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INTRODUCTION

“Rationalize rhetoric and it speaks to your mindrgonify her and she speaks to your soul.”

Philosophers have spent millennia debating the matyre of rhetoric and its various
forms and manifestations. Yet no philosopher an&m being could debate the notion that
rhetoric holds vast amounts of power — much mor&ysover the consciousness of each
individual than he or she cares to admit. As th@va quote from an anonymous scholar alludes,
rhetoric does not only dwell on the rational plaieeding solely upon the mind; effective
rhetorical skill transcends and pierces the vesgrse of humanity’s being.

In essence, rhetoric is art — the portrayal of iesapat do not merely speak only to the
mind and appease the senses, but instead engaguthelrue and complex expression of
thoughts, needs, desires, and feelings cannot atthe form of a single word; the importance
of embracing the power of language lies in embaglyire practice of rhetoric. It is only through
the principles of rhetoric that words are utilizsla unique and diverse color palate in order to
construct arguments, verbal images that testifyeponal identity and desired meaning. Words
cannot simply be thrown together, for true poweaimguage comes from the intentionality
behind the choice of every word in order to compatrthe other to paint the intended image to
its audience. By examining rhetorical strategg, dbserver learns of the different colors that
most effectively and realistically capture and céenpent the image that communicators/artists

desire to convey.
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Invariably, some are better “artists” than othersboosing their color palate and
wielding their paintbrushes of rhetoric upon thawases of culture. As President Bush’s use of
holy war language in reference to the Iragi cobfien attest, political leaders often invoke
religious rhetoric in an attempt to provide validatto a particular policy or stance, painting a
picture of the culture’s current condition by chimgscolors and brush strokes that do not
accurately capture the integrity of the image F& dudience to consider. This rhetorical
strategy has itself become a much debated issp@itical and academic realms and demands to
be addressed by society at large.

Slowly and purposefully, the blurred balance betweslebrating a religious
heritage/tradition and embracing a dangerous eigjion within American politics must be
unraveled. A guiding definition of both civil rglon and civil religious rhetoric and all it entall
first establishes the paradigm on which the inicimaiture of this issue can be understood. The
evolution of civil religious language within Amear government must then be examined by
historical sources and works of political and neligs analysis in order to set a historical
precedent to track the existence and evolutiomuoh shetoric. Critical analysis of this
deliberate usage of this language by governmedelsawith a particular emphasis on wartime
and language of international relations must oc&gsearch and analysis will be conducted
using speeches and documents from the mouth girésédent and the hand of his speech
writers in efforts to identify these particular as# civil religious language. Furthermore, the
basis of how this civil religious rhetoric funct®mill be explored from linguistical, social,
political and philosophical perspectives and alaitfy consideration of the ramifications of such

dialogue pertaining to the relationship betweenegoment and society and the reputation of
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America in the international realm. Finally, theagtice of civil religious rhetoric will be
scrutinized from the perspective of the faith comitywand will call the Church to understand
the true dangers of such rhetorical devices ancaddmaction to challenge the status quo of

Christ-followers in America.



DEFINING CIVIL RELIGIOUS RHETORIC

In order to fully recognize the sway of religiolretoric within current American society,
a firm definition of civil religion and civil religpus rhetoric must be established. A definitive
guide separating civil religion and its rhetoridalvices from a social embodiment of the
teachings and person of Christ must exist, fordineies a distinct difference that begs for
further understanding in order to fully engageshbject of the implications of the current uses
of religious rhetoric within the American politicedalm. Terms such as civil religion and
religious rhetoric are eagerly thrown around bydacaia and the media, yet few can define the
intrinsic nature of such a popular and divisivejsabmatter.

Perhaps the most effective method of determiniegiieaning of civil religion within its
present cultural context is by juxtaposing it agathe characteristics of religion, particularly
Christianity. 14 Century German thinker Friederich Scheiermachelades religion to be “no
kind of slavery, no kind of captivity; it is thegade where you can be yourself-and the desire to
be yourself is the beginning of faiththherently the intrinsic nature of religion is penal and
the ultimate expression of identity and being.

Richey and Jones offer a historical definition@fgion as including “man’s

preoccupation with ultimacy, especially when tlsisccompanied by the language of myth and

! Friederich Schleiermacher as quoted by PeterdéarVeer and Hartmut Lehmann, eds.,
Nation and Religion: Perspectives on Europe and,ABrinceton: Princeton University Press,
1999, 95.
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symbol, is ceremonially and ritually reinforcedpapled to with metaphysical or quasi-
metaphysical sanctions, compelling some sort abfimation, and exacting some sort of
behavioral consequences’Additionally in his workThe Shared WelPeter van de Weyer
asserts that “a better definition is that religiortoncerned with a person’s inner being—one’s
emotions and attitudes—and religious rituals amdls exist to exert some kind of influence on
how we feel and think®

Already according to these two definitions of radig it is impossible to divorce religion
from its rhetoric and its social context. Eachspective offered above on religion is intertwined
with these ideas of the embodiment and influendarajuage as symbols and myths that define
one’s very nature. Thus, it can be said thatldrauage gives one his or her being, and
subsequently gives his or her being significance.

Myth and symbol inherently evoke a social contexivhich each must be ascribed
meaning and significance in order to have any foanmsng influence on one’s actions or
emotions. Itis in the social realm where we aillesly interpret symbols and mutually ascribe
worth, and it is in the culture where myth develaps evolves into something that possesses
significance that transforms a life.

Civil religion in essence is one of the most ndtaaial expressions where language and
myth receives its definition and significance. iNaal identity is universal; there is no man

without a country. All mankind participates in a#/g@rnmental structure in some shape or form,

2 Russell E. Richey and Donald G. Jones, étagrican Civil ReligionNew York: Harper
and Row Publishers, 1974, 139-40.

® Robert Van De Weyefhe Shared Well: A Concise Guide to Relations Bstviglam and
the WestWashington DC: Brassey’s Inc., 2002, 92.
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a political sphere that dictates value and sigaifee to both the individual and the community.
Because religion remains so dependent on the ssi@re, naturally the things that are given
the most value are that which most benefits thensamty and is most significant to its way of
life. Inevitably, this civil religion develops mvhich the nation is worshipped in all its naively
perfect splendor.
Many have weighed in, attempting to place theigéinon this cultural phenomena of
civil religion. One of the most comprehensive deions has been offered by Wilfred McClay:
Civil religion is a means of investing a particusat of political and social arrangements
with an aura of the sacred, thereby elevating ttaiture and enhancing their stability. It
can serve as a point of reference for the shardddfan entire nation. As such, it
provides much of the social glue that binds togethsociety through well-established
symbols, rituals, celebrations, places and valsiggplying the society with an
overarching sense of spiritual unity-a sacred cgniopPeter Berger’s words-and a focal
point for shared memories of struggle and survival.
Robert Bellah also echoes this sentiment by empimgsihat there are “certain common
elements of religious orientation that the greajomity of American share ... this public
religious dimension is expressed in a set of b&li®fmbols, and rituals ... the American civil
religion”.> Bellah also makes the important distinction ti#tough rhetoric speaks of God and

evokes Biblical imagery, it is clearly not itselh@stianity® Carolyn Marvin and David W.

Ingle propose that civil religion is “patriotic pyé that serves the ends of declaring “ who can

* As quoted from Wilfred McClay, “The Soul of afitm, ” The Public Interest, no. 155
(Spring 2004):9 in the work by James W. Skill&Kith or Against the World? America’s Role
Among the Nationd.anham: Roman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., Z2006.

®> Robert N. BellahThe Broken Covenant: American Civil Religion in &iaf Trial
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1992: 24.
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kill and what for, how boundaries are formed, artwnational identity is”, ultimately
justifying the violence within a sociefy.

Civil religious rhetoric is the languagewhich this commonality of rituals, beliefs, and
symbols are expressed. Simply stated, civil religirhetoric can be described as the words of
affirmation and the hymns of praise in the civligen. Sidney Meade in his essay, “The
Nation with the Soul of a Church” also assertsfdut that religion naturally is culturally
conditioned expressions of langudgéle also takes on the opinion of Robert Kimbadit tthis
“language is the expression of man’s freedom frbengiven situation and its demands. It gives
him universals in whose power he can create wathdse the given world?”

Leo Marx separates civil religious rhetontoi two distinct natures. The first is a rhetoric
that is neat and polite, an academic, churchlytbattis quite generic and mostly for the sake of
social convention. The second type is what isattaristic of American civil religious rhetoric:
democratic, egalitarian, common, obscene, ‘crugere colloquial closer to the raw’ that is a
device of folk beliefs that are “earthy, nativeagtical vernacular response to alien and elitist
ideals.™® Marx goes as far as depicting civil religiousoiscenity-imperialistic, nativist, and

racist, giving people obscene responses in orderale their obscenity sacred. “Most

% Ibid., 28.

" This is also a view that is intrinsic to the piol philosophies of Hobbes and Locke.
Carolyn Marvin, and David W. Ingle, Blodgghacrifice and the NatiorGambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1999: 11.

