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How the Constitution Became Christian

JARED A. GOLDSTEIN*

Movements dedicated to making the United States a “Christian nation” have been a
recurrent feature in American politics for more than 150 years. Over that time, however, the
relationship between Christian nationalism and the Constitution has undergone a dramatic
change. Nineteenth century Christian nationalists denounced the Constitution as a godless
document unworthy of a Christian nation and fought for an amendment to express the
nation’s Christian faith. In contrast, the contemporary Christian Right that coalesced in the
1970s lauds the Constitution as the highest expression of the nation’s Christian identity.

This Article asks how the Constitution became—for many Americans, at least—Christian.
The answer lies in America’s constitutional culture, which channels conflicts over national
identity into constitutional disputes. The Constitution is conventionally portrayed as the
embodiment of what it means to be American, but it is more accurate to describe the
Constitution as the battleground over which disputes over national identity are fought.

This Article illustrates the dynamics that transform conflicts over national identity into
constitutional conflicts by examining three movements in the longstanding debate over
whether the United States should be understood to be a Christian nation: the nineteenth
century Christian Amendment movement, mid-twentieth century Judeo-Christian
nationalism, and the New Christian Right that began in the 1970s and 1980s. Although these
movements differ in significant ways, they follow a similar pattern. In each case, members of
the dominant religious group mobilized in response to perceived threats to their
status—from Catholics, immigrants, communists, and secular humanists. In each episode,
members of the mobilized movement believed Christian devotion to be part of America’s
essence and therefore considered threats to Christian dominance as attacks on America
itself. And in each case, the movement attempted to preserve the nation’s supposed Christian
identity by making constitutional demands, either to amend the Constitution to proclaim the
nation’s Christian devotion or to interpret the Constitution to be Christian.

Through this recurring pattern—in which a threat to group status is understood in
nationalist terms and motivates a movement that makes constitutional demands—{fights
about what it means to be American become fights over the meaning of the Constitution.
Rather than embodying what it means to be American, the Constitution provides a
seemingly neutral and patriotic language for making claims of national inclusion and
exclusion, for asserting that some people and some values are authentically American, while
others are dangerously foreign and must be rejected.

* Professor of Law, Roger Williams University School of Law. A revised version of this Article will
appear in To Kill and Die for the Constitution: How Devotion to the Constitution Leads to Hatred and
Violence (forthcoming), which explores additional episodes in the history of constitutional nationalism, the
conviction that American identity is defined by commitment to ideals expressed in the Constitution. The
Author thanks Alison Hoffman for her invaluable research assistance.
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INTRODUCTION

In the conventional understanding of American national identity,
being American means believing in a creed, a set of universal values like
equality and justice that are enshrined in the Declaration of Independence
and the Constitution. It is a conviction repeated endlessly in high school
textbooks, Hollywood movies, and presidential addresses.” Here is how
Franklin Roosevelt put it in 1943:

1. See RoGLrs M. Smriit, Crvic Iptars: ConvLIctiNG Visions or Criizensiy IN U.S. History 33 (1997);
Mary E. STUCKEY, DEFINING AMERICANS: THE PRESIDENCY AND NATIONATL IDENTITY (2004). The myth often
appears in popular culture. In Steven Spielberg’s film Bridge of Spies, a CIA agent demands that a
lawyer for an accused Soviet spy disclose confidential information about his client, saying that the
stakes of the Cold War were so high that no rules apply, but the lawyer, played by Tom Hanks, rejects
the demand, saying that the rule book is called “the Constitution, and we agree to the rules, and it’s
what makes us Americans.” BRIDGE oF Spies (DrcamWorks Pictures 2015).
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The principle on which this country was founded and by which it has

always governed is that Americanism is a matter of the mind and the

heart; Americanism is not, and never was, a matter of race or ancestry. A

good American is one who is loyal to this country and to our creed of

liberty and democracy.’

George W. Bush invoked the same notion of a unifying American creed in
his first inaugural address: “America has never been united by blood or
birth or soil. We are bound by ideals that move us beyond backgrounds,
lift us above our interests and teach us what it means to be citizens.”
Barack Obama said the same thing in almost identical language in his
second inaugural address." The notion that American nationalism is
defined by a creed and that the Constitution encapsulates that creed is
repeated so often and by so many that it can seem obvious and banal, even
meaningless.” It is one thing upon which liberal and conservative law
professors can agree.’

The conviction that American identity is defined by devotion to
principles embodied in the Constitution is a type of civic nationalism that
I refer to as constitutional nationalism. It is a conviction that, in the
classical sense, is based on a myth—a story frequently told to explain
who the American people are.”” The proposition that American

2. Praises Army Plan for Japanese Unit: President Says Loyal Citizens, Whatever Ancestry, Have
a Right to Serve, N.Y. Timus, Feb. 5, 1943, at 6 (quoting Letter from Franklin D. Roosevelt, President
ol the United States, to Henry L. Stimson, U.S. Scerctary of War (Fcb. 4, 1943)).

3. George W. Bush, President of the United States, First Inaugural Address (Jan. 20, 2001), in
StLrciep Sprrciis or PresibeNt Grorr W. Busit 2001-2008 2, https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.
gov/inlocus/bushrecord/documents/Sclected_Speeches_George. W_Bush.pdf.

4. See Barack Obama, President of the United States, Second Inaugural Address (Jan. 21, 2013),
https://www.whitchouse.gov/the-press-office/2013/01/21/inaugural-address-president-barack-obama
(“What binds this nation together is not the colors of our skin or the tenets of our faith or the origins
of our names. What makes us exceptional—what makes us American—is our allegiance to an idea
articulated in a document made more than two centurics ago ... .”).

5. The ubiquity of the notion that the Constitution embodies what it means to be American is an
cxample of what Michacl Billig has described as “banal nationalism”™—hc cveryday habits by which national
loyalty and national identification are reproduced. See Micuarr Birric, BANAL NATIONALISM 6 (1995).

6. As Laurcnce Tribe has written, the Constitution’s “text and invisible structure arc part of the
nation’s beating hecart.” Laurence H. Tribe, America’s Constitutional Narrative, 141 DAEDALUS: J. AM.
Acap. Aris & Sci. 18, 34 (2012). Steven Calabresi, on the other hand, has exclaimed that “[t|he
Constitution is the focal point of Amcrican cxceptionalism: it is our holicst of holics, the ark of the
covenant of the New Israel.” Steven G. Calabresi, “A Shining City on A Hill”: American Exceptionalism
and the Supreme Court’s Practice of Relying on Foreign Law, 86 B.U. L. REv. 1335, 1411 (2000).

7. As Rogers Smith has written, civic myths provide explanations “of why persons form a
people, usually indicating how a political community originated, who is eligible for membership, who
is not and why, and what the community’s valucs and aims arc.” SMITH, supra nolc 1, at 33. For the
American people, the Constitution provides one of its central civic myths. Jack Balkin has written that
the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution together “constitute[] us as a people ‘conceived
in liberty, and dedicated to a proposition.”” JAck M. BALKIN, CONSTITUTIONAL REDEMPTION 19 (2011).
Mark V. Tushnet and Akhil Amar have each explained that the Constitution constitutes the American
people. MARK TUSHNET, TAKING THE CONSTITUTION AWAY FROM THE COURTS 12 (1999) (“[T]he nation’s
commitment to the thin Constitution constitutes us as the people of the United States . ...”); Akhil
Reed Amar, Of Sovereignty and Federalism, 96 YALE L.J. 1425, 1463 n.163 (1987) (“Thus, the most
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nationalism is defined by commitment to a creed found in the
Constitution is also a myth in the more everyday sense: a belief that is
utterly false.” Although many have conceived of American identity in
civic republican terms grounded in constitutional values, others have
believed that real Americans are white or Christian or Anglo-Saxon.’
The never-ending disputes that have arisen over what it means to be
American preclude any monolithic understanding of American identity.

As this Article begins to show, the relationship between the
Constitution and national identity is quite different than conventional
wisdom suggests. Rather than defining what it means to be American,
the Constitution has been the battleground on which disputes over
national identity are fought. In the nation’s countless conflicts over
national identity, the Constitution has served as a magic mirror upon
which we gaze and see ourselves. Some find in the Constitution
confirmation that the nation is committed to a set of universal ideals,
though what those ideals consist of depends on the viewer: Libertarians
read a libertarian Constitution, while progressives read a progressive
Constitution. Others find in the Constitution confirmation that the
nation is defined by race, ethnicity, and religion: Nativists read a nativist
Constitution, while white supremacists read a white Constitution.

This Article illustrates the dynamics that transform conflicts over
national identity into constitutional conflicts by examining three episodes
in the longstanding dispute over whether the United States is a
“Christian nation.” Part I looks at the nineteenth century movement to
amend the Constitution to proclaim national devotion to Jesus Christ. As
that Part discusses, some evangelical Christians rejected the Constitution
because they considered it a godless document that lacked any
expression of religious devotion.” Beginning during the Civil War and

important thing that the Constitution constitutes is neither the national government, nor even the
supreme law, but onc sovereign national People . ...7”).

8. See Swmiril, supra note 1, at 33 (“As Plato suggested long ago, the stories of civic identity
fostered by political clites arc virtually always false or at Icast highly dubious in important respects.”).

9. Id. at 14—20. As Smith documents, for much ol Amcrican history ascriptive notions of national
identity were embodied in law, such as the 1790 limitation that only “free white persons” could become
naturalized citizens, a limitation that remaincd on the books until 1952, See An Act to Establish an
Uniform Rule of Naturalization, ch. 3, 1 Stat. 103 (1790), repealed by Immigration and Nationality Act of
1952, Pub. L. No. 82-414, 66. Stat. 163. Even among thosc who have asserted that a sct of universal
values found in the Constitution defines what it means to be American, the identification of those
values has also been fundamentally contested. Compare Dred Scott v. Sandford, 60 U.S. 393, 407 (1856)
(declaring that, under the Constitution, persons of African descent “had no rights which the white man
was bound to respect™), with Frederick Douglass, The Dred Scott Decision, Speech Delivered Before the
Amcrican Anti-Slavery Socicty, New York (May 14, 1857) (““We, the people,—not we, the while
people—not we, the citizens, or the legal voters—not we, the privileged class, and excluding all others but
we, the people; not we, the horses and cattle, but we the people—the men and women, the human
inhabitants of the United States, do ordain and cstablish this Constitution[.]”).

10. See, e.g., Address to the President, in PROCEEDINGS OF THE NATIONAL CONVENTION TO SECURE THE
RELIGIOUS AMENDMENT OF THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES ix (1872) [hereinafter PROCEEDINGS OF
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continuing through the end of the century, they organized a national
movement to make the Constitution Christian. The movement was
propelled by concerns over the increasing population and power of
Catholics, Jews, Seventh Day Adventists, and religious freethinkers.
Increasing religious diversity generated a wvariety of challenges to
Protestant preeminence, including objections to Christian prayers and
Bible reading in public schools, Sabbath observance laws, and religious
oaths. Leaders of the Christian Amendment movement considered these
challenges to be nothing less than a war on Christianity and therefore an
attack on America itself. The nation’s Christian identity could be saved,
the movement argued, it only the Constitution could be made Christian.

Part IT looks at “Judeo-Christian™ nationalism of the Eisenhower
era. Like the Christian Amendment movement, religious nationalists of
the 19505 understood religious devotion to be a core aspect of America’s
national identity, but they developed a more ecumenical rhetoric, which
valorized the nation’s Judeo-Christian heritage, rather than its Christian
{(or specifically, Protestant) faith. In an effort to counter Communism
abroad and at home, religious nationalists of the 19508 sought ways to
gain official recognition of the nation’s religious identity. With little
opposition, they succeeded in legislative campaigns to add “under God”
to the Pledge of Allegiance and to adopt “In God We Trust” as the
national meotto. The drive for recognition of the nation’s religious
identity faltered, however, when it sought to protect the nation’s
religious identity through a constitutional school prayer amendment.

Part III examines the constitutional vision of the New Christian
Right, the Christian conservative movement that coalesced in the late
1970s, led by televangelists Jerry Falwell and Pat Robertson, founders of
the Moral Majority" and the Christian Coalition.” The New Christian
Right arose to combat a perceived decline in the nation’s Christian
values through the acceptance of abortion rights, women’s rights, gay
rights, pornography, and rock music. Although the New Christian Right
is not ordinarily considered a constitutional movement, it had a well
developed constitutional philosophy. In contrast to the Christian
Amendment movement of the nineteenth century, which condemned the
Constitution as godless, the New Christian Right insisted that the
Constitution embodies Christian values and can only be understood as a

T 1872 CoNvenTion To Stetke i Rrrigrors AMTNDwEsT| (Y[Elither from imadvertency, of lollowing
sume Godless theory ol civil government, we have omilled even the mention of His blessed name in (he most
significant and highest act of the nation.”™).

11, See Jerry Falwell, Excycropmma BritanNica (last updated Oct. 17, 2007), hilps:/
www. britannica.com/biographv/Jerry-Falwell#relg28683.

12, See Christian Coaliion, WrsT’s Excyvceroprmia or AM, Law (Nov, 30, 2016). hupd/
www encyclopedia.com/sports-and-everyday-lilefsocial-organizations/privale-organizalions/christian-
coalition.
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charter for a Christian nation.” The Constitution must be Christian, these
leaders declared, because the American people are Christian.

How did this happen? How did the godless Constitution condemned
by nineteenth century Christian nationalists become the Constitution that
more recent Christian nationalists laud as an expression of the nation’s
religious devotion? In short, how did the Constitution—for many
Americans—become Christian?

The answer lies in America’s constitutional culture, which transforms
disputes over national identity into constitutional disputes. Despite their
differences, the three movements examined here—the Christian
Amendment movement of the nineteenth century, Judeo-Christian
nationalism of the mid-twentieth century, and the New Christian Right of
the late twentieth century—each followed a similar pattern:

e Group threat. Each of these movements arose when members of a

religious community that considered itself prototypically American
believed that outgroups threatened their status and power."

e Nationalist framework. In each of these episodes, members of the
movement considered religious identity to be a core national trait and
therefore understood threats to their religious status as attacks on
America itself.”

o Constitutional demands. Because each of these movements looked to
the Constitution as the ultimate embodiment of national identity, they
responded to what they saw as an attack on the nation’s religious
identity by making demands to amend or interpret the Constitution to
entrench that identity.
In short, in each of these episodes, a constitutional movement arose
when a dominant group perceived a threat to its status, saw the threat in
nationalist terms as an attack on the nation itself, and responded by
demanding that the Constitution reflect the group’s identity.
The same pattern of perceived group threat, followed by nationalist
mobilization, followed by constitutional demands can be discerned in
many other disputes over national identity, such as nativist campaigns

13. As Reverend Falwell put it in his classic book Listen, America!, “the goal ol the [ramers of
our Constitution was to govern the United States of America under God’s laws . .. .” Jurry FALWLLL,
LISTEN, AMERICA! 53 (1980). Reverend Robertson agreed that “[tJhe Constitution of the United States
is a marvelous document for self-government by Christian people.” Unrrip Pruss INt’L, Rulings ‘Not
Law of Land,” Robertson Says: Evangelist Takes Aim at Supreme Court, L.A. TIMEs (Junc 28, 1986),
http://articles.latimes.com/1986-06-28/news/mn-25509_1_supreme-court-ruling (quoting Reverend Pat
Robertson, The 700 Club (CBN television broadcast Dec. 20, 1981)).

