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RENDER UNTO CAESAR



A Heart on Fire

PREFACE TO THE 2012 EDITION

Truth is like a threshing-machine;
tender sensibilities must keep out of the way.

—HERMAN MELVILLE

IN ARGUING THEIR CASE for press freedom, modern media usually focus on the need for immunity from outside censorship and control. Few Americans would disagree. Freedom of religion and freedom of the press are two key pillars of our country’s identity. But more than sixty years ago, the writer George Orwell saw something curious emerging in the character of modern journalism—an erosion of free thought and expression unique to democratic societies.

Orwell writes:


At any given moment, there is an orthodoxy, a body of ideas, which it is assumed that all right-thinking people will accept without question. It is not exactly forbidden to say this, that, or the other, but it is “not done” to say it … [And] anyone who challenges the prevailing orthodoxy finds himself silenced with surprising effectiveness. A genuinely unfashionable opinion is almost never given a fair hearing, whether in the popular press or in the highbrow periodicals.1



Orwell’s words capture the way many people today feel about our nation’s news and entertainment media. In practice, a new body of ideas seems to shape the limits of acceptable thought in American public life. This new orthodoxy influences the selection of news and how it gets presented. It informs which opinions are appropriate and which won’t be heard. And it is rigorously intolerant. At its core, it involves a set of assumptions about the purpose of government, and the meaning of marriage, family, and sexuality, that differs sharply from past American habits of thought.

Nowhere is this new orthodoxy more obvious than in our news media’s treatment of religion. Historically, religious faith has played a large and positive role in shaping American public life. But today’s news coverage of religion is often marked by poor reporting skills, ignorance of the subject matter, and an undercurrent of distaste for religious believers and their convictions.

We need to remember that journalism is a “knowledge profession” and an important one. American democracy depends on informed, intelligent citizens. But like any other profession, the work of journalists doesn’t easily translate into self-knowledge or self-criticism. Journalism, from the New York Times down to the smallest local newspaper, has its own unstated orthodoxies, its own vanities, prejudices, and targets of disdain.

When these flaws go unacknowledged and uncorrected—as they often do, especially in coverage of religion’s influence on culture and politics—they undermine our public life because they cripple the honest presentation of facts.2

The truth, as scripture reminds us, will make us free. But the truth of a situation and what we find today in our news media are often very different things. In seeking truth as citizens, we need to hold our news media to the same skeptical, demanding standards they apply to everyone else. We forget that at our peril—especially in an election year.

A FRIEND ONCE SAID—I think shrewdly—that if people want to understand the United States, they need to read two documents. Neither one is the Declaration of Independence. Neither one is the Constitution. In fact, neither one has anything obviously to do with politics. The first document is John Bunyan’s The Pilgrim’s Progress. The second is Nathaniel Hawthorne’s “The Celestial Railroad.”

Bunyan’s book is one of history’s great religious allegories. It’s also deeply Christian. It embodies the Puritan hunger for God that drove America’s first colonists and shaped the roots of our country.

Hawthorne’s short story is a very different piece. It’s one of the great satires of American literature. A descendant of Puritans himself, Hawthorne takes Bunyan’s allegory—man’s difficult journey toward heaven—and retells it through the lens of American hypocrisy: our appetite for comfort, easy answers, quick fixes, material success, and phony religious piety.

Bunyan and Hawthorne lived on different continents two hundred years apart. But the two men did share one thing. Both of them, the believer and the skeptic, lived in a world profoundly shaped by Christian thought, belief, and language, the same moral space that incubated the United States. Taken together, they capture the deep split in America’s personality—a nation where faith and cynicism, self-denial and self-indulgence, cohabit the same public square.

In Render Unto Caesar, published in 2008, I talked about the importance of Catholics witnessing their faith vigorously in public life—not simply as a matter of good citizenship but also as an obligation of the Gospel. That duty is even more urgent today as the mistakes and ambiguities of the past half-century of American Catholic experience come to harvest. Our national leadership in 2012 seems deaf to matters of religious freedom abroad and unreceptive—or frankly hostile—to religious engagement in public affairs here at home.

This marks a break with most of American history. And we’re likely to see more of the same in the years ahead. The irony is that, despite our own stated ideals, religious freedom will be one of the key issues facing Christians in the coming decade—not just globally but right here at home.

