RELIGION AND POLITICS IN THE uNITED STATES

Introduction
Human beings were created to live together in community. Here, they help each other grow into more complete people. In order for them to coexist, there must be a form of order. For this reason, “Men unite in government to secure those rights they cannot secure themselves.”
 This government may assume an unjust structure such as a dictatorship or it can take on an impartial, fair form. A just society safeguards the rights of all and ensures them opportunity. To arrive at such a form of rule, a nation determines what restraints are required to allow its citizens to conduct lives full of joy, creativity, and love, just as God planned.
 Order never occurs on its own because men are sinful and usually seek their own good. This triggers conflicts of self-interest, which in turn lead to chaos. As a result, God established government to restrain evil and further the cause of justice. The role of government is to maintain a society that allows the most people the best lives possible. For those who refuse to comply, government has the authority to wield the sword in the form of punishment as Paul mentions in Romans 13.

Solomon writes in Ecclesiastes 1:9-10 that there is nothing new under the sun. In other words, while many think their situation is unprecedented, countless people throughout history have faced dilemmas of an identical nature. Christians in the United States often find themselves horrified by the decline in the morality of their culture. While there is no denying the radical shift in values, the sinful desires of American society are nothing new. What has changed over the years in regard to immorality is its packaging. Satan continually finds new ways to deceive people into a life of bondage to sin. Today, the nihilistic attitude of the culture seemingly overwhelms the work of God’s people. In a nation like the United States, this is especially frustrating for the Christian believers who see their nation as a “Nation under God.”

The United States was never created to be a Christian nation. The Founding Fathers did not even agree amongst themselves concerning matters of religion. They did not think it wise or advantageous to impose religion on the people of the United States. Doing so infringed upon the natural rights given to them by the Creator. However, they founded America upon principles of liberty that required its people to live virtuous, moral lives. In light of this belief, they almost unanimously agreed upon the value of religion in society. For most of the people throughout the history of this nation, principles of morality and public order originated from a Judeo-Christian worldview. Today however, once unquestionable standards of truth are assaulted on a daily basis. This paper will explore the heritage of the separation of church and state in America while also defending the cause of the Religious Right and its response to what it considers a decline in American morality.

Intent of the Founding Fathers regarding Religion

Concerning religion, the First Amendment of the Constitution of the United States reads, “Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.” Over the course of 227 years, these sixteen words, known as the Establishment Clause, have been the subject of much debate. Both the religious and irreligious alike continue to defend their cause based on the freedoms or lack thereof they believe are expressed in the beginning of the First Amendment. The Establishment Clause and Article Six, which prohibits religious testing for public office, are the only references to religion found in the Constitution. 


First, one must examine the historical backdrop of the Establishment Clause. Being mainly of British heritage, the Founding Fathers were well aware of the dangers of an official state religion. In England, the Anglican Church not only enjoyed the favor of government, it was an extension of the government. Clergy benefited from rights unavailable to the general public. Regardless of their religious beliefs, citizens were taxed in order to support the Anglican Church.
 Across the Atlantic, some colonies opened public offices only to those who could pass predominantly Christian religious tests. To hold office in Pennsylvania, one had to swear, “I do acknowledge the Scriptures of the old and New testament [sic] to be given by divine inspiration.” In Maryland, mandatory acceptance of the Trinity kept some out of public office. North Carolina prohibited Jews and Catholics from executive or judicial positions. Many colonies had official state religions that required church attendance at certain denominations and supported these denominations with tax revenue. Worst of all was the tyrannical religious code of Massachusetts. Its charter of 1641 declared, “If any man after legal conviction shall have or worship any other god, but the lord god, he shall be put to death.” To “have another god” meant to “blaspheme the name of God, the father, Son or Holy ghost.” 
 Out of response to this religious oppression came an intense desire to detach the responsibilities of government and religion. 

Separating the roles of the state and religion helped secure the rights of all citizens. Consider the words of Thomas Jefferson, one of the men most influential in the construction of government for The United States of America. “Our civil rights have no dependence on our religious opinions, more than our opinions in physics or geometry.” In other words, everyone is entitled to civil rights regardless of their beliefs. In writing An Act for Establishing Religious Freedom, Jefferson set forth his beliefs concerning religious liberty. According to Jefferson, God created the mind free. All attempts to shape it otherwise only lead to hypocrisy and cruelty. Even though it was well within his power to do so, the Lord chose not to force humans into compliance with his precepts. Therefore, an inferior man-made government should abide by the same principle. 