8 As quoted from Robert C. Kimbaltheology of CultureNew Yotk: Oxford University
Press Galaxy Books, 1964, 47. Richey and Jones, 60

% Ibid., 60.
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Americans feel comfortable with such language bsediuconnects their personal faith and

mode of worship with their public way of life evédrthe personal and public faiths conflict with

one other.*

10 bid, 13.

1 James W. Skillenith or Against The World? America’s Role AmongNiagions

Lantham: Bowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., Z0A.5.



IN GOD WE TRUST

THE HISTORICAL PRECEDENCE OF CIVIL RELIGIOUS LANGUBE

It is vital to realize that civil religion etoric in the American political life is not a
revolutionary concept derived by President Busligint of September 11, 2001 to play on the
emotions of American citizens and drum up the Gilansconservative vote. Instead, much of
the impetus of civil religious rhetoric comes framiluence and meaning derived through years
of integration into American politics and identit§The Bush administration did not come from
out of the blue, It reflected enduring patterng\oferican foreign policy and sprang from deep
sources of American self understandifigy.Ralph Waldo Emerson best summarizes the
necessity to look at history in order to understdn@current predicaments of society:

We are always coming up with the emphatic factsistiory in our private experience,
and verifying them here. All history becomes sabye; in other words, there is
properly no history; only biography. Every mind shiknow the whole lesson for itself,-
must go over the whole ground. What it does net aat it does not live, it will not
know. What the former age has epitomized intorenfda or rule for manipluar
convenience, it will lose all the good of verifyifay itself, by means of the wall of that
rule 3

The term civil religion was first coined by the iRantic writer Jean-Jacques Rousseau

within his workThe Social Contractin Book 8, Chapter 4, Rousseau discusses areligion

12 gkillen, 2.

13 Ralph Waldo Emerson, Self Reliance and Othery&s$éew York: Dover Publications,
Inc., 1993: 4.



10
by outlining simple characteristics of this phenowethat he keenly perceives as pervasive to
his society and impeding political developmentvilGeligion according to Rousseau possesses
the assumption of the existence of God, the afietle reward and punishment of good and
evil, and the omission of religious intolerance sdciety marked by this civil religion means
acceptance of these four dogmas as the rationdkrmming a true civilized society. Other
religions may be freely held, yet they lie beyotite“cognizance of the staté”.Although none
of America’s founding father’s openly pledged aiawe to the influence of Rousseau, his ideals
and observations of a civil religion shaped the/veeals and attitudes that America was

founded on.

The Puritans and the Revolution

Even from the foundations of America, thealegof civil rhetoric can be traced. In
actuality, it would suffice to say that the verytura of civil religion within America was
cultivated by the Puritans, back before they bodwtle Mayflower. Sixteenth century
Englishman William Tindale preached to the peoflEmgland that the great nation of England
was in essence Israel reborn, a nation with a tRibfical covenant with God. The idea stuck
that they were a chosen generation, a royal poestin covenant with the God of the universe
as his beloved took hold within the heart of theitns. As England faltered, dedication waned,
and drastic reform was enacted by the monarctRtingans set sail to America, determined to

have their own land where they could solidify trmrenant with God without the disinterest

4 Richey and Jones, 26.

15 Richard T. Hughes\lyths America Lives Byrbana: University of lllinois Press,
2003:20.
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and disdain of their governmefit.The Puritans sought America solely as a placaevtiey
could be under the absolute control of a sover@gd, rather than a pitiful monarch.

And so was born the myth of the chosen peaple of the most dangerous, and yet still so
prevalent ideologies of the American persona. Withe spirit of covenant, the Puritans did not
just believe that they were to subject themselggsdd’'s absolute control and strive to reform
His church with no reciprocations in return; theiéved that God would grant is utmost favor
and blanket blessing on the identity and actiorthisfnew nation. Perhaps the first governor of
the Massachusetts Bay Colony put it the most prahis declaration as the Puritans set foot on
dry land: “Thus stands the cause between God antiMgsentered into a Covenant with him for
this work ... now if the Lord shall please to heararsd bring us in peace to the place we desire,
then hath he ratified this Covenant and sealedCommission.*”

With this belief that these new pilgrimsre/€&od’s people fulfilling his “Commission” and
“Covenant” with him was also the beginning of ciseligious rhetoric. The pilgrims abhorred
the natives, quick to cast them off as barrieffsiifilling God’s purpose, obviously not God’s
chosen people. Natives were described in the wlestevil rhetoric available. Native
Americans were deemed as “horrid savatfest’best, dehumanizing them as mere beasts.
Correlating to their Biblical belief that Satan wths ruler of the wilderness, surely these natives
were the actual embodiment of Satan himself, fighto gain his control over God’s chosen
ones! At worst, the same language described ireRRgon and Daniel to describe the vile rulers

of evil and the principalities of darkness wereridisa to the natives, all in effort to justify thei

18 hid, 28.
7 bid, 29.
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senseless killings as holy endeavors to rid thddaairthe evil that seeks to hinder a God’s reign
over all the heavens and eatth.

The strains of a civil religion and civilliggous rhetoric in America were not only evident i
its founding; they were the impetus of her glorioengolution. Surely, it was the attitudes and
paradigms of the Revolutionary War that have shdipedmerican attitude of war to this day.
George Marsden declares that indeed, the RevoaroVar sets the paradigm for America’s
justification of going into battle:

The American Revolution is a pivotal instance foderstanding how modern nations
have transformed supposed ‘just wars’ into seauriagades. It is pivotal for considering
other wars of America, since the patterns of natism and civil religion established at
the time of the Revolution became important elementhe mythology that determined
American’s behavior in subsequent wafs.”
The Puritans of the 1640s had already establidied3od’s law superseded man’s, and if
anyone were to violate God’s standards, any aet@s justified in order to preserve the nation’s
integrity as God’s chosen people. The Revoluti@savaged war against the English monarch
because it posed a threat to God’s law and Godigjte” covenant with the Puritans and their
colonies. The bloody bath of Americans and Britssdre deemed causalities of just war, waged

to preserve the integrity of the budding natiortestaver unmerited intruders, trying to put claim

on their divine covenants and blessifsAbraham Keteltas, a preacher in Newburyport,

'8 Bellah, 8.
9 Hughes, 31-3; Jewitt, 220-1.

20 Ronald A Wells, ed.The Wars of America: Christian Vie@rand Rapids: William B.
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1981: 12.

21 bid., 11-3.
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Massachusetts summarizes the underlying attitulRewolution in his sermon entitled, “God
Arising and Pleading His People’s Cause”.
Our cause is not only righteous but, most importaii God’s own cause. It is the grand
cause of the whole human race....If the principle®paed]...by the American
colonies...were universally adopted and practicechupomankind, they would turn a
valve of tears into a paradise of God...(the AmeriRawolution) is the cause of truth
against error and falsehood, the cause of rightessssagainst iniquity, the cause of
benevolence against barbarity, or virtue againguity, the cause...of benevolence
against barbarity, of virtue against vice...In shitrns the cause of heaven against hell.
...It is the cause for which heroes have fought,ipiatbled, prophets, apostles, martyrs,
confessors, and righteous men have died. Nayaittause for which the Son of God
came down from his celestial throne and expired oross?
Truly, this is a poignant example of the power igfleeligious rhetoric lend justification to the
wars of man to gain the favor of God and accomgtigh“holy” tasks here on earth. The
Revolutionary War established the American iderdiya nation who is so utterly convinced by
its own belief that it is God’s gift to mankind thawill go to drastic lengths to be His hand of

vengeance, justice, and freedom to all generations.

The Civil War and the Age of Exploration

With the nineteenth century came much faansation within the newly minted American
identity, yet the notions of America as a chosemptedid not change. In fact, this myth was not
only perpetuated, but expanded upon. Added ihegatix was the propagation of America as a
Christian nation, Nature’s nation, and the Millaadriilation. From an amalgamation of these
ideals birthed the idea of Manifest Destiny. Tieisn originally appeared in an anonymous
article placed in th®emocratic Reviewf July-August 1845 in reference to the annexatibn

Texas as “our manifest destiny to overspread tinéireent allotted by Providence for the free

2 Hughes. 34.
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development of our yearly multiplying millioné®.The principle of Manifest Destiny declared
that America possessed the responsibility to engbaa@od-given destiny to be a beacon of
freedom, democracy and in essence become a supsrpivtating the fate of the worfd.
Under this doctrine, America further asserts hgitilmacy among other nations to take whatever
measures possible if it can be justified as forttberment of the America and for the sake of
justice and freedom. Senator H.V. Johnson rhettlyiemphasizes this notion in the following
statement:

War has its evils in all ages...it has been the rtenisf wholesale death and appalling

desolation. ...However inscrutable to use, it has been made by the Allwise Dispenser

of events, the instrumentality of accomplishing ¢ineat end of human elevation and

human happiness...lt is in this view that | subsctdbthe doctrine of ‘manifest

destiny’®

Although the concept of Manifest Destiny in ternishee age of expansion were confined only to
the nineteenth century, inklings of its rhetorie Beginning to become prevalent in twenty first
century politics. Instead of being applied to laxgpansion to accommodate the sprawling
American continent, it is now being used as a toglistify the expansion of democracy,
particularly within the Iraqi war context.

