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Flrst Reproductive nghts Then Civil Rights?

By Mixe Woop
With a final decision expected sometime in June, the U S. Supreme Court on March
25 heard oral angaments in the case of Sebelius vs. Hobby Lobby Stores & Canestoga
Wood Specialities Corp. Conestoga Wood is based in Esst Earl, placing the local business
at the crossroads of 2 national debate.
The two privately owned-companies named in the sult are ons
1o healthcace requirements set forth In the Affordable Care Act. The ACA requizes that

Wood are arguing that ACAs mandate violates rights afforded County company’s
them in the First Amendment.
The Sap Court heard whether or not corp:  legal chatlenge

can opt out of the law on religious grounds and, after 50 minutes
nfn:n]v(ugmngm.tthaunn ‘:umlyspmﬂnngmmm i~
tove and Lberal lines. This may leave the deciding vote to Chief  ICONMTOCEPENE OS]
Tustice John G. Roberts. A decision ca the case is expected some-  [giSHtuamyeuriol
time in fune.

The Oklzhoma Ciey-based Hobby Lobby chain is awned  IUGBTGMTRGNER
by the Groen family, evangelical Christians who say they run

their business on bibiical principles. They operate some 600 stores in 41 states across the
country with more than 15,000 full-time employees who are digible foe health insarance

benedits,
The other company named in the lawsuit, L County’s C g2 Wood
continwed on page 14

Reproductive Rights ..............

Sp«nhu(hrpmbucdmof&nidtba&rm&rcmﬂgulhmlmo

wood cabinets and is owned and operated by a religious
ﬁmﬂyolennmntChmmnABah want an exesuption fram ACAS con-
uwepnanmmdm:ﬂobbylcbh’:hmndumthcbuhhandmmlwﬂdnume
carporation’s free i ng that they provide their with
a health plan that ccm\tht intrauterine device (TUD) and oral contraceptive pills that go
against their cliesay” religious beliefs. According to Hobby Lobby’s website the Greens and
thedr family busimesses “have no moral objection to providing 16 of the 20 FDAapproved
contraceptives required under the HHS mandate and do =0 at no additional cost to em-
ployees under their self-insured health " What the Greens do object to is having to
provide contraceptive care 1o their em| that they deem to be forms of abortion (Jike
the “morning after pill").

Marci A. Hamdlton, a professor of law at Cordoza Law School at Yeshiva Universi-

ty in New York City, who advises lnemsakers on church-state issues, tells Conéral Vovce that
science refutes the idea that the four types of birth control Hobby Lobby refuses 10 cover
are, in fact, sbartifacients (abar d -Mngm) and asks, “what happens when the
Dext ) funding for vace fi or HIV medi 4
Tbcpnmrypmbkmhrdwbt]mmmzhucnuIlmlhtyluwno(oﬂ«dtcmdirk
limiting principle 10 their theory”

As noted by Hamitan, this case is inextricably linkad to LGST rights in this
connu'ybeanuofwbnmldbmumnhnhpp«ydapﬁnvm jons of

any number of services in the state because these services—from dining at a restaurant or

being treated ot 2 hospital —could be refused or denied based soldy upon one's persanal

religious coevictions. When one bders what a rel could cover, the

implications are frightening. Whaeluhehneuhmnd'ydmn’ﬂllw&lms&ppw

needs is a signature from governor Phil Bryant and, at press time, he says hes going to sign

the bill, which means it will go isto effect July |
religlous

Activists for freedom cite the First Amend and believe individuak
and carporasions should be able to refuse service to whoemever they choose 5 it conflicts

with one's rel belefs. B of the First A d: churches are exempt from
nondiscrimination [aws in most Cases, bm rﬁwll nompcnia are not institutions
even if they are owned by rel hon bel the RFRA Is "a li-

cmxfnfmudlldmdimbehmnopnmemduhnmbqondihtwk.huaﬁumnh
that invites discrimination and inevitably hurts the vulnerable”

This may all sound familiar to those who remember Mitt Romney's -om-
\'deo :ofpmnlnmutpeopk catchphrase that exploded the debate about the differences

dividuals back in 2011. Sebellus vs. Hobby Lobby Is polsed

lob«mnuhzcmwut‘mmdcﬂhtwmnxmmpequluymdm’udouddfud
10 the already blazing cultaral war in this country, mxl the heart of this case is
nearly the same: Do corporations have, in this case -of-religioe, rights like indi-
nd\uhdo!lﬁhe&pmmLmnﬁndnhndlquthmuhpamemph)moﬂmpm&

the § Courts & to and its | thiat could Jead to discrimination. One
nmden)y look to the highly-publicized case orAmomp»«w Jan Brewer vetoing the
so-called “turn the gays away” bl caly after peessiare from outside sources warned her of
mﬁrmchqlmplkmomﬂamlnAmmunﬂmnohmdlmdm Semilar blls
&nz:m up across the country undrr the guise ufntpuuptmm and religious

5. On Apeil 1 the Misstuipe that would enahle
bmmdln&wbnhmmfmmwmypamtchhmpmdymmllpm
grounds referencing the Religicus Freedom Reformation Act (RFRA) of 1993 which pre-
vents laws that barden a persoa’s free exercise of religion,

And while there is no of LGBT individuals specifically in the Missis-
sippt the legish would ¢ Jy discriminate against LGET people seeking

will have grounds for refusing coverage oa a litany of stems that could include
any\hm;ﬁvm mVMmhlﬂmmormnwmhmmMM«

persans “lfestyle”
\\'hlleotﬂykktbylnbbymd&m&@hbodﬁped&lnummm:dm:hclu
mwmlw(ompmzlhmbomdlbcbspwnmﬂuiunhtﬂmtrwuodmy
some type of medical Is. If Hobby Lobby prevails in the Sa-
preme Court case and it p\dullﬁ have nlly)mn ar moral objection to providing contra-
ception, surdy it stands to reason that other types of privately-owned, foe- n%ul.nesa
would be able to find convenient ways to discriminate against all kinds of people—~LGHT,
minarities, women—based on so-called religious freedom.
Central Voice reached owt to Hobby Lobdy and Comestegn Wood but were told by
their represemtatives they were not avatlable for interviews ov comment at this time.