Pope Benedict XVI, among many others, has voiced his concern over the worldwide spread of “persecution, discrimination, terrible acts of violence and religious intolerance.”3 We face a global crisis in religious liberty. Christian minorities in Africa and Asia bear the brunt of the religious violence. But Christians are not the only victims. Nearly 70 percent of the world’s people now live in nations where religious freedom is gravely restricted.4 And even in developed democracies, religious freedom is increasingly under pressure.

Principles that Americans find self-evident—the dignity of the human person, the sanctity of conscience, the separation of political and sacred authority, the distinction between secular and religious law, the idea of a civil society preexisting and distinct from the state—are not widely shared elsewhere. In fact, as Leszek Kolakowski once said, the natural rights enshrined in the Declaration of Independence, rights that seemed so self-evident to the American founders, “would appear [today as] either patently false or meaningless and superstitious to most of the great men that keep shaping our political imagination.”5

Our own country is not immune to this trend. Nothing guarantees that America’s experiment in religious freedom, as we traditionally know it, will survive here in the United States, let alone serve as a model for other countries in the future. The Constitution is a great achievement in ordered liberty. But it’s just another elegant scrap of paper unless people keep it alive with their convictions and lived witness.

In government, the media, academia, in the business community, and in the wider culture, many of our leaders no longer seem to regard religious faith as a healthy force. We can see this in the current administration’s tepid response to violations of religious liberty across the globe. We can see it in the inadequacy and disinterest of many of our news media in reporting on religious-freedom issues. And we can see it in the indifference of too many ordinary American citizens.

But we cannot understand the framework of American institutions—or the values that these institutions are meant to promote and defend—if we do not acknowledge that they grow out of a predominantly religious worldview.

As Jacques Maritain, the French philosopher who helped draft the UN’s charter on human rights, wrote: “The [American] Founding Fathers were neither metaphysicians nor theologians, but their philosophy of life, and their political philosophy, their notion of natural law and human rights, were permeated by concepts worked out by Christian reason and backed up by an unshakeable religious feeling.”6

In the vision of America’s founders, our rights come from God, not from the state. Government is justified only insofar as it secures those natural rights, promotes them, and defends them. Nearly all the men who drew up our founding documents held this belief. In his “Memorial and Remonstrance against Religious Assessments” in 1785, James Madison argued that “[man’s duty of honoring God] is precedent both in order of time and degree of obligation to the claims of civil society. Before any man can be considered as a member of civil society, he must be considered as a subject of the Governor of the universe.”

That is why religious freedom is humanity’s first and most important freedom. Our first governor is God, our Creator, the Governor of the universe. We are created for a religious purpose. We have a religious destiny. Our right to pursue this destiny precedes the state. Any attempt to restrict our right to worship, preach, teach, practice, organize, and peacefully engage society because of our belief in God is an attack not only on the cornerstone of human dignity but also on the identity of the American experiment.

Moreover, when the founders talked about religion, they meant something much more demanding and vigorous than the vague “spirituality” common today. Harold Berman showed that the founders understood religion in a frankly Christian-informed sense. Religion meant “both belief in God and belief in an after-life of reward for virtue, and punishment for sin.”7 In other words, religion mattered—personally and socially. It was more than a private preference. It made people live differently. People’s faith was assumed to have broad implications, including the political kind.

From the beginning, believers—alone and in communities—have shaped American history simply by trying to live their faith in the world. As Nathaniel Hawthorne saw so well, too many of us live our faith badly, with ignorance and hypocrisy. But enough believers in every generation have lived it well enough, long enough, to keep our country’s experiment in ordered liberty alive.

In other words, the American experience of personal freedom and civil peace is inconceivable without a religious grounding and a predominantly Christian inspiration.

America was born, in James Madison’s words, to be “an asylum to the persecuted and oppressed of every nation and religion.”8 But right now in America, we’re not acting like we revere that legacy, or want to share it, or even really understand it.

MORE THAN SEVENTY YEARS AGO, in 1940, Father John Courtney Murray gave a series of three college talks. For his theme, he chose the “concept of a Christian culture.” After his death, his Jesuit brothers fused the talks into a single essay called “The Construction of a Christian Culture.”9 It’s a modest word change. But that title—“The Construction of a Christian Culture”—deserves some discussion.