The Civil War solidified freedom as the tgespel of America, carried out to all the ends of
the world-no matter the cost. Both the Union drel@onfederacy fought for their individual

expression and embodiment of freedom, with eaad faichly appealing to the notions that they

23 From the article “Annexation,” Democratic Reviédew York), July-August 1845; 5.
Ibid, 106.

24 bid., 107.

25 |bid., 107.
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were the true, just warriors of God, his choserppepreserving his chosen country. Both the
North and the South were spurred to a zealous nraraformation in efforts to embody the
“kingdom of God” and in essence gain his f&¥ofor “just as religious life requires reformation
and revival”, so does the political life demandh&w birth of freedont”. Inevitably in light of
these circumstances, the political landscape wasdated with civil religious rhetoric, with each
side evoking God’s purpose and design. An exanmvpldd be this excerpt of Union ideology
laden with religious and cultural expressions fittve Ladies Repository of February of 1850:
Our government will be the grand center of thisimygnfluence...The beneficial and
harmonious operation of our institutions will b&sand similar ones adopted.
Christianity must speedily follow them; and we slbahold the grand spectacle of a
whole world, civilized, republican, and Christiamhen will wrong and injustice be
forever banished. Every yoke shall be broken,thrdppressed go free. Wars will case
from the earti®
The intensely civil religious struggle between Marth and the South demanded a president
with a unique understanding of the nature of thegsfle. Enter Abraham Lincoln to delicately
weigh in on the situation and mend a deeply dividation. “Abraham Lincoln’s strongest
supporters were religious people “who saw lifeermts of good and evil” and who believed that
slavery was evil.”(Baker). Lincoln however wasefat not to label either side as good or evil,

and still find some cohesion and clarity in thisrfiy entrenched battle. His most famous

statement recounted by most historians and coficsvil religion makes a gentile assertion that

2% Wells, 73.
?" Bellah, 35.
28 As originally published by Joseph Brady, “The Matic Telegraph,’Ladies

Repository 10: February 1850: 61-62. Quoted by Mooreheahnerica ApocalypseWells,
66.
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evokes a civil religion and strong scriptural refeees, yet is careful to not give justification or
validation to either side’s fight: “Fondly do wee-fervently do we pray-that this mighty
scourge of war may speedily pass away. Yet if @id that it continue, so let it be said ‘the
judgments of the Lord, are true and righteous aliogr.”° It is statements like this that earned
Lincoln the title of a “true (Saint) of Civil Relign”, due to his possession of “qualities and
virtues that, in traditional Christianity, are ditrted to Jesus alone-freedom for sin...virtue and

righteousness -true Americans!®

The Twentieth Century

The history of twentieth century civil gilbus rhetoric is arguably less animated than the
centuries before and after it. The American plojpdscal, religious and political landscape was
changing, many believe with Nietzsche’s declarati@at God was dead. Derivation of power
and authority was changing, and individualism wagsdly emerging and taking the focus from a
cultural expressions of religion, to the individual

Again, it is in times of war in which civiéligious rhetoric makes its presence. Woodrow
Wilson exhibited less overt expressions of civiigieus rhetoric than in the past, yet he
delicately tinged his wartime speech with religiaumglertones. Wilson was vocal that America
had a God-given responsibility to be the “brothéesper3* of other nations, defending them
from inhumanities and fostering democracy and foeed Harley Notter summarizes Wilson’s

perspective of America’s duty in the internatioredlm as the responsibility:

2% Reitveld in Wells, 67.

% Herberg in Rickey, 82.
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...to realize an ideal of liberty, provide a modeldeimocracy, vindicate moral principles,
give examples of action and ideals of governmedtraghteousness to an interdependent
world, uphold the rights of man, work for humaratyd the happiness of men
everywhere, lead the thinking of the world, promp¢@ce-in sum, to serve mankind and
progress?
Civil religious rhetoric seeking to evoke God imer to justify war actions is markedly missing
from Wilson’s language; however his words are wargracteristic of the civil religious notion
of spreading the gospel of democracy to all peoptee name of progress — “a world-historical
mission to fulfill” as righteous ones in a evil,aivilized world®* Wilson affirmed “America’s
role in the world to be that of a messianic natanging redemptive political light and
leadership to the world of nation&”In a speech directed to Civil War Veterans ineJah1917,
“Wilson, promised that God had preserved the utioough the Civil War to achieve His
transcendent purposes, so that the nation migtarb@strument in the
hands of God to see that liberty is made securmémkind. The United States had been saved
for this moment in the divine plarf™
Looking back on history, it is obvious tHRtotecting God’s lead nation in the world is part

of the American way of life whether the enemy iz, communism, or terrorismi® This

would also provide justification for why we havetire past “supported Islamist radicals like

31 Bolt in Wells, 128.
32 Skillen, 79.

% Ibid., 79.

* Ibid., 80.

% |bid, 82.

% |bid, 20.
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Osama to fight Soviet colonialism, supported Sadahis fight against the Iranian” The
truth of the matter is that America is willing tglit in the name of God for anyone who attempts
to accept part of the gospel of freedom for angtlerof time. Perhaps it is George H.W. Bush
who states this perspective so plainly when headeslin the midst of Desert Storm: “to every
sailor, solider, airman, and marine who is involuethis mission, let me say, you're doing

God’s work. We will not fail .38

37 \bid, 17.

38 Jewitt, 1-2.



GEORGE W. BUSH: PRESIDENT OR PRIEST

CURRENT EXAMPLES OF CIVIL RELIGIOUS RHETORIC

The 43" President of the United States of America Getvg@ush is firmly committed
to the propagation of the civil religion of Ameriaa evidenced by his overt and innumerable
uses of civil religious rhetoric. The events openber 112001 and following have been the
perfect fodder for further emphasizing the worsfiphe supremacy of the American nation state
and its mission to spread the gospel of democradyjuwstice throughout all the world. This era
more than any other in history has been exploiezfforts to further exalt America over all the
world, and never before has the “dialectic betwidsaration and liberty, revolution and
constitution, conversion and covenant ... [been] mreby the insatiable American empirical
desire of impulse and controf®.

From the initial moments of September 11,22@resident Bush eagerly embraced civil
religious language to characterize his speechés. véry evening of these events, Bush
addressed the nation and made his intentions Veay. ¢ The search is underway for those who
were behind these evil acts...and bring them toga&ti Although seemingly mild, this speech

establishes the important distinction that thesecdtes and the persons associated with them are

39 Bellah, 83.

% George W. Bush, “September 11, 2001 AddressetdNttion”, Accessed by
http://www.americanrhetoric.com

19
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purely evil and sets the stage for future delirgatf the “war on terrorism” as a cosmic battle
of good versus evil.

A presidential address after an executivenedbmeeting on September 12, 2001 issues some
very provocative statements that set the tonen®future actions and attitudes of the American
empire by declaring the following:

... The deliberate and deadly attacks, which were catdirout yesterday against our
country, were more than acts of terror. They wergsof war.This will require our
country to unite in steadfast determination andlkesFreedom and democracy are
under attack.The American people need to know we're facingfar@int enemy than we
have ever faced. This enemy hides in shadows anddeegard for human life. This is
an enemy who preys on innocent and unsuspectingeedben runs for cover, but it
won't be able to run for cover forever. This isea@my that tries to hide, but it won't be
able to hide forever. This is an enemy that thitk&arbors are safe, but they won't be
safe forever. This enemy attacked not just our [eept all freedom-loving people
everywhere in the world. The United States of Agewill use all our resources to
conquer this enemy. We will rally the world. We Maé patient. We'll be focused, and
we will be steadfast in our determination. Thigleawill take time and resolve, but make
no mistake about it, we will wift:
This statement is littered with civil religious tbac that accomplishes a nhumber of things.
First, the declaration that “they were acts of wahere “freedom and democracy are under
attack”, marks the unofficial declaration that Amaris waging war in the name of preserving
the glorious American nation and her gospel ofdoge and democracy. It also deems the
actions of 9-11 as not merely crimes, but actsaf, which lends itself to justification of
violence and also in aligning its actions to thegple of proportionality according to the Just

War Theory. The comment that “this enemy hideshadows and has no regard for human

life”, also serves as a rhetorical device that dedwizes the enemy and distances them from
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their status as individuals. Ultimately, this aekl serves as a battle cry for the sake of the holy
American empire, the last bastion of righteousaeskjustice.

The President’s proclamation on the Nati@wy of Prayer and Remembrance for Victims
and Families is laden with holy imperatives, evgkinsense of religious duty to defend
America, the kingdom of righteousness, from “evddsy:

Civilized people around the world denounce the doirs who devised and executed
these terrible attackslustice demandshat those who helped or harbored the terrorists
be punished -- and punished severé&lye enormity of their evil demands.iWe will use
all the resources of the United States and our@@bijng friends and allies to pursue
those responsible for this evil, until justice ané. ... We will persevere through this
national tragedy and personal loss. In time, wéfimid healing and recovery; anith, the
face of all this evil, we remain strong and unitethne Nation under God."*
According to this language, Bush asserts thatthesduty of the civilized to take a holy stand as
representatives of the good. America is likenegdiviots of righteousness, crusading as one,
strong and united with crimson crosses girdingshuelds, able to quench the spears of the
uncivilized defilers of freedom’s song. Bush’s sple at the national cathedral a day later also
rings heavy with these notions that America agtioeurers and preservers of freedom must
stand up to its historical, God given responsipiiit “answer to the calling of our time”.
... Just three days removed from these events, Aaregido not yet have the distance of
history, butour responsibility to history is already clear: Bmswer these attacks and rid
the world of evil....There are prayers of friends assttangers that give us strength for
the journey, and there are prayers that yield ouillvto a Will greater than our own...

