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House approves another bill
allowing religious discrimination

The House of Representatives rejected an attempt to bar religious organizations from dis­
criminating in hiring for tax-funded positions.

In debate on the bill Feb. 4, Democrats offered a substitute bill for the Community Services
Block Grant Act (H.R. 3030). The Democrats' alternative would have removed a provision in the
legislation that allows religious groups receivmg funds under the federal Community Sendees
Block Grant program to hire only co-religionists.

Tire substitute failed on a 232-183 vote. All but three voting in its favor were Democrats,
and all but two voting against it were Republicans.

Federal civil rights laws from the 1960s prevent employers from discriminating on the basis
of religion but contain special exemptions that allow churches and similar religious organizations
to hire only adherents of their own faith. However, several federal programs deny government
contracts and funding to groups that practice job discrimination, including on religious grounds.

The legislation authorizing CSBG has, since 1998, allowed religious organizations receiving
federal funds under the program to hire only co-religionists. President Bush and his congres­
sional allies have pushed for similar provisions in other spending bills as a part of his "faith­
based initiatives" to fund social sendees provided by religious groups.

In impassioned floor debate prior to the bill's passage, Democrats repeatedly characterized
the provision as "un-American," while Republicans said removing the provision would discour­
age many faith-based groups from participating in the CSBG program.

"Why should any American citizen have to pass another American citizen's personal reli­
gious test to qualify for a federal education program or a job training program? Why should it
be legal for a group to accept a $5 million Head Start or job-training grant from the taxpayers
and say we are not going to hire Jews or Catholics?" Rep. Chet Edwards, D-Texas, asked. "In a
land that cherishes religious freedom, do you really believe that that is a good public policy?”

But Rep. John Boehner, R-Ohio, chairman of the committee that recommend­
ed the bill, posed the opposite question in response: "Why should a faith-based
organization that is providing tremendous community services give up the pro­
tections granted to them under the 1964 Civil Rights Act just because they accept
federal dollars in their mission to help low-income people?"

Rep. Robert Andrews, D-N.J., said, "I do not want my church to be able to
take my tax money and tell people who are not a part of my church that they
cannot come to work there in a federally funded program.... And I certainly do
not want someone taking any tax money and telling someone of my faith or 
some other faith that they cannot do the same thing as well." ReP- J°hn Boehner

The bill provides re-authorization of the long-standing CSBG program. R’Ohl“
Although the hiring-discrimination exemption for religious groups was first added to the pro­
gram during a similar reauthorization in 1998, that legislation passed the House on a middle-of-
the-night voice vote, and few legislators were aware of its inclusion in the bill at the time. A
House-Senate conference committee had slipped it in shortly before the bill's final passage.

President Bill Clinton signed that bill into law, but stated at the time he did not agree with
the religious discrimination exemption.

The Senate passed a similar bill by voice vote on Feb. 12 That version retained the pre­
existing language allowing faith-based organizations to discriminate in employment for federal­
ly funded jobs. However, it adds "religion" as a protected category' for program participation.

— Robert Marus, Associated Baptist Press
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High court set for March 24 arguments in Pledge case
The U.S. Supreme Court will hear oral arguments March 24

in a case to decide whether a public school district policy requir­
ing teachers to lead willing students in reciting the Pledge of
Allegiance is constitutional.

The case began when atheist Michael Newdow sued an Elk
Grove, Calif., public school district saying his daughter should
not be led by a public school teacher to say the Pledge, which

includes the words
"under God." The 9th
U.S. Circuit Court of
Appeals agreed with
him in a June 2002 rul­
ing that has sparked
much controversy.

The Bush adminis­
tration is at the head of
a long line of individu­
als and organizations
urging the U.S.
Supreme Court to
reverse the 9th Circuit
and uphold the
school's policy.

"The reference to
a ‘Nation under God'
in the Pledge of
Allegiance is an official
and patriotic acknowl­

edgment of what all students — Jewish, Christian, Muslim or
atheist — may properly be taught in the public schools," said
Solicitor General Theodore Olson in a brief filed on behalf of the
federal government.

At least two dozen friend-of-the-court briefs have been filed
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in the case, with politicians, veterans, religious legal groups and
educational associations weighing in on the attention-getting
topic of whether schoolchildren should say "under God" in a
daily pledge to the flag.

Most of the organizations filing briefs with the high court
opposing Newdow's position argued that the Pledge is a patriot­
ic rather than a religious statement. But many had additional
concerns.

