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The Bishops and the Nuclear Freeze
“The nation’s Catholic Bishops now spearhead the 

nuclear-freeze movement.” That statement is from U.S. News 
i t  W orld Report, December 6, 1982, page 22.

The interaction between the U.S. Catholic Bishops, 
American Catholics, and Catholic Church doctrine is a reli-
gious matter — but the interaction between the U.S. Catholic 
Bishops, U.S. national defense, and the Reagan defense budget 
is clearly a political matter. We cannot' allow the nuclear- 
freeze movement to prevent the United States from defending 
our nation against Soviet aggression — even if the freeze 
movement is “spearheaded” or significantly supported by the 
U.S. Catholic Bishops.

This Report discusses what the U.S. Catholic Bishops 
actually d id  at their November 14-18, 1982, Conference in 
Washington, D.C., what they are perceived  to have done, and 
how the pacifists in the media and in the clergy distorted and 
magnified what was done. The political involvement of the 
U.S. Catholic Bishops must be challenged by those who believe 
that a nuclear freeze is tantamount to defaulting on our 
government’s responsibility to defend America and Western 
civilization against Soviet aggression.

The first point to keep in mind is that the National 
Conference of Catholic Bishops has not approved any Nuclear 
Letter. The debate among the Bishops and Catholic laity is 
wide open and will remain so until a vote to be taken at the 
Bishops’ meeting in Chicago, May 2-3. Those who oppose the 
proposed Nuclear Letter should give the voting Bishops the 
benefit of advice and counsel before the May meeting.

The second point to keep in mind is that the proposed 
Nuclear Letter is only the non-unanimous report of an ad hoc 
five-man Bishops’ Committee on War and Peace. The Com-
mittee’s staff was headed by Rev. J. Bryan Hehir, director of 
the USCC Office of International Justice and Peace, and it can 
be assumed that the Nuclear Letter was written under his 
direction. Anyone who criticizes the proposed Nuclear Letter, 
therefore, is not criticizing the Catholic Bishops, but only the 
handiwork of the pro-pacifist authors.

The proposed Nuclear Letter is 118 pages long. Much of 
it is wordy and platitudinous. Dozens of pages are consumed 
inveighing against nuclear war. It’s hard to get any argument 
from anyone on those points.

The tone and the specifics of the Nuclear Letter, how-
ever, contribute mightily to pacifist propaganda in general 
and to the nuclear freeze movement in particular. The Nu-
clear Letter is widely perceived as a broadside attack on 
President Reagan’s defense plans. That is the way the pro-
posed Nuclear Letter has been reported by the media — and 
if that is not a correct interpretation, it is up to the Bishops to 
correct the false perceptions.

Out Of Touch With Reality
“Fifty years behind the times” and “out of touch with

reality” are good ways to describe the War and Peace Com-
mittee’s Nuclear Letter. The Nuclear Letter provides new 
proof of the old wisdom that those who refuse to learn the 
lessons of history are doomed to repeat its mistakes.

Let us suppose, for a moment, that all the important 
nations of the world, concerned about the immorality and 
horrors of war, were to gather round a table and sign an 
agreement stating that: “The High Contracting parties sol-
emnly declare in the names of their respective peoples that 
they condemn recourse to war for the solution of international 
controversies, and renounce it as an instrument of national 
policy in their relations with one another. The High Con-
tracting Parties agree that the settlement or solution of all 
disputes or conflicts of whatever nature or of whatever origin 
they may be, which may arise ampng them, shall never be 
sought except by pacific means.”

Wouldn’t that be great? Ring the church bells! Sound the 
trumpets! Sing the Hosannas! *■' g

The trouble with that scenario is that the world’s super-
powers, as well as ordinary powers, already did sign that 
treaty. In a gushing peace-loving euphoria, 63 nations sol-
emnly “outlawed war.” In words almost identical to the fa-
mous cry of Pope Paul VI, they promised each other “War -— 
no more war!” The time was August 27, 1928. The Kellogg- 
Briand Pact (quoted above) was the high point of the peace, 
disarmament, and weapons-freeze movement of the 1920s and 
1930s. And it caused  World War II.

Why do peace movements cause war? Because peace 
movements promote peace only in peaceful countries, but 
promote war in aggressive countries. When countries bent on 
aggression believe that peaceful countries have neither the 
will nor the weapons to fight, then the aggressor knows it is 
safe to advance.