Only arrogant rulers and clergy members force others to assume beliefs identical to theirs. By imposing these beliefs on others, they create false religions throughout the world. Their forceful collection of funds from those who disapprove of their religious uses is both “sinful and tyrannical.” Therefore, Jefferson posited, disregarding one’s civil liberties because of their religious beliefs deprives them of the natural rights entitled to all children of God. This practice, in turn, impairs the cause of the very religion its members are trying to advance. He goes on to liken religious preferential treatment to bribery. In short, government intrusion into religion is dangerous because its rulers will make their opinions the basis for ruling the land. They will find the behavior of others permissible insofar as it corresponds to their personal beliefs. The only plausible solution in Jefferson’s mind was to unconditionally guarantee the rights of all citizens without regard to religious creed.

The Founding Fathers of the United States chose to fashion a republic based on a strong constitution. They openly rejected creating a democracy because too many nations had destroyed themselves under this form of rule. The form adapted by the Founding Fathers was intended not only to achieve freedom, but also to retain it. In providing a system of such great liberty, they opened themselves up to the distinct possibility of failure. To use the famous words of George Washington, America was to be a “great experiment.” Even with their meticulous planning, they had the foresight to realize a constitution alone could not suppress the evil tendencies of man. Without other restraints, people would either undermine the Constitution or ignore it altogether. 

To complete their view of government, the Framers looked to what is often called The Eternal Triangle of First Principles. Liberty, virtue, and religion make up this Eternal Triangle. The three concepts forming the Triangle are interdependent and essential for the preservation of freedom.
 Despite their diversity of views toward religion, almost all of the Framers recognized this relationship between faith and freedom. Even those who rejected Christianity praised its role in maintaining societal order.


The first idea is that liberty requires virtue. One interesting note here concerns the word choice used by the Framers. Upon conferring together, they opted to use the word liberty rather than toleration, which bestows preferential status upon a particular religion while simultaneously degrading all others. Liberty is not merely freedom from an intolerant religious state, but also freedom to worship and think as an individual deems proper.
 In requiring virtue for the maintenance of liberty, they recognized the inherently sinful nature of man. Benjamin Franklin saw this when he said, “Only a virtuous people are capable of freedom.” John Adams put it even more forcefully when he declared, “We have no government armed with powers capable of contending with human passions unbridled by morality and religion. Avarice, ambitions, revenge, or gallantry would break the strongest chords of our constitution as a whale goes through a net.”


Secondly, The Eternal Triangle of First Principles says virtue requires religion. This is not to claim people cannot lead obedient, fulfilling lives outside of religious devotion. The influence of religion upon virtue recognizes that, when looking at the broad scope of a nation, most people will not uphold virtue in the absence of religious influence. Religion causes people to willingly restrain their injurious passions out of submission to a greater cause. George Washington spoke against pushing religion out of society in his farewell address when he warned, “And let us with caution indulge the supposition that morality can be maintained without religion…reason and experience both forbid us to expect that national morality can prevail in exclusion of religious principle.”
 Thomas Jefferson echoed these sentiments when he asked, “Can the liberties of a nation be thought secure when we have removed their only firm basis? A conviction in the minds of the people, that these liberties are a gift of God? That they are not violated but with his wrath?”
 


The final section of the Eternal Triangle claims religion requires liberty. History demonstrates the danger of compelling adherence to an official state religion. Since the time of Constantine, who designated Christianity as the religion of the Roman Empire in 312 A.D., countless people have died at the hands of religious tyrants. James Madison referred to “torrents of blood” flowing because of religion. He went on to trumpet the separation of church and state in America as “the true remedy.” Jefferson despised the methods employed to ensure obedience to the state’s code of religion. Such practices, he argued, were despicable and stirred up hatred for religion. He blasted religious establishments when he scornfully proclaimed, “Millions of innocent men, women and children, since the introduction of Christianity, have been burnt, tortured, fined, imprisoned; yet we have not advanced one inch towards uniformity. What has been the effect of coercion? To make one half the world fools, and the other half hypocrites.” Jefferson goes on to declare later, “It is error alone which needs the support of government. Truth can stand by itself.”


