

[image: ]




[image: ]




[image: ]

Copyright ©2011 by Francis E. George, O.M.I.

All rights reserved.
Published in the United States by Doubleday Religion, an imprint of the Crown Publishing Group, a division of Random House, Inc., New York.
www.crownpublishing.com

DOUBLEDAY and the DD colophon are registered trademarks of Random House, Inc.

Grateful acknowledgment is made to the following for permission to reprint previously published material:

The Center for Bioethics & Human Dignity: “Christian Vision for Moral Decisions in Bioethics” by Cardinal George, an address given at the seventh annual conference of The Center for Bioethics & Human Dignity in Deerfield, Illinois, on July 21, 2000. Reprinted by permission of the Center for Bioethics & Human Dignity.

Northwestern University Press: Excerpt from “Letter to Genetically Engineered Superhumans” from Eulogy for a Private Man by Fred Dings (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1999). Reprinted by permission of Northwestern University Press.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

George, Francis E. (Francis Eugene), 1937–
   God in action : how faith in God can address the challenges of the world / Francis George.—1st ed.
1. Christian sociology—Catholic Church. 2. Christian sociology—United States. 3. Catholic Church—Doctrines. I. Title.
   BX1406.3.G46 2011
   261—dc22

2010052830

eISBN: 978-0-307-59028-2

Jacket design by Laura Duffy
Author photograph: Jeff Ebert

v3.1





To the many Catholic priests who,
through prayer and ministry,
live with God and interpret his purposes for his people




CONTENTS

[image: ]


Cover

Title Page

Copyright

Dedication

PREFACE

Introduction: God in Action



  1 God in American Public Life

  2 Religious Liberty in the U.S. Constitution: God in the Dock

  3 Personal Freedom in American Culture: We Can’t Act if God Can’t

  4 Freedom and Truth: Cooperating with God

  5 The Human Body and Personal Freedom: Made in God’s Image and Likeness

  6 God and Warfare: Defending Yourself While Forgiving Your Enemies

  7 Commerce as a Substitute for War: Business as a Vocation from God

  8 Migrants: With Whom Does God Travel?

  9 Economic Integration in the Hemisphere: The Continent of Hope

10 Reconsidering National Sovereignty: Is God at Work in Globalization?

Postscript: Utopias and the Kingdom of God


NOTES




PREFACE

[image: ]

There are many books about religion in public life. This book is not intended to be simply one of them. If the discussion about public life begins with “religion,” it usually treats the influence of religious belief on people when they act in their capacity as citizens. Religion then has influence if it shapes the thinking and actions of people who act. It has influence in public life if it shapes the thinking and actions of those who hold public office and those who elect them. If public life is taken to extend beyond the political to other areas where society is created, religion is still usually considered as a set of ideas peculiar to churches or synagogues, mosques or temples, ethical culture groups or moral improvement societies. Religion in this sense is primarily a philosophy of life. It is a public benefit when its practice inspires the altruism necessary for a civil community’s common life. It is a public problem when its practice leads to conflict or oppression of various sorts. In all these instances, however, religion is reduced to a set of ideas in competition with other ideologies.

But religion, in the sense in which the term is used in this book, is first of all belief in a God who reveals himself as a God who acts, a God intimately involved in human history. If religion presents only a God who is, at most, a cosmological principle, then it is science that shapes public life. If religion presents only a God who has no existence except as a projection that expresses the sum total of human yearnings, then it is psychology that shapes public life. If religion presents only a God who looks like a nation’s citizenry, then politics becomes the highest level of public conversation.

What, however, if God has his own ways that are not always our ways? What if God acts in public affairs in ways that can, of course, be ignored from day to day but at a price for individuals and whole societies? If God is an actor, how is it possible to trace his action? There are books on spirituality, the Exercises of St. Ignatius of Loyola, for example, that help an individual to enter into a unique conversation that leads to a discovery of God’s will for him or her. This is not such a book. There are theologies of history that try to discern the grand lines of God’s action in shaping the destiny of human societies. This book is not one of them. There are visionary eschatologies that purport to show how human actions fit into God’s intentions and then point to how things should be in the end. These pages are nothing so profound.