14. Group threat theory has its origin in Herbert G. Blumer, Race Prejudice as a Sense of Group
Position, 1 Pac. Soc. Ruv. 3 (1958), and has been developed by Lawrence Bobo and others. For a
review of the literature on group threat theory, sce Lincoln Quillian, Prejudice As a Response to
Perceived Group Threat: Population Composition and Anti-Immigrant and Racial Prejudice in Europe,
60 AM. Soc. REv. 586 (1995).

15. Irely chiefly on the social theory of national identity developed by Elizabeth Theiss-Morse in
a book she published in 2009. Erizasern Turiss-Morst:, Wio CouNTs AS AN AMERICAN? Tue
BOUNDARIES OF NATIONAL IDENTITY (2009).
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against immigration, white supremacist campaigns to save Jim Crow, and
the Tea Party movement. Through this recurring pattern, America’s
constitutional culture translates disputed claims about what it means to
be American into constitutional form. Rather than embodying what it
means to be American, the Constitution serves as a seemingly neutral
and patriotic source for making claims of national inclusion and
exclusion, for asserting that some people and some values are
authentically American, while others are dangerously foreign and must
be rejected.

I. THE FicHT 10 MAKE THE CONSTITUTTON CHRISTIAN

During the nineteenth century, Protestant Christianity featured
prominently in American public life. Public schools made liberal use of the
King James Bible to teach reading and inculcate morality. Sunday closing
laws sought to ensure that citizens observed the Christian Sabbath. Many
states limited public office to those who would swear their faith in Jesus
Christ. Blasphemy prosecutions were occasionally brought against those
who criticized Protestant teaching. As one historian has described, “[b]y
the middle of the nineteenth century, leading citizens assumed that
Americanism and Protestantism were synonyms,”™

Over the course of the century, however, the nation’s religious
demographics underwent a dramatic change. Millions of Catholics and
Jews immigrated to the United States.” New faiths like Mormonism and
Seventh Day Adventism developed, and the population of secularists and
freethinkers grew. Many Protestants considered religious minorities to
be less than fully American. At the same time, members of other faiths
began to challenge the prevalence of Protestant practices in American
public life. These challenges often focused on the Constitution’s First
Amendment as the basis to reject government endorsement of Christianity.

In response, defenders of Protestant’s central place in American life
also turned to the Constitution, mobilizing to amend it to declare the
nation’s Christian faith.” Led by members of the small Covenanter sect

16, Timothy L. Smith, Protestanr Schooling and American Nationality. 1800-1850, 53 1. AmM. Hist.
f70, 680 (1667).

17. By 1850, the American population included 1.6 million Catholies and by 1900 the Catholic
population had grown 1o twelve million. John C. Jelirics, Jr. & Jamces E. Ryan, A Political History of
the Lstablishment Clause, 100 Mici. L. Riv. 279, 209300 (2001). In the same cra, the American
Jewish population grew [rom approximately 50,000 10 To00000. Jonathan D, Sarna, AMTRICAN
Jupaisy: A Hisiory 475 (2004).

18, For historics of the Christian Amendment movement, see Steveny Ko Grins, ‘T Bmi, e
Scrmoon, AND TIE CONSTITUTION: TR Cr.asST Triiat Stapnn 11 MonrrN CITURCTI-STATE DOCTRING 137-177
{2o12); Gases M. Fosier, Moral Recowsikccuns: CHRISITAN Loeeyisis ang THE FEpEral LEGISLALION
0T MORALITY, TBOS-T020 2747 (2002); MORTON BORDEN, Jrws, TURKS, AND INTIDTLS §8-74 (1084); Josren
S. Moore, Founoiwe Sing: How a Groure or Annsiavery Raoicars Fouenr 1o Por CHRISE IN1IO LHE
CONSITTUTION 119-51 {2016).
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of Presbyterians, the movement attracted significant mainstream support,
including thousands of followers as well as the endorsements of a
Supreme Court Justice, several Senators and governors, and the nation’s
leading seminary.” In the face of challenges to prayer and Bible reading in
public schools, Sabbath observance laws, blasphemy laws, and religious
oaths, the Christian Amendment movement offered a simple solution. By
placing an expression of Protestant faith in the Constitution, the
movement declared, the nation’s religious identity could be permanently
protected, resolving once and for all that the United States is a Christian
nation—and more specifically, a Protestant nation.” Although the
Christian Amendment never came close to passage, the movement
succeeded in gaining official recognition of the nation’s religious identity
in 1892, when the Supreme Court declared that the United States is a
“Christian nation,” making it appear for a time that the movement had
achieved through the courts what it had failed to win in Congress.”

As this Part shows, the Christian Amendment movement illustrates
the dynamics that turn disputes over intergroup dominance into
constitutional conflicts. A dominant group perceived a threat to its
status, understood the threat as an attack on a core aspect of national
identity, and mobilized to make a constitutional demand: save America
by making the Constitution Christian.

A. THE THREAT TO PROTESTANT DOMINANCE AND THE BIRTH OF THE
CHRISTIAN AMENDMENT MOVEMENT

Developed in the sociology literature, group threat theory posits
that members of culturally and politically dominant groups develop
hostility to subordinate groups in response to perceived threats that the
subordinate group pose to the dominant group’s interests.” Substantial
research into American race relations supports the theory and has shown
that white racism increases when the population or perceived power of
African Americans increases.” Similar findings have been shown
regarding the attitudes of native-born Americans towards immigrants:

Native-born Americans develop increased hostility toward immigrants

19. FOSTER, supra note 18, at 82-83; GRULN, supra note 18, at 141.

20. See PROCEEDINGS OF 111 1872 CONVENTION 10 SECURE 1111 RELIGIOUS AMENDMENT, SUpra note 10,
at 2 (asserting that a constitutional amendment is necessary to “indicate that this is a Christian nation, and
place all Christian laws, institutions, and usages in our government on an undeniable legal basis in the
fundamental law ol the nation .. ..").

21. Rector, Etc., of Holy Trinity Church v. United States, 143 U.S. 457, 471 (1892).

22. See Blumer, supra note 14; Quillian, supra note 14.

23. See, e.g., Mark A. Fossett & K. Jill Kiecolt, The Relative Size of Minority Populations and
White Racial Attitudes, 70 Soc. Sci. Q. 825 (1989); Lincoln Quillian, Group Threat and Regional
Change in Attitudes Toward African-Americans, 102 Am. J. Soc. 816 (1996).
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when the population and perceived power of immigrants increase.” In
the case of the Christian Amendment movement, the perceived threat
arose from the increased population and power of Catholics, Jews,
Seventh Day Adventists, and freethinkers, which together was understood
to undermine Protestant preeminence.

1. The Civil War Birth of the Christian Amendment Movement

The U.S. Constitution contains no expression of religious devotion,
which makes it something of an anomaly in the American constitutional
tradition. In contrast, the Declaration of Independence states that “all
men are . .. endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights,”
invokes the “Laws of Nature and of Nature’s God,” and appeals to “the
Supreme Judge of the world for the rectitude of our intentions.” The
nation’s first constitution, the Articles of Confederation, declared that it
sought the guidance of “the Great Governor of the World.” At the time
of the Constitution’s adoption, every state constitution except Virginia’s
contained some kind of religious expression.” Rather than expressing
religious devotion, the Constitution’s two express references to religion—the
prohibition on religious tests in Article VI and the First Amendment’s
prohibition on laws “respecting an establishment of religion or prohibiting
the free exercise thereof”—serve to keep government out of the religious
sphere.”

Some evangelical Christians opposed ratification because the
Constitution gave no special status to Christianity.” Luther Martin, a
dissenting delegate to the Constitutional Convention, objected to the
Religious Oaths Clause because of his belief that “in a Christian country
it would be at least decent to hold out some distinction between the
professors of Christianity and downright infidelity or paganism.”™ Some

24. Thomas C. Wilson, Americans’ Views on Immigration Policy: Testing the Role of Threatened
Group Interests, 44 SOC. PERSP. 485 (2001).

25. Tur DECLARATION 01 INDEPENDENCE paras. 1, 2, 5. (U.S. 1776).

26. ARTICLES OF CONFEDERATION art. XIII, cl. 2.

27. See AKHII. REED AMAR, AMERICA’S UNWRITTEN CONSTITUTION: THE PRECEDENTS AND PRINCIPLES WE
Live BY 74-75 (2012).

28. To be sure, the Constitution contains a number of oblique references Lo religion that contemporary
Christian nationalists occasionally identify as proof that the Constitution is Christian. Article I, section7
provides that the President has ten days, not including Sundays, to sign a bill into law, a provision that
acknowledges the Sunday Sabbath. U.S. Const. art. I, § 7, cl. 2. In addition, the nomenclature used for
denoting the date of the signing of the Constitution—"“the Seventeenth Day of September in the Year
of our Lord onc thousand scven hundred and Eighty scven”—is sometimes read to contain a referenee
to religious devotion. But as Akhil Amar has argued, the signature line was not part of the text of the
Constitution voted on by the delegates in Philadelphia or the ratifying conventions in the states. AMAR,
supra note 27, at 70-73.

29. MOORE, supra note 18, at 55-57.

30. Letter from Luther Martin, Attorney Gen. of Md., to the Legislature of the State of Md., The
Genuine Information Relative to the Proceedings of the General Convention, Held at Philadelphia in
1787 (1787), in SECRET PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE CONVENTION ASSEMBLED AT PHILADELPHIA, IN
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Anti-Federalists argued that, under the Constitution, “Jews, Mahometans,
pagans, &c., may be elected” to federal offices, and therefore the
Constitution would serve as “an invitation for Jews and pagans of every kind
to come among us.” During the ratification debates, several failed attempts
were made to urge amendment to the Religious Tests Clause or otherwise to
insert an expression of Christian devotion into the Constitution.”

Long after ratification, many evangelicals continued to oppose the
Constitution because of its absence of expression of religious devotion.
In 1793, Reverend John M. Mason of New York preached that “from the
Constitution of the United States, it is impossible to ascertain what God
we worship, or whether we own a God at all . . . ™" He predicted that the
nation would not long survive if the American people proved to be as
irreligious as its Constitution.” He was not alone. “Be astonished, O
earth!,” Reverend Chauncey Lee intoned in an 1813 sermon, the
Constitution “has not the impress of refigion upon it, not the smallest
recognition of the government, or the being of God, .... I leave it with
this single reflection, whether, if God be not in the camp, we have not
reason to tremble for the ark?”™ These ministers believed that the
absence of God in the Constitution was inconsistent with the nation’s
Christian identity, as Reverend Ezra Stiles Ely preached in 1827: “We
are a Christian nation: we have the right to demand that all our rulers in
their conduct shall conform to Christian morality.”™ In 1844, former
President John Quincy Adams, while serving in Congress, submitted a
petition to amend the Constitution “so that it shall contain a clear and
explicit acknowledgment of the Sovereign of the universe as the God of this
nation; an entire and avowed submission to the Lord Jesus Christ as the
ruler of this nation . .. " The petition was tabled without recorded debate.

TIIT. YEAR T787, FOR TIT PURPOST OF FORMING TITE CONSTITUTION OT TITE. UKITED STATES O AMIRICA 3
(Warner W. Guy ed., 1838).

31. Mookk, supra note 18, at 56.

32, Id.

33. Borpen, supra note 18, at s59.

34, {d. (*Should the citizens of America be as frreligious as her Constitution, we will have reason
o tremble, lest the Governor ol the universe, who will not be (realed with indignily by a pecple any
more than by individuals, overturn from its foundations the fabric we have been rearing, and crush ug
Lo atoms in the wreek.™,

35. Chauncey Lee, Pastor of the Congressional Church in Colebrook, Sermon at Hartford,
Connceticut: The Government ol God the True Source and Standard ol Human Government 43
(May 13, 1813) (emphasis in original); BorpeN, supra nole 18, 4l 59.

36, BOrDEN, supra note 18, at 6. In 1844, the Reverend DXL Junkin argued that the non-religious
oath of ollice the Constituion prescribed [or the President was unlitting [or a Christian people: *The oath
ol the President of the Uniled Stales could as well be Laken by a pagan or « Mohammedan as by the Chiel
Magistrate of a Christian people: it excludes the name ol the Supreme Being,” PROCTEDINGS 0T TIE 1872
CONVEN1LON 16 SECURE 1HE RELIGIOUS AMENDMENT, $tpra nole 10, al lil.

37. H.R. JourNal, 28th Cong., 1st Sess. 418 (Feb. 1y, 1844).
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The Reformed Presbytery Church, a sect of radical Scotch-Irish
Presbyterians, commonly referred to as “Covenanters,” was among the
groups that continued to reject the Constitution as a blasphemous
document.” Covenanters believed that valid governmental power could
come only from God, while the Constitution sinfully asserts that the
government’s power comes from “We the People.™ As one Covenanter
explained, the Constitution amounted to a “manifest dethroning of the
Lord and his Anointed from the government.”™ Because the Constitution
omitted a divine basis for government, Covenanters refused to profess
allegiance to the United States, and the church condemned voting or
participating in national politics.”

Although there were longstanding expressions of opposition to the
godless Constitution, it took the Civil War to give rise to a movement to
put God into the Constitution.” Many in both the North and South
understood the war in religious terms,” Leading up to the war, the issue
of slavery was debated as a question of Christian morality, and ministers
and lay people offered conflicting positions on whether the Bible
supported or condemned slavery.™ In the North, the war was described
as punishment for the national sin of slavery.” Ministers in the South
argued that the absence of an expression of religious devotion in the U.S.
Constitution had been a national sin, and the adoption of the new

38, Mook, supra note 18, at 2.

36, Td. atsy, 57.

q0. Id. at 65,

41, Id.

42. As Morion Borden has wrillen, “from 1861 10 185, [rom moderales as well as from
fundamenialisis of many Protestant deneminations, came a call 10 put God in the Constitution of the
Uniled Stales.” Borpen, supra nole 18, al 61; see Moore, supra nole 18, al 123 (“Calls lor a Chrislian
America lell on deal cars until the Civil War prompied seismic shilis in thinking about the nature ol
eovernment.”).

43. See generally Mark A, Novr, Tz Crvin, War as a Tnioroarearn Crisis (2006) (examining how
the political ¢risis of the Civil War wag also undersiood as a theological crisis)y, Ropert J, Mirire,
Bour Pravep 10 1HE Same Goo: ReLicion anp Farrd 1N tHE AMERICAN Civie WAR (2007) (discussing
the role of religion in the American Civil War).