The solicitor general argued that Newdow's case should be
dismissed because he lacks standing due to his custody situation.
His daughter spends most of her time with her mother, who does
not object to her reciting the Pledge.

The Bipartisan Legal Advisory Group of the House of
Representatives noted in its milieus brief that the words "under
God" were added in 1954 to differentiate the United States from
the communist Soviet Union.

"In the attempt to distinguish between the two countries, the
legislators focused on the fact that the founders of this nation
were theists, whereas the founders of the Soviet Union were non-

theists," the group said.
Others from Capitol Hill added to the stack of briefs filed in

the high court, including the Republican members of the Senate
Subcommittee on the Constitution, Civil Rights and Property
Rights.

That group was among those citing the other national docu­
ments that refer to God — such as the country's anthem and
motto.

"Logic and reason dictate that these commonplace and cus­
tomary references to the Almighty... do not establish an official
state religion in violation of the First Amendment, any more or
less than does the reference to God that is contained in the
Pledge of Allegiance," the subcommittee members argued.

In the education realm, the National School Boards
Association and the National Education Association both filed
briefs supporting the California school district. The school boards
association said merely eliminating the words "under God" from
the Pledge would create rather than
solve problems.

"Such parsing invites and practi­
cally guarantees future litigation
against school districts in matters of
educational programming," it argued.

The NEA quoted from its policy
stating that it does not believe the
words "under God" in the Pledge
threaten the principle of separation of
church and state.

Justice Antonin Scalia has
recused himself from consideration of
the case.

Scalia did not state why he
would not consider the case, but the
filer of the suit regarding the Pledge
had requested that he do so, The
Associated Press reported.

Newdow had asked Scalia to
recuse himself because of comments
he made criticizing the appeals court
decision that held the phrase "one
nation, under God" in the Pledge was
unconstitutional.

In remarks at a "Religious
Freedom Day" event in
Fredericksburg, Va., in January 2003,
Scalia said that courts have exceeded
their authority in keeping religion out
of public schools and the Pledge of
Allegiance question should be
answered by legislators instead of
judges.

— From RNS and staff reports
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Pledge controversy serves as reminder
that civil religion pales next to authentic faith

The United States Supreme Court is being asked to
decide whether teacher-led recitation of the Pledge of
Allegiance in public schools violates the First
Amendment's Establishment Clause.

The Court should rule that it does not. Here's why.
First, the Pledge of Allegiance is not a religious exer­

cise. Clearly, any attempt by the government to demand
or even urge participation in a prayer or act of worship
would violate the Establishment Clause — particularly in
the public schools. But, ours is a secular pledge, which,
when taken as a whole, is intended to inspire patriotism.

serves as a unifying, cultural balm that reminds us of our
religious roots as a nation. But it can easily and often
morph into an idolatry of nationalism, or, at the very
least, result in the trivialization of religion.

Simply stated, civil religion is not the same as heart­
felt, vital religion. Ceremonial religion is not life-altering,
world-changing religion. "Ceremonial deism," as it is
sometimes called, is a pale substitute for authentic faith
in a personal God whom we call "Abba Father."

Indeed, one of the traditional arguments in favor of
the constitutionality of this and other forms of ceremoni-

J. Brent Walker
Executive Director

It does not have the purpose or primary effect of advanc­
ing religion. At most, it is an acknowledgement of this
nation's religious roots and the fact that we continue to
be a "very religious people," to use Justice William 0.
Douglas' phrase.

Second, this reference to America's religious charac­
ter is nonsectarian. A pledge to "One nation, under
Jesus," or "under Buddha" would be difficult to defend.
True, the word "God" implies a certain monotheism, and
the phrase "under God" is not a perfectly nuanced reflec­
tion of this nation's religious pluralism. But, as my for­
mer colleague, Buzz Thomas, has said, this is a Pledge —
not an essay. It's hard to come up with a more inclusive
phrase than this one.

Third, students cannot be compelled to recite the
Pledge — with or without the words "under God." The
Supreme Court ruled eleven years before "under God"
was added in 1954 that students have the right to forgo
pledging allegiance to the flag. West Virginia vs. Burnette,
319 U.S. 624 (1943). Students who object to reciting the
Pledge cannot be compelled to say it or disciplined for
not participating.