Most people know Murray for his work on Vatican II’s Decree on Religious Liberty. In his 1960 book We Hold These Truths—which has never gone out of print—Murray argues the classic Catholic case for the legitimacy of American democracy. But Murray’s real genius is tucked inside his earlier words from 1940, where he says that “a profound religious truth is at the basis of democratic theory and practice, namely the intrinsic dignity of human nature; the spiritual freedom of the human soul; its equality as a soul with others of its kind; and its superiority to all that does not share its spirituality.”

He argues that “the task of constructing a culture is essentially spiritual, for culture has its home in the soul.” As a result, “all man’s cultural effort is at bottom an effort at submission to the truth and the beauty and the good that is outside him, existing in an ordered harmony, whose pattern he must produce within his soul by conformity with it.”

These are beautiful thoughts. They’re also true. The trouble is that they bear little likeness to America’s real culture in 2012. Murray spoke at a moment when the word gay had more connection to joy than to sexual identity; and when the word truth could be used without ambivalence or irony. Times have changed.

We’d all quickly get fatigued by a litany of what’s gone wrong with America. There’s so much to list: from our consumerism and moral illiteracy to what Eric Voegelin called the “intellectual terrorism of institutions [like] the mass media, university departments, foundations and commercial publishing houses.”10 Listing problems and then complaining about them achieves very little. And more important, as Murray would say, it isn’t a Christian response. If Jesus tells us to be leaven in the world, and to make disciples of all nations—and of course, he does—then we have missionary obligations. And those duties include the renewal of our country’s best ideals.

The American founders wanted to create a novus ordo saeclorum, “a new order of the ages.” But unlike their French revolutionary counterparts, they had a strong sense of original sin. They knew that history matters. Man can’t be reinvented out of nothing. Nor can he be made perfect by his own devices. So they borrowed heavily from reliable sources: notably Roman republican forms, law, institutions, architecture, and virtues. When friends called Charles Carroll—the only Catholic signer of the Declaration of Independence—an “American Cicero,” it was the highest form of praise.11

As Saint Augustine notes in City of God, Roman success was built not just on greed, pride, and violence. It also flowed from the early-Roman virtues of piety, austerity, courage, justice, and self-mastery. For Augustine, these virtues were profoundly wholesome—so long as the Romans actually practiced them. And all of these Roman virtues were revered in the thinking of the American founders.

But hardwired into the modern American temperament is also a very different kind of country, one that Murray describes in these striking words:


American culture, as it exists, is actually the quintessence of all that is decadent in the culture of the Western Christian world. It would seem to be erected on the triple denial that has corrupted Western culture at its roots, the denial of metaphysical reality, the primacy of the spiritual over the material, of the social over the individual.… Its most striking characteristic is its profound materialism … It has given citizens everything to live for and nothing to die for. And its achievement may be summed up thus: it has gained a continent and lost its own soul.12



In the same text he writes, “In view of the fact that American culture is built on the negation of all that Christianity stands for, it would seem that our first step toward the construction of a Christian culture should be the destruction of the existing one. In the presence of a Frankenstein, one does not reach for baptismal water, but for a bludgeon.”

He wrote those frustrated words seven decades ago. We can only imagine what he might write today.

For Murray, there is no real “humanism” without the cross of Jesus Christ. And dismantling the inhuman parody we call “modern American culture” begins not with violence but with the conversion of our own hearts.

Murray writes, “Only when our dwelling is in theheavens can we hope to fulfill our vocation on earth.… If we do not understand the world and why it was made, what right have we to meddle with it? If we do not know that man is made in the image of God, how dare we … attempt to fashion his life?”13

The construction of a Christian culture begins by lifting our own hearts up to God, without plans or reservations, and letting him begin the work. It sounds like a small thing. It is a small thing. But as Christians know better than anyone, worlds and empires, and even salvation itself, can turn on the smallest “yes.”

ONE OF THE MOST SACRED SYMBOLS of the Roman state was an altar to the goddess Victory. It stood in the Roman Senate for nearly four hundred years.