America is a nation full of good fortune, with saah to be grateful for, but we are not
spared from suffering. In every generation, theldvbas produced enemies of human

*1 George W. Bush, “President’s Address from Cabmam following Cabinet Meeting,
12 September 2001”, AccessedHitp://www.americanrhetoric.com

2 George W. Bush, “A Proclamation on the Nationay®f Prayer and Remembrance for
the Victims of the Terrorists Attacks”, Given onpgBamber 13, 2001, Accessed by
http://www.americanrhetoric.cam
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freedom.They have attacked America because we are freeddmofee and defender,
and the commitment of our Fathers is now the caliof our time*?

The September 202001 Congressional State of the Union Speechiriscplarly noted for
its usages of civil religious rhetoric as a calatos in the “war on terrorism” and a definitive
stance in the leadership of George W. Bush.

But this country will define our times, not be de&d by them. As long as the United
States of America is determined and strong, thifl wot be an age of terror; this will
be an age of liberty, here and across the world.

Great harm has been done to us. We have suffeeadl Igss. And in our grief and anger
we have found oumission and our momenfreedom and fear are at warThe
advance of human freedom -- the great achievemeiuar time, and the great hope of
every time -- now depends on.u3ur nation, this generation will lift a dark threabf
violence from our people and our future. We willlia the world to this cause by our
efforts, by our courage. We will not tire, we wiibt falter, and we will not fail.

... L will not yield; I will not rest; | will not reént in waging this struggle for freedom and
security for the American people. The course f thunflict is not known, yet its
outcome is certair-reedom and fear, justice and cruelty, have alwdesen at war, and
we know that God is not neutral between them.
Fellow citizenswe'll meet violence with patient justice -- assurefithe rightness of
our cause, and confident of the victories to contre all that lies before us, may God
grant us wisdom, and may He watch over the UnitateS of America. Thank ydt.
The declaration that “freedom and fear, justice emelty, have always been at war, and we
know that God is not neutral between th&hig one of the most overt examples of civil religio

rhetoric up to this date, making the volatile asserthat God sides completely with the freedom

fighters and the justice bringers. This phrase #msures the American kingdom that they are

3 George W. Bush, “Remarks at the National Prayer @i&emembrance”, Given on
September 14, 2001. Accessedbty://www.americanrhetoric.com

4 George W Bush, “Address to Joint Session on TistrAttacks”, Given on September 20,
2001, Accessed by http://www.amercanrhetoric.com.
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politically aligned with the God of the universe,rather in this case, the deity of the Civil
Religion. The sentence that follows feeds off Hesertion by declaring that there can be
assurance and confidence because with God on Aareside, surely it cannot fail; the
righteous end ultimately justifies any means. Gbdonirse must be divinely sanctioning this
battle against the “evildoers”, and success isajuaed, because the American people are
crusaders of justice!
In his speech to UN General Assembly on Septembe2d02, the president declares
America’s divine destiny to the international conmty:
Neither of these outcomes is certain. Both have lseeébefore us. We must choose
between a world of fear and a world of progress.dafeot stand by and do nothing
while dangers gather. We must stand up for ourrggcand for the permanent rights and
the hopes of mankind. By heritage and by choice Lthited States of America will make
that stand. And, delegates to the United Natioas,have the power to make that stand,
as well*®
Bush brazenly affirms that America possesses &lgerof destiny and divine imperative to be
the national embodiment of goodness and justiceantih. He also asserts that any country who
sees themselves as havens of democracy pursuiiggjaad freedom for the rest of the world
must align with the United States and their diwnaidained mission.
The words issued by the president on theyeae anniversary of Septembef™t Ellis
Island further asserts religious obligation to thission of “war on terrorism”:
... We cannot know all that lies ahead. Yet, we dovkthat God had placed us together
in this moment, to grieve together, to stand togetto serve each other and our country.

And the duty we have been given -- defending Anaeaied our freedom -- is also a
privilege we share.

45 :
Ibid.
¢ George W. Bush, “President’s Remarks at the driitations General Assembly”, Given
on September 12, 2002. Accessedtiy://www.whitehouse.gav
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Tomorrow is September the 12th. A milestone is @dsand a mission goes on. Be

confident.Our country is strong. And our cause is even largaan our country. Ours

is the cause of human dignity; freedom guided bysoience and guarded by peace.

This ideal of America is the hope of all mankindh@t hope drew millions to this

harbor. That hope still lights our way. And the Ing shines in the darkness. And the

darkness will not overcome ft.
By declaring that defending America and freedornath duty and delight evokes religious
obligation on all individuals to serve the govermiand its interests (namely of course the war
on terrorism), for if God has ordained it, the Gauosust be one of eternal significance.

Bush'’s usage of civil religious rhetoric atdmaracterizes his policy. The Patriot Act, endcte

within the year after September™is undergirded by the desire to squelch out thé tmes”
with the American sword of democracy and the shiélthe cross. This piece of legislation
loosely defines the character of the “enemy” whaah only be surmised as dehumanizing
rhetoric at best. Jewitt points out that the rhietof the Patriot Act seeks to show that the enemy
has no barrier of morality, no conscience, and otba reasoned with, a subhuman scum that
“can only be rooted out and destroy&d”In his introduction to his 2002 National Secyrit
Strategy, the president declares that “freedormeasbn-negotiable demand of human dignity;
the birthright of every person-in every civilizatio.[and] the United States will use this moment

of opportunity to extend the benefits of freedonoas the globé®. James Skillen is quick to

deduce that this rhetoric is nothing more thanrmyttveiled global imperialism , based in

*" George W. Bush, “ President’'s Remarks to thedwagit Ellis Island”, Given on
September 11, 2002, Accessed by http://www.whiteb@ov.

48 Jewittt, 235.

49 gkillen, 97.
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obligation to the larger, historically acting sutijef freedom-Providence to earlier Americans
and God to the Puritarfs

The president further praises the climateiaf religion in which he has created by his
rhetorical devices by declaring that “he senseBhard Awakening" of religious devotion in the
United States that has coincided with the natisinigggle with international terrorists, a war that
he depicted as “a confrontation between good aiitl €vBush sites the more open religious
expressions of faith and ritual as signs that adeo revival looms ahead similar to the other
awakenings of history. Inevitably, this is merahypther demonstration of the self serving nature
of civil religion to heap primacy, legitimacy, amdlidation for America as empire; this civil
religious rhetoric only “appeal[s] to American’'safs for themselves, rather than appealing to

American hopes for othe?s.

%0 |pid., 97.

>1 peter Baker, “Bush Tells People He Sees a Thirdieming”, The Washington Post, 13
September 2006: A05.

52 |bid.



SAINT AND SINNER

HOW CIVIL RELIGIOUS RHETORIC FUNCTIONS

No one can deny that there remains a gréaest in religion, however “we must make the
distinction between good religion and bad religiin"A discerning citizen bears the
responsibility to make sensible judgments as totwhauld be deemed healthy religious
practices— rhetoric, rituals, and customs thatyettié community and the human condition, and
damaging religion—in this case the detrimentalatiedl character of a civil religion that
marginalizes society by creating a false dichotdretyveen good and evil and justifies the
warring devices of mankind. Just how does thisatging civil religious rhetoric function; what
is its essential task within current American pcdit discourse by President George W. Bush?
In essence, civil religious rhetoric can be clasdiinto three separate, yet delicately contingent

functions: stereotyping and dehumanization, justfon, and manipulation.

Stereotyping and personification

Robert Jewitt in his bookaptain America and the Crusade Against Evil: Thierdma
of Zealous Nationalisrhegins his critique of the function of civil religis rhetoric by issuing

the disclaimer that, “To explore the process ofegityping is to grapple with one of the

>3 Robert Van De WeyefThe Shared Well: A Concise Guide to Relations Batvigam
and the WestWashington DC: Brassey'’s Inc., 2002: 92.
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most volatile components of the current globalatian.”®* The linguistical process of
stereotyping adheres to the innate nature of celigp provide order and clarity within the chaos
of society. By stereotyping, mankind uses languagescribe place and meaning to each
individual in the social structure. Each membethef community knows his or her place
contingent on his intrinsic value to the societg aonversely the community gains its value and
authority from the status of its individuals. Lungtically speaking, civil religious rhetoric
stereotypes are both prescriptive-asserting theéevahd meaning in which something ought to
have- and descriptive-testifying of what is alredidy in basic nature

The civil religious rhetoric commonly utiliddy President Bush in the current political
arena heavily depends upon stereotyping of Musliersprists, criminals, and those who
disagree with the United States in general asaadlinferior within the global community
particularly in light of the American “empire”. lilese circumstances, the people themselves
have not changed; there has been Islamic follookeai extremes, terrorists, criminals, and
dissenters to the US. Instead, our language ckangeefully constructing archetypes in order to
change attitudes, and inevitably the value ascribele certain individual and/or sector of
society. It was not the events of Septembétthat marked some radical, fundamental change

in the nature and function of the Islamic communtigéyrorist, etc.; what changed was the

54 Jewitt, 215.

> James |. CampbelThe Language of ReligiotNew York: The Bruce
Publishing Company, 1971: 68-9.
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language which was used to describe such indivsdiwathange the perspective in which
Americans thought of such peopile

What was once considered our Muslim neighbar crazed criminals have now become
evil ones and terrorists, pawns of Satan who a®tlean human. By injecting the adjective
“evil”, the nature of the great travesty of thesaot September 11 has been transformed from
ruthless criminals to a full fledged cosmic battleich the civil religion must take up arms and
fight. Jewitt highlights this dehumanization byspw the question below:

Is it a mystery that some American soldiers collddhe arms and teeth of slain

Japanese, but those in Italy and Germany did ngb@ Would Americans have been

willing to resort to the destructive tactics thare used in Indochina if we had visualized

our antagonists as white Christiatis?

