to affirm an ideal which is even bigger than my flaws.

The dialogue that I want to create, to make our country and Europe 
overcome this condition, must be characterized by this logic. Not simply reaching 
a compromise, tout court, but the assumption of the responsibility to take a step 
forward, together, toward the truth. In fact, man is able to do good, but at the same 
time, he is able to curse and to kill.

Every one of us has inside of himself a contradiction which makes him 
understand that he is not perfect. The experience of Christianity is never ideological, 
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because it does not suppose the idea of perfect man. There are those who soothe 
people, declaring that a perfect man is “feasible” and only the ones who have a 
certain membership-determined card or a certain political position can be part of that 
category. The world that opened up after September 11th demands strong thoughts 
to sustain the governance of globalization and to defy terrorism. It is necessary to 
create a man with a strong and plural identity, a democratic and open man.

We must begin a political project able to face the fundamental topic of 
the competitiveness of Europe by joining together competitiveness and solidarity, 
following a pattern where solidarity and the social question are a factor of 
competitiveness, and competitiveness is also the first condition to foster a generous 
welfare society. These powers must be united in Europe in order to not abandon the 
values of the liberal and Christian civilization in the name of a cultural relativism 
that risks becoming nihilism.

The very meaning of responsibility that Christians feel toward the world is 
the answer to that question that Pontius Pilate asks of Jesus: “Are you king?” Jesus 
answers, “You are saying it; I am king. Because of this reason I was born and because 
of this reason I came into the world: to give the witness to the truth. Whoever 
is with truth listens to my voice” (John 18:37). Afterwards Pilate asks “Quid est 
veritas?” Those same words, anagrammatized, contain the answer: est vir qui adest (it 
is the man in front of you). This was noticed three centuries later by Saint Augustine 
of Hippo. What is truth?

No one has this answer. But we can meet and recognize the truth and we 
are asked to serve it. The truth is a man who offers himself, who comes towards us, 
who judges reality. He is that man whose heart is aroused by the spirit and able to 
challenge the world beyond his evil. And going beyond his own evil, there is the 
responsibility to build the good for everyone.
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