








  God’s Medicine and the Laws of Men

  Entheogens, Grace, and the Case for Full Descheduling

  Terry Evans

  White Lotus Society Publications

  2026-08

  © 2026 White Lotus Society Publications



God’s Medicine and the Laws of Men
	Cover
	A Declaration of the Abbey
	On the Sources
	I. The Gift
	In the Beginning, the Green Things
	The Seed-Bearing Herb
	Every Creature of God Is Good
	Leaves for the Healing of the Nations
	The Tao and the Ten Thousand Things
	The Medicine Buddha and the Pharmacy of Mercy
	The Green Lotus of Compassion
	What a Sacrament Is
	II. The Ancient Testimony
	The Vedic Inheritance
	The Cup of Shiva
	Shen Nong and the Long Record
	The Scythian Tents
	Egypt, the Levant, and the Anointing Oil
	The Holy Herb
	Soma, Haoma, and the Wider Family
	The Modern Congregations
	The White Lotus Lineage
	Spiritual Civics and Holy Defiance
	III. The Body Prepared
	The Lock Was Already There
	The Endocannabinoid System
	Retrograde Signalling
	Clinical Endocannabinoid Deficiency
	Epidiolex, Nabiximols, and the Government’s Own Record
	The Multifaceted Healer
	Depression, Anxiety, and the Size of the Effect
	The Existential Component of Pain
	The Cure the Law Forbids
	Obsessive-Compulsive Disorder and the Widening Field
	Neuroplasticity: Fresh Snow on the Slope
	Safety, Stated Honestly
	Our Biology Is Not a Crime Scene
	IV. The Ordinance of Men
	Colossae
	Touch Not, Taste Not, Handle Not
	The Appearance of Wisdom
	The Commandments and Doctrines of Men
	The Manufacture of a Demon
	A Law Born in Malice
	The Machinery of Injustice
	The Broken Covenant with the Earth
	Prohibition as Idolatry
	The State as False Intermediary
	V. The Law As It Now Stands
	August 2026
	The Executive Order
	What Moved in April
	The Hearing
	The Challenges
	What Schedule III Actually Does
	What Schedule III Does Not Do
	The Halfway House
	Descheduling
	The Treaty Objection
	Rescheduling Without Repair
	VI. The Constitutional Ground
	The Free Exercise Clause and Its Narrowing
	The Statute
	O Centro
	The Peyote Road
	Why Cannabis Always Lost
	The Ground Has Moved
	The Architecture of Exceptions
	The Petition That Is Never Answered
	The State Grounds
	Sincerity
	The Slippery Slope, Answered
	VII. The Order of the Abbey
	The Rule Exists Because the Sacrament Is Real
	Non-Commercial
	Non-Recreational
	Set, Setting, Silence
	Moderation
	Who Is Not Admitted
	Clergy and Accountability
	Records and Transparency
	The Accommodation We Offer
	VIII. The Demand
	The Petition of the Abbey
	Freedom of Consciousness
	To the Courts
	To the Agency
	To Congress
	To Our Own
	Benediction
	Appendix A: The Scheduling Record, 2022–2026
	Appendix B: The Rule of the Green Lotus
	Appendix C: Authorities and Sources
	Appendix D: Glossary



  
    	
      Title Page
    

    	
      Cover
    

    	
      Table of Contents
    

  




Cover






A Declaration of the Abbey

This book is a demand.

It is written by a church, for churches, and for the courts and agencies that will decide whether churches in this country may still touch the medicines God planted. It makes one claim and does not retreat from it: the plants that open the human heart to God are gifts of the Creator, given before any legislature sat, and no schedule, order, registry, or agency guidance can convert a gift of God into contraband.

We do not ask for tolerance. Tolerance is what a sovereign extends to a subject. We assert a freedom that was never the government’s to grant, and we ask the government to stop obstructing it.

The occasion for the book is the collapse of the government’s own story. For fifty-six years the Controlled Substances Act held that cannabis has no accepted medical use in the United States. On the twenty-third of April, 2026, the Department of Justice moved cannabis in FDA-approved drug products, and cannabis dispensed under a qualifying state medical licence, into Schedule III. Schedule III is the shelf for substances with accepted medical use. The government has now said, in its own voice and by its own order, that the founding premise of cannabis prohibition was false.

That admission has consequences, and this book pursues them to the end.

The first consequence is that the moral argument for prohibition is finished. A law that criminalised a medicine for two generations on a claim its own authors have now abandoned does not deserve the deference courts have been giving it. It deserves repeal.

The second consequence is legal and precise. Every judicial rejection of a sacramental cannabis claim in the last forty years rested on two findings: that the government has a compelling interest in absolute uniformity of enforcement, and that categorical prohibition is the least restrictive means of protecting the public. Both findings assumed a world in which cannabis could not be safely tracked, dosed, limited, or distributed. That world is gone. The federal government now operates and recognises a regulated cannabis supply chain. Once the state has built a channel and admitted the channel is safe, it can no longer claim that closing that channel to worshippers is the least restrictive means of anything.

The third consequence is that Schedule III is not enough, and the Abbey will not accept it as a settlement. Schedule III leaves cannabis inside the Controlled Substances Act. It leaves the plant under the jurisdiction of the same agency that spent half a century swearing it had no value. It leaves adult use, home cultivation, spiritual use, and every sacramental practice in this country exactly where they were: prohibited. It converts a lie into a licence and hands the licence to pharmaceutical manufacturers and state-approved retailers, while the worshipper is still a criminal. A church cannot celebrate a reform whose entire benefit is commercial.

We therefore ask for descheduling: the complete removal of cannabis from the Controlled Substances Act, together with the release of every person still held for a non-violent cannabis offence and the automatic expungement of every such record. Anything less asks the faithful to be grateful for a smaller cage.

The book that follows sets out the grounds of that demand in four registers. It sets out the theology: that the seed-bearing herb was given, that every creature of God is good, that the leaves of the tree are for the healing of the nations, and that a rule forbidding what God has given is what the Apostle Paul called a commandment and doctrine of men. It sets out the ancient testimony: the Vedic hymn, the Chinese pharmacopoeia, the burial tents of the steppe, the anointing oil of the tabernacle, the holy herb of Rastafari, and the long lineage of the White Lotus. It sets out the biology: the endocannabinoid system, the receptors that were waiting in the human body long before the plant was named a crime, and the neuroplastic healing of psilocybin. And it sets out the law as it actually stands in the summer of 2026, with the record of the hearing closed, the briefs pending, and the courts about to be asked a question they have never squarely answered.

We write in the voice of our own tradition and make no apology for it. The Abbey holds that entheogens are gifts of God, that the human conscience is sovereign ground, and that when the ordinances of men forbid what the Creator has given, the ordinances are the error.

Golden Flower Abbey White Lotus Society Feast of the Green Lotus, 2026




On the Sources

Three kinds of material stand behind this book.

The first is scripture and tradition: the Hebrew and Christian scriptures, the Pali and Mahāyāna canons, the Taoist classics, the Vedic hymns, and the received teaching of the White Lotus lineage. These are quoted as our tradition and others receive them.

The second is the scientific record: the isolation of cannabidiol and tetrahydrocannabinol in the 1960s, the discovery of anandamide in 1992, the mapping of the endocannabinoid system, and the clinical literature on psilocybin-assisted therapy. Where this book states a finding, the finding has been checked.

The third is the legal record, which in this field changes month by month. Every statute, order, docket, and date in this volume was verified against primary sources in August 2026. The scheduling record is stated exactly as it stands: what moved in April, what did not move, what the hearing did and did not decide, and what remains pending. We gain nothing by overstating our position, and a church that argues from a false record deserves to lose.

No preparation methods, dosages, or sourcing instructions appear anywhere in this book. It is a work of theology, history, and law.




I. The Gift




In the Beginning, the Green Things

Every argument in this book descends from a single sentence, and the sentence is not a legal one. And God said, Behold, I have given you every herb bearing seed, which is upon the face of all the earth.

The grammar matters. The verb is given. The gift is not conditional on a permit. It is not restricted to a schedule of approved species. It is not held in trust by an agency pending a determination of accepted medical use. It is delivered outright, in the opening pages of the tradition, to the whole human family, before there was a state to regulate anything.

The Abbey takes that sentence literally and structurally. Literally, in that the green world is understood as provision — food, fibre, medicine, and sacrament together, undivided, because the plant does not sort itself into categories the way a code of regulations does. Structurally, in that the gift establishes an order of authority. What the Creator gives, a creature may receive. A government may govern conduct between persons. It has no standing to stand between a person and a gift that preceded it.

This is not a fringe reading. It is the plain sense of the creation account, and it is echoed everywhere the tradition touches the vegetable world. The tree of life bears twelve manner of fruits, and the leaves of the tree were for the healing of the nations. The psalmist praises the God who causeth the grass to grow for the cattle, and herb for the service of man. Paul writes to Timothy that every creature of God is good, and nothing to be refused, if it be received with thanksgiving. The sentence in Genesis is not an isolated verse. It is a policy, stated at the beginning and never rescinded.

Against that stands the Controlled Substances Act of 1970, which took a seed-bearing herb growing on the face of the earth and placed it in a category defined by the absence of value.

The Abbey’s position is that these two documents are in direct conflict, that the conflict is not merely rhetorical, and that when they conflict the older instrument governs. This is the ordinary logic of every religious tradition that has ever faced an unjust statute. The midwives did not obey Pharaoh. Daniel did not stop praying at the window. The apostles told the council that they must obey God rather than men. None of this is exotic. It is the standard Western account of what conscience is for.

What is new is the object. The state has not forbidden us to pray; it has forbidden us to touch what we pray with. It has left the liturgy alone and criminalised the elements. A prohibition on the sacrament is a prohibition on the sacrament-making act, and every tradition that has ever had bread, wine, water, oil, smoke, or leaf knows this. Take the elements away and you have not preserved the religion in some purer, more interior form. You have ended a rite.

So the book begins where the tradition begins, with a gift, and asks the only question that follows from a gift: by what authority does a third party stand in the doorway?




The Seed-Bearing Herb

Cannabis is a seed-bearing herb of the kind the first chapter of Genesis describes: annual, wind-pollinated, prodigal with seed, growing without cultivation across an enormous range of latitudes. It asks little. It gives fibre, oil, seed, medicine, and resin from a single stand.

The tradition has always read fecundity as evidence of intention. A plant that feeds, clothes, heals, and opens the mind, that grows almost anywhere, that requires neither irrigation nor much protection, that regenerates the soil it stands in — such a plant is not an accident on the edge of the garden. It is a provision at the centre of it.

This is why the Abbey speaks of the plant as given rather than as discovered. Discovery is what a laboratory does. Gift is what the tradition sees: a thing already there, already suited, already matched to the body that will receive it, waiting for the human being to arrive and notice.

The prohibition inverted this. It taught two generations to see the plant as an intruder — foreign, invasive, an alien chemical smuggled into a body that had no business with it. That framing was not neutral, and it was not scientific. It was a moral picture, and the moral picture came first. The chemistry was recruited afterward to justify it, and when the chemistry finally spoke for itself, it said the opposite. The body was built to receive this. We will come to that in its place.

For now the theological point stands alone: the herb bearing seed was given, and a gift withheld by a third party is a gift denied.




Every Creature of God Is Good

Paul’s letters contain the sharpest anti-prohibition writing in the Western canon, and the Abbey does not consider this an accident of temperament. It is a structural feature of the gospel he preached.

To Timothy he writes of teachers who forbid marriage and command abstinence from foods which God hath created to be received with thanksgiving, and answers them with a rule of extraordinary breadth: every creature of God is good, and nothing is to be refused, if it is received with thanksgiving and sanctified by the word of God and prayer.

Read that as the sentence it is. The test of a created thing is not its legal status. It is not its potential for misuse. It is not whether an agency has certified it. The test is the manner of reception. Received with thanksgiving and set apart by prayer, the creature is good — and the tradition means good, not tolerated, not permitted, not decriminalised.

To the Romans he writes that he is persuaded there is nothing unclean of itself, and adds the qualification that has governed every serious sacramental theology since: it becomes unclean to the one who esteems it unclean. Holiness and defilement, in Paul’s account, are not properties resident in the substance. They are relations between the substance and the heart that takes it.

This is the doctrine on which the Abbey’s entire practice rests. It explains why we insist that intention is not decorative. It is constitutive. A plant taken carelessly, for escape, in the wrong company, without prayer, is one thing. The same plant taken in a consecrated room, in silence, with thanksgiving, under a rule, is another. Nothing about the molecule has changed. Everything about the act has.

The Controlled Substances Act cannot make this distinction and does not try. It assigns moral character to a substance rather than to a use. In doing so it takes the exact position Paul spent his ministry demolishing: that righteousness is a property of what you touch rather than of who you are and what you intend.

We will return to Paul at length, because his letter to the Colossians is the single most precise description of federal drug scheduling ever written, and it was written nineteen centuries before the schedules existed.