The Kellogg-Briand Pact was flouted by the Japanese in 
their invasion of Manchuria in 1931, by the Italians in their 
invasion of Ethiopia in 1934, by Hitler and Stalin when they 
invaded Poland in 1939, and by the Japanese when they 
bombed Pearl Harbor in 1941.

Now, after all the mammoth and expensive lessons of 
World War II, the Bishops’ War and Peace Committee seems 
to believe that outlawing war and the weapons of war will 
promote peace. It’s hard to know if this conclusion is naivete 
or a failure to study history.

The Committee’s Nuclear Letter devotes scores of pages 
to discussing nuclear weapons and strategies, but brushes off 
the entire subject of defensive nuclear weapons in half a 
sentence with the false and unsupported remark that they are 
“not feasible.” The Nuclear Letter is way behind the times in 
failing even to discuss the defensive weapons systems that can 
operate as a shield to protect our people against nuclear attack 
from any aggressor.

One defensive system would be the anti-ballistic missile



system (ABM), for which the most difficult component (the 
intercept of a missile by a missile) has been tested and ready 
for production since the mid-1960s. Another is the non-
nuclear system called "High Frontier,” recently developed by 
a private group under the leadership of Lt. Gen. Daniel O. 
Graham. Other more sophisticated defensive systems are 
within the reach of American technology within the next 
several years.

The Nuclear Letter is on strong ground when it says that 
“true peace is always a gift from God.” But when the Nuclear 
Letter tries to tell us that peace can come from treaties, dis-
armament, pacifism, leaving our cities without any defensive 
weapons, or the United Nations, its authors simply reveal their 
own lack of knowledge of history and of modern defensive 
weapons.

Errors and Confusions
The Nuclear Letter presented in Washington on No-

vember 15 by the five-man Bishops’ War and Peace Com-
mittee has produced far more political heat than moral light. 
While couched in the language of religion, it is plainly a po-
litical document.

The most objectionable feature of the Nuclear Letter is 
that it implies that the United States and the Soviet Union are 
equally guilty of threatening world peace. This, of course, is 
false. It also gives the Nuclear Letter a definite anti-American 
tone. With a few isolated exceptions, the Nuclear Letter 
avoids any implication that Communism is evil or that Soviet 
aggression is a threat.

The Nuclear Letter argues that non-violence (pacifism) 
has as much moral authority and historical tradition in the 
Catholic Church as legitimate armed defense and a “just war.” 
This is false. Catholic theology has always recognized self- 
defense and has honored the soldiers who defend our freedom. 
“Greater love hath no man than this, that a man lay down his 
life for his friends.”

The Nuclear Letter seems to be badly confused between 
the peace of the spirit that only God can give and peace 
between nations. The Nuclear Letter seems to argue that our 
greatest goal must be survival against weapons of war, whereas 
the ultimate goal of the religious person is life everlasting in 
the Lord. We strive to overcome sin, but so long as sin remains 
in the world, it will always be the duty of governments to 
protect their people from the enemy, just as it is the duty of 
the police to protect citizens from criminals.

Probably cognizant of the Norman Lear crowd’s criti-
cisms of preachers in politics, the Nuclear Letter contains an 
explicit rejection of the notion that the church should not 
become involved in politics. On the contrary, it says, “religious 
groups are as entitled as others to their opinion.”

They are correct. A preacher has the same rights as any 
other American citizen to be involved in politics, legislation, 
and candidates. There is just one caveat. When a preacher is 
involved in politics, he must be willing to accept the criticism 
and face the confrontations that are indigenous to the political 
process. He cannot expect his political opinions to be shielded 
by clerical robes and accepted as though he had just brought 
them on stone tablets down from the mountain.

The authors of the Nuclear Letter have confused the 
religious and the political realms. They say, “We believe 
religious leaders have a task in concert with public officials, 
analysts, private organizations and the media to set the limits 
beyond which our military policy should not move in word or 
action.” On the contrary, religious leaders do not have that 
“task,” nor do the media or other private groups.

The “task” of making our military policy is assigned by 
our Constitution to the Congress and the President, one of the 
principal purposes for which they were elected. Ronald Rea-
gan was elected in 1980 after telling the voters what he 
planned to do about our military policy, and he has a mandate 
to fulfill those promises.