Finally, a practical reason. If the Court strikes the
words "under God" from the Pledge, there would be an
immediate groundswell to amend the Constitution.
Although constitutional amendments are difficult to
adopt, this one would most likely pass and, in the
process, open the door to more far-reaching
Establishment Clause mischief.

Having said all this, what is legal and constitutional
is not always helpful or wise. For theological and policy
reasons, I would be happier if the words "under God"
were not included.

Civil religion in its various forms has long been a
pervasive part of American political culture. According
to sociologist Robert Bellah, "civil religion is about those
public rituals that express the nexus of the political order
to divine reality." In its most benign forms, civil religion 

al deism (such as "In God We Trust"
on coins) is that, through long use
and rote repetition, the words have
lost any religious import they might
have had. In short, what is common­
place becomes mundane.

As my friend, Derek Davis, of
the J.M. Dawson Institute of Church-
State Studies, has written:

The God of American civil reli­
gion is a God stripped of his
real essence and instead
becomes a God used to advance
national interests, be it anti­
communism in the 1950s when

In its most benign forms, civil
religion serves as a unifying,
cultural balm that reminds us of
our religious roots as a nation.
But it can easily and often morph
into an idolatry of nationalism,
or, at the very least, result in the
trivialization of religion.

the phrase "under God" was
added to the pledge, or in the 2000s, as the
God of the bumper sticker "God Bless
America" whom America calls upon to
fight the war on terrorism. God becomes a
watered down deity, a supreme power
called upon only to bolster patriotic senti­
ment and advance national goals.

The vitality of religion in America is thus dimin­
ished — not enhanced — when we conflate our penulti­
mate allegiance to Caesar with our ultimate allegiance to
God.

This explains why the Baptist Joint Committee —
along with many other religious organizations —
declined to file a friend-of-the-court brief in this case. The
Court can only rule on the legal issue, and our concerns
are more theological, political and practical. However, we
will continue to speak out publicly about how this issue
is something of a tempest in a teapot and about the dan­
gers that attend a pervasive civil religion.



"I do solemnly swear...

So help me God."

These words are strange gatekeepers
to the U.S. justice system. At the very
beginning, before a licensed attorney may
practice law, she is asked to place her hand
on a Bible and, using these words, swear
before God. Likewise, every individual
called to testify in a court of law is asked
to do the same. We've all heard these
words, perhaps on "Matlock" or "Law and
Order," or in the incessant news coverage
of some celebrity trial. Some of us have 
been asked to utter these words ourselves, standing
before a judge with our hand on the Bible. How many
of us have stopped to think, however, about the serious
theological implications of using this language as part
of this specific civic ritual? I was asked to engage in
this ritual of swearing-in after I passed the bar; because
of my personal inclination to distrust civil religion in
general, tire ceremony raised red flags.

What are the theological implications of swearing
on the Bible? Presumably, this practice is based on the
assumption that people take the Bible seriously. It is
unclear whether this assumption was ever universally
true, but it can certainly be challenged these days.
Although the Judeo-Christian faith tradition informs
the beliefs of many in our society, those who come from
a different faith tradition or no faith tradition at all are
growing in number. We are faced, then, with the sim­
ple reality that many take the Bible seriously and many
do not. Either way, the theological implications must
be considered carefully.

On one hand, believers who take the Bible serious­
ly are faced with a problem of Biblical authority. The
term "Biblical authority" is a sticky one for Christians
these days, often disappearing from the lexicon because
of heated debates over the inerrancy of the text. But the
inerrancy camp does not own the concept of Biblical
authority, and the Bible does provide instruction about
swearing. According to the Gospel of Matthew, Jesus
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specifically addressed swearing in his Sermon on
the Mount, juxtaposing the old law with his new
commandment.

Again, you have heard that it
was said to those of ancient
times, "You shall not swear
falsely, but carry out the vows
you have made to the Lord."
But I say to you, Do not swear
at all, either by heaven, for it is
the throne of God, or by the
earth, for it is his footstool, or
by Jerusalem, for it is the city
of the great King. And do not
swear by your head, for you
cannot make one hair white or
black. Let your word be "Yes,
Yes" or "No, No”; anything
more than this comes from the
evil one. Matt. 5:33-37, NRSV.

When we swear with our hands on the Bible
and assert the phrase "So help me God," we dis­
obey a clear instruction from one of Jesus' most
famous sermons. We should not do so mechanical­
ly, without careful soul searching.