Obviously, if there exists an evil, a good musvitably exist juxtaposed against it, and
of course the title of “good” goes to the sainthtnots of the civil religion. The stereotype of
the evil ones interjects first a religious dimemsio the effort and secondly a superior thrust to
the identity of the crusader for good. A line rawn in the sand, dividing the victim versus the
thief, the defensive versus the offensive, therckead the dirty, the law abiding and the lawless,
the faithful and the faithless, and the humble wethe arrogant. “...The dichotomy between the
sacred and profane...This great encounter betweenicdgrces-an ultimate good and evil, a

divine truth and - is a war that worldly struggtedy mimic.”® The battle on earth transcends

the temporal realm and now has eternal ramificationthe soul of the nation state.

56 skillen, 2.

57 Jewitt, 215.

8 Mark JuergensmeyeFhe New Cold War? Religious Nationalism Confrohes$ecular
State Berkeley: University of California Press, 199551
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Tragically, civil religious rhetoric mistakly casts America in the light of the righteous
crusader, superior in all its democratic ways,ahly one worthy, and cosmically responsible to
strike the inferior evil ones into submission tomeracy by the sword. God is reduced to king
warrior in the crusade of freedom, or as Ralph W&ldherson states it in the following: “All
men who hear me, feel, that the language that itbesc€hrist to Europe and America, is not the
style of friendship and enthusiasm to a good ardenbeart, but is appropriated and formal-
paints a demigod, as the Orientals or the Greeksdadescribe Osiris or Apoll%y”

When the dichotomy of evil vs. good is peuaged, people are no longer seen as human
beings with both strengths and weaknesses, fladisrarmphs, but instead as spiritual
adversaries, demons running around, plotting timeiske of the good at their own expense.
Ultimately, “when another nation is defined as ‘treat Satan’, or a whole people as immoral
terrorists, the state is set for their violent destior™®. Jewitt goes on to elaborate that “it has
always been thus with stereotypes of ‘the evil gr@xe you have your needles under their
fingernails, you can be sure that salvation is me@and®. This rhetoric makes way for the

civil religion to sweep in and save the day oncaira@nd score one for liberty and justice for all.

Justification
Secondly, the current climate of civil rebgs rhetoric serves as a means of justification, of
providing order and purpose to the American crusdoliedemocracy however violent and brutal

they may be. After carefully constructing stergaty, polarizing sides in some grandiose

*° Emerson, 108.

€0 Jewitt, 215.
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struggle over good and evil, the violence that easuust be justified as necessary blood
sacrifice which the civil religion dutifully adopts fulfilling their role as good and any
necessary cost. “The ferocity of some religiousomalists is jarring: they seem to be even more
violent than necessary, and they cloak their vicdein religious rhetoric®
Civil religious rhetoric fulfills the role cfymbols and images to which the society can

express and identify with the larger religion. §tanguage “symbolically transforms” violence,
for this religious rhetoric serves as “mechanismeugh which peace and order conquer
violence and chao£®. No longer is violence “unruly and has to be tdimeut instead it is
vindicated and white washed under the banner wjfioel, “the ultimate statement of
meaningfulness...the primacy of meaning in the fdaghaos®. Religion, speaking as the
ultimate expression of stability, necessity, argeason to ultimate reality and value, is the only
social construct powerful enough to lend credipidihd value to bloodshed and travesty.
Juegenheimer again states it best by summarizilg eligious rhetoric’s power to justify by the
following conclusion:

Thus violent images can be given religious meaaimgjdomesticated. But an awful

thing can also happen: conceptual violence canlémtified with real acts of violence.

These acts, although terribly real, are then saadtby becoming symbols; they are

stripped of their horror by being invested withgalus meaning. They are justified and

therefore exonerated because they are part oiggoned template that is even larger than

myth and history: they are elements of a ritual thakes it possible for people involved
in it to experience the drama of cosmic War.

®1 Ibid, 236.
®2 Juegennheimer, 156
63 Juegenheimer, 159.

%4 Ibid., 159.
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Herein, a common objection to these negadssertions of the function of civil religious

rhetoric as justification must be addressed. Thdse carry the banner of civil religion high
into battle in the American political arena objaxthe literalist interpretation of Bush and
other’s insistence that this language of war ihimg more than metaphorical, drawing from a
rich literary tradition in order to artisticallyaift an image of the state of current domestic edfai
Fareed Zakaria however interjects that yes, in soeses it could be legitimate for the president
to utilize war language in a metaphorical sensejdver according to Zakaria, the line has been
crossed between a metaphorical literary referendeaatual characterization of what Bush
deems as reality. Instead, if the assumptionetttil religious rhetoric critic that this is more
than metaphor is correct, then did not “the conolugabout war rhetoric begin, then not with
President Bush’s call for a ‘war on terrorism’ ith his administration’s prior
misidentification of the terrorists attacks as adte/ar instead of criminal acts....because he
accepted at face valve Bin Laden’s use of ‘holy Wearguage to characterize Al Qaeda’s
attack§®? Bush has clearly moved past metaphor and h#téaascribing the reality of the
expanding American empire as war. Ethan Bronnelades that this whole notion of the war on
terrorism is not being used metaphorically atalkl instead serves a very specific tactical
purpose in this religious crusade:

The enemy has made the entire world the battlegrdiie administration says, so

anyone we capture in ‘battle’ can be labeled (leygbmmander in chief) an ‘enemy

combatant’, meaning someone with few rights underGonstitution...even if that

captive is an American citizen caught in the Uni&dtes...As [Attorney General John]
Ashcroft said, “The last time | looked at 9/11,/smerican street was a war zorfé.”

% |bid., 156.

66 skillen, 5.
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This too refers back to the rhetorical strateggtefeotyping in order to dehumanize the other all
the while exalting cultural domination, superioritighteousness, and divine mandate to the

glory of the nation state.

Manipulation of power and authority

Ultimately the function of civil religious étoric culminates at the abilities of such language
to cunningly assert power and authority. Religiduetoric is the sword that politicians wield in
their battle to claim legitimacy to their empiredaio secure their crown, for this is how
“religious spokespersons can derive their authanityre public sphere, by invoking the national
community as though it were also a religious ofi&he situation is so severe in the case of
George W. Bush'’s dramatic utilization of civil gilbus rhetoric as already identified, that Jewitt
goes so far to assert that “In violation of hishoat office, the president has turned away from
the task of enforcing the law of the land in ortteplay politics with the stereotypg@s

Civil religious rhetoric has become the waapf choice of George W. Bush in his war to
assert authority and expand the realm of the Arasr@mpire. Juergensmeyer presents his
analysis of this political controversy:

The language of cosmic struggle is easily expldiggolitical activist who want to give
sacred legitimacy to worldly causes. Sometimeg tlteso only for the sake of public
relations. In other instances it is for a much enanportant purpose: empowerment.
Because religion has the ability to give moral siamncto violence, and violence is the

mos;opotent force that a nonlegal entity can passesgion can be a potent political
tool.

7 \bid., 4.
%8 |bid, 182.

9 Jewitt, 233-4.



33

The true desire of civil religious rhetoric by tpbelitical sphere is to “manipulate the conditions
in which they act or refrain from acting” and “erapla variety of communicative devices to
target their desires and anxieti€s” In the case of George Bush, this rhetoricilizat! in order
to manipulate the votes of the ever growing righmigrChristian conservatives. The tragedy of
civil religious language is that so often the tisgies are hidden underneath desperate attempts
at image making and stereotyping heaping dirt antopponent in order to play up the good
versus evil motif’?

Ultimately, civil religious rhetoric employday political leaders, particularly with the office
of president usurps power originally bestowed ta GBRhetorically, these leaders place
themselves into the role of supreme deity in thé celigion of American democracy. No
longer are they head of a nation state, but arethewltimate overseers of the whole universe in
charge of carrying out justice in the cosmic batiter evil. This is not just a grave political
misstep, but “to confuse the role of God with thiasthe American nation, as George Bush seems

to do, is a serious theological error that somehtrsgy borders on idolatry or blaspheffly.

0" Juergensmeyer, 163.

1 bid.
2 Jewitt, 232.

