This book deals with the changes occurring in the salience and sub​stance of American national identity. Salience is the importance that Americans attribute to their national identity compared to their many other identities. Substance refers to what Americans think they have in common and distinguishes them from other peoples. This book ad​vances three central arguments.
First, the salience of their national identity for Americans has varied through history. Only in the late eighteenth century did the British set​tlers on the Atlantic coast begin to identify themselves not only as resi​dents of their individual colonies but also as Americans. Following independence, the idea of an American nation took hold gradually and haltingly in the nineteenth century. National identity became preemi​nent compared to other identities after the Civil War, and American na​tionalism flourished during the following century. In the 1960s, however, subnational, dual-national, and transnational identities began to rival and erode the preeminence of national identity. The tragic events of Sep​tember 11 dramatically brought that identity back to the fore. So long as Americans see their nation endangered, they are likely to have a high sense of identity with it. If their perception of threat fades, other identi​ties could again take precedence over national identity.
Second, through the centuries Americans have, in varying degrees, defined the substance of their identity in terms of race, ethnicity, ide​ology, and culture. Race and ethnicity are now largely eliminated: Americans see their country as a multiethnic, multiracial society. The "American Creed," as initially formulated by Thomas Jefferson and elaborated by many others, is widely viewed as the crucial defining ele​ment of American identity. The Creed, however, was the product of the distinct Anglo-Protestant culture of the founding settlers of America in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Key elements of that culture include the English language; Christianity; religious commitment; English concepts of the rule от law, the responsibility of rulers, and the rights of individuals; and dissenting Protestant values of individualism, the work ethic, and the belief that humans have the ability and the duty try to create a heaven on earth, a "city on a hill." Historically, millions of immigrants were attracted to America because of this culture and the economic opportunities it helped to make possible. Third, Anglo-Protestant culture has been central to American identity for three centuries. It is what Americans have had in common and, countless foreigners have observed, what has distinguished them from other peoples. In the late twentieth century, however, the salience and substance of this culture were challenged by a new wave of immigrants from Latin America and Asia, the popularity in intellectual and political circles of the doctrines of multiculturalism and diversity, the spread of Spanish as the second American language and the Hispanization trends in American society, the assertion of group identities based race, ethnicity, and gender, the impact of diasporas and their homeland governments, and the growing commitment of elites to cosmopolitan and transnational identities. In response to these challenges, American identity could evolve in the direction of: (1) a creedal America lacking its historic cultural core, and united only by a common com​ment to the principles of the American Creed; (2) a bifurcated America, with two languages, Spanish and English, and two cultures, Anglo-Protestant and Hispanic; (3) an exclusivist America, once again defined by race and ethnicity and that excludes and/or subordinates those who are not white and European; (4) a revitalized America reaffirming its historic Anglo-Protestant culture, religious commitments, values and bolstered by confrontations with an unfriendly world; some combination of these and other possibilities. How Americans define their identity, in turn, affects the extent to which they conceive of r country as being cosmopolitan, imperial, or national in its relations with the rest of the world.
This book is shaped by my own identities as a patriot and a scholar. As patriot, I am deeply concerned about the unity and strength of my country as a society based on liberty, equality, law, and individual rights. As a scholar, I find that the historical evolution of American identity and its present state pose fascinating and important issues for in-depth study and analysis. The motives of patriotism and of scholarship, however, may conflict. Recognizing this problem, I attempt to engage in as de​tached and thorough an analysis of the evidence as I can, while warning the reader that my selection and presentation of that evidence may well be influenced by my patriotic desire to find meaning and virtue in America's past and in its possible future.
All societies face recurring threats to their existence, to which they eventually succumb. Yet some societies, even when so threatened, are also capable of postponing their demise by halting and reversing the processes of decline and renewing their vitality and identity. I believe that America can do that and that Americans should recommit them​selves to the Anglo-Protestant culture, traditions, and values that for three and a half centuries have been embraced by Americans of all races, ethnicities, and religions and that have been the source of their liberty, unity, power, prosperity, and moral leadership as a force for good in the world.
This is, let me make clear, an argument for the importance of Anglo-Protestant culture, not for the importance of Anglo-Protestant people. I believe one of the greatest achievements, perhaps the greatest achieve​ment, of America is the extent to which it has eliminated the racial and ethnic components that historically were central to its identity and has become a multiethnic, multiracial society in which individuals are to be judged on their merits. That has happened, I believe, because of the commitment successive generations of Americans have had to the Anglo-Protestant culture and the Creed of the founding settlers. If that commitment is sustained, America will still be America long after the WASPish descendants of its founders have become a small and uninfluential minority. That is the America I know and love. It is also, as the ev​idence in these pages demonstrates, the America most Americans love and want.
CHAPTER 1
The Crisis of National Identity
SALIENCE: ARE THE FLAGS STILL THERE?
Charles Street, the principal thoroughfare on Boston's Beacon Hill, is a comfortable street bordered by four-story brick buildings with apart​ments above antique stores and other shops on the ground level. At one time on one block American flags regularly hung over the entrances to the United States Post Office and the liquor store. Then the Post Office stopped displaying the flag, and on September 11, 2001, the liquor store flag flew alone. Two weeks later seventeen flags flew on this block, in addition to a huge Stars and Stripes suspended across the street a short distance away. With their country under attack, Charles Street denizens rediscovered their nation and identified themselves with it.
In their surge of patriotism, Charles Streeters were at one with peo​ple throughout America. Since the Civil War, Americans have been a flag-oriented people. The Stars and Stripes has the status of a religious icon and is a more central symbol of national identity for Americans than their flags are for peoples of other nations. Probably never in the past, however, was the flag as omnipresent as it was after September 11. It was everywhere: homes, businesses, automobiles, clothes, furniture, windows, storefronts, lampposts, telephone poles. In early October, 80 percent of Americans said they were displaying the flag, 63 percent at home, 29 percent on clothes, 28 percent on cars.1 Wal-Mart reportedly sold 116,000 flags on September 11 and 250,000 the next day, "compared with 6,400 and 10,000 on the same days a year …..
The demand for flags was ten times what it had been during the Gulf War; flag manufacturers went overtime and doubled, tripled, or quintupled pro​duction.2
The flags were physical evidence of the sudden and dramatic rise in the salience of national identity for Americans compared to their other identities, a transformation exemplified by the comment on October 1 of one young woman:
When I was 19, I moved to New York City.... If you asked me to de​scribe myself then, I would have told you I was a musician, a poet, an artist and, on a somewhat political level, a woman, a lesbian and a Jew. Being an American wouldn't have made my list.
[In my college class Gender and Economics my] girlfriend and I were so frustrated by inequality in America that we discussed moving to another country. On Sept. 11, all that changed. I realized that I had been taking the freedoms I have here for granted. Now I have an American flag on my backpack, I cheer at the fighter jets as they pass overhead and I am calling myself a patriot.3
Rachel Newman's words reflect the low salience of national identity for some Americans before September 11. Among some educated and elite Americans, national identity seemed at times to have faded from sight. Globalization, multiculturalism, cosmopolitanism, immigration, subnationalism, and anti-nationalism had battered American conscious​ness. Ethnic, racial, and gender identities came to the fore. In contrast to their predecessors, many immigrants were ampersands, maintain​ing dual loyalties and dual citizenships. A massive Hispanic influx raised questions concerning America's linguistic and cultural unity. Corporate executives, professionals, and Information Age technocrats espoused cosmopolitan over national identities. The teaching of national history gave way to the teaching of ethnic and racial histories. The celebration of diversity replaced emphasis on what Americans had in common. The national unity and sense of national identity created by work and war in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and consolidated in the world wars of the twentieth century seemed to be eroding. By 2000, America
was, in many respects, less a nation than it had been for a century. The Stars and Stripes were at half-mast and other flags flew higher on the flagpole of American identities.
The challenges to the salience of American national identity from other-national, subnational, and transnational identities were epito​mized in several events of the 1990s.
Other-National Identities. At a Gold Cup soccer game between Mex​ico and the United States in February 1998, the 91,255 fans were im​mersed in a "sea of red, white, and green flags"; they booed when "The Star-Spangled Banner" was played; they "pelted" the U.S. players "with debris and cups of what might have been water, beer or worse"; and they attacked with "fruit and cups of beer" a few fans who tried to raise an American flag. This game took place not in Mexico City but in Los Angeles. "Something's wrong when I can't even raise an American flag in my own country," a U.S. fan commented, as he ducked a lemon going by his head. "Playing in Los Angeles is not a home game for the United States," a Los Angeles Times reporter agreed.4
Past immigrants wept with joy when, after overcoming hardship and risk, they saw the Statue of Liberty; enthusiastically identified them​selves with their new country that offered them liberty, work, and hope; and often became the most intensely patriotic of citizens. In 2000 the proportion of foreign-born was somewhat less than in 1910, but the proportion of people in America who were also loyal to and identified with other countries was quite possibly higher than at any time since the American Revolution.                                                                               
Subnational Identities. In his book Race Pride and the American Identity, Joseph Rhea quotes the poetry recited at two presidential inaugurations. At President John F. Kennedy's in 1961, Robert Frost hailed the "heroic deeds" of America's founding that with God's "approval" ushered in "a new order of the ages":

Our venture in revolution and outlawry 
Has justified itself in freedoms story 
Right down to now in glory upon glory.

America, he said, was entering a new "golden age of poetry and power."
Thirty-two years later, Maya Angelou recited a poem at President Bill Clinton's inauguration that conveyed a different image of America. Without ever mentioning the words "America" or "American," she iden​tified twenty-seven racial, religious, tribal, and ethnic groups—Asian, Jewish, Muslim, Pawnee, Hispanic, Eskimo, Arab, Ashanti, among others—and denounced the immoral repression they suffered, as a result of America's "armed struggles for profit" and its "bloody sear" of "cyni​cism." America, she said, may be "wedded forever to fear, yoked eternally to brutishness."5 Frost saw America's history and identity as glories to be celebrated and perpetuated. Angelou saw the manifestations of American identity as evil threats to the well-being and real identities of people with their subnational groups.
A similar contrast in attitudes occurred in a 1997 telephone interview by a New York Times reporter with Ward Connerly, then the leading proponent of an initiative measure in California prohibiting affirmative action by the state government. The following exchange occurred:
Reporter: "What are you?"
Connerly: "I am an American."
Reporter: "No, no, no! What are you?"
Connerly: "Yes, yes, yes! I am an American."
Reporter: "That is not what I mean. I was told that you are African
American. Are you ashamed to be African American?" 
Connerly: "No, I am just proud to be an American."
Connerly then explained that his ancestry included Africans, French, Irish, and American Indians, and the dialogue concluded:
Reporter: "What does that make you?" 