A system whereby liberty could flourish required the Founding Fathers to limit the role of government. This was only possible in a land where the majority of people conducted themselves with virtue and order. Had lying, stealing, and other vices been dominant in America during the late 1700s, a system of limited government could not have existed. The power the government exerted over its people represented its ability to trust its citizens to check their own behavior. As Edmund Burke said in 1774, “Men qualify for freedom in exact proportion to their disposition to put moral chains on their own appetites. Society cannot exist unless a controlling power is put somewhere on will and appetite, and the less of it there is within, the more it if there must be without.”


Many in the political culture of today argue the Establishment Clause forbids any mention of God or religion in public affairs. By their standards, any reference to religion is considered private and thus relegated to one’s home or religious institution. Public forums such as governments or schools only consider secular matters and cannot give voice to religious sentiment. This attitude demonstrates the tremendous deviation from the aforementioned respect the Founding Fathers gave to religion’s role in preserving liberty. Those attempting to distance religion and morality from public life ought to heed the words of warning given by George Washington in his farewell address. He wisely observed, 

“Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to political prosperity, religion and morality are indispensable supports. In vain would that man claim the tribute of patriotism who should labor to subvert these great pillars of human happiness—these firmest props of the duties of men and citizens. The mere politician, equally with the pious man, ought to respect and to cherish them. A volume could not trace all their connections with private and public felicity.”

Perhaps Washington does not receive the respect he deserves today. By his estimation, secularists who disregard religion commit an act equal to treason because they weaken the foundation upon which this nation was built. In the minds of many of today’s political elites, religious freedom is not freedom to practice one’s beliefs, but freedom from any religious influence. It was in response to this attitude that Christian Fundamentalists and the Religious Right emerged in the late 1970s, forever changing how Americans viewed the role of religion in the political process.

History of the Religious Right
The roots of the modern religious conservative movement date back to the 1920s. Before this time period, Protestants in the United States enjoyed great political influence and favor in the formation of public policy. Many conservatives spearheaded movements for women’s rights, the abolition of slavery, fair corporate practices, and various other social reforms. After World War 1 however, Protestants quickly forfeited much of their influence to social trends that emphasized science and reason over traditional Christian teachings concerning morality and human existence. Heaven and Hell became less of a reality as people sought to define their beliefs through scientific experimentation. As affluence increased in America, many lost sight of the spiritual dimensions of faith and focused their attention on worldly fulfillment.
 Many Protestants began to question their longstanding beliefs concerning the Bible and its moral jurisdiction over their lives. Groups such as the Christian Fundamentals Association arose in an effort to combat the growing liberal sentiment that seemed to sweep the country. This defensive approach exemplified the changing role of religion in America. Protestantism had rapidly shifted from a dominating force to what many viewed as a belief system in the sunset of it influence. 

At the forefront of this struggle was an otherwise insignificant trial in Tennessee. Here, in July of 1925, the Scopes Monkey Trial drew the attention of a nation. At a time when the law required all teaching to adhere to biblical creationism, John Scopes stood trial for defying Tennessee state law by his teaching of Charles Darwin’s evolutionary hypothesis. Williams Jennings Bryan, an exquisite speaker and three time nominee for the Democratic presidential ticket, represented the state and the belief in creation. Opposing him was an experienced attorney by the name of Clarence Darrow. In his questioning of William Jennings Bryan, Darrow obliterated much of the state’s defense. Even though Scopes was found guilty of teaching subject matter contrary to the Bible, the damage had been done. Christians were made to look foolish and soon retreated from the public realm in order to create their own subculture.


Following the tumultuous events of the 1920s, much of the Christian evangelical movement shifted to the South. Several Northern cities welcomed scientific reason and questioned longstanding religious beliefs in an attempt to keep with modern culture. As the population shifted in large numbers to urban areas, the small town values of evangelical Christianity began to wane. The more rural South naturally became a haven for traditional values. Southern Christianity brought about a major philosophical change regarding the believer's role in society. Many of these evangelicals pronounced their faith while simultaneously participating in the Ku Klux Klan, segregation movements, and other reprehensible acts of bigotry. A faith that once worked to help cure society's ills now found itself often contributing to a regression in values. This separation of faith and society kept many Christians out of the political process.


After Christians withdrew from much of the public sector in the aftermath of the Scopes Monkey Trial, they went largely unnoticed by the general population. Many assumed Christianity and much of religion in the United States was dead. Behind the scenes however, religious institutions flourished for half a century. Churches extended their reach, Christian schools and universities sprung up across the nation, and numerous national organizations reached the nation through the mediums of television and radio. These rapid developments were typically overlooked until the late 1970s when Christians came storming back into the realm of politics.
 

