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FREE EXERCISE OF SINCERE RELIGIOUS BELIEFS 
1. Free Exercise of Religious Beliefs Have Been Protected From The Founding Of Our Nation. 

1.1. This Exhibit will present some of the Historical, Legislative, and Judicial basis for the 

continued staunch protection of the free exercise of religious beliefs along with some 

imbedded arguments for applicability to my case. 

1.2. We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are 

endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty 

and the pursuit of Happiness.— 

2. What is religion? 

2.1. “a pursuit or interest to which someone escribes supreme importance.”  Google – religion 

definition. 

2.2. “anything done or followed with reverence or devotion:”  World Book Dictionary; 

Thorndike and Barnhart 1987. 

2.3. I hereby certify that I, kevin l olson, pursue the understanding of WHO GOD IS, escribing 

supreme importance to that pursuit, with reverence and devotion.  See Exhibit 6 RENOUNCE 

christian religious beliefs; Exhibit 7 JOHN 3:16 does not stand alone!!!!!!!; Exhibit 8 “religions vs 

GOD a heresy –  judaism-christianity-islam-science vs GOD” my presentation to North Dakota 

State University Science Religion Lunch Seminar 22-Mar-2016; Exhibit 9 an electronic file of my 

journal “of GOD ?”; and Exhibit 10 an electronic file of my work on quantum and cosmic 

physics, that in the end reveals the ULTIMATE GRACE AND MERCY OF GOD, called “NATURE’S 

MEND for the Universe …” 

3. The current oath of Americans is as follows: 

3.1. 1.  §  Sec. 337.1 Oath of allegiance.  

3.1.1. 1. (a)  Form of oath. Except as otherwise provided in the Act and after receiving notice 

from the district director that such applicant is eligible for naturalization pursuant to § 335.3 of 

this chapter, an applicant for naturalization shall, before being admitted to citizenship, take in a 

public ceremony held within the United States the following oath of allegiance, to a copy of 

which the applicant shall affix his or her signature:  

3.1.1.1. 1. I hereby declare, on oath, that I absolutely and entirely renounce and abjure all 

allegiance and fidelity to any foreign prince, potentate, state, or sovereignty, of whom or which 

I have heretofore been a subject or citizen; that I will support and defend the Constitution and 

laws of the United States of America against all enemies, foreign and domestic; that I will bear 

true faith and allegiance to the same; that I will bear arms on behalf of the United States when 
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required by the law; that I will perform noncombatant service in the Armed Forces of the 

United States when required by the law; that I will perform work of national importance under 

civilian direction when required by the law; and that I take this obligation freely, without any 

mental reservation or purpose of evasion; so help me God.  

3.1.2. 2.  (b)  Alteration of form of oath; affirmation in lieu of oath. In those cases in which a 

petitioner or applicant for naturalization is exempt from taking the oath prescribed in 

paragraph (a) of this section in its entirety, the inapplicable clauses shall be deleted and the 

oath shall be taken in such altered form. When a petitioner or applicant for naturalization, by 

reason of religious training and belief (or individual interpretation thereof), or for other 

reasons of good conscience, cannot take the oath prescribed in paragraph (a) of this section 

with the words "on oath" and "so help me God" included, the words "and solemnly affirm" shall 

be substituted for the words "on oath," the words "so help me God" shall be deleted, and the 

oath shall be taken in such modified form. Any reference to "oath of allegiance" in this chapter 

is understood to mean equally "affirmation of allegiance" as described in this paragraph. 

3.1.3.  Citation: Official Website of the Department of Homeland Security\ U.S. Citizenship and 

Immigration Service \ slb \ SERVICE LAW BOOKS MENU \ TITLE 8 OF CODE OF FEDERAL 

REGULATIONS (8 CFR) \ 8 CFR PART 337 – OATH OF ALLEGIANCE \ § Sec. 337.1 Oath of 

allegiance. 

3.1.4. The Government has seen fit to so protect the free exercise of religious freedoms, that it 

is allowing new citizens to delete the words “so help me God” from the oath.  How then can 

that same government restrict a natural born citizen from exercising similarly the free practice 

of religious rights under the First Amendment of the Constitution of the United States? 

3.1.2. History 

3.1.2.1. 1.  Separation of Church and State - The Metaphor and the Constitution 

3.1.2.1.1. 1.  "Separation of church and state" is a common metaphor that is well recognized. 

Equally well recognized is the metaphorical meaning of the church staying out of the state's 

business and the state staying out of the church's business. Because of the very common usage 

of the "separation of church and state phrase," most people incorrectly think the phrase is in 

the constitution. The phrase "wall of separation between the church and the state" was 

originally coined by Thomas Jefferson in a letter to the Danbury Baptists on January 1, 1802. His 

purpose in this letter was to assuage [make less intense, ease, mitigate] the fears of the 

Danbury, Connecticut Baptists, and so he told them that this wall had been erected to protect 

them. The metaphor was used exclusively to keep the state out of the church's business, not to 

keep the church out of the state's business.  
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3.1.2.1.2. 2.  The constitution states, "Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment 

of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof." Both the free exercise clause and the 

establishment clause place restrictions on the government concerning laws they pass or 

interfering with religion. No restrictions are placed on religions except perhaps that a religious 

denomination cannot become the state religion. 

3.2. Citation:  AllAboutGOD.com PO Box 507 Peyton, Colorado 80831: All About History 

“Separation of Church and State”. 

3.2.1. Excerpt from their “About Us”:  “Although we reject man-made religion, we consider the 

personal pursuit of God as paramount in each of our personal life journeys. We also believe 

that ultimate, saving Truth is found only through God’s Son, Jesus Christ.” 

4. I to reject man-made religion and thus the structure of the tenets of my beliefs shared in the 

complaint as Exhibits 1 & 2!  I do not believe that JESUS CHRIST was, is, and ever shall be the 

literal “son of GOD”, but that the CHRIST of 2000+ years ago was GOD, HIMSELF, in the FLESH 

walking amongst HIS Children to return us to HIM one on ONE in HIS PROCESS OF ANCIENT OF 

DAYS, ISRAEL.  My beliefs are solely based on the TEACHINGS of GOD, that it is a one on ONE 

relationship that GOD SEEKS with each of us, without interference or hindrance from anyone or 

anything.  The following excerpts, from the revised standard version of the bible copyright old 

testament 1952, copyright new testament 1946 Zondervan Publishing House, are four 

expressions of this tenet along with the ONE TRUE definition of ISRAEL: 

4.1. Exodus 20.3: “You shall have no other gods before or besides ME.” 

4.1.1. I read, understand, and practice this; the following; and other verses, as a ministerial 

duty, to strive only with GOD for my flesh and soul.  This is not to say that I’m closed to 

discussion with others about this, but all discussion needs to be tested with GOD on this, GOD’S 

FIRST LAW. 

4.1.2. Ezekiel 14.12-14: “And the WORD of the LORD came to me:  ‘Son of man, when a land 

sins against ME by acting faithlessly, and I stretch out MY HAND against it, and break its staff of 

bread and send famine upon it, and cut off from it man and beast, even if these three men, 

Noah, Daniel, and Job, were in it, they would deliver but their own lives by their righteousness, 

say the LORD GOD.’ ” 

4.1.3. Ezekiel 3.18 – 19:  “If I say to the wicked, ‘You shall surely die,’ and you give him no 

warning, nor speak to warn the wicked from his wicked way, in order to save his life, that 

wicked man shall die in his iniquity; but his blood I will requite at your hand.  But if you warn 

the wicked, and he does not turn from his wickedness, or from his wicked way, he shall die in 

his iniquity; but you will have saved your life.” 
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4.1.4. Zechariah 14.9: “And the LORD will become KING over all the earth; on that day the LORD 

will be ONE and HIS NAME ONE.” 

4.1.5. ISRAEL:  From footnote “u” in Genesis 32.28: “That is he who STRIVES with GOD or GOD 

STRIVES.” 

4.1.5.1. Note:  It is not they, them, or a plurality.  It is a singularity “he”.  Noting secondarily that 

“he” is generic with GOD as in Genesis 1.27: “So GOD created man in HIS OWN IMAGE, in the 

IMAGE of GOD HE CREATED him; male and female HE CREATED them.” 

5. The Founding Fathers Established the Bill of Rights for all Americans as part of the 

Constitution with the very First Amendment relative religious exercise by the government and 

the individual. 

5.1. Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free 

exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the people 

peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of grievances. 

5.2. The Supreme Law of the Land of the United States here establishes the Protection of “free 

exercise” of religion as a “ministerial duty” of Congress. 

6. Free Exercise Clause: 

6.1. Congress shall make no law … of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof …  

6.2. The Judiciary has abridged this slightly by not allowing religious practice that interferes 

with anyone else’s Liberties, which is just part of Domestic Tranquility. 

7. Free Exercise Clause: Free Exercise Clause refers to the section of the First Amendment 

italicized here: 

7.1. “Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free 

exercise thereof...” 

7.2. The Free Exercise Clause reserves the right of American citizens to accept any religious 

belief and engage in religious rituals.  The ACA does not allow for this! 

7.2.1. Thus the Government is, but cannot protect some religions and punish others or it is 

grouping citizens by religion, and the ACA adopts a specific religious tax for those religions that 

don’t meet the Government’s Religious Specification. 

7.2.1. The wording in the free-exercise clauses of state constitutions that religious “[o]pinion, 

expression of opinion, and practice were all expressly protected” by the Free Exercise Clause. 

7.2.2. [1] The clause protects not just religious beliefs but actions made on behalf of those 

beliefs. More importantly, the wording of state constitutions suggest that “free exercise 
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envisions religiously compelled exemptions from at least some generally applicable laws.”  [1] 

Michael McConnell, Religion and the Constitution (2002), pg. 105.  IE: the ACA! 