On the other hand, the reality that many do
not take the Bible seriously poses a complicated set
of problems for Christians. First, we must be con­
cerned by the degree to which this civic ritual of
swearing-in cheapens the calling of God's name.
Our hymns, psalms and prayers address a holy
God who is our firm foundation, our mighty
fortress, and our eternal Father; who made the
mountains rise and created the glory of the skies;
who abides with us, who causes us to stand, and
who teaches us to proclaim that it is well with our
soul; and who remains our hope, our creator, our
beginning and our end. We bless the name of the
Lord and call the name of God when we need a
miracle. How, then, can we allow God's name to
become the tool of anyone who wants to practice
law or testify in court? The perfunctory calling of
God's name renders the practice meaningless. We
must reclaim the power of calling God's name.

Second, Christians must be concerned with the
institutionalizing of this civic ritual of swearing-in
because our own religious liberty cannot be secure
when the religious liberty of others is compro­
mised. For the very reasons that the Ten
Commandments are being removed from court­

rooms, so should the practice of swearing-in on the
Bible. The religious liberty of a religiously diverse
population cannot be secure when such a ritual is a
gatekeeper to the justice system. It is meaningless
at best, and offensive by most accounts, for peoples
of other faiths (or none) to place their hand on the
Bible and swear to a God they do not believe in.
Religious liberty and this ritual cannot stand side-
by-side in our justice system.

After considering these implications, I decided
not to place my hand on the Bible or swear before
God. Instead, I took advantage of an alternative
practice, an affirmation. Any person who wishes to
affirm his or her promises instead of swearing-in
may do so. But I (along with a friend who stood by
me on principle) was alone in choosing to affirm. I
wondered if my peers had really thought about
this ritual in which they were engaging.

Clearly not many people take advantage of this
practice of affirming, as there was no alternative
paperwork for me to sign: rather, I had to manually
mark through "do solemnly swear" and "so help
me God" on each affirmation. Even though I knew
it was the right thing to do, I felt uncomfortable
standing in front of a judge and marking through
"so help me God" over and over. I found secret
relief in the good fortune that my judge was actual­
ly blind and would never recognize me in the
courtroom again. Then I marveled at the odd cir­
cumstances that had me, a Christian, striving to act
within the dictates of my faith, concerned about
offending the sensibilities of those practicing a sup­
posedly Christian civil religion.

I encourage all Christians to carefully consider
choosing to affirm their promises in court or as
attorneys rather than perpetuating civil religion. It
is my prayer that, in so doing, our ministry to the
world can reclaim a clear and distinct voice that
expects miracle and grace when we call the name
of God.

— Mary Elizabeth Hill
Hanchey, a former BJC

intern, is an attorney who
lives in Durham, N.C. She

and her husband are
members of Watts Street

Baptist Church.



R
ep

or
t f

ro
m

 th
e 

C
ap

ita
l

Fe
br

ua
ry

 2
00

4

K. Hollyn Hollman
General Counsel

Recent rhetoric goes beyond law
The last few months have brought two major develop­

ments in the evolving story of President George W. Bush s
faith-based initiatives. First, there have been increasingly
specific announcements about billions of dollars going to
faith-based providers of social services. Second, the presi­
dent has made a renewed pitch to the public for support. In
doing so, Bush has spoken in sweeping terms, describing
the initiatives in ways that are in considerable tension with
existing law — and even with the modest regulatory stan­
dards of his administration.

ue to seek legislation to make his regulatory changes per­
manent. A few days earlier, the president made more exten­
sive remarks at a predominantly African-American church
in New Orleans. A full transcript of the speech is available
on the White House website. This time, Bush not only
ignored the civil rights and constitutional concerns that
derailed the legislation on the Hill, he also seemed to
encourage activity that is impermissible even under his
administration's lax guidelines.

Bush began by praising faith-based organizations for

As others have noted, the adminis­
tration's regulations leave much
to be desired in terms ofprevent-

When the Bush plan failed to gain support in Congress,
the administration issued a series of executive orders to
implement its goals without legislation. The primary execu­

tive orders changing the rules for gov­
ernment funding of religious institu­
tions were issued in December 2002
Since then many agencies have
revised their regulations to clear the
way for funding religious entities to
the full extent of the so-called "equal 

addressing some of society's most difficult problems, not­
ing that what seems impossible can be solved through
salvation. He then invited greater participation of reli­
gious groups in government contracts, urging them to
access billions of federal dollars and asserting that those
who seek federal funds won't have to change their mission.

