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	Within the context of America, in the current state of the country within the past year and in the years proceeding, several factors will be explored herein in this piece, to make some determination of the future prospects for this larger community. In a mostly characteristic general order of presentation in the paper, how does the country deal with and criticize discursively the sovereignty problem and Schmitt’s statement that the sovereign decides the exception, appropriately, to discuss the appropriate and misappropriate uses of this sovereign power within America and in a more general guided discussion and consideration of a political theological framework that can use political theological principles together to address the abuses of power that are being experienced currently and historically in this country? What are some of the limits to the intelligibility of using these political theological principles in the name of God and with God’s will, given the inherent unknowability of a God of whom the human ability to conceptualize seems quite limited to grasp and what solutions are there to knowability and action with regard to God’s will and existence in the face of this?  What are the prospects for liberalism, in this country specifically against the attack on liberalism in general and the ramifications that Deneen notes and implies with liberalism in reference to it end, that I critique and describe, to uphold in this liberalism, that is part of the democratic republic of the United States? And finally how can the idea of one nation under God reorientate and provide clarification to the solution of how to avoid the negative problem of viewing rulers like the president from taking the place of God and the psychological and moral failings of replacing the moral image of God with man and help to rescue America from this idolatry and the spiritual, moral and psychological consequences in a Christian framework based upon, the two cities example Augustine gives, one heavenly and one earthly? By the end of the paper, I have given my presentation and interpretation of these issues and some others, in some detail, in the course of this paper, to analyze the political theological discussion of God and conclude and reemphasize the importance of God’s sovereignty, in a country that calls itself, “one nation under God”, as a limit to the overstep and overreach of merely human sovereignty as a principal of political rulership not guided and sanctified by God’s will. As the order specified above, I will now begin with the controversies surround Schmitt’s idea of the exception and proceed summarily, not mentioned yet in the list above but quite important, into Kathryn Tanner’s Christian ethical prescription of the ethics and responsibility to other people as an initial check to this “project” of Schmitt’s.
	Giorgio Agamben traces the state of exception not only as far back to Carl Schmitt’s declaration of it in his famous definition of sovereignty but back to a book by Theodor Reinach, a notable scholar of French Jewish descent. The commonly attributed “the sovereign decides the exception”, which Schmitt, a German jurist and political theorist, famously characterized through the function of sovereignty, by collapsing sovereignty into the function of the sovereign under a state of emergency— the sovereign being defined as the one who simply decides the exception under a state of emergency, traces back as Agamben points out to a French book by Reinach. Agamben states the origin of this concept in his little book, State of Exception, as follows, “As we will see, the distinction between a “real state of exception” (etat de sige fictive) goes back to French public law theory and was already clearly articulated in Theodor Reinach’s book De letat de siege. Etude historique et juridique (1885), which is at the origins of the Schmittian and Benjaminian opposition between a real and fictitious state of exception.” (Agamben, 3). For our purposes, the Schmittian distinction eclipses in its fame and appeal or more specifically notoriety, the original origins of this concept, nevertheless, it is important to note historically, that the Schmitt phrasing and description is not original to him. It is more likely that Schmitt’s easy appropriation of the phrase was acquired from an earlier definition, perhaps Reinach’s. Schmitt being a Nazi jurist and political theorist, we are offered an easy explanation of how Schmitt’s definition differs from the original earlier one which Agamben gives shortly latter, as follows, “For their part, Nazi jurists spoke openly of a gewollte Ausnahmezustand, a “willed state of exception,” “for the sake of establishing the National Socialist State”” (Agamben, 3). A Nazi ideologue himself, Schmitt, apparently, could not resist it seems breaking down this distinction (i.e., the distinction already noted between the fictitious and real state of exception characterized by Reinach, which Agamben cites). This supposition is apparently, in fact, given evidence, through Schmitt’s own statements in his very short book, just four chapters, Political Theology: Four New Chapters on the Concept of Sovereignty. 