7.2.3. [2] The Free Exercise Clause not only protects religious belief and expression; it also 

seems to allow for violation of laws, as long as that violation is made for religious reasons.  In 

the terms of economic theory, the Free Exercise Clause promotes a free religious market by 

precluding taxation of religious activities by minority sects.  [2] Id. at 107.  “precluding”: prevent 

from happening; make impossible: synonyms: prevent, rule out, stop, prohibit, debar, bar, 

hinder, impede, inhibit, exclude.  Yet those who are supposed to know this stuff voted for and 

signed the ACA into Law! 

7.2.3.1. Emphasis on “precluding taxations”: The Affordable Care Act under Application for 

Exemption from the Shared Responsibility Payment for Members of Recognized Religious Sects 

or Divisions states every person needs to have health coverage or “make a payment on your 

federal income tax return called the ‘shared responsibility payment.’””; SCOTUS has ruled this 

mandate for shared payment to be a tax; and the al-quran; A Contemporary Translation, by 

Ahmed Ali; Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ; Copyright 1993 by Orooj Ahmed Ali says in 

the first book, “The Cow: 2.43 Be firm in devotion; give zakat*** (the due share of your wealth 

for the welfare of others.)”.  I argue that these two are identical statements and that specific 

religious taxation and religious code has been inserted into the ACA by the present resident of 

the oval office, imam obama, and his sages in Congress et al, the new Liberal-Socialist-

Communistic-Democrat Party.  Therefore the ACA is unconstitutional, or at least the religious 

exemption section. 

7.2.4. [3] Constitutional scholars and even Supreme Court opinions have contended that the 

two religion clauses are in conflict. E.g., Thomas v. Review Board, 450 U.S. 707 (1981). As 

mentioned previously, the Free Exercise Clause implies special accommodation of religious 

ideas and actions, even to the point of exemptions to generally applicable laws. Such a special 

benefit seems to violate the neutrality between “religion and non-religion” mandated by the 

Establishment Clause. McConnell explains: 

7.2.4.1. If there is a constitutional requirement for accommodation of religious conduct, it will 

most likely be found in the Free Exercise Clause. Some say, though, that it is a violation of the 

Establishment Clause for the government to give any special benefit or recognition of religion. 

In that case, we have a First Amendment in conflict with itself—the Establishment Clause 

forbidding what the Free Exercise Clause requires. [3] Richard Posner and Michael McConnell, 

"An Economic Approach to Issues of Religious Freedom," 56 University of Chicago Law Review 1 

(1989). 

7.2.6. [4] Historically, the Supreme Court has been inconsistent in dealing with this problem. 

When the Court leans toward more accommodation for the Free Exercise Clause, there is 
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greater conflict.  [4] McConnell, note 1 above, at 102.8.1.2. SEPARATION OF CHURCH AND 

STATE (1ST AMENDMENT) 

7.2.7. When the Amendment was drafted, it applied only to the U.S. Congress; state and local 

governments could abridge the free exercise of religion as long as there was no similar 

provision in the state constitution. In 1940, the Supreme Court held in Cantwell v. Connecticut 

that, due to the Fourteenth Amendment, the Free Exercise Clause is enforceable against state 

and local governments. 

7.2.8. Some have and some more will no doubt argue that the Establishment Clause and the 

Free Exercise Clause contradict each other.  But we must not just consider the pigeon hole, but 

both the pigeon and the whole:  The Founding Fathers in The Declaration of Independence 

created the Liberty for the pigeons, “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are 

created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that 

among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.” and then they created the 

caretakers of the pigeon coop with the Constitution, the three branches of our Government 

each with specific powers, Legislative – build fences to protect all the pigeons from the weasels 

outside and the weasels inside; the Executive is to lead the Pigeons and control the weasels, 

and work with the Legislative to do so; and the Judicial is to make sure the other two don’t 

become weasels and invade on the individual Liberties of the pigeon’s and pigeon activity as 

long as no other pigeons are harmed; and then to remind both the caretakers and the pigeons 

of this they made a Bill of Rights and added it to the Constitution, and in the First Bill of Rights 

they told the caretakers not to enter into any form of religion in any way to try to organize the 

pigeons, Establishment Clause, and because of the power of the Liberty in the Declaration of 

Independence they told the caretakers and pigeons that the pigeons are free to worship 

anyway they want as long as no other pigeons are harmed regardless of what you try to do so 

don’t try to control them, Free Exercise Clause!  They do not contradict each other! 

8.  Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993 (RFRA), 42 U.S.C. § 2000bb et seq. 

8.1. (a) Findings The Congress finds that—  

8.1.1. (1) the framers of the Constitution, recognizing free exercise of religion as an unalienable 

right, secured its protection in the First Amendment to the Constitution;  

8.1.2. (2) laws “neutral” toward religion may burden religious exercise as surely as laws 

intended to interfere with religious exercise; 

8.1.2.1. The ACA attempts to be neutral to religion by allowing for a Religious exemption, 

however, by the restrictive nature of the language and requirements to qualify for a Religious 

Exemption under the ACA, the ACA in fact burdens the religious free exercise of individuals, and 

goes beyond by punishing those individuals by fining them for non-participation in the ACA.  
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Thus the request for the entire law to rendered unconstitutional.  Further arguments for the 

unconstitutionality of the entire law to follow. 

8.1.3. (3) governments should not substantially burden religious exercise without compelling 

justification; 

8.1.3.1. By using the phrase “not substantially burdened”, in paragraph (3) above and similarly 

other paragraphs below the RFRA has modified the First Amendment of our Constitution, it is 

my understanding that the this part of Constitution can only be modified by Amendment to the 

Constitution.  This was put into law when the Democrats had control of the House, Senate, and 

Presidency in 1993, just more of the new Liberal-Socialist-Communistic-Democrat Party to 

unconstitutionally undermine our Constitutional Liberties. 

8.1.3.2. Also there is no compelling justification why the Congress and President should 

substantially burden my religious free exercise. 

8.1.4. (4) in Employment Division v. Smith, 494 U.S. 872 (1990) the Supreme Court virtually 

eliminated the requirement that the government justify burdens on religious exercise imposed 

by laws neutral toward religion; and 

8.1.4.1. The above case relates to “religiously inspired peyote use v. Oregon Criminal Statutes 

related to controlled substances”, this is a very specific case having very specific application,  

Flemming v. Nestor, 363 U.S. 603 (1960); Related to the Social Security Act; Mr. Justice Harlan 

delivered the opinion of the Court: “It is thus apparent that, though the governing criterion may 

be readily stated, each case has turned on its own highly particularized context.”, However, 

when you read the opinion by Justice Scalia, there was a Grand Over Reach against the Free 

Exercise Clause.  Justice O’Conner expressed this in her included opinion.  Then they poked 

barbs at each other.  And the Dissenting opinion did much of the same.  Justice Scalia’s own 

words “jiggery-pokery” from his dissenting opinion in No. 14–114, DAVID KING, ET AL., 

PETITIONERS v. SYLVIA BURWELL, ET AL., 25-Jun-2015 haunt him today. 

8.1.4.2. Employment Division v. Smith, 494 U.S. 872 (1990), Justice Saclia Delivered the Opinion 

of the Court: Excerpt from that opinion: “Thus, the First Amendment obviously excludes all 

"governmental regulation of religious beliefs as such." Sherbert v. Verner, supra, 374 U.S. at 374 

U. S. 402. The government may not compel affirmation of religious belief, see Torcaso v. 

Watkins, 367 U. S. 488 (1961), punish the expression of religious doctrines it believes to be 

false, United States v. Ballard, 322 U. S. 78, 322 U. S. 86-88 (1944), impose special disabilities on 

the basis of religious views or religious status, see McDaniel v. Paty, 435 U. S. 618 (1978); 

Fowler v. Rhode Island, 345 U. S. 67, 345 U. S. 69 (1953); cf. Larson v. Valente, 456 U. S. 228, 456 

U. S. 245 (1982), or lend its power to one or the other side in controversies over religious 

authority or dogma, see Presbyterian Church v. Hull Church, 393 U. S. 440, 393 U. S. 445-452 

(1969); Kedroff v. St. Nicholas Cathedral, 344 U. S. 94, 344 U. S. 95-119 (1952); Serbian Eastern 

https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/374/398/case.html#402
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/374/398/case.html#402
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/367/488/case.html
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/322/78/case.html
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/322/78/case.html#86
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/435/618/case.html
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/345/67/case.html
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/345/67/case.html#69
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/456/228/case.html
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/456/228/case.html#245
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/456/228/case.html#245
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/393/440/case.html
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/393/440/case.html#445
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/344/94/case.html
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/344/94/case.html#95
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Orthodox Diocese v. Milivojevich, 426 U. S. 696, 426 U. S. 708-725 (1976).” Then he proceeded 

to tear apart the test for violation of Free Exercise and that it shouldn’t be applied to each and 

every case.  Yet the court has always ruled on the particulars of each case and that is what I’m 

asking for. 

8.1.5. (5) the compelling interest test as set forth in prior Federal court rulings is a workable test 

for striking sensible balances between religious liberty and competing prior governmental 

interests. 

8.1.5.1. Excerpts from two of those rulings listed below will be presented and commented on 

later. 

8.2. (b) Purposes The purposes of this chapter are—  

8.2.1. (1) to restore the compelling interest test as set forth in Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U.S. 398 

(1963) and Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406 U.S. 205 (1972) and to guarantee its application in all cases 

where free exercise of religion is substantially burdened; and 

8.2.1.2. By the limitations of date “1950” for establishing acceptable religious tenets; coercion 

of loss of Social Security Act Benefits; and penalties of non-participation my free exercise of my 

beliefs are being substantially burdened. 

