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Goodbye Roe.  Hello forced vaccination?!1

The recent court opinion Dobbs vs Jackson Women’s Health2 should terrify all people who 
espouse liberty.  Whilst in general, the opinion is a screed against the language, arguments, 
and justifications in Roe v Wade and Casey v Planned Parenthood, if we dig a bit, we see 
much more.  

The broader theme of the Dobbs’ opinion explains why and how the state can regulate the 
individual, in the name of public health and morals.  To sum up Alito and the majority, ‘if it 
ain’t expressly written in the Constitution, a State legislature can impose nearly any 
restriction on individual freedom.’

The politics of Dobbs beyond the abortion question

For me, the decision is not surprising – in a political sense.  After years of Republicans 
encouraging abortion (check the record of G. W. H. Bush), starting in 1980, the Republican 
party  suddenly opposed abortion.  For party leaders, both Republicans and Democrats, 
abortion was never about ideology.  But while the public was mesmerized with claims of 
ideology and moral arguments like ‘the life of the fetus/child is equal to that of the mother’, 
and ‘pre-marital sex was wrong’, the real battle, among the elites, took place within the legal 
arena – as we can see in Dobbs – on the meaning of words.

Note, Alito and five other Catholic justices did not outlaw abortion, rather, they made the 
following declaration about any statue which criminalizes abortion:  such a law would/does 
not violate:  (i) any individual liberty protected by the Constitution; or (ii) any individual 
right articulated or implied in the Constitution.  What interests me, is how they arrived at this 
conclusion.

Legal reasoning can be farcical

Generally speaking, labels like liberal or conservative should not be applied to judges or their
modes of reasoning.  Instead we can understand judges as being both statists and partisans.  
As statists, but for a few aberrations pertaining to search and seizure, judges, from the level 
of state trial court to the U.S. Supreme Court, defend spying, wrongful arrests, property 
seizures, torture, and police murder.  As partisans, they advocate or support policies and 
ideals of the party leadership – popular ideas of liberal or conservative notwithstanding.  
Thus jurisprudence turns on which legal words and claims judges use to justify their partisan, 
ruling class, or pro-government decisions.  

To the uninitiated, it might come as a surprise that in American Constitutional law, there is no
set definition of words and phrases like liberty, privileges and immunities, rights, due 
process, equal protection, probable cause, or retained by the people.  In cases where 
individuals challenge governmental action as coercive or restricting freedom, no matter the 
outcome, whether liberal or conservative, judges use these words, yet apply them differently. 
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Starting in the 1930s, the Supreme Court made a host of rulings related to employee rights 
and government regulations of businesses3 that were favored by the administration of 
Roosevelt (a Democrat) and largely helped to improve the lives of working poor.  However, 
in this same era, one decision of the liberal justices punished a man who had a small family 
farm for growing his own food.4  After WWII, the high court started to acknowledge that 
state-imposed White supremacy and laws on segregation were untenable.5  

In all of these cases, the ruling turned on how the justices interpreted the meaning of the 
phrases due process and equal protection and rights.  By present-day standards, those 
decision would be called liberal.  But in 1944, these same liberal justices, siding with the 
government, said that Japanese-American citizens could be imprisoned – indefinitely – due to
their ancestry.6  In would be nearly 75 years late, in 2018, when four so-called conservative 
justices (all men who identify as Republican partisans and were appointed by Republican 
presidents) formed part of a majority that overturned Korematsu.7  

I could offer more examples, but we should understand one consistent thread, when the 
federal government wants to restrict individual freedom, courts rubber stamp it.  The most 
extreme and grotesque abuse is this, at present, there are men were kidnapped, from all over 
the world (e.g., the United States, Afghanistan, Macedonia, north Africa, central Asia), who 
are still imprisoned and held in Guantanamo or other locations since 2001.  They have been 
tortured by American military, CIA, and private contractors – and federal court justices, 
including many current members of the U.S. Supreme Court, have ruled that these men have 
no right to challenge their detention (no habeas corpus), and no right to sue for being 
tortured.  And many of the current justices on the Supreme Court either made such rulings or 
acted as government lawyers to defend the torture and imprisonments (see references below). 

When we consider the implications of Dobbs, note this:  The default setting for the six 
Catholic justices who decided Dobbs is not freedom, rather it is paternalism.