Of course, even the new regulations adopted in con­
formity with the executive orders prohibit the use of gov­
ernment funds to support "inherently religious" activities,
such as worship, religious instruction and proselytization.

treatment" order.
In the wake of these changes, the

administration has announced billions
of dollars in grants and contracts to
religious organizations. These state­
ments raise a number of red flags.

Bush's stated policy is merely to
allow faith-based organizations to

compete with secular organizations, but some announce­
ments seem to indicate that the goal is to transfer funding
from secular to faith-based recipients.

Religious liberty groups that worked to defeat the pro­
posals in Congress now must spend tremendous time and

ing government sponsorship of
and interference in religion.
Alarmingly, its rhetoric is even
worse.

Yet Bush never mentioned that thin remaining veil between
church and state. Instead the president stated, "Faith-based
programs are only effective because they do practice faith.
It's important for our government to understand that. ...
[Fjaith-based programs only conform to one set of rules,
and it's bigger than government rules. The inspiration is
not from bureaucracy, and that's what's important for gov­
ernment policymakers to understand." He approvingly
cited a story about a faith-based organization getting gov­
ernment money with "no strings attached." For those who
argue that the initiative crosses the legal line, he seemed to
be saying "bring on the litigation."

Worse, Bush dismissed constitutional concerns as a
effort trying to track the money. It is a cumbersome and dif­
ficult process. But with major changes in the relationship
between the government and religious entities under way,
don't citizens deserve to know who is getting their tax dol­
lars and how they are using them?

Perhaps the money has been distributed to groups that
take extreme care to avoid funding their religious activities
with tax dollars. Perhaps it is a mixed bag. At this point it is
still unclear where the money is going, but there are ample
reasons to be concerned — including recent statements of
the president himself.

In the past month, President Bush has made two high-
profile speeches stressing his resolve to pursue the initia­
tives aggressively. In the State of the Union address, Bush
repeated the controversial claim that religious groups face
unjust discrimination and suggested that he would contin­

Washington debate and suggested that his critics fear faith.
"The freedom of religion is a vital part of our country. But
on the other hand, when people are able to deliver results,
... we're willing to fund programs that are capable of deliv­
ering results. We want to fund programs that save
Americans, one soul at a time."

While the speech may be dismissed as political postur­
ing in an election year, it was significant because Bush was
also describing a policy that is still widely misunderstood.
As others have noted, the administration's regulations leave
much to be desired in terms of preventing government
sponsorship of and interference in religion. Alarmingly, its
rhetoric is even worse.



"It would be deeply problematic and res­
onate throughout the Muslim world to
reinforce the hard-line stance to force
women to wear the veil. This is also a
violation of individual religious expres­
sion. And a symbol of the fact that
human rights adhere to the individual
person, not to religious groups or states."

— Nina Shea, director of the Center for
Religious Freedom at Freedom House and a
commissioner on Hie U.S. Commission for

lutcrnalioiial Religious Freedom, about the
French ban on Islamic head scarves and other

religious attire in public schools

U.S. Muslims, religious liberty
advocates express dismay at France

Disappointed but determined American Muslims and U.S.
lawmakers who have condemned the French ban on Islamic head
scarves and other religious attire in public schools said Feb. 11
they are not giving up the fight just yet.

Rabiah Ahmed, communications coordinator at the Council
on American-Islamic Relations, said her group has been working
to fight the ban since the initial stages of the legislation with ral­
lies, congressional lobbying and meetings with French
Ambassador Jean-David Levitte in Washington.

France’s National Assembly passed the measure by a vote of
494 to 36. Despite expectations that the French Senate will pass the
measure in March, Ahmed said her organization will urge further
U.S. pressure to challenge the ban.

"The passing of the law came as no surprise to us because we
know that it was happening," Ahmed said. "However, we hope
through diplomacy and dialogue and through other means that
we will be able to show them that this is not the best way to
address the concerns they have."

Rep. Michael Honda, D-Calif., co-initiator of a letter signed by
50 members of Congress opposing the legislation, stood firm in
his opposition to banning religious garments in public schools.

The new law
"threatens the reli­
gious rights of
French children by
forcing them to
choose between
school and reli­
gious practices
that are central to
their core values,"
Honda said in a
statement. "It
would also force
children with
firmly held reli­
gious beliefs to
pursue alternative 
forms of education, thereby slowing their integration into French
society."