8.2.2. (2) to provide a claim or defense to persons whose religious exercise is substantially 

burdened by government. 

8.2.2.1. As the Supreme Court has established in Helvering vs. Davis (1937) and Flemming v. 

Nestor (1960) the Congresses and President have power to control the disposition of 

government programs, the Congress and President here in the Religious Freedom Restoration 

Act of 1993 (RFRA), which became law in 11/16/1993 allows for a claim who’s free exercise of 

religion is substantially burdened by the government.  My complaint is just that: the 

government is substantially burdening mine and others free exercise of religious beliefs. Thus 

my Compensatory Relief for a return of what I have paid in at the annual rate of the DOW 

should be granted.  The basis of use of the DOW will be argued in the other documents. 

8.3. Citation:  (Pub. L. 103–141, § 2, Nov. 16, 1993, 107 Stat. 1488.)  Cornell University Law 

School, Legal Information Institute. 

9. A look at the RFRA from CONGRESS.GOV H.R.1308 — 103rd Congress (1993-1994), Passed 

Senate amended (10/27/1993), 11/16/1993 Became Public Law No: 103-141. 

9.1. Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993 - Prohibits any agency, department, or official of 

the United States or any State (the government) from substantially burdening a person's 

exercise of religion even if the burden results from a rule of general applicability, except that 

the government may burden a person's exercise of religion only if it demonstrates that 

https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/426/696/case.html
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/426/696/case.html#708
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application of the burden to the person: (1) furthers a compelling governmental interest; and 

(2) is the least restrictive means of furthering that compelling governmental interest. 

9.1.1. As My complaint is just that: the government is substantially burdening mine and others 

free exercise of religious beliefs. 

9.1.2. Nothing in the ACA or Social Security Act substantiates compelling governmental interest 

to substantially restrict or burden mine and/or others free exercise of religious beliefs. 

9.1.3.  I argue that the governmental interest here is political for the interest of one party, the 

Democrats, to protect certain small interest groups of individuals so that, that party can garner 

votes, all be it subtly and maybe indirectly, and control the government.  This argument is being 

made because the ACA substantially burdens more people financially than it benefits. 

9.1.4. Title 18 Chapter 29 U.S. Code § 597 - Expenditures to influence voting 

9.1.4.1. Whoever makes or offers to make an expenditure to any person, either to vote or 

withhold his vote, or to vote for or against any candidate; and 

9.1.4.2. Whoever solicits, accepts, or receives any such expenditure in consideration of his vote 

or the withholding of his vote— 

9.1.4.3. Shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than one year, or both; and if the 

violation was willful, shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than two years, or 

both. 

9.1.5. Title 18 Chapter 29 U.S. Code 598. Coercion by means of relief appropriations 

9.1.5.1. Whoever uses any part of any appropriation made by Congress for work relief, relief, or 

for increasing employment by providing loans and grants for public-works projects, or exercises 

or administers any authority conferred by any Appropriation Act for the purpose of interfering 

with, restraining, or coercing any individual in the exercise of his right to vote at any election, 

shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than one year, or both. 

9.1.5.2. Citation: uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?path=/prelim@title18/part1/chapter29 —

CHAPTER 29 ELECTIONS AND POLITICAL ACTIVITIES Code 597 and 598. 

9.2. Sets forth provisions pertaining to judicial relief, attorney’s fees, and applicability.  

9.2.1. Declares that: (1) nothing in this Act shall be construed to interpret the clause of the First 

Amendment to the Constitution prohibiting the establishment of religion; (2) the granting of 

government funding, benefits, or exemptions, to the extent permissible under that clause, shall 

not constitute a violation of this Act; and (3) as used in this Act, “granting” does not include the 

denial of government funding, benefits, or exemptions. 
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9.2.2. As the Supreme Court has established in Helvering vs. Davis and Flemming v. Nestor 

(1960) the Congresses and President have power to control the disposition of government 

programs, the Congress and President here in the Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993 

(RFRA), which became law in 11/16/1993 allows for the granting of benefits, or exemptions.  

Furthermore, it establishes that “granting” does not include denial of government benefits or 

exemptions. 

9.2.2.1. It is argued that by the restrictive tenets establishment year of “1950”; coercion of loss 

of Social Security Act; and penalties of non-participation in the ACA that the Religious Freedom 

Restoration Act of 1993, the ACA and subsequently the Social Security Act are violating this 

provision of the Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993 and my free exercise of my religious 

beliefs. 

9.3. Citation:  Gongress.gov, Home > Legislation > 103rd Congress > H.R.1308 

10. Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U.S. 398 (1963) 

10.1. This is a case of denial of unemployment benefits because of the free practice of religious 

beliefs of a woman from the Seventh-Day Adventist Church in South Carolina who would not 

work on Saturdays.  The State of South Carolina denied her claim to unemployment benefits.  

The Supreme Court of the United States upheld her right to the free practice of her religious 

beliefs and that she was due the unemployment benefits. 

10.1.1. This case in my opinion is very much a conjugate of my case, except it is the Federal 

Government that seeks to deny my benefits, and more so, in addition to denying my benefits, 

fine me for non-participation, and then take away my Social Security Act Benefits, and 

application of “pains and penalty” for those who won’t bow to their religiously acceptable 

tenets. 

10.2. MR. JUSTICE BRENNAN delivered the opinion of the Court.  The following are excerpts 

from that opinion: 

10.3. I 

10.3.1. The door of the Free Exercise Clause stands tightly closed against any governmental 

regulation of religious beliefs as such, Cantwell v. Connecticut, 310 U. S. 296, 310 U. S. 303. 

Government may neither compel affirmation of a repugnant belief, Torcaso v. Watkins, 367 U. 

S. 488; nor penalize or discriminate against individuals or groups because they hold religious 

views abhorrent to the authorities, Fowler v. Rhode Island, 345 U. S. 67; nor employ the taxing 

power to inhibit the dissemination of particular religious views, Murdock v. Pennsylvania, 319 

U. S. 105; Follett v. McCormick, 321 U. S. 573; cf. Grosjean v. American Press Co., 297 U. S. 233.   
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10.3.1.1. “Government may neither compel affirmation of a repugnant belief, Torcaso v. 

Watkins, 367 U. S. 488; nor penalize or discriminate against individuals or groups because they 

hold religious views abhorrent to the authorities, Fowler v. Rhode Island, 345 U. S. 67; nor 

employ the taxing power to inhibit the dissemination of particular religious views”.  In my 

opinion this goes directly to the question of separation of church and state, in that the ACA and 

the Social Security Act impose on me a time requirement that I cannot meet because of my age 

and the restrictive tenets of different religion.  Therefore, the ACA and secondarily Social 

Security Act goes against this very ruling of the SCOTUS, justifying my claim that the ACA and 

Social Security Act violate my free exercise of my religious beliefs.  And, thus, further 

substantiation of my request for all the relief I seek and declaring both ACA and Social Security 

Act unconstitutional. 

10.3.1.2. I argue, that in my case I am directly compelled by criminal sanction to participate in 

the ACA:  26 U.S.C.; Title 26 - INTERNAL REVENUE CODE; Subtitle F - Procedure and 

Administration (sections 6001 - 7874); CHAPTER 75 - CRIMES, OTHER OFFENSES, AND 

FORFEITURES (sections 7201 - 7344); Subchapter A - Crimes (sections 7201 - 7241); PART I - 

GENERAL PROVISIONS (sections 7201 - 7217); Sec. 7201 - Attempt to evade or defeat tax: Any 

person who willfully attempts in any manner to evade or defeat any tax imposed by this title or 

the payment thereof shall, in addition to other penalties provided by law, be guilty of a felony 

and, upon conviction thereof, shall be fined not more than $100,000 ($500,000 in the case of a 

corporation), or imprisoned not more than 5 years, or both, together with the costs of 

prosecution.  And if you read Nat'l Fed'n of Indep. Bus. v. Sebelius 567 U.S. ___ (2012) Chief 

Justice Roberts delivering the opinion of the Court, near the end where it is now a tax and not a 

commerce penalty, and the specifics of the ACA you to will see that the IRS can reach out and 

touch you as a criminal. 

10.4. II 

10.4.1. We turn first to the question whether the disqualification for benefits imposes any 

burden on the free exercise of appellant's religion. We think it is clear that it does. In a sense, 

the consequences of such a disqualification to religious principles and practices may be only an 

indirect result of welfare legislation within the State's general competence to enact; it is true 

that no criminal sanctions directly compel appellant to work a six-day week. But this is only the 

beginning, not the end, of our (Page 374 U. S. 404) inquiry. [Footnote 5] For "[i]f the purpose or 

effect of a law is to impede the observance of one or all religions or is to discriminate 

invidiously between religions, that law is constitutionally invalid even though the burden may 

be characterized as being only indirect." 

10.4.1.1. SCOTUS ruled that the disqualification for benefits imposes a burden on the free 

exercise of religion.  I argue that because my complaint closely parallels this case that a similar 

ruling in my case can be expected should my case go all the way to the SCOTUS because what 
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the Administrative branch of the Federal Government zealously seeks to protect is the ruling 

party, the Democrats and their coalition style of vote garnering. 

10.4.2. Braunfeld v. Brown, supra, at 366 U. S. 607. Here, not only is it apparent that appellant's 

declared ineligibility for benefits derives solely from the practice of her religion, but the 

pressure upon her to forego that practice is unmistakable. The ruling forces her to choose 

between following the precepts of her religion and forfeiting benefits, on the one hand, and 

abandoning one of the precepts of her religion in order to accept work, on the other hand. 

Governmental imposition of such a choice puts the same kind of burden upon the free exercise 

of religion as would a fine imposed against appellant for her Saturday worship. 