This book is a modest effort to look for how God acts in the challenges of our times, in this day and age. Can we discover God’s actions in the part of human experience that is public in our day? The Second Vatican Council believed we could and challenged Catholics to read the “signs of the times.” This injunction was not to be an exercise in self-secularization, as if openness to the times means that the only criteria for making judgments would be provided by this world and on its terms. The Council’s challenge was, rather, to detect signs of eternity in the events of our world because the eternal God is at work in our times. The criteria for discerning God’s action have to be read from within human events with an eye for discovering a presence that brings good out of evil, hope from despair, and life out of death.

Catholic social theory is based upon reason in conversation with faith. Its basic category is the common good. It presupposes the God revealed by Jesus Christ, who became one of us in order to bring us under God’s sovereignty. God’s eternal Kingdom is made present now in the Church, the sacrament of God’s Kingdom, through which God acts surely and visibly. But God acts through and in all created reality. Just as religion is less a set of ideas than a vehicle for relating to God, the Church is less one more institution within a state than an instrument for relating each of us and the whole world to God.

This book considers the sense in which God is the primary actor in American society because he is the Creator and Savior of the whole world. It then examines a number of issues that challenge our reading of God’s influence in public affairs and concludes with a perspective that escapes narrow nationalism by looking for God’s action in the movement toward unifying the human family in our day.

A book such as this is the product of many occasions and much advice. I am grateful to those who asked me, on various occasions, to address some of the themes and topics discussed here. I am grateful always to those who helped me create this manuscript, especially to Mr. Thomas Levergood of the Lumen Christi Institute at the University of Chicago, whose urging and reminders and suggestions helped me bring the book to completion. I am grateful as well to Dr. Robert Royal for good advice and good example. His work helped the Doubleday editors. My staff is exemplary in their patience, and many in the Archdiocese of Chicago were understanding of the demands involved in this project, demands that sometimes prevented me from being as available to them as I might have been. I join those who might read this book in thanking all of them.


FRANCIS CARDINAL GEORGE, O.M.I.

Feast of the Immaculate Conception of the Blessed Virgin Mary

December 8, 2010




INTRODUCTION

GOD IN ACTION
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God’s activity has faded from popular consciousness in societies organized publicly as if God did not exist. The history of this development is easy to trace. Its key is the enshrining of autonomy as the preeminent human value and the substitution of progress for providence. God, even in some theological reflection, becomes a force or an inspiration in the deep background of life rather than an agent who shapes human affairs. The fate of religion follows that of God, fading from public consciousness and conversation.

Late medieval philosophies that substituted will for reason weakened the role of intellect in human affairs and placed power at the center of our understanding of what is real, what is being. Without the shared being of all that is, gathered into various natures, only individuals exist and each wills itself into the kind of being it chooses from moment to moment. A being can thus claim to be free only to the extent that it has its way. God, who is all-powerful, does what he wants. God is seen as an individual being whose existence is unrelated to the structures of his creation, which is simply the result of his will. Human freedom, consequently, is rooted in a desire for self-determination. The will is sovereign and chafes when its power is limited. When the infinite will of God inevitably clashes with the finite but unlimited desires of man, something has to give, someone has to go. From this perspective, following the will of God, which is the pattern for holiness of life, does not bring joyful fulfillment to human beings; it leads them to suffer existential contradiction in servitude to an arbitrary divine power.

Modern thinkers have explored this supremacy of will, whether divine or human, to its intrinsic conclusions and have created models of public life compatible with it. In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, after the development of individualism in private life during the Renaissance, God’s threat to human freedom was minimized by reducing God to a first cause who established the laws of the universe and set the elements of the cosmos in motion. However, in this framework, God plays no essential role in the unfolding of the cosmos or of public affairs in the world. Some deistic thinkers, like Newton, thought God might be occasionally useful to right any cosmic unbalances, but God is, at best, a distant ally of the human project of mastering nature and bending it to human purposes. The universe is a machine wound up by God but historically related to us as a playing field for human activities. This sense of God’s activity influenced the development of public life in America through the writings and activities of Thomas Jefferson, Benjamin Franklin, and Thomas Paine.

What God is prevented from doing in this philosophic scenario is truly acting, for action by God would interfere with human freedom. Individuals can freely choose to relate to God in a personal way, but such “religion” is private and can have no normative value for another or for public life. It is a matter of our choice, not God’s, how we might relate to a hypothetical “Supreme Being.” Eventually, since nature does not disclose who God is in himself, he becomes an unnecessary factor in public intellectual life, and the result is practical atheism; we live together as if God did not exist.