Not surprisingly, it was at this same time that religious sentiment toward politics began its swift transformation. With the election of Jimmy Carter in 1976, Christians had a composed, moderate president who defied much of the zealot stereotype placed upon evangelicals of the era. Around the same time, significant political events propelled Christians into action. First, parents of school children in West Virginia protested the use of textbooks they believed to be "disrespectful of authority and religion, destructive of social and cultural values, obscene, pornographic, unpatriotic, or in violation of individual and familial rights of privacy."
 Even though the textbooks were later permitted in the classroom, the point had been made. Similar demonstrations sprouted across the country and became commonplace in the nation’s educational system. Next, Florida’s Dade County passed an ordinance that banned discrimination based on sexual orientation when considering someone for housing, jobs, or public services. Quickly, the Save Our Children organization went to action for fear that religious schools would later be required to hire homosexual teachers. Thanks to the work of united religious organizations, the ordinance was nullified by a 2-1 factor in a county vote.


Social issues helped band Christians together in order to combat the decline in moral values rampant throughout the nation. They believed God had been mocked by relativistic beliefs that dethroned God and replaced him with a belief in the supremacy of man. Liberal ideology had found a haven in government, schools, and the media. Conservatives chose to form a diverse contingency that would become a political giant. Their collective power allowed them to confront numerous social issues concurrently whereas before, they could only focus on one political topic.


Leading this evangelical political surge was the Rev. Jerry Falwell of Lynchburg, Virginia. In response to the lack of national leadership to battle the American moral decline, Falwell created the Moral Majority. His organization sought to further public morality and fight legislation that advanced immorality throughout the nation. Falwell wrote about his decision to enter the political arena in The Fundamentalist Phenomenon. 

As a pastor, I kept waiting for someone to come to the forefront of the American religious scene to lead the way out of the wilderness. Like thousands of other preachers, I kept waiting, but no real leader appeared. Finally I realized that we had to act ourselves. Something had to be done now. The government was encroaching upon the sovereignty of both the church and the family. The Supreme Court had legalized abortion on demand. The Equal Rights Amendment, with its vague language, threatened damage to the traditional family, as did the rising sentiment toward so-called homosexual rights. Most Americans were shocked, but kept hoping someone would do something about this moral chaos.
 

Among the stands of the Moral Majority was a belief in the separation of church and state, support for the pro-life cause, belief in the pro-traditional family, and opposition to drugs, pornography, and other evils that lead to moral decay.


Today conservative Christians continue to combat the same issues mentioned by Falwell. While the Moral Majority disbanded in 1987, groups such as the Christian Coalition, the Family Research Council, and others continue the arduous task of proclaiming a religious worldview in a society that is increasingly hostile toward any mention of religion. Next, this paper will examine whether or not the work of the Religious Right is beneficial. For the sake of this analysis, the term Religious Right will broadly apply to those groups supporting a conservative, moral cause in the realm of politics.

The Religious Right’s Influence

Though government comes from God, its role must remain focused on justice, not the furtherance of Christian doctrine. While many concepts of fair treatment are based on moral principles, justice must remain impartial to all people under a given government, not only those following one set of religious beliefs. For some Christians living under the influence of the Religious Right and other large Christian organizations, this can be difficult to understand. The promotion of their religious ideals is not dangerous in and of itself. Where the confusion comes is when Christians advance their beliefs but openly reject the rights of other religious groups they fear might secularize society. 
 One’s Christian values need not be compromised in the pursuit of justice. However, a believer truly interested in justice should not use their political office to obtain an advantage for the Christian faith or the church.


In the political culture of modern America, most Christians understand this concept of fair play. They recognize that if they wish to enjoy religious freedom they must reciprocate that freedom to people of other beliefs. To do so follows the command of Jesus in Matthew 22:39 to “Love your neighbor as yourself.” Christians also appreciate God’s allowance for free will and give people the opportunity to accept or reject the gift of salvation. Contrary to public opinion, most Christians, including members of the Religious Right, are tolerant and accepting of the beliefs of others. In matters of politics, they only ask to be treated fairly and enjoy the same freedoms afforded to other interest groups.