10.4.2.1. I argue that this fits exactly to what is being imposed on me by the ACA and 

secondarily Social Security Act.  However, in my case the governmental imposed pressure is 

greater and escalated because of the fine imposed by the ACA and the fine increasing each year 

for non-participation. 

10.4.3. Nor may the South Carolina court's construction of the statute be saved from 

constitutional infirmity on the ground that unemployment compensation benefits are not 

appellant's "right," but merely a "privilege." It is too late in the day to doubt that the liberties of 

religion and expression may be infringed by the denial of or placing of conditions upon a benefit 

or privilege. [Footnote 6] American (Page 374 U. S. 405) Communications Assn. v. Douds, 339 U. 

S. 382, 339 U. S. 390; Wieman v. Updegraff, 344 U. S. 183, 344 U. S. 191-192; Hannegan v. 

Esquire, Inc., 327 U. S. 146, 327 U. S. 155-156. For example, in Flemming v. Nestor, 363 U. S. 

603, 363 U. S. 611, the Court recognized with respect to Federal Social Security benefits that 

"[t]he interest of a covered employee under the Act is of sufficient substance to fall within the 

protection from arbitrary governmental action afforded by the Due Process Clause." 

10.4.3.1. Substituting “Federal Court” for “South Carolina court” for application to my case: 

“Nor may the Federal Court's construction of the statute be saved from constitutional infirmity 

on the ground that unemployment compensation benefits are not appellant's "right," but 

merely a "privilege.” It is too late in the day to doubt that the liberties of religion and 

expression may be infringed by the denial of or placing of conditions upon a benefit or 

privilege.” 

10.4.3.2. I argue, that in my case I am directly compelled by a criminal sanction to participate in 

the ACA:  26 U.S.C.; Title 26 - INTERNAL REVENUE CODE; Subtitle F - Procedure and 

Administration (sections 6001 - 7874); CHAPTER 75 - CRIMES, OTHER OFFENSES, AND 

FORFEITURES (sections 7201 - 7344); Subchapter A - Crimes (sections 7201 - 7241); PART I - 

GENERAL PROVISIONS (sections 7201 - 7217); Sec. 7201 - Attempt to evade or defeat tax: Any 

person who willfully attempts in any manner to evade or defeat any tax imposed by this title or 

the payment thereof shall, in addition to other penalties provided by law, be guilty of a felony 
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and, upon conviction thereof, shall be fined not more than $100,000 ($500,000 in the case of a 

corporation), or imprisoned not more than 5 years, or both, together with the costs of 

prosecution. 

10.4.3.3. How is it that these rulings by SCOTUS are lost on the Congress and President of these 

United States? 

10.4.3.3.1. I can argue that it is because of their egregious dereliction of ministerial duty in 

protecting and defending the Constitution of the United States of America. 

10.4.3.3.2.  I can also argue that the governmental interest here is political for the interest of 

one party, the Democrats, to protect certain small interest groups of individuals so that, that 

party can garner votes, all be it subtly and maybe indirectly, and control the government. 

10.4.3.3.3. I further argue that Both 1. And 2. above are criminal in nature when it comes to 

protecting our Republic and for which it stands.  Thus, I filed a criminal complaint with the 

Federal Government pursuant to their requirements and have not had a response. 

10.4.4. In Speiser v. Randall, 357 U. S. 513, we emphasized that conditions upon public benefits 

cannot be sustained if they so operate, whatever their purpose, [is] a to inhibit or deter the 

exercise of First Amendment freedoms. We there struck down a condition which limited the 

availability of a tax exemption to those members of the exempted class who affirmed their 

loyalty to the state government granting the exemption. While the State was surely under no 

obligation to afford such an exemption, we held that the imposition of such a condition upon 

even a gratuitous benefit inevitably deterred or discouraged the exercise of First Amendment 

rights of expression, and thereby threatened to "produce a result which the State could not 

command directly." 357 U.S. (Page 374 U. S. 406) at 357 U. S. 526. "To deny an exemption to 

claimants who engage in certain forms of speech is, in effect, to penalize them for such 

speech." Id. at 357 U. S. 518. Likewise, to condition the availability of benefits upon this 

appellant's willingness to violate a cardinal principle of her religious faith effectively penalizes 

the free exercise of her constitutional liberties. 

10.4.4.1. I argue that this is another case, that is within the first case supporting my claim, and 

that it also supports my claim clearly and definitively: “we emphasized that conditions upon 

public benefits cannot be sustained if they so operate, whatever their purpose, a to inhibit or 

deter the exercise of First Amendment freedoms.” 

10.5. III 

10.5.1. We must next consider whether some compelling state interest enforced in the 

eligibility provisions of the South Carolina statute justifies the substantial infringement of 

appellant's First Amendment right. It is basic that no showing merely of a rational relationship 

to some colorable state interest would suffice; in this highly sensitive constitutional area, 
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"[o]nly the gravest abuses, endangering paramount interests, give occasion for permissible 

limitation," Thomas v. Collins, 323 U. S. 516, 323 U. S. 530. 

10.5.1.1. I argue that there are no gravest abuses, endangering paramount interests, giving 

occasion for permissible limitation by the ACA and secondarily Social Security Act for the 

substantial infringements placed on mey by these two laws. 

10.5.1.2. Thus, I further argue for the unconstitutionality of the ACA and Social Security Act. 

10.5.2. (Page 374 U. S. 407)  No such abuse or danger has been advanced in the present case. 

The appellees suggest no more than a possibility that the filing of fraudulent claims by 

unscrupulous claimants feigning religious objections to Saturday work might not only dilute the 

unemployment compensation fund, … -- it is highly doubtful whether such evidence would be 

sufficient to warrant a substantial infringement of religious liberties. For even if the possibility 

of spurious claims did threaten to dilute the fund and disrupt the scheduling of work, it would 

plainly be incumbent upon the appellees to demonstrate that no alternative forms of regulation 

would combat such abuses without infringing First Amendment rights. [Footnote 7] Cf. 364 U. S. 

Tucker, 364 U.S. (Page 374 U. S. 408) 479, 364 U. S. 487-490; Talley v. California, 362 U. S. 60, 

362 U. S. 64; Schneider v. State, 308 U. S. 147, 308 U. S. 161; Martin v. Struthers, 319 U. S. 141, 

319 U. S. 144-149. 

10.5.2.1. My complaint in this case, 3:16-cv-93 initially sought only the compensatory damages 

imposed on me by the actions of the Federal Government in attempting to substantially 

infringe on my First Amendment right of Free Exercise of religious beliefs and practices. 

10.5.2.2. In my complaint I also sought the right to seek other damages from those directly 

responsible for violating my First Amendment right of Free Exercise of Beliefs:  These individuals 

being Senators, and Representatives of the Federal Government and the President of the 

United States.  Because their actions are violations of Ministerial Duties vs Discretionary Duties, 

I argue there is a non-applicability of “Absolute Immunity”.  See Exhibit 19.  I will further argue 

in other documents for actual damages and relief personally from these individuals for their 

actions. 

10.6. IV 

10.6.1. In holding as we do, plainly we are not fostering the "establishment" of the Seventh-day 

Adventist religion in South Carolina, for the extension of unemployment benefits to 

Sabbatarians in common with Sunday worshippers reflects nothing more than the 

governmental obligation of neutrality in the face of religious differences, and does not 

represent that involvement of religious with secular institutions which it is the object of the 

Establishment Clause to forestall. 
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10.6.1.1. I am seeking the Federal Government’s “obligation of neutrality” in the face of my 

Free Exercise of religious Beliefs, which in this case SCOTUS upheld and reinforced with this 

paragraph. 

10.6.2.  This holding but reaffirms a principle that we announced a decade and a half ago, 

namely that no State may "exclude individual Catholics, Lutherans, Mohammedans, Baptists, 

Jews, Methodists, Non-believers, Presbyterians, or the members of any other faith, because of 

their faith, or lack of it, from receiving the benefits of public welfare legislation." 

10.6.2.1. I am arguing here that “the Federal Government cannot” can be substituted for “no 

State may” in this paragraph and that I should be granted the compensatory damages of loss of 

benefits of the Social Security Act public welfare legislation as it stood at the date of the filing of 

my complaint, as I’m not the party seeking to receive something I’m not deserving of, but I’m 

the party seeking protection from a Federal Law that seeks to take benefits away from me if I 

do not conform to the Federal Government’s structure, definition, and time conformance of 

acceptable tenets of religious belief, which I argue violates the “Establishment Clause” of the 

First Amendment of the Constitution of the United States.  

10.7. [Footnote 5]  (Related to 10.4.1. Above) 

10.7.1. In a closely analogous context, this Court said:  ". . . the fact that no direct restraint or 

punishment is imposed upon speech or assembly does not determine the free speech question. 

Under some circumstances, indirect 'discouragements' undoubtedly have the same coercive 

effect upon the exercise of First Amendment rights as imprisonment, fines, injunctions or taxes. 

A requirement that adherents of particular religious faiths or political parties wear identifying 

arm-bands, for example, is obviously of this nature."  American Communications Assn. v. 

Douds, 339 U. S. 382, 339 U. S. 402. Cf. Smith v. California, 361 U. S. 147, 361 U. S. 153-155. 

10.7.1.1. I argue here that the requirements under the ACA and Social Security Act are much 

more than indirect, but are coercive and direct with the loss of Social Security Act benefits if I 

don’t conform. 

10.7.1.2. I further argue, that the suggestion here that indirect acts have the same coercive 

effect, and that the coercive effect can be applied in a suggestive positive manner by a political 

party as I argued supra.  I argue that the governmental interest here is political for the interest 

of one party, the Democrats, to protect certain small interest groups of individuals so that, that 

party can garner votes, all be it subtly and maybe indirectly, and control the government.  Thus 

further substantiating the Relief Request of havinge the entire ACA and Social Security Act ruled 

unconstitutional.   