3 Jim Wallis, “Dangerous Religion: George W. Busstiieology of empire” Sojourners
Magazine (September-October 2003) Accessed by http://veoj@.net.



A KING AND A KINGDOM
AMERICAN CIVL RELIGIOUS RHETORIC IN INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS AND

THE JUST WAR TRADITION

Civil religious rhetoric has had a twofolifieet on how America relates to the international
community. This language on the one hand has aekvisive tool on the global front,
polarizing the international community into goodsues evil, Christian versus Muslim, and
democratic and civilized versus diverse in govemtnaad cultural practices. The American
Empire, armed with the seal of approval from thgpssedly Christian God to wage holy war
against terrorism in the name of democracy onlthimrsupports what critics of America have
condemned all along-downright egocentrism and callsuperiority. Thus, civil religious
rhetoric and its functioning stereotypes, justifica, and manipulation have actually been
counteractive in suppressing terror, and insteadstratched the fissure of terrorist anger into a
full blown canyon of cultural rage over the domioatand nationalistic pride of the American
empire and its beacon of democracy. Persistirmimdefinite American “war” against
terrorism, therefore causes long-term damage tofgl&ions with friendly states and allies,
something that would be directly counterproductivetopping terrorisif. Ultimately, “trying

to dress up the Christian way of the cross to ldakself-interested American foreign policy is a

* Skillen, 5-6.
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project bound for failure®.

Another result of civil religious rhetoric aip the international realm is more positive in
nature, for the growth of civil religious dialoghas highlighted the need for a religious
understanding in the role of international relasi@md has pushed matters of religion to the
political forefront. Madeline Albright in her recty published booK he Mighty and The
Almightyconfesses that it was her policy as Secreta8tate to keep God and Religion out of
international affairs, yet she could not ignore ghewing influence that religion held in the
foreign policy of the global community by the erfcher tenure. Ms. Albright is also quick to
point out that “it’s one thing to be religious, btis another thing to make religion your policy,”
— a fine delineation that civil religious rhetokiturs with little regard®

As much as one would like, religion cannoubeaveled and separated from the very fibers
of culture and all its various expressions. As Angbecomes more enlightened to the global
community, it is gradually realizing that religiamevitably tinges all of life-whether it be
cultural and ethnic conflict in Iraq or the Arab s lively festivals in Brazil or China, hunger
and overcrowding in India and African nations, &IBS epidemic among tribal societies, or
senseless killings and child solders in Sudan. cineent philosophical shift from a modern
mindset that has no regard for religion’s placeaniety is now giving way to a postmodern
outlook that acknowledges the significance of iehgand fosters a cultural environment that
thrives on exploration, understanding, and awaren&Bhe postmodern mind, for once, agrees

to issue this family, maltreated or sentenced fmodation by the modern scientific reason, with

S Hilton, 155.
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a permanent residence perrhit” Awareness of the presence and sway of religames the way
for a new era of foreign relations that recogniazeed allows for dialogue that pierces to the
religious underpinnings of international affai’scknowledging religion’s inherent place within
cultural identity and its significance in comprigiforeign policy demands individuals and
government alike to retrain our eyes and developleases to adjust to this new age of

globalizatior®,

Civil Religious Rhetoric In Light of Just War

Without mincing words, just war cannot casein the face of American civil religious
rhetoric. “History knows of no just wars, as itdks of no just peoples® however in the face
of this language, a war in line with true Christidaas cannot be waged. The spirit of the Just
War Theory is to first instill within the sincertudent of just warfare a solid paradigm of
universal morality and regard to human nature aibsdecency unlike civil religious rhetoric
which creates a blurred perspective due to martipaland vain attempts for justification.
Those who embrace a civil religion and exercisezireligious rhetoric are desperately seeking
to justify their actions in light of just warfareut in all actuality, it is the immorality found

within their rhetoric that makes their fighting danest, a lie to all American citizens about the

® Kevin Lamarque, “Madeline Albright Opens UpTjme Magazing (27 April 2006)
Accessed by http://www.time.com.

" Baumen in Paul Heelas, eBeligion, Modernity, and Postmodernitxford: Blackwell
Publishers, 1998: 55.

8 Thomas L. FriedmarThe Lexus and the Olive Tree: Understanding Glaadion New
York: Anchor Books, 2000: 17.

9" Oliver O’DonovanThe Just War Revisite@ambridge: Cambridge University Press.
2003: 13.
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true nature of the fight. Zakaffadiscusses the notion that “to speak of war alstds thinking
by suggesting there is an easily identifiable enamy an obvious means of attack...”, when in
all actuality this is the farthest thing from tmeth, and yet it remains another tactic to justify
unjustifiable warfare by the current administratioBy acknowledging the presence, function
and sway of a civil religious rhetoric, we may le#&n continuously question our motives,
intentions, actions and attitudes of our leadensatd our fellow man:

The point here is that a judgment about undertakistifiable warfare depends on a prior

judgment about whether certain violent acts acguathount to a cause for war, a casus

belli. ...Did the confusion about war rhetoric begimen not with President Bush’s call

for a “war on terrorism” but with his administratig prior misidentification of the

terrorist attacks as acts of war instead of crifréss?*
The principle of Just War Theory is not merely mpersonal theoretical ideal to be debated in
classrooms or peace summits; it demands thatrallireaware of our leaders and all humanity in
both times of war and peace. For as we examingaestion our perceptions of humanity, we
shall continuously hold ourselves accountable afide the ways in which we relate nation to
nation, religion to religion, ethnicity to ethnigjtheart to heart.

Just what is this foundational ethos of the hefiti® Just War advocate as opposed to
civil religion? Vitoria perhaps captured it besthis perpetuation of the notion of the natural law

which intrinsically lies within and thus binds tdger all humanity as the transcendent guide of

just warfare®® The Constitution of the United States was formetlof natural law as the

80 gkillen 5-6.

81 Ipid., 5.

82 Daryl J. CharlesBetween Pacifism and Jihad: Just War and Chrisfisadition,
Chicago:InterVarsity Press, 2005: 26.
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authority of legitimate state, yet Bush uses awiigious rhetoric to establish illegitimate global
authority®® As Vitoria argues, the world is comprised of daeeindividuals all who embrace
different human and religious laws that leave madlgeemingly disjointed and participants in
different communities unable to relate to the athiist war must then look deeper to the natural
law, the depths of the individual that are the same thus make us universal participants in the
same community with equal paradigms and rulesawomplay we may all relate to.

Hume inA Treatise of Human Natuigoes a step further than Vitoria and natural Igw b
also establishing the universal laws of justicee ddntends that “when men have found by
experience that it is impossible to subsist witrendiety”, yet learn it is “impossible to maintain
society” while given free reign to indulge theirq®, mankind naturally imposes laws of justice
in which preserves both the individual and the camity. 3 It is from these innate laws of
justice that the sentiments of duty and obligagampower mankind to fight for the just cause. In
exploring into the natural law of mankind, we fiticht we are actually connected as we innately
celebrate the same virtue, disdain the same viteceve the same peace and love, for truly by
the depths of our being, all humankind is in essgrarticipating in community with one
another.

The first section dfFhe Ethics of War: Classic and Contemporary Reaslilogks at
the ancient and early Christian tradition of justrwSome of philosophy and Just War Theory’s

most prevalent foundational voices such as Pladofargustine speak out concerning the

83 |bid., 69.

84 David HumeA Treatise of Human Nature Volumel®ndon: J.M. Dent & Sons Ltd.,
1949: 266.
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emerging problems of war, power, and religion’dyesole within the just war. In light of such
an ethical and religious debate, surprisingly eotigs the historian Thucydides who first
addresses the moral implications of the Greek aroagites, particularly that of the
Peloponnesian War between Sparta and Athens. Tidesyis first to address issues of proper
initiation and right intention as tempering whatdosmsiders proper warfare.

Plato takes heart to the warring Greeks, albeifuhdamental jest of the bulk of his
writings do not touch war at all. He does howedeslare “his concern for a well-ordered cfy”
and firmly advocates that peace, and thus the abs#frwar and manipulated authority, is the
foundational principle of such a noble social purstn light of these claims, Plato cannot be
considered a forerunner for pacifism, for he alslielves that the responsible, peaceful city is at
all times vigilant and ready for war.

One cannot look at this era of thought without ed&sng the works of Augustine, for in
him, the foundations of Just War Theory are bulithough his opinions of warfare are not
centrally confined to one body of work, Augustinegéerence to morality and the Church in
relations to war and peace form the integral robtegitimate authority, just cause, and rightful
intention. Augustine declares in tB&y of Godthat"“...the ruler’s use of force must be
motivated by the love of others.?® The nature of civil religious rhetoric is onlysalf serving
tool utilized to manipulate; truly this does nagal with the demands that just war must be of
legitimate (not coerced or manipulated) authoatyd out of love and consideration for the other,

not for self interest.

8 Gregory M. Reichberg, Henrik Syse and Endre Begt., The Ethics of War: Classic
and Contemporary Reading®xford: Blackwell Publishing Limited, 2006.
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The second part of the history of ethical thinkingegards to war examines the medieval
period thinkers’ concentration upon the concerkloly War and the limits of violence and
defense. With the pinnacle of the church as aospaiitical entity, thoughts were directed to the
relation and strength of the Church and war and thowust be wielded. The papacy,
particularly Pope Urban Il justify their warring feeviors and utter brutality by aligning
themselves as God’s chosen watrriors given theinegfé authority to take back from the
Persians what rightfully belonged to Him.