Leaves for the Healing of the Nations

The Christian scriptures end in a garden city with a river running through it and a tree on either bank, and the last thing said about that tree is that its leaves are for the healing of the nations.

The Abbey reads this as the tradition’s closing statement on the vegetable world. It does not end with a warehouse of approved compounds or a formulary. It ends with a leaf. Healing is botanical, distributed, freely available on both banks, and addressed not to individuals but to nations — to peoples, in their collective wounds.

Set that image beside the state of the American record. This country has an epidemic of chronic pain and an opioid catastrophe that grew directly out of it. It has a suicide rate that will not come down, a veteran population living with trauma no available medication resolves, and hundreds of thousands of people dying each year in beds where existential terror is treated, when it is treated at all, with sedation. And for fifty-six years it held that two of the most promising healing plants known to the species have no accepted medical use whatsoever.

The nations were not healed. They were policed.

This is the sense in which the Abbey calls prohibition a moral catastrophe rather than a policy error. A policy error is what happens when a government tries to solve a problem and chooses a poor instrument. A moral catastrophe is what happens when a government forbids the solution and then presides over the harm. The distinction is not rhetorical. It determines what is owed afterward — and what is owed after a catastrophe is not an adjusted classification. It is restitution.




The Tao and the Ten Thousand Things

The Abbey is syncretic by constitution, and the same conclusion arrives from the Taoist side by a different road.

The Tao Te Ching does not speak of gifts and givers. It speaks of a spontaneous order that produces the ten thousand things without deliberation, nourishes them without claiming ownership, and accomplishes everything by not interfering. Where the biblical argument against prohibition is that the state has usurped the Giver, the Taoist argument is that the state has mistaken the nature of order itself.

Lao Tzu’s political chapters read like a brief against the drug war. The more prohibitions there are, the poorer the people become. The more sharp weapons the state holds, the more disorder there is. The more laws and edicts are posted, the more thieves and bandits appear. This is not a poetic flourish; it is an empirical claim about what happens when a ruler multiplies rules against natural things, and the last half-century in America has tested it about as thoroughly as a claim can be tested.

Prohibition did not reduce use. It created an unregulated market, financed cartels, filled prisons, criminalised the sick, and made a plant more dangerous by ensuring no one could test it. Every one of those outcomes is what the Taoist classics predict when governance sets itself against the grain of things.

There is also the Taoist medical inheritance, which never separated the plant from the practice. In the inner-alchemical tradition the body is a landscape to be cultivated, not a machine to be corrected, and the herbs are participants in the cultivation. The Chinese pharmacopoeia attributed to Shen Nong lists cannabis among the useful plants at the very foundation of the medical tradition. It has been in the Chinese materia medica continuously for something close to five thousand years. A substance can be called unprecedented and dangerous only by a culture that has forgotten how to read.




The Medicine Buddha and the Pharmacy of Mercy

In the Mahāyāna inheritance the Abbey holds in common with Pure Land practice, healing is not adjacent to salvation. It is one of its faces.

Bhaiṣajyaguru, the Medicine Buddha, is depicted holding a myrobalan plant. The vow associated with him is that beings whose bodies are incomplete, whose senses are impaired, who are sick and without recourse and without medicine and without a family, shall on hearing his name be made whole. The tradition places medicine inside the structure of compassion. To withhold a medicine is not a regulatory act in this frame; it is an obstruction of mercy.

The bodhisattva ideal makes the same point from the other direction. Compassion is not a sentiment but a competence: the vow is to acquire and deploy every means by which suffering can be relieved. Skilful means — upāya — is the technical term for the principle that the method is chosen by the need, not by the convention. A tradition organised around that principle cannot regard the criminalisation of an effective medicine as a neutral administrative matter.

Both halves of the Abbey’s inheritance therefore converge. The Christian half says the plant was given and cannot be lawfully withheld. The Buddhist half says the relief of suffering is the whole of the path and no rule that obstructs it commands obedience. The Taoist half says an order built against nature will produce exactly the disorder it claims to prevent.




The Green Lotus of Compassion

Within the Abbey, cannabis is called the green lotus of compassion, and the name is doctrinally exact rather than decorative.

The lotus is the tradition’s emblem of a purity that does not require withdrawal from the world: rooted in mud, opening in light, unstained by the medium it grew from. The plant is called green because it belongs to the living, growing register rather than the white lotus of the pure land or the red lotus of the heart. It is called compassion because of what it does in practice, which is to soften the defended posture in which most people conduct most of their lives.

That softening is the sacramental function, and it should be described precisely, because the courts will ask and the answer must be truthful. Under a discipline of silence, intention, and moderation, the plant lowers the volume of the internal commentary that ordinarily prevents sustained attention. It relaxes the guarding in the body that holds grief and fear in place. It restores an immediacy of perception in which the world is met rather than assessed. In that condition a practitioner can sit longer, listen better, forgive more easily, and pray without performing.

It does not produce holiness. Nothing produces holiness. It removes some of what is in the way, which is the traditional office of a sacrament — not to manufacture grace but to open a door that the practitioner then has to walk through.

The Abbey’s members experience this as mercy, and the theological claim follows from the experience rather than preceding it: a thing that opens the heart toward compassion is doing the work the tradition assigns to grace, and a state that criminalises it is intervening in a relation it is not competent to judge.




What a Sacrament Is

The word will be contested in litigation, so the Abbey states its meaning plainly.

A sacrament is a physical element, set apart by a community under a rule, used at appointed times, in an appointed manner, with an appointed intention, as a means by which the divine is approached and received. The bread, the wine, the water, the oil, the smoke, the peyote button, the ayahuasca cup, the green lotus — the logic is identical in every case. The element is ordinary matter. The rite makes it something else without changing a molecule.

Four things follow, and each is a legal as well as a devotional point.

A sacrament is not the same act as consumption. What distinguishes the two is not the substance and not the quantity. It is the frame: consecration, time, place, company, intention, and rule.

A sacrament is not optional to the religion that holds it. Courts sometimes ask whether a practice is required. The Abbey’s answer is that the rite is the practice — there is no residue of the observance that survives the removal of the element, any more than a communion survives the confiscation of the bread.

A sacrament is communal and supervised. It is administered under clergy, in a defined setting, with a code that governs who may participate and how. This is what distinguishes a church from an assertion.

A sacrament is not commerce. The Abbey does not sell its sacrament, does not market it, does not advertise it, and derives no revenue from it. That is not a litigation posture adopted for convenience. It is what the word means.

These four marks are the standing test the Abbey applies to itself, and the standard by which we invite any court or agency to examine us.




II. The Ancient Testimony




The Vedic Inheritance

The oldest continuous religious use of cannabis on record belongs to India, and it has never stopped.

The Atharva Veda names bhang among a small group of plants called liberating, and associates it with release from anxiety and with the gods’ favour. In the classical devotional literature the plant belongs to Shiva, who is said to have taken it in the mountains and to have given it to his devotees. It appears in the ascetic disciplines of the Naga and Aghori orders, in the practice of sadhus who use it before long sessions of meditation and recitation, and in the temple economy of preparation and distribution that surrounds those orders to this day.

Three preparations are distinguished in the tradition: bhang, the leaf preparation compounded into a drink with milk, spices, and sweet; ganja, the flowering tops; and charas, the hand-gathered resin. The drink is the sacramental form most widely shared, and at the spring festival of Holi it is drunk publicly and joyfully across northern India by people who would not describe themselves as drug users in any sense a Western regulator would recognise. It is a religious act performed by a civilisation.

The Abbey draws two conclusions from this and asks the courts to draw them as well.

The first is empirical. The Indian record is the longest running experiment in sacramental cannabis on earth, conducted across a subcontinent for something over three thousand years, and it has not produced the collapse of the social order that American prohibitionists predicted from a plant they had never seen used religiously. The British colonial administration examined this question directly. The Indian Hemp Drugs Commission of 1894, an enormous inquiry conducted by a colonial power looking for reasons to tax and restrict, concluded that moderate use produced no appreciable physical, mental, or moral injury and warned that suppression would be resented as a serious interference with religious practice. That was the considered finding of an imperial commission with every incentive to find otherwise.

The second is doctrinal. Nothing in the Indian tradition treats the plant as a shortcut. It is embedded in ascetic discipline, in fasting, in long recitation, in devotion to a deity, in a rule of life. The plant is a support within a structure, and the structure does the forming. That is precisely the Abbey’s own claim, made independently on the other side of the world, and it is the claim American courts have most consistently refused to hear.




The Cup of Shiva

Devotees describe the plant as an inheritance from the god, and the myth is worth stating in its own terms because it says something about how the tradition understands the relation between the divine and the plant world.

In the story of the churning of the ocean, the poison that surfaces before the nectar is swallowed by Shiva to save the world, and he holds it in his throat, which turns blue. Cannabis is associated in devotional telling with the cooling of that burning — a plant that grew where the god rested, given afterward to those who would take up his practice. In other tellings he is simply the lord of bhang, the ascetic in the mountains who introduced it to human beings.

The theological structure is the same one Genesis states in legal form: the plant is not a human discovery but a divine transmission. It arrives from above and is received below.

Holi shows what a public sacrament looks like when a culture has not been taught to be ashamed of it. The bhang is prepared communally, distributed without commerce, taken by people of every age and station, and framed by a festival about the burning of ego and the levelling of caste distinction. Nobody is hiding. Nobody is being sold anything. The observance has an internal discipline that the participants understand without a statute explaining it to them.

This is what the Abbey means when it says the American regime does not lack information but lacks imagination. It cannot conceive of the thing it forbids because it has only ever seen the criminalised form of it.




Shen Nong and the Long Record

The Chinese record begins with the Divine Farmer, Shen Nong, to whom tradition attributes the foundational pharmacopoeia and the systematic tasting of hundreds of plants. Cannabis stands in that materia medica from the beginning, recommended for rheumatic pain, malarial fever, digestive complaint, and menstrual disorder, and it has remained in the Chinese medical literature continuously ever since.

Two facts about this record matter for the argument of this book.

The first is duration. Roughly five thousand years of continuous documented medical use is not folklore. It is the longest clinical series in existence. When the Controlled Substances Act declared in 1970 that cannabis had no accepted medical use in the United States, it was making a statement about American administrative practice and dressing it as a statement about the world.

The second is that the Chinese record is not only medical. Archaeology in the Turpan Basin and at the Jirzankal cemetery in the high Pamirs has recovered braziers containing burnt cannabis residue with elevated psychoactive markers, in mortuary contexts, alongside instruments — the material remains of ritual, not therapy. A burial in the Yanghai tombs yielded a large cache of cannabis interred with a man equipped as a practitioner of some kind. These are not ambiguous finds. Cannabis was burned in ceremonies for the dead in Central Asia in the first millennium before the common era.

Medicine and sacrament sit in the same kit, because in the traditions that produced them they were never two things.




The Scythian Tents

Herodotus described a Scythian funerary rite in which the mourners built a small tent, heated stones inside it, threw hemp seed onto the stones, and howled with pleasure at the vapour. For centuries this was read as a traveller’s tale.

Then the graves were opened. In the great burial mounds of the Eurasian steppe, excavators recovered exactly what Herodotus described: braziers, heating stones, frames for a small tent, and cannabis. The Pazyryk finds in the Altai are the best known; comparable material has come from sites across a corridor running from western China to the Black Sea. The historian was reporting fieldwork.

The Abbey attends to this record for a specific reason. The Scythian rite is funerary. It belongs to the moment when a community stands at the edge of death and needs something that ordinary consciousness cannot supply. That is the same need psilocybin is now being given to terminal patients to meet, in hospital rooms, under clinical supervision, with results the literature calls unprecedented. Twenty-five centuries apart, two very different cultures reached for a plant at the same hour and for the same reason.

The state’s position is that one of these is medicine and the other was superstition. The Abbey’s position is that they are the same act, that human beings have always known where to reach, and that the recent discovery is not the effect but the receptor.




Egypt, the Levant, and the Anointing Oil

The Egyptian medical papyri record cannabis in preparations for inflammation, for the eyes, and for the pains of childbirth. Its association with Seshat, the goddess of writing and measurement, appears in iconography that has been read for well over a century as a cannabis leaf above her head.

More consequential for a Western religious argument is the Levantine evidence.

The instructions for the holy anointing oil in Exodus specify myrrh, cinnamon, cassia, olive oil, and a substance the Hebrew calls kaneh bosem — fragrant cane. Serious philological work, beginning with Sula Benet’s mid-century studies, has argued that kaneh bosem is cannabis, on the basis of the Semitic root and the cognate forms that carry into other languages. That oil was not a domestic product. It consecrated the tabernacle, its vessels, and its priests, and its unauthorised compounding was forbidden on penalty of exclusion. It was the most restricted holy substance in the Israelite cult.

The archaeological confirmation of cannabis in Israelite worship came in 2020 from Tel Arad, where residue analysis of one of two limestone altars in the shrine identified cannabis burned with animal dung to volatilise it, while the adjacent altar held frankincense. That shrine dates to the eighth century before the common era and its layout mirrors the Jerusalem temple. Cannabis was burned as incense on an altar in a Judahite sanctuary.