10.8. [Footnote 6] (Related to 10.4.3. Above)  
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10.8.1. See, for examples of conditions and qualifications upon governmental privileges and 

benefits which have been invalidated because of their tendency to inhibit constitutionally 

protected activity, Steinberg v. United States, 143 Ct.Cl. 1, 163 F.Supp. 590; Syrek v. California 

Unemployment Ins. Board, 54 Cal.2d 519, 354 P.2d 625; Fino v. Maryland Employment Security 

Board, 218 Md. 504, 147 A.2d 738; Chicago Housing Authority v. Blackman, 4 Ill.2d 319, 122 

N.E.2d 522; Housing Authority of Los Angeles v. Cordova, 130 Cal.App.2d 883, 279 P.2d 215; 

Lawson v. Housing Authority of Milwaukee, 270 Wis. 269, 70 N.W.2d 605; Danskin v. San Diego 

Unified School District, 28 Cal.2d 536, 171 P.2d 885; American Civil Liberties Union v. Board of 

Education, 55 Cal.2d 167, 359 P.2d 45; cf. City of Baltimore v. A. S. Abell Co., 218 Md. 273, 145 

A.2d 111. See also Willcox, Invasions of the First Amendment Through Conditioned Public 

Spending, 41 Cornell L.Q. 12 (1955); Emerson, Toward a General Theory of the First 

Amendment, 72 Yale L.J. 877, 942-943 (1963); 36 N.Y.U.L.Rev. 1052 (1961); 9 Kan.L.Rev. 346 

(1961); Note, Unconstitutional Conditions, 73 Harv.L.Rev. 1595, 1599-1602 (1960). 

10.8.1.1. This just supports my arguments that the Federal Government’s conditions on 

Religious Exemption in the ACA and secondarily Social Security Act should be invalidated.  The 

supra Imbedded Arguments restated here: 

10.8.1.2. Substituting “Federal Court” for “South Carolina court” for application to my case: 

“Nor may the Federal Court's construction of the statute be saved from constitutional infirmity 

on the ground that unemployment compensation benefits are not appellant's "right," but 

merely a "privilege." It is too late in the day to doubt that the liberties of religion and 

expression may be infringed by the denial of or placing of conditions upon a benefit or 

privilege.” 

10.8.1.3. How is it that these rules by SCOTUS are is lost on the Congress and President of these 

United States?  1.  I can argue that it is because of their egregious dereliction of ministerial duty 

in protecting and defending the Constitution of the United States of America.  2.  I can also 

argue that the governmental interest here is political for the interest of one party, the 

Democrats, to protect certain small interest groups of individuals so that, that party can garner 

votes, all be it subtly and maybe indirectly, and control the government.  3.  I further argue that 

Both 1. And 2. above are criminal in nature when it comes to protecting our Republic and for 

which it stands.  Thus, I filed a criminal complaint with the Federal Government pursuant to 

their requirements and have not had a response. 

10.9. [Footnote 7] (Related to 10.5.2. Above) 

10.9.1. We note that, before the instant decision, state supreme courts had, without exception, 

granted benefits to persons who were physically available for work but unable to find suitable 

employment solely because of a religious prohibition against Saturday work. E.g., In re Miller, 

243 N.C. 509, 91 S.E.2d 241; Swenson v. Michigan Employment Security Comm'n, 340 Mich. 
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430, 65 N.W.2d 709; Tary v. Board of Review, 161 Ohio St. 251, 119 N.E.2d 56. Cf. Kut v. Albers 

Super Markets, Inc., 146 Ohio St. 522, 66 N.E.2d 643, appeal dismissed sub nom. Kut v. Bureau 

of Unemployment Compensation, 329 U.S. 669. One author has observed, "the law was settled 

that conscientious objections to work on the Sabbath made such work unsuitable, and that 

such objectors were nevertheless available for work. . . . A contrary opinion would make the 

unemployment compensation law unconstitutional as a violation of freedom of religion. 

Religious convictions, strongly held, are so impelling as to constitute good cause for refusal. 

Since availability refers to suitable work, religious observers were not unavailable because they 

excluded Sabbath work." 

10.9.1.1. This just provides further support that I should receive the compensatory damages 

sought in my complaint.  The Imbedded Arguments supra are restated here: 

10.9.1.2. My complaint in this case, 3:16-cv-93 initially sought only the compensatory damages 

imposed on me by the actions of the Federal Government in attempting to substantially 

infringe on my First Amendment right of Free Exercise of religious beliefs and practices.” 

10.9.1.3. In my complaint I also sought the right to seek other damages from those directly 

responsible for violating my First Amendment right of Free Exercise of Beliefs:  These individuals 

being Senators, and Representatives of the Federal Government and the President of the 

United States.  Because their actions are violations of Ministerial Duties vs Discretionary Duties, 

I argue there is a non-applicability of “Absolute Immunity”.  See Exhibit 19.  I will further argue 

in other documents for actual damages and relief personally from these individuals for their 

actions.” 

10.9.2. Altman, Availability for Work: A Study in Unemployment Compensation (1950), 187. See 

also Sanders, Disqualification for Unemployment Insurance, 8 Vand.L.Rev. 307, 327-328 (1955); 

34 N.C.L.Rev. 591 (1956); cf. Freeman, Able To Work and Available for Work, 55 Yale L.J. 123, 

131 (1945). Of the 47 States which have eligibility provisions similar to those of the South 

Carolina statute, only 28 appear to have given administrative rulings concerning the eligibility of 

persons whose religious convictions prevented them from accepting available work. Twenty-

two of those States have held such persons entitled to benefits, although apparently only one 

such decision rests exclusively upon the federal constitutional ground which constitutes the 

basis of our decision. See 111 U. of Pa.L.Rev. 253, and n. 3 (1962); 34 N.C.L.Rev. 591, 602, n. 60 

(1956). 

10.9.2.1. As our nation is a nation of United States; and of the people, by the people, for the 

people from those States, it is noted that in this referenced study that 22 of 28, or 78.6%, a 

substantial majority, of the states with similar cases to mine have ruled in favor that persons 

are entitled to benefits.  It is then argued that the people of these same states that send 

Legislators to the Federal Government to act on their behalf would expect those Federal 
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Legislative members to act and support their state positions.  Thus, by this majority basis that 

Federal Legislators and the fact that the Supreme Court has established in Helvering vs. Davis 

(1937) and Flemming v. Nestor (1960) that Federal Legislators and the President have power to 

control the disposition of government programs that the compensatory damages of loss of 

benefits of Social Security Act imposed by the ACA Religious Exemption requirements should be 

due and owing to me. 

11.  Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406 U.S. 205 (1972) 

11.1. This is a case of attempted forced participation in State Government Requirements 

Against One’s Religious Beliefs.  It is argued that not related to benefits directly, it is related to 

my case on the basis of it being referenced in the Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993, 

and that in Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U.S. 398 (1963) also referenced in the Religious Freedom 

Restoration Act of 1993 direct or subtle attempts by the Federal Government to force 

participation in Government Programs has been rendered unconstitutional by SCOTUS. 

11.2. MR. CHIEF JUSTICE BURGER delivered the opinion of the Court.  The following are 

excerpts from that opinion: 

11.2.1. On complaint of the school district administrator for the public schools, respondents 

were charged, tried, and convicted of violating the compulsory attendance law in Green County 

Court, and were fined the sum of $5 each. [Footnote 3] Respondents defended on the ground 

that the application (Page 406 U. S. 209) of the compulsory attendance law violated their rights 

under the First and Fourteenth Amendments. 

11.2.1.1. It is argued that the fine here for non-participation is just like the fine applied in the 

ACA for non-participation without an approved exemption.  In my complaint I’m excluded from 

an approved exemption because of the unconstitutional nature of the ACA Religious Exemption 

qualifications.  It is noted that in this case the conviction of violating the law was overturned.  I 

would argue that my case would receive the same opinion from SCOTUS as did the Wisconsin 

Supreme Court in this case:  See next excerpt. 

11.3. The Wisconsin Supreme Court, however, sustained respondents' claim under the Free 

Exercise Clause of the First Amendment, and reversed the convictions. A majority of the court 

was of the opinion that the State had failed to make an adequate showing that its interest in 

"establishing and maintaining an educational system overrides the defendants' right to the free 

exercise of their religion." 49 Wis.2d 430, 447, 182 N.W.2d 539, 547 (1971). 

11.3.1. It is argued that this is similar to supra E#-klo-IA- 31 where State Courts ruled in favor of 

individuals over state law relative the Free Exercise of Religion. 

11.4. I 
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11.4.1. Yet even this paramount responsibility was, in Pierce, made to yield to the right of 

parents to provide an equivalent education in a privately operated system. There, the Court 

held that Oregon's statute compelling attendance in a public school from age eight to age 16 

unreasonably interfered with the interest of parents in directing the rearing of their offspring, 

including their education in church-operated schools. As that case suggests, the values of 

parental direction of the religious upbringing (Page 406 U. S. 214) and education of their 

children in their early and formative years have a high place in our society. 

11.4.1. It is argued that because my case deals only with an individual’s Free Exercise of 

Religious Practice and does not involve any minors as in this case, the threshold for supporting 

my claims should be less thant this case and thus it can be argued that the Federal Courts at all 

levels should be supportive of my claim.  

11.4.2. It follows that, in order for Wisconsin to compel school attendance beyond the eighth 

grade against a claim that such attendance interferes with the practice of a legitimate religious 

belief, it must appear either that the State does not deny the free exercise of religious belief by 

its requirement or that there is a state interest of sufficient magnitude to override the interest 

claiming protection under the Free Exercise Clause. Long before there was general 

acknowledgment of the need for universal formal education, the Religion Clauses had 

specifically and firmly fixed the right to free exercise of religious beliefs, and buttressing this 

fundamental right was an equally firm, even if less explicit, prohibition against the 

establishment of any religion by government. The values underlying these two provisions 

relating to religion have been zealously protected, sometimes even at the expense of other 

interests of admittedly high social importance. 