It is true that no one needs the hypothesis of a “God of the gaps,” a God who enters like a stagehand, as if there is no qualitative difference between creaturely activity and divine action. Pantheists save some sense of the divine by treating God not as Supreme Being but as the whole of being. Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768–1834), deeply impressed by the critiques of religion proffered in the learned salons of late eighteenth-century Berlin, attempted to formulate a pantheistic version of religion that would be immune to the criticisms of its “cultured despisers.” In his hugely influential On Religion, Schleiermacher held that religion is “the sense and taste for the infinite,”1 a mystical feeling for the unlimited ground of being in and through which all finite things exist. In his later works, Schleiermacher describes religion as “the feeling of absolute dependence,” that is to say, the relationship that we attribute not to any of the particular things in the world but to being itself.2 One of the principal marks of Schleiermacher’s God is that he doesn’t act. “Revelation” is any moment when human beings become aware in some fashion of the “whole” of reality. Any breakthrough of the infinite into our consciousness is to be considered a miracle. In the speeches published as On Religion, Schleiermacher even compares God to the deep background music of life, something like the tones of a distant organ.

C. S. Lewis’s characterization of this kind of mystical pantheism is especially apt. Lewis says that, for many moderns, God is like a book they take off the shelf from time to time in order to feel inspired. But when they are tired of the book, they put it back on the shelf and return to their ordinary preoccupations. Schleiermacher’s divine mystical ground is intuited and accessed from our side, but it does not itself take any initiative. “God” doesn’t act. This form of modern theology has permeated the American consciousness. It entered the American cultural bloodstream through essayists, philosophers, and poets like Ralph Waldo Emerson, Josiah Royce, and Walt Whitman. As with the Deists, the motivation of the mystical pantheists is to clear space for human freedom. As long as God is simply the deep background of life, we can move and choose and act more or less freely; and when God is simply identified with the sum total of all things or with the energy that envelops finite reality, it is a very short step to saying, quite simply, there is no God. Deprived of any nature or of making any valuable contribution, God becomes an empty symbol that can be dangerous to human well-being.

This is the step taken by Ludwig Feuerbach and his army of followers, including Karl Marx and Sigmund Freud. It was Freud who famously dismissed Schleiermacher’s “sense and taste for the infinite” as an “oceanic feeling,” a remnant of the primitive consciousness that infants have in the womb.3 When he got around to psychoanalyzing religious people, Freud concluded that they were in the grip of a childish delusion, a wish-fulfilling fantasy that offers false comfort and prevents effective human action.

Feuerbach, Marx, and Freud all gave voice to the typically modern concern that God, even in a watered-down form, is a threat to full human flourishing. Feuerbach said that we should give up the pathetic I-thou dialogue of prayer and realize we are simply talking to the idealized version of ourselves. Marx said that the sooner we slough off the skin of religion, the sooner we can commence the work for social justice that will transform the world. Freud thought that religion was a neurotic block to integrated consciousness. Sooner or later, those who are sure they are entirely free to determine their own identity and actions without God will deny his existence.

God’s dismissal first from modern thinking and then from modern life doesn’t mean, of course, that God has really died or is any less absent from human life now than he ever was. But we obviously need to clarify again what we mean by God before we examine how he might be acting in the world. How can we think about God as an actor, an agent in the universe and in human affairs? Essential to this concern is a clear articulation of how God can act without compromising or threatening the integrity of the created realm. How can God’s action strengthen rather than threaten human freedom? My own convictions find theoretical support in Thomas Aquinas’s understanding of God and the world’s relation to him.

For Thomas, the prime referent of the term “being” is God. God is distant from yet intimately related to everything that can be called being, because God gives all things their reality as cause of their very being. To accomplish all this, God can’t be a being but is, in himself, Subsistent Being, a principle and a person. God is what it means to be, and creatures are those realities that, to varying degrees, reflect and share in the intensity of the divine being because they participate in being according to their own limited natures. It follows from this conception that God and creatures should not be categorized side by side, as though they fall together under the one heading “being.” Thomas specifies that God is not contained in any genus, even the genus “being.” And he therefore draws the logical conclusion that God cannot be defined and that his being is, properly speaking, incomparable. Creatures can be said to be like God, but God should not be said to be like creatures. This is why Aquinas asserts that God is not related to the world; God is closer to us than we are to ourselves. God does not hover over and against creatures. Rather, God’s creations find their own most profound identity through their Creator. God not only creates; he sustains in being the creation he loves.