The Abbey states the consequence without ornament. The claim that sacramental cannabis is foreign to the biblical tradition is not a theological judgement. It is a factual error, and the material record has now corrected it.




The Holy Herb

Rastafari carried sacramental cannabis into the modern West, and it did so under conditions of continuous persecution that make its survival the most instructive case in this book.

The tradition reads the herb through scripture — the herb yielding seed, the herb for the service of man, the tree whose leaves are for the healing of the nations — and uses it in reasoning sessions, gatherings whose purpose is scriptural discussion, discernment, and communion. The chalice is passed. The talk is theological. The frame is explicitly a rite.

Jamaican and then British and American authorities treated this as drug offending for decades, and the treatment was inseparable from race. Rastafari were beaten, imprisoned, forcibly shorn, and dispossessed, and the legal system had no difficulty at all recognising the religion when it wanted to punish it and no ability whatsoever to recognise it when it was asked to protect it.

That asymmetry is the heart of the matter. American courts have repeatedly acknowledged that Rastafari is a sincere religion and that cannabis is genuinely sacramental within it, and then held that the government’s interest in uniform drug enforcement overrides the practice anyway. In other words, the sincerity question was never really the obstacle. The obstacle was a compelling-interest analysis built on a claim about cannabis that the government has now abandoned.

Jamaica itself resolved the matter in 2015 by exempting sacramental use from its cannabis offences outright. The sky did not fall. A regulated jurisdiction accommodated a religion, and the accommodation worked.




Soma, Haoma, and the Wider Family

Cannabis is one member of a family, and the Abbey’s demand extends to the family.

The Rig Veda’s Soma and the Avestan Haoma are the twin memories of a plant sacrament at the root of the Indo-Iranian religious world — pressed, filtered, mixed with milk, drunk, and addressed as a god in its own right. The hymns describe illumination, fearlessness, and the sense of having become immortal. The identity of the plant is disputed and the Abbey takes no position in that dispute; what is not disputed is that the central rite of the earliest layer of that tradition was the preparation and drinking of a psychoactive sacrament.

At Eleusis, for nearly two millennia, initiates drank the kykeon and underwent something that the ancient world regarded as the most important religious experience available to a human being. Participation was near-universal among Athenians, disclosure was forbidden, and the effect on those who received it was, by the consistent testimony of everyone who mentions it, the removal of the fear of death.

In the Amazon the ayahuasca traditions have carried an unbroken practice into the present and, through the Brazilian syncretic churches, into North America and Europe. In the North American southwest the peyote road has sustained the Native American Church through a century of pressure and now enjoys explicit federal protection. In Siberia, in Mesoamerica, in West Africa, the same structure recurs: a plant, a rite, a guide, a community, a rule.

The pattern is not an anthropological curiosity. It is the ordinary form of human religion. Ceremonial entheogen use is not an aberration at the edge of the world’s traditions; it is close to the centre of most of them, and the twentieth century’s assumption otherwise was a local prejudice that mistook itself for a universal.




The Modern Congregations

The present American landscape of entheogenic churches is more varied than either its critics or its enthusiasts usually acknowledge, and the Abbey regards the whole of it as family.

Rastafari is the elder in the West and remains the largest sacramental cannabis tradition outside India. The Ethiopian Zion Coptic Church carried the practice into American courts in the 1970s and 1980s and lost, and the reasoning of those losses shaped everything after.

The International Church of Cannabis, established in Denver in 2017, teaches a path its members call elevationism: a non-dogmatic practice in which the plant is understood to accelerate the individual’s own spiritual development, without required creed or conversion.

The First Church of Cannabis was founded in Indianapolis in 2015 with an explicitly stated purpose of testing Indiana’s religious freedom statute, and litigated that question to a definitive state court loss in 2018 — a loss that has been cited against sacramental claimants ever since, and which rested squarely on the compelling-interest and uniform-enforcement findings that the events of 2026 have now undercut.

The Oklahoma Native American Church has asserted the same statutory framework in support of earth-based healing ceremonies using cannabis, drawing on the structure that protects peyote in the older Native American Church tradition.

Alongside the cannabis congregations stand the ayahuasca churches — the União do Vegetal, the Santo Daime lines, the Church of Gaia, the Eagle and Condor Church, the Iowaska Church of Healing — and the newer psilocybin communities, of which Singularism in Utah is the most prominent in litigation.

The Abbey does not claim to speak for any of them, and their theologies differ from ours substantially. What the whole field shares is a single legal predicament: a sincere religious practice, a plant, a schedule, and an agency. We would rather see all of them protected than see our own community protected alone, and we say so because the temptation in this field is to argue that one’s own church is respectable and the others are not. That argument has never once worked, and it is unworthy.




The White Lotus Lineage

The White Lotus Society traces its origin to Mount Lu in 386, when Huiyuan gathered a company before an image of Amitābha and bound them by vow to a common practice and a common destination. The society took its name from the flower.

What descended from that gathering was not a monastery but a form: lay-centred, householder-friendly, organised around recitation and mutual vow, capable of existing without state patronage. Mao Ziyuan systematised it in the twelfth century into a practice ordinary people could keep at home. Precisely because it did not require the apparatus of an official temple, it spread, and precisely because it spread without official supervision, it was suspected.

The label “White Lotus” was then used by successive Chinese states as a category of proscription — attached to any lay religious movement the authorities distrusted, whether or not it had any connection to Huiyuan’s society or Mao Ziyuan’s practice. Modern scholarship has established that the “White Lotus teaching” of the imperial edicts was substantially a construction of the state’s own security apparatus, a name for the ungovernable. Incense, in those edicts, was itself treated as evidence: the burning of it in unauthorised assembly appeared in statute as a marker of sedition.

The Abbey stands in that inheritance and reads it as directly relevant to the present case. A tradition of lay practice, held together by vow rather than by licence, using a plant sacrament and burning incense in assembly, has been here before. It has met the state that cannot distinguish between an unregistered congregation and a conspiracy, and it survived by keeping its discipline visible, its conduct blameless, and its books open.

That is the posture the Abbey adopts now, and the reason its rule is public.




Spiritual Civics and Holy Defiance

Out of that lineage the Abbey takes two working principles.

The first is spiritual civics: a religious community owes the civil order honesty, order, non-violence, care for its neighbours, and full transparency about what it does. We keep records. We publish our rule. We invite inspection. We do not conceal our practice from the authorities, and we do not lie about it. A church whose sacrament is contested has an obligation to be more visible than one whose sacrament is not.

The second is holy defiance: where the civil order forbids what God has given, the community continues, openly, under discipline, and accepts the consequence. This is not lawlessness. Lawlessness hides. Defiance in this tradition is conducted in daylight and is willing to be prosecuted, because the point of it is to place the injustice of the rule in front of the court that must decide it. Every religious liberty this country now takes for granted was secured by somebody who did exactly that.

The Abbey therefore does two things at once, and the combination should be understood as a single posture rather than a contradiction. We petition — through the exemption process, through the rulemaking record, through the courts, and through the legislature. And we practise, because a church that suspends its sacrament until the government approves it has already conceded that the government is the source of the right.




III. The Body Prepared




The Lock Was Already There

For most of the twentieth century the government’s argument had a plausible shape. Human cultures had used cannabis for millennia and reported that it helped, but nobody could say how it helped. Absent a mechanism, the historical record could be waved away as folklore, and it was.

That defence is gone, and it was destroyed not by activists but by chemistry.

Raphael Mechoulam and his colleagues in Israel isolated cannabidiol in 1963 and elucidated the structure of tetrahydrocannabinol in 1964, working with minimal funding against considerable institutional resistance. That gave the world the compounds. The decisive discovery came almost thirty years later, in 1992, when Mechoulam’s laboratory identified anandamide — an endogenous compound, manufactured inside the human body, that binds the same receptors THC binds. The name was taken from the Sanskrit ānanda, bliss.

The implication was immediate and enormous. If the body makes its own compound for a receptor, the receptor was not put there by the plant. The receptor came first. What followed was the mapping of an entire signalling system nobody had known existed: the endocannabinoid system.

The theological reading is direct and the Abbey makes it without embarrassment. The body was prepared to receive this. A key was fitted to a lock that had been installed in advance. That is what a gift looks like when you find it from the inside.




The Endocannabinoid System

The endocannabinoid system is not a minor pathway. It is one of the body’s principal regulatory networks, present throughout the vertebrates, and it participates in appetite, digestion, metabolism, pain signalling, inflammation, immune response, mood, learning and memory, motor control, sleep, cardiovascular function, bone growth, liver function, stress response, and nerve development.

Its work is homeostasis: the continuous adjustment by which a living system holds itself in balance while conditions around it change. The system is not a switch that turns functions on. It is a governor that keeps them in range.

It has three parts. There are the endocannabinoids the body synthesises on demand, principally anandamide and 2-arachidonoylglycerol. There are the receptors they act on, chiefly CB1, concentrated in the brain and central nervous system, and CB2, concentrated in immune tissue and the periphery. And there are the enzymes that build and break them down, so that the signal is produced at the moment of need and cleared immediately afterward.

That last feature explains something the prohibition never understood. Endocannabinoid signalling is not tonic and broadcast; it is local and momentary, made where it is needed, used, and dismantled. This is a precision instrument, and the fact that a plant can supplement it is not evidence of contamination. It is evidence of compatibility.




Retrograde Signalling

The mechanism is worth stating plainly, because it explains the character of the plant’s effects better than any amount of description.

Most neural signalling runs forward: a presynaptic neuron releases a transmitter, the postsynaptic neuron receives it. Endocannabinoids run the other way. When a postsynaptic neuron is being driven too hard, it synthesises endocannabinoids on the spot, and they travel backward across the synapse to CB1 receptors on the cell that is doing the driving, telling it to reduce output.

The endocannabinoid system is, in other words, the body’s own volume control — a feedback circuit whose whole purpose is to turn down excess.

Consider what excess means in practice. Pain signalling that has become self-sustaining after the injury has healed. Inflammation that outlives the infection. Fear circuits that keep firing in a person who is no longer in danger. Rumination that will not stop at three in the morning. A digestive tract in spasm. Each of these is a system failing to modulate itself, and each is a condition for which cannabis has been used, in every tradition that had access to it, for as long as records exist.

The traditions did not know about retrograde signalling. They knew what the plant did. The mechanism, when it finally arrived, explained the folklore rather than refuting it.




Clinical Endocannabinoid Deficiency

If a regulatory system can be deficient, its deficiency should produce a recognisable pattern of disorder. The clinical endocannabinoid deficiency hypothesis, developed principally by Ethan Russo, proposes exactly that: that insufficient endocannabinoid tone underlies a family of conditions that share a profile of dysregulation and that conventional medicine has consistently failed to treat.

The core group is migraine, fibromyalgia, and irritable bowel syndrome. They cluster in the same patients. They resist standard therapy. They show no consistent structural lesion. They involve pain amplification, autonomic disturbance, and sleep disruption together. And they respond, in a great many patients, to cannabinoids where they responded to nothing else.

The framework reorganises the moral question completely. On the prohibition’s account, a person using cannabis for fibromyalgia is a drug user with an excuse. On this account, that person is supplementing a deficient regulatory system with a botanical analogue of a compound their own body should be making — which is what we call medicine in every other context. Nobody describes a thyroid patient as abusing levothyroxine.

The Abbey does not need this hypothesis to be complete in every particular. It needs the shape of it, which is now beyond argument: the body has a cannabinoid system, that system can fail, and the plant addresses the failure.




Epidiolex, Nabiximols, and the Government’s Own Record

The clearest evidence that the no-medical-use finding was never true is that the federal government itself stopped believing it while the schedule stayed in place.

The Food and Drug Administration approved Epidiolex, a purified plant-derived cannabidiol, for Lennox-Gastaut syndrome and Dravet syndrome in 2018, and later for tuberous sclerosis complex. These are catastrophic paediatric epilepsies. Children with them seize dozens of times a day and are frequently unreachable by every available anticonvulsant. The approval was granted on randomised controlled trial evidence.

Nabiximols, a whole-plant extract standardised to THC and CBD, has been approved in many countries for spasticity in multiple sclerosis for well over a decade.

Dronabinol and nabilone, synthetic THC preparations, have been federally scheduled below Schedule I and available by prescription in the United States since the 1980s.

So the government’s position, held with a straight face for decades, was this: the molecule has no accepted medical use; the synthetic version of the same molecule is a prescription medicine; the purified plant extract is an approved drug for children; and the plant that makes both is in the same legal category as heroin.

That is not a scientific determination. It is an artefact of institutional inertia protected from scrutiny by the fact that nobody with standing could force the agency to explain it.

The April 2026 order is, at last, the abandonment of the fiction — but only in part, and only for the commercially organised part. We will take up exactly what it did and did not do in Book V.




The Multifaceted Healer

Psilocybin has followed the same arc on a compressed timescale, and the clinical record is now the strongest single refutation of Schedule I in existence.