11.4.2.1. I argue that I should be afforded the same zealous protection the courts have afforded 

to others in the past, even more so because the foundation of my claim has a lower impact on 

“other interests of admittedly high social importance”. 

11.4.3. The essence of all that has been said and written on the subject is that only those 

interests of the highest order and those not otherwise served can overbalance legitimate claims 

to the free exercise of religion. We can accept it as settled, therefore, that, however strong the 

State's interest in universal compulsory education, it is by no means absolute to the exclusion 

or subordination of all other interests. E.g., Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U. S. 398 (1963); McGowan 

v. Maryland, 366 U. S. 420, 366 U. S. 459 (1961) (separate opinion of Frankfurter, J.); Prince v. 

Massachusetts, 321 U. S. 158, 321 U. S. 165 (1944). 

11.4.3.1. I argue that I should be afforded the same zealous protection the courts have afforded 

to others in the past, even more so because the foundation of my claim has a lower impact of 

magnitudes not even comparable to the highest order interests of social importance such as 

mandatory vaccinations for children.  It is noted that even this highest order interest of social 
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importance is under attack in our courts because of a minority that fears unproven connections 

to medical disorders. 

11.5. II 

11.5.1. …to have the protection of the Religion Clauses, the claims must be rooted in religious 

belief. Although a determination of what is a "religious" belief or practice entitled to 

constitutional protection may present a most delicate question, [Footnote 6] the very concept 

of ordered liberty precludes (Page 406 U. S. 216) allowing every person to make his own 

standards on matters of conduct in which society as a whole has important interests. 

11.5.1.1. I argue that my claims are rooted in my beliefs, and I have provided further supporting 

documentation as to those beliefs.  I further argue that my tenets of my beliefs were 

established long before the writing, passing, and signing of the ACA.  And I again argue, that the 

foundation of my claim has a lower impact of magnitudes not even comparable to the highest 

order interests of social importance. 

11.5.2. Giving no weight to such secular considerations, however, we see that the record in this 

case abundantly supports the claim that the traditional way of life of the Amish is not merely a 

matter of personal preference, but one of deep religious conviction, shared by an organized 

group, and intimately related to daily living. 

11.5.2.1. I argue that, though I am the lead person for my beliefs and establishment of the 

tenets of those beliefs, I am not alone in rejecting organized religion as shown in 3.2 4)1.3.1 and 

restated here: 

11.5.2.1.1. Supra Citation:  AllAboutGOD.com PO Box 507 Peyton, Colorado 80831: All About 

History “Separation of Church and State”. 1.  Excerpt from their “About Us”:  “Although we 

reject man-made religion, we consider the personal pursuit of God as paramount in each of our 

personal life journeys. We also believe that ultimate, saving Truth is found only through God’s 

Son, Jesus Christ.” 

11.5.2.1.2. See Section 4. 

11.5.2.1.3. And an excerpt from a CRUX article on PEW Research by CRUX’s National Reporter 

Michael O’Loughlin 12-May-2015 title “PEW survey: Percentage of US Catholics drops and 

Catholicism is losing members faster thant any denomination”: “The big winner in terms of 

growing numbers is the unaffiliated, or the so-called “nones,” shooting up to about 23 percent 

of the total population from just 16 percent seven years ago.  The 56 million adults not 

belonging to any faith tradition outnumber both Catholics and mainline Protestants; only the 

Evangelical Christians comprise a larger share of the population.”  Therefore, the relief I’m 

seeking relative to the unconstitutionality of the ACA and Social Security Act is not limited to 

me, but potentially a substantial portion of the U.S. population. 
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11.5.3. The impact of the compulsory attendance law on respondents' practice of the Amish 

religion is not only severe, but inescapable, for the Wisconsin law affirmatively compels them, 

under threat of criminal sanction, to perform acts undeniably at odds with fundamental tenets 

of their religious beliefs. See Braunfeld v. Brown, 366 U. S. 599, 366 U. S. 605 (1961). Nor is the 

impact of the compulsory attendance law confined to grave interference with important Amish 

religious tenets from a subjective point of view. It carries with it precisely the kind of objective 

danger to the free exercise of religion that the First Amendment was designed to prevent. 

11.5.3.1. I argue that Federal Government’s actions relative to Religious Exemption in the ACA 

and secondarily Social Security Act are severe and compels under threat (coercion) of Social 

Security Act benefit sanction to perform acts undeniably at odds with my fundamental religious 

beliefs and practices.  I further argue that the Federal Government’s actions relative to 

Religious Exemption in the ACA and secondarily Social Security Act “carries with it precisely the 

kind of objective danger to the free exercise of religion that the First Amendment was designed 

to prevent.” 

11.6. III 

11.6.1. But our decisions have rejected the idea that (Page 406 U. S. 220) religiously grounded 

conduct is always outside the protection of the Free Exercise Clause. It is true that activities of 

individuals, even when religiously based, are often subject to regulation by the States in the 

exercise of their undoubted power to promote the health, safety, and general welfare, or the 

Federal Government in the exercise of its delegated powers. See, e.g., Gillette v. United States, 

401 U. S. 437 (1971); Braunfeld v. Brown, 366 U. S. 599 (1961); Prince v. Massachusetts, 321 U. 

S. 158 (1944); Reynolds v. United States, 98 U. S. 145 (1879). But to agree that religiously 

grounded conduct must often be subject to the broad police power of the State is not to deny 

that there are areas of conduct protected by the Free Exercise Clause of the First Amendment, 

and thus beyond the power of the State to control, even under regulations of general 

applicability. E.g., Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U. S. 398 (1963); Murdock v. Pennsylvania, 319 U. S. 

105 (1943); Cantwell v. Connecticut, 310 U. S. 296, 310 U. S. 303-304 (1940). This case, 

therefore, does not become easier because respondents were convicted for their "actions" in 

refusing to send their children to the public high school; in this context, belief and action cannot 

be neatly confined in logic-tight compartments. Cf. Lemon v. Kurtzman, 403 U.S.S. at 403 U. S. 

612. 

11.6.1.1. I argue that nothing in my religious tenets, beliefs, and practices put at risk health, 

safety, and general welfare of the general public of the United States of America or the 

delegated powers of the Federal Government, and thus that my beliefs and conduct should be 

protected by the Free Exercise Clause of the First Amendment. 
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11.6.2. A regulation neutral on its face may, in its application, nonetheless offend the 

constitutional requirement for governmental neutrality if it unduly burdens the free exercise of 

religion. Sherbert v. Verner, supra; cf. Walz v. Tax Commission, 397 U. S. 664 (1970). 

11.6.2.1. I argue that in application of the Religious Exemption requirements of ACA and Social 

Security Act though intended to protect one group, the Old Order of the Amish, it in fact has 

given rise to unduly burdening the free exercise of religious beliefs in my case.  Noting in the 

above excerpt paragraph for this case that Sherbert v. Verner is referenced that was the case 

previous to this one that has been used in my arguments for support of my complaint. 

11.6.3. By preserving doctrinal flexibility and recognizing the need for a sensible and realistic 

application of the Religion Clauses, "we have been able to chart a course that preserved the 

autonomy and freedom of religious bodies while avoiding any semblance of established 

religion. This is a 'tight rope,' and one we have successfully traversed." 

11.6.3.1. I argue that even though the SCOTUS has traversed the “tight rope” balance of 

protection of Free Exercise of Religious Beliefs successfully, it is the failure of the Congress and 

President to execute “Ministerial Duty” in supporting, protecting, and upholding the actions of 

the SCOTUS that have brought us to this litigation.  And this is why I argue for the relief against 

those responsible, Congressional Members who voted for the ACA, the President who signed 

the ACA, and those who would not help me for infringing on my religious beliefs and practices 

and unduly burdening me with loss of Social Security Act benefits, and financially penalizing me 

for non-participation in the ACA. 

11.6.4. The Congress itself recognized their self-sufficiency by authorizing exemption of such 

groups as the Amish from the obligation to pay social security taxes. [Footnote 11] 

11.6.4.1. I argue, that in so doing Congress and the President focusing on a group for self-

sufficiency eliminated the individual and further eliminated the possibility for future Free 

Exercise of Religious Belief exemptions by limiting that the documented religious tenets had to 

exist as of the end of 1950 and unduly favored structured religion over all others. 

11.6.5. We must not forget that, in the Middle Ages, important values of the civilization of the 

Western World were preserved by members of religious orders who isolated themselves from 

all worldly influences against great obstacles. There can be no assumption that today's majority 

is (Page 406 U. S. 224) "right," and the Amish and others like them are "wrong." A way of life 

that is odd or even erratic but interferes with no rights or interests of others is not to be 

condemned because it is different. 

11.6.5.1. I argue, that the corollary to “There can be no assumption that today's majority is 

‘right,’ ” is: There can be no assumption that I’m as a single minority am “wrong”.  And 

therefore, because nothing in my religious tenets, beliefs, and practices put at risk health, 
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safety, and general welfare of the general public or the delegated powers of the Federal 

Government, thus my beliefs and conduct should be protected by the Free Exercise Clause of 

the First Amendment and I be granted all of the Relief I seek. 