The Bishops and all other American citizens have a 
perfect right to try to influence public opinion and to lobby 
for their goals; but, if they believe they have the “task in 
concert with public officials” to “set the limits” of our military 
policy, they don’t understand the American legislative process.

The Nuclear Letter seems to be similarly confused about 
the constitutional function of our Armed Services. Speaking 
directly to the men and women in the military, the Nuclear 
Letter says, “We urge you to do everything you can to assure 
that every peaceful alternative is exhausted before war is even 
remotely considered.”

What kind of a “Seven Days In M ay” fictional world is 
the War and Peace Committee living in? American military 
men do not have the decision-making power about whether to 
choose war or peaceful alternatives. Those decisions are made 
by the Commander-in-Chief and by Congress, and the mili-
tary carry out their orders.

The Nuclear Letter also seems to be confused about God’s 
role. The Letter says: “The destructive potential of the nuclear 
powers threatens the sovereignty of God over the world He 
has brought into being.” Most of those who believe in God 
believe that He is all-powerful and that no man-made weapon 
could ever “threaten” His sovereignty.

The Nuclear Letter tells us that “there should be a dear 
public resistance to the rhetoric of . . . surviving nuclear ex-
changes . . . ” Who do the authors think they are that they 
presume to forbid us to talk about surviving a nuclear ex-
change? Those of us who want to make sure that our children 
do not live under Communism certainly have a right to devise 
a way to survive in freedom if the Committee’s faith in the 
United Nations and disarmament turns out to be misplaced.

What The Bishops Did And Did Not Do
Few events have shown the pacifist bias of the media so 

much as their reporting about the November 1982 U.S. 
Catholic Bishops’ Conference. News reports quite generally 
gave the impression that the Bishops “overwhelmingly” voted 
for a “Pastoral Letter” which endorsed a “nuclear freeze.”

The Bishops did not vote for any Pastoral Letter on War 
and Peace. The Bishops did not even vote to make a decision 
on the Nuclear Letter at their May meeting. The minutes of 
the November meeting show that the “overwhelming” vote 
was merely a voice vote to meet in May to discuss the Letter.

The pro-pacifist media repeated over and over that the 
tally of the Bishops on the proposed Pastoral Letter was 195 
“basically in agreement,” 71 “with major reservations,” and 12 
“in basic disagreement.” No action was taken at the Bishops’ 
Conference which any Bishop could have reasonably believed 
might be given to the press as a “poll.” The above figures were 
a selective and misleading interpretation of one sheet labeled 
“Initial Rection (sic) to the Document” which was included in 
a packet labeled “Worksheets.”

This “Initial Reaction” sheet had six questions with three 
possible answers for each. The news accounts which quoted 
the tally given above failed to report the other results on the 
same page. Regarding “the Document’s theological principles 
and m oral conclusions regard in g  n u clear war and 
war-preparedness,” the tally was 141 basically agree, 114 have 
major reservations, 2 in basic disagreement, and 21 gave no 
answer.

Even more significant was the question regarding “the 
Document’s purpose: tone, style, length, intended audience”: 
110 basically agree, 139 have major reservations, 6 are in basic 
disagreement, and 23 gave no answer. Thus, contrary to the 
implication of most press accounts, the U.S. Catholic Bishops 
are split right down the middle about the theology and the 
morality of the proposed Pastoral Letter, as well as its entire 
purpose.



The Bishops’ debate during the Conference was signifi-
cant because the strong criticisms expressed by so many 
Bishops clearly showed that the Letter is not consistent with 
Catholic theology, Catholic doctrine on war and peace, his-
torical fact, Pope John Paul II’s speeches, and the Second 
Vatican Council.

Cardinal Cooke held aloft a big book of reactions from 
members of his diocese, from which he concluded that the 
proposed Letter has a “great potential for seriously dividing 
our Church and nation.” He pointed out that moral teaching 
should not be intertwined with strategic decisions.

On ABC Nightline on November 17, Ted Koppel asked 
what would be the result if this Nuclear Letter is indeed 
passed. Bishop Philip M. Hannan replied: “It would divide the 
Church completely because most of the theologians would 
completely disagree with it, a very large number of the 
Bishops would disagree with it, and, I would say, at least 80% 
of the Catholic laity would disagree with it because it certainly 
is not a true picture of Catholic moral theology.”