Connerly: "That makes me ail-American!"6
In the 1990s, however, Americans like Rachel Newman did not re​spond to the question "What are you?" with Ward Connerly's passionate affirmation of his national identity. They instead articulated sub-national racial, ethnic, or gender identities, as the Times reporter clearly expected.
Transnational Identities. In 1996 Ralph Nader wrote to the chief exec​utive officers of one hundred of the largest American corporations point​ing to the substantial tax benefits and other subsidies (estimated at $65 billion a year by the Cato Institute) they received from the federal gov​ernment and urging them to show their support for "the country that bred them, built them, subsidized them, and defended them" by having their directors open their annual stockholders meeting by reciting the Pledge of Allegiance to the flag and the republic for which it stands. One corporation (Federated Department Stores) responded favorably; half the corporations never responded; others rejected it brusquely. The re​spondent for Ford explicitly claimed transnational identity: "As a multi​national ... Ford in its largest sense is an Australian country in Australia, a British company in the United Kingdom, a German company in Ger​many." Aetna's CEO called Nader's idea "contrary to the principles on which our democracy was founded." Motorola's respondent condemned its "political and nationalistic overtones." Price Costco's CEO asked, "What do you propose next—personal loyalty oaths?" And Kimberly-Clark's executive asserted that it was "a grim reminder of the loyalty oaths of the 1950s."7
Undoubtedly the vociferous reaction of American corporate leaders was in part because Nader had been hounding them for years and they could not resist the opportunity to castigate him as a latter-day Joe McCarthy. Yet they were not alone among American elites in down​grading or disavowing identification with their country. Prominent intellectuals and scholars attacked nationalism, warned of the dangers of inculcating national pride and commitment to America in students, and argued that a national identity was undesirable. Statements like these re​flected the extent to which some people in American elite groups, busi​ness, financial, intellectual, professional, and even governmental, were becoming denationalized and developing transnational and cosmopoli​tan identities superseding their national ones. This was not true of the American public, and a gap consequently emerged between the primacy of national identity for most Americans and the growth of transnational identities among the controllers of power, wealth, and knowledge in American society.
September 11 drastically reduced the salience of these other identities and sent Old Glory back to the top of the national flag pole. Will it stay there? The seventeen flags on Charles Street declined to twelve in November, nine in December, seven in January, and five in March, and were down to four by the first anniversary of the attacks, four times the number pre-September 11 but also one-fourth of those displayed im​mediately afterward. As an index of the salience of national identity, did this represent a modified post-September 11 normalcy, a slightly re​vised pre-September 11 normalcy, or a new, post-post-September 11 normalcy? Does it take an Osama bin Laden, as it did for Rachel New​man, to make us realize that we are Americans? If we do not experience recurring destructive attacks, will we return to the fragmentation and eroded Americanism before September 11 ? Or will we find a revitalized national identity that is not dependent on calamitous threats from abroad and that provides the unity lacking in the last decades of the twentieth century?
SUBSTANCE: WHO ARE WE?
The post-September 11 flags symbolized America, but they did not convey any meaning of America. Some national flags, such as the tri​color, the Union Jack, or Pakistan's green flag with its star and crescent, say something significant about the identity of the country they repre​sent. The explicit visual message of the Stars and Stripes is simply that America is a country that originally had thirteen and currently has fifty states. Beyond that, Americans, and others, can read into the flag any meaning they want. The post-September 11 proliferation of flags may well evidence not only the intensified salience of that identity. While the salience of national identity may vary sharply with the intensity of external threats, the substance of national identity is shaped slowly and more fundamentally by a wide variety of long-term, often conflicting social, economic, and political trends. The crucial issues concerning the substance of American identity on September 10 did not disappear the following day.
"We Americans" face a substantive problem of national identity epit​omized by the subject of this sentence. Are we a "we," one people or several? If we are a "we," what distinguishes us from the "thems" who are not us? Race, religion, ethnicity, values, culture, wealth, politics, or what? Is the United States, as some have argued, a "universal nation," based on values common to all humanity and in principle embracing all peoples? Or are we a Western nation with our identity denned by our European heritage and institutions? Or are we unique with a distinctive civilization of our own, as the proponents of "American exceptionalism" have argued throughout our history? Are we basically a political com​munity whose identity exists only in a social contract embodied in the Declaration of Independence and other founding documents? Are we multicultural, bicultural, or unicultural, a mosaic or a melting pot? Do we have any meaningful identity as a nation that transcends our sub-national ethnic, religious, racial identities? These questions remain for Americans in their post-September 11 era. They are in part rhetorical questions, but they are also questions that have profound implications for American society and American policy at home and abroad. In the 1990s Americans engaged in intense debates over immigration and as​similation, multiculturalism and diversity, race relations and affirmative action, religion in the public sphere, bilingual education, school and college curricula, school prayer and abortion, the meaning of citizen​ship and nationality, foreign involvement in American elections, the ex​traterritorial application of American law, and the increasing political role of diasporas here and abroad. Underlying all these issues is the question of national identity. Virtually any position on any one of these issues implies certain assumptions about that identity.
So also with foreign policy. The 1990s saw intense, wide-ranging, and rather confused debates over American national interests after the Cold War. Much of this confusion stemmed from the complexity and novelty Rome, and other human communities. Historically the substance of American identity has involved four key components: race, ethnicity, culture (most notably language and religion), and ideology. The racial and ethnic Americas are no more. Cultural America is under siege. And as the Soviet experience illustrates, ideology is a weak glue to hold together people otherwise lacking racial, ethnic, and cultural sources of community. Reasons could exist, as Robert Kaplan observed, why "America, more than any other nation, may have been born to die."8 Yet some societies, confronted with serious challenges to their existence, are also able to postpone their demise and halt disintegration, by renewing their sense of national identity, their national purpose, and the cultural values they have in common. Americans did this after September 11. The challenge they face in the first years of the third millennium is whether they can continue to do this if they are not under attack.

THE GLOBAL IDENTITY CRISIS
America's identity problem is unique, but America is not unique in hav​ing an identity problem. Debates over national identity are a pervasive characteristic of our time. Almost everywhere people have questioned, reconsidered, and redefined what they have in common and what distin​guishes them from other people: Who are we? Where do we belong? The Japanese agonize over whether their location, history, and culture make them Asian or whether their wealth, democracy, and modernity make them Western. Iran has been described as "a nation in search of an identity," South Africa as engaged in "the search for identity" and China m a 'quest for national identity," while Taiwan was involved in the "dis​solution and reconstruction of national identity." Syria and Brazil are each said to face an “identity crisis”, Canada “a continuing identity crisis”, Denmark an “acute identity crisis”, Algeria a “destructive identity crisis”, Turkey a “unique identity crisis” leading to heated “debate on national identity”, and Russia a “profound identity crisis” reopening the classic nineteenth-century debate between Slavophiles and Westernizers as to whether Russia is a “normal” European country or a distinctly different Eurasian one. In Mexico questions are coming to the fore "about Mexico's identity." The people who had identified with different Germanies, democratic and Western European vs. communist and Eastern European, struggle to recreate a common German identity. The inhabitants of the British Isles have become less sure of their British identity and uncertain as to whether they were primarily a Euro​pean or a North Atlantic people.9 Crises of national identity have be​come a global phenomenon.
The identity crises of these and other countries vary in form, sub​stance, and intensity. Undoubtedly each crisis in large part has unique causes. Yet their simultaneous appearance in the United States and so many other countries suggests that common factors are also likely to be at work. The more general causes of these quests and questionings in​clude the emergence of a global economy, tremendous improvements in communications and transportation, rising levels of migration, the global expansion of democracy, and the end both of the Cold War and of Soviet communism as a viable economic and political system.
Modernization, economic development, urbanization, and globaliza​tion have led people to rethink their identities and to redefine them in narrower, more intimate, communal terms. Subnational cultural and regional identities are taking precedence over broader national identi​ties. People identify with those who are most like themselves and with whom they share a perceived common ethnicity, religion, traditions, and myth of common descent and common history. In the United States this fragmentation of identity manifested itself in the rise of multiculturalism and racial, ethnic, and gender consciousness. In other countries it takes the more extreme form of communal movements demanding political recognition, autonomy, or independence. These have included move​ments on behalf of Quebecois, Scots, Flemings, Catalonians, Basques, Lombards, Corsicans, Kurds, Kosovars, Berbers, Chiapans, Chechens, Palestinians, Tibetans, Muslim Mindanaoans, Christian Sudanese, Ab​khazians, Tamils, Acehans, East Timorese, and others.
This narrowing of identities, however, has been paralleled by a broad​ening of identity as people increasingly interact with other people of very different cultures and civilizations and at the same time are able through modern means of communication to identify with people geographically distant but with similar language, religion, or culture. The emergence of a broader supranational identity has been most obvious in Europe, and its emergence there reinforces the simultaneous narrowing of identities. Scots increasingly think of themselves as Scottish rather than British be​cause they can also think of themselves as European. Their Scottish iden​tity is rooted in their European identity. This is equally true for Lombards, Catalonians, and others.
A related dialectic has been occurring between mixing and huddling, the interaction and separation, of communal groups. Massive migra​tions, both temporary and permanent, have increasingly intermingled peoples of various races and cultures: Asians and Latin Americans com​ing to the United States, Arabs, Turks, Yugoslavs, Albanians entering Western Europe. As a result of modern communications and trans​portation, these migrants have been able to remain part of their original culture and community. Their identity is thus less that of migrants than of diasporans, that is, members of a transnational, trans-state cultural community. They both mix with other peoples and huddle with their own. For the United States, these developments mean the high levels of immigration from Mexico and elsewhere in Latin America could have quite different consequences for assimilation than previous waves of im​migration.
In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, nationalism was intensely promoted by intellectual, political, and, on occasion, economic elites. These elites developed sophisticated and emotionally charged appeals to generate among those whom they saw as their compatriots a sense of national identity and to rally them for nationalist causes. The last de​cades of the twentieth century, on the other hand, witnessed a growing denationalization of elites in many countries, as well as the United States. The emergence of a global economy and global corporations plus the ability to form transnational coalitions to promote reforms on a global basis (women's rights, the environment, land mines, human rights, small arms) led many elites to develop supranational identities and to downgrade their national identities. Previously, mobile individu​als pursued their careers and fortunes within a country by moving from farms to cities and from one city to another. Now they increasingly move from one country to another, and just as intracountry mobility de​creased their identity with any particular locale within that country, so their intercountry mobility decreases their identity with any particular country. They become binational, multinational, or cosmopolitan.
In the early stage of European nationalism, national identity was often defined primarily in religious terms. In the nineteenth and twenti​eth centuries, nationalist ideologies became largely secular. Germans, British, French, and others defined themselves increasingly in terms of ancestry, language, or culture, rather than religion, which often would have divided their societies. In the twentieth century, people in Western countries (with the notable exception of the United States) generally be​came secularized, and churches and religion played decreasing roles in public, social, and private life.