11.7. IV 

11.7.1.  (Page 406 U. S. 230)  Court's severe characterization of the evils that it thought the 

legislature could legitimately associate with child labor, even when performed in the company 

of an adult. 321 U.S. at 321 U. S. 169-170. The Court later took great care to confine Prince to a 

narrow scope in Sherbert v. Verner, when it stated: "On the other hand, the Court has rejected 

challenges under the Free Exercise Clause to governmental regulation of certain overt acts 

prompted by religious beliefs or principles, for 'even when the action is in accord with one's 

religious convictions, [it] is not totally free from legislative restrictions.' Braunfeld v. Brown, 366 

U. S. 599, 366 U. S. 603. The conduct or actions so regulated have invariably posed some 

substantial threat to public safety, peace or order. See, e.g., Reynolds v. United States, 98 U. S. 

145; Jacobson v. Massachusetts, 197 U. S. 11; Prince v. Massachusetts, 321 U. S. 158. . . ." 

11.7.1.1. I argue that my beliefs, tenets, and practices create no threat to public safety, peace, 

or order.  If fact, should the “nones” adopt my beliefs, tenets, and practices there is likely to be 

greater public safety, peace, and order because there are no tenets of rigid religious obedience 

that require it to be defended radically with aggressive physical force. 

11.7.2. As often heretofore pointed out, rights guaranteed by the Constitution may not be 

abridged by legislation which has no reasonable relation to some purpose within the 

competency of the State. The fundamental theory of liberty upon which all governments in this 

Union repose excludes any general power of the State to standardize its children by forcing 

them to accept instruction from public teachers only. The child is not the mere creature of the 

State; those who nurture him and direct his destiny have the right, coupled with the high duty, 

to recognize and prepare him for additional obligations." 

11.7.2.1. I argue that I am a child of GOD’S making by being striven by GOD in HIS PROCESS of 

ANCIENT OF DAYS ISRAEL, and therefore as I am striven by GOD I have the right and high duty 

to prepare myself for the obligations under GOD and that obligation is protected by Free 

Exercise Clause of the First Amendment of the Constitution of the United States of America.  

11.7.3. And, when the interests of parenthood are combined with a free exercise claim of the 

nature revealed by this record, more than merely a "reasonable relation to some purpose 

within the competency of the State" is required to sustain the validity of the State's 

requirement under the First Amendment. 
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11.7.3.1. I argue that there is no “reasonable relation to some purpose within the competency 

of” of the Federal Government in the ACA and secondarily the Social Security Act to violate my 

Free Exercise of religious beliefs and practices, and thus I should be granted all the relief seek. 

11.7.4. In the face of our consistent emphasis on the central values underlying the Religion 

Clauses in our constitutional scheme of government, we cannot accept a parens patriae 

[government as legal protector of citizens unable to protect themselves] claim of such all-

encompassing scope and with such sweeping potential for broad and unforeseeable application 

as that urged by the State.   Awe, take away our guns and the Feds can claim “Parens Patriae”= 

“Pirate the People”!  Here I thought child abuse was illegal? 

11.7.4.1. I think it can be argued, and I do so, that for my case “Federal Government” can be 

substituted for state and that the Federal Government under ACA and Social Security Act seek 

to be the legal protector of citizens, of which the majority are able to protect themselves.  I 

further argue that in the above paragraph SCOTUS does not accept this parens patriae action of 

the government and thus I should be granted all the Relief I seek. 

11.8. V 

11.8.1. For the reasons stated we hold, with the Supreme Court of Wisconsin, that the First and 

Fourteenth Amendments prevent the State from compelling respondents to cause their 

children to attend formal high school to age 16. [Footnote 22] 

11.8.1.1. I think it can be argued, and I do so, that for my case that the First and Fourteenth 

Amendments prevent the Federal Government from compelling me to participate in the ACA 

and the Social Security Act and thus I should be granted all the Relief I seek. 

11.9. Footnotes Referenced Above in the Original Opinion 

11.9.1. [Footnote 3]  (Related to 11.2.1. Above) 

11.9.1.1. Prior to trial, the attorney for respondents wrote the State Superintendent of Public 

Instruction in an effort to explore the possibilities for a compromise settlement. Among other 

possibilities, he suggested that perhaps the State Superintendent could administratively 

determine that the Amish could satisfy the compulsory attendance law by establishing their 

own vocational training plan similar to one that has been established in Pennsylvania. 

Supp.App. 6. Under the Pennsylvania plan, Amish children of high school age are required to 

attend an Amish vocational school for three hours a week, during which time they are taught 

such subjects as English, mathematics, health, and social studies by an Amish teacher. For the 

balance of the week, the children perform farm and household duties under parental 

supervision, and keep a journal of their daily activities. The major portion of the curriculum is 

home projects in agriculture and homemaking. See generally J. Hostetler & G. Huntington, 

Children in Amish Society: Socialization and Community Education, c. 5 (1971). A similar 
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program has been instituted in Indiana. Ibid. See also Iowa Code § 299.24 (1971); Kan.Stat.Ann. 

§ 72-1111 (Supp. 1971).  The Superintendent rejected this proposal on the ground that it would 

not afford Amish children "substantially equivalent education" to that offered in the schools of 

the area. Supp.App. 6. 

11.9.1.1.1. See Exhibit 11 for my attempts to resolves this prior to filing my complaint.  There 

were only two respondents, both of non-action, Senator Heidi Heitkamp, and President Obama.  

There responses are included in the Exhibit referenced here in. 

11.9.2. [Footnote 6] (Related to 11.5.1. Above) See Welsh v. United States, 398 U. S. 333, 398 U. 

S. 351-361 (1970) (Harlan, J., concurring in result); United States v. Ballard, 322 U. S. 78 (1944). 

11.9.2.1. This is another case upholding the protection of Free Exercise of Religious Beliefs over 

the Government imposing on that Free Exercise.  This is just more SCOTUS case support for my 

complaint and all the relief I am seeking.  

11.9.3. [Footnote 11] (Related to 11.6.4. Above) 

11.9.3.1. Title 26 U.S.C. § 1402(h) authorizes the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to 

exempt members of "a recognized religious sect" existing at all times since December 31, 1950, 

from the obligation to pay social security taxes if they are, by reason of the tenets of their sect, 

opposed to receipt of such benefits and agree to waive them, provided the Secretary finds that 

the sect makes reasonable provision for its dependent members. The history of the exemption 

shows it was enacted with the situation of the Old Order Amish speciSocial Security Actlly in 

view. H.R.Rep. No. 213, 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 101-102 (1965). 

11.9.3.1.1. My argument here is the same as supra:  I argue, that in so doing Congress and the 

President also eliminated the possibility for future Free Exercise of Religious Belief exemptions 

by limiting that the documented religious tenets had to exist as of the end of 1950. 

11.9.3.1.2. I further argue, that in so doing Congress and the President also violated the 

Establishment Clause by limiting that the documented religious tenets had to exist as of the end 

of 1950.  And the last sentence of the above footnote paragraph further supports this argument 

of violation of the Establishment Clause in that it was enacted specifically related to protect the 

Old Order Amish. 

11.9.3.1.3. I further argue that this violates mine and anybody else’s right to Free Exercise of 

Religious beliefs in both developing new beliefs and practicing those beliefs and that all the 

relief that I’m seeking should be granted with emphasis on the Relief against those responsible 

for the civil rights violations; the Unconstitutionality of the ACA, and the Unconstitutionality of 

the Social Security Act. 
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11.9.3.1.4. I argue that “provided the Secretary finds that the sect makes reasonable provision 

for its dependent members” is a further entanglement of government with religion and violates 

my beliefs and the long and upstanding spirit and history of the United States of America 

helping others, for “dependent members” is an extremely limiting term, and was used by the 

government, I believe to avoid doing the work necessary for a popper and legal bill, but in doing 

so the government excessively entangled itself in religion and also made it overly burdensome 

and restrictive on beliefs that go beyond this imposed limitation, as my beliefs do. 

11.9.3.1.5. Exodus 23.4-5 “If you meet your enemy’s ox or his ass going astray, you shall bring it 

back to him.  If you see the ass of one who hates you lying under its burden, you shall refrain 

from leaving him with it, you shall help him to lift it up.” 

11.9.3.1.6. Luke 6.27-28: “But I say to you that hear, Love your enemies, do good to those who 

hate you, bless those who curse you, pray for those who abuse you.” 

11.9.3.1.7. Our nation has a long and upstanding history of helping others in fulfilment of the 

above verses.  How then can my government require of my beliefs to do less?  So recognized 

are our efforts as a Nation that a Canadian television broadcast was made by Gordon Sinclair on 

5 June 1973.  "The Americans" performed by Byron MacGregor was widely revived on the 

Internet, on radio & television and in newspapers in 2001, following the September 11, 2001 

attacks, and again in 2005 in the devastating aftermath of Hurricane Katrina.  And read into the 

Congressional Record several times.  I believe it is very applicable to everything going on today: 

11.9.3.1.7.1.  “The Americans” The United States dollar took another pounding on German, 

French and British exchanges this morning, hitting the lowest point ever known in West 

Germany. 

11.9.3.1.7.2. It has declined there by 41% since 1971 and this Canadian thinks it is time to speak 

up for the Americans as the most generous and possibly the least-appreciated people in all the 

earth. 

11.9.3.1.7.3. As long as sixty years ago, when I first started to read newspapers, I read of floods 

on the Yellow River and the Yangtze. Who rushed in with men and money to help? 

11.9.3.1.7.4. The Americans did. 

11.9.3.1.7.5. They have helped control floods on the Nile, the Amazon, the Ganges and the 

Niger. Today, the rich bottom land of the Mississippi is under water and no foreign land has 

sent a dollar to help. 

11.9.3.1.7.6. Germany, Japan and, to a lesser extent, Britain and Italy, were lifted out of the 

debris of war by the Americans who poured in billions of dollars and forgave other billions in 



3:16-cv-93 Plaintiff’s Page 27 of 30 Exhibit 12 
 

debts. None of those countries is today paying even the interest on its remaining debts to the 

United States. 

