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PER CURIAM. 
 
 Mark Horton sued Midwest Geriatric Management, LLC, after it allegedly 
withdrew his job offer upon learning that he was gay.  He claimed that this act 
constituted sex discrimination under