Medieval peace movements sought to declare rekdimitations on warfare, but this
time period was clearly dominated by the Churclescpption of itself as a holy watrrior,
crusading justly for the righteous devotion thdbhged to God. John of Salisbury recognizes
these tyrannical attitudes and delicately urgeb bwt Church community and the secular
society to show restraint in its dealings of wad antheir rhetorical attempts to justify war ireth
name of the Church. He heralds the ideals oftypsafety, and respect of all and calls leaders
to show such moderation in affairs of war and peddse prominent Innocent IV also addresses
critical issues of moderation and restraint withigr and serves as a significant influence on
Aquinas’ later ideas of just war and Vitoria’s emafib views that non Christians should not be
denied rights over their own property in light o€aristian kingdom.

Aquinas truly had much to say in light of improgemguage and the necessity to justify
warfare:

It is always wrong and misguided for an individualrelations with other individuals, or

for a nation, in relations with other nations, &pdrt from or to make any exceptions to
the immutable rules of morality, to depart fromt@make any exceptions to the

8 |bid., 41-5.
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immutable rules of morality in order to attain winady falsely appear to be a greater
good (such as security of even survival).

Bush’s use of civil religious rhetoric particulafiglls under scrutiny for its false appearance to
be fighting for the greater good as a crusadeunstfge over “the evil ones”. According to that
criterion alone, America’s current situation witlad is unjustified. Furthermore Aquinas
supports this claim by his argument that “war canustified if it is waged by a proper
governing authority and carried out for a just @awsth the right intention of promoting the
common good®. According to these criterion of just warfares@eted by Aquinas, the
plethora of civil religious rhetoric thrown aroubgl Bush cannot justify this war.

The fifteenth through the seventeenth century ngsimethe third part of just war thinking
categorized by the Late Scholastic and Reformatioters. Reformers denounce the corruption
of the Church in blurring the sacred and the prefaina pre-cursor to civil religion of the
Puritans particularly concerning religion’s rigHtplace in war. The writings of such thinkers
work to strengthen and solidify the tenants of Wat as a solid governing theory comprised of
principles such as necessity, discovery, defendgegventative war. Most notably is Vitoria’s
assault upon the Church and crown in justifyingrthehless “discovery” of the new world and
their subsequent treatment of the native Indianghich they find. Vitoria radically asserts that
this is not the Church’s position to thrust Chasity by way of the sword and use the
justification of a unbelieving faith as proper reammg for taking land, property, and life.
Obviously, this is quite reminiscent to the ciligious rhetoric utilized by the Puritans and

their settlement of American, “the chosen nation”.

87 Skillen, 49.
8 |bid., 40.
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Grotius also plays a significant part imstucting a systematized theory of just wars|t i
Grotius who initially purposely sets out to establa full rationale of just war by identifying the
very tenets and conditions that a just war opematiost embody. These criterion include just
cause for going to war, right intention in fightingmust be the last resort, and victory must be
possible and establish peace after the war i€0vBush’s use of civil religious rhetoric as
justification is a feeble attempt to satisfy thesguirements, with little success and much
contradiction.

The thinkers of the sixteenth through reeeth centuries begin to fully embrace the
notions of the concrete Just War Theory as a faumadan which just war must be raged and
peace must be achieved. Within this time cameltiifein focus from the Church as political
power entity to a strong centralized governmenttaedievelopment of the nation state. This
shift accounts for the fact that many thinkers sagt.ocke, Webster and Lieber must address
the timely notions of how the military must actaocordance with proper treatment to the enemy
in just war. The thoughts of Hobbes and Hegel ptswe quite timely in their deliverance of
opinions concerning the war and internal strifd thges within this continuing awareness of the
government, nation, and the affirmation of identdythe individual.

Never in history has it been necessary to consigethreat of nuclear warfare and
organized terrorism into our rationalizations aghi personality of a just war. However, within
this unparalleled context of peace and justiceanfare, the wisdom of the voices of Just War
Thinkers from ages past cannot be discounted @lswant and ignored. Each generation can

and must learn from those before them in how thielressed matters cutting edge and puzzling

# Ipid., 3.
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to their day in age. The wise American must soizé the language of war, the rhetoric of the
civil religion. He or she must discover and subsatly embrace the overarching ethos of peace
and justice tempered in a humble, yet dignifieccgrénat the just war thinkers before us
celebrated and then seek to apply these undermimieigtions of their hearts to our unique

contemporary questions concerning the presenciibfaligious rhetoric.



MY ENEMIES ARE MEN LIKE ME
THE CHURCH’'S RESPONSE TO CIVL RELIGIOUS RHETORIC

In Christian theology, it is not nations that ritetworld of evil—they are too often

caught up in complicated webs of political pow&gmomic interests, cultural clashes,

and nationalist dreams. The confrontation with e&vd role reserved for God, and for the

people of God when they faithfully exercise momahgcience. But God has not given the
responsibility for overcoming evil to a nation-gtamuch less to a superpower with
enormous wealth and particular national interéstsconfuse the role of God with that of
the American nation, as George Bush seems to dosésious theological error that some
might say borders on idolatry or blaspheffiy.

In order to fully embrace the notion of fightinguast war instead of war in light of the
perversion of civil religious rhetoric, one musvha proper understanding of this concept of
community which stems from the principle of theurat law and the laws of justice unifying all
of mankind. The just warrior must embrace theubeaf humanity and the sanctity of the
individual life. The Christian community must rejehe tendencies of civil religious rhetoric to
dehumanize the enemy and set themselves up as@superecognizing all as equal beings part
of one global community implies further that we dasponsibility to the other in which we
recognize their basic person and needs just agisag as our own. Never before has this
concept been timelier, for in this age of exporalytincreasing globalization, one cannot ignore

the presence and influence of others outside obhiger own geopolitical sphere. Society is

growing more aware of the concept that “no mamigkand”, and we can deal with

9 Wallis.

44



45
globalization in two ways: the Church can recogrimd embrace the commonalities and
inherent struggles that we all possess as weifevénl abundance and or we can further utilize it
to justify attitudes of superiority and domain o#eose whom we deem as inferior due to
dehumanization or inferiority perpetuated by creligion, and the nuances and dissimilarities in
cultural practices.

In recognizing the global community and the uniaétg of the natural man, the danger
of democratic superiority still does exist and musteradicated in our speech. In embracing
community, one must realize that this does not yrtipht all national boundaries, identities, and
governments must be eradicated in an effort to eipbius “global community” concept. If this
was to occur, it would only be an attempt by onigonao exercise eminent domain over its
other “weaker, less civilized” counterparts and m#le world into one democratic utopia.
National boundaries are not to be seen as a dthatexalts one culture as superior beings while
all others outside its lines are inferior. Insteth@ nation state must be viewed as unique
expressions of cultural individuality in which tbelture most effectively preserves itself and
provides for the basic, unique needs of the indigid Just because a nation is not democratic
does not make it the weakest link in the global mamity, for it must be recognized that each
culture in its uniqueness and self expression nmaydther systems of government significant
and beneficial to the particular demands of théuece. This is not to dismiss the brutality of
cruel dictators and civil wars as just part of otdt but instead to eradicate the presuppositions
that those who may embrace monarchy or tribal vehgoverning are inferior, backwards, or

undeveloped.
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By acknowledging the ultimate value of deenmunity and the individual, one cannot
escape that war goes beyond the violence and ggune and ammunition; war is in essence a
battle over the recognition of the worth of theiwdual in the life of the community of
humankind. Unlike war that is fought by a seleet & certain times in history for particular
causes, the struggle for love and acceptance bgtgas a war that rages within each and every
individual at all times. Civil religious rhetornorks against this notion of equality and purpose,
shrewedly sanctioning violence in attempt to egakt over the other. Each word and action
speaks to the other, affirming them as an equdl svitalid purpose and worth to the society, or
it condescends and instead becomes a power strogleose identity is greater in importance
or whose contribution is more valuable to the comityu Beyond the obvious atrocities of
blood and slavery, the true tragedy of civil redigs rhetoric is the undermining denial of
equality and the rejection of one group or indiatii place and worth within the global
community.

The notion of the victim supports the universabaitty of rejection, for the question
arises, just who truly is the victim in war anditreligious rhetoric? Is it the one whose arms
are raised in vulnerable surrender or the one whoss are raised in arrogant attack? This
duality testifies to the notion that in actualitytb are being victimized. One is being rejected of
worth and life, while the other falls victim to thiter debasement and foolishness of depriving

himself out of being in community and learning frtime other whom he brutally slays.