Turning back to Agamben, we see his characterization, of the state of exception as follows: “a kenomatic state, an emptiness of law, and the idea of an originary indistinction and fullness of power must be considered a legal mythologeme analogous to the idea of a state of nature (and it is not by chance that it was precisely Schmitt who had recourse to this mythologeme).” (Agamben, 6). Further clarification on what this implies specifically with the allusion to Nazism that Agamben seems to make in reference to it being, “not by chance that it was precisely Schmitt who had recourse to mythologeme” is given by Damai who claims, “Agamben characterizes this exceptional locus where law blurs with violence as a zone of anomie where law remains but only as a pure force of violence. Agamben puts this anomic place of law as the “force of law.”” (Damai crossed law out here in the text but it is still seen apparently as Derridean act of erasure where what is destroyed (crossed out) is still visible as a fact of what used to be, probably to emphasize the lack of law in Schmitt’s understanding of the state of exception, a technique that Derrida popularized (perhaps invented) for textual erasure and used incidentally in his Of Grammatology). Also of note, according to Damai, Agamben’s description above is using the term anomie rather ironically in that anomie was popularized conceptually by Durkheim as a state of listlessness or purposelessness and as a causal factor implicated in the act of suicide, here all that is common is that it is implicated in another act of killing namely homicide, usually thought of as the inverse of homicide. In any case, this is a curiosity and not central to the main argument I intend to explore here except to the extent that listlessness or anomie is seen as the common act of destruction. Central to Schmitt’s argument in this book of his, mentioned and made with recourse throughout this book in several places, is the implication that what is paramount is the preservation of law as order in the face of chaos and disorder for the preservation of the state; “the state of exception”. The emergency provisions specified legally in article 48, allow any exceptional measures that may be taken by the sovereign in such cases. Unfortunately, the sovereign is more of dictator here as we are past the age of kings, as Schmitt admits. Dictatorship here, however, is seen as the only solution to regain order or control in the face of chaos or disorder. 
Kathyrn Tanner, of the Yale Divinity School, a notable scholar of Systematic Theology, makes the following ethical theological point, which can be used as a counter to the Schmidtian overreach and use of the exception in violence, as follows, “My account of God and creatures lodges a strong criticism against the propriety of all these assimilations to self. Indeed, one virtue of my account is that it lets others be others; genuinely distinct beings from oneself and potential blocks to one’s own projects.” (Tanner, 215). Understanding this comment within the general religious framework that Kathryn Tanner develops, in her extensively researched treatise on this subject, The Politics of God, clearly emphasizes the need to see individuals as “distinct beings” and worthy of respect even if it would be easier to assimilate these individuals into “one’s own projects” through exploitation as typically occurs the various totalitarian systems that serve the interests of the powerful. This clearly resists any abuses of power with regard to others, as possible and perhaps implicit in Schmitt’s definition and use of the state of exception, as they cannot legitimately be used for one’s projects, that is as a means to an end to accomplish one’s agenda. This resists the various German racial interpretations in the Third Reich of the Jews and other groups attacked like gays, gypsies and other groups, that were viewed as problems for German society, that can be used as interpretations racist or otherwise, to justify violence against and killing of these groups as this is not considered a viable option on Tanner’s viewpoint. Just because they may be a block to the German project of the Reich does not give the Fascist government during Hitler’s time, the right to flagrant acts of violence and murder, since as according to Tanner these groups need to be respected as persons that can be blocks to one’s own projects. Any so called expediency of eliminating them is not enough to justify this, since they should ethically be respected even if they are thought to be in the way, as it should be recognized that it is deeply unethical to try to kill them off. 