The compound is a prodrug: ingested, it is converted to psilocin, which acts principally at the serotonin 5-HT2A receptor. What follows is not sedation and not stimulation. It is a temporary reorganisation of large-scale brain network dynamics, and — critically — a cascade of cellular events that changes the physical structure of neural connections.

The clinical results have accumulated across a decade of rigorous work at Johns Hopkins, NYU, Imperial College London, and elsewhere, and have been consolidated into systematic reviews and meta-analyses. The pattern is consistent. One or two supervised sessions, embedded in preparation and integration psychotherapy, produce reductions in depression and anxiety that persist for months, in populations where conventional treatment had already failed.

The Food and Drug Administration granted psilocybin breakthrough therapy designation for treatment-resistant depression in 2018 and again for major depressive disorder in 2019. That designation is reserved for treatments showing substantial improvement over available therapy on clinically significant endpoints. The same federal government maintains that the compound has no accepted medical use and a high potential for abuse.

Both statements cannot be true. Only one of them is supported by evidence.




Depression, Anxiety, and the Size of the Effect

Effect size is the currency of clinical comparison, and it is where the psilocybin literature becomes difficult to argue with.

A widely prescribed antidepressant, taken daily for months, typically shows a standardised effect against placebo somewhere in the range of about 0.3. That is a real and worthwhile benefit; it is also the benchmark against which the entire pharmaceutical psychiatry of the last forty years has been built.

Meta-analytic work on psilocybin-assisted therapy for depression and anxiety has reported standardised mean differences approaching and exceeding 1.4 — several times the conventional benchmark, from one or two administrations rather than daily dosing, with remission rates roughly double those of the comparator arms.

The trial that most sharply exposes the prohibition is the phase 2B work at St Vincent’s Hospital in Melbourne on end-of-life distress in patients with terminal cancer and motor neuron disease. Reported effect sizes there were extraordinary — of the order of 1.1 for depression and above 4 for anxiety, with a Beck Depression Inventory effect near 3 — and improvements frequently appeared within twenty-four hours and held for months.

Numbers of that magnitude are not subtle statistical signals. They describe people who arrive in unbearable terror and leave settled.




The Existential Component of Pain

Palliative medicine has a term for the suffering it cannot reach. A dying person’s pain is not only nociceptive. There is a component that is existential — the terror of annihilation, the grief of severance, the collapse of meaning — and morphine does not touch it, because morphine was never designed to.

What the psilocybin trials in terminal illness demonstrate is that a single supervised session can reach it. Patients describe a sense of continuity with something larger than themselves, of being held, of the fear simply no longer being the organising fact of their remaining life. The clinical literature records this in the language of mystical-type experience, and the strength of that experience predicts the durability of the benefit.

The Abbey reads this without any need for translation. The trials have rediscovered, under measurement, what Eleusis was for.

And it places the prohibition in its sharpest light. For fifty-six years, federal law has held that a compound capable of removing the fear of death from a dying person has no accepted medical use. Every person who died in unnecessary terror during those years died inside a policy, and the policy was maintained by an agency that had been told, repeatedly, what the evidence showed.




The Cure the Law Forbids

The most complete inversion in American drug policy is this: psilocybin treats addiction to the substances the law protects.

The alcohol trials show substantial reductions in heavy drinking days and increases in abstinence maintained long after the sessions. The tobacco work at Johns Hopkins reported abstinence rates at long-term follow-up that no pharmacological smoking-cessation treatment has approached, with the intensity of the mystical experience again predicting the outcome. Systematic review of the substance use disorder field now covers dozens of active trials, extending into opioid and stimulant dependence.

Set that beside the legal landscape. Alcohol kills tens of thousands of Americans a year directly and is implicated in a great many more deaths through violence and collision; it is advertised on television. Tobacco kills hundreds of thousands a year; it is sold in every filling station. Both are physically addictive. Both are lawful, taxed, subsidised in various forms, and defended by trade associations.

Psilocybin is not physically addictive, has no established lethal dose in ordinary use, and treats dependence on both.

It is a Schedule I substance whose possession is a felony.

There is no public-health theory that produces that arrangement. There is only an economic one, and the Abbey names it plainly: legality follows profit rather than harm, and always has.




Obsessive-Compulsive Disorder and the Widening Field

Around two per cent of the population lives with obsessive-compulsive disorder, and as many as forty per cent of those patients get inadequate relief from first-line medication. The emerging psilocybin evidence for OCD shows meaningful symptom reduction in exactly that refractory group.

The field is widening quickly: eating disorders, cluster headache, demoralisation in long-term illness, treatment-resistant anxiety, and early work on neurodegenerative conditions. The breadth is not a red flag. It follows from the mechanism. A compound that restores plasticity to a nervous system locked in a rigid pattern will help wherever rigidity is the problem, and rigidity is the common structure beneath a startling range of psychiatric suffering.

The Schedule I criterion of “no currently accepted medical use” was written for substances with no therapeutic profile at all. Applying it to a compound with a growing multi-indication evidence base is not caution. It is a refusal to look.




Neuroplasticity: Fresh Snow on the Slope

The mechanism deserves a chapter because it explains the durability.

When psilocin activates 5-HT2A receptors on cortical pyramidal neurons, it triggers intracellular cascades involving brain-derived neurotrophic factor and the mTOR pathway. BDNF functions like fertiliser for neural tissue. Under chronic stress, depression, trauma, and entrenched addiction, dendrites retract and dendritic spines are lost; the physical architecture of connection thins out and the brain becomes locked into a narrow set of firing patterns. That is the substrate of rumination and of craving: the same groove, taken again and again, because the hardware has been shaped to take it.

Psilocybin promotes rapid structural regrowth. Animal work has documented increases in dendritic spine density on the order of ten per cent after a single dose, with new spines persisting for weeks. In human terms the effect is a window — a period in which entrenched patterns are unusually open to revision and psychotherapeutic work can actually land.

The image the clinicians use is a ski slope worn into ruts, and a heavy fall of fresh snow. The mountain has not changed. The tracks have been erased, and a new line becomes possible.

This is why a single session can outperform daily medication maintained for years. Conventional antidepressants modulate a signal. This rebuilds the surface the signal travels on.




Safety, Stated Honestly

The Schedule I criteria require not only a lack of accepted medical use and a high potential for abuse but a lack of accepted safety even under medical supervision. The evidence on that third criterion is unambiguous.

In the supervised trial setting, psilocybin’s adverse effects are predominantly acute and self-limiting: transient anxiety during the session, headache, nausea, short-lived blood pressure elevation. They resolve within roughly forty-eight hours. There is no physical dependence and no withdrawal syndrome. Serious adverse events attributable to the compound are rare in the controlled literature.

Cannabis has no established lethal dose in humans. The receptor distribution explains why: CB1 receptors are sparse in the brainstem regions that govern respiration and heart rate, which is precisely why opioids kill and cannabis does not.

None of this means the plants are trivial. Set and setting matter enormously, screening matters, supervision matters, and the Abbey’s own rule exists because they matter. A sacrament administered carelessly is a pastoral failure. But the question the schedule asks is not whether care is required. It is whether the substance can be used safely under supervision, and the answer, established by an evidence base the government itself has funded, is yes.




Our Biology Is Not a Crime Scene

Assemble the findings and one conclusion is unavoidable.

The human body contains a receptor network specifically shaped to bind the compounds in cannabis, distributed throughout the brain, the immune system, the gut, and the nervous system, governing the maintenance of internal balance. The human cortex contains serotonin receptors whose activation by a mushroom-derived compound initiates structural regrowth of neural connections and dissolves the fear of death in the dying.

These are not accidents of chemistry. They are the anatomical evidence of a long relationship between our species and these plants — a relationship older than agriculture, older than writing, and vastly older than the Controlled Substances Act.

Federal law has held for fifty-six years that engaging that relationship is a felony. It has, in effect, criminalised the use of an organ system.

The Abbey states the theological consequence, which is where this book began. If the body was prepared to receive what the earth was given to grow, then the meeting of the two is not a transgression against the created order. It is the created order operating as designed. And a statute that stands between them is not protecting anyone. It is interrupting a covenant.




IV. The Ordinance of Men




Colossae

Colossae sat on a trade route in the Lycus valley, a mixing ground of Phrygian cult, Hellenistic philosophy, diaspora Judaism, and the new Christian assemblies. Into that mixture came teachers with a programme: a graded system of observances, dietary abstentions, calendar scruples, and disciplines of bodily severity, presented as the path to fullness.

Paul’s response is the most concentrated attack on regulatory religion in the New Testament, and it is worth setting out in his own sequence because the sequence is the argument.

He begins by asking why, having died with Christ from the elemental principles of the world, they are living as though still subject to them. Then he quotes the teachers directly, contemptuously, as a triad of prohibitions: Touch not; taste not; handle not. He observes that the things being forbidden perish in the using — that the whole apparatus is organised around perishable matter. He identifies the source of the rules: they are the commandments and doctrines of men. And he delivers the verdict, which is not that the rules are too harsh or insufficiently pastoral, but that they do not work: they have a show of wisdom in will-worship and humility and severity to the body, and they are of no value against indulgence of the flesh.

Every element of that has a modern counterpart, and the correspondence is not loose analogy. It is structural identity.




Touch Not, Taste Not, Handle Not

Look at what Paul is actually attacking.

He is not attacking self-discipline. He commends it elsewhere. He is not attacking law as such, nor moral order, nor the civil magistrate, about whom he writes with some deference in Romans. He is attacking a specific mechanism: the attempt to produce righteousness by drawing up a list of physical things that must not be contacted, and then measuring holiness by compliance with the list.

The objection has three parts.

The mechanism misidentifies where the problem is. Sin, in Paul’s account, is not resident in matter. It is a condition of the will. A rule about substances cannot reach it, because it is not there.

The mechanism substitutes measurement for transformation. Compliance is countable; the state of a heart is not. Institutions gravitate to what they can count, and so the list crowds out the thing the list was supposed to serve.

And the mechanism does not deliver. This is Paul’s sharpest point, and the one modern readers skip. The regimen has an appearance of wisdom — it looks disciplined, it looks serious, it photographs well — and it is of no value whatever against the actual disorder it claims to address.

That is the Controlled Substances Act, described with unnerving accuracy in the first century.




The Appearance of Wisdom

Prohibition has always been sustained by its appearance rather than its results, and the appearance is genuinely persuasive.

It looks responsible. Nobody was ever voted out of office for being tough on drugs. It looks protective, especially when framed around children. It looks decisive: a schedule is a clean instrument, easy to explain, easy to enforce, easy to report on. It converts an intractable human problem — suffering, and the many things people do to escape it — into an administrable one.

And it produced, over fifty-six years, an unregulated market of unknown potency and unknown adulteration, a mass incarceration event without precedent in the democratic world, a research blockade that delayed the discovery of the endocannabinoid system and the therapeutic use of psilocybin by decades, and a catastrophic epidemic of opioid death that occurred inside the regulatory system while the safer analgesic remained a felony outside it.

Of no value against the indulgence of the flesh. The verdict was written in advance.




The Commandments and Doctrines of Men

There is a category error at the centre of the Controlled Substances Act, and naming it precisely is the whole of the Abbey’s legal-theological case.

A schedule is a statement about value. Schedule I is defined by the absence of accepted medical use — that is, by an assertion that a substance is good for nothing. When the state applies that classification to a plant that has stood at the centre of human healing and human worship for millennia, it is not regulating commerce, transport, or public order. It is issuing a judgement on the worth of a created thing.

That is a theological act performed by a civil authority, and it is the precise thing Paul says a human institution has no standing to do.

The Abbey does not deny the state’s authority over conduct. Impaired driving is properly a crime; sale to minors is properly a crime; fraud in the marketing of a medicine is properly a crime; and the Abbey supports the enforcement of all of them. What the state may not do is declare a portion of creation valueless and criminalise the human beings who know otherwise from their own bodies and their own worship. That is not policing. It is doctrine.




The Manufacture of a Demon

The historical record of how cannabis prohibition came about is not disputed by anyone who has examined it, and it contains no public health finding at all.

In the early twentieth century cannabis was an unremarkable ingredient in American medicine, present in a great many over-the-counter preparations and listed in the pharmacopoeia. It became a demon through the convergence of three interests.

Industrial protection came first. Hemp is the most versatile fibre crop in the temperate world — paper, textile, cordage, board, oil, plastic feedstock, fuel — and it was on the verge of mechanised competitiveness at exactly the moment that the synthetic fibre, petrochemical, and timber-paper industries were making enormous capital commitments. A fast-growing annual that could be grown by any farmer anywhere threatened all of them at once.

Media manufacture came second. Newspaper ownership with extensive timber holdings ran years of sensational fabrication about the effects of a plant most of its readers had never encountered, and gave it a foreign name so that it would not be recognised as the medicine already in the family cabinet.