The Deists got part of this vision of reality right in affirming the otherness of God to the world. God’s being is indeed other than the beings that participate in being. Nevertheless, God’s otherness is not a conventional otherness or separation. God is the one who, even as he radically transcends the world, remains the great Not Another. The pantheists got part of this vision of reality right in affirming God’s noncontrastive otherness, but they lost the proper tension by simply collapsing God into the world. Thomas’s delicately balanced metaphysics allowed him to speak of God as supremely present to the world, necessarily active in it, but not a threat to the integrity of the creatures that he has made. God can be the ground of freedom and not a competitor to it; he can act in and through every creaturely act, but without compromising the creaturely integrity of those acts. Creatures exist because God exists; they act in particular ways because God has given them a particular nature.

Thomas Aquinas speaks of God’s activity in the world in the first volume of his Summa theologiae (Question 22). Thomas analyzes God’s goodness and power when he considers how to speak about the creation of the world. He explains that, even though God is eternal and his providence would involve him in the grubby world of time and matter, God nevertheless does act in the world and is responsible for whatever good exists in creatures, since God’s providential ordering of things to their proper end is indeed good for creatures. Like an artist creating a picture, God is involved with the way things work in general and in particular, because he created all beings with a proper purpose, a natural end or finality. Helping them achieve that purpose is part of God’s action in creating them. God not only initiated the world, he not only sustains it in being, but he actively directs all things—rational and irrational—toward the fulfillment of their proper nature, the directions or longings that are part of their very nature, no matter what that might be.

St. Thomas was aware of the ancients who denied divine governance by asserting that chance rules the universe. He does not answer them by saying that God’s governance or providence means the universe is rigidly determined, allowing no room for play or hazard. Rather, he draws on a distinction between universal cause and particular causes in order to address the proper relationship between God’s activity and ours. One thing can escape the ordering of a particular cause through the intervention of some other particular cause. For example, I might carefully plan a barbecue only to see it interrupted by the arrival of rain. I planned an event and the weather got in the way. However, nothing can escape the influence of the properly universal cause of being, which necessarily presses upon any and all finite realities. If we limit our gaze to the network of conditioned and interdependent causes, we can indeed speak of chance events. My barbecue got rained out. But if we look at the universe from the viewpoint of eternity or from the standpoint of the cause of the very being of everything, we should speak not of chance but rather of providence. God causes the “being” of a creature’s activity or there could be no action at all.

Thomas’s image for this is the king who, wanting two of his subjects to meet, sends them on different missions but without informing either of the other’s charge. The two men meet, from their perspective, by chance, though their coming together was fully foreseen and arranged by the king. Or we might consider a skilled meteorologist who can explain in great detail why the weather is sunny and warm on a given day. He can articulate the various causes that chanced to make the weather pleasant, and, as far as it goes, his explanation is sufficient. But the meteorologist or any one of us can also invoke the first cause of being, the one who is intelligently responsible for the totality of existence, and can, with confidence and sincerity, thank him for making the day so pleasant.

Both accounts are valid, though the frameworks in which the explanations take place are different. Within the first (the network of conditioned causes), chance, happenstance, and luck are real; within the second (the all-embracing causality of God), they are not. This distinction helps to explain the remark of Pope John Paul II that, for people of faith, there are no coincidences. Again, an example might be the search for a unified field theory in explaining the cosmos, uniting the separate realms of causality that seem to be explained by Newtonian physics on one level and quantum mechanics on another, with the addition of numerous other fields of explanation posited by the discovery of new manifestations of matter and its effects. Looking for God’s actions in time by entering the viewpoint of eternity is an analogous intellectual exercise, although what counts for evidence in the two projects is as different as are matter and spirit. God’s proper actions are immediate because, as pure spirit, he is not limited by matter or subject to the laws of space and time. But there remain the created limits in which and through which he acts in mediate fashion.