44. See Rencion anp 1ne Americax Crvie Wag 6, 21—40 (Randall M. Miller el al. eds., 1968).

45. In 1863 the Senate unanimously adopted a resolution urging the President to set apart a day
ol *prayer and humiliation™ over “the national offenscs which have provoked his righlcous judgmaent.”
Borpen, supra nole 18, al 66, Adhering Lo (he request, President Lincoln issued a proclamation
declaring a day of thanksgiving. in which he expressed the view that “the most high God” was “dealing
with us in anger for our sins,”™ and called upon the American people 1o undertake “humble penitence
for our national perverseness and disobedicnce.” Abraham Lincoln, President of the United States,
Proclamation of Thanksgiving (Oct. 3, 7803). In his sccond inaugural address, Lincoln expanded on
the conceplion of the Civil War as divine punishmenl [or the sin of slavery. Abraham Lincoln, Second
Inaugural Address, in 8 Tun Correeiin WORks or Asganad Lincolx VI 18641865 333 (Roy I
Rasler et al. eds., 1953) (“I we shall suppose that American Slavery 15 onc of those oflfences which, in
the providence of God, must needs come, bul which, having continued through His appointed lime,
He now wills 1o remove, and that He gives to both North and South, this terrible war, as the woe duc
(o those by whom the ollence came, shall we discern therein any departure [rom (hose divine
attributes which the believers in a Living God always ascribe to Him?™).
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Confederate Constitution in March 1861 gave them the opportunity to
fix it.” In one of the few ways it differed from the U.S. Constitution, the
Confederate Constitution asserted the breakaway republic’s devotion to
God.” The South could say that it had God on its side because its
constitution said so, unlike the North’s.

In 1863 a movement began in the North to put God in the U.S.
Constitution as well. In February of that year, members of eleven
Protestant denominations met in Xenia, Ohio, to discuss the spiritual
implications of the war, The group was dominated by Covenanters and,
consistent with their beliefs, concluded that the war was divine punishment
for the nation’s godless Constitution, which, in an act of hubris, places faith
in “We the People” rather than in God.” While the movement’s founders
believed slavery was a national sin, they considered the omission of God
from the Constitution to be “the crowning, original sin of the nation, and
slavery as one of its natural outgrowths.”” Tndeed, the Civil War, “an
expression of the Divine displeasure against the nation,” represented the
inevitable punishment for omitting God from the Constitution.™

Participants in the Xenia meeting quickly created a national association
dedicated to amending the Constitution to express the nation’s Christian
devotion. First called the National Association to Secure the Religious
Amendment to the Constitution of the United States, the organization was
later remamed the National Reform Association (“NRA™).” The
organization declared in January 1864 “[t]hat we deem it a matter of

46. FOs1ER, supra nole 18, 4l 19—20.
47. 1ts preamble declared:
We, the people of the Conlederate States, cach State acting in its sovercign and independent
character, in order (0 form a permanent lederal governmenl, eslablish juslice, insure domeslic
tranquility, and sceure the blessings of liberty to oursclves and our posterity invoking the favor
and guidance of Almighiy (fod do ordain and establish this Constitution lor the Conlederate
States of America.
Coxst. vor 1 CONFEDERATE States or AMugica pmbl. {emphasis added). As one committee report of the
Conlederate Congress explained, the Conlederacy was therelore obligated o [ollow Christian principles.
David P. Currie, Through the Looking-Glass: The Confederare Constitution in Congress, 1861-1865, 00 Va. L.
Rev. 1257, 1321 (2004) {quoling 1 JournaL or tHE CONGRESS OF 1HE CONFEDERATE SIATES OF AMERrica, 1861—
1863, reprinted in 8. Doc. No. 58-234, at 8-10 (1904)) (*'TThe only sure basis of national prosperity and
happiness are the great principles of justice, moralily, and religion, as taught in the revealed will of God, and
that the Great Lawgiver will not suffer these prineiples to be violated with impunity.™).
48, Moorr, supra nolc 18, at 124, Onge speaker declarcd that the nation had long been devoled 1o
Crod. but:
|A] fatal backward step was taken in adopting that otherwise noble Instrument without any direct
recognition of God ..., From that day the nation has been demoralized by the promulgation off
an instrunent as (he paramount law of the land, which is Lar beneath the Chrislian senliment of
the nation.
ProcrmnminGs oF TIE 1872 CONVINTION TO STCURE TIE RELIGIOUS AMINDMENT, supra nole 1o, al iv,
4g. T.P. Stevenson, fnroduction Lo PROCEEDINGS OF 1HE 1872 CONVENTION 10 SECURE THE RELIGIDUS
AMTNDMTNT, S4pra nole 10, al iv-v,
50, Td. atii.
51. See MoogL, supra note 18, 126,
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paramount interest to the life, and prosperity, and permanency of our
nation, that its Constitution be so amended as fully to express the Christian
national character.” The NRA proposed amending the Constitution’s
Preamble to read:

We, the people of the United States, [humbly acknowledging Almighty

God as the source of all authority and power in civil government, the Lord

Jesus Christ as the Ruler among the nations, his revealed will as the

supreme law of the land, in order to constitute a Christian government,]

and in order to form a more perfect union, establish justice, insure

domestic tranquility, provide for the common defense, promote the

general welfare, and [secure the inalienable rights and the blessings of

life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness to ourselves and our posterity

and all the people,] do ordain and establish this Constitution for the

United States of America.”

The proposed Christian Amendment did not attempt to give additional
powers to any branch of government but instead simply sought to add
Christian devotion to the underlying purposes of the Constitution. In
doing so, supporters of the Christian Amendment wanted to make it
perfectly clear who “We the People” are—the Christian people.

The proposed amendment quickly received several key endorsements,
including Senators Charles Sumner, B. Gratz Brown, and John Sherman,
as well as The Independent, the nation’s leading religious journal, and the
faculty of the Princeton Theological Seminary, the nation’s leading
seminary.” In February 1864, just a month after the Association’s
formation, a delegation met with President Lincoln to press him to
support the amendment. They told Lincoln that the amendment would
help create national unity and help the Union win the war.” Lincoln was
noncommittal and reportedly declared that “[t]he general aspect of your
movement I cordially approve,” but asked time to consider the particulars
of the proposal because “the work of amending the Constitution should
not be done hastily.”

52. PROCEEDINGS OF THE 1872 NATIONAL REFORM ASSOCIATION CONVENTION, s#pra note 10, at vii.

53. Id. at vii-viii.

54. GREEN, supra note 18, at 141.

55. According to thc NRA’s records, the Association’s represcentatives delivered to Lincoln this
message:

[1]t is our first duty to repent of [the sin of slavery] and all our national sins, and to return to our

obligations as a christian pcople, by acknowledging the true God as our God in our [undamental

and organic law, in order that we may consistently implore His merciful interposition in our

behall, to give victory Lo our national arms, and success o the national cause; Lo cstablish the

unity of the nation and the authority of the Government, now assaulted and shattered by a

horrible rebellion.
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 1872 CONVENTION TO SECURE THE RELIGIOUS AMENDMENT, supra note 10, at ix.

56. Id. at x. Later, the NRA embellished the story of its meeting with Lincoln and [requently claimed
that Lincoln was committed to their cause but that his assassination the following year prevented him
from [ulfilling that commitment. See GREEN, supra note 18, at 141.
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As it became clear that the Union would win the war, support for the
proposed amendment receded. Senator Sumner withdrew his support,
telling a Jewish constituent that, while he had no objection to formally
recognizing God in the Constitution, he objected to amending the
Constitution to declare a specifically Christian faith.” The Independent also
rescinded its support, describing the proposal’s supporters as “fanatics” for
seeking to “engraft the Christian religion into the Constitution.” The
proposal was nonetheless introduced in Congress in late 18064, but in
March 1865 the Senate Judiciary Committee issued a short report
declaring that it was “unnecessary and injudicious, at this time, to make
such an amendment.™ Senator Lyman Trumbull, speaking for the
Committee, sought to rebut the suggestion that the Committee opposed
“the recognition of God in the Constitution.”” On the contrary,
Trumbull explained, the Committee concluded that a constitutional
amendment was unnecessary because “the Constitution of the United
States does recognize the existence of a Supreme Being.”"

2. The Post-War Resurgence of the Christian Amendment Movement

The end of the Civil War and the 1865 Senate rejection of the Christian
Amendment merely ended the first chapter in the story of the Christian
Amendment movement. In fact, it was only after the war that the
movement to adopt the Christian Amendment became a true national
movement and established itself as a fixture on the national political scene
that lasted through the end of the century.

By 1872 the National Reform Association claimed to have thirty
local chapters.” It had thousands of members, concentrated primarily in
New England and the Midwest.” Its journal, The Christian Statesman,
claimed to have at least 10,000 readers.” In 1874 the NRA claimed to have
collected over 50,000 signatures on petitions in favor of the Amendment.”
Many prominent political and legal leaders supported the NRA, including
Justice William Strong of the U.S. Supreme Court, who served as the
Association’s president from 1867 to 1873. In 1874 the NRA’s vice

57. GREEN, supra nole 18, al 142.

=8, Id.

50, CoNa. Gronr, 38th Cong., 2d Scss. 1272 (15865).

60. Id.

61, The Constitution implicitly reeognizes God by requiring [ederal officers 1o take an oath belore
assuming olfice “and what is an oatl,” Trumbull asked, “bul a promise corroborated or conlirmed by an
appeal to the Supreme Being?” Id,

52, PROCFEDINGS OF TIE 1872 CONVENTION TO SFCURE TIIT RTTIGIOUS AMENDMINT, S#prd nole 10,
al 15.

63, FosTtor, supra nowe 18, al 813,

64. Id.

65. (GREEN, supra note 18, at 160-61.



February 2017] HOW TIIE CONSTITUTION BECAME CITRISTIAN 273

presidents included Senators, governors, and federal and state judges, in
addition to leading religious leaders.”

After the war, the movement was propelled by a series of conflicts
over the role of religion in public life. Longstanding laws and practices
supporting religion had become controversial, including laws mandating
religious oaths to serve in state governments or on juries, Sabbath
observance laws, and prohibitions on blasphemy.” These disputes
reflected demographic changes that put pressures on the preeminence of
traditional Protestant culture and values. At the heart of these conflicts
was immigration, which was changing the religious demographics of the
nation. At the turn of the nineteenth century, the population of Catholics
in the United States had been less than 50,000, but by 1850, Catholics
numbered approximately 1.5 million and represented the single largest
religious denomination. By the end of the nineteenth century, there were
over twelve million Catholics in the country.” With their increasing
population, Catholics were becoming politically organized and culturally
vocal. The population of other minority religions also greatly increased,
including Jews and Seventh Day Adventists, and they too demanded
religious liberty.”

Many American Protestants looked on these demographic changes
with alarm and considered these newcomers dangerously foreign. Anti-
Catholic sentiment was widespread and ran from uneducated nativist
rabble-rousers to President Ulysses Grant, who in 1875 predicted that
the next civil war might pit Protestants against Catholics, or as he
indelicately put it, “patriotism and intelligence on the omne side and
superstition and ignorance on the other.”™ Many Protestants understood
the demands for religious liberty made by Catholics and other minorities
to amount to a demand to subjugate the Protestant majority.”

66. See Proceenings oF 1HE Frrrg NanoNar RErory CONVENTION 10 AIb IN MAINTAINING THE
Curestian FEATURES oF 1115 AMERICAN GGOVERNMENT, AND SECURING A RELIGIOUS AMENDMINT TO TIL
CONSTITUTION oF T UUNTTED STATES T00-03 (T874) (listing officers) [hercinalier PROCEEDINGS 0T TITT
1874 Natonar Rerokm CoNvENLION].

67. Well into the nincteenth century, many states required an oath of devotion to Christ to hold
public office. See Edwin 5. Gauslad & Leigh Schmidt, Tue Revgious History or Avemica: The
Heart oF 111: AMERICAN Story 1roM CornoNian ‘Tives 1o ‘Topay 232 (2002). For a history of laws
regarding Sabbath observance, sece Andrew ). King, Sunday Law in the Nineteeath Century, 64 A1n. L.
Ry, 675, &7f—77 {2000).

68, Jeffrics. Jr. & Ryan, supra note 17, at 29g-3060.

5y, GRUCN, supranole 18, al 149,

76, Jonx HiGIAM, SIRANGERS IN THE LAND PATTERNS OF AMERICAN NATIVISM 1860-1025 24 (1955).

77T, PROCTIDINGS OF TITR T872 CONVENTION TO STCTRT THT RTLIGIOUS AMTINDMENT, S4pFd nole 70, al 44,
As one supporler of the Christian Amendment argued:

Stated in the plainest and most undeniable terms, this vaunted “religious iberty” is nothing more
nor less than an absolute claim of right on the part of any men, however few their numbers,
however low their intelligence, however lalse their principles, however debased and sensual their
lives, o vele any thing and every thing which the moral heart of the nation demands as
conservalive ol ils highest well being.
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The most contentious political disputes over religion addressed the
role of Christianity in public schools, especially the legitimacy of Bible
reading. Public education in the nineteenth century was generally
nonsectarian in the sense that it inculcated generic Protestantism rather
than providing education associated with any particular Protestant sect.”
Public schools typically used the King James Bible to teach moral
lessons, and daily Bible readings were common.”™ Over the course of the
second half of the nineteenth century, demands to take the Bible out of
the public schools and make them less Protestant grew louder.”
Catholics, Seventh Day Adventists, Jews, and freethinkers considered
the teaching of Protestant morality and scripture in the public schools to
conflict with principles of equality and the separation of church and
state.” At the same time, Protestant resistance grew strong. Protestant
defenders of the public schools considered the Bible to be essential to
inculcating morality and American values.”

Supporters of the Christian Amendment considered opposition to
Protestantism in public life to be nothing less than a war on Christianity.
Reverend David McAllister, General Secretary of the NRA, explained
that the movement to amend the Constitution arose out of the alarm
Protestants felt from the challenges to expressions of Christianity in civic
life: “It was the attack of enemies of our common Christianity upon the
Christian features of our national life that struck the alarm, and sounded
the rallying cry which has drawn together many of the best citizens of our
land, and banded them in this Association.”” By challenging Bible reading
in schools, Sunday observance laws, and prohibitions on blasphemy,
opponents of the Christian Amendment were “waging relentless war upon
every vestige of national religion yet left us.”” As leaders of the Christian

1d.

72, GRUELN, supra note 18, at 13-15. As Noah Feldman has written, “|n Jon-sectarianism, it was thought,
would keep the stale oul of bitler inter-denominational disputes, enable the Nourishing ol diverse voluntary,
private churches, and simultaneously enable the slate 10 lake a slance in Lavor of broadly shared,
foundational Christian virtues.” Noah Feldman, Non-Secrarianism Reconsidered, 18 1L & Po1. 63, 66 (2002).

73. GRUEN, supra nole 18, al 18, 30-33.

74. See Feldman, supra nole 72, al H6.

75, GRUCN, supranetle 18, al 126 (providing that one Jewish newspaper stated: **Equality and not
simple loleration is (he basis of all our republican institutions,” .... ‘Our public schools are not
intended for religious establishments.”™).

76. Id. at 120, As Reverend George Rudd preached:

If. just as the nation was cstablished to be a Republican nation . . . founded on Christignity, then it
is no more vnconstitutional lor it 1o teach Christianity in ity schools . .. and [it] no more inlringes
liberty of conscience, than it does (o leach its civil polity as a Republic.

Id.

77. PROCEEDINGS OF T 1872 CONVENTION TO SECURE TITT RTITIGIOUS AMENDMINT, S#pFd noic 10,
dal 5 (“No thoughtlul citizen can be ignorant ol the assaull made upon every religious acl and
obscrvance in our national lile,”); see id. at 47 (*This positive, aggressive characier ol irreligion, is the
peculiar leatlure of our age.™).

78. Id. at 5 (statement by Reverend David McAllister, General Scerctary of the Association).
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Amendment movement saw it, their opponents were winning: “Step by step
the enemy gains,” wamed one Presbyterian pastor, “and the Christian
sentiment is overbalanced by a contemptible minority of the people ... .""