The twenty-first century, however, is dawning as a century of religion. Virtually everywhere, apart from Western Europe, people are turning to religion for comfort, guidance, solace, and identity. "La revanche de Dieu," as Gilles Kepel termed it, is in full swing.10 Violence between reli​gious groups is proliferating around the world. People are increas​ingly concerned with the fate of geographically remote co-religionists. In many countries powerful movements have appeared attempting to re​define the identity of their country in religious terms. In a very different way, movements in the United States are recalling America's religious origins and the extraordinary commitment to religion of the American people. Evangelical Christianity has become an important force, and Americans generally may be returning to the self-image prevalent for three centuries that they are a Christian people.
The last quarter of the twentieth century saw transitions from au​thoritarian to democratic regimes in more than fifty countries scattered throughout the world. It also witnessed efforts to broaden and deepen democracy in the United States and other developed countries. Individ​ual authoritarian governments may rule and often have ruled over peo​ple of diverse nationalities and cultures. Democracy, on the other hand, means that at a minimum people choose their rulers and that more broadly they participate in government in other ways. The question of identity thus becomes central: Who are the people? As Ivor Jennings observed, "the people cannot decide until someone decides who are the people."11 The decision as to who are the people may be the*result of long-standing tradition, war and conquest, plebiscite or referendum, constitutional provision, or other causes, but it cannot be avoided. De​bates over how to define that identity, who is a citizen and who is not, come to the fore when autocracies democratize and when democracies confront many new claimants on citizenship.
Historically, the emergence of nation-states in Europe was the result of several centuries of recurring wars. "War made the state, and the state made war," as Charles Tilly said.12 These wars also made it possible and necessary for states to generate national consciousness among their peo​ples. The primary function of the state was to create and defend the na​tion, and the need to perform that function justified the expansion of state authority and the establishment of military forces, bureaucracies, and effective tax systems. Two world wars and a cold war reinforced these trends in the twentieth century. By the end of that century, how​ever, the Cold War was over, and interstate wars had become rare; in one estimate only seven of one hundred and ten wars between 1989 and 1999 were not civil wars.13 War is now more often the breaker of states than the maker of states. More generally, the erosion of the national se​curity function reduced the authority of states and the reason for people to identify with their state, and instead promoted identification with subnational and transnational groups.
The relative significance of national identity has varied among cul​tures, ha the Muslim world, the distribution of identities has tended to be U-shaped: the strongest identities and commitments have been to family, clan, and tribe, at one extreme, and to Islam and the ummah or Islamic community, at the other. With a few exceptions, loyalties to na​tions and nation-states have been weak. In the Western world for over two centuries, in contrast, the identity curve has been more an upside-down U, with the nation at the apex commanding deeper loyalty and commitment than narrower or broader sources of identity. Now, how​ever, that may be changing, with transnational and subnational identi​ties gaming salience and the European and American patterns flattening
and coming more to resemble the Muslim one. The notions of nation, national identity, and national interest may be losing relevance and use​fulness. If this is the case, the question becomes: What, if anything, will replace them and what does that mean for the United States? If this is not the case and national identity still is relevant, the question then be​comes: What are the implications for America of changes in the content of its national identity?
PROSPECTS FOR AMERICAN IDENTITY
The relative importance of the components of national identity and the salience of national identity compared to other identities have varied over the years. In the last half of the eighteenth century the peoples of the colonies and states developed a common American identity that co​existed with other, primarily state and local, identities. The struggles first with Britain, then France, and then again Britain strengthened this sense of Americans as a single people. After 1815 the threats to the nation's security disappeared, and the salience of national identity de​clined. Sectional and economic identities emerged and increasingly di​vided the country, leading to the Civil War. That war solidified America as a nation by the end of the nineteenth century. American nationalism became preeminent as the United States emerged on the world scene and in the following century fought two world wars and a cold war.
The ethnic component of American identity gradually weakened as a result of the assimilation of the Irish and Germans who came in the mid-nineteenth century and the southern and eastern Europeans who came between 1880 and 1914. The racial component was first margin​ally weakened by the outcome of the Civil War and then drastically eroded by the civil rights movement in the 1950s and 1960s. In the fol​lowing decades, America's core Anglo-Protestant culture and its politi​cal Creed of liberty and democracy faced four challenges.
First, the dissolution of the Soviet Union eliminated one major and obvious threat to American security and hence reduced the salience of national identity compared to subnational, transnational, binational,
and other-national identities. Historical experience and sociological analysis show that the absence of an external "other" is likely to under​mine unity and breed divisions within a society. It is problematic whether intermittent terrorist attacks and conflicts with Iraq or other "rogue states" will generate the national coherence that twentieth-century wars did.
Second, the ideologies of multiculturalism and diversity eroded the legitimacy of the remaining central elements of American identity, the cultural core and the American Creed. President Clinton explicitly set forth this challenge when he said that America needed a third "great revolution" (in addition to the American Revolution and the civil rights revolution) to "prove that we literally can live without having a domi​nant European culture."14 Attacks on that culture undermined the Creed that it produced, and were reflected in the various movements promoting group rights against individual rights.
Third, America's third major wave of immigration that began in the 1960s brought to America people primarily from Latin America and Asia rather than Europe as the previous waves did. The culture and val​ues of their countries of origin often differ substantially from those prevalent in America. It is much easier for these immigrants to retain contact with and to remain culturally part of their country of origin. Earlier waves of immigrants were subjected to intense programs of Americanization to assimilate them into American society. Nothing comparable occurred after 1965. In the past, assimilation was greatly fa​cilitated because both waves substantially tapered off due to the Civil War, World War I, and laws limiting immigration. The current wave continues unabated. The erosion of other national loyalties and the as​similation of recent immigrants could be much slower and more prob​lematic than assimilation has been in the past.
Fourth, never before in American history has close to a majority of immigrants spoken a single non-English language. The impact of the predominance of Spanish-speaking immigrants is reinforced by many other factors: the proximity of their countries of origin; their absolute numbers; the improbability of this flow ending or being significantly re​duced; their geographical concentration; their home government policies promoting their migration and influence in American society and politics; the support of many elite Americans for multiculturalism, di​versity, bilingual education, and affirmative action; the economic incen​tives for American businesses to cater to Hispanic tastes, use Spanish in their business and advertising, and hire Spanish-speaking employees; the pressures to use Spanish as well as English in government signs, forms, reports, and offices.
The elimination of the racial and ethnic components of national identity and the challenges to its cultural and creedal components raise questions concerning the prospects for American identity. At least four possible future identities exist: ideological, bifurcated, exclusivist, and cultural. The America of the future is in reality likely to be a mixture of these and other possible identities.
First, America could lose its core culture, as President Clinton antici​pated, and become multicultural. Yet Americans could also retain their commitment to the principles of the Creed, which would provide an ideological or political base for national unity and identity. Many peo​ple, particularly liberals, favor this alternative. It assumes, however, that a nation can be based on only a political contract among individuals lacking any other commonality. This is the classic Enlightenment-based, civic concept of a nation. History and psychology, however, sug​gest that it is unlikely to be enough to sustain a nation for long. America with only the Creed as a basis for unity could soon evolve into a loose confederation of ethnic, racial, cultural, and political groups, with little or nothing in common apart from their location in the territory of what had been the United States of America. This could resemble the collec​tions of diverse groups that once constituted the Austro-Hungarian, Ottoman, and Russian empires. These conglomerations were held to​gether by the emperor and his bureaucracy. What central institutions, however, would hold together a loose American assemblage of groups? As the experiences of America in the 1780s and Germany in the 1860s suggest, past confederations normally have not lasted long.
Second, the massive Hispanic immigration after 1965 could make America increasingly bifurcated in terms of language (English and Spanish) and culture (Anglo and Hispanic), which could supplement or
supplant the black-white racial bifurcation as the most important divi​sion in American society. Substantial parts of America, primarily in southern Florida and the Southwest, would be primarily Hispanic in culture and language, while both cultures and languages would coexist n the rest of America. America, in short, would lose its cultural and lin​guistic unity and become a bilingual, bicultural society like Canada, Switzerland, or Belgium.
Third, the various forces challenging the core American culture and Creed could generate a move by native white Americans to revive the discarded and discredited racial and ethnic concepts of American identity and to create an America that would exclude, expel, or suppress people of other racial, ethnic, and cultural groups. Historical and contemporary experience suggest that this is a highly probable reaction тот a once dominant ethnic-racial group that feels threatened by the rise of other groups. It could produce a racially intolerant country with high levels of intergroup conflict.
Fourth, Americans of all races and ethnicities could attempt to reinvigorate their core culture. This would mean a recommitment to America as a deeply religious and primarily Christian country, encompassing several religious minorities, adhering to Anglo-Protestant values, speaking English, maintaining its European cultural heritage, and committed to the principles of the Creed. Religion has been and still is a central, perhaps the central, element of American identity. America was founded n large part for religious reasons, and religious movements have shaped its evolution for almost four centuries. By every indicator, Americans are far more religious than the people of other industrialized countries. Overwhelming majorities of white Americans, of black Americans, and of Hispanic Americans are Christian. In a world in which culture and particularly religion shape the allegiances, the alliances, and the antagonisms of people on every continent, Americans could again find their national identity and their national purposes in their culture and religion.
CHAPTER 2
Identities: National and Other
THE CONCEPT OF IDENTITY
The "concept of identity," it has been said, "is as indispensable as it is unclear." It "is manifold, hard to define and evades many ordinary meth​ods of measurement." The twentieth century's leading scholar of iden​tity, Erik Erikson, termed the concept "all-pervasive" but also "vague" and "unfathomable." The infuriating inescapability of identity is well demonstrated in the work of the distinguished social theorist Leon Wieseltier. In 1996 he published a book, Against Identity, denouncing and ridiculing the fascination of intellectuals with diat concept. In 1998, he published another book, Kaddish, an eloquent, passionate, and explicit af​firmation of his own Jewish identity. Identity, it appears, is like sin: how​ever much we may oppose it, we cannot escape it.1
Given its unavoidability, how do we define it? Scholars have various answers, which nonetheless converge on one central theme. Identity is an individual's or a group's sense of self. It is a product of self-consciousness, that I or we possess distinct qualities as an entity that dif​ferentiates me from you and us from them. A new baby may have elements of an identity at birth in terms of a name, sex, parentage, and citizenship. These do not, however, become part of his or her identity until the baby becomes conscious of them and defines itself in terms of them. Identity, as one group of scholars phrased it, "refers to the images of individuality and distinctiveness ('selfhood') held and projected by a factor and formed (and modified over time) through relations with sig​nificant 'others.' "2 So long as people interact with others, they have no choice but to define themselves in relation to those others and identify their similarities with and differences from those others.