Racial fear came third, and it was the engine. The propaganda was explicitly built on Mexican immigrants and on Black musicians, and its central claims were about violence, sexual transgression, and the corruption of white youth. Harry Anslinger’s Federal Bureau of Narcotics built the legal architecture on that foundation and stated the case in those terms, on the record, to Congress.

That is the origin of the law. Not a study. Not a clinical finding. Not a public health emergency. A commercial interest, a media campaign, and a racial panic, converted into statute by an administrator who understood exactly what he was doing.




A Law Born in Malice

The Abbey draws a hard conclusion from that history, and it is a moral rather than a legal one.

A law whose origin is fraudulent does not become legitimate by ageing. The passage of time does not launder a statute. If anything the opposite is true: every year that a knowingly false premise is enforced adds to the account.

This matters because of how legal argument ordinarily proceeds. Courts assume the good faith of the legislature, treat longstanding statutes as presumptively reasonable, and confine themselves to whether a rational basis exists rather than whether the actual basis was honest. That posture is defensible in the general case. It is indefensible here, because the actual basis is documented, the documentation is public, and the government’s own agencies have now conceded that the central factual premise was wrong.

We do not ask a court to invalidate the Controlled Substances Act. We ask a court to stop extending the benefit of the doubt to a specific provision whose history has been examined and found to be what it is, and to require the government — as the Religious Freedom Restoration Act already requires it to do — to prove its case on the record rather than assert it by tradition.




The Machinery of Injustice

Enforcement completed what the origin began.

Usage rates across racial groups in the United States have long been broadly comparable. Arrest rates have never been. Black Americans have been arrested for cannabis offences at multiples of the white rate for decades, in every region, under every administration, in states that had legalised and states that had not. This is one of the most stable statistical findings in American criminal justice.

The consequences of a single possession conviction extend far beyond a sentence. A drug record obstructs employment, housing, professional licensure, student aid, immigration status, and family custody. It is a permanent status conferred by a momentary act, and it was applied selectively, by design, to particular communities.

Meanwhile the same plant became a licensed industry. Capital entered legal markets in the very states whose prisons still held people convicted for the same conduct — the harm concentrated in one population, the profits in another. The Abbey uses the term economic colonisation for this and does not consider it excessive.

No account of cannabis policy that omits this is honest, and no reform that fails to address it is just. Which is why the demand in this book is not merely for descheduling but for release and expungement, and why we say plainly that rescheduling without repair is not a reform at all.




The Broken Covenant with the Earth

The prohibition of hemp is a separate crime with separate victims, and the victim is the biosphere.

Hemp is among the fastest biomass accumulators in temperate agriculture. It fixes large quantities of atmospheric carbon quickly. It requires roughly half the water of cotton and, grown densely, suppresses weeds well enough to need minimal herbicide. Its deep roots build structure in degraded soil and resist erosion. It is a documented phytoremediator, drawing heavy metals and other contaminants out of polluted ground.

Its products displace exactly the industries that are hardest to decarbonise. Hemp paper spares forest. Hemp textile displaces the most chemically intensive fibre in world agriculture. Hemp bast and hurd yield biodegradable composites in place of petroleum plastics. Hempcrete — hurd bound with lime — insulates well, resists fire, and continues to absorb carbon dioxide as it cures, making it one of the few genuinely carbon-negative building materials available at scale.

For most of a century the United States criminalised this crop because its psychoactive cousin had been criminalised, and the 2018 restoration was partial and is now being narrowed again. On the twelfth of November, 2026, a redefinition of hemp enacted in the 2026 appropriations legislation takes effect: a total-THC standard inclusive of THCA, and a ceiling of 0.4 milligrams of total THC per finished container. Industry estimates place the share of existing hemp-derived cannabinoid products that fall outside the new definition at around ninety-five per cent. Products lawful today become Schedule I substances on that date unless Congress intervenes.

So while one arm of the federal government was moving medical cannabis to Schedule III, another was preparing to push the majority of the hemp market back into Schedule I. That is the condition of a policy with no coherent principle behind it, only a series of interests.

The Abbey names the theological offence directly. We were given a garden to keep. We criminalised the plant that repairs the soil, cleans the water, builds the house, and holds the carbon, in order to protect the industries that damage all four. That is a broken covenant, and it is not repaired by a schedule adjustment.




Prohibition as Idolatry

Everything in this book converges on a single word, and the Abbey uses it deliberately.

Idolatry, in the Pauline sense, is not primarily the worship of statues. It is the elevation of something made by human beings to a status that belongs to God alone, and the transfer to that thing of the obedience owed elsewhere.

When the state declares which plants may be used to approach God; when it asserts the authority to determine what has value in creation and what has none; when it demands obedience to that determination against the direct testimony of the conscience, the body, and the historical practice of the human race; and when it enforces the determination with imprisonment — it has crossed out of the civil sphere entirely.

It has made itself the arbiter of the sacred. It stands between the human being and the divine, and rations access. That is the office of a priesthood, and no legislature was ever ordained to it.

The Abbey therefore does not describe the Controlled Substances Act’s treatment of entheogenic plants as bad policy. Bad policy is a matter for the political process. This is a false claim of jurisdiction, and it is refused on the same ground that every prior claim of that kind has been refused by people of faith: not because the state is weak, but because it is not competent in this matter.




The State as False Intermediary

The practical form of that idolatry is intermediation.

Under the current regime the way to lawful access to a healing plant runs through a manufacturer, a regulator, a licensed prescriber, and a licensed dispenser. Each of those may be a legitimate participant in medicine. None of them was ever meant to stand between a person and a plant growing in the ground.

The Abbey does not oppose regulation of commerce. We accept testing, labelling, age restriction, and the full apparatus of consumer protection, and would submit to more of it than most industry participants would tolerate. What we refuse is the proposition that the sacrament becomes lawful only when it has passed through a commercial chain and been approved by an agency — because that proposition makes grace conditional on a licence, and grace that requires a licence is no longer grace.

This is exactly the structure Paul confronted at Colossae: a group of intermediaries offering access to fullness on terms they set, through observances they administered. His answer was that the fullness was already given, that the intermediaries had no standing, and that the believers should stop letting anyone judge them in matters of eating and drinking.

Nineteen centuries later, the same answer applies to the same structure, and this time the intermediary carries a badge.




V. The Law As It Now Stands




August 2026

This part states the legal position exactly. Everything in it was verified against primary sources in the first week of August 2026. Readers consulting this book later should check what has moved since; in this field, something usually has.

The short version is that cannabis is now in two schedules at once, that the proceeding which might unify them is closed for evidence and open for argument, and that nothing which has happened touches sacramental use at all.




The Executive Order

On the eighteenth of December, 2025, the President signed Executive Order 14370, directing the Attorney General to take all necessary steps to complete the rulemaking on transferring marijuana to Schedule III of the Controlled Substances Act, in the most expeditious manner permitted by federal law.

That order broke a logjam of some duration. The process had begun in October 2022 with a directive to review cannabis scheduling. In August 2023 the Department of Health and Human Services, informed by the Food and Drug Administration and the National Institute on Drug Abuse, recommended Schedule III on the basis of its scientific and medical evaluation — the first time a federal health agency had formally found accepted medical use for cannabis. In May 2024 a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to effect the transfer was published. More than forty thousand public comments followed. A hearing was noticed in August 2024, scheduled for January 2025, and then stalled in pre-hearing disputes; the agency’s sole administrative law judge retired in July 2025; the matter sat.

The December 2025 order ended the drift by making completion an executive priority.




What Moved in April

On the twenty-third of April, 2026, the Acting Attorney General issued a final order placing two categories of marijuana in Schedule III with immediate effect:

first, marijuana contained in drug products approved by the Food and Drug Administration; and

second, marijuana subject to a qualifying state medical marijuana licence.

The order was issued under the Attorney General’s authority to control substances as necessary to carry out United States obligations under the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs — a treaty-implementation authority, rather than the ordinary eight-factor scheduling analysis. It recognised, in the Department’s own framing, the long-standing regulation of medical marijuana by state governments.

Everything else stayed exactly where it was. Cannabis outside an FDA-approved product and outside a qualifying state medical licence — which is to say adult-use cannabis in every legal-adult-use state, all home cultivation, all personal possession outside a medical programme, and every sacramental and religious use in the United States — remains a Schedule I controlled substance under federal law.

The Abbey wishes to be precise about the character of this order, because a great deal of loose reporting has suggested that cannabis has been rescheduled. It has not. Two commercially and clinically defined categories of cannabis have been rescheduled. The plant has not.




The Hearing

Simultaneously with the April order, the Department published a new Notice of Hearing on the original 2024 proposed rule, withdrew the prior notice from August 2024, and terminated the earlier proceedings. The new hearing would consider whether marijuana more broadly — including adult-use — should be transferred to Schedule III.

It began on the twenty-ninth of June, 2026, before Chief Administrative Law Judge Derek Julius, at the agency’s hearing facility in Arlington. It recessed on the third of July for the semiquincentennial and reconvened on the sixth. It concluded on the fifteenth of July, within the compressed window the notice had set.

The composition of that hearing is a matter of public record and the Abbey states it without commentary beyond the fact itself. The government presented two witnesses on the opening day. The remaining seven hearing days were given to organisations opposed to rescheduling. Applicants who supported the proposed transfer were not selected to participate. Requests to livestream the proceeding were denied.

On the sixteenth of July the Chief Administrative Law Judge ordered post-hearing briefs, carrying the closing arguments, to be filed no later than the seventeenth of August, 2026, with a fifty-page limit, and invited argument on any other issue noted by the tribunal during the hearing. Proposed transcript corrections were set for the same date. A corrected transcript is to be published.

What follows procedurally is a recommended decision from the Chief Administrative Law Judge, an opportunity for exceptions, and then a final order from the Administrator. The Administrator is not bound by the recommendation. Only that final order constitutes final agency action reviewable in the courts of appeals.

There is no statutory deadline for any of it.




The Challenges

The April order is under attack in the D.C. Circuit from the prohibitionist side.

A petition for review was filed on the fourth of May, 2026, by Smart Approaches to Marijuana, challenging the legality of the order. On the twenty-second of May the states of Nebraska, Indiana, and Louisiana filed a joint petition, arguing that the order was procedurally improper under the Administrative Procedure Act and exceeded or was inconsistent with the Controlled Substances Act. Petitioners have sought an interim stay pending review on the merits.

On the twenty-ninth of April, 2026, a House appropriations subcommittee approved a funding measure containing language that would bar the Department of Justice from spending appropriated funds on rescheduling marijuana. Similar riders have been offered before without becoming law.

So the position in August 2026 is this: a partial rescheduling in effect, under judicial challenge; a broader rescheduling proceeding with its evidentiary record closed and its briefs pending; an appropriations threat in the background; and no announced timeline for the decision that would resolve any of it.




What Schedule III Actually Does

For the categories that moved, Schedule III is not nothing, and the Abbey does not pretend otherwise.

It ends the application of section 280E of the Internal Revenue Code to businesses handling the rescheduled categories, which has been the single largest financial burden on state-licensed medical operators — a provision that denied ordinary business deductions to anyone trafficking in a Schedule I or II substance, and which produced effective tax rates that no other lawful industry has ever faced.

It permits manufacture, distribution, and dispensing by entities holding a valid registration, subject to Schedule III recordkeeping, security, disposal, and labelling requirements, with an expedited registration pathway established by the order.

And it loosens the research blockade that has crippled cannabis science for half a century. Schedule I research required a separate registration, a specific protocol approval, and for a long period a single authorised supply source producing material that bore little resemblance to what patients actually use.

Those are real changes, and patients and researchers will benefit from them.




What Schedule III Does Not Do

It does not legalise anything.

It does not touch adult-use cannabis, which remains Schedule I federally regardless of state law.

It does not touch home cultivation.

It does not touch personal possession outside a medical programme.

It does not release a single person from prison.

It does not expunge a single conviction.

It does not restore the vote, the licence, the housing eligibility, or the student aid of anyone who lost them.

It does not create any pathway whatsoever for religious or sacramental use. The word does not appear. Not in the April order, not in the Notice of Hearing, not in the record of the June hearing, and not in any of the pending litigation.

And it does not remove cannabis from the Controlled Substances Act, which means the plant remains under the jurisdiction of the agency that spent fifty-six years insisting it had no value, subject to the classification authority of the same officials, on the same statutory scheme, with the same enforcement powers.




The Halfway House

The Abbey’s position on Schedule III is that it is a halfway house, and that a church cannot settle there.

Consider what the reform actually distributes. Its principal beneficiaries are pharmaceutical manufacturers holding FDA approvals and state-licensed commercial operators, who receive an enormous tax benefit and a regulated federal pathway. Its non-beneficiaries are everyone whose relationship to the plant is not commercial: the person growing three plants in a back garden, the person in a non-medical state, the person with a conviction, the person in a cell, and the congregation that gathers to pray.

The pattern is not accidental and it is not new. When a prohibited thing becomes valuable, the state does not release it. It licences it, and the licence goes to those already positioned to hold one.