In this regard, Emmanuel Levinas, in his work, Totality and Infinity, describes the ethical experience of the face of the other saying, “The notion of the face, to which we will refer through this work, opens other perspectives: it brings us to the notion of meaning prior to my Sinngebung and thus independent of my initiative and power. It signifies the philosophical priority of the existent over Being an exteriority that does not call for power or possession, an exteriority that is not reducible…” (Levinas, 51). This parallels Kathryn Tanner’s discussion of not “appropriating” the other to ones own projects, here Levinas uses slightly different terms saying, they are “not reducible”, since the other as face, as above, is an “existent over Being”, that “does not call for power or possession”; completing this, “power or possession” would be inappropriate, since as Tanner says, they are, “distinct beings” and as Levinas says, “not reducible”, because distinct, and as Tanner said early and finishes, “worthy or respect”. (Tanner, Levinas) The discursive methods of description and language usage here overlaps in Levinas’ and is parallel to Tanner and are both largely compatible and generally supplement each other. Levinas is ethical, about the face and the other, since, the political justification of using the exception, discussed by Schmitt, for any justification of killing of the other, and Tanner adds, for “one’s projects”, is wrong: “the relationship with the face is immediately ethical in nature. The face is what you cannot kill, or at least in the sense that says: ‘thou shalt not kill’.” (Achtman). 
It may seem pedantic or chiding to point this out, but I think Tanner in her treatise, The Politics of God could do a good amount more to emphasize the unethical nature of connecting why people should be blocks to others’ projects, instead of merely repeating that others are blocked from appropriating others to their projects. In any case, Tanner clarifies some of the perceptual mistakes that are made that can be put together with this general characterization of exploitation of others, in another section, as follows, “To put the point another way: The other one constructs to demonstrate one’s own goodness is not really another, but an other-than-self, a mirror image of one’s own purported goodness. The other is the self’s own the other is one’s alter ego.” (Tanner, 214). Connecting, this back to Levinas it would be inappropriate and unethical to use power to control, dominate and even kill the other as though it were just ones alter ego. This clearly this can be thought of as an undermining of the centrality of self as other, merely the other as alter ego. The other is distinct, subordinate to God, not an immanent “other-than-self” that is part of “one’s own projects” but transcendent with the hierarchy of Being that Tanner discusses. This implies that the other person is real in a full sense under the auspices of God’s rule. This apparently imposes limits on the discursive practice of language formation that we have specified with regard to the content of the interaction of interpretation within language and within the world of others’ statements and actions in that they are not radically assimilable to one’s own purposes but have to be viewed as truly other, as quoted above by Tanner, as “distinct beings” that “are potential blocks to one’s own projects”. 
In America the general discussion up to this point can be tied in to analyse the specifics of the way that political theology functions specifically in such a context as America in regard to communism. We can tie in several observations with regard to America that can specifically be drawn from the preceding discussion. First, as per the Schmittian discussion of sovereignty before, we can clarify that a definition of sovereignty that grounds sovereignty only in the empty and arbitrary ability to decide the exception, oversteps the bounds of this right in correspondingly taking destructive action towards others in the process of ignoring Tanner’s advice that others should be blocks to one’s own projects and thusly stand in the way of using them in any way whatsoever to promote ones aims and prerogatives—as such the sovereign deciding the exception can be a morally devious, if not pernicious idea, when in the hands of the wrong sovereign. While eliminating the idea of political sovereignty cannot be done away with and discretion on the part of a leader to make certain decisions on their own may be a necessary action to allow the sovereign to have the power to make certain types of crucial decisions using their own judgement this should not be relegated and granted to anyone without general knowledge and trust of the people of the elected individuals that are in power and using it. Therefore, advising a general free election and overall democratic process becomes an important mechanism to ensure the use of this power remains checked by a vigilant population attempting to ensure that this power of sovereignty is not misused or flagrantly abused, through their decision making regarding who to elect regarding importantly who they think will use this power correctly, as well as also fulfil the normal obligations and functions of their office. To ensure this democratic process works effectively this requires, among other things, an ethically motivated, capable and informed public who exercises, heeds, takes seriously, and acts with this responsibility in mind to at least a sensible and functional extent. It is important to answer and determine if the president who is sovereign in many ways was adequately chosen to fulfil competently his role as perhaps this explains the strength of the voting body of a country in a democracy. 
As such, in this political climate, that exists within the last year and before of the time of President Biden, the country should attempt to resolve the current political crisis by building and ensuring legislation, meaning that the exception is used only very cautiously in certain circumstances and responsibly and that the rest of the time normal behaviour and decisions stays the norm, as the gross incompetence of Biden in recent years suggests this course of action as correct. 