And who were these people who plotted against Protestant practices?
Some pointed to “atheists and infidels, communists and papists.”™ Others
pointed to “the ‘secular’ party [which] is thoroughly determined to sever
American society from all religious influence.” Still others pointed to
“Atheists, Deists, Jews, and Seventh-Day Baptists.” Regardless of the
religious or political identity of those who assertedly were attacking
Christianity, one fact was clear: they were foreign. Supporters of the
Christian Amendment were often quite explicit that the threat to
Christianity came from the nation’s recent immigrants. As one speaker
explained, those who were challenging Christian practices were “almost
wholly of foreign importation, and that of comparatively recent date.””
Speaker after speaker at the NRA conventions declared that the nation
must take action to preserve its longstanding Christian identity due to “the
character of the immigration which has poured upon us.”™

B. Toe NATIONALIST FRAMEWORK: A WAR ON CHRISTIANITY
Is & WAR ON AMERICA

When Catholics, Seventh Day Adventists, freethinkers, and Jews
objected to prevalent expressions of Protestantism in public life, many
Americans considered these objections not merely as challenges to
Protestantism, but as attacks on America itself.” The nationalist response to
growing religious pluralism illustrates the social theory of national identity
developed by FElizabeth Theiss-Morse.” As Professor Theiss-Morse has

79. dd. atar.

So. Id. als.

81. Procirpings or Tk 1872 CONVENTION TO SECURE 1111 RELIGIOUS AMENDMENT, SUPFd note 1o,
al 7718,

82. 7d. al 68.

83. ProcirpinGs 01 111 NattoNal CONVENTION To Stcurl Tii RELIGIOUS AMENTIMENT OF 1111
Consrunon or tae Usiien Stares 51 (1873) [hereinaller ProceepinGs oF 1ie 1873 CONVENIION 10
Stctre 1108 RELIGIOUS AMENDMENT].

84. The Legal Effect and Practical Value of the Proposed Amendnieat, sl PROCTEDINGS OF TIE 1872
CONVENIION 10 SECURE THE RELIGIOUS AMENDMENL, stipra nole 10, al 56 (reading by Reverend T. P.
Stevenson); see afso fd. at 38 (statement of Reverend David McAllister) (1 would urge the strongest kind of
aggression . . . against that [orcign secularisnt which 1 atlempting 10 gel comirol of the country, and which
would overthrow cverything of a Christian character conneeted with our national institutions.” (emphasis in
original)); id. at 84 (statement of Reverend A, AL Hodge) (*Multitudes of disappointed political and social
theorisls have recenlly inunigrated 0 our land, who are disseminaling theories of human rights and of man's
relation to (god which are as inconsistent with the facts and tradition of our government as with the Christian
religion.”).

85. GREEN, supra nole 18, al 120 (YA common (heme in these wrilings was thal Bible reading, and
the nation’s reinforeing relationship between Protestantism and republicanism, were under attack by
Catholics, infidels, and misguided liberal Protestants.™).

86. See Tnnss-Mogsy, supra note 15, 1-32.
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shown through an empirical study, a cohort of Americans consider
themselves prototypically American, predominately those who are native-
born, white, and Christian.” These self-defined prototypical Americans
strongly believe that their traits and values are national traits and values, and
they consider Americans who do not share these traits and values to be less
authentically American.” Those who consider themselves prototypically
American react most sharply to criticism from people they consider to be
marginal Americans, perceiving their criticisms as attacks on America.”

The dynamics that gave rise to the Christian Amendment movement
follow Theiss-Morse’s social theory of national identity. Protestant
Americans of the nineteenth century who had long held a dominant
position in America considered their values, especially their religious
devotion, to be defining features of America. Speakers at the National
Reform Association’s annual conventions repeatedly declared that
commitment to Christianity—a phrase they used synonymously with
Protestantism—was central to American identity.” As Reverend A.D.
Mayo declared at the 1872 Convention:

The people understand that this is a Christian country. The mass of the

people are Christian in belief. Our whole order of society and government

is such as could only have grown up in a land where the people had

reached a very advanced and practical form of Christian faith. The

standard of public morality, as far as theory is concerned, is the standard of

Jesus Christ. The New Testament is regarded as the final authority

concerning the highest life of man.”

Proponents of the Christian Amendment considered Christian beliefs to
be “interwoven in the warp and woof of our national existence.””

Convinced that Protestant devotion is a core aspect of American
identity, proponents of the Christian Amendment considered challenges to
Christian dominance to be anti-American. “[S]ecular critics,” proclaimed
Reverend A.D. Mayo, were “born and educated abroad, and ignorant of
the first principles of American life.”” To supporters of the Christian
Amendment, these new immigrants could not share in American values
because “they did not share in the first settlement of this country; they

87. Id. at 77.

88. Id. at 73,75, 92-93.

89. Id. at 159.

90. See Moorl, supra note 18, at 126 (stating that the NRA sought to “capitaliz|e] on the American
Christian assumption of a shared Protestant foundation™).

9T. PROCEEDINGS OF THE 1872 CONVENTION TO SECURE THE RELIGIOUS AMENDMENT, supra notc 10,
at 17.

92. Id. at 18. As Wilbur F. Crafts, who lobbicd flor decades to crcate a Sabbath observance law,
declared: “With the Sabbath our Christianity and our country stand or fall.” FOSTER, supra note 18, at 93.

93. PROCEEDINGS OF THE 1872 CONVENTION TO SECURE THE RELIGIOUS AMENDMENT, supra note 10,
al 23; id. at 35 (asserting that secularists “do not understand the practical character of the American
people™); id. at 70 (declaring that opponents of the Amendment opposed “American Republicanism
and Liberty”).
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did not brave the hardships, they did not profess the principles which
have made that settlement memorable. They never, anywhere,
developed, or even dreamed of such a nationality as ours .... "
Supporters of the Amendment were often explicit in asserting that non-
Christians had no rightful place in America: “[I]f the opponents of the
Bible do not like our government and its christian features,” Reverend
E.B. Graham told an NRA Convention in 1885, “let them go to some
wild, desolate land, and in the name of the devil, and for the sake of the
devil, subdue it, and set up a government of their own, on infidel and
atheistic ideas, and then if they can stand it, stay there till they die.””

While some Americans may have long assumed that being Protestant
was an essential part of being American, now that this identity was
challenged, supporters of a Christian conception of America recognized a
need to develop an argument for why it should remain so. Proponents of
the Christian Amendment responded by developing a comprehensive
conception of American history that placed Christian devotion at the
core.” As one advocate for the Christian Amendment put it:

The principles which we here present are nol new in American politics.

We are able to plead many precedents, which must have the weight of

authority with the American people. Our country was originally settled

by men of high religious character, whose only motive in seeking a

home in the wilderness was the [reedom and salety ol religion and the

glory ol (God.”
The result was a Christian-focused history of the nation, built up by a
carefully selected set of quotations and episodes in the American history.”
Supporters of the Christian Amendment pointed to the Mayflower
Compact and colonial charters to show that the first European immigrants
came on a Christian mission.” They pointed to religious language in early
state constitutions, in the Declaration of Independence, and the Articles of
Confederation.”” They pointed to state court decisions declaring
Christianity part of the common law.”™ They pointed to the appointment

04. ProceepinGgs or tHE 1873 CONVENIION 10 SECURE THE RELIGIOUS AMENDMENT, supra nole 83,
ator.

95. M. A, Gaull, The National Reform Moventent, CITRISTIAN STATRSMAN, May 21, 1885, al 4-5.

96. As historian Steven Green has shown, a Christian-locused conceplion of American history
hegan to develop in the deeades after the nation’s founding, when the first histories were written of the
Amcrican Revolution, the Deelaration ol Independence, and the Constitution, Striviy K. Grrn,
Invinting A Coristian America: T My or e Ruriaiovs Foonmsa (zors).

97. T.P. Stevenson, Inrroducrion 1o PROCITDINGS oF TR 1872 CONVENTION To STCURT THE. RFT1GTOUS
AMENDMENL, $aprea nole 10, al xi.

g8, See Stephen M. Stookey, In God We Trust?: Evangelical Historiography and the Quest for a
Christian America, 41 Sw. J. THROLOGY 4T, 42 (1999).

0G. PROCEEDINGS OF THE 1874 NanoNal ReErorm CONVENTION 10 SECURE 1HE RELIGIOUS AMENDMENT,
SUpranole 60, al xi, 15,

100, Td. al iv, xi—xii.
101, Jd. at xi-xii.
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of chaplains in Congress and declarations of days of thanksgiving and
prayer.” They compiled anthologies of founding era quotations to show
that the nation had been founded by devout Christians who sought to
create a Christian nation.” To proponents of the amendment, the
nation’s history unequivocally demonstrated that the United States is a
Christian nation; the proposed amendment would simply make it
explicit.

The Christian history of the United States developed by proponents
of the Christian Amendment contains the familiar features of a Golden
Age narrative.”” In the movement’s explanation of American history, the
Founding created a nation with pure ideals devoted to God, but then a
rising tide of immigrants and secularism destroyed this purity and called
into question the nation’s Christian values.” Because the American
people no longer followed the pure Christian values upon which the
nation was founded, a series of challenges arose, and some tried to
remove the Bible and prayer from the schools and to overturn laws
respecting the Sabbath and prohibiting blasphemy.” The narrative
pointed to a dire future: The American people would lose their Christian
soul and face comxplete destruction if they continued to deny their true
Christian nature.” The story also offered the only conceivable solution
to the nation’s current troubles—a return to the pure ideals upon which
the nation had been founded.” For supporters of the Christian
Amendment, the story of America’s Christian history contained a crucial
lesson: The nation must rededicate itself to its Christian faith by placing

102. Id. at xii.

103. See, e.g., id. al 61-64.

104. ProcuupINGs or 11 1872 CONVENTION 10 SECURL 111E RELIGIOUS AMENDMLENT, Supra note 10,
at xii (“There are well established features in our government, which are consistent only with such
principles as we seck to introduce into the National Constitution.”).

105. The structure of the appeal developed in support of the Christian Amendment followed what
Andrcw Murphy has described as a typical American jeremiad, “a form of political rhetoric that explicitly
invokes the past as a corrective to the problems of the present....” Andrew R. Murphy, Longing,
Nostalgia, and Golden Age Politics: The American Jeremiad and the Power of the Past, 7 PErsp. ON
Por. 125, 126-27 (2009). Amcrican jeremiads typically involve the following claims: (1) “Jeremiads
identify problems that signal decline vis & vis the past™; (2) “Jeremiads identify a point in the past in
which the harmful idea or practice responsible [or decline first made its appcarance, and tracc out the
injurious consequences from its earliest inception to the present day”; and (3) “Jeremiads call for
rcform, repentance, or rencwal—a specilic course of action to reverse conlemporary decline and to
reclaim the original promise of communal life.” Id.

106. See supra notes 93—-95 and accompanying text.

107. See PROCEEDINGS OF THE 1872 CONVENTION TO SECURE THE RELIGIOUS AMENDMENT, Sprd notc
10, at 59; supra note 78 and accompanying text.

108. See PROCEEDINGS OF THE 1872 CONVENTION TO SECURE THE RELIGIOUS AMENDMENT, Suprd notc
10, at 7 (warning that soon anti-Christian forces may “wipe out everything of a Christian or even moral
character, until our whole political page should become a pure, unbelicving, irreligious, Christless,
Godless blank.”); id. at 49 (warning that secularism is “threatening destruction to all that is noblest
and purest in our social life”).

109. See supra notes 96-104 and accompany text.
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an expression of that faith permanently in the document that embodies
the nation’s identity.

C. THE CONSTITUTION AND THE MIRROR

Group threat theory helps explain why some Protestants in the
nineteenth century felt compelled to mobilize in response to the
perceived threat to their status posed by the nation’s increasing religious
diversity. The social theory of national identity helps explain why they
perceived the threat in nationalist terms as an attack on America itself.
One additional question remains, and it is the central subject of this
Article: Why did the mobilization focus on constitutional demands? The
answer to that question lies in the role that the Constitution plays in
America’s nationalist consciousness. Americans have long understood
the Constitution to be an expression of national values and character."™
As a result, supporters of the Christian Amendment believed that the
best way to demonstrate that the United States truly is a Christian nation
was to place an expression of that identity in the Constitution itself.""

Supporters of the Christian Amendment frequently explained that it
was crucial that the Constitution accurately reflect the nation’s true
identity. In his address to the 1872 NRA Convention, David McAllister,
General Secretary of the NRA, declared:

It is a principle clearly stated by the best writers on political science, that

in a nation where there is a written Constitution, that instrument should

take its character from the nation for which it is framed. A written

Constitution is simply a translation into legal language . .. of the facts

actually evolved by the social forces of the nation."”

As Amendment supporters understood it, the godless Constitution was
inconsistent with the Christian nature of the American people—it did not
translate into legal language “the facts actually evolved by the social

110. See supra nolcs 1-5 and accompany (cxt.
111. See PROCEEDINGS OF T11L: 1872 CONVENTION T0 SECURL T1L RELIGIOUS AMENDMLNT, Supra note 10,
at 37 (stating that the American people “will place in their great charter of libertics an acknowledgement
of the nation’s dependence on Almighty God . . . because it is an Anglo-Saxon people, and believers in
constitutional liberty, founded on reverence for God and the morality of the Christian religion.”).
112. PROCEEDINGS OF THE 1872 CONVENTION TO SECURE THE RELIGIOUS AMENDMENT, Supra notc 10,
at 6 (referencing Joun A. JamusoN, A Truarist oN CoNsIITUTIONAL CONVENTIONS § 63 (1867)). As
another speaker put it: “The design of a written Constitution is simply to exhibit and declare the exact
features of the unwritten Constitution, or the actual character of the nation.” Id. at 56, 58. Yet another
spcaker put it similarly:
We must then seek the character of the State in the official principles it adopts. And where
shall we look for these principles unless in the Constitution which proclaims to the world
the truths from which the State is to draw its life; which defines its rights and powers; which
establishes its various departments, and organizes them into one symmetrical whole? The
laws and usages which spring from this constitution, as their parent, are but the exponents
of its character|.|

1d. at 53.
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forces of the nation”—and therefore demanded correction.” As another
speaker at the 1872 Convention put it, because the U.S. Constitution is
“without a single word from which it could be determined that this is a
christian nation—we believe [it] to have been false to the true character
of the nation, when it was framed; we believe it to be false to the national
character to-day.”""* Supporters of the Amendment thus did not so much
seek to put God into the Constitution as to “put the people into it, trying
to make our Constitution ... a fair and true, and not a libellous [sic]
exponent of the nation.”"

Proponents of the Christian Amendment believed that putting
Christian devotion in the Constitution would protect the nation’s true
Christian nature. As they saw it, national identity was bound to follow
the Constitution. If the Constitution became Christian, the nation would
stay Christian, but if the Constitution stayed godless, the people would
become godless."* As the NRA’s David McAllister put it:

[TThe written Constitution must be amended to conform to the facts as

they have actually been evolved. . .. [or] the Constitution will in time

conform everything to itself. The facts, the usages, the legislative and
judicial actions, everything, in a word, that is out of harmony with the
written instrument, will give way before its moulding and controlling
influence, and disappear."’
In this conception, the Constitution not only reflects national identity but
also shapes it. If the Constitution were not changed to reflect the
people’s Christian character, the people would become as godless as the
Constitution."