Who are these six?  What is their orientation and agenda?

Before I address the matters of class, milieu, and their legal positions on freedom, I think it 
important to note that all six on the Dobbs majority are Catholic.  In its past and up to the 
present, the Catholic church has supported slavery, the Nazis, pedophile priests, and child 
abuse.  Above all, as an organization, the Catholic church demands fealty.  Surely such 
training and socialization shades their thinking.  Here is a synopsis of the Dobbs’ six.
 

3 See West Coast Hotel Co. v. Parrish, 300 U.S. 379 (1937) (upholding federal laws on minimum wage)
4 Wickard v. Filburn, 317 U.S. 111 (1942) (upholding a fine and property confiscation against a family for 

growing food for themselves and their animals).
5 See Shelley v. Kraemer, 334 U.S. 1 (1948) (Supreme Court holds that no court can enforce a restrictive 

covenant on property sales); see also Brown v. Board of Education II, 349 U.S. 294 (1955) (commanding all 
states to integrate schools will all deliberate speed)

6 Korematsu v. United States, 323 U.S. 214 (1944)
7 See Trump v. Hawaii (2018) https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/17pdf/17-965_h315.pdf 
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Alito (Princeton, Yale), supports strip searches of 10 year-old girls,8 torture and 
indefinite detention.9; 

Roberts (Harvard, Harvard), held that the state may order you to give money to a 
private entity (for no services) under penalty of fine and imprisonment – in the name 
of public health10; 

Thomas (Holy Cross, Yale) who worked for Monsanto, claims that actual innocence 
is not a grounds to appeal a death sentence11, supports torture and indefinite 
detention12, claims that the state can criminalize mere association13, and held that 
school officials are de jure parents (not mere guardians) while your child is at school 
– or on their way to school14; 

Kavanaugh (Yale, Yale) supports (i) the judicially created rule called qualified 
immunity for police – allowing police to destroy your property and blow up your 
house, as well as arrest, maim, torture, and kill any innocent person, and (ii) the power
of the state to torture and imprison anyone without charge, and denies the abused 
access to win a petition of habeas corpus;15

Gorsuch (Columbia, Harvard) as a lawyer in the Department of Justice during the G. 
W. Bush administration, he defended rendition and torture, indefinite detention of the 
innocent, and sought to eliminate the right of detainees to petition a writ of habeas 
corpus;16  

Amy Coney Barrett (Rhodes College of Tennessee, Notre Dame), though one of the 
few justices to come from a working class background, her commitment to authority 
as a Catholic and statist came through in her decision to support the University of 
Indiana when it imposed a mandatory Covid-19 vaccine policy on all students.17  That 
is, she held that a state could bar a person from being in a public space (a university 
campus), and or participating in a lawful and due service contract (attending class) on 
the basis of status:  namely, whether one submitted to an experimental injection – 

8 Doe v Groody, 361 F.3d 232 (3d Cir. 2004) https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Doe_v._Groody 
9 Alito was a member of the Supreme Court in 2007 when it denied to hear the appeal of Khalid El-Masri, an 

innocent man, tortured by American personnel.  https://casetext.com/case/el-masri-v-us/case-summaries.  
See also United States v Husayn (2022) https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/21pdf/20-827_i426.pdf 

10 See NFIB v Sebelius, 567 U.S. 519 (2012), https://constitutionallawreporter.com/wp-
content/uploads/2014/07/National-Federation-of-Independent-Business-et-al.-v.-Sebelius-1.pdf 

11 Herrera v. Collins, 506 U.S. 390 (1993) (Thomas concurring) 
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/506/390/  Shinn v Ramirez (2022), 
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/21pdf/20-1009_19m2.pdf 

12 Hamdi v. Rumsfeld, 542 U.S. 507 (2004) 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hamdi_v._Rumsfeld#Opinion_of_the_Court (see dissent of Thomas)

13 See Chicago v Morales, 527 U.S. 41 (1999) (Thomas dissent)
14 Morse v Frederick, 551 U.S. 393 (2007) (Thomas concurrence) 

https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/551/393/#tab-opinion-1962458 
15 See Kiyemba v. Obama, 561 F.3d 505 (D.C. Cir. 2009).
16 Charlie Savage (March 16, 2017). “Neil Gorsuch Helped Defend Disputed Bush-Era Terror Policies”. The 