Unfortunately, the Religious Right is often known more for its mental lapses than for the substance of its message. Many Americans see the Religious Right as a group of crazy, judgmental Southerners that would like nothing better than to tear down the wall of separation between church and state and enforce a stringent moral code upon all citizens of the United States. This opinion is due mainly to the comments of a few religious leaders who have a tendency to be less than tactful when presenting their cases to the nation. Take for instance the case of Jerry Falwell, probably the best known leader of the Religious Right. “People snapped after September eleventh,” observes comedian Lewis Black. “The one who truly snapped, the leader of the snap was Jerry Falwell. Jerry Falwell was crazy before and if you didn’t know that, I’d like you to wear aluminum foil so we know who you are!” Black goes on to chide Falwell for his comments that blamed the horrific attacks of September eleventh on the pagans and the feminists.
 In addition, MAD Magazine awarded Jerry Falwell the number one ranking in their list of the Dumbest People, Things, and Events of 2001. MAD co-editor John Ficarra sardonically praises Falwell by saying, “We thought Falwell had reached his personal pinnacle of dumbness a few years ago when he accused the Teletubbies of promoting homosexuality. Give the guy credit, we underestimated him.”
 Sadly, these quips typify the attitude of numerous Americans toward the Religious Right.

If a public opinion poll were conducted in order to ascertain the sentiment toward leaders of the Religious Right, interviews would often yield words such as belligerent, proud, cocky, and judgmental. Many of these opinions would be deserved. The objective here is not to analyze all the beliefs and interviews of religious leaders, for that is well beyond the scope of this paper. Rather, it is to encourage others to look beyond the realm of public opinion. Yes, some religious leaders have shown little discretion on many occasions. However, that does not negate the positive work they accomplished by bringing Christianity into the arena of public debate. At least they chose to engage those who challenged them. In doing so, they helped stimulate a sense of political responsibility not only within the religious community, but also among those simply concerned with the moral decline of America and its loss of traditional values. They, along with the constant opposition from those promulgating modern liberalism, have awakened the sleeping giant that is the American church. Christians were pushed out of the public arena for too long. Thanks in large part to the leadership of the Religious Right, religion has a voice in politics, even if it is sometimes met with less than a warm welcome.

“But is the Religious Right doing any good?” many rightly ask in light of the negative public perception already discussed. Studies concerning drug usage, violence, family decline, pornography, and abortion overwhelmingly say no. Christian critics rightly point out politics cannot completely reform the culture, for that is the business of religion. Only by changing the soul of individuals will the culture see change. Society is reformed from the bottom up, not the top down.
 They agree with Henri Nouwen’s belief that “changing the human heart and changing human society are not separate tasks, but are as interconnected as the two beams of the cross.”
 Many think the Religious Right has no place in government and should focus on proclamation rather than politics. Due to the uncompromising nature of Christian doctrine and its devotion to absolute truth, some believe Christian leaders should not involve themselves in politics. Because politics requires compromise, they argue, Christians have to dilute some of their beliefs in order to succeed in the system. Others cannot reconcile work in the temporary world system of politics with their Christian service to an eternal king who supersedes the world. 

The danger in politics for Christians comes when they consider it the main vehicle for spiritual reform in American society. Early Christians did not encounter this temptation because they lived in an ungodly society where they continually faced persecution. For them, the government was never a tool for spiritual rebirth. However, in the United States, people are accustomed to the idea of being a Christian nation. As a result, using politics to bring revival almost seems like an act of stewardship.
 Men try to advance the infinite kingdom of God with the limited form of politics. Herein dwells the subtle temptation some Christians believe is unavoidable. Out of fear, Christian leaders often avoid political involvement and then decry the decline of Judeo-Christian values in American society. Some worry about offending members of the congregation and subsequently dividing their church. Others believe a journey down the political trail means they will forever lose sight of the path of ministry. They encourage people to increase their prayer, faith, and service to others in order to combat the forces of evil endangering this country, but discourage becoming overly involved in government. 

The problem with a stance that looks down upon religious political participation, as Dr. Donald Vance, professor of Undergraduate Theology at Oral Roberts University notes, is that it assumes an “either-or” stance where Christian leaders have to dedicate themselves to either the church or the political realm. They cannot effectively serve both without hurting the cause of the other. Vance proposes a different view of government involvement. He sees the role of Christians not as an “either-or” position, but rather as a “both-and” position. Politics is not a zero sum affair.
 Involvement in one arena does not have to result in poorer standards of effectiveness or morality in another.