Identities are important because they shape the behavior of people. If I think of myself as a scholar, I will try to act like a scholar. But individuals also can change their identities. If I begin to act differently—as a polemicist, for instance—I will suffer "cognitive dissonance" and am likely to try to relieve the resulting anguish by stopping that behavior or by redefining myself from a scholar to a political advocate. Similarly, if a person inherits a partisan identity as a Democrat but increasingly finds him- or herself voting for Republican candidates, that person may well redefine him- or herself as a Republican.
Several key points concerning identities need to be made.
First, both individuals and groups have identities. Individuals, however, find and redefine their identities in groups. As social identity theory has shown, the need for identity leads them even to seek identity n an arbitrarily and randomly constructed group. An individual may be member of many groups and hence is able to shift identities. Group identity, on the other hand, usually involves a primary defining characteristic and is less fungible. I have identities as a political scientist and member of the Harvard Department of Government. Conceivably, I could redefine myself as a historian or become a member of the Stanford Department of Political Science, if they were willing to accept his change in my identity. The Harvard Department of Government, however, cannot become a history department or move as an institution о Stanford. Its identity is much more fixed than mine. If the basis for he defining characteristic of a group disappears, perhaps because it achieves the goal it was created to achieve, the existence of the group is threatened, unless it can find another cause to motivate its members.
Second, identities are, overwhelmingly, constructed. People make heir identity, under varying degrees of pressure, inducements, and freedom. In an oft-quoted phrase, Benedict Anderson described nations as imagined communities." Identities are imagined selves: they are what we think we are and what we want to be. Apart from ancestry (although t hat can be repudiated), gender (and people occasionally change that), and age (which may be denied but not changed by human action), peo​ple are relatively free to define their identities as they wish, although they may not be able to implement those identities in practice. They may inherit their ethnicity and race but these can be redefined or re​jected, and the meaning and applicability of a term like "race" changes over time.
Third, individuals and to a lesser extent groups have multiple identi​ties. These may be ascriptive, territorial, economic, cultural, political, social, and national. The relative salience of these identities to the indi​vidual or group can change from time to time and situation to situation, as can the extent to which these identities complement or conflict with each other. "Only extreme social situations," Karmela Liebkind ob​serves, "such as battles in war, may temporarily eradicate all other group affiliations but one."3
Fourth, identities are defined by the self but they are the product of the interaction between the self and others. How others perceive an in​dividual or group affects the self-definition of that individual or group. If one enters a new social situation and is perceived as an outsider who does not belong, one is likely to think of oneself that way. If a large ma​jority of the people in a country think that members of a minority group are inherently backward and inferior, the minority group members may internalize that concept of themselves, at which point it becomes part of their identity. Alternatively, they may react against that characterization and define themselves in opposition to it. External sources of identity may come from the immediate environment, the broader society, or po​litical authorities. Governments have, indeed, assigned racial or other identities to people.
People can aspire to an identity but not be able to achieve it unless they are welcomed by those who already have that identity. The crucial post-Cold War issue for East European peoples was whether the West would accept their identification of themselves as part of the West. West​erners have accepted Poles, Czechs, and Hungarians. They are less likely to do that with some other Eastern European peoples who also want a Western identity. They have been quite reluctant to do so with the Turks, whose bureaucratic elites desperately want Turkey to be Western. As a result, Turks have been conflicted over whether they should think of themselves primarily as European, Western, Muslim, Middle Eastern, or even Central Asian.
Fifth, the relative salience of alternative identities for any individual or group is situational. In some situations, people stress that aspect of their identity that links them to the people with whom they are interacting. In other situations, people emphasize that aspect of their identity that dis​tinguishes them from others. A female psychologist, it has been argued, in the company of a dozen male psychologists will think of herself as a woman; in the company of a dozen women who are not psychologists, she will think of herself as a psychologist.4 The salience of people's iden​tity with their homeland typically increases when they travel abroad and observe the different ways of life of foreigners. In attempting to free themselves from Ottoman rule, Serbs stressed their Orthodox religion, while Muslim Albanians stressed their ethnicity and language. Similarly, the founders of Pakistan defined its identity in terms of their Muslim re​ligion to justify independence from India. A few years later the Muslim Bangladeshi emphasized culture and language to legitimate their inde​pendence from their Pakistani co-religionists.
Identities may be narrow or broad, and the breadth of the most salient identity changes with the situation people are in. "You" and "I" become "we" when a "they" appears, or, as an Arab saying has it, "My brother and I against our cousins, we and our cousins against the world." As people increasingly interact with people of more distant and different cultures, they also broaden their identities. For French and Germans, their national identity loses salience in relation to their Euro​pean identity, as Jonathan Mercer says, when there emerges a broader "sense of difference between 'us' and 'them,' or between the European and the Japanese identities."5 Hence it is only natural that the processes of globalization should lead to the broader identities of religion and civ​ilization assuming greater importance for individuals and peoples.
OTHERS AND ENEMIES
To define themselves, people need another. Do they also need an en​emy? Some people clearly do. "Oh, how wonderful it is to hate," said
Josef Goebbels. "Oh, what a relief to fight, to fight enemies who defend themselves, enemies who are awake," said Andre Malraux. These are ex​treme articulations of a generally more subdued but widespread human need, as acknowledged by two of the twentieth century's greatest minds. Writing to Sigmund Freud in 1933, Albert Einstein argued that every attempt to eliminate war had "ended in a lamentable breakdown... man has within him a lust for hatred and destruction." Freud agreed: people are like animals, he wrote back, they solve problems through the use of force, and only an all-powerful world state could prevent this from happening. Humans, Freud argued, have only two types of in​stincts, "those which seek to preserve and unite ... and those which seek to destroy and kill." Both are essential and they operate in conjunc​tion with each other. Hence, "there is no use in trying to get rid of men's aggressive inclinations."6
Other scholars of human psychology and human relations have made similar arguments. There is a need, Vamik Volkan has said, "to have enemies and allies." This tendency appears in early-mid-adolescence when "the other group comes to be definitely viewed as the enemy." The psyche is "the creator of the concept of the enemy.... As long as the enemy group is kept at least at a psychological distance, it gives us aid and comfort, enhancing our cohesion and making comparisons with ourselves gratifying." Individuals need self-esteem, recognition, appro​bation, what Plato, as Francis Fukuyama reminded us, designated thy-mos and Adam Smith termed vanity. Conflict with the enemy reinforces these qualities in the group.7
The need of individuals for self-esteem leads them to believe that their group is better than other groups. Their sense of self rises and falls with the fortunes of the groups with which they identify and with the extent to which other people are excluded from their group. Ethnocen-trism, as Mercer puts it, is "the logical corollary to egocentrism." Even when their group may be totally arbitrary, temporary, and "minimal," people still, as social identity theory predicts, discriminate in favor of their group as compared to another group. Hence in many situations people choose to sacrifice absolute gains in order to achieve relative gains. They prefer to be worse off absolutely but better off compared to someone they see as a rival rather than better off absolutely but not as well off as that rival: "beating the outgroup is more important than sheer profit." This preference has been repeatedly supported by evi​dence from psychological experiments and public opinion polls, not to mention common sense and everyday experience. To the bafflement of economists, Americans say that they would prefer to be worse off eco​nomically but ahead of the Japanese rather than better off and behind the Japanese.8
Recognition of difference does not necessarily generate competition, much less hate. Yet even people who have little psychological need to hate can become involved in processes leading to the creation of ene​mies. Identity requires differentiation. Differentiation necessitates com​parison, the identification of the ways in which "our" group differs from "their" group. Comparison, in turn, generates evaluation: Are the ways of our group better or worse than the ways of their group? Group ego​tism leads to justification: Our ways are better than their ways. Since the members of the other group are engaged in a similar process, conflicting justifications lead to competition. We have to demonstrate the superior​ity of our ways to their ways. Competition leads to antagonism and the broadening of what may have started as the perception of narrow differ​ences into more intense and fundamental ones. Stereotypes are created, the opponent is demonized, the other is transmogrified into the enemy.
While the need for enemies explains the ubiquity of conflict between and within human societies, it does not explain the forms and locales of conflict. Competition and conflict can only occur between entities that are in the same universe or arena. In some sense, as Volkan put it, "the enemy" has to be "like us."9 A soccer team may view another soccer team as its rival; it will not view a hockey team that way. The history de​partment in one university will see history departments in other univer​sities as its rivals for faculty, students, prestige within the discipline of history. It will not see the physics department in its own university in that light. It may, however, see the physics department as a rival for funding within their university. Competitors have to be playing on the same chessboard and most individuals and groups compete on several different chessboards. The chessboards have to be there but the players may change, and one game is succeeded by another. Hence, the likelihood of general or lasting peace among ethnic groups, states, or nations is remote. As human experience shows, the end of a hot or cold war cre​ates the conditions for another. "A part of being human," as a commit​tee of psychiatrists put it, "has always been the search for an enemy to embody temporarily or permanently disavowed aspects of our selves."10 Late-twentieth-century distinctiveness theory, social identity theory, sociobiology, and attribution theory all lend support to the conclusion that the roots of hate, rivalry, the need for enemies, personal and group violence, and war are ineluctably located in human psychology and the human condition.
SOURCES OF IDENTITY
People have an almost infinite number of possible sources of identity. These include ones that are primarily:
1. Ascriptive, such as age, ancestry, gender, kin (blood relatives), eth​nicity (defined as extended kin), and race;
2.  Cultural, such as clan, tribe, ethnicity (defined as a way of life), lan​guage, nationality, religion, civilization;
3.  Territorial, such as neighborhood, village, town, city, province, state, section, country, geographical area, continent, hemisphere;
4.  Political, such as faction, clique, leader, interest group, movement, cause, party, ideology, state;
5.  Economic, such as job, occupation, profession, work group, em​ployer, industry, economic sector, labor union, class;
6.  Social, such as friends, club, team, colleagues, leisure group, status.
Any individual is likely to be involved in many of these groupings, but that does not necessarily mean that they are sources of his or her iden​tity. A person may, for instance, find either his job or his country loath​some and totally reject it. In addition, relations among identities are complex. A differentiated relation exists when the identities are compat​ible in the abstract but at times, such as family identity and job identity,
may impose conflicting demands on the individual. Other identities, such as territorial or cultural identities, are hierarchical in terms of their scope. Broader identities are inclusive of narrower identities, and the less inclusive identity, to a province, for instance, may or may not con​flict with the more inclusive identity to a country. In addition, identities of the same sort may or may not be exclusive. People may, for instance, assert dual nationality and claim to be both American and Italian, but it is difficult for them to assert dual religiosity and claim to be both Mus​lim and Catholic.
Identities also differ in their intensity. Intensity often varies inversely with scope; people identify more intensely with their family than with their political party, but this is not always the case. In addition, the salience of identities of all types varies with the interactions between the individual or group and its environment.