New York Times. p. A13.
17 Smith, Alan, JD.  2021.  “Supreme Court Denies Review of Indiana University’s COVID-19 Vaccine 

Mandate.” Society for Human Resource Management.  https://www.shrm.org/resourcesandtools/legal-and-
compliance/employment-law/pages/coronavirus-supreme-court-denies-review-vaccine-mandate.aspx 

https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/551/393/#tab-opinion-1962458
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hamdi_v._Rumsfeld#Opinion_of_the_Court
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/21pdf/20-1009_19m2.pdf
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/506/390/
https://constitutionallawreporter.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/National-Federation-of-Independent-Business-et-al.-v.-Sebelius-1.pdf
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https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/21pdf/20-827_i426.pdf
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which does not prevent illness from a virus, while it causes a host of injuries like 
internal bleeding, heart attack, paralysis, and even death.

Legal reasoning of Dobbs and their justifications

Here is how the majority defended their decision in Dobbs:

(1) the word abortion is not in the constitution, therefore is it not a explicit individual 
right that any state must protect;
(2) stare decisis is only appropriate where the previous decision was decided 
correctly;
(3) courts must extend near absolute deference to any lawful/Constitutional legislative
act that regulates health and or morals; 
(4) any and all implied liberties that are guaranteed by the Constitution, are only those
which are founded in American history and social and legal traditions (which existed 
prior to 1868; if not prior to 1789)

And they wove these four ideas together under the larger question of public policy, that is the 
notion that State restrictions on abortion are Constitutional because they are offered in the 
name of protecting others.18 

The first two points do not need much explanation.  They are mere rhetorical tropes that any 
unscrupulous tyrants would profess.  But that is not my opinion, rather it was the argument of
the man who drafted the Constitution, Alexander Hamilton, per Federalist #84.19  Hamilton 
actually argued against the Bill of Rights, saying that it would be used as a sword against 
individual liberty, not a shield to protect freedom.  Hamilton thought, correctly, that unjust 
rulers would hold out the list and declare that there are no other rights which government 
must protect.  

The philosophical stance about state-level regulation of health, safety, and morals, aka “the 
general police power” is a unique American ideal of federalism – whereby States can extend 
more protections, but never deny some established federal minimum.  Thus the question 
becomes, according to a majority of the U.S. Supreme Court justices, ‘what is the minimum?’
For instance, even though the Constitution declares that every criminal defendant is entitled 
to a jury trial, the Supreme Court sided with States against that guarantee in Baldwin v. New 
York, 399 U.S. 66 (1970).  
In the area of the general police power, this majority holds:

“courts [may] not substitute their social and economic beliefs for the judgment of 
legislative bodies.” Ferguson v. Skrupa, 372 U.S. 726, 729–730; and

“A law regulating abortion, like other health and welfare laws, is entitled to a “strong 
presumption of validity.”  Heller v. Doe, 509 U.S. 312, 319.  [Said law] must be 

18  The majority held that Mississippi’s Gestational Age Act is supported by the Mississippi Legislature’s 
specific findings [sic], which include the State’s asserted interest in “protecting the life of the unborn.” §2(b)
(i). These legitimate interests provide a rational basis for the Gestational Age Act.

19 See Federalist #84 at: https://avalon.law.yale.edu/18th_century/fed84.asp 

https://avalon.law.yale.edu/18th_century/fed84.asp
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sustained [by courts] if there is a rational basis [sic] on which the legislature could 
have thought that it would serve legitimate state interests.  [Heller], at 320.”  

What do they mean by rational basis?  They mean anything that someone might believe, 
even if it is not true and not possible.  For example, if a State law declared that in the name of
public health, every municipal water system must add benzine, cadmium, and aluminum to 
the water, these justices would hold that such could not be prevented by injunction.

Thoughts on history, tradition, and common law

The fourth claim undergirding Dobbs is a readily abused and or applied haphazardly.  But 
they offered flowery words to justify their logical fallacy argumentum ad antiquitatem 
(appeal to tradition).  

“[Previous Supreme] Court ... decisions have held that the Due Process Clause 
protects two categories of substantive rights: (i) those rights guaranteed by the first 
eight Amendments to the Constitution and; (ii) those rights deemed fundamental, that 
are not mentioned anywhere in the Constitution.  In deciding whether a right falls into
either of these categories, the question is:  (a) whether the right is “deeply rooted in 
[our] history and tradition”; and (b) whether it is essential to this Nation’s “scheme of 
ordered liberty.”  Timbs v. Indiana (2019).”