47
Goya’sThe Third of May, 1808: The Execution of the Deéesaf Madrid® painted in
1814 as a depiction of the atrocities of the Spgaimsurrection against Napoleon stands as a
poignant visual representation of both the univéysand relevance of war to each individual by
putting a sympathetic, personal face to the coloeirsonal concept of war. In discussing war
and going to battle, mankind becomes so detach#tbttvue tragic nature of war because it is
regarded more of a general theoretical conceptaisof individuals fighting hand to hand and
heart to heart. Likewise, through his painting &ageks to imply that people are not merely
minor characters casting a backdrop for the stbrpydife. Instead each person is a unique
character with a detailed persona all his or ham,amd our relation together creates the story of
our life. Goya’s use of light to shift the focus bktpainting to the individual under gunfire at
the center of the page immediately evokes not ordye sympathy but also identity, for Goya’s
male represents all mankind. Each individual kntvis nondescript character because he
embodies us all, waiting our fate within sociefyst as the character in the painting has his arms
raised basking in the tension of awaiting his fategdoes all mankind wait, vulnerable and
exposed to society’s gun barrels; will we be acegptr rejected as equal, valuable, and worthy
by society?
So how should the Christian respond to tiiesdamental beliefs of community and
individual in light of civil religious rhetoric? Ae Church of all people should understand and
embody just war more than anyone else on eartlsang as the definitive example of what it

truly means to exercise justice within both war @edce. Itis in Christ that the Christian is

%1 Francisco De Goy&he Third of May, 1808: The Execution of the Degesaf Madrid.
1814, Oil on canvas, 266 x 345 cm., Museo del Pristdalrid, Spain.
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given the utmost example of this struggle to bredife by embracing the sanctity and intrinsic
value of each individual or to wrought death bygaage denying unique individuality,
worthiness, purpose, and equafity The fundamental teaching of Christ is one ofamatitional,
unmerited grace, embracing all of mankind as bexefs of the love and acceptance of God
himself! Civil religious language perpetuates desire to somehow make violence and
dehumanization acceptable, and exalt ourselvesraifans to the place of saviors, bearers of
redemption’s hand of justice.

Instead, “...the church is about a businassore urgent, and more vast, than being a
naive agent of either rogue revolutionaries, oroiie hand, or nation-states, on the ottfer”
The Church therefore must embrace her calling ta pephetic community of faith, boldly
declaring and modeling these principles of comnygitace and justice to the entire world. Of
all the people within the world, the Church sholddthe first to recognize and celebrate the
beautiful vivid testimony of the Creator God asea&ied through His creative diversity in
culture. Just as Christ has extended grace to hitynao must each individual bestow that same
grace to each other by loving your neighbor as selfiand loving your enemi&s Condemning
or disgracing the other does not elevate one asrlibain the other, and instead this rejection
paralyzes all. The acceptance of the grace ofsClmiemost and then subsequently bestowing
that same grace upon the other resurrects the haown If the Bride of Christ truly seeks to

abide as loyal to its Bridegroom it must deciddl grnace be exercised, recognizing and

92 Jewitt, 250-1
% Avram, 11.

% Hilton in Avram, 156-7.
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embracing the intrinsic value and sanctity of iédl, lor will death be carried out, the most severe
expression of condemnation and rejection of thegss of each individual? In situations of war
and peace, all too often death and condemnaticmosen. Herein lies the timeliness and
urgency of the message of the grace of Christ baidle the rhetoric of civil religion.

It is vital to make the distinction that geadoes not inherently denote unyielding, total
pacifism, nor does it imply apathy to unjust oppres of the individual. The Church has too
quickly and incorrectly interpreted its call to esise the grace, peace, and justice of Christ. It
seems as if in attempts to prefer the basic priesipf the pacifist, heralding peaceful means to
resolve disputes with violence being the ill preddrand last resort, the Church has instead
become passive, paralyzed to any objection ormttictand up to the atrocities of a civil
religion. This is a debilitating misnomer that masulted in the Church becoming lazy and
irrelevant, unable to transform culture by neglegits call to be prophetic, declaring the love of
Christ and applying his grace to all humanity alhdituations. The Church must again learn the
true nature of meekness: to exercise transformavgep and truth under the control of the grace
of her loving Savior.

Furthermore, if the Church is to embraceitts to be prophetic by speaking for those with
no voice and making all society aware of atrociéied social injustice, the Church must make
itself the most socially and politically aware ptom all the world. Christians bear the
responsibility to continuously be vigilant and mafive or ignorant of the needs of the individual
and cultures as a whole. The Church must be agfdhe reality that it is “an international

communion committed to truth-telling”, not hidinghind words or actions that manipulate a
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specific political agend®. In order to answer the questions that we fa@plying the Just
War Theory and ultimately the transforming grac€hbfist to the present day issues of all
nations and peoples, we must remain knowledgealleducated about current events, policies,
changes, philosophies, challenges and attitudés$eidnge their imprint upon each nation and the
individual. We must recognize that the Churchns/ersal; heaven is a gorgeous display of
diversity. The Church must embrace its globalesgath its great responsibilities as Wallis
details:
In the meantime, American Christians will have take some difficult choices. Will we
stand in solidarity with the worldwide church, ihérnational body of Christ—or with
our own American government? It's not a surprisedie that the global church does not
generally support the foreign policy goals of thesB administration—whether in Iraq,
the Middle East, or the wider "war on terrorismrilpfrom inside some of our U.S.
churches does one find religious voices consonithtthe visions of American empifé.
It also must be noted that the principle of projoility as advocated by Just War theorists is
not in contrast to Christian grace. Instead, ppies of proportional warfare must be tempered
with grace. As we battle, the process of contimlypquestioning our motives and intentions
should be dealt with honestly, and in light of ager understanding of the sanctity of life and
the individual. The concept of grace does not ebaat proportional fighting, instead it should
guide our suppositions as to what is proportional i the act of the enemy is one that demands
equal, lesser, or no response at all. Too oftervéinse of Exodus 21:24 declaring “an eye for an
eye, tooth for tooth”, is considered without regatal its true graceful, compensation nature (and

not revenge) or without regard to Jesus’ nullifizatof it altogether as further perpetuated in

verse 26 and 27 of that same chapter: "And if a smaite the eye of his bondman, or of his

% Andrew Goddardyhen Is War Justifie€England: Grove Books, 20083.

% wallis.
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bondwoman, and destroy it, he shall let him go fogédnis eye's sake. And if he smite out his
bondman's tooth, or his bondwoman's tooth, he #talim go free for his tooth's sake.”

The Church in response to war must ultilgatew themselves as enablers rather than
warriors. This is in tune with both the teaching€hrist and the Just War Theory and
particularly in harmony with the declaration by Aisgjne that “war should be waged only as a
necessity and preserve them in peace...war is wagedler that peace may be obtain&d”.
War then must be seen not as a sword to wield antagpmain and ruthless power in attempts to
fuel the human ego; war should be seen as a tdmd &pplied with caution and grace as the
absolutely last resort with all other possibilitiasd channels exhausted to fix injustice and
enable the individual to finally embrace their insic worth and utmost purpose within society
and within the Kingdom of God. Wallis sums up tinperative to the Christian community in
the following remarks:

In our own American history, religion has beerekiftup for public life in two very
different ways. One invokes the name of God anth faiorder to hold us accountable to
God's intentions—to call us to justice, compassmmility, repentance, and
reconciliation....The other way invokes God's bleggin our activities, agendas, and
purposes. Many presidents and political leaderg liged the language of religion like
this, and George W. Bush is falling prey to thahedemptation. Christians should
always live uneasily with empire, which constartiyeatens to become idolatrous and
substitute secular purposes for God's. As we refleour response to the American
empire and what it stands for, a reflection oneagy church and empire is instructitfe.
Through the heart of the Just War Theory, manisrehallenged to peel the layers of
nonchalant attitudes and arrogant facades shrandéxvery civil religious rhetoric and

recognize that each individual desires to be loaedepted, and deemed worthy. Each word and

action must reconcile this tension of being batrél and/or figurative ammunition shooting

7 Augustine as quoted in O’Donovan, 135.
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rejection and judgment or embracing humanity arithgaa cease fire, leaving the bullets within
their casings. The Church must sound the univesdhto all humanity to lay down our guns,
drop our defenses, and dwell with each other aale@li neutral upon the field of battle. This
choice is forever directly beckoning all membersaotiety: will our every word and action
affirm the worth of the individual or will they cdiemn his or her purpose and value in the global

community?

% Wallis



CONCLUSION

The legacy of Civil Religious rhetoric iseply entrenched in American society in politics,
but is not a lost cause for the Christian communtiiyhe political community does not itself
have to be a community of faith supported by al caligion in order to have strong,
differentiated civic bonds built of shared memomesl, most importantly, a shared confidence
that the constitution and the government are pagspublic justice’® The church should
embrace the value of each and every individuahaesxaression of their lord and savior Christ,
instead of an evildoer and a pawn in the game offerahe sake of democracy. It must choose
this day whom they will serve: will the church beskaved to a civil religion that utilizes God as
the justification for political gain, or will it apse to see past the detriments of civil religious
rhetoric and be kingdom citizens who reflect thedjeess of God to all mankind?

Ultimately, the difference between condgnancivil religious experience and expressing
faith in Christ comes down to word and deed. Gigiigion is forever masked behind mere
words, while celebrating a true Christian heritrgascends verbal recognition and manifests
itself in actions of love. For in the words of BlalWaldo Emerson: “In the soul, then, let
redemption be sought. In one soul, in your sddre are resources for the world. Wherever a

man comes, there comes a revolution.”

% skillen, 77.
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