In AD 382 a Christian emperor removed the altar as idolatrous. Two years later, after his death, the pagan prefect of Rome—Quintus Aurelius Symmachus—wrote one of the most interesting letters of late antiquity.14

Addressing the new Christian emperor, Symmachus asked that the Altar of Victory be restored. In effect, in arguing for the altar, he argued the case for an entire way of life. He described the altar’s removal as unwise and unjust. He praised past emperors for their tolerance in maintaining the old religion and funding pagan ceremonies. He said that Rome’s pagan worship had protected the city and subdued the world and therefore deserved to be treated with the reverence due to posterity.

He stressed that the altar ensured a sacred guarantee for Rome’s civil authority. And in a strikingly modern passage, he said: “We ask then for peace for the gods of our fathers and of our country. It is just that all worship should be considered as one. We look on the same stars; the sky is common; the same world surrounds us. What difference does it make by what pains each seeks the truth? We cannot attain so great a secret by one road … [so therefore] we offer now prayers, not conflict.”

It’s impossible to read Symmachus today without feeling a kind of compassion for his cause. But his words did no good. Christians already outnumbered pagans in Rome itself. Saint Ambrose of Milan, one of the great Latin fathers of the Church, wrote a crushing response to Symmachus that ended the discussion. The Altar of Victory never returned to the Senate. Paganism slowly died away.

Symmachus argued well. But he argued from weakness—the weakness of nostalgia for old ways that were already dying, the weakness of religious rites that no longer had any power, the weakness of pleading to be heard rather than demanding and winning a place in the human heart through the zeal of religious action and the force of religious witness.

Nobody listened to Symmachus because nobody cares about embers. But everyone pays attention to a fire—especially when it burns in the hearts of other men and women. And that brings us to the point of these brief thoughts. Jesus said, “I came to cast fire upon the earth, and would that it were already kindled!” (Lk 12:49). For much of our nation’s history, those words were known to most Americans and actually meant something in the way people organized their lives. The United States was never a Christian nation. But it didn’t need to be. Its public life and civic institutions were deeply informed by biblical thought, language, and morality. More important, most Americans were Christians; most took their faith seriously; and many tried to live it, to a degree that astonished Alexis de Tocqueville in his account of their Sunday worship.15

But that was then. This is now. And it leads us to the lesson in the story of Symmachus: Christians once felt peculiarly at home in America, a land first settled by Christians and predominantly built by them over three centuries. But in recent years, God, like the Altar of Victory, has been less and less welcome at the center of our common life. As a result, Christians may soon find themselves in the same place Symmachus once did—arguing from the margins.

The America emerging in the next several decades is likely to be much less friendly to Christian faith than anything in our country’s past. And that poses a challenge for all of us as Catholics. It’s not a question of when or if it might happen. It’s happening today.

Now, those are strong words. They can easily sound implausible because the roots of the American experience are so deeply Protestant. What people believe—or don’t believe—about God helps to shape what they believe about men and women. And what they believe about men and women creates the framework for a nation’s public life. Traditionally, a broad Christian faith has provided the basis for Americans’ moral consensus. That moral consensus has informed American social policy and law.

It’s true that God was left out of the Constitution—but not because he was unwelcome. In effect, God suffused the whole constitutional enterprise. Nearly all the founders were religious believers, most were Christians, and some were quite devout. Their work was heavily influenced not just by the Enlightenment but also by the legacy of Jewish and Christian scripture.

In practice, John Adams and his founding colleagues were men who, as Daniel Boorstin once suggested, had minds that were a “miscellany and a museum,” men who could blend the old and the new, Christian faith and Enlightenment ideas, without destroying either.16

The founders saw religious faith as something separate from government but vital to the nation’s survival. In his Farewell Address, Washington stressed that “religion and morality are indispensable supports” for political prosperity. He added that “reason and experience both forbid us to expect that national morality can prevail in exclusion of religious principle.” For John Jay, James Wilson, Alexander Hamilton, Charles Carroll, John Adams, George Washington, and most of the other founders—including Thomas Jefferson and Benjamin Franklin—religion created virtuous citizens. And only virtuous citizens could sustain a country as carefully balanced in its institutions, moral instincts, and laws as the United States.

The American experiment—a nonsectarian, democratic society, sustained by a strong, implicitly Christian worldview and moral vocabulary—worked well for nearly two hundred years. Despite its Protestant pedigree and the prejudice that went along with it, America had the flexibility to make room for Catholics; and Catholics could and did thrive here. In fact, next to America’s broad collection of evangelical churches, baptized Catholics now make up the biggest religious community in the United States. They serve in large numbers in Congress. They have a majority on the Supreme Court. They play commanding roles in the professions and in business leadership.