To show how smart they are, the Dobbs’ majority took great joy into deconstructing and 
chastising the quality of the reasoning of Roe. 

“Without any grounding in the constitutional text [or] history ... Roe imposed [sic], on
the entire country, a detailed set of rules .... See Roe 410 U.S., at 163–164.  Roe’s 
failure even to note the overwhelming consensus of state laws in effect in 1868 is 
striking, and what it said about the common law [in re abortion] was simply wrong.” 

So what are some examples of these fundamental rights which are either deeply rooted in 
history and tradition; or essential to ordered liberty?  Well, the justices do not need to offer a 
list, so they don’t.  But I can highlight some decisions of Clarence Thomas so you can see 
their perspective.

Throughout his tenure on the U.S. Supreme Court, Thomas has been an incessant supporter 
of police-state abuses against innocent people. - and in every instance, his default reasoning 
was an appeal to history/tradition.

“[o]ur Nation’s history, legal traditions, and practices ... provide the crucial 
‘guideposts for responsible decision-making’ ... that direct and restrain ... the Due 
Process Clause.”  Moore v. East Cleveland, 431 U.S. 494, 503 (1977)

And who could argue with Thomas?  After all, if courts would not restrain the meaning of 
due process, judges just might have to advocate for individual freedom!  (Note, In Moore v. 
East Cleveland, the Supreme Court protected people by striking an ordinance that forbade 
grandparents and the grandchildren from living together. Yet Thomas wants to use the 
holding of that case to deny civil liberties).
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So what does Clarence Thomas, an American-descendant-of-slavery, know of our history?  
He seems oblivious to the reality that in the area of criminal law and criminal jurisprudence 
(that which will be invoked in re abortion, miscarriages, vaccine status, and enjoying the 
beach without a green pass, etc.), a large swath of American practices intentionally targeted 
social and economic practices of ethnic minorities, and often criminalized Blackness per se.20 

First and foremost these laws have attacked Africans21 and Indians.22  Examples are endless.  
Significantly, the Supreme Court traditionalists might recognize that the Fugitive Slave Act 
(1793)23, though a direct contradiction to contemporary English common law, said that ‘no 
one could escape to freedom.’24  

American colonies and American states outlawed miscegenation, immigration of Africans 
and non-Europeans,25 and claims of birth right citizenship for descendants of Africans and 
American Indians.  

20  See Loving v. Virginia, 388 U.S. 1 (1967),
21  See Dred Scott v. Sandford (1856), paragraph 61: 

“Massachusetts, in 1786, passed a law ... like the law of 1705, [that] forbids the marriage of any white person 
with any negro, Indian, or mulatto, and inflicts a penalty of fifty pounds upon any one who shall join them in 
marriage; and declares all such marriage absolutely null and void, and degrades ... the unhappy issue of the 
marriage [with] the stain of bastardy.  And this mark of degradation was renewed, and again impressed upon the
race, in the ... revised code [of] 1836.  This code forbids any person from joining in marriage, any white person, 
with any Indian, negro, or mulatto, and subjects [offenders] to imprisonment, not exceeding six months ... and to
a fine of not less than fifty nor more than two hundred dollars; and, like the law of 1786, it declares the marriage
to be absolutely null and void.”   

Note, in 1856, Taney, writing for the majority in Dred Scott, held that Blacks (whether free or enslaved) were 
not human, and hence had no standing to bring a suit in federal or state court.  Such a ruling was a direct 
refutation of Somerset v Stewart (1772) 98 ER 499, wherein the judge not only declared that James Somerset, an
enslaved African, had standing – as a person and separate and apart from his supposed owner – and that mere 
presence on English soil meant that Somerset were a freeman.
22 See Employment Division v. Smith, 494 U.S. 872 (1990), and many references of Blackmun (dissenting) to 

overtly racist laws and practices against American Indians, which are contrasted by allowances for tolerance 
of otherwise criminal or unlawful acts by Whites.  https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/494/872/#tab-
opinion-1958253; In Elk v. Wilkins, 112 U.S. 94 (1884), the U.S. Supreme Court held that a person of native 
American ancestry, though born in the United States, and always living in territory under the jurisdiction of 
the United States could never be a citizen.