Perhaps that was what prompted the Apostolic Delegate, 
Pio Laghi, to commend the Bishops for the “prudence of the 
decision to defer the final publication,” and to exhort them, 
“when the time does come for you to speak, it is important that 
you speak with clarity and the greatest possible unanimity.”

Since the proposed Nuclear Letter is no where close to 
unanimity, the Catholic laity should accept its invitation to 
“dialogue” about this question, to have “balanced and objec-
tive educational programs,” with “mutual respect among 
different groups in the Church as they analyze this letter and 
the issue it addresses.” Bishop Joseph A. McNicholas probably 
expressed the view of the majority when he wrote in his di-
ocesan newspaper: “I feel many changes need to be made both 
in its general tone and in some of its specific moral 
judgments.”

Divisions and Debates Among the Bishops
A great deal of media attention (including even CBS’s 

highly-rated “60 Minutes”) has been lavished on the the two 
pacifist extremists among the Catholic Bishops: Bishop Leroy 
Matthiesen of Amarillo, Texas, who encouraged his parishio-
ners to resign from the Pantex plant (which makes nuclear 
bombs), and on Bishop Raymond Hunthausen of Seattle who 
urged his parishioners to refuse to pay 50% of their income 
taxes in nonviolent resistance to the defense budget.

However, the debate among the Catholic Bishops at their 
National Conference in Washington on November 14-18, 
1982, showed that many of them are very outspoken in behalf 
of a strong American national defense. They just didn’t re-
ceive media coverage. For example, many of them pointed 
out that the Nuclear Letter is simply not in harmony with the 
statements of recent Popes and Vatican Council II. In parti-
cular, the Nuclear Letter is not in harmony with Pope John 
Paul II’s World Day of Peace Message of January 1, 1982, 
which stated: “This is why Christians, even as they strive to 
resist and prevent every form of warfare, have no hesitation in 
recalling that, in the name of an elementary requirement of 
justice, peoples have a right and even a duty to protect their 
existence and freedom by proportionate means against an 
unjust aggressor.”

Here are some quotations from various Catholic Bishops 
which prove that many Catholic Bishops are wholeheartedly 
pro-defense and are critical of the proposed Nuclear Letter. 
(These Bishops’ criticisms also prove that the proposed Nu-
clear Letter does not represent authentic “Catholic doctrine,” 
and that Catholics can certainly voice strong criticisms of the 
Nuclear Letter and still remain in harmony with Catholic 
doctrine.)

Archbishop Philip M. Hannan  of New Orleans stated:

“The Pastoral Letter is minimally concerned with the horrible 
sufferings, physical and spiritual, of those enslaved by Com-
munism and other dictatorships which disregard human 
rights. No mention of the millions of refugees from Vietnam, 
the two million slaughtered in Cambodia, the four million 
now in forced labor camps in Russia, the untold millions 
suffering behind the Iron Curtain as well as in Latin 
America. . . . This lack of adequate concern for human 
rights now being violated calls into question the whole argu-
ment against the threat of using nuclear weapons. The argu-
ments against the threat of using a nuclear weapon fail to 
mention the proportionality of the aggression and repression 
of the Reds. . . . The Letter ignores completely our duty to 
defend Western Europe and that every West European nation 
wishes our nuclear arms in Europe to d eter Soviet 
aggression. . . .

“The Bishops fail in the Letter to maintain clearly the 
difference between the optional pacifism of an individual and 
the duty of a State to defend its citizens. . . . The Letter 
fails utterly to state adequately the position of the President, 
our Secretary of Defense, our Ambassador for negotiating the 
START talks and the U.S. Commander of NATO. . . . The 
issuance of this Letter now would undercut our present 
negotiations. . . .  The Letter does not state that the freedom 
of our country and Western Europe are owed to the heroism 
and labors of our service men and women. The freedom that 
each of us enjoys in this room was preserved by their blood 
and efforts.”

Bishop Joseph  A. McNicholas of Springfield-in-Illinois 
stated: “My second observation is with regard to the tone of 
the document. I think it is responsible for some of the prob-
lems we will have implementing it among our own people. It 
places the Soviet Union and ourselves in balance. . . . This 
is not true. . . . We know that we are free as a hierarchy to 
express our opinions, even find ourselves in opposition to the 
Administration and be able to speak freely . . . because our 
system and our Constitution gives us that right. . . .  And yet 
in the Pastoral we seem to be afraid to do a little bit of 
flag-waving, be patriotic, and speak of some of the virtues of 
our nation.