The problem with an “either-or” philosophy is that it requires Christians to live in a vacuum, apart from the forces of evil all around them. Every day, various interest groups lobby for the destruction of moral absolutes in favor of a more “tolerant” society. As Robert Bork, a brilliant legal mind who should have been nominated to the Supreme Court in the 1980s, notes, moral behavior is being ambushed from two directions. What was once considered deviant behavior is now looked upon as normal. Simultaneously, behavior formerly believed to be normal now constitutes deviancy.
 Rebellion, violence, homosexuality, sex out of marriage, indolence, and greed are not only thought of as normal, but expressions of the true self. Praiseworthy behavior stressing hard work and self-restraint is often referred to as outdated, narrow minded, or oppressive. Because religion and morality interfere with convenience and one’s instinctive passions, they are deemed unnatural and therefore regarded with great contempt. 

Modernists cannot tolerate a strong Christian presence in society. As Richard John Neuhaus notes, they are trying to create a “naked public square” devoid of any form of moral judgment. Those desiring a naked public square assert “religion is no longer a matter of content but of sincerity.”
 Modern thought claims government ought to remain neutral and assume the “night watchman role,” concerning itself only with the protection of people and their property. They grant the government full allowance to exert whatever force necessary to protect the nation’s material well-being. However, in matters of virtue and morality, it must remain disinterested.
 The problem, Richard John Neuhaus observes, is that removal of religion from the public square does not render it naked. The void left by the departure of religion will be filled by what he calls “ersatz religion,” which is religion disguised by other names.
 Today, this is the religion of secular humanism and modern liberalism. If only to combat this trend, Christians must continue their effort in the public square of politics. Their work not only determines the future of Christian rights, but the prospect of liberty itself. As Steven Carter warns, “One of the religions we must never propound is the religion of secularism, the suggestion that there is something un-American about trying to live life in a way that puts God first.”
 

Perhaps one of the greatest weapons of Satan is the isolation of believers. Ironically, when people feel alone in the world, they tend to keep to themselves. Many Christians today are overwhelmed by the immorality and the senseless culture confronting them every day. The media belittles traditional values and tells Christians they are relics of the past who refuse to acquaint themselves with modern times. In some sense, many Christians display characteristics similar to alcoholics who withdraw from society because they believe no one else can possibly understand their situation. Conceivably, one of the greatest feats of the Religious Right has been its ability to bring together people of morality. It has not necessarily always succeeded to unite people in order to elect a candidate or pass legislation. However, it has given hope to people who once thought no one else in America held the same moral convictions. In this sense, it inspires Christians to, as Paul says in Titus 1:9, “hold firmly to the trustworthy message as it has been taught, so that [you] can encourage others by sound doctrine and refute those who oppose it.” The work of the Religious Right threatens the work of Satan because it exposes the agenda of liberalism and forces it to confront the fact that a majority of Americans support traditional values.

Conclusion

The Founding Fathers separated religion and the state to provide an environment where religion could flourish. They would be appalled at the open hostility of those who allege any mention of religion in public violates the Establishment Clause. Even the irreligious of that time had respect for the role of religion in preserving freedom for the people the United States. Christians who work in politics have a great responsibility because they fight to preserve liberty by promoting the virtue and morality the Founding Fathers praised. What the Religious Right demands is not unreasonable. They only ask government to adhere to absolute truth in its laws and to acknowledge the rights of Christians under the First Amendment. 

Critics of the Religious Right are absolutely correct when they say the only way to change society is by reforming individuals. Churches must come together to restore the culture. This is the only way to ensure lasting change in America. As Robert Bork says, “Politics is a lagging indicator. Culture eventually makes politics.”
 After all, reforms in policy only succeed when the majority of citizens willingly submit themselves to the rule of government. The church defends one side of the attack on morality by using the gospel to reform social character. Christians who utilize the forum of politics help protect the other side by engaging the radical minority trying to remove religion from the public square. Working behind the scenes, they tirelessly defend the rights of often unappreciative Christians in the United States. Yes, their piecemeal changes fall short of the lofty goal of restoring America back to its status as a Christian nation. However, America never was a Christian nation. Thankfully, the services of the Religious Right preserve an environment where the church has the opportunity to proclaim the saving gospel of Jesus Christ.
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