Narrower and broader identities in a single hierarchy may either re​inforce or conflict with each other. In a famous phrase, Edmund Burke argued that "To be attached to the subdivision, to love the little platoon we belong to in society, is the first principle (the germ, as it were) of public affections. The love to the whole is not extinguished by this sub​ordinate partiality." The "little platoon" phenomenon is key to military success. Armies win battles because their soldiers intensely identify with their immediate comrades in arms. Failure to promote small unit cohe​sion, as the U.S. Army learned in Vietnam, can lead to military disaster. At times, however, subordinate loyalties conflict with and perhaps dis​place broader ones, as with territorial movements for autonomy or inde​pendence. Hierarchical identities coexist uneasily with each other.
THE FALSE DICHOTOMY
Nations, nationalism, and national identity are, in large part, the prod​uct of the tumultuous course of European history from the fifteenth to nineteenth centuries. War made the state and it also made nations. No Nation, in the true sense of the word," the historian Michael argues, "could be born without war ... no self-conscious community could establish itself as a new and independent actor on the world scene without an armed conflict or the threat of one."11 People developed their sense of national identity as they fought to differentiate themselves from other people with different language, religion, history,
or location.
The French and the English and then the Dutch, Spanish, French, Swedes, Prussians, Germans, and Italians crystallized their national identities in the crucible of war. To survive and to succeed in the six​teenth to eighteenth centuries, kings and princes increasingly had to mobilize the economic and demographic resources of their territories and eventually to create national armies to replace mercenary ones. In the process they promoted national consciousness and the confronta​tion of nation against nation. By the 1790s, as R. R. Palmer put it, "The wars of kings were over; the wars of peoples had begun."12 Only in the mid-eighteenth century do the words "nation" and "patrie" enter into European languages. The emergence of British identity was prototypi​cal. English identity was defined in wars against the French and the Scots. British identity subsequently emerged as "an invention forged above all by war. Time and time again, war with France brought Brit​ons, whether they hailed from Wales or Scotland or England, into con​frontation with an obviously hostile Other and encouraged them to define themselves collectively against it. They defined themselves as Protestants struggling for survival against the world's foremost Catholic power.12
Scholars generally posit two types of nationalism and national iden​tity, which they variously label: civic and ethnic, political and cultural, revolutionary and tribalist, liberal and integral, rational-associational and organic-mystical, civic-territorial and ethnic-genealogical, or sim​ply patriotism and nationalism.14 In each pairing, the first is seen as good, and the second as bad. The good, civic nationalism, assumes an open society based, at least in theory, on a social contract to which peo​ple of any race or ethnicity are able to subscribe and thus become citi​zens. Ethnic nationalism, in contrast, is exclusive, and membership in the nation is limited to those who share certain primordial, ethnic, or cultural characteristics. In the early nineteenth century, scholars argue, nationalism and efforts in European societies to create national iden​tities were primarily of the civic variety. Nationalist movements af​firmed the equality of citizens, thereby undermining class and status distinctions. Liberal nationalism challenged authoritarian multinational empires. Subsequently, romanticism and other movements generated il​liberal ethnic nationalism, glorifying the ethnic community over the in​dividual, and reaching its apotheosis in Hitler's Germany.
The dichotomy between civic and ethnic nationalism, whatever the labels, is overly simple and cannot stand. In most of these pairings, the ethnic category is a catch-all for all forms of nationalism or national identity that are not clearly contractual, civic, and liberal. In particular, it combines two very different conceptions of national identity: ethnic-racial, on the one hand, and cultural, on the other. The reader may or.. may not have noted that “nation” is missing from the list of some forty-eight possible sources of identity on p. 27. The reason is that while national identity was at times in the West the highest form of identity, it also has been a derived identity whose intensity comes from other sources. National identity usually but not always includes a territorial element and may also include one or more ascriptive (race, ethnicity), cultural (religion, language), and political (state, ideology) elements, as well as occasionally economic (farming) or social (networks) ones.
The principal theme of this book is the continuing centrality of Anglo-Protestant culture to American national identity. The term "cul​ture," however, has many meanings. Probably most often, it is used to refer to the cultural products of a society, including both its "high" cul​ture of art, literature, and music and its "low" culture of popular enter​tainments and consumer preferences. Culture in this book means something different. It refers to a people's language, religious beliefs, social and political values, assumptions as to what is right and wrong, appropriate and inappropriate, and to the objective institutions and be​havioral patterns that reflect these subjective elements. To cite one ex​ample, discussed in Chapter 4: Overall, more Americans are in the labor force and work longer hours, have shorter vacations, get less in unem​ployment, disability, and retirement benefits, and retire later, than peo​ple in comparable societies. Overall, Americans also take greater pride
in their work, tend to view leisure with ambivalence and at times guilt, disdain those who do not work, and see the work ethic as a key element of what it means to be an American. It thus seems reasonable to con​clude that this objective and subjective emphasis on work is one distin​guishing characteristic of American culture, compared to those of other societies. This is the sense in which culture is used in this book.
The simple civic-ethnic duality conflates culture and ascriptive ele​ments, which are very different. In developing his theory of ethnicity in the United States, Horace Kallen argued that however an immigrant may change, "he cannot change his grandfather." Hence ethnic identities are relatively permanent.15 Intermarriage undermines that argument, but ever more important is the distinction between ancestry and culture. One cannot change one's grandparents, and in that sense one's ethnic heritage is given. Similarly, one cannot change one's skin color, although the perceptions of what that color means may change. One can, however, change one's culture. People convert from one religion to another, learn new languages, adopt new values and beliefs, identify with new symbols, and accommodate themselves to new ways of life. The culture of a younger generation often differs along many of these dimensions from that of the previous generation. At times the cultures of whole societies can change dramatically. Both before and after World War П, Germans and Japanese defined their national identities over​whelmingly in ascriptive, ethnic terms. Their defeat in that war, how​ever, changed one central element of their cultures. The two most militaristic countries in the world in the 1930s were transformed into two of the most pacifist countries. Cultural identity is fungible; ethnic-ancestral identity is not. Hence a clear distinction has to be maintained between the two.
The relative importance of the elements of national identity varies with the historical experiences of the people. Often one source will tend to be preeminent. German identity includes linguistic and other cul​tural elements but was defined by a 1913 law ascriptively in terms of descent. Germans are people who have German parents. As a result, contemporary descendants of eighteenth-century German migrants to Russia are considered German. If they migrate to Germany, they automatically receive German citizenship although the German they speak, if they speak any, may be unintelligible to their compatriots, and their customs may seem alien to native Germans. In contrast, before 1999 third-generation descendants of Turkish immigrants to Germany, who grew up and were educated in Germany, worked in Germany, and spoke fluent colloquial German, faced serious obstacles to becoming Ger​man citizens.
In the former Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, national identity was de​fined politically by their communist ideologies and communist regimes. These countries included peoples of different nationalities, which were defined culturally and accorded official recognition. For a century and a half after 1789, on the other hand, the French were divided politically into "two Frances" of mouvement and Pordx etabli, who differed funda​mentally on whether France should accept or reject the results of the French Revolution. French identity was instead denned culturally. Im​migrants who adopted French mores and ways of life and, most impor​tantly, spoke French perfectly were accepted as French. In contrast to German law, French law provided that an/one born in France of for​eign parents was automatically a French citizen. By 1993, however, the French had become concerned about whether children of Muslim North African immigrants were being absorbed into French culture and changed the law to require French-born children of immigrants to ap​ply for citizenship before their eighteenth birthday. This restriction was eased in 1998 to allow children born in France to foreign parents auto​matically to become French citizens at age eighteen if they had lived in France for five of the previous seven years.
The relative salience of different components of national identity may change. In the late twentieth century both Germans and French generally rejected the authoritarian components that had been part of their history and made democracy part of their self-concept. In France, the Revolution triumphed; in Germany, Nazism was expurgated. With the end of the Cold War, Russians became divided over their identity, with only a minority continuing to embrace communist ideology, some wanting a European identity, others espousing a cultural definition in​volving elements of Orthodoxy and pan-Slavism, and still others giving primacy to a territorial concept of Russia as primarily a Eurasian society. Germany, France, and the Soviet Union/Russia thus historically em​phasized different components in their national identity, and the relative salience of some components shifted over time. The same is true for other countries, including America.
CHAPTER 3
Components of American Identity
CHANGE, CONTINUITY, AND PARTIAL TRUTHS
Partial truths or half-truths are often more insidious than total false​hoods. The latter can be easily exposed for what they are by citing ex​ceptions to their claims; hence they are less likely to be accepted as the total truth. A partial truth, on the other hand, is plausible because some evidence does support it, and it is, consequently, easy to assume that it is the total truth. Thinking about American identity has involved the wide acceptance of two propositions that are true but only partially true and yet often are accepted as the whole truth. These are the claims, first, that America is a nation of immigrants, and second, that American identity is defined solely by a set of political principles, the American Creed. These two concepts of America are often linked together. The common Creed is said to unify the diverse ethnicities produced by immigration. It is, in Gurmar Myrdal’s phrase, "the cement in the structure of this great and disparate nation." America's identity, Stanley Hoffmann has similarly argued, is the unique product of a "material feature," its ethnic diversity produced by immigration, and an "ideological feature," its liberal demo​cratic Creed.1
There is much truth in these claims. Immigration and the Creed are key elements of American national identity. They are not mistaken iden​tities; they are partial identities. Neither one nor both is the whole truth concerning America. They do not tell us anything about the society that attracted the immigrants or the culture that produced the Creed.