God’s good governance of the universe and of our lives is seemingly compromised by the great evils that are part of both nature and history. The world is marked by natural plagues and human wars. The evils that plague human experience have led some moderns to limit God’s power, for the less active God is, the more he can avoid blame for the darkness of the world. But a less than infinite and all-powerful God cannot be the Creator of the world, so an answer to the challenge of evil has to be sought again in the differences between orders of causation.

St. Thomas follows St. Augustine in holding that a provider who cares for only a segment of reality excludes evil from his domain as much as he can, while the Provider whose care is the whole of creation permits evils to exist in certain areas of his creation so as to bring out the total good of the whole. In particular, the elimination of all evils would preclude the good of human freedom. For Aquinas, even a free act is ordered to an end; it has a purpose natural to it and, if free, intended by the human actor as agent. If the end is consistent with human nature, then it is done, freely, under the providence of God, whether it is eating a sandwich or researching a cure for cancer. God’s influence is not “outside” the structure of our acting; his influence is not an imposition that limits human freedom. His is an activity that makes possible and cooperates with a free human act. God’s causality is within the human act itself inasmuch as it is ordered to the good. If the act is disordered, oriented to an evil end, like killing an innocent person, God permits it as a misuse of human freedom, an evil that God in ways unknown to us can still use to his good purpose.

Arbitrary and purely willful self-determination is the antithesis of genuine freedom, an insight that is acknowledged each time an athlete or an artist disciplines immediate desire to make the achievement of some good first possible and then effortless. For many moderns, freedom is fundamentally repugnant to the influence of others; but on Thomas’s reading, freedom is naturally ordered to just such influence, precisely because it is ordered to the good. We become free speakers of English not inasmuch as we choose to speak any way we want but rather in the measure that we submit ourselves to a whole series of teachers, to rules of grammar and syntax, and to the examples of great writers and orators. What the will seeks in all its movements is some part of the good, inasmuch as it can be known, and God is quite properly characterized as the good that includes all others. It follows that God is the power that moves the will through attraction in any and all of its acts. Such influence is the very condition of the possibility of freedom, not an imposition in human affairs.

Finally, relating God’s infinite power to human freedom in order to account for both explains part of God’s providence, his directing of the universe to its proper end. Left to be examined is how God’s power works providentially in and through the operations of nature that are not free. One way to preserve God’s power, familiar to Aquinas from the thought of philosophers of his time, is to argue that God’s operation in nature is so powerful and all-pervasive that natural things do not truly have causal efficacy on their own. While the fire seems to heat the wood, it is really God who is doing the heating. This solution preserves the transcendent power of God by emptying the physical world of its own causal integrity. Instead of removing God so that the world might be free, this solution removes the world so that God can act without interference. Modern ears accustomed to hearing God reduced to “an unnecessary hypothesis” must find this a truly strange notion. More important for Aquinas, it is strange to God himself, who delights in sharing his causal power with creatures. A “Supreme Being” might want to cling to his prerogatives in order to maintain his superiority, but a God who is Being itself has no such difficulty. His goodness is manifest in his capacity to give rise to what is other than himself; his glory is his creatures’ participation in his governance.

Aquinas lays out the ways that God acts in and through the operations of nature. First, God gives to all natural agents their very capacity to act as well as their being, since he is always present to the world as its Creator. Second, God, as prime mover, compels all natural agents to act, through either efficient or final causality, through either “push” or “pull.” We recognize final causality in animals when we speak of instinct. We ourselves act freely when our own intentions or final purposes are aligned with our proper human nature. Third, God can employ certain created things as his instrumental causes, much as a sculptor uses a chisel or a writer a pen. This kind of divine agency implies that God is “closer” and more present to his effect than is the instrumental cause he uses, just as the artist is more fully engaged with his painting than his brush could ever be. All of this, of course, is but ringing the changes on the great principle of divine noncompetitiveness. Being itself, which is not a being within the world, can, because of God’s qualitative otherness to creation, involve finite agents as secondary causes in his own project while, at the same time, they exercise the causality proper to themselves. The battle of mutually exclusive freedoms imagined by modern thinkers is simply foreign to the worldview of Thomas Aquinas.