23 See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fugitive_Slave_Act_of_1793.  The law gave effect to the Extradition 
Clause (Article 4, Section 2, Clause 2) of the U.S. Constitution.  The Constitution’s Fugitive Slave Clause 
guaranteed a right for a slaveholder to recover an escaped slave.  The “Act respecting fugitives from justice, 
and persons escaping from the service of their masters,” created the legal mechanism by which that could be 
accomplished – even if the slave went to a free state.  See Prigg v. Pennsylvania, 41 U.S. 539 (1842).

24 See Somerset v Stewart (1772) 98 ER 499, where a Crown judge held that any enslaved person were 
manumitted per se by their mere presence on British soil.  (An example of the Law of the Land).

25 Note the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882.  https://www.archives.gov/milestone-documents/chinese-
exclusion-act 

https://www.archives.gov/milestone-documents/chinese-exclusion-act
https://www.archives.gov/milestone-documents/chinese-exclusion-act
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fugitive_Slave_Act_of_1793
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/494/872/#tab-opinion-1958253
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/494/872/#tab-opinion-1958253
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The foundation of American laws against drug possession starting in 1875, targeted Mexicans
and Mexican Americans,26 Blacks, and people of Chinese ancestry.27  Worse yet, American 
laws against vagrancy were purposely designed to re-enslave Blacks (see Hiibel v. Nevada 
2004).28  Nevertheless, Thomas has always defended any law or action that allows police to 
arrest, main, or kill the innocent with an appeal to history.29  As Thomas wrote in Chicago v 
Morales, 527 U.S. 41, 98 (1999), 

“freedom to loiter, for innocent purposes,” is in no way “‘deeply rooted in this 
Nation’s history and tradition,’” (citing Washington v. Glucksberg, 521 U.S. 702, 721 
(1997)).

Democracy, where corporate wolves elect to harvest the sheeple?

What is truly sick, is that Dobbs’ majority has a most perverted sense of the notion of 
democracy, or the ideals about role and effect of democratic processes under the American 
Constitution and tenets American federalism.  

Europeans generally invoke the term democracy to mean a nation-state wherein the 
government respects or protects individual freedoms of expression, association, and 
movement.  Americans often believe (wrongfully) that democracy requires fair elections and 
police who are suppose to be public servants.  But no American believes that the democratic 
process includes the idea that a majority (or legislature) can vote to criminalize a minority.  
The Constitution of 1787 was offered with the express provision that American federalism 
and her independent judiciary would save minorities from the ravages of the mob.  (See 
Federalist #10).  

Speaking about the ills of democracy, James Madison wrote:

“a pure democracy, ... a society consisting of a small number of citizens, who 
assemble and administer the government in person, can [not] cure ... the mischiefs of 
faction. ... there is nothing to check the inducements [of the majority faction] to 
sacrifice the weaker party or an obnoxious individual.  Hence it is that such 
democracies have ever been spectacles of turbulence and contention; have ever been 
found incompatible with personal security or the rights of property ....”

26 On June 3, 1915, the City Council of El Paso unanimously passed an ordinance stating:  “It shall be unlawful
for any person, firm, corporation or association of persons to sell, barter, exchange, give away or have in his 
or their possession within the city limits of the City of El Paso, Texas, any marihuana or Indian Hemp.”  See 
El Paso, Texas’ 1915 Marihuana Ordinance:  Myths and Rumors, by Bob Chessey, El Paso, Texas.  
https://groups.google.com/g/frontera-list/c/kslTY7w7aPY?pli=1 

El Paso, Texas passed an anti-marihuana act that went into effect on June 14, 1915.  Marihuana: Topics in 
Chronicling America.  https://guides.loc.gov/chronicling-america-marihuana 
27 Gieringer, Dale.  2000.  125th Anniversary of the First U.S. Anti-Drug Law:  San Francisco’s Opium Den 

Ordinance (November 15, 1875).  DrugSense, November.  http://www.drugsense.org/dpfca/opiumlaw.html  
(On November 15, 1875, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed an ordinance making it a 
misdemeanor to keep or frequent opium dens).

28 The full title is Hiibel v. Sixth Judicial District. Court of Nevada, Humboldt County, 542 U.S. 177 (2004) 
(reversing precedent upholding a conviction for merely refusing to identify, and imposing rules for the stop 
and identify statutes).