Opponents of the amendment—Seventh Day Adventists, Jews, and
freethinkers—presented a very different conception of American
identity.” “[W]e do not believe that this is a Christian nation,” declared

113. As McAllister put it, “[t]he written Constitution of the United States does not translate these
Christian [acts into legal language. It does not authenticate them.” Id. at 6.

114. Id. at 58.
115. Id. al 67, 68 (statement of Reverend J. Edwards). “Resolved, That we recognize the necessity of
complctc harmony between our writlen constitution and the actual [acts of the national lifc . .. .” Id. at 50.

116. Id. (“| W] e maintain that the true way to effect this undoubted harmony is not to expel the Bible
and all idea of God and rcligion [rom our schools, abrogate laws enforcing Christian morality, and abolish
all devout observances in connection with government, but to insert an explicit acknowledgment of God
and the Bible in our [undamental law.”); see J. H. W., Secularized Christianity, T AM. SENTINEL 9, TO
(1886) [hereinafter Secularized Christianity] (quoting an NRA officer: “[Opponents of the Christian
Amendment| demand that all Christian usages and institutions be abrogated to conform to the
Constitution. We propose to amend it to conform to the actual character of the nation.”).

117. ProcuipINGs or 111 1872 CONVENTION 10 SECURE T11 RELIGIOUS AMENDMENT, supra note 10, at 6.

118. Id. at 7. McAllister thus warned that failure to make the Constitution Christian would allow
anti-Christian forces to “wipe out everything of a Christian or even moral character, until our whole
political page should become a pure, unbelieving, irreligious, Christless, Godless blank.” Id.

119. The leading opponents were Seventh Day Adventists who had long been persecuted for
observing Saturday as the Sabbath, in violation of Sunday closing laws. Fostir, supra note 18, at 108;
GREEN, supra note 18, at 149. In 1886, the Seventh Day Adventists launched The American Sentinel, a
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the Seventh Day Adventist paper, The American Sentinel, “and no
amendment to our National Constitution will make it such.”™ Although
the majority of Americans may have been Christian, that fact did not make
the United States a Christian nation.™ And if the nation could not be said
to be truly Christian, a constitutional declaration of national faith would
therefore be false.”™ Opponents also feared that the Christian Amendment
would make non-Christians second-class citizens.”” As The American
Sentinel put it, the Amendment would have the effect of asserting that “the
Jewish and unbelieving portion of our people are not, of right, part of the
people.”™ The Amendment thus conflicted with principles of equality.™
Opponents argued that the proposed Amendment was contrary to “the
American idea,” which they understood in civic republican terms as equality
among diversity.” “If as a nation we stand for any thing,” freethinker John

newspaper devoted principally to opposing the NRA. See 1. H. W.. The American Sentinel, 1 Am.
STNTINTT. 1, T (1886) [hercinaller The Anterican Sentinel| (explaining thal The Anierican Seatinel was
credled because “there is no paper published in the United Stales, which has [or its distinel object the
vindication ol the rights ol American citizens, which, we solemnly believe, arc threalened by the
dclions and aims of [the NRA]™). Jewish organmizations also petitioned Congress (o oppose Lhe
Amendment. Tlebrews to Petiion Congress, N.Y. 'Tivis, Mar. 16, 1806, at 5. Liberal religionists and
Irecthinkers also arganized o oppose the Christian Amendment, ercating in 1867 the Free Religious
Assoclalion, while secularists organized the Nalional Liberal League and local Liberal League
chapters. T Frii Rencrous Assoctation PROCEEDINGS a1 1112 FORTY-SnCoND ANNUAL MERTING
Hevw v Bosrox, Mass. 103 (1900); see Green, stpra nole 18, al 150-54, 161-67.

120, J. H. W, What Is the flarm?, 1 AM. SENTINEL 9, 13 {1886).

121, Secularized Christianity, supra note 116, al 10 (*I[, in a lamily ol ten, three were prolessed
Christians and seven were inlidels, could thal family be called a Christian family?™).

122, fdy Jorn W, CIranwick, LINERTY AKD TIE CITURCTT IN AMERTCA, #2 FRTEDOM AND FrR1T.0wWsTTe
v Renigion: A Covcecuion oF Essays anp Appresses 269, 308 (The Free Religious Association eds.,
1875) (declaring the Christian Amendment a *lalschood” because the nation includes thousands of
men who dre nol Christians).

123. The Amendment, one writer asserted, “will disfranchise cvery one who will not acknowledge, and
submil (o, the provigions which they choose o embody in their Religious Amendment (o the Constitution,”
A T.J., National Reform and the Righis of Conscience, 1 Am. SeEn1INeL 9, 11 (1886) (emphasis in original).

124. AT, A Christion Nation, 1 Ax. SuNTINEL 1, 7 (1886).

125. Nof a Christion Nafion, 1 An. Senuner 14, 14 (1886) (“[The Israelile, the Mahommedan, or
the Buddhist has an equal right to preach. and. if he can, to make converts to his faith.”); Crzanwick,
supra nole 122, al 310

126. The American Sentine! declared that “[t]here are many dillerent churches and religions, or
forms of religion, in the land. and no constitutional provision or judicial deeision can deelare that all
these arc conlormable 1o Christian laith and practice.” The American Sentinel, supra noic 119, at 1: see
CHapwick, supra note 122, at 31 In 184, Jewish organizations declared that the Amendment
conlicled with principles of cquality among faiths and would raise up on¢ doctrine over all others,
Hebrews (o Petition Congress, supra nole 119, al 5. Opponents poinled (o not only diversily belween
Christians and other religions, but to the substantial religious diversity among Christians. See 4 “Non-
Sequitur,” T AM. STNTINTL T, 8 (1886) ("Would not ... such an amendment as this Associalion sccks,
lead 1o endless religious dispules in our legislatures and in Congress?™). Another wriler argued that il
the Amendment were adopled, “the caurt shall decide what i3 and what is not a Christian law or
institulion, and how Christan laws and institutions shall or shall not be observed. and what is and what
is not a violation of the laws of Christianity.” Secidarized Christianity, supra note 116, at 4.
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Chadwick wrote in 1875, “it is for ‘equal rights for all;’ not for ‘all white
men,” not for all Christians, not for all theists even, but for all.”"’

Although the competing sides in the fight over the Christian
Amendment disagreed over the nature of American national identity,
the fight focused on the Constitution because both sides agreed on a
central premise: The Constitution should embody the nation’s true
values.” As the first witness testifying in support of the Amendment
before the House Judiciary Committee in 1896 explained:

The partics in this debate agree substantially in these two things: First, that

the Constitution is a secular document; and, second, that the facts in our

life are Christian; but the one party claims that a secular constitution is

right and that it ought to remain so, and that all the facts in our national

lile should be brought down (o it, viz, abolish prayers in Congress,

chaplaing in the Army, Bible [rom the schools, remove cverything

Christian, and convert our whole civilization into secularism. ‘The other

party contends that every Christian feature shall be maintained, and asks

that the Constitution be amended so as to secure all such features.™
The dispute over the nation’s religious identity became a constitutional
dispute because of the widespread belief, shared by proponents and
opponents of the Amendment, that the Constitution should reflect the true
nature of the American people.

D. THE MaNY DEFEATS AND THE ONE LASTING SUCCESS OF THE
CHRISTIAN AMENDMENT MOVEMENT

The Christian Amendment never came close to ratification.
Although it was introduced in Congress again and again, it never made it
out of a House or Senate committee.”™ Yet by the end of the nineteenth
century it appeared that the movement had succeeded after all.

In 1892, the Supreme Court issued its decision in Holy Trinity
Church v. United States and emphatically declared that the United States
is a “Christian nation.”" The NRA was not directly involved in the case
but the decision unmistakably reflects its intfluence. The case addresses
what today is an inconsequential question involving a long repealed
provision of federal immigration law prohibiting employment contracts

127. CHADWICK, Supra note 122, at 3o, Agrecing with these opponents of the Amendment, the
New York Times declared that the addition of an cxpression of Christian devotion in the Preamble
would create divisions among the American people, undermining the constitutional goal of “domestic
tranquility,” Christasnity by Legistation, NJY, Trurs, Mar. 15, 1896, at 4.

128. In [act, in 1874 the Free Religious Associalion countered the NRA by proposing its own
constitutional amendment, the Religious Freedom Amendment, which would have extended the First
Amendment’s prohibition on establishment of religion (o the states. GrRrEnw, supra nole 18, al 162-03.

12G. Joini Resolulion Proposing Amendment (o the Consiitition of the United Stafes: Hearing on H.R.
28 Before the H. Comum. on the Judiciary, 511h Cong, 3—4 (1806) (stalement of Reverend H. H, George),

130. See, e.g., Cong. Grose, 38th Cong., 2d Sess. 1272 {1863) (rejecting proposed amendment).

131. Rector, Ete., of Holy 'Urinity Church v. United States, 143 U.S. 457, 471 (1842).
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encouraging immigration.”™ The case is of lasting significance, however,
because, in ruling that the statute should not be read to cover ministers,
the Supreme Court declared that the statute must be construed in light of
the fact that the United States is a Christian nation."™

Holy Trinity Church supports the conclusion that the United States
is a Christian nation with a lengthy account of the history of the United
States. The Court pointed to the same evidence of the nation’s Christian
history that had been developed by the NRA in support of the Christian
Amendment.” In his opinion for the Court, Justice David Brewer
recited the NRA’s examples of the colonial charters to show that the
nation began with a religious mission.”™ The opinion points to religious
language in the Mayflower Compact, the Declaration of Independence,
and state constitutions, and cites to declarations in state court opinions
that the United States is a Christian nation.” Justice Brewer cited to
various state and federal laws that protect Christian practices, including
many of the same laws and practices that the Christian Amendment was
proposed to protect: blasphemy laws, Sunday closing laws, and legislative
prayers.”” Justice Brewer quoted approvingly from a statement by
Chancellor Kent that similar protections need not be given to non-
Christians.”™

Holy Trinity Church placed the Supreme Court’s imprimatur behind
the central claims of Christian nationalism espoused by the Christian
Amendment movement: The American people are a Christian people
and therefore the United States is a Christian nation; American history
demonstrates that the nation is devoted to Christianity; Christian
practices must be understood to have a privileged status and should be
protected by law; and Christian values and practices are an intrinsic and
unobjectionable part of American public life.

The decision was immediately recognized by both sides in the fight
over the Christian Amendment as an endorsement of the Amendment
movement’s central claims. In its first issue after Holy Trinity Church, the

132, fd. al 458.

133. Fd al 471 (“In the [ace of all these, shall it be believed thal a congress of the Uniled Slales
intended to make it a misdemeanor for a church of this country to contract for the services of a Christian
minister residing in another nation?”),

134. [ at 46770

135, fd. al 4606,

136, Td. al 466-68.

137. Id at 470-71.

138, fd. al 4771 {quoling Pcople v. Ruggles, § Johns. 296, 265 (N.Y. App. Div. 1811)) (*Nor are we bound
by any expressions in the constitulion, as some have strangely supposed, either not o punish at all, or w0
punish indiscriminaicly the like attacks upon the religion off Mahomet or ol the Grand Lama; and for this
plain reason, thal the case assumes (hal we are a Christian people, and the morality of the counlry is deeply
ingrafted upon Christianity, and not upon the doctrines or worship of those impostors.™).

B R
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NRA’s official newspaper proclaimed victory, declaring the Court’s
decision the “Greatest Occasion for Thanksgiving™:

“This is a Christian nation.” Thal means Christian government, Christian

laws, Christian institutions, Christian practices, Christian citizenship. And

this is not an outburst of popular passion or prejudice. Christ did not lay

his guiding hand there, but upon the calm, dispassionate supreme judicial

tribunal of our government. Il is the weighticst, the noblest, the most

tremendously [ar-reaching in its conscquences of all the utlerances of that

sovereign tribunal. And that utterance is for Christianity, for Christ. A

Christian nation!™ Then this nation is Christ's nation, for nothing can be

Christian that does not belong to him. Then his word is its sovereign law.

Then the nation is Christ's servant. Then it ought 1o and must, conless,

love and obey Christ. All that the National Reform Association seeks, all

that this department of Christian politics works for, is to be found in the

development of that royal truth. “This is a Christian nation.”"”

The NRA immediately took credit for the decision, accurately declaring
that it “reads as if largely gathered from the National Reform Manual.™"

The joy felt by supporters of the Christian Amendment was
matched by opponents’ alarm. The American Sentinel denounced Holy
Trinity Church as “another Dred Scott decision,” effectively decreeing
“that disbelievers in the Christian religion have no rights which believers
are bound to respect.”™ It agreed with the NRA that the Court had
adopted the philosophy behind the Christian Amendment, declaring that
the decision “culminates in the National Reform shibboleth, and the
capsheaf has been put to the theory that the Christian religion is part of
the common law of the individual States, by declaring, by fiat of the
Supreme Court, the United States to be a Christian Nation.”""

With the decision in Holy Trinity Church, it appeared that the NRA
might well have achieved in court what it had been unable to achieve
through the political process.™ Indeed, America’s constitutional history
includes numerous instances when a movement failed in its goal of
enacting a constitutional amendment, but nonetheless succeeded in
gaining legal recognition of its central claims. Perhaps the most prominent

136 William Weir, The Supremne Court Decision: The Greafest Oceasion for Thanksgiving, CHRISIIAN
Starisman, Nov. 19, 18g2, at 2.

140. William Weir, Republican National Convention, CNRISTIAN STATESMAN, June 25, 1892, al 5.
Recent scholars have disagreed over whether Justice Brewer personally supported the NRA's agenda.
Compare Mooke, supra note 18, at 134 (stating that Justice Brewer “never joined the NRA but came
autl publicly as a supporter’™ and asscriing thal he “had been giving specches at NRA events [or some
time™) and Jay Aran Sexurow, Wrenessinag T Faren: RevGroos Invnoisce ox Sorrevt Coukl
JusTices avn Trrmr Orintons 152 (2000) (*|[Justice| Brewer was clearly in agreement with many ol the
NRA's positions.”) with Sleven K. Green, fustice David Josiah Brewer and the “Christian Nation”
Maxim, 63 Arn. L. Riv. 427, 458 (199y).

141, C. B, Waile, In a Grear Crisis, 8 Ax. STNTINTIL 4T, 43 (18973).

142. W. H. M., The Supreine Court and a National Religion, 7 Av. SENUNEL 113, 114 (1892).

143, See, eg., W, H, M., “Vital to the Sundav Question,” 7 AM, SEKTINTI. 153, 155 (T802) {quoling Praxr.
or Days (May 7, 1802)) (“And this importanl decision rests upon lhe lundamental principle thal religion is
imbedded in the organic structure of the American Government ... 7).
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example is the movement to adopt the Equal Rights Amendment, which
failed to win passage of a constitutional amendment, but nonetheless
succeeded in gaining judicial recognition of the same principle.”
Commentators have described the Supreme Court’s rulings as creating a
“de facto ERA,” which Reva Siegel has explained resulted from a social
movement that dramatically shifted public and elite notions of women’s
equality. After Christian Amendment supporters succeeded in
convincing a unanimous Supreme Court to declare that the United States
is a Christian nation, it appeared that the proposed Christian
Amendment might succeed in gaining judicial acceptance despite the
failure of the amendment to gain formal adoption.