11.9.3.1.7.7. When the franc was in danger of collapsing in 1956, it was the Americans who 

propped it up and their reward was to be insulted and swindled on the streets of Paris. I was 

there. I saw it. 

11.9.3.1.7.8. When distant cities are hit by earthquakes, it is the United States that hurries into 

help… Managua Nicaragua is one of the most recent examples. So far this spring, 59 American 

communities have been flattened by tornadoes. Nobody has helped. The Marshall Plan .. the 

Truman Policy .. all pumped billions upon billions of dollars into discouraged countries. Now, 

newspapers in those countries are writing about the decadent war-mongering Americans. I’d 

like to see one of those countries that is gloating over the erosion of the United States dollar 

build its own airplanes. Come on… let’s hear it! 

11.9.3.1.7.9. Does any other country in the world have a plane to equal the Boeing Jumbo Jet, 

the Lockheed Tristar or the Douglas 107? If so, why don’t they fly them? Why do all 

international lines except Russia fly American planes? Why does no other land on earth even 

consider putting a man or women on the moon? You talk about Japanese technocracy and you 

get radios. You talk about German technocracy and you get automobiles. You talk about 

American technocracy and you find men on the moon, not once, but several times … and safely 

home again. You talk about scandals and the Americans put theirs right in the store window for 

everyone to look at. Even the draft dodgers are not pursued and hounded. They are here on 

our streets, most of them … unless they are breaking Canadian laws…are getting American 

dollars from Ma and Pa at home to spend here. When the Americans get out of this bind … as 

they will… who could blame them if they said ‘the hell with the rest of the world’. Let someone 

else buy the Israel bonds, Let someone else build or repair foreign dams or design foreign 

buildings that won’t shake apart in earthquakes. 

11.9.3.1.7.10. When the railways of France, Germany and India were breaking down through 

age, it was the Americans who rebuilt them. When the Pennsylvania Railroad and the New York 

Central went broke, nobody loaned them an old caboose. Both are still broke. I can name to 

you 5,000 times when the Americans raced to the help of other people in trouble. Can you 

name me even one time when someone else raced to the Americans in trouble? 

11.9.3.1.7.11. I don’t think there was outside help even during the San Francisco earthquake. 

Our neighbors have faced it alone and I am one Canadian who is damned tired of hearing them 

kicked around. They will come out of this thing with their flag high. And when they do, they are 

entitled to thumb their nose at the lands that are gloating over their present troubles. I hope 

Canada is not one of these. But there are many smug, self-righteous Canadians. 
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11.9.3.1.7.12. And finally, the American Red Cross was told at its 48th Annual meeting in New 

Orleans this morning that it was broke. This year’s disasters .. with the year less than half-over… 

has taken it all and nobody…but nobody… has helped. 

11.9.3.1.7.13. Citation:  ORIGINAL SCRIPT COURTESY STANDARD BROADCASTING 

CORPORATION LTD. (c) 1973 BY GORDON SINCLAIR 

11.9.3.1.7.14. How many more lines could be added to this song to include the last 43 years?  A 

2004 tsunami in the Indian Ocean with over 230,000 people killed etal. 

11.9.3.2. The record in this case establishes without contradiction that the Green County Amish 

had never been known to commit crimes, that none had been known to receive public 

assistance, and that none was unemployed. 

11.9.3.2.1. I argue that all of this paragraph also applies to me, disregarding a few speeding 

tickets. 

11.9.4. [Footnote 22] (Related to 11.8.1. Above) 

11.9.4.1. What we have said should meet the suggestion that the decision of the Wisconsin 

Supreme Court recognizing an exemption for the Amish from the State's system of compulsory 

education constituted an impermissible establishment of religion. In Walz v. Tax Commission, 

the Court saw the three main concerns against which the Establishment Clause sought to 

protect as "sponsorship, financial support, and active involvement of the sovereign in religious 

activity." 397 U. S. 664, 397 U. S. 668 (1970). Accommodating the religious beliefs of the Amish 

can hardly be characterized as sponsorship or active involvement. The purpose and effect of 

such an exemption are not to support, favor, advance, or assist the Amish, but to allow their 

centuries-old religious society, here long before the advent of any compulsory education, to 

survive free from the heavy impediment compliance with the Wisconsin compulsory education 

law would impose. Such an accommodation "reflects nothing more than the governmental 

obligation of neutrality in the face of religious differences, and does not represent that 

involvement of religious with secular institutions which it is the object of the Establishment 

Clause to forestall."  Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U. S. 398, 374 U. S. 409 (1963). 

11.9.4.1.1. I think it can be argued, and I do so, that for my case that the First and Fourteenth 

Amendments prevent the Federal Government from compelling me to participate in the ACA 

and the Social Security Act and thus I should be granted all the Relief I seek. 

11.9.4.1.2. I further argue that the actions of Congress and the President relative to Title 26 

U.S.C. § 1402(g h) authorizing the Commissioner of Social Security Secretary of Health, 

Education, and Welfare to exempt members of "a recognized religious sect" existing at all times 

since December 31, 1950 constitutes an impermissible establishment of religion for both the 

Religious Exemption under the ACA, and secondarily under the Social Security Act and the relief 
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I’m seeking in having both the ACA, and secondarily the Social Security Act declared 

Unconstitutional should be granted. 

11.9.4.1.3. It is further argued for that the ACA, and secondarily the Social Security Act be 

declared Unconstitutional in totality because of the violations of 14TH Amendment related to 

self-determination and privacy.  Both the ACA and secondarily the Social Security Act cross the 

threshold of the home life of the individual and impose burdensome requirements on the 

individual as to personal conduct in health and retirement.  This argument is supported the 

SCOTUS decision in Roe v. Wade 410 U.S. 113 (1973) MR. JUSTICE BLACKMUN delivering the 

opinion of the Court.  Excerpts noted below: 

11.9.4.1.3.1. One's philosophy, one's experiences, one's exposure to the raw edges of human 

existence, one's religious training, one's attitudes toward life and family and their values, and 

the moral standards one establishes and seeks to observe, are all likely to influence and to color 

one's thinking and conclusions about abortion.”  I argue that “life” can be substituted for 

“abortion” for my case, because the abortion argument is much about the definition of life. 

11.9.4.1.3.2. We bear in mind, too, Mr. Justice Holmes' admonition in his now-vindicated 

dissent in Lochner v. New York, 198 U. S. 45, 76 (1905): "[The Constitution] is made for people 

of fundamentally differing views, and the accident of our finding certain opinions natural and 

familiar or novel and even shocking ought not to conclude our judgment upon the question 

whether statutes embodying them conflict with the Constitution of the United States." 

11.9.4.1.3.3. It I argue that my beliefs and the exercise of therefore need to be considered with 

the same broadness, extensiveness, and commitment that SCOTUS used in Roe v. Wade. 

11.10. VIII 

11.10.1. The Constitution does not explicitly mention any right of privacy. In a line of decisions, 

however, going back perhaps as far as Union Pacific R. Co. v. Botsford, 141 U. S. 250, 251 

(1891), the Court has recognized that a right of personal privacy, or a guarantee of certain areas 

or zones of privacy, does exist under the Constitution. In varying contexts, the Court or 

individual Justices have, indeed, found at least the roots of that right in the First Amendment, 

Stanley v. Georgia, 394 U. S. 557, 564 (1969); in the Fourth and Fifth Amendments, Terry v. 

Ohio, 392 U. S. 1, 8-9 (1968), Katz v. United States, 389 U. S. 347, 350 (1967), Boyd v. United 

States, 116 U. S. 616 (1886), see Olmstead v. United States, 277 U. S. 438, 478 (1928) (Brandeis, 

J., dissenting); in the penumbras of the Bill of Rights, Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. at 484-

485; in the Ninth Amendment, id. at 486 (Goldberg, J., concurring); or in the concept of liberty 

guaranteed by the first section of the Fourteenth Amendment, see Meyer v. Nebraska, 262 U. S. 

390, 399 (1923). These decisions make it clear that only personal rights that can be deemed 

"fundamental" or "implicit in the concept of ordered liberty," Palko v. Connecticut, 302 U. S. 

319, 325 (1937), are included in this guarantee of personal privacy. They also make it clear that 

(1) See 3RD MOP Section 6.3.8. imam obama replied, “ … if my notion of faith is no better or worse .. ever … form a society that coheres?” 
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the right has some extension to activities relating to marriage, Loving v. Virginia, 388 U. S. 1, 12 

(1967); procreation, Skinner v. Oklahoma, 316 U. S. 535, 541-542 (1942); contraception, 

Eisenstadt v. Baird, 405 U.S. at 453-454; id. at 460, 463-465 [153](WHITE, J., concurring in 

result); family relationships, Prince v. Massachusetts, 321 U. S. 158, 166 (1944); and 

childrearing and education, Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 268 U. S. 510, 535 (1925), Meyer v. 

Nebraska, supra. 

11.10.1.1. I argue that my spiritual beliefs and practices meet the personal rights that should be 

considered fundamental in the following quote from above, “These decisions make it clear that 

only personal rights that can be deemed "fundamental" or "implicit in the concept of ordered 

liberty," Palko v. Connecticut, 302 U. S. 319, 325 (1937), are included in this guarantee of 

personal privacy.”  

11.10.2. This right of privacy, whether it be founded in the Fourteenth Amendment's concept of 

personal liberty and restrictions upon state action, as we feel it is, or, as the District Court 

determined, in the Ninth Amendment's reservation of rights to the people, is broad enough to 

encompass a woman's decision whether or not to terminate her pregnancy.  

11.10.2.1. I argue that the “broad enough to encompass” positon by SCOTUS should also apply 

to my case, and thus I should be given the same freedom to my Free Exercise of religion 

without limitation of federal statutes. 