America is a founded society created by seventeenth- and eighteenth-century settlers almost all of whom came from the British Isles. Their values, institutions, and culture provided the foundation for and shaped the development of America in the following centuries. They initially defined America in terms of race, ethnicity, culture, and most impor​tantly religion. Then in the eighteenth century they also had to define America ideologically to justify their independence from their home-countrymen. These four components remained part of American iden​tity for most of the nineteenth century. By the latter years of that century, the ethnic component had been broadened to include Ger​mans, Irish, and Scandinavians. By World War П and the assimilation into American society of large numbers of southern and eastern Euro​pean immigrants and their offspring, ethnicity virtually disappeared as a defining component of national identity. Following the achieve​ments of the civil rights movement and the immigration act of 1965, so did race. As a result, by the 1970s American identity was defined in terms of culture and Creed. At this point, the core Anglo-Protestant culture that had existed for three centuries came under attack, raising the prospect that American identity might come to be equated solely with ideological commitment to the Creed. Table 3.1 sets forth in highly simplified fashion the changing roles of these four components of American identity.                                                                         
SETTLERS BEFORE IMMIGRANTS
For most of their history, most Americans did not hold favorable views of immigrants and did not celebrate their country as a "nation of immigrants." After the prohibition of large-scale immigration in 1924, however, attitudes toward America's immigrant heritage began to change. That change was dramatized by President Franklin Roo​sevelt's famous challenge to the Daughters of the American Revolu​tion in 1938: "Remember, remember always, that all of us, and you and I especially, are descended from immigrants and revolutionists." Presi​dent Kennedy quoted this remark in his book A Nation of Immigrants,
Table 3.1
Components of American Identity
	
	Ethnic
	Racial
	Cultural
	Political

	1607-1775
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N

	1775-1940
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	
	
	
	
	(except 1840-1865)

	1940-1965
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y

	1965-1990
	N
	N
	Y
	Y

	1990-
	N
	N
	5
	Y


published posthumously. Before and since, that phrase has been con​stantly invoked by scholars and journalists. The leading historian of American immigration, Oscar Handhn, claimed "the immigrants were American history." The leading sociologist Robert Bellah echoed FDR: "All Americans except the Indians are immigrants or the descendants of immigrants."2
These claims are valid partial truths, but false total truths. Roosevelt was partly wrong when he suggested that all Americans were descended from "revolutionists"; he was totally wrong when he suggested that he and his DAR audience were (at least in their name line) descendants of "immigrants." Their ancestors were not immigrants but settlers, and in its origins America was not a nation of immigrants, it was a society, or societies, of settlers who came to the New World in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Its origins as an Anglo-Protestant settler society have, more than anything else, profoundly and lastingly shaped Ameri​can culture, institutions, historical development, and identity.              :
Settlers and immigrants differ fundamentally. Settlers leave an exist​ing society, usually in a group, in order to create a new community, a city on a hill, in a new and often distant territory. They are imbued with a sense of collective purpose. Implicitly or explicitly they subscribe to a compact or charter that defines the basis of the community they create and their collective relation to their mother country. Immigrants, in contrast, do not create a new society. They move from one society to a different society. Migration is usually a personal process, involving individuals and families, who individually define their relation to their old and new countries. The seventeenth- and eighteenth-century settlers came to America because it was a tabula rasa. Apart from Indian tribes, which could be killed off or pushed westward, no society was there; and they came in order to create societies that embodied and would rein​force the culture and values they brought with them from their origin country. Immigrants came later because they wanted to become part of the society the settlers had created. Unlike settlers, they experienced "culture shock" as they and their offspring attempted to absorb a culture often much at odds with that which they brought with them.3 Before immigrants could come to America, settlers had to found America.
Americans commonly refer to those who produced independence and the Constitution in the 1770s and 1780s as the Founding Fathers. Be​fore there could be Founding Fathers, however, there were founding settlers. America did not begin in 1775, 1776, or 1787. It began with the first settler communities of 1607, 1620, and 1630. What happened in the 1770s and 1780s was rooted in and a product of the Anglo-American Protestant society and culture that had developed over the intervening one and a half centuries.                                                                    :
The distinction between settlers and immigrants was well recognized by those who led America to independence. Before the Revolution, as John Higham has observed, English and Dutch colonists "conceived of themselves as founders, settlers, or planters—the formative population of those colonial societies—not as immigrants. Theirs was the polity, the language, the pattern of work and settlement, and many of the men​tal habits to which the immigrants would have to adjust."4 The term "immigrant" came into die English language in the America of the 1780s to distinguish current arrivals from the founding settlers.
America's core culture has been and, at the moment, is still primarily the culture of the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century settlers who founded American society. The central elements of that culture can be defined in a variety of ways but include the Christian religion, Protestant values and moralism, a work ethic, the English language, British traditions of law, justice, and the limits of government power, and a legacy of European art, literature, philosophy, and music. Out of this culture the settlers developed in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries the American Creed with its principles of liberty, equality, individualism, representative government, and private property. Subse​quent generations of immigrants were assimilated into the culture of the founding settlers and contributed to and modified it. But they did not change it fundamentally. This is because, at least until the late twentieth century, it was Anglo-Protestant culture and the political lib​erties and economic opportunities it produced that attracted them to America.
In its origin and its continuing core, America is thus a colonial society, in the strict and original sense of the word "colony," that is, a settlement created by people who leave a mother country and travel elsewhere to establish a new society on distant turf. A colony, in this original and strict sense, is entirely different from a colony in the later meaning given the term, that is, a territory and its indigenous people ruled by the government of another people. Historical counterparts to the English, French, and Dutch North American settler colonies of the seventeenth century are the Athenian, Corinthian, and other colonies in Sicily founded in the eighth and seventh centuries B.C. The processes of settlement and the patterns of development of the former broadly paral​lel those of the latter more than two millennia earlier.5
The settlers who create a colony have a decisive and lasting impact on the culture and institutions of that society. They are, the historian John Porter argues, the "charter group," which "as the effective possessor, has the most to say" on that society's subsequent development. The cultural geographer Wilbur Zelinsky terms this phenomenon the "Doctrine of First Effective Settlement." In new territories, "the specific characteris​tics of the first group able to effect a viable, self-perpetuating society are of crucial significance for the later social and cultural geography of the area, no matter how tiny the initial band of settlers may have been.... In terms of lasting impact, the activities of a few hundred, or even a few score, initial colonizers can mean much more for the cultural geography of a place than the contributions of tens of thousands of new immigrants a few generations later."6                                                                :
The initial settlers bring their own culture and institutions with them. These are perpetuated in the new territory, while change takes place in the homeland. "A new nation is not new in all respects," Ronald Syme has observed of early Roman colonies in Spain. "It is an observ​able phenomenon in other ages that colonists preserve habits of life or speech no longer current at home; and the Spanish language in fact goes back to a form of Latin more archaic than does French. The Span​ish Romans (it might seem) parade and exploit their loyalty to the old Roman traditions. On the other hand, their resplendent success proves them eager, ambitious and innovatory." Quebec stimulated a similar comment from Tocqueville:
The physiognomy of a government may best be judged in its colonies, for there its features are magnified and rendered more conspicuous. When I wish to study the merits and faults of the administration of Louis XTV, I must go to Canada; its deformity is there seen as through a microscope.... Everywhere we were received ... like children of Old France, as they say here. To my mind the epithet is badly chosen. Old France is in Canada, the new is with us.7
In America, the British settlers of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, as David Hackett Fischer argues in his monumental study, fall into four groups in terms of their places of origin in England, their socioeconomic status, their specific religious affiliations, and their time of settlement. Virtually all of them, however, spoke English, were Prot​estant, adhered to British legal traditions, and valued British liberties. This common culture and its four distinct subcultures were perpetuated in America. "In a cultural sense," Fischer observes, "most Americans are Albion's seed, no matter who their own forebears may have been.... [T]he legacy of four British folkways in early America remains the most powerful determinant of a voluntary society in the United States today." The Wisconsin historian J. Rogers Hollingsworth agrees: "The most important fact to keep in mind when studying political change in Amer​ica is that the United States is a product of a settler society." The way of life of the initial English settlers "developed into a whole society" and "gave rise to the dominant political culture, the political institutions, the language, the pattern of work and settlement, and many of the mental habits to which subsequent immigrants had to adjust."8
The initial American settlers, like other settlers elsewhere, were not representative of the homeland population as a whole but rather came from particular segments or fragments, to use Louis Hartz's term, of that population. They leave their homeland and move elsewhere to es​tablish a new community because they suffer oppression at home and/or see opportunity in the new land. Each group of European settlers in North and South America, South Africa, and the South Pacific brought with it the ideas or ideologies of its social class in the home country: feu​dal aristocracy, liberalism, working-class socialism. In the new venue, however, the European class ideology lacked class antagonism, and was transmuted into the nationalism of the new society. As fragments of the more complicated society of origin, settlement societies do not have the change dynamics of that society and hence preserve the institutions and culture from their original society in their new society.9
As founded societies, settler societies also have a clear beginning at a specific time and place. Their founders hence feel the need to define their institutions with charters, compacts, and constitutions and to lay out plans for their development. The first Greek law codes were pro​duced not in mainland Greece but in the Greek colonies in Sicily in the seventh century в.с. The earliest systematic codes in the English-speaking world were drawn up in Virginia (1606), Bermuda (included in the third charter of the Virginia Company in 1612), Plymouth (1636), and Massachusetts Bay (1648). The "first written constitution of mod​ern democracy" was the Fundamental Orders of Connecticut, adopted by the citizens of Hartford and neighboring towns in 1638.10 Settlement societies tend to be explicitly planned societies, but their plans incorpo​rate and perpetuate the experience, values, and goals of their founders at the time of the settlement.
The process by which British and a few other northern European set​tlers created societies in the New World was replicated for two and a naif centuries as Americans moved westward and created new settle​ments on the frontier. Settlement is central not only to the creation of America but to its development until the end of the nineteenth century.
"Up to our own day," Frederick Jackson Turner said in 1892, "American history has been in a large degree the history of the colonization of the Great West." He signaled the end of that process with his famous quo​tation from the 1890 census: "Up to and including 1880, the country had a frontier of settlement, but at present the unsettled area has been so broken into by isolated bodies of settlement that there can hardly be said to be a frontier line."11 The American frontier, unlike other fron​tiers in Canada, Australia, or Russia, lacked a significant governmental presence. It was populated in its first phase by individual hunters, trap​pers, prospectors, adventurers, and traders, who were then followed by settlers who founded communities along waterways and later along prospective railways. The peopling of the American frontier involved a combination of settlement and migration. Communities of settlers from easterly parts of the country moved westward to found new societies, and migrants from both America and Europe moved westward as indi​viduals and families to participate in this settlement process.
In 1790 the total population of the United States, excluding Indians, was 3,929,000, of whom 698,000 were slaves and not viewed by the oth​ers as part of American society. The white population was ethnically 60 percent English, 80 percent British (the remainder being largely Ger​man and Dutch), and 98 percent Protestant. Excluding blacks, America was a highly homogeneous society in terms of race, national origin, and religion. "Providence has been pleased," John Jay observed in The Fed​eralist, "to give this one connected country to one united people—a peo​ple descended from the same ancestors, speaking the same language, professing the same religion, attached to the same principles of govern​ment, very similar in their manners and customs, and who, by their joint counsels, arms, and efforts, fighting side by side throughout a long and bloody war, have nobly established liberty and independence."