Nina Shea, director of the Center for Religious Freedom at
Freedom House, a human rights watchdog group, and a commis­
sioner on the U.S. Commission for International Religious
Freedom, said the ban is a "flagrant violation" of France's interna­
tional commitments under the U.N. International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights respecting rights to individual religious
freedom.

The Council on American-Islamic Relations met with Levitte
in January to discuss the legislation and to deliver a letter to
French President Jacques Chirac opposing it, and the French
Embassy said it would continue dialogue with Americans con­
cerned with the issue.

"If (Muslims) need to meet us, we will do it with pleasure," 

said Nathalie Loiseau, spokeswoman for the French Embassy.
"But it's not a ban against Muslims, it's a ban against conspicuous
religious signs in schools, which is something completely different."

-RNS

Supreme Court lets stand
ruling on religious literature

The U.S. Supreme Court has let stand an appeals court deci­
sion that an Arizona school district cannot prohibit distribution of
literature advertising a program with religious content.

The high court, without commenting, declined Jan. 20 to 
review the May 2003 ruling of the
9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals,
The Associated Press reported.

Groups supporting the
appellate decision applauded the
high court's decision to let the
previous ruling stand.
"The law is clear on this case,"
said Walter M. Weber, senior liti-

“The Supreme Court apparently
shares our opinion that the
schools cannot discriminate on
the basis of viewpoint."

— Gary McCaleb, an attorney
with the Alliance Defense Fund
and one of the lawyers for Hills

gation counsel of the American Center for Law and Justice, which
filed the suit against the Scottsdale Unified School District.

"If a school district permits distribution of material from pri­
vate groups, it cannot prohibit the distribution of literature simply
because it promotes an event with a religious viewpoint."

The suit was filed on behalf of Joseph Hills, president of A
Little Sonshine From Arizona, a nonprofit corporation that
planned a summer camp and wanted to advertise it through the
school district. —RNS

Ten Commandments in Wisconsin city
park again ruled unconstitutional

A Wisconsin judge has decided to stick with her previous
ruling that a Ten Commandments monument in a La Crosse,
Wis., park is unconstitutional.

Chief U.S. District Judge
Barbara B. Crabb in Madison set
aside her July 2003 ruling last
September to permit the Fraternal
Order of Eagles, which owned the
monument, to be a party of the suit.

She made a final ruling Feb. 3
in the dispute over the placement
of the monument in a city park. The
suit, which was filed by the
Freedom From Religion
Foundation, prompted the city to
sell the portion of land around the
park to the fraternal organization.
But Crabb determined for a second ti

"The sale of the property did
not cure the establishment
clause violation but only shifted
it.... (T)he city has demonstrat­
ed its endorsement by giving
the Fraternal Order of Eagles
permanent, preferential access
to display the religious speech
on land that is surrounded by
city-owned property."

— Chief U.S. District Judge
Barbara B. Crabb, in her latest

ruling in the case

ne that the sale was not a
constitutional way to resolve the dispute.

Crabb said the city must remove the monument from the
park because it "cannot be constitutionally displayed in its cur­
rent setting." — RNS
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Rep. Artur Davis
to address annual

Religious Liberty Council luncheon
Noon to 1:45 p.m.

Friday, June 25, 2004
Sheraton Hotel

Birmingham, Alabama

Tickets: $25 by mail or at the BJC exhibit in the Cooperative Baptist Fellowship Resource Fair

U.S. Rep. Artur Davis, a native of Montgomery, Ala, is congressman for
Alabama’s 7th U.S. Congressional District and was sworn in on Jan. 7, 2003. He
graduated magna cum laude from Harvard University in 1990 and cum laude
from Harvard Law School in 1993. Davis will speak about the intersection of
church and state at the annual event.

 

Please send tickets ($25 each) for the 2004 Religious Liberty
Council luncheon.
Enclosed is a check in the amount of .

Name
Address
City State ZIP

Mail to : Baptist Joint Committee
200 Maryland Avenue, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002

For additional information, contact Wanda Henry (whenry@bjcpa.orgl

Baptist
Joint
Committee

200 Maryland Ave., N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002-5797

Phone: 202.544.4226
Fax: 202.544.2094
E-mail: bjcpa@bjcpa.org
Website: www.bjcpa.org
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