We also decline the deeper premise. Schedule III concedes that cannabis has accepted medical use, and then keeps the plant inside the schedule of controlled substances on the strength of a moderate abuse-potential finding. But once the founding factual premise of the original classification has been abandoned, the burden is no longer on those who want the plant out. It is on those who want it kept in — and after fifty-six years of a demonstrably false finding, that burden should be a heavy one.

A schedule is a cage with adjustable bars. Moving the bars is not the same as opening the door.




Descheduling

The Abbey asks for the complete removal of cannabis from the Controlled Substances Act.

Descheduling means the plant leaves the Act altogether and is regulated as an agricultural and consumer product. That is not an absence of law. It is a different body of law, and a well-developed one.

Under descheduling, cultivation is agriculture, subject to agricultural regulation. Products for sale are consumer goods, subject to testing, labelling, potency disclosure, contaminant limits, packaging rules, and age restriction. Impaired driving remains a criminal offence and should be enforced vigorously. Sale to minors remains a criminal offence. Marketing claims remain subject to the ordinary law against fraud. Employers retain their existing authority over workplace safety.

What ends is the criminalisation of the person: the arrest, the record, the federal disability, and the treatment of possession of a plant as an offence against the United States.

This is how the country treats every comparably situated substance. Alcohol is not scheduled. Tobacco is not scheduled. Caffeine is not scheduled. Each is regulated, taxed, restricted by age, and controlled in its marketing, and none of them requires the apparatus of controlled-substance law. Cannabis, which is less toxic than two of the three and has a therapeutic profile none of them possess, does not require it either.

And descheduling is the only outcome that reaches religious use. As long as the plant is in the Act, sacramental use is a federal crime that must be litigated congregation by congregation under the Religious Freedom Restoration Act, on a burden of proof set by an agency with every incentive to delay. Remove the plant from the Act, and the question disappears — because the free exercise of religion does not require a permit to touch a lawful plant.




The Treaty Objection

One objection to descheduling deserves a direct answer, because it is the one the government makes when it has run out of pharmacology: the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs.

The 1961 Convention places cannabis under international control and obliges parties to limit production, distribution, and possession to medical and scientific purposes. It was invoked in the April 2026 order itself as the authority for the Attorney General’s action.

Three things about it should be understood.

First, the international position has already moved. In December 2020, acting on World Health Organization recommendations, the Commission on Narcotic Drugs removed cannabis and cannabis resin from Schedule IV of the Convention — the category reserved for substances regarded as particularly dangerous and of especially limited therapeutic value. The international system has formally recognised the medical utility that the American schedule denied.

Second, the Convention’s own criminalisation provisions are expressly made subject to each party’s constitutional limitations. A treaty drafted in 1961 does not override the First Amendment, and it does not require any state party to prosecute worshippers.

Third, the practice of the parties has already settled the question. Uruguay legalised adult use in 2013. Canada did so in 2018. Both remain parties to the Convention. The international system has absorbed both without expulsion, sanction, or collapse, and several other states have moved in the same direction. Whatever the treaty is said to require, it plainly does not require what the United States has done to its own citizens.

The Convention is a constraint on the design of a regulatory scheme. It has never been a reason to imprison a congregation.




Rescheduling Without Repair

The Abbey will not accept a reform that leaves the harmed where they are.

Two demands are non-negotiable and both are within the power of the political branches to grant tomorrow.

The first is release. Every person still incarcerated under federal law for a non-violent cannabis offence should be released. The conduct for which they are held is now conducted lawfully, at scale, for profit, by licensed corporations. There is no theory of justice under which that arrangement can stand.

The second is expungement. Every non-violent cannabis conviction should be expunged automatically, by operation of law, without petition, filing fee, or lawyer. Petition-based relief systems are a way of announcing a remedy while ensuring most people never receive it: they require information, money, and time that the population most affected by these convictions is least likely to have.

To these the Abbey adds a third, which is not a demand upon the state but a demand upon the industry. The communities that were policed under prohibition are owed real participation in what came after — licence priority, capital access, and training — and not as charity. As restitution.

A reform that enriches the licensed and leaves the convicted convicted is not a reform. It is a settlement of the industry’s grievance conducted over the heads of the people who paid for it.




VI. The Constitutional Ground




The Free Exercise Clause and Its Narrowing

The First Amendment forbids Congress to prohibit the free exercise of religion, and for a period in the twentieth century the courts read that clause to require strict scrutiny whenever a law substantially burdened a religious practice. A government that wished to burden worship had to show a compelling interest and the absence of a less restrictive way to achieve it.

That reading was narrowed sharply in 1990 in Employment Division v. Smith, a case about peyote and unemployment benefits, which held that a neutral law of general applicability does not offend the Free Exercise Clause merely because it burdens religious practice. Under Smith, a generally applicable drug law could be applied to a sacrament without any heightened scrutiny at all.

The reaction was immediate and remarkably broad. A coalition spanning the entire religious and political spectrum pressed Congress for a statutory restoration of the older standard, and in 1993 Congress passed the Religious Freedom Restoration Act nearly unanimously.

Two subsequent developments matter here. The Supreme Court held that Congress could not impose RFRA on the states, so RFRA governs federal law and federal actors; many states enacted their own versions, and a number of state constitutions independently provide stronger protection than the federal floor. And the Court’s more recent free-exercise jurisprudence has substantially revived scrutiny where a law is not genuinely neutral or not genuinely general — in particular, where the government has granted secular exemptions while refusing comparable religious ones.

Both of those developments bear directly on sacramental cannabis in 2026, and we will take them in turn.




The Statute

RFRA’s operative provision is short. Government shall not substantially burden a person’s exercise of religion even by a rule of general applicability, unless it demonstrates that applying the burden to that person is in furtherance of a compelling governmental interest and is the least restrictive means of furthering that interest.

Four features of that sentence carry the weight.

The burden of proof is on the government. Once a claimant shows a substantial burden on sincere religious exercise, the government must justify itself. It does not get the benefit of the doubt.

The test is applied to the person. The statute speaks of applying the burden to that person — not of the general soundness of the underlying law. A government cannot defend by pointing at the wisdom of its drug policy as a whole; it must explain why this claimant must be prosecuted.

Least restrictive means is a demanding standard. It is not satisfied by showing that the chosen means is reasonable, or effective, or administratively convenient. If a narrower alternative would serve the interest, the government loses.

And the protection does not depend on the practice being central, mandatory, or theologically orthodox. Congress deliberately protected exercise of religion regardless of whether it is compelled by or central to a system of belief.




O Centro

The Supreme Court applied RFRA to a Schedule I sacrament in 2006, unanimously, and the decision is the template for everything that follows.

The União do Vegetal is a Christian syncretic church of Brazilian origin whose central sacrament is a tea containing dimethyltryptamine, a Schedule I substance. Customs seized a shipment; the government threatened prosecution; the church sued under RFRA.

The government’s argument was categorical. Uniform enforcement of the Controlled Substances Act, it said, is itself the compelling interest; the statutory scheme admits of no exceptions; health and diversion risks require the ban.

The Court rejected it entirely, and the reasoning is what matters.

It held that RFRA requires the government to demonstrate its case against the particular claimant, on the record, rather than by invoking the general aims of the statute. Broad assertions about a drug’s dangers do not discharge that burden when the question is a specific religious use by a specific community.

It held that the existence of an established exemption — the peyote accommodation for the Native American Church, which had operated for decades without unravelling federal drug enforcement — was powerful evidence that a categorical approach was not necessary, and that carve-outs for sincere religious use are workable.

And it held that the government’s asserted inability to make exceptions was contradicted by the fact that it makes them routinely.

That is the doctrine. It has never been overruled, narrowed, or distinguished in any way that matters. It has simply not been applied to cannabis.




The Peyote Road

The peyote accommodation deserves its own account, because it is the working model.

Peyote is a Schedule I substance. Its sacramental use by the Native American Church is protected by federal regulation exempting the non-drug use of peyote in bona fide ceremonies, and by statute through the American Indian Religious Freedom Act Amendments of 1994, which protect the use, possession, and transportation of peyote for traditional ceremonial purposes.

That accommodation has been in place for decades. Distributors register. The ceremonial context is defined. And the parade of horrors that is always predicted when a religious exemption is proposed has not occurred. There has been no epidemic of sham churches. There has been no meaningful diversion problem. The Controlled Substances Act has not collapsed.

The Abbey asks the obvious question. If a Schedule I hallucinogen can be accommodated for a religious community for decades without incident, and a second Schedule I hallucinogen was accommodated by unanimous decision of the Supreme Court, on what evidentiary basis is a third plant — one with lower toxicity, no established lethal dose, an existing federally recognised regulated supply chain, and now an official federal finding of accepted medical use — categorically excluded from the same treatment?

There is no answer to that question on the record. There is only the answer the history supplies, and it is not a legal one.




Why Cannabis Always Lost

Sacramental cannabis claims have a long record of failure in the federal courts, and the Abbey does not conceal it. Understanding why they failed is what shows that the ground has now shifted.

In the Ethiopian Zion Coptic cases of the early 1980s, the courts accepted that the church was sincere and that cannabis was genuinely its sacrament, and held that the government’s interest in uniform enforcement of the drug laws overrode the practice. In Olsen v. DEA, the D.C. Circuit sustained the denial of a religious exemption for cannabis while the peyote exemption stood, distinguishing them on the volume and character of use and on the perceived difficulty of confining a cannabis exemption. In United States v. Meyers, a district court worked through an elaborate multi-factor test for what counts as a religion and, having found the claimant’s beliefs to be a philosophy rather than a faith, added that the government’s interest would prevail in any event. The pattern held in state RFRA litigation too: the First Church of Cannabis lost in Indiana in 2018 on a holding that the state has a compelling interest in enforcing drug laws uniformly and that a religious exemption would hinder enforcement.

Every one of those decisions rests on a shared factual foundation, and it is worth stating in the terms the courts themselves used. Cannabis was a substance with no accepted medical use. There existed no lawful regulated channel through which it could be supplied, tracked, or limited. Any exemption would therefore have to be supplied by an unregulated market, with all the diversion risk that entails. Categorical prohibition was, on those facts, the only available means.

Not one element of that foundation survives in 2026.




The Ground Has Moved

This is the central legal argument of the book, and it is short.

The government has now placed cannabis in Schedule III where it is dispensed under a qualifying state medical licence. In doing so it has made three concessions, in its own voice, in a published final order.

It has conceded that cannabis has accepted medical use. That was the premise of the classification, and the premise is gone.

It has conceded that cannabis can be safely produced, tracked, limited, audited, and dispensed through a regulated channel. That is what a state medical licence is, and the federal government has now integrated those licensing systems into the federal scheme.

And it has conceded that the Controlled Substances Act tolerates differentiated treatment of cannabis according to the context of its use — because the April order does precisely that, distinguishing between identical plant material on the basis of the licensing context in which it is dispensed.

Now apply RFRA. The government must show that prosecuting this church, for this sacramental use, is the least restrictive means of furthering a compelling interest. Its historical answer was that no narrower means existed. That answer is no longer available, because the government has built the narrower means itself and is operating it.

Every element of the accommodation the Abbey proposes already exists as functioning infrastructure: licensed cultivation, seed-to-sale tracking, laboratory testing, quantity limits, identity verification, registry cards, audit, and inspection. The state has already determined that these controls are sufficient to manage diversion for hundreds of thousands of patients.

The question a court must now answer is why the same controls become insufficient the moment the person holding the card is a communicant rather than a patient.

There is no evidentiary answer to that. There is only inertia, and RFRA was enacted precisely to prevent inertia from doing the work of justification.




The Architecture of Exceptions

A related argument runs through the Free Exercise Clause itself.

The Controlled Substances Act is often described as a blunt categorical instrument. It is not. It is an architecture of exceptions: research registrations, treaty carve-outs, industrial hemp, the peyote exemption, the O Centro and Santo Daime accommodations, waivers, and now a licensing-context distinction for medical cannabis created by executive order.

That matters, because the Supreme Court’s recent free-exercise cases hold that a law is not generally applicable — and therefore not entitled to the deference of Smith — when it permits secular conduct that undermines the government’s asserted interests to the same or a greater degree than the religious conduct it forbids. Where the state creates a system of individualised exemptions, it must have a compelling reason for refusing to extend them to religion.

The Controlled Substances Act as applied to cannabis is now visibly such a system. Federal law permits cannabis to be dispensed under a state medical licence. It permits it to be manufactured into approved pharmaceuticals. It permits research programmes. It permits an entire lawful industry in the very substance it forbids the worshipper to touch.

A regime that grants exceptions for commerce, for research, and for medicine, and refuses them only for worship, is not neutral. It is a regime with a specific hostility, and it has to justify that hostility on the record.

The Singularism litigation now before the Tenth Circuit puts precisely this question about psilocybin: whether a state that has created secular exceptions for research and treatment can then refuse a comparable religious accommodation. The district court halted the prosecution and ordered the seized sacrament returned, finding evidence that the enforcement was aimed at suppressing religious exercise. The state’s answer on appeal has been that its research exception is not comparable because it is supervised and the religious use is not.