That worldview, it must be acknowledged, is the creation of human reason informed by religious faith. The book of the prophet Isaiah, upon which Thomas wrote a penetrating commentary, makes eminently clear the universal range of God’s creativity. Again and again, the prophet reminds us that God made the whole of finite reality and that no power stands over and against him. He goes so far as to say that God creates both light and darkness, both weal and woe. In some of the most lyrical passages in all of Scripture, Isaiah argues that the true God is, properly speaking, incomparable. He is not one God, however supreme, among many; rather, he alone is God and enjoys a unique status. “To whom then will you liken God? Or what likeness compare with him?” (Is 40:18). “I am the LORD, and besides me there is no savior” (Is 43:11). “Thus says the LORD the King of Israel and his Redeemer, the LORD of hosts: ‘I am the first and I am the last; besides me there is no god. Who is like me?’ ” (Is 44:6–7). “I am the LORD, and there is no other, besides me there is no God” (Is 45:5). “Who told this long ago? Who declared it of old? Was it not I, the LORD? And there is no other god besides me, a righteous God and a Savior; there is none besides me” (Is 45:21). These are not boasts but facts, facts we need to know in order to understand who we are and how we act.

Though the opening lines of the book of Genesis clearly teach that God is the Creator of the “heavens and the earth,” which is to say the whole of finitude, there still remains a certain ambiguity in the measure that the primal chaos, the “formless and empty” of the Hebrew text, seems to confront God as a demiurge less than infinite in being and in power. God still seems like a character from cosmogonic myth, drawing order from some preexisting though unformed matter, a shaper but not a creator. But Isaiah goes beyond Genesis and represents a refinement of the Israelite theological consciousness, a deeper perception of the incomparability and universal creativity of the true God. It is this very otherness of the Creator that permits him to enter into the world noninvasively. It is this awareness of who God is in his personal self-revelation to the prophet that informs the way the biblical authors typically describe the dual and noncompetitive agency of God and human beings.

In many Scriptural narratives, God acts through the people and things he created and loves. During a time of great corruption, when the priests and leaders of the people had turned away from God, when Israel was languishing, a simple and childless woman named Hannah begged God for a son. She had no inkling that the child God would give her would emerge as the great prophet Samuel, who would anoint two kings and set the history of salvation on a surer course. But God acted through her desire to be a mother in order to achieve his own purpose in saving the world.

Much later in the story, God has withdrawn his spirit from Saul and has given it to David, but we see this happening through the complex psychological and political maneuverings of the two players. The deteriorating relationship between King Saul and the once-trusted David can be read as a function of very human jealousy and rivalry for kingship between Saul and his son-in-law, and the war between the houses of Saul and David can be interpreted as an instance of brutal realpolitik. But while natural agents are acting on their own steam and in their own order of created being, God is acting all the while through them for his own purposes, in order to restore to them and all of us the freedom lost in sinning.

In Jesus of Nazareth, divinity and humanity come together so perfectly that a human being, without losing his integrity, can be “the icon of the invisible God.” At the Council of Chalcedon (A.D. 451), the Christian Church recognized that Jesus is the personal union of two natures, divine and human, which come together “unconfusedly, indivisibly, immutably, inseparably.” This means that nothing of the human in Jesus is undermined and nothing of the divinity in Christ is compromised. In him, two minds (divine and human) as well as two wills (divine and human) meet in utter congruence, so that Jesus’ authentically human acts are divine acts, as well, and vice versa. Jesus’ properly human freedom is not a block to the divine freedom but an icon of it.

If the God who acts is, in much modern thought, a God dangerous to human freedom and natural activity, then the secularist worldview should be accepted and followed to its consequences, for such a God can be permitted to enter only tentatively and with extreme restriction into the public sphere, if at all. As long as we stand at the foot of the mountain and look up, as Dante did when he was lost in a dark wood, using only our own powers of conceptualization, we will tend to see God as a vague and distant force. Things change dramatically when we take seriously the biblical tradition that presents a God who speaks and acts, who comes down from the holy mountain with a law and with a challenging word that completes in history the word of natural creation and permits conversation and cooperation between himself and his creatures. The irony is that this God, and not the mute, inert God of the philosophers, is, in fact, the friend of human freedom.

How does God act in the challenges of our public lives today? Since the law in American society and culture is often given status as the voice determining our activity and even as the will of God, how the law operates to isolate us from God or to help us cooperate in his designs is extensively considered in Chapters 1 through 3. The first chapter explores the place of God in the complex of American society, which is both secular and religious. Chapter 2
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