29 See Department of Housing and Urban Development v. Rucker, 535 U.S. 125 (2002)

http://www.drugsense.org/dpfca/opiumlaw.html
https://guides.loc.gov/chronicling-america-marihuana
https://groups.google.com/g/frontera-list/c/kslTY7w7aPY?pli=1
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Setting aside the wisdom of one of their idols, the Dobbs majority speaks of the decision of 
Roe v Wade, whereby judges prevented government intrusions on liberty and private 
contracts, as if that were tyrannical.  As if a judicial decision to protect a minority (a weaker 
party, i.e., women who wanted to end their pregnancies), somehow injured those democratic 
majorities who only wanted to imprison the former!?  

“[After the ruling in Roe], those on the losing side—those who sought to advance the 
State’s interest [sic] in fetal life—could no longer seek to persuade their elected 
representatives to adopt policies consistent with their views.  The [Supreme] Court 
short-circuited the democratic process by closing it to the large number of Americans 
who disagreed with Roe.”

More medical tyranny coming soon?

So what now?  The majority in Dobbs has declared overtly, that going forward, any and all 
legislative acts, done in the name of public health, will receive deference, under the rubric of 
rational basis.  That is it say, judicial review of said acts shall be a nullity.  

Presently legislatures in California, Maine, New York, West Virginia, and Mississippi have 
mandated that children get injections in the name of preventing mumps, hepatitis B, pertussis,
rubella, chicken pox, meningitis, influenza, measles, polio, diarrhea (Rota virus), diphtheria, 
and pneumonia.  And either the legislature, or their state courts removed all exemptions.  
There was no public demand for that.  

These vaccine policies were the product of corporate bribes and PR campaigns.  (Who owns 
the media – brought to you by Pfizer?)  What happens when new state laws demand:  wearing
of masks (inside and outside – for all ages, under penalty of fine and imprisonment); multiple
Covid-vaccines; close public beaches and parks; everyone submit to shots for Yellow fever, 
malaria, leprosy, smallpox, dengue fever, monkey pox, HPV, tuberculosis, and more?

When we link the arguments, justifications, and applications of Dobbs to the potentialities – 
ergo the wish list of pharma and the tech companies – I see an overt signal, from these six 
Catholics.  They are inclined to uphold any laws calling for mandatory lockdowns and forced 
injections (aka vaccination).  

They already did it.  In May 2020, Roberts, writing for a 5-4 majority, denied a petition to 
enjoin state laws which banned church attendance.30  Though a different majority (with Amy 
Coney Barrett) granted an injunction in November 2020, the religious practice is stated 
plainly in the First Amendment.31  Importantly in August 2021, the same justices in Cuomo 
majority, upheld vaccine mandates for students at the University of Indiana.32 

30  See South Bay United Pentecostal Church, et al. v. Gavin Newsom, et al.  
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/19pdf/19a1044_pok0.pdf; 

31  See Roman Catholic Diocese of Brooklyn, New York v. Andrew M. Cuomo, 
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/20pdf/20a87_4g15.pdf. 

32 Smith, Alan, JD.  2021.  “Supreme Court Denies Review of Indiana University’s COVID-19 Vaccine 
Mandate.” Society for Human Resource Management.  https://www.shrm.org/resourcesandtools/legal-and-
compliance/employment-law/pages/coronavirus-supreme-court-denies-review-vaccine-mandate.aspx)

https://www.shrm.org/resourcesandtools/legal-and-compliance/employment-law/pages/coronavirus-supreme-court-denies-review-vaccine-mandate.aspx
https://www.shrm.org/resourcesandtools/legal-and-compliance/employment-law/pages/coronavirus-supreme-court-denies-review-vaccine-mandate.aspx
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/20pdf/20a87_4g15.pdf
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/19pdf/19a1044_pok0.pdf
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The move to announce that Roe v Wade (and Casey v Planned Parenthood) will not start a 
civil war or activate the Karens.  But now, with newly empowered corporate interests, who 
can induce state legislatures to expand the medical-tyranny, that will set off a spark.  Just wait
until America gets a dose of the heavy handed lockdowns that occurred in Europe and 
Australia.  Will police agree to go in riot gear, house to house, to issue fines and arrest people
... I wonder.

 