Between 1820 and 2000 approximately 66 million immigrants came to America, making its people highly heterogeneous in terms of ances​try, ethnicity, and religion.12 The demographic impact of the immi​grants, however, only marginally exceeded that of the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century settlers and their slaves. The end of the eighteenth century witnessed an American population explosion, possibly unique in
history, with extraordinarily high birth rates and, for the times, an ex​tremely large proportion of children in the Northern states reaching adulthood. The crude birth rate for America in 1790 has been estimated at 55 per 1,000 population compared to a rate of about 35 per 1,000 in European countries. American women married when they were four or five years younger than their European contemporaries. The total fer​tility rate in America is estimated at 7.7 children per woman in 1790 and 7.0 in 1800, far above the 2.1 necessary to maintain a stable population.* Fertility remained above 6.0 until the 1840s and then gradually declined to about 3.0 by the onset of the Great Depression. Overall the Ameri​can population increased by 35 percent between 1790 and 1800, 36 per​cent between 1800 and 1810, and 82 percent between 1800 and 1820. During these years, the Napoleonic wars kept immigration to a trickle, and four fifths of this increase was from natural causes, or what one congressman called "the American Multiplication Table."13 In a careful analysis, the statistical demographer Campbell Gibson concludes that in 1990, 49 percent of the American population was attributable to the settler and black populations of 1790 and 51 percent to immigration after that date. With no immigration after 1790, the 1990 American population would have been about 122 million instead of 249 million.14 In short, toward the end of the twentieth century, America was demo-graphically roughly half the product of early settlers and slaves and half that of immigrants who joined the society the settlers had created.
In addition to immigrants and the descendants of settlers, immi​grants, and slaves, some contemporary Americans are the descendants of people whom Americans conquered. These include Indians, Puerto Ricans, Hawaiians, and those with Mexican ancestors living in Texas and the southwest territories taken from Mexico in the mid-nineteenth cen​tury. The distinctive character of the Indians and Puerto Ricans as in but not fully of the American republic is reflected in the arrangements nego-
* Some examples: Ebenezer Huntington and Elizabeth Strong married in 1806, had ten children, nine of whom then had children, producing a total of seventy-four grandchildren for Ebenezer and Elizabeth; in the same generation, Harry Huntington had sixteen children with two wives while bis brother James had seventeen children with one wife! Huntington Family Association Newsletter, May 1999, p. 5.
tiated with them for reservations and tribal government, on the one hand, and commonwealth status, on the other. Residents of Puerto Rico are American citizens, but they do not pay federal taxes, do not vote in national elections, and conduct their affairs in Spanish, not English.
Large-scale immigration has been an intermittent feature of Ameri​can life. Immigration did not become significant in absolute and relative terms until the 1830s, declined in the 1850s, increased dramatically in the 1880s, declined in the 1890s, became very high in the decade and a half before World War I, declined drastically after passage of the 1924 immigration act, and stayed low until the 1965 immigration act gener​ated a massive new wave. Over the years, immigrants have played a cen​tral and, in some respects, more than proportionate role in American development. Between 1820 and 2000, however, the foreign-born aver​aged only slightly over 10 percent of the American population. To de​scribe America as a "nation of immigrants" is to stretch a partial truth into a misleading falsehood, and to ignore the central fact of America's beginning as a society of settlers.

MORE THAN THE CREED
Americans, it is often said, are a people denned by and united by their commitment to the political principles of liberty, equality, democracy, individualism, human rights, the rule of law, and private property em​bodied in the American Creed. Foreign observers from Crevecoeur to Tocqueville, Bryce, and Myrdal, to the present have pointed to this dis​tinctive characteristic of America as a nation. American scholars have generally agreed. Richard Hofstadter provided the most succinct for​mulation: "It has been our fate as a nation not to have ideologies but to be one." The most appropriate formulation to quote here, how​ever, comes from a different scholar: " 'We hold these truths to be self-evident,' says the Declaration. Who holds these truths? Americans hold these truths. Who are Americans? People who adhere to these truths. National identity and political principle are inseparable." "The political ideas of the American Creed have been the basis of national identity."15
In fact, however, they have been only one of several components of that identity.
Until the middle of the eighteenth century Americans defined them​selves in terms of race, ethnicity, and culture, particularly religion. The creedal component of American identity only began to emerge as rela​tions with Britain deteriorated over issues of trade, taxes, military secu​rity, and the extent of Parliament's power over the colonies. Conflicts over these issues fostered the belief that independence was probably the only solution to the problems of the colonies. Independence could not, however, be justified on the grounds that most subsequent indepen​dence movements would use: the illegitimacy of the rule of one people by another people. In terms of race, ethnicity, culture, and language, Americans and British were one people. Hence American independence required a different rationale, an appeal to political ideas. This took two forms. Americans first argued that the British government was itself deviating from English concepts of liberty, law, and government by consent. Americans were defending these traditional English values against the efforts of the British government to subvert them. "It was a resistance," Benjamin Franklin said, "in favor of a British constitu​tion, which every Englishman might share ... a resistance in favor of the liberties of England."1* As their debates over their relations with Britain intensified, Americans also began to invoke more universalistic, Enlightenment self-evident truths concerning liberty, equality, and in​dividual rights. Combined, these two sources generated the creedal def​inition of American identity embodied most notably in the Declaration of Independence, but also expressed in many other documents, ser​mons, pamphlets, writings, and speeches in the 1770s and 1780s.
Identifying America with the ideology of the Creed enables Ameri​cans to claim that they have a "civic" national identity as contrasted with the ethnic and ethno-cultural identities of other countries. America is said to be more liberal, more principled, more civilized than those trib-ally defined societies. The creedal definition allows Americans to hold that theirs is an "exceptional" country because unlike other nations its identity is defined by principle rather than ascription and, at the same time, to claim that America is a "universal" nation because its principles are applicable to all human societies. The Creed makes it possible to speak of "Americanism" as a political ideology or set of beliefs, compa​rable to socialism or communism, in a way in which one would never speak of Frenchism, Britishism, or Germanism. It also gives American​ism, as many foreign commentators have observed, the characteristics of a religion and makes America, in G. K. Chesterton's oft-quoted phrase, "a nation with the soul of a church." Beginning with the expulsion of the loyalists and the confiscation of their property, Americans have not hes​itated to persecute, exclude, and discriminate against those they see as not adhering to the American faith.
Americans have regularly perceived their enemies and friends in creedal terms. In 1745 the Georgian monarchy was challenged by the Stuart uprising of the Young Pretender rooted in the traditional issues of family, ethnicity, and religion. Thirty years later the entirely different American challenge introduced ideology into modern politics. "In 1776," as the German historian Jiirgen Heidekmg argues, "ideology, not ethnicity, language, or religion, had become the touchstone of na​tional identity," and "the American image of an English enemy was the first ideological enemy image in modern history."17 For most of its first century of independence, America was the only country with a continu​ing republican government and many of the institutions of modern democracy. Americans identified their enemies with tyranny, monarchy, aristocracy, the suppression of liberty and individual rights. George 1П was indicted for trying to establish "an absolute Tyranny." In the first decades of the republic, Federalists and Jeffersonians debated whether the French revolutionary and Napoleonic regimes or the British monar​chy was the greater threat to American liberty. During the nineteenth century, Americans enthusiastically endorsed the efforts of Latin Amer​icans, Hungarians, and others to free themselves from foreign monar​chical rule.                                                                                       
Their perceptions of the extent to which the political systems of for​eign countries resembled their own shaped American policies toward those countries and influenced decisions on war and peace. As John Owen has shown, the evolution of British government in a more liberal and democratic direction made it easier to resolve differences with Britain in the nineteenth century. By the Venezuelan boundary dispute of 1895-1896, leading Americans were invoking the common British-American political tradition as insuring amity between the two coun​tries. In a major crisis with Spain in 1873, senators argued that war was not an option because Spain, at that moment, had a republican govern​ment. In 1898, on the other hand, Spain was a monarchy and its por​trayal as engaged in brutal tyranny in Cuba helped America justify declaring war. An 1891 incident involving attacks on American sailors in Chile escalated to the brink of war, but "many American elites were loath to fight their fellow republic" and in the end Chile agreed to most American demands.18 In the twentieth century, Americans defined themselves as the global champions of democracy and liberty against German and Japanese militarism, Nazism, and Soviet communism.
The Creed has thus been one element of American identity since the Revolution. But as Rogers Smith says, the argument that American identity is defined only by the Creed "is at best a half-truth." For much of their history, Americans enslaved and then segregated blacks, massa​cred and marginalized Indians, excluded Asians, discriminated against Catholics, and obstructed immigration by people from outside north​western Europe. The early American republic, in Michael Lind's words, was a "nation-state, based upon an Anglo-American Protestant nation​alism that was as much racial and religious as it was political."19 Ameri​can identity has thus had several components. Historically, however, territory has not been one of them.
"NO ATTACHMENT TO PLACE"
For peoples throughout the world, national identity is often linked to a particular piece of earth. It is associated with places of historical or cul​tural significance (the lie de France, Kosovo, the Holy Land), cities (Athens, Rome, Moscow), insularity (Britain, Japan), places where the people can claim to be the original inhabitants ("sons of the soil" or bumiputra), or lands where they believe their ancestors have lived since time immemorial (Germany, Spain). These peoples speak of their "fatherland" or "motherland" and "sacred soil," loss of which would be tantamount to the end of their identity as a people. For Israelis and Palestinians, as with other peoples, Herbert Kelman has pointed out, "the threat to collective identity... is integrally related to the struggle over territory and resources. Both peoples and their national move​ments claim the same territory ... as the basis of an independent state that gives political expression to its national identity."20                       
People identify deeply with the localities where they have been born and lived their lives, which, in accord with the "little platoon" phenom​enon, then reinforces their identity with their country as a whole. Peo​ple may also see some specific locale as the historical, cultural, and symbolic heart of the nation. More broadly they may identify with the general geographic and physical characteristics of the land they inhabit.
All three of these manifestations of territorial identity have been weak or missing in America. Individual Americans have from the first gen​erally not developed intense attachments to particular localities. This reflects their consistently high level of geographical mobility, a phe​nomenon that has been commented on by foreign and native observers throughout American history. Americans, Lord Dunmore observed in the 1770s, "acquire no attachment to Place: But wandering about Seems engrafted in their Nature." "Americans were noted as early as 1800," the historian Gordon S. Wood has said, "for moving four or five times in their lifetime ... no other culture has ever had so much movement as ours." At the end of the twentieth century 16 percent to 17 percent of Americans were moving their homes every year. Between March 1999 and March 2000,43 million Americans changed their residence. "Amer​icans," Stephen Vincent Benet said, "are always moving on."21 As a re​sult, few Americans have had an intense personal identification with any particular geographical locale.
Nor have Americans linked themselves as a people with any particular national site as the unique embodiment of their identity. To be sure, cer​tain places have a special place in American historical memories: those associated with triumph over hardship (Plymouth Rock, Valley Forge), with critical battles (Lexington and Concord, Yorktown, Gettysburg), major steps toward nationhood (the Liberty Bell and Independence
Hall), or central aspects of national character (the Statue of Liberty). These and others have resonance for Americans, but no one of them is crucial to their identity. Any one of them could disappear and Ameri​cans would mourn the loss but not feel their nationality had been threat​ened. Certainly few Americans would place Washington, D.C., at the center of their identity, since, despite its national monuments, it is also the location of a central government for which many Americans often manifest little enthusiasm. Most Americans would not think of either of their two largest cities, New York (at least before it was attacked) and Los Angeles, as the embodiment of the American spirit.