At the same time, however, Holy Trinity Church undercut the
campaign to adopt the Christian Amendment. Perhaps there was no
need to amend the Constitution, some now argued, because the Supreme
Court itself had agreed that the nation was Christian and that
Christianity was, in some sense, the law of the land.”" Continuing the
fight for an amendment after Holy Trinity Church, Wilbur Crafts argued
that an amendment remained necessary so that “the Constitution shall
say what the Supreme Court has already said, as to the Christian status of
our government, but in a more authoritative form.”™ Opponents could
now argue, however, that a constitutional amendment was no longer
necessary, if it ever had been.

As a result of Holy Trinity Church, supporters of the Christian
Amendment stopped arguing that the Constitution was godlessly secular
and increasingly began to argue that the Constitution was already
Christian. As reported in 1900 in The Sentinel of Liberty (the successor to
The American Sentinel), National Reformers:

144. See Uniled Stales v. Virginia, 518 LS. 515, 533 (1996) (siriking down Virginia's operation of a
single-sex military academy and declaring that sex discrimination can be upheld only where there is an
“exceedingly persuasive justification™). Another example is the Child Labor Amendment, which would have
authorized Congress 1o prohibit child labor, which lailed 10 win passage by stale Tegislaiures, but in 19471 the
Supreme Court ruled that Congress already had such power under the Commerce Clause. See United States
v. Darby, 312 U8, 100, 716 (1947). As David Strauss commented, “|i)t was as il the Child Labor Amendiment
1ot ooly had been adopled bul also had been given an especially expansive reading . ... David A. Strauss,
The Irrelevance of Constiiutional Amendments, 114 Harv. L. Ruiv. 1457, 1476 (2001).

145. See Reva B, Sicgel, Leclure, Constitutional Culture, Social Movement Conflict and Consttutional
Change: The Case of the de facio ERA, 94 Cavir. L. Rev. 1323, 133234, 135106 (2006).

146, GRTON, supranole 18, al 170,

147. WiLsur F. Czarrs, Pracicar Curistian SocioLoay: ON Moxar RerorMs anp Social
Prosriys 197 (rev. 4th ed. 19o7).
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were wont only a few years ago to assail the Constitution as a “Godless

instrument” because it contained no recognition of Deity. But now that

a justice of the Supreme Court has shown in an obeter dictum how to

discover in that document something which is clearly not there at all,

these men are not slow to avail themselves of this aid and to loudly
proclaim that “this is a Christian nation . . . .”"*
While the Christian Amendment movement had not succeeded in amending
the Constitution, it had gained official recognition from the Supreme Court
of its central claim: Christianity, not godless secularism or religious
pluralism, was the law of the land.

The movement to adopt the Christian Amendment never entirely
died. The NRA continued to push for an amendment until it finally folded
in 1945."” A new organization, the Christian Amendment Movement, was
formed the next year with the express purpose of continuing the work
begun by the NRA."™ Because Christian practices in public life continued
to be challenged, the Amendment was still necessary, one pamphlet
declared, in order to “afford a constitutional basis for Christian legislation
and judicial decisions.””" The newly reformed Christian Amendment
Movement declared anew that the proposed Amendment would save
Christian America from the threats of secularism.”” The proposal was
endorsed in 1947 by the newly formed National Association of
Evangelicals.”™

In 1954 and 1964, Congress once again held hearings on the
proposed amendment, which reiterated and expanded on the same
arguments and counterarguments that had been presented in the
nineteenth century hearings.” Representatives of groups that had
thrived in the nineteenth century—the National Reform Association and
the Women’s Christian Temperance Union—once again argued that the
Constitution failed to reflect the true Christian nature of the nation and
that it must be amended to bring the American people and the
Constitution into harmony.” They were joined by newly formed but
relatively obscure organizations like the Christian Patriotic Rally and the

148. “Is This a Christian Nation?,” 15 SENTINEL LIBERTY 418, 419 (1900).

149. See BORDLN, supra note 18, at 74. But see Christian Amendment: Hearings on S. J. Res. 87 Before
the Subcomm. of the S. Comm. on the Judiciary, 83rd Cong. 35 (1954) [hercinalter Christian Amendment
Hearings| (statement of D.H. Elliott, a witness at the hearing, identifying him as a member of the
Exccutive Committee of the NRA).

150. Tk CurisiiaN AMENDMENT Movimint: Wiar It Is, Wiar You Can Do 10 Herr 3 (1948), http:/
digitalcollections.baylor.edu/cdm/ref/collection/cs-vert/id/8125.

151. Id. at 12.

152. See AM. ASS'N IOR 111 ADVANCEMENT OrF AtriiiisM, AMERICAN Curistians, AWAKE! 1, http:/
digitalcollections.baylor.cdu/cdm/compoundobject/collection/cs-vert/id/8116/rec/4 (last visited Jan. 16, 2017)
(“Let’s make our ‘godless Constitution’ Christian lest our government and schools become purely secular.”).

153. MOORE, supra notc 18, at 153.

154. Christian Amendment Hearings, supra note 149, at 29-30, 35, 45, 52.

155. Id. at 8 (statement of Mrs. P. de Shishmareff); id. at 21 (statement of Remo Robb); id. at 2829
(statement of R. E. Robb); id. at 43 (statement of J. Renwick Patterson).
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California League of Christian Parents.”” Supporters of the Amendment
relied on the comprehensive history of Christian America developed by
the Amendment’s nineteenth century supporters, presenting a catalogue
of religious declarations by leading Americans from the Mayflower
Compact through modern times.”” Supporters of the Amendment
continued to point to Holy Trinity Church as the definitive declaration
that the nation is Christian.”" The renewed push to adopt the Christian
Amendment was opposed by major Jewish organizations, the American
Civil Liberties Union, and Americans United for the Separation of
Church and State, which like their nineteenth century predecessors
articulated an egalitarian national vision.”™ By then, however, the diverse
groups opposing the Amendment and supporting religious pluralism had
become mainstream, while those calling for a Christian Constitution had
become decidedly marginal."

II. JUDEO-CHRISTIAN NATIONALISM OF THE EISENHOWER ERA

While Christian nationalism of the kind advanced by the Christian
Amendment movement became increasingly marginalized in the first
half of the twentieth century, a new, more ecumenical movement took its
place, a movement that valorized the nation’s “Judeo-Christian heritage”
rather than its specifically Christian or Protestant heritage. Judeo-
Christian nationalism reached its apogee during the Eisenhower era, a
time of unprecedented public declarations of religious faith."” With
Eisenhower’s support, religious nationalists succeeded in gaining legal
recognition that religious devotion is central to American national identity,
adding the words “under God” to the Pledge of Allegiance and adopting
“In God We Trust” as the national motto.”” Proponents presented these
measures as expressions of America’s authentic national identity, intended

156. Id. at2,7.

157. See, e.g., id. at 28 (statcment of R. E. Robb) (“The pioncers who first planted a stable government
on these shores,” onc witness explained, “and the greatest statesmen of the Nation ever since, have
consistently and with almost complete unanimity turned to Christianity as the embodiment of that code.”).
As a result, “we arc warranied in stating categorically that this is in [act basically and [undamentally a
Christian nation.” /d. at 29.

158. Id. at 8 (statement of Mrs. P. de Shishmareff); id. at 21 (statement of Remo 1. Robb); id. at
28-29 (statement of R. E. Robb); id. at 43 (statement of J. Renwick Patterson).

159. See id. at 69—74 (statement of Rabbi Isidor Breslau, Synagogue Council of America); id. at
86-92 (statement of David Brody, Anti-Delamation Leaguc); id. at 74-82 (statecment of Leo Pleller,
Synagogue Council of America); id. at 82 (statement of Protestants and Other Americans United for
Scparation of Church and State); id. at 85 (Ictier by the American Civil Libertics Union).

160. The NRA was so obscure in 1954—enough so that one writer on its history believed it had
folded long beflore. See BORDEN, supra note 18, at 74.

161. See KEvIN M. Krusk, ONE NATION UNDER GoD: How CORPORATE AMERICA INVENTED CHRISTIAN
AMERICA Xii (2015).

162. Seeid. at 124.
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to combat the threats posed by atheism and Communism."” Despite these
successes, Judeo-Christian nationalists failed when they sought to
enshrine an expression of religious devotion in the Constitution, when a
variety of factions advanced pluralism and equality, rather than religious
devotion, as central to national identity."

As this Part shows, Judeo-Christian nationalism of the mid-twentieth
century followed the same pattern as the Christian Amendment
movement. Like the Christian Amendment movement, Judeo-Christian
nationalism arose in response to a perceived group threat, in this case the
threat that many religious Americans perceived from Communism abroad
and at home. Just as the rise of religious pluralism was seen by many
nineteenth century Protestants as a threat to national identity, the threat
from Communism was understood in nationalist terms as an attack on
the fundamental values of America. As with the Christian Amendment
movement, Judeo-Christian nationalists sought to gain official
recognition of their understanding of American identity, first in the
Pledge of Allegiance and the National Motto, followed by the failed
attempt to adopt a School Prayer Amendment.

A. THE RISE OF JUDEO-CHRISTIAN NATIONALISM

Although American Presidents and other leaders had long heaped
praises on the nation’s Christian heritage, the language of American
religious nationalism began to shift during World War II when American
political and religious leaders started to praise the nation’s “Judeo-
Christian” heritage.'” The phrase came into usage to express opposition
to fascism and anti-Semitism, conveying the notion that Jews shared in
the nation’s heritage and should not be thought of as outsiders.” During
the 1930s, fascists, anti-Semites, and their fellow travelers frequently
called their organizations “Christian”—including Father Coughlin’s
Christian Front and Gerald L. K. Smith’s fascist Christian Nationalist
Crusade, with its magazine The Cross and Flag." Because political
organizations calling themselves “Christian” had become associated with
fascism, “Judeo-Christian thus became a catchword for the other side,”
as Mark Silk explained.”®

After the war, political leaders continued to use the term, invoking
“Judeo-Christian” in much the same ways that earlier leaders had
invoked the nation’s Christian heritage. Thus, President Eisenhower

163. See, e.g., id.

164. See, e.g.,id.

165. See STUCKEY, supra note 1, at 167-70.

166. Mark Silk, Notes on the Judeo-Christian Tradition in America, 36 AM. Q. 65, 66-67 (1984).

167. Id. at 66; see Gerald L. K. Smith, This Is Christian Nationalism, THE Cross AND FLAG, http:/
www.thecrossandflag.com/articles/christian_nationalism.html (last visited Jan. 16, 2017).

168. Id.



February 2017] HOW THE CONSTITUTION BECAME CHRISTIAN 289

invoked the phrase to connote the nation’s common religious heritage
that assertedly was at the root of American history and culture: “Our
form of government . . . has no sense unless it is founded in a deeply felt
religious faith, and I don’t care what it is. With us of course it is the
Judeo-Christian concept but it must be a religion that all men are created
equal.”™ In this conception, Protestant, Catholic, and Jewish traditions
formed the basis for the nation’s creed of equality and justice.”

With Eisenhower’s election in 1952, religious nationalism (albeit of
a generically monotheistic kind) found an enthusiastic advocate. “One of
the reasons I was elected,” Eisenhower explained, “was to help lead this
country spiritually.””" Religious leadership was necessary, Eisenhower
believed, to reinforce the differences between the United States and the
atheistic materialism of Communism.” As Eisenhower declared in his
inaugural address, “[w]e who are free must proclaim anew our faith.”"”

Eisenhower and his allies quickly found a way for the nation to
express its religious faith: by adding the words “under God” to the
Pledge of Allegiance. Although others had advocated for it earlier, the
proposal to add the words “under God” to the Pledge gained sudden
momentum in February 1954 when Reverend George M. Docherty,
Pastor of the New York Avenue Presbyterian Church, delivered a
sermon, attended by Eisenhower, entitled “Under God.””* Docherty
began the sermon by trying to define the “American Way of Life.”"” The
American way of life, Docherty declared, means “going to the ball game
and eating popcorn, and drinking Coca Cola, and rooting for the
Senators.””" But, he concluded, “it is deeper than that.”"”” He explained
that America is based upon “fundamental concepts of life [that] had
been given to the world from Sinai, where the moral law was graven
upon tables of stone, symbolizing the universal application to all men;

169. Id. at 65.

170. See Wi.I. HERBERG, PROTESTANT—CATHOLIG—IEW: AN ESSAY IN AMERICAN RELIGIOUS SOCIOLOGY
74-81 (1955).

171. Krusk, supra note 161, at ix.
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executive director of Senator Joseph McCarthy’s Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations, similarly
intoned that the international communist conspiracy aimed “at the total obliteration of Judeo-Christian
civilization.” J. B. Matthcews, Reds and Our Churches, AM. MERCURY, July 1953, at 3.

173. Krusk, supra note 161, at xi.

174. Id. at 104.
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and they came from the New Testament, where they heard in the words
of Jesus of Nazareth the living Word of God for the world.”™

Assured that America is based upon Christian and Jewish values,
Docherty said he was shocked when he first paid attention to the words
of the Pledge of Allegiance: “1 pledge allegiance to the flag of the United
States of America and to the Republic for which it stands, one nation,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.”"”™ Parsing the words of the
Pledge, Docherty concluded:

There was something missing in this pledge, and that which was missing

was the characteristic and definitive factor in the American way of life.

Indeed, apart from the mention of the phrase, the United States of

America, this could be a pledge of any republic. Tn fact, T could hear little

Muscoviles repeal a similar pledge 1o their hammer-and-sickle (lag in

Moscow with equal solemnity . .. ."™"
What was missing, [Docherty preached, was an expression of religious
devotion, a declaration that the nation’s values and liberties come from
God.™ He believed that to omit religious devotion was “to omit the
definitive character of the American way of life.”"™

Docherty’s proposal to add an expression of religious devotion to
the Pledge of Allegiance was quite similar to the proposal to add an
expression of Christian devotion to the Constitution. Just as some
Christians in the nineteenth century were appalled that the Constitution
did not reflect the nation’s Christian faith, Docherty was disappointed to
find no expression of faith in the Pledge of Allegiance. While the Pledge
does not have the same stature as the Constitution, it too expresses the
nation’s essential principles: that the United States is “one nation, under
God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.”"™ Just as nineteenth
century Christian nationalists believed that threats to the Christian
nature of America necessitated amending the Constitution, Docherty
argued that threats to the nation’s religious identity could be met by
revising the Pledge: “We face today, a theological war. . .. Tt is the view
of man as it comes down to us from Judeo-Christian civilization in mortal
combat against modern, secularized, godless humanity.”"™

To be sure, Docherty’s understanding of America’s religious identity
was broader than that of nineteenth century Christian nationalists. He
chose the words “under God” because he thought they were sufficiently
ecumenical to express the full scope of America’s religious identity and
embraced by all true Americans. As a Christian, Docherty stated, he might

178, Id.

174. Id

180, George M. Docherty Sermon, supranole 175, al 3.
181, Jd. al 4.

182, fd.

183. 4 US.C. §4.