The Abbey’s answer to that objection is the one this book has been building toward from the beginning: then let the religious use be supervised. We are not asking for an absence of rules. We are offering our own, and inviting the state to inspect them.




The Petition That Is Never Answered

The government’s standard response to all of this is that a lawful route exists: petition the agency for a religious exemption.

The record of that route deserves careful statement.

Guidance for religious exemption petitions was issued in 2009. It calls for disclosure of theology, membership, sacrament sourcing, and operational detail — an application in which a congregation describes, in writing, to the agency that prosecutes drug offences, exactly who its members are, what they possess, and where they obtained it. There is no statutory deadline for a response and no defined timetable at any stage.

A rule that would have formalised registration for religious organisations under RFRA was proposed in 2021 and has never been finalised.

Applications sit. The Iowaska Church of Healing applied in 2019 for an ayahuasca exemption; by 2025 it had received no final determination and petitioned the D.C. Circuit for a writ of mandamus to compel the agency to act. At argument in November 2025 the panel questioned openly why the matter had taken so long. As of late July 2026 the church had obtained a first-stage approval, with final determination not expected before September — approximately seven years after it applied.

Exemptions have been granted: to the Eagle and Condor Church in April 2024, to a Santo Daime church in December 2024, to the Church of Gaia in May 2025. The Abbey is glad of every one of them. But a handful of grants across the entire country, several of them obtained only after years of litigation or the credible threat of it, does not describe an accessible administrative process. It describes a door that opens for those who can afford to stand in front of it long enough.

And no cannabis church has ever received one.

The Abbey draws the conclusion the D.C. Circuit was reaching for: a right that requires a seven-year application to an agency with no obligation to answer is not a right that has been accommodated. It is a right that has been administratively suspended, and the courts should say so.




The State Grounds

Federal RFRA is not the only instrument, and for many congregations it is not the best one.

More than half the states have enacted their own restoration acts, and several state constitutions contain freedom-of-conscience provisions that state courts have read to require strict scrutiny independently of federal doctrine. In a state that has both a religious freedom statute and a functioning regulated cannabis programme, the least-restrictive-means argument becomes almost self-proving: the state cannot claim that no narrower alternative exists while operating the narrower alternative down the road.

The most instructive decision is from Minnesota, where the Court of Appeals reversed an adjudication for possession of a cannabis prayer chalice, holding that Rastafari is a genuine religion, that the claimant’s belief was sincere, and that under the state constitution’s freedom-of-conscience clause the burden shifted to the state to show that public safety could not be achieved by alternative means. The state failed to carry it. The ruling was narrow — a ritual object rather than the substance — but the structure of the analysis is exactly right, and it is the structure the Abbey asks every court to apply.

The lesson for congregations is practical. Litigate where the ground is favourable, build the record carefully, and understand that the first genuine win in this field will probably come from a state court applying a state constitution, not from a federal court applying a federal statute.




Sincerity

Courts are entitled to ask whether a religious claim is sincere. That inquiry is legitimate, and the Abbey welcomes it, because sincerity is the one thing a disciplined congregation can prove.

What a court may properly examine is whether the belief is genuinely held; whether the practice is embedded in a structure of doctrine, worship, and community that exists independently of the litigation; and whether the claimed religious use is what is actually happening.

What a court may not do — and this is settled — is evaluate whether the theology is true, whether it is sensible, whether it resembles a familiar religion, or whether the practice is required by the faith’s authorities.

The Abbey’s answer to the sincerity inquiry is documentary rather than rhetorical. There is a written theology, published, predating any litigation. There is a lineage claim with a history. There is a ministerial code that governs conduct. There are appointed times and forms of observance. There is clergy, and there is a process by which clergy are formed and held accountable. There is no commerce in the sacrament: nothing is sold, nothing is advertised, nothing is marketed. There is a rule of moderation with teeth in it, and a defined class of persons who are not admitted to the rite. And there are records, maintained and available.

A church that can produce those things is not asking a court to take its word for anything. It is offering evidence.




The Slippery Slope, Answered

The objection every judge raises, and it is a fair one, is this: if this church, then why not any assertion? What prevents an individual from declaring a religion of convenience to evade the drug laws? If cannabis, why not fentanyl?

The answer has three parts, and none of them requires a court to take anything on faith.

First, the Supreme Court has already answered the general form of this objection, and answered it against the government. In O Centro it held that speculation about a flood of claims does not discharge the government’s burden, and pointed to decades of experience with the peyote exemption as evidence that accommodation is administrable. The prediction has been tested. It did not come true.

Second, the harm profile does the sorting, and RFRA’s own structure supplies the mechanism. The government retains its compelling interest and can carry its burden where the facts support it. A substance that kills by respiratory depression, that produces physical dependence and a withdrawal syndrome, and that has an overdose profile measured in bodies, presents a case the government can prove without difficulty. Cannabis and psilocybin present a case it cannot, which is why it has stopped trying to prove it and now argues from category instead.

Third, the structural marks distinguish a church from a claim, and courts assess exactly this kind of evidence in every other area of law. Doctrine predating the dispute. Community and clergy. A rule of conduct that constrains members rather than licensing them. Absence of commerce. Records. Willingness to be inspected. An individual asserting a personal exemption on the courthouse steps has none of these. The Abbey has all of them, and says so in the knowledge that the claim can be checked.

The slippery slope argument, in the end, proves too much. It would equally have barred the peyote accommodation and the ayahuasca accommodation, both of which exist, and neither of which produced the collapse that was predicted. What it actually expresses is not a legal principle but an unwillingness to do the work of distinguishing sincere religion from pretext — and that work is precisely what Congress assigned to the courts when it enacted RFRA.




VII. The Order of the Abbey




The Rule Exists Because the Sacrament Is Real

A church that believes its sacrament is a gift of God has a heavier obligation than one that believes it is a symbol, not a lighter one.

The Abbey’s rule was not drafted for litigation. It was drafted because a community that handles something holy needs a form for handling it, and because carelessness with a sacrament is a spiritual failure before it is ever a legal one. That the rule also happens to be the strongest evidence we could put before a court is a consequence, not a motive.

What follows is the substance of that rule. It is published, it applies to every member and every minister without exception, and it is the standard by which we ask to be judged.




Non-Commercial

The Abbey does not sell its sacrament. It does not exchange it for donations, dues, suggested offerings, membership fees tied to access, or any consideration of any kind. It does not advertise it, brand it, or market it. No officer, minister, or member derives income from it.

This is the first article of the rule because it is the clearest line between a church and a business wearing a church’s clothes, and because the tradition requires it. What is received as a gift cannot be sold. The scriptural and canonical prohibitions on trafficking in holy things are ancient and universal, and they exist because the moment a sacrament acquires a price it acquires a market, and a market has interests of its own.

Anyone examining the Abbey may audit this. There is no revenue line to find.




Non-Recreational

The Abbey’s sacramental use occurs in a defined liturgical context: at appointed times, in a consecrated space, under a stated intention, with prayer before and after.

That is not a distinction of quantity. It is a distinction of frame, and the frame is what makes an act sacramental. Bread eaten at a table is a meal; the same bread received at an altar is a communion. Nothing about the flour has changed.

The Abbey therefore does not describe casual use as sacramental, and does not extend the protections of the sacrament to acts that lack its form. A member who uses outside the rite is doing something the Abbey neither blesses nor claims as religious exercise. We say this plainly because the credibility of every entheogenic church in this country depends on the willingness of at least some of them to draw that line and hold it.




Set, Setting, Silence

The rite has a form.

Preparation precedes it: fasting where appropriate, confession or reconciliation where needed, and the setting of a stated intention — for healing, for discernment, for grief, for gratitude, for communion with God.

The setting is prepared: a room set apart, incense, a light, an image or icon according to the practice of the house, the removal of interruption. The company is known to one another. A minister presides.

Silence is kept during the central portion of the observance. Speech resumes for the closing.

Integration follows: the community speaks together afterward, and what arose is brought back into the life of the person — into their prayer, their relationships, their obligations, and their work. A rite that changes nothing on Monday has not been completed.

The Abbey teaches that this structure is not an ornament around the plant. It is the greater part of the practice, and the plant is a support within it.




Moderation

The rule mandates moderation and treats immoderate use as a matter for pastoral correction.

The theology behind this is simple. The sacrament exists to open attention, not to abolish it. What is sought is clarity, presence, and softening — not obliteration. A practitioner who cannot sit, cannot attend, and cannot remember is not further along; they have overshot the door.

Ministers are charged with watching for the signs that a member has begun to use the sacrament as an escape from something rather than an approach toward God, and with intervening early, privately, and without shame. Where a member is in difficulty the Abbey’s response is pastoral care and, where needed, referral to competent professional help. It is never concealment.




Who Is Not Admitted

The rite is closed to certain persons, and the Abbey does not make exceptions.

Minors are not admitted to the sacramental use of cannabis or of any entheogen, in any circumstance, for any reason. The developing brain is not a place for this, the tradition’s own initiatory practice has always had an age, and no theological argument in this book applies to a child.

Those who are pregnant or nursing are not admitted.

Those with a personal or close family history of psychotic illness, and those in an acute psychiatric crisis, are not admitted, and are directed to care.

Those in recovery from substance dependence are not admitted without the knowledge and support of their clinician and their recovery community.

Anyone who wishes to abstain abstains, permanently or for a season, with no loss of standing whatsoever. The Abbey holds that participation in the rite is a freedom, never a requirement, and a member who never takes the sacrament is a full member.




Clergy and Accountability

Ministers of the Abbey are formed rather than appointed. Formation includes doctrine, liturgy, the history in this book, pastoral care, the recognition of psychiatric and medical risk, and instruction in the legal position of the community — including the plain statement that sacramental use of cannabis remains a federal offence and that no minister may tell a member otherwise.

Ministers preside, screen, and keep the discipline. They are accountable to the community and removable by it. A minister who sells, who admits an excluded person, who conceals a member’s crisis, or who misrepresents the law to a member is removed.

There is no secret governance and no unaccountable office. A community asking the state to trust its self-regulation must be able to show the state how the self-regulation works.




Records and Transparency

The Abbey keeps records: of membership, of ministerial formation, of the times and places of observance, of the rule in force and its amendments.

This is uncomfortable, and members should understand why it is done anyway. Records are what distinguish a church from an assertion, and the entire history in this book shows that entheogenic communities lose in court not on theology but on evidence. A congregation that cannot document its own existence cannot expect a judge to find that it exists.

The Abbey’s rule is published. Its doctrine is published. Its officers are identified. Its practice is described accurately in this and other volumes. We have invited public officials to examine what we do, and the invitation stands.

Spiritual civics means exactly this: nothing hidden, nothing to find.




The Accommodation We Offer

The Abbey’s demand is descheduling. Until that demand is met, we offer the government a framework, in writing, and we ask any court hearing a claim of ours to hold us to it.

Sacramental cannabis obtained through licensed, regulated channels where such channels exist, rather than from unregulated sources.

A congregational registry, with clergy verification of membership, available for inspection under appropriate protection.

Quantity limits tied to ceremonial use and recorded, on the model of the existing peyote and ayahuasca accommodations.

No distribution outside the congregation, no sale, no exchange for consideration, no transfer to non-members.

Compliance obligations equivalent to those imposed on medical cannabis patients under state law, including testing, labelling, tracking, and audit.

Full cooperation with inspection.

The Abbey states clearly that this framework is a concession offered in the interim and not a description of what we believe is just. We do not accept that a congregation should have to buy its sacrament from a licensed retailer, and we do not concede that the cultivation of a plant for worship is properly the government’s business. But we offer it because it removes every diversion and safety concern the government has ever articulated, and because a church that offers a workable alternative and is refused has demonstrated something important about who is being unreasonable.

If the government declines this framework, it must explain what it fears that this framework does not address. That question is the whole case.




VIII. The Demand




The Petition of the Abbey

To the Congress, the Attorney General, the Administrator, and the courts of the United States, the Golden Flower Abbey of the White Lotus Society petitions as follows.

First. That cannabis be removed entirely from the Controlled Substances Act, and regulated as an agricultural and consumer product under the ordinary law governing such products.

Second. That every person incarcerated under federal law for a non-violent cannabis offence be released.

Third. That every non-violent federal cannabis conviction be expunged automatically, by operation of law, without petition or fee.

Fourth. That the sacramental use of entheogenic plants by sincere religious communities be recognised by statute, on the model of the peyote accommodation, so that no congregation is required to spend seven years and a fortune in legal fees to obtain what the Constitution already guarantees.

Fifth. That the religious exemption process be given binding deadlines, published standards, written reasons for denial, and a right of appeal — and that pending applications be decided.

Sixth. That the hemp redefinition taking effect on the twelfth of November, 2026, be repealed or substantially amended, and that industrial hemp be freed to do the ecological work it is capable of doing.

Seventh. That the communities most heavily policed under prohibition receive priority and material support in the lawful industry that followed it.