All of this sounds impressive. The problem is, today it has less and less meaning. Roughly 80 percent of Americans still self-identify as Christians. By European standards, American religious practice remains high. But America’s religious terrain is steadily changing. A quarter of Americans aged eighteen to twenty-nine now have no affiliation with any particular religion. According to Barna Group and other research studies, they also show “a greater degree of criticism toward Christianity than did previous generations when they were at the same stage of life. In fact, in just a decade … the Christian image [has] shifted substantially downward, fueled in part by a growing sense of disengagement and disillusionment among young people.”17

These young persons will begin inheriting national leadership in the next decade. Yet, as Christian Smith and his colleagues have shown, many of these emerging adults are unable to engage in a discussion about real moral dilemmas; many lack any knowledge of religious principles to apply in making tough moral decisions; and most have had a deeply inadequate moral formation.18

Catholic losses have been masked by Latino immigration. But while 31 percent of Americans say they were raised in the Catholic faith, fewer than 24 percent of Americans now describe themselves as Catholic.

This disappearance of a Christian critical mass in American life has already had results. To name the most obvious example: Sexual minorities now routinely use the state’s power and friendly mass media to break down traditional definitions of marriage and the family. And they often encounter tepid or disorganized resistance, which is then reported by the media in lopsidedly negative ways.

In the years ahead, we’re going to see more and more of this trend, along with attempts by civil authority to interfere in the life of believing communities in the name of individual rights. We’ll also see less and less unchallenged space for religious institutions to carry out their work in the public square. It’s already happening with state pressure on Catholic hospitals and adoption agencies, in lawsuits attacking the scope of religious liberty, federal restrictions on conscience protections, attacks on charitable tax deductions and religious tax-exempt status, and interference in the hiring practices of organizations such as Catholic charities. It’s no accident that America’s bishops established a special committee on religious liberty just last year. Freedom of belief and religious practice used to be a concern that Americans had about other countries. Now it’s a concern in ours.

The question is: How did we get from the America of Tocqueville, where on Sundays “the commercial and industrial life of the nation seems suspended [in piety, and] all noise ceases,” to the America where—borrowing from the words of Pascal Bruckner—we’re the “galley slaves of pleasure,” an America of obsessive consumption and confused sexuality where “the intention was to produce freedom, but the result was advertising; [where] what was liberated was less our libido than our appetite for unlimited shopping”?19

Note that Bruckner is not some overheated Bible Belt preacher. He’s a thoroughly secular French skeptic who simply writes what he sees.

The truth is that America’s problems grew up along with its virtues. In a sense, they come from the same seed. Reformation theology and Enlightenment thought elevate the importance of the individual. But they can also feed a destructive individualism and a hostility to any religious authority outside the sovereignty of personal conscience.

And here’s the result: Without the restraints of a moral consensus animated and defended by a living religious community, the freedom of the individual easily becomes a license for selfishness. The meaning of right and wrong becomes privatized. And ultimately, society ends up as a collection of disconnected individuals whose appetites and needs are regulated by the only project they share in common: the state.

Tocqueville saw public opinion as a great vulnerability for democracy. In a democracy—at least in theory—every man is his own final moral authority. But the reality is different. Men and women very soon discover how isolated and uninformed they are as individuals. In the absence of a strong religious or similar community, they tend to abdicate their thinking to public opinion. To the degree that public opinion can be manipulated, democratic life is subverted.

This is why the founders saw religion as so important to the health of the public square. At its best, faith creates a stable moral framework for political discourse and forms morally educated citizens to conduct the nation’s work. The trouble is, no religion can survive on its social utility. People don’t conform their lives to a message because it’s useful. They do it because they believe the message is true and therefore life-giving. Or they don’t do it.

My point is this: The “next America” we now see emerging—an America ignorant of or cynical toward religion in general and Christianity in particular—shouldn’t really surprise anyone. It’s a new America, but it’s made in America. We can blame the mass media, or the academy, or science, or special-interest groups for creating the environment we now face. But we Christians—including we Catholics—helped shape it with our eagerness to fit in, our distractions and overconfidence, and our own lukewarm faith.