184. George M. Docherty Sermon, supra note 175, at 4.
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prefer the words “under Christ,” but the nation had opened its doors to
people of differing faiths.™ He emphasized, however, that the revised
Pledge would exclude one group: atheists.™ Yet Docherty concluded that
atheists should be excluded because they are not real Americans:
“Philosophically speaking, an atheistic American is a contradiction of
terms. . .. [T]hey really are spiritual parasites.”" In short, secularism was
un-American.™

Within days of Docherty’s sermon, several bills had been introduced
in Congress to add “under God” to the Pledge of Allegiance.™ The
short, successful campaign for the proposal—no organized opposition to
the proposal emerged and it was enacted into law within a few
months—echoed the same themes as Docherty’s sermon. Like Docherty,
many members of Congress reiterated the fear that communism and
secularism posed a threat to America’s religious traditions.”™ They too
saw the threat to religion in nationalist terms.”™ As Congressman Louis C.
Rabaut declared, the amended Pledge “ignores a definitive factor in the
American way of life and that factor is belief in God.”"™ As Representative
Charles Edward Bennett explained, putting God in the Pledge would
serve to protect the nation’s identity from foreign attack: “At the base of
our freedom is our faith in God and the desire of Americans to live by His
will and by His guidance. As long as this country trusts in God, it will
prevail.”™”

In signing the bill to amend the Pledge, President Eisenhower declared
that an expression of national dedication to God was necessary to make the
Pledge an accurate reflection of the nation’s “true meaning”:

185. Id. at 5.

186. Id.

187. Id.

188. Id. (“The dilemma of the secular is quite simple. He cannot deny the Christian revelation and
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190. Id. at 109.
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192. 100 CoNG. REC. H.R. 7530 (daily ed. Fcb. 12, 1954) (cxtension of remarks of the Honorable
Louis C. Rabaut on House J. Res. 243).

193. United States Currency Inscription: Hearing on H.R. 619 Before the H. Comm. on Banking and
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REc. H.J.R. 458 (daily ed. Junc 7, 1954) (statcment of Representative Oliver P. Bolton):
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From this day lorward, the millions ol our school children will daily
proclaim in every city and town, every village and rural school house, the
dedication of our nation and our people to the Almighty. T'o anyone who
truly loves America, nothing could be more inspiring than to contemplate

this rededication ol our youth, on cach school morning, 10 our country’s

truc meaning, '

Members of Congress celebrated the enactment of the bill on the steps of
the Capitol.™ As recounted in the Congressional Record, they first
turned toward “the believer’s flag as the witness of a great nation’s faith”
and recited the newly amended Pledge of Allegiance,” and “[t]hen,
appropriately, as the flag was raised a bugle rang out with the familiar
strains of ‘Onward, Christian Soldiers!”™"

In the next few years, Congress took several more steps to proclaim the
centrality of religious devotion to national identity. In 1955, Congress
enacted legislation requiring that the words “In God We Trust” be printed
on all bills and coins.” In doing so, the House Banking and Commerce
Committee explained that the phrase expressed “the spiritual basis of our
way of life.”*” The following year, Congress adopted “In God We Trust” as
the nation’s official motto, replacing the pluralist motto E Pluribus Unum.™

B. JupeEo-CHRISTIAN NATIONALISM AND THE PROPOSED
CONSITTUTIONAL PRAYER AMENDMENT

By the mid-19s0s, religious nationalists could feel secure that their
conception of American identity had gained official recognition. The
Supreme Court had declared that the United States is a “Christian
nation”; school children daily acknowledged that they lived in a nation
“under God”; and the nation declared “In God We Trust” on every coin
and bill. A constitutional amendment declaring the nation’s religious
identity might have seemed superfluous. Yet a new drive was soon
launched to amend the Constitution to further express and protect the
nation’s religious heritage. As with the drive to amend the Pledge and
the national motto, the attempt to amend the Constitution followed the
pattern set by the Christian Amendment movement: A perceived threat
to the status or privileges of religious Americans was understood in
nationalist terms, and propelled members of the threatened group to try
to protect their status through a constitutional amendment. As with the

194. Dwight D. Eisenhower, President of the United States, Statement Upen Signing Bill to Inclhude
the Words “Under (God” in the Pledge (o the Flag (Junc 14, 1054), hitp//www,presidency.ucsh.edu/
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Christian Amendment movement, an organized opposition formed of
national church bodies, Jewish groups, and civil libertarians, which
presented a different conception of American identity and helped defeat
the proposed amendment.

The issue that propelled the new drive to amend the
Constitution—religion in public schools—had also been a moving force
behind the Christian Amendment movement. The instigating event this
time was a pair of decisions issued by the Supreme Court that pushed
back against religious nationalism. In Engel v. Vitale, the Court struck
down a nondenominational prayer composed by the New York Board of
Regents for use in New York public schools.” The Regents had adopted
the prayer precisely for religious nationalist reasons, declaring that
“[b]Jelief in and dependence upon Almighty God was the very
cornerstone upon which our Founding Fathers builded.”™” Citing Holy
Trinity Church and the addition of “under God” to the Pledge of Allegiance,
the New York Court of Appeals had upheld the prayer as an expression of
the nation’s core religious identity: “No historical fact is so easy to prove by
literally countless illustrations as the fact that belief and trust in a Supreme
Being was from the beginning and has been continuously part of the very
essence of the American plan of government and society.”*”

In Engel, the Supreme Court disagreed, ruling for the first time that
prayer in public school was unconstitutional.” The next year in School
District of Abington Township v. Schempp, the Court struck down a
Pennsylvania requirement that teachers begin the school day with Bible
reading.”” Although the Court conceded that expressions of religious
faith had been a regular part of the nation’s public life, the Court ruled
that a state cannot conduct religious exercises as part of the public school
curriculum.™

The decisions in Engel and Schempp provoked outrage. Many saw
the decisions as an attack on the nation’s Judeo-Christian essence. The
Reverend Billy Graham declared that Engel/ was “another step toward
secularism in the United States.”™ Former President Herbert Hoover
declared that Engel accomplished the “disintegration of a sacred American
heritage.”*” For some, Engel and Schempp were proof of a Communist

201. Engel v. Vitale, 370 U.S. 421, 436 (1962). “Almighty God, we acknowledge our dependence
upon Thee, and we beg Thy blessings upon us, our parents, our teachers and our country.” Id. at 422.
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plot to destroy America’s distinctive religious faith.”™ Governor George
Wallace of Alabama agreed that the decisions were “part of a deliberate
design to subordinate the American people, their faith, their customs and
their religious traditions to a Godless state” and he warned that if the
courts were to rule “that we cannot read the Bible in some school, I'm
going to that school and read it myself.”"

Denouncing the Court’s rulings as fundamentally un-American,
opponents of the Court’s decisions sought to rally support for a
constitutional amendment, just as the National Reform Association had
sought a constitutional amendment to protect against perceived threats
to the nation’s religious heritage.”" Opponents of the decisions believed
what was really at stake was not simply religious practices in schools but
the nation’s very identity. As the National Governors’ Conference
declared in 1962, a constitutional amendment “will make clear and beyond
challenge the acknowledgment of our nation and people in their faith in

204. Congress Tails fo Acr on School Praver Amendments, CQ Armanac (1964), http:libracy.cqpress.
com/cgalmanac/eqaltg-1304007. As one Congressman warned:
I lear there is much more than appears on the surlace in the cfforts (o lake religion outl of
public places. We know that Communism i3 a Godless doetrine. I am convinced that there is
om oot n this nation a deadly attlempt by a small minorily to make owr Amgerica officially &
Godless nation,

id.
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praycrs and Bible reading, has struck a major blow at the religious herilage of our people.” id. al 318
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God.”" Like supporters of the Christian Amendment, supporters of the
School Prayer Amendment believed that a constitutional amendment
would resolve once and for all the nation’s true religious identity.

An amendment appeared likely to pass when Congress first held
hearings on the proposal in the spring of 1964.”° Polls showed that
seventy-nine percent of Americans supported it.”"* It was supported by
several leading national organizations, including the American Legion,
the Lions, Kiwanis, and the Junior Chamber of Commerce.”” The
Amendment also received the endorsement of the Republican Party,
which remains committed to it to this day.”

However, the proposed School Prayer Amendment also engendered
strong opposition. Like the failed Christian Amendment, the fight over the
proposed School Prayer Amendment pitted those who considered the
United States a Christian nation (or at least a Judeo-Christian nation)
against those who emphasized the nation’s religious pluralism.”” Like their
nineteenth century predecessors, proponents of the School Prayer
Amendment believed that the nation’s religious identity must be expressed
in the Constitution and encouraged in public life, especially in the public
schools where national citizenship was inculcated.”* Opponents countered

212. KRUSE, supra notc 161, at 205. As Kevin Krusc has written, advocates belicved that the
nation’s Christian identity was at stake. Id. at 206 (“To put it in broad strokes, proponents of the
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by arguing that the Cowrt’s broad interpretation of the Establishment
Clause, which limited public expression of religion, best protected the
nation’s religious diversity.””

The proposed School Prayer Amendment failed after the national
leadership of the nation’s most prominent faiths turned against it. The
National Council of Churches, representing most mainline Protestant
churches, opposed the Amendment, as did the national organizations for
Baptists, Episcopalians, Quakers, Seventh Day Adventists, and Jews.™
The National Association of Evangelicals supported the proposed
Amendment, as it had the Christian Amendment.”™ Despite the defeat,
the demand to protect religion in public schools has remained a recurrent
source of dispute, once again channeling a dispute over the nation’s
religious identity into a public contest over the Constitution.™

ITT. THE CoNSTITUTIONAL NATIONALISM OF THE NEw CHRISTIAN RIGHT

Beginning in the late 1970s, a new wave of Christian nationalism
came to national prominence, a movement often referred to as the “New
Christian Right.”” The New Christian Right is a somewhat loose term
for a group of evangelical, fundamentalist, and Pentecostal Christians,
associated most prominently with Jerry Falwell, Pat Robertson, and
James Dobson, and their organizations: the Moral Majority, the
Christian Coalition, and Focus on the Family.™ These groups helped
mobilize conservative Christians as an organized force in American
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politics, inveighing against abortion, feminism, gay rights, pornography,
and rock ‘n roll music.”™

The New Christian Right is not usually considered a constitutional
movement. Unlike the movement to adopt the Christian Amendment in
the nineteenth century and the movement to adopt a School Prayer
Amendment in the 1960s, the New Christian Right did not make the
demand for constitutional amendments a centerpiece of its agenda. Yet a
review of books and speeches by prominent leaders of the New Christian
Right reveals that constitutional concerns played a prominent role in
their thinking.™ In contrast to the leaders of the Christian Amendment
movement, who read the Constitution as a godless document out of sync
with the nation’s Christian identity, leaders of the New Christian Right
understood the Constitution to be a quintessentially Christian document
intended to govern a Christian nation.”” Rather than demanding that the
Constitution be amended to protect the nation’s Christian identity, the
New Christian Right campaigned to inferpref the Constitution to protect
the nation’s Christian identity.™

In campaigning for the nation to return to what the movement
characterized as the true, Christian nature of the Constitution, the New
Christian Right nonetheless followed much the same script as the
Christian Amendment movement of the nineteenth century and the
Judeo-Christian nationalism of the 1950s and 1960s: (1) the movement was
propelled by a perceived a threat to the status of Christians as prototypical
Americans, in this case the threat posed by “secular humanism?; {2) the
perceived threat to Christian preeminence was understood in nationalist
terms as an attack on America itself; and (3) the movement sought to
protect the nation’s Christian identity by enshrining that identity in the
Constitution, in this case by demanding that the Constitution be
understood as Christian, As with earlier episodes in Christian nationalism,
the New Christian Right was opposed by a variety of groups who rejected
Christian nationalism and instead offered a national vision based on
pluralism, As with the episodes of religious nationalism addressed in
Parts I and II of this Article, the clash between the New Christian Right
and its opponents readily transformed competing conceptions of national
identity into constitutional disputes.

A. Group THREAT: SECULAR HUMANISM

Since the 19508 America has been growing less Protestant and more
secular. In 1954, the year that “under God” was added to the Pledge of

225, See, £.g., fd. al 2; STEVT BRUCT, TTIE RIST AN FATT oF TIIT Nw CIiRISTIAN R1GTT: CONSERVATIVE
Proresiant PoLincs v AMeRICA, 1678-1688 1-24 (1988).

226, See infra Part ITLC,

227. See LIENESCH, supra nole 223, al 147.

228, See infra Part 111.C.
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Allegiance, seventy-one percent of Americans identified as Protestant.
By 1979, the year Jerry Falwell founded the Moral Majority, only fifty-
eight percent of Americans said they were Protestants.” The percentage
of Americans identifying as Protestant has continued to decline, and in
2016, only thirty-eight percent of Americans identified as Protestant.”™
At the same time, the percentage of Americans who describe themselves
as having no religion increased, from less than one percent in 1954, to
seven percent in 1979, to seventeen percent in 2016.”

The rise of the New Christian Right bears out the central insight of
group threat theory, that majority hostility against a minority group
increases as the population and perceived power of the group increases. In
the 1970s and 1980s, many Christians looked on the nation’s increasing
secularism with alarm and saw it as a threat to the nation’s Christian
heritage.™ The New Christian Right was their response.

In Listen, America!, Jerry Falwell’s bestselling book of 1979, Falwell
set out an agenda for a new mobilization of conservative Christians.™
Although fundamentalist and other evangelical Christian organizations
had significant involvement in political disputes in the first two decades
of the twentieth century—organizing to fight for prohibition and against
the teaching of evolution in the public schools—they largely retreated
from organized participation in politics in the 1920s.” In 1942, the
National Association of Evangelicals was formed, but it too largely
stayed out of politics.”™ In 1965, Falwell had criticized Reverend Martin
Luther King, Jr. for using Christianity for political ends.”” By 1979,
however, Falwell had come to believe that conservative Christians must
mobilize because America’s Christian identity was in grave jeopardy.™

Falwell saw evidence all around that Christianity was under attack.
He saw it in the Supreme Court’s school prayer cases.”” He also saw it in
Roe v. Wade and the acceptance of abortion, homosexuality, pornography,
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drugs. and rock music, all of which he saw as attacks on the family, which
he considered a “God-ordained institution” that forms the “fundamental
building block and the basic unit of our society.”" He saw an attack on
Christianity in the movement to adopt the Equal Rights Amendment and
in the feminist movement, as a result of which “nearly every occupation
has been invaded by women,” and “many women have never accepted
their God-given roles.”* He saw an attack on Christianity in public school
textbooks, which he believed denigrated faith and promoted socialism.™
And he heard it in the rock music of David Bowie, the Rolling Stones, and
the Who, which Falwell said celebrated hedonism and led to satanism.™

As Falwell saw it, American elites had become deeply hostile to
Christianity and were engaged in widespread persecution of Christians,™
Falwell accused liberals of attempting to victimize and silence Christians
through the courts, popular culture, and academia.™ Falwell was far from
alone. Phyllis Schlaffly, who founded the Eagle Forum in 1¢72, agreed that
anti-Christian forces had launched a “direct attack™ on “those who believe
that God created us, and that He created a moral law that we should
obey.”" Pat Robertson’s Christian Coalition warned: “Danger! Christian
Americans are under siege. Schoolchildren are being threatened and
adults jailed for the peaceful practice of God-given rights. It’s time to
say, enough. Time to regain a voice in government and raise a righteous
standard.”™

The New Christian Right had a name for the force that was
attacking Christianity and destroying America: secular humanism.*” The
term was apparently popularized by Reverend Tim LaHaye in his book
The Batle for the Mind, which declared that “[o]nly two lines of
reasoning permeate all of literature: biblical revelation (the wisdom of
God) and the wisdom of man (a.k.a. humanism).” For LaHaye, secular

24q0. Farwinn, supra note 13, at 121; Seth Dowland, “Family Values” and the Formation of o Christion
Right Agenda, 78 Criimerr HisT, 606, 606-31 (2009).
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humanism was “the world’s greatest evil” and the cause of most societal
problems: “[C]rime and violence in our streets, promiscuity, divorce,
shattered dreams, and broken hearts can be laid right at the door of
secular humanism.”” The term soon was used by many fundamentalists
and evangelicals to describe a philosophy deeply hostile to Christianity
that they believed was responsible for a decline in American morality.”
For Falwell, humanism is a philosophy of human autonomy, unrestrained
by any moral principles, which places man at the center of existence and
focuses on “self-realization through reason,” rather than salvation
through faith.”™ Secularism teaches that man, and not God, is in charge
of his own destiny.” To Falwell, humanism is tantamount to hedonism
and is summed up by the slogan, “If it feels good, do it!”**

There was some disagreement on the exact nature of secular
humanism. For Falwell, secular humanism was simply a new version of the
old Communist threat. As he declared, “Humanism promotes the
socialization of all humanity into a world commune.” Other leaders of
the New Christian Right understood secular humanism to be synonymous
with the philosophies of fascism, Nazism, and New Age spiritualism.™
What they agreed on, however, was that secular humanism threatened
Christian dominance.™’

For the New Christian Right, the Supreme Court’s decisions in
Engel and Schempp, to reject prayer and Bible reading in public schools,
laid the groundwork for the advance of secular humanism.”* Once God
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had been taken out of schools, Falwell and others exclaimed, the schools
began teaching the philosophy of humanism instead of the word of
God.”™ The same philosophy of secular humanism permeated American
popular culture, and could be found in movies, television shows, and rock
music.” In his influential book, A Christian Manifesto, Francis Schaeffer
declared that Carl Sagan’s PBS show Cosmos “indoctrinated millions of
unsuspecting viewers” with the secularist philosophy.™ As Schaeffer
declared, the “humanist view has infiltrated every level of society.”