In the introduction of his book titled, Why Liberalism Failed, Deneen discusses the inevitable failure of liberalism, particularly focusing on America but the discussion, he thinks, as by the title of his book, is attempted as a sweeping appraisal of liberal democracy, in general, wherever it occurs. As he proclaims in his introduction, “Liberalism has failed—not because it fell short, but because it was true to itself. It has failed because it has succeeded. As liberalism has “become more fully itself,” as its inner logic has become more evident and its self- contradictions manifest, it has generated pathologies that are at once deformations of its claims yet realizations of liberal ideology.” (Deneen, 3) So, apparently Deneen thinks that liberalism was bound to a tragic end of a sort; honest to a fault so to speak. With this comes the idea that somehow, if only it achieved its dreams, all of Western Civilization or apparently much the same mere, “liberalism”, as Deneen drably and derogatorily and playful and rather vacuously calls it, and the heir being this so-called liberalism, would have exhausted its potential thus apparently put an end to Western Civilization; I think rather inappropriately and perhaps deliberately Deneen seems to generalize Western Civilization under the label of liberalism, as though they are the same, but liberalism is really more traditionally used to describe the Enlightenment, and more a modern term, a rather juvenile and perhaps deliberate faux pas on Deneen’s part. Deneen’s introduction is less of an introduction to a book and more of a microcosmic treatise and polemic in its own right. In any case, Deneen, for example, in this quote, haranguing and complaining, says in a damning statement regarding liberalism, “A political philosophy that was launched to foster greater equity, defend a pluralist tapestry of different cultures and beliefs, protect human dignity, and, of course, expand liberty, in practice generates titanic inequality, enforces uniformity and homogeneity, fosters material and spiritual degradation, and undermines freedom.” (Deneen, Intro. Why Liberalism Failed) Adorno and Horkheimer in their coauthored scathing book, Dialectic of Enlightenment, which very much addresses this same question of liberalism and its corrupt fruits make quite the same point throughout the book highlighting some of the concerns that Deneen also wants to mentions in this introduction particularly the vacuousness of the economic system and the state system which Deneen describes brutally as operating, “in a pincer movement to render us even more naked as individuals…” (Deneen, 17). Habermas in addition to Adorno, is also relevant to this discussion, specifically regarding, the ““colonised” private existence”, that can be seen in this next sentence reference below, from an article titled “Wrong Life Cannot Be lived Rightly”, written by the scholar J.M. Bernstein: “While we might well be sanguine about the fact that the economy is governed by impersonal mechanisms which leave no space for intersubjective engagements of an ethical kind, Adorno believes that the economy and economic rationality have invaded or, to use Jurgen Habermas' term, "colonised" private existence. The objective reflection of the subjective experience of this invasion and colonisation is what the aphorisms in Minima Moralia provide.” (Bernstein, 45). Minima Moralia: Reflections on a Damage Life, dwells specifically here in this reference before, on the “impersonal mechanisms” that Deneen is discussing. Dialectic of Enlightenment represents a book length exploration of this so call “inner logic” (i.e. the consequences Adorno and Horkheimer see particularly, in the fruits of late capitalism and the state apparatus, as Adorno and Horkheimer point out as the consequence and fulfillment of the enlightenment project). Do Adorno and Horkheimer agree that this inner logic could have been there all along and is just now revealing itself in these deformations of late capitalism and the state apparatus? And also, through the “inner logic” that seems to imply the inevitability of this outcome and the end of liberalism? Not in a wholesale way, in any case, since as this quote of their text reads they are not trying to end the prospects of the enlightenment so much as transition to a better form of enlightenment, “The critique of enlightenment given in this section is intended to prepare a positive concept of enlightenment which liberates it from its entanglement in blind domination.” (Adorno, Horkheimer, xvii) As my paper supports, my position lies with Adorno in Horkheimer on this issue, as I don’t see as Deneen does, the end of liberalism and the project of enlightenment and Western Civilization, an abrupt end or total failure, like Keenen, so to speak ahead, so much as a transition and need for reassessment or changing perspective on liberalism and a need continue to develop it.  I have dwelt enough on Deneen. Beyond noting, his general tone of hysteria here and radical statements here, which unfortunately is becoming a substitute for calm reasoned discourse more and more in America, and the news, there is not enough evidence and substance, despite a number of key insights, throughout his argument to be worth the energy and patience to extract and evaluate thoroughly his claims. 