Too many people who claim to be Christian simply don’t know Jesus Christ. They don’t really believe in the Gospel. They feel embarrassed by their religion and vaguely out of step with the times. They may keep their religion for comfort value. Or they may adjust it to fit their doubts. But it doesn’t reshape their lives because it isn’t real. And because it isn’t real, it has no transforming effect on their personal behavior, no social force, and few public consequences. That sort of faith is exactly the same kind of religion that Symmachus once mourned. Whatever it once was, now it’s dead.

So having said all this, what can believers, and especially Catholic believers, do about it?

In his lifetime, John Courtney Murray would have argued that Catholics could provide to America the moral force and intellectual depth that mainline Protestantism has lost. I believe he was right. Murray was never blind to the flaws of our political system or the split personality of its founding. But I believe his hope in the possibilities of the American experiment was justified.

We make the future, not the other way around. Nothing in this world is inevitable except the victory of Jesus Christ; and that includes what history finally says about the character of the nation we call America. During my years as a bishop, I’ve met thousands—and I mean many many thousands—of young adults on fire for Jesus Christ and deeply committed to their Catholic faith. And I’ve seen them come together in movements and projects that give their hunger for God real force: things like the Fellowship of Catholic University Students, Communion and Liberation, the Neocatechumenal Way, the Christian Life Movement, and a host of new Catholic apostolates.

These Catholic young people aren’t alone. One can find them by the hundreds in every corner of the country. But they need the kind of leadership and the kind of education that radiates confidence in the Word of God, fidelity to the Catholic faith, and a missionary zeal to make all things new in Jesus Christ—including the public square.

I do think Father Murray misread how eager Catholics were to fit into the American mainstream and how painfully they felt their own social inferiority. And he didn’t live to see where these problems would lead.

Instead of Catholics converting the culture, the culture too often bleached out the apostolic zeal in Catholics while leaving the brand label intact. Plenty of exceptions to that trend exist, but so far, not enough of them to make a difference. This is why the large number of Catholics in political and economic leadership in our country has such limited effect on the country’s direction. And the lack of a vigorous Catholic witness goes beyond politics and the economy. It applies in a uniquely damaging way to Catholic higher education, which has the task of educating and forming the next generation of Catholic leaders.

It’s impossible to reread the 1967 Land O’ Lakes Statement on the nature of the contemporary Catholic university without noticing that the word faith appears nowhere in the text. In effect, the statement is a declaration of independence from any authority outside the academic community itself.20 This might make some sense for a secular institution. But it’s odd for any scholarly community committed to serving both faith and reason, and it creates real problems of honesty for any school wishing to cast itself as part of a living Catholic tradition.

The easing away of Catholic universities and colleges from their Catholic identity has had various causes. One cause is the decline in religious personnel available to staff faculties. Another is economic survival. But another cause is the discomfort too many Catholics feel with a scholarly tradition that can be made to seem shabby and primitive in an age of scientific doubt.21

This is the worst sort of falsehood—the kind that steals a treasury of wisdom, imagination, and hope from emerging Catholic leaders.

The genius of Catholic higher education is the schooling it gives in the mutual dependency of faith and reason. At its best, it refuses to separate intellectual and moral formation because they are inextricably linked. It gives primacy to the disciplines that guide the formation of a holistic view of reality—philosophy and theology. It aids in the creation of a Christian culture and explains what this means for human thriving. It offers a coherent anthropology that treats the human being as a whole and actually gives meaning to the words “human dignity” instead of turning them into a catchphrase for the latest version of individualism. It offers an immersion in the virtues, and an appreciation of humanity’s material and spiritual realities—the visible and invisible world—all of which get their life from belief in Jesus Christ.

To put it another way, Catholic higher education is heir to the greatest intellectual, moral, and cultural patrimony in human history. It has a deeply satisfying answer to who and why man is. It’s beautiful because it’s true. It has nothing to be embarrassed about and every reason to be on fire with confidence and apostolic zeal. We only defeat ourselves—and we certainly don’t serve God—if we allow ourselves to ever think otherwise.

Saint Augustine reminds us that the City of Man and the City of God intermingle. We have obligations to each. But our final home and our real citizenship are not in this world. Politics is important, but it’s never the main focus or purpose of a Christian life. If we do not know and love Jesus Christ, and commit our lives to him, and act on what we claim to believe, everything else is empty. But if
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