B. THE Na1toNALISM OF THE NEw CHRISTIAN RIGHT

One might suppose that the decline in the number of Americans
identifying as Christian would mean that the belief that the United States
is a Christian nation would also decline. But in fact, empirical data
demonstrates that just the opposite has occurred: The decline in the
percentage of American Christians has corresponded with an increase in
the percentage of Americans who believe that the United States is a
Christian nation.” Group threat theory helps explain this seeming
paradox. The nation’s increasing secularism and religious diversity made
many Christians fear for the loss of their dominant status, making them
more likely to rally around the idea of a Christian nation.™ The more
threatened some Christians felt, the stronger they believed the nation is
Christian. Responding to these fears, the New Christian Right became
the vehicle for defending a Christian conception of American identity.

Like other religious nationalist movements, the New Christian Right
did not merely identify secular humanism as a threat to Christianity, but
perceived it as a threat to America itself. As suggested by the social
theory of national identity, supporters of the New Christian Right
considered themselves to be prototypically American and therefore
identified Christian values and beliefs to be American values and
beliefs.® They believed that an attack on Christianity is an attack on
America.”™ Looking at the rise of secular humanism, Falwell asked: “What
has happened to the America we knew?”™” He feared that a loss of
America’s Christian identity would spell the end of America’s very
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existence.”™ Other leaders of the Christian Right agreed that secular
humanism posed an existential threat to the United States. Pat Robertson
believed that the attacks on Christianity had already succeeded in
destroying the nation’s Christian identity, claiming that “[w]e had in
America a Christian nation™ but “[i]t has been taken away from us.”™"
John Whitehead, founder of the Rutherford Institute, agreed that the
decline of Christianity meant the destruction of America: “[I]f
Christianity is separated from America then America no longer
exists . ...”” In fact, he believed that the point of no return had already
passed and lamented that “[w]e live in a post-American culture.”™”

Christian nationalism was the New Christian Right’s central message.
As Falwell declared in 1993: “We must never allow our children to forget
that this is a Christian nation. We snust take back what is rightfully ours.”™™
Ralph Reed, director of Pat Robertson’s Christian Coalition, expressed the
same nationalist sentiment: “What Christians have to do is to take back the
country. .. . I honestly believe that in my lifetime we will see a country once
again governed by Christians . . . and Christian values.”™ In his presidential
bid, Robertson declared that no one outside the Judeo-Christian tradition
would be welcomed.™ Several years later, he defended this proposal:

When [ said during my presidential bid that 1 would only bring Christians

and Jews into the government, I hit a firestorm. . . . the media challenged

me... “How dare you maintain that those who believe the Judeo-

Christian values are better qualilied 1o govern America than Hindus and

Muslims?” My simple answer is, “Yes, they are.””

It Christianity represented what was truly American, secular
humanism was seen as an alien, foreign force that must be rooted out if
American were to survive. As Tim LaHaye put it, secular humanism was
responsible for the destruction of true American values: its influence
“has moved our country from a biblically based society to an amoral,
‘democratic’ society during the past forty years.””" Members of the New
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Christian Right routinely depicted secular humanism as utterly foreign to
the true values upon which the nation was founded.”

C. THE CoNsITIUTIONAL AGENDA OF THE NEW CHRISTIAN RIGHT

Perceiving a threat to the Christian faith, leaders of the New Christian
Right launched a nationalist campaign to “take back™ the country and
return it to its true Christian values. Like the religious nationalist
movements discussed in Parts T and I1, the New Christian Right presented its
nationalist demands in constitutional terms, equating a call to return to the
nation’s true Christian identity with a call to return to what the movement
characterized as the true, Christian meaning of the 11.S, Constitution,

Leaders of the New Christian Right understood the Constitution as
a central expression of the nation’s Christian heritage. As Falwell put it,
“the goal of the framers of our Constitution was to govern the United
States of America under God’s laws . ...””" Falwell preached that the
United States had been established on biblical principles: “Any diligent
student of American history finds that our great nation was founded by
godly men upon godly principles to be a Christian nation.”” Falwell
devoted a chapter of Listen, Americal to a review of the Christian history
of the nation, compiling episodes and quotations from the Founding
Fathers much like those put together by the Christian Amendment
movement and found in the Holy Trinity Church opinion.™ Reviewing
this history, Falwell expresses pride “that our country was born in the
tradition of respect for God and the love of Jesus Christ.”"

Other leaders of the New Christian Right also understood the
Constitution to be an expression of Christian values, and thus saw the
supposed attack on America’s Christian identity in constitutional terms.
Pat Robertson declared: “The Constitution of the United States is a
marvelous document for self-government by Christian people. But the
minute you turn the document into the hands of non-Christian people
and atheist people, they can use it to destroy the very foundation of our
society. And that’s what’s been happening.”™ For Robertson, the
Supreme Court had rejected America’s essence by turning away from
what he believed to be the true meaning of the Constitution, which “rests
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squarely on the Bible.””™ Robertson declared that the Court’s treatment
of the Constitution was akin to but even worse than rape:
Rape is a horrible crime, but my message tonight is not about the brutal
rape of a young woman. I want to tell you about a much more insidious
rape, a rape that has been repeated over and over, a rape that was not
directed against the virtue and self worth of a few individuals. I am talking
about a rape of our entire society. A rape of our nation’s religious heritage,
a rape of our national morality, a rape of time-honored customs and
institutions—yes, and, especially, a rape of our governing document, the
United States Constitution.™
Robertson believed the assault on the Christian nature of the
Constitution and America’s Christian identity had begun with the Court’s
school prayer decision in Engel: “[Black in 1962, some of us screamed for
help as the garments of civic virtue were being ripped from our society. We
cried out in anguish as each successive assault tore something precious
within the viscera of our nation. But... few heeded our cries.””® For
Robertson and other Christian nationalists, the Court’s supposed rejection
of the nation’s Christian identity had led to national decadence:
After a forty year assault on religious faith in our schools and public
institutions, the liberal predators have given our nation the following:
America leads the world in the use of illegal drugs. America leads the
world in pregnancies to unwed teenagers. America leads the world in
abortion. America leads the world in violent crime. America leads the
world in the percentage of the population incarcerated in prisons. America
leads the world in divorce.™
Many leaders of the New Christian Right agreed with Robertson that
the Court’s decisions rejecting school prayer and Bible reading were a
turning point in the nation’s history, a moment when governing elites
rejected the nation’s Christian heritage and embraced secular humanism.™
In rejecting public expressions of religious devotion in schools, the Court
had rejected what an earlier generation of Christian nationalists had
achieved in Holy Trinity Church: a judicial recognition that the United
States is a Christian nation and that its laws should be read to preserve that
identity. To leaders of the New Christian Right, Engel and Schempp were
not merely decisions misconstruing the Establishment Clause. These
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decisions announced a war on Christianity, an attempt by foreign forces
to destroy the religious foundations of the nation.”™

Just as the Christian Amendment movement had developed a
comprehensive conception of the Christian nature of U.S. history, the
New Christian Right developed a comprehensive theory of the Christian
nature of the Constitution. That theory has been popularized by David
Barton, author of The Myth of Separation, much of which is dedicated to
proving that Holy Trinity Church was correct in declaring that the
United States is a Christian nation.”™ Barton examined every source and
fact mentioned in Holy Trinity Church and elaborated on these sources
at great length.” Although widely criticized by professional historians,
Barton’s Christian-dominated history of the United States has been
deeply influential in conservative circles.” For instance, Kansas
Governor Sam Brownback has declared that Barton’s work “provides
the philosophical underpinning for a lot of the Republican effort in the
country today—bringing God back into the public square.” Barton
concludes that American history demonstrates that the Constitution
“was designed to perpetuate a Christian order” and must be “interpreted
within the understanding of Christianity.”*”

Thus, like the Christian Amendment and Judeo-Christian nationalist
movements before it, the New Christian Right presented its claim that the
United States is a Christian nation in constitutional terms. Yet, unlike
these earlier movements, the New Christian Right did not seek to amend
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the Constitution to declare the nation’s faith. Instead, it argued that the
Constitution has been Christian all along.

CoNcLUSION: NATIONAL IDENTITY AND THE CONSTITUTION

In this Article, I have tried to show that the ideology of constitutional
nationalism—which teaches that what unites Americans is a shared
commitment to a set of values found in the Constitution—has a significant
and largely unrecognized consequence in American politics: It transforms
deep-seated conflicts over national identity into constitutional disputes.
The various movements to make the Constitution Christian illustrate the
dynamics that channel conflicts over the nation’s religious identity into
constitutional disputes.

The movements to make the Constitution Christian—the Christian
Amendment movement of the nineteenth century, Judeo-Christian
nationalism of the Eisenhower era, and the New Christian Right that
began in the 1970s and continues today—arose out of a shared conception
of the relationship between national identity and the Constitution, in
which the Constitution is understood to embody the nation’s core national
values. Supporters of these movements have believed that, at its core,
Anmerica is a Christian (or at least Judeo-Christian) nation. Supporters of
these movements have also believed that the Constitution must reflect
what is authentically American. These movements have declared that the
Constitution must be made Christian in order to preserve the Christian
nature of the United States. For the Christian Amendment movement,
that meant that the Constitution must be amended to become Christian,
while for the New Christian Right that has meant that the Constitution
must be interpreted to be Christian.

Although the belief that the United States is a Christian nation is
deeply controversial, the premise that the Constitution embodies the
fixed essence of national identity is utterly conventional.™ The repeated
attempts to make the Constitution Christian, however, should show that
the relationship between national identity and the Constitution is quite
different from the conventional understanding. The content of American
identity has long been contested, and disputes over the Constitution have
been a primary vehicle for conducting those contests. Movements to
make the Constitution Christian arose when members of the nation’s
dominant Protestant majority believed that their status was threatened
by immigrants, communists, and secularists. Identifying their own
Christian devotion as central to America’s essence, supporters of these
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movements considered the threat to Christian dominance to be an attack
on America itself. They mobilized to protect what they believed to be
America’s essence, demanding that the Constitution reflect what they
understood to be the nation’s true identity.

Movements to make the Constitution Christian and thereby preserve
the nation’s supposedly Christian nature are far from anomalous, as myriad
other movements have fought to codify their understanding of America
through constitutional appeals. White supremacists have long believed that
the United States is essentially a white nation, and they read the
Constitution to embody that essence. In the words of a 1925 Klan
publication, the Constitution “put into written form the immortal principles
of liberty, popular government, and equal justice, which were the fruitage of
Anglo-Saxon character....”” In the 19308, the American Liberty League
argued that the New Deal is inconsistent with the nation’s core commitment
to liberty for businessmen, an identity they read into the Constitution,™
Today, the Tea Party movement has gained considerable attention by
arguing that the nation has abandoned its core commitments.™ Just as some
Christians read a Christian Constitution, so do white supremacists read a
white Constitution, businessmen read a businessman’s Constitution, and Tea
Party members read a libertarian, nativist Constitution. Each of those
movements, like the movements discussed in this Article, arose when some
Americans perceived a threat to their dominant status and mobilized to
make constitutional claims in defense of that status.

For each of these movements and many others, the Constitution as
they understand it serves to draw boundaries between what movement
supporters consider truly American and what they consider dangerously
foreign.”” By declaring that devotion to Christianity is part of America’s
essence, movements to make the Constitution Christian sought to
marginalize Americans of non-Protestant faiths. In fact, attempts to
identify a national essence always involve drawing boundaries to define
what is and is not truly American. Samuel Huntington, for instance,
draws the line at what he refers to as Anglo-Protestant culture, asserting
that socialists and others are not real Americans.™ Gunnar Myrdal, in
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contrast, drew the line at commitment to the American Creed, while
asserting that Jim Crow is un-American.”” As Rogers Smith has shown,
however, Jim Crow was as all-American as the civil rights movement that
brought it down.” We may prefer one national vision over the other, but
we cannot say that one is more authentically American. America’s
diversity defies attempts to identify a national essence.”

This Article’s thesis—that constitutional nationalism serves to
transform disputes over national identity into constitutional disputes—is
merely descriptive. Yet it seems worthwhile to conclude by dabbling
briefly in the normative realm, to discuss the harms that result from
constitutionalizing disputes over national identity. Perhaps some might
argue that it is a healthy thing for disputes over national identity to be
channeled into constitutional contests rather than, say, violence, terrorism,
or civil war. History is filled with much bloodier ways to settle disputes
over ethnic and religious dominance than constitutional disputes.

Yet constitutional nationalism also causes real harms to both
constitutionalism and to nationalism. It makes constitutional law a mystical
realm, in which a creaky document that is well over 200 years old is asked
to serve as an oracle to resolve deep questions of national identity that the
document is simply incapable of resolving. More importantly, labeling
disputes over national identity as disputes over the Constitution serves to
obscure the real source of controversy. The repeated fights over whether
the Constitution should be read as a Christian document has served as a
stand-in for the real dispute: whether Christian people, Christian values,
and Christian practices are entitled to claim a privileged status in the
United States, and whether competing values should be rejected as
dangerously foreign and un-American. In this way, constitutional
nationalism provides a neutral, patriotic language to express restrictive
ideas about who is and who is not a real American. It is an ideology that
can make the call to hate or even kill sound like the most patriotic acts
imaginable. While disputes over whether the United States is a Christian
nation have not generally led to bloodshed, other chapters in the history
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