Nor have Americans to the same extent as other peoples identified themselves with the overall territory they inhabit. They have, to be sure, celebrated the scope and beauty of their land, but it has normally been land in the abstract. Americans may sing "Oh beautiful for spacious skies," "The land we belong to is grand," or "This land was made for you and me," but what they celebrate is an abstraction, not a particular​ity, and, as these examples illustrate, the connection to the land is often expressed in terms of belonging or possession, not in terms of identity. Americans have been settlers, immigrants, and their descendants, all of whose forefathers ultimately came from elsewhere, and hence, however patriotic they may be, they have not called America their fatherland or motherland. The government's focus on "homeland security" after Sep​tember 11 even generated uneasiness among some Americans and sug​gestions that the concept of "homeland" was in some way un-American.
This attitude reflects the extent to which Americans identify their country not with place but with political ideas and institutions. In 1849 a European visitor, Alexander Mackey, observed that an American "ex​hibits little or none of the local attachments which distinguish the Euro​pean. His feelings are more centered upon his institutions than his mere country. He looks upon himself more in the light of a republican than in that of a native of a particular territory.... Every American is thus, in his own estimation, the apostle of a particular political creed." When asked over a hundred years later what aspects of their nation they were most proud of, only 5 percent of Americans mentioned the physical characteristics of their country, compared to 10 percent of Britons, 17 percent of Germans, 22 percent of Mexicans, and 25 percent of Italians. Eighty-five percent of Americans, on the other hand, cited their "gov​ernmental, political institutions" as that aspect of their country of which they were the most proud, compared with 46 percent of Britons, 30 per​cent of Mexicans, 7 percent of Germans, and 3 percent of Italians.22 For Americans, ideology trumps territory.
The low salience of their national territory as part of the national identity of Americans has two roots. First, land has been plentiful and cheap. It could be acquired for little or nothing, settled, developed, ex​ploited, and abandoned. A resource far more available than labor or cap​ital, it was not something to be cherished, infused with sacred meaning, and preserved and enshrined in people's memory. Second, the land that was America was ever changing. Throughout American history it ex​panded and hence it was impossible to ascribe any special sanctity to what might be included within its borders at any particular time. The stars in the flag were always increasing and being rearranged, and at the start of the twenty-first century, some Americans were arguing that a fifty-first star should be added for Puerto Rico.
In a similar vein, for over 250 years the frontier was a central element in American identity, but the frontier was always moving. It was not permanently identified with any one place. The frontier was a phase through which American communities evolved. The myth of the fron​tier in the national consciousness provoked continual migration: the most desirable land and opportunity were not where Americans were but the "virgin land" to the west. Frederick Jackson Turner did his first work on the frontier by studying the seventeenth-century suburbs of Boston. The "oldest West," as he said, "was the Atlantic Coast." It was, Lord Dunmore said, "a weakness" of Americans "that they should for​ever imagine the Lands further off, are Still better than those upon which they have already Settled."23 And so the frontier continually re​ceded westward, but it left as its legacy "the moving American," lacking sustained territorial passion, loyalty, or commitment.
RACE AND ETHNICITY
Americans have, in contrast, felt passionate about race and ethnicity. For much of its history the United States, as Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., says, "has been a racist nation."24 Historically white Americans have sharply distinguished themselves from Indians, blacks, Asians, and Mexicans, and excluded them from the American community. American relations with these other races are symbolized in one defining event early in American history.
In the decades following the Plymouth and Massachusetts Bay settle​ments of 1620 and 1630, relations between the colonies and Indians were generally cooperative. In the mid-seventeenth century a " 'golden age' of mutual prosperity" existed for Indian tribes and English settlers in New England. People from both groups intermingled and benefited from the growing commerce.25 In the 1660s, however, commercial rela​tions deteriorated, and the settlers' expanding demands for land and In​dian fears that coexistence was giving way to domination led to King Philip's War in 1675-1676. This was proportionately the bloodiest war in American history: the death rate of the colonists was almost twice that of Americans in the Civil War and seven times that in World War П. The Indians attacked fifty-two of the ninety settler towns in New En​gland, pillaged twenty-five, and razed seventeen. The settlers were driven back to the coast and their economy devastated, the effects of which lasted for decades. In the end, however, the Indian tribes were decimated, their leaders killed, and large numbers of men, women, and children enslaved and shipped to the West Indies. As a result of the war, according to Jill Lapore, the Puritans drew "sharp new boundaries on the land and in their minds" between the Indians and themselves. The "English colonists became Americans." Increase Mather argued that God had inflicted the war on the settlers because "Christians in this Land have become too like unto the Indians," and the settlers concluded that expulsion and/or extermination were the only policies to follow in the future.26 The possibility of a multicultural society in America was ex​tinguished and was not to be revived for three hundred years.
King Philip's War was, as Richard Slotkin said, "in many ways an archetype of all the wars which followed." For well over two centuries after it, Americans defined themselves against the Indians whom they generally viewed as savage, backward, and uncivilized. The relation be​tween settlers and Indians became one of intermittent but continuing warfare, and for fifty years after the Constitution was adopted, the War Department was in charge of dealing with the Indians. The interaction of Americans with them involved bloodshed, coercion, dispossession, and corruption. In the 1830s President Andrew Jackson persuaded Con​gress to pass the Indian Removal Act and the principal tribes in six Southern states were forcibly moved west of the Mississippi, which led to the Second Seminole War of 1835-1843. These removals would to​day be termed "ethnic cleansing." They appalled Tocqueville: "It is im​possible to conceive the frightful sufferings that attend these forced migrations. They are undertaken by a people already exhausted and re​duced; and the countries to which the new-comers betake themselves are inhabited by other tribes, which receive them with jealous hostility. Hunger is in the rear, war awaits them, and misery besets them on all sides."27 In connection with the Indian removals, the Supreme Court, in an opinion by Chief Justice John Marshall, held that the tribes were "domestic dependent nations" and that individual Indians owed alle​giance to their tribe and hence were not eligible for American citizen​ship unless they explicitly detached themselves from the tribe and integrated themselves into American society.28
While Indians were expelled and/or exterminated, blacks were im​ported until 1808, and enslaved and suppressed. The Founding Fathers assumed that the survival of republican government required relatively high levels of racial, religious, and ethnic homogeneity. The first natural​ization statute in 1790 opened citizenship only to "free white persons." At that time, blacks, overwhelmingly slaves, constituted 20 percent of the total population. They were not, however, viewed by Americans as mem​bers of their community. Slaves, as the first attorney general, Edmund Randolph, put it, are not "constituent members of our society." Free .blacks were viewed similarly and were almost universally denied the right to vote. Thomas Jefferson, along with other Founding Fathers, believed whites and blacks "equally free, cannot live in the same government”.
Jefferson, James Madison, Henry Clay, John Randolph, Abraham Lin​coln, and other leading political figures supported the efforts of the American Colonization Society to promote emigration of free blacks to Africa. These efforts led to the creation of Liberia in 1821, to which eventually eleven to fifteen thousand free blacks were transported. (To what extent they went voluntarily seems to be in doubt.) In 1862 Presi​dent Lincoln told the first group of free blacks ever to visit the White House that they should migrate to Africa.29
Chief Justice Roger B. Taney's opinion for the Court in the Dred Scott case (1857) held that the Constitution assumed that not just slaves but all blacks were "a subordinate and inferior class of beings" unenti-tled to "the rights and liberties" of citizens, and hence not part of the "people of the United States." This decision was abrogated by the Four​teenth Amendment in 1868, which declared that all persons born or naturalized in the United States were citizens of the United States. Blacks remained nonetheless subject to extreme forms of segregation and discrimination, including denial of the right to vote, for another century. The principal obstacles to equality for blacks and their political participation only began to disappear with Brown v. Board of Education in 1954 and the Civil Rights and Voting Rights Acts of 1964 and 1965.
In the early nineteenth century, the concept of race played an increas​ingly important role in scientific, intellectual, and popular thinking in both Europe and America. By the middle of the century, "the inherent inequality of races was simply accepted as a scientific fact in America."30 Americans also came to believe that the qualitative differences among races were innate rather than environmentally determined. Humans, it was widely held, were divided into four major races, which in descend​ing order of quality were Caucasian, Mongolian, Indian, and African. A further differentiation among Caucasians placed Anglo-Saxon descen​dants of Germanic tribes at the top. This racial concept of national identity was invoked by both sides in nineteenth-century debates over territorial expansion. On the one hand, the superiority of the "Anglo-American race" justified its members conquering and ruling Mexicans, Indians, and others. On the other hand, the desirability of maintaining the racial purity of an Anglo-American society was an important argu-
and so on, and this motif was not confined to Hollywood."37 Posters ap​peared with the names of men of various ethnicities and the caption, "They died together so that we can live together." American identity as a multiethnic society dates from and, in some measure, was a product of World War П.
In the 1830s Tocqueville referred to Americans as "Anglo-Americans." A hundred years later that was no longer possible. Anglo-Americans were still the dominant group and possibly the largest group in American society, but ethnically America was no longer an Anglo-American society. Anglo-Americans had been joined by Irish-, Italian-, Polish-, German-, Jewish-, and other-Americans. This shift in status was signaled by a shift in terminology. No longer the only Americans, Anglo-Americans were now WASPs, one group among many in the American ethnic landscape. Yet while Anglo-Americans declined as a proportion of the American population, the Anglo-Protestant culture of their settler forebears survived for three hundred years as the para​mount denning element of American identity.
CHAPTER 4
Anglo-Protestant Culture
THE CULTURAL CORE
Most countries have a core or mainstream culture shared to varying de​grees by most people in their society. In addition to this national culture, subordinate cultures usually exist involving subnational or, on occasion, transnational groups defined by religion, race, ethnicity, region, class, or other categories that people feel give them something in common. America has always had its full share of subcultures. It also has had a mainstream Anglo-Protestant culture in which most of its people, what​ever their subcultures, have shared. For almost four centuries this culture of the founding settlers has been the central and the lasting component of American identity. One has only to ask: Would America be the America it is today if in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries it had been settled not by British Protestants but by French, Spanish, or Portuguese Cath​olics? The answer is no. It would not be America; it would be Quebec, Mexico, or Brazil.
America's Anglo-Protestant culture has combined political and social institutions and practices inherited from England, including most no​tably the English language, together with the concepts and values of dis​senting Protestantism, which faded in England but which the settlers brought with them and which took on new life on the new continent. This culture thus included both elements of general British culture and elements peculiar to those fragments of English society from which the
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