We make these demands as a church, in the language of a church, and we do not present them as preferences. We hold that the first of them describes a right the government never had the authority to abridge, and that the remainder describe what is owed after fifty-six years of abridging it.




Freedom of Consciousness

Underneath all seven demands lies a single principle, and the Abbey states it as its final doctrine.

The interior life is not the state’s jurisdiction.

A government may properly regulate what one person does to another. It may punish harm, fraud, violence, negligence, and the endangerment of the vulnerable, and the Abbey supports it in all of that. But the state has no authority over what happens inside a human being — over attention, perception, memory, imagination, or the manner in which a person seeks God.

Once the state claims that authority, it has claimed everything. A power to determine which states of consciousness are permitted is a power to determine what a person may think, and there is no principled stopping point on the other side of that line.

This is why the Abbey does not rest its case on medical benefit alone, welcome as the clinical evidence is. If the only ground for freedom were therapeutic utility, then freedom would last exactly as long as the studies favoured us, and would be revocable by the next meta-analysis. The ground is prior to that. It is the sovereignty of the human conscience, which the Western tradition has defended for four centuries and which this country wrote into the first sentence of its Bill of Rights.

The plants are gifts. The body was made to receive them. The conscience is sovereign ground. And the ordinances of men that stand between them have an appearance of wisdom and are of no value.




To the Courts

We ask the courts for something narrow: apply the statute Congress wrote.

Require the government to carry the burden RFRA places on it, against the particular claimant, on the record, with evidence. Do not accept a recitation of the general aims of drug policy in place of proof. Ask what less restrictive means exist, and notice that the government has already built them. Ask why the controls it deems sufficient for hundreds of thousands of medical patients become insufficient for a congregation of forty. Ask why the exception for commerce is administrable and the exception for worship is not.

And take notice of what the government has now conceded. For half a century courts deferred to a factual finding that has been abandoned by the agencies that made it. The deference should be withdrawn with the finding.




To the Agency

We ask the Administrator to do three things that require no legislation.

Decide the applications that are pending. Some have been sitting for the better part of a decade. Whatever the outcome, a decision is owed.

Publish the standard. If there is a test that a religious applicant must satisfy, state it, so that congregations can meet it rather than guess at it.

Finalise the rule proposed in 2021. The absence of a functioning registration pathway for religious organisations under RFRA is the direct cause of the litigation the agency spends its resources defending.

None of that requires the agency to agree with a word of this book’s theology. It requires only that a process which formally exists be made to actually operate.




To Congress

Deschedule.

The administrative route now under way will, at best and after years, produce Schedule III for the whole plant. That outcome leaves the sick better off and the industry considerably better off, and leaves the imprisoned imprisoned, the convicted convicted, the home grower criminal, and the worshipper unprotected.

Congress can end the entire matter in a single bill: remove cannabis from the Act, release, expunge, and provide a statutory religious accommodation. Every element of that bill has precedent. The peyote accommodation is the precedent for the fourth. The end of alcohol prohibition is the precedent for the first, and it is worth remembering that the country did not reschedule alcohol. It repealed the amendment and let the states regulate a legal product.




To Our Own

To the members of the Abbey and to every congregation in this country that holds a sacrament the law does not yet permit, a charge.

Keep the rule. The rule is not a compromise with the state; it is what makes us a church, and it is the only thing that has ever persuaded a court. Every liberty we win will be won on the discipline of the people who held it before the ruling came.

Be honest. Tell members the truth about the legal position, without minimising it. Do not promise protection you cannot give. Do not counsel anyone to take a risk you have not described.

Be visible. Publish the doctrine. Publish the rule. Keep the records. Answer the officials who ask. A community with nothing to hide should behave like one.

Care for the vulnerable. Screen carefully, exclude honestly, refer to competent help, and understand that a single injury to a member does more damage to this cause than any prosecutor could.

And do not stop. The White Lotus has been proscribed before, by an empire that could not tell the difference between an unlicensed congregation and a rebellion. It kept its vow, kept its incense, kept its rule, and outlasted the dynasty.




Benediction

The herb bearing seed was given. The body was made to receive it. The leaves are for the healing of the nations.

May the green lotus open in the mud and not be stained by it. May those who are sick find the medicine that was planted for them. May those who are dying be met by something larger than their fear. May those in prison for a plant come home. And may the ordinances of men, which have an appearance of wisdom and are of no value, fall away in their season, as such ordinances always do.

Amitābha. Amen.




Appendix A: The Scheduling Record, 2022–2026

October 2022 — Presidential directive to review cannabis’s classification under the Controlled Substances Act.

August 2023 — The Department of Health and Human Services, informed by FDA and NIDA, recommends transfer from Schedule I to Schedule III, finding accepted medical use.

21 May 2024 — Notice of Proposed Rulemaking published to transfer marijuana to Schedule III (89 FR 44597). Over forty thousand comments received.

August 2024 — Notice of hearing issued; hearing later scheduled for January 2025.

January 2025 — Hearing stayed amid pre-hearing disputes.

July 2025 — The agency’s sole administrative law judge retires; proceedings dormant.

12 November 2025 — Continuing Appropriations, Agriculture, Legislative Branch, Military Construction and Veterans Affairs, and Extensions Act, 2026 (P.L. 119-37) signed. Section 781 redefines hemp on a total-THC basis inclusive of THCA, caps finished consumable products at 0.4 mg total THC per container, and excludes synthesised cannabinoids. Effective 12 November 2026.

18 December 2025 — Executive Order 14370, Increasing Medical Marijuana and Cannabidiol Research, directs the Attorney General to complete the rescheduling rulemaking expeditiously.

23 April 2026 — Acting Attorney General issues a final order placing (1) FDA-approved drug products containing marijuana and (2) marijuana subject to a qualifying state medical marijuana licence in Schedule III, effective immediately, under Single Convention treaty-implementation authority. All other marijuana remains Schedule I. Prior hearing proceedings withdrawn and terminated.

28 April 2026 — Notice of Hearing published (91 FR 22777) on the broader transfer of marijuana to Schedule III; hearing to commence 29 June 2026, to conclude no later than 15 July 2026.

29 April 2026 — House appropriations subcommittee advances funding language that would bar the Department of Justice from expending funds on rescheduling.

4 May 2026 — Petition for review of the April order filed in the D.C. Circuit by Smart Approaches to Marijuana.

22 May 2026 — Joint petition for review filed by Nebraska, Indiana, and Louisiana.

29 June – 15 July 2026 — Hearing before Chief Administrative Law Judge Derek Julius at the agency’s Arlington hearing facility; recess 3 July, reconvened 6 July. Government presents two witnesses; seven organisations opposed to rescheduling occupy the remaining hearing days; supporting applicants not selected to participate.

16 July 2026 — Order setting post-hearing briefs (fifty-page limit) and proposed transcript corrections for 17 August 2026.

Pending — Recommended decision, exceptions, and final order of the Administrator. No statutory deadline. D.C. Circuit review of the April order continues.

12 November 2026 — Hemp redefinition takes effect absent intervening legislation.




Appendix B: The Rule of the Green Lotus

I. The sacrament is a gift of God and is never sold, exchanged, advertised, or made the source of any person’s income.

II. The sacrament is received only within the rite: at appointed times, in a consecrated place, under a stated intention, with prayer before and after, and with a minister presiding.

III. Moderation is required. What is sought is clarity and presence. Immoderate use is a matter for pastoral correction, not concealment.

IV. Silence is kept during the central portion of the observance.

V. Integration completes the rite. What is received is carried into prayer, relationship, obligation, and work.

VI. No minor is admitted to the sacrament, in any circumstance, for any reason.

VII. Those who are pregnant or nursing are not admitted.

VIII. Those with a personal or close family history of psychotic illness, and those in acute psychiatric crisis, are not admitted, and are directed to competent care.

IX. Those in recovery from substance dependence are not admitted without the knowledge and support of their clinician and their recovery community.

X. Abstention carries no loss of standing. Participation is a freedom, never a requirement.

XI. No member is counselled to conceal, and no member is told that the practice is lawful where it is not.

XII. No sacrament leaves the congregation. There is no distribution, transfer, or supply to non-members.

XIII. Ministers are formed, accountable, and removable. A minister who sells, conceals, misrepresents the law, or admits an excluded person is removed.

XIV. Records are kept, the rule is published, the doctrine is published, and inspection is welcomed.

XV. The community owes the civil order honesty, order, non-violence, and care for its neighbours, and owes God the continuation of its worship.




Appendix C: Authorities and Sources

Statutes and instruments. Controlled Substances Act of 1970, 21 U.S.C. § 801 et seq.; Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993, 42 U.S.C. § 2000bb et seq.; American Indian Religious Freedom Act Amendments of 1994; 21 C.F.R. § 1307.31 (peyote exemption); Agricultural Marketing Act, 7 U.S.C. § 1639o, as amended by § 781 of P.L. 119-37; Executive Order 14370 (18 December 2025); Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961.

Federal Register. Schedules of Controlled Substances: Rescheduling of Marijuana, 89 FR 44597 (21 May 2024); 91 FR 22777 (Notice of Hearing, 28 April 2026); 91 FR 22778 (Final Order, 28 April 2026).

Cases. Gonzales v. O Centro Espírita Beneficente União do Vegetal, 546 U.S. 418 (2006); Employment Division v. Smith, 494 U.S. 872 (1990); City of Boerne v. Flores, 521 U.S. 507 (1997); United States v. Rush, 738 F.2d 497 (1st Cir. 1984); Olsen v. DEA, 878 F.2d 1458 (D.C. Cir. 1989); United States v. Meyers, 906 F. Supp. 1494 (D. Wyo. 1995); In re Welfare of J.J.M.A., No. A13-0295 (Minn. Ct. App. 2013); Iowaska Church of Healing v. Werfel and related D.C. Circuit proceedings; Singularism v. Utah County and the appeal pending in the Tenth Circuit.

Scientific literature. Mechoulam and Shvo on the structure of cannabidiol (1963) and Gaoni and Mechoulam on tetrahydrocannabinol (1964); Devane et al. on the isolation of anandamide (1992); Russo on clinical endocannabinoid deficiency; FDA approvals of Epidiolex (2018 onward) and international approvals of nabiximols; FDA breakthrough therapy designations for psilocybin (2018, 2019); systematic reviews and meta-analyses of psilocybin-assisted therapy for depression and anxiety, including the 2025 literature; the phase 2B end-of-life distress trial at St Vincent’s Hospital, Melbourne; the Johns Hopkins tobacco and alcohol use disorder trials; preclinical work on 5-HT2A-mediated dendritic spine growth.

Archaeology and history. The Jirzankal Cemetery braziers, Pamir; the Yanghai tombs, Turpan Basin; the Pazyryk kurgans, Altai; Herodotus, Histories IV; the Tel Arad shrine residue analysis (2020); Sula Benet on kaneh bosem; the Indian Hemp Drugs Commission Report (1894–95).

Scripture. Genesis 1:29; Psalm 104:14; Exodus 30:22–33; Colossians 2:16–23; Romans 14:14; 1 Timothy 4:1–5; Revelation 22:2; the Atharva Veda; the Tao Te Ching; the Bhaiṣajyaguru Sūtra.




Appendix D: Glossary

Anandamide — an endocannabinoid produced within the body, identified in 1992; named from the Sanskrit ānanda, bliss.

Bhang — an Indian preparation of cannabis leaf, taken as a drink in devotional and festival contexts.

CB1 / CB2 — the principal cannabinoid receptors, concentrated respectively in the central nervous system and in immune and peripheral tissue.

Clinical endocannabinoid deficiency — the hypothesis that insufficient endocannabinoid tone underlies conditions including migraine, fibromyalgia, and irritable bowel syndrome.

Descheduling — complete removal of a substance from the Controlled Substances Act, as distinct from moving it to a less restrictive schedule.

Endocannabinoid system — the body’s cannabinoid signalling network, comprising endogenous ligands, receptors, and metabolic enzymes, governing homeostasis.

Entheogen — a substance used to occasion an encounter with the divine; literally, that which generates God within.

Green lotus — the Abbey’s name for cannabis: rooted in the mud, opening in the light, an instrument of compassion.

Kaneh bosem — the fragrant cane of the holy anointing oil of Exodus 30, identified by a substantial philological tradition with cannabis.

Least restrictive means — the RFRA requirement that government choose the narrowest available method of furthering a compelling interest.

Rescheduling — moving a substance from one schedule of the Controlled Substances Act to another.

RFRA — the Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993.

Sacrament — a physical element set apart by a community under a rule, used at appointed times and with appointed intention, as a means of receiving grace.

Schedule I — the most restrictive classification under the Controlled Substances Act, defined by high potential for abuse, no currently accepted medical use, and lack of accepted safety under medical supervision.

Schedule III — a classification for substances with accepted medical use and moderate abuse potential, permitting manufacture, distribution, and dispensing by registrants.

Spiritual civics — the Abbey’s principle that a religious community owes the civil order honesty, order, non-violence, and transparency.

Strict scrutiny — the standard requiring government to show a compelling interest pursued by the least restrictive means.
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