Archbishop John  W healon  of Hartford said: “Our Com-
mittee has expressed its plan to follow the teachings of the 
Second Vatican Council in this document. My point is that this 
ordering of moral choices — putting pacifism in first place 
and defense in second place as the alternative — is actually 
not in accord with Vatican II. . . .  I find the order of moral 
choices as listed in the present draft as not in accord with the 
balanced doctrine of Vatican II and the 20 centuries of ex-
perience of the Church. The draft should be revised, I believe, 
by making the first option a willingness to defend the rights of 
self and others and by praising those who give their lives in 
this defense of others. There is a second moral option, open 
not to governments but to some blessed individuals, of non-
violent pacifism.”

Archbishop Oscar H. L ipscom b  of Mobile said: “We and 
the other nuclear superpower [the Soviet Union] are not ex 
equo before the harsh tribunal of history. For example, the 
war pressure that produced the bomb was not of our making: 
our early and sole possession of it was accompanied by serious 
and honest efforts at control and disarmament, as well as re-
straint in using the definite coercive power it gave us on the 
international scene, and finally subsequent development and 
escalation was in response not to an idle threat or theoretical 
possibility but to a very real and historically verifiable ag-
gressive encroachment.

“My second concern is that we have appropriated a sec-
ular value in a subtle but very real way as the summum bo- 
num. We speak of ‘the existence of our planet’ almost as one



absolute, and our very concept of peace can easily be equated 
with the merely temporal order. We seem to assign the human 
species itself, a right to eternity. This is certainly not the 
‘Biblical vision of the world . . . at the heart of our religious 
heritage.’ The worst evil that can befall us is not the loss of our 
life, or of even all human life. It is sin and the consequent loss 
of that life in the Father through Christ by means of the Spirit 
that we rightly call ‘life everlasting.’ . . . Our striving is ulti-
mately not for survival but for resurrection.”

Bishop Richard Sklba of Milwaukee complained that the 
Nuclear Letter used Scripture inappropriately, stating that “it 
seems once again, the inspired Word is a useful introduction 
and a necessary backdrop for moral reasoning, but the prin-
ciples themselves are applications of norms formulated by 
reason alone.”

Bishop M ark Hurley of Santa Rosa maintained that the 
Nuclear Letter states a thesis and then uses only those Biblical 
quotations which seem to support that position, while ignoring 
contrary passages from the Bible. He pointed to the example 
of Isaiah  which is quoted as advocating beating swords into 
plowshares, while Jo el, which advocates turning plowshares 
into swords, is omitted. He said that we cannot write as though 
the Bible were not about war, about warrior heroes, and about 
making saints of those who slew armies. He said that the 
Nuclear Letter is written as if there were no warrior saints.

Liberal Politics and the Bishops
The proposed Nuclear Letter is an embarrassment to the 

U.S. Catholic Bishops because it contains errors of historical 
fact, an obvious lack of knowledge of modern weaponry, and 
significant disharmony with traditional Catholic doctrine. 
Why, then, has there been such a determined push to get the 
Bishops to adopt it — and even to make it appear that they 
have already adopted it? Many people believe that the pro-
posed Nuclear Letter is a case of the liberal Democratic po- 
liticans trying to lead the U.S. Catholic Bishops down the 
primrose path to serve liberal political goals and to elect liberal 
Democrats to office.

It is easy to see how the liberal Democrats must have 
agonized about the way they have lost such a large segment of 
the Catholic vote because of the abortion issue. The pro-life 
movement played a significant role-in defeating many liberal 
Democrats, especially Senators Dick Clark, John Culver, Birch 
Bayh, and George McGovern.

As the 1982 election campaign got under way, liberal 
Senator Patrick J. Leahy (D-Vt.) came up with a plan which 
he unveiled rather frankly in the March 8 W ashington Post. 
He deplored the way that pro-lifers have made an “odd- 
couple alliance” with conservatives and fundamentalist 
Christians on the abortion issue so that many “compassionate” 
Congressmen have been defeated. By “compassionate,” he 
meant Congressmen who vote regularly for big-spending 
economic legislation. Leahy concluded, “Both as a Catholic 
and as a legislator, I hope many in the hierarchy of our church 
will soon reevaluate this course.”