President Biden, the current U.S. president, in particular, has shown indicators of authoritarianism, but tendencies of this sort can arguably be traced back to Obama’s presidency (2009-2017), and then to Trump (2017-2021), and clearly to Biden, also earlier George W. Bush (2001-2009) especially after the, Two Towers attack on September 11, with the military invasion of Iraq, which arguably started this general trend towards authoritarianism in the military first and which may have then taken root in America in other ways after this. This general trend towards authoritarianism for America as a general country and as a larger general community and group as the United States of America (50 states), that calls itself “one nation under God” and says in “in God we trust” is concerning for a number of reasons. First and foremost, it displaces the role of sovereignty and emphasis on God onto the president and the increasingly radicalized two other branches of government mentioned. These other entities in their power replace through the overreach of the government God and mimic the power of God before our eyes. At the same time this power is not often representative of God’s will and teaching, so it lacks sanctification and religious correctness causing a disjunct and inconsistency between the belief in the power of God and the reality of secular authority. The secularization of power and unholy misuse of power is perceived as a violation and perversion of God’s will and rule. Relevant here is the Augustinian distinction between two cities, the earthly city and the heavenly one. Thus, as the influence of these authoritarian presidents all in a row add up over time, they become a general trend in the tendency to displace the religious faith and participation in the churchly world and general spirituality of the society under God, and also secular life practices characteristic of non-religious life. Augustine himself makes this point in, The City of God, saying, “The one delights in its own strength, represented in the persons of its rulers; the other says to its God, "I will love Thee, O Lord, my strength.” (Augustine, XIV, ch.28) This represents the contrast of the two cities in terms of one being based on delight and the other love of the strength of God not the delight of the strength of men. Augustine continues and states clearly that those of the earthly city, “…living according to man, have sought for profit to their own bodies or souls, or both, and those who have known God glorified Him not as God, neither were thankful, but became vain in their imaginations, and their foolish heart was darkened; professing themselves to be wise.” (Augustine, XIV, ch.28). 
Unfortunately, for some time, there has not been enough respect for God and the political decisions occurring under God, as in the phrase “one nation under God”, and the subordination to God and his rule that this implies when exercising political theology and too much emphasis on the idea that the sovereign president can be a substitute for God and make the choices that the elected president and other elected people want to make themselves regardless of God’s rule. Thusly, they serve themselves as a substitute for God. Political actors in this sense should stay out of theologizing themselves into theology, to justify their politics, and exercise Kathyrn Tanner’s caution that others should “be a block to one’s projects”, in this case political projects that are becoming increasingly dangerous with the increasingly authoritarian presidents that for some reason are currently be elected in this country. Currently we need to question the sanity and intelligence of the voters in America in their voting choices, encourage them to vote responsibly and educate themselves on the candidates on the ballot and ask them to participate responsibly in what has been historically and could still be this great American country. 
Instead, justification should emanate, I conclude, also echoing Kathyrn Tanner’s Christianizing political theological perspective as per the promotion of the ideal of political theology in the type of and correct Christian sanctimonious applications of this term and the theological impulse implicit in Augustine’s broadly Christian perspective of the heavenly city, generally, more from the Godhead, with some discretion allowed for the sovereign; in this case the president and other governmental parts, being able to make tough though never reckless decisions, authored by a carefully, ethically and democratically motivated impulse, elected by a democratically educated, sane voter based, and attempting the avoiding of any Schmidtian misappraisal and misuse of this responsibility and sovereign responsibility, but more emphasis placed on the sanctimony of God’s reign. We can then begin the task of avoiding the ethical relativization of moral issues, despite the sheer complexity of grasping the character of God and also of the relativization of political government in the name of people acting in God’s stead, and reaffirm the democratic value of “we the people” in this initially Christianly conceived democracy and republic of the United State of America.
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