Obviously, Leahy ranks money bills as of a higher value 
than the moral issue of abortion. He is an ultra-liberal who 
usually votes against any restrictions on abortion and fo r  
government spending bills including the funding of abortions.

In September of 1982, the abortion battle boiled up in the 
U.S. Senate. The Bishops backed the Hatch Amendment 
which required a two-thirds majority, and Senator Jesse Helms 
backed pro-life bills which required only a simple majority. 
The entire pro-life effort failed on a procedural motion.

Two days later, on September 17, a memorandum was 
put out from the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
which accused President Reagan of being unsympathetic to 
the pro-life cause and of using pro-life disunity “as an excuse 
for inaction.” Outrage in pro-life circles over this slur on our 
pro-life President led to an apologetic phone call from Car-
dinal Krol to President Reagan.

On October 3, another ultra-liberal Democratic Senator,

Thomas Eagleton, delivered an address at the St. Louis 
Archdiocesan Pro-Life Convention. His speech was basically 
an attack on pro-life Senator Jesse Helms. What are Helms’ 
sins? He is also for school prayer and against busing, homo-
sexuality, teenage promiscuity, and the Communist Party.

Eagleton then proposed that pro-life organizations work 
only with groups that are not interested in “other issues.” 
Translated, that means that pro-life liberals should band to-
gether and exclude pro-life conservatives. Then, pro-life lib-
erals should abandon support of a constitutional amendment 
that would ban abortions all over the country, and instead 
back an amendment that would let every state decide for itself 
whether to allow abortions.

This type of amendment would offer a face-saving way 
for pro-abortion Catholic liberal Democratic Senators, such as 
Leahy and Ted Kennedy, to cast an apparent pro-life vote for 
an amendment while knowing that it would allow abortions to 
continue.

Now, the liberal Democrats who are stuck with a pro-
abortion voting record have come up with a different plan to 
erase that stigma. It is to “deep-six abortion as the premier 
moral issue and replace it with the Nuclear Freeze as the “life” 
issue. The key to accomplish this political objective was to get 
the U.S. Catholic Bishops to dress this political trick in the 
semantics of religion and morality.

The cat was let out of the bag in a candid article in the 
W ashington Post on November 2 (coincidentally, election 
day) by Marjorie Hyer, who has close contacts with the United 
States Catholic Conference (the Catholic bureaucracy in 
Washington, D.C.). The problem? A drift of Catholics toward 
conservative (pro-defense) candidates. The goal? To reclaim 
the Catholic vote for liberal (anti-defense) candidates. The 
method? To “put a powerful new spin in national politics” by 
getting the Bishops to condemn nuclear weapons as immoral, 
and thereby to lure Catholics back into the liberal camp.

So, the strategy of the liberal politicians is clear: Use the 
Catholic Bishops to redefine “pro-life” to emphasize nuclear 
pacifism. Instead of saving babies’ lives, the visible “moral” 
goal suddenly becomes opposing the Reagan defense budget.

The benefits to the liberal politicians are obvious. This 
plan makes Ted Kennedy and Patrick Leahy as “pro-life” as 
Jesse Helms. It stops the drift of Catholic voters toward con-
servative candidates. It relieves the Democratic liberals of the 
moral burden of fighting for babies, and allows them to fight 
for something they really care about: the materialistic federal 
spending programs. Will the Catholic Bishops be pawns in the 
political game played by the Kennedy liberals?

The Saint Joan Peace Institute, a division o f  Eagle Forum Educa-
tion ir Legal Defense Fund, Box 618, Alton, IL 62002, has 
available the following items: (1) “The Pastoral Letter on War and 
Peace We Wish the Bishops Had Written” by Phyllis Schlafly (a 
copy o f  her testimony presented to the Committee for Liaison 
With Priests, Religious, and Laity o f  the National Conference o f  
Catholic Bishops, Nov. 14, 1982), price $5 per copy; (2) 
“Nuclear Packet” (containing the above document plus at least 25 
additional items to enable any citizen to combat the nuclear-freeze 
propagandists who wrap themselves in religious rhetoric), price $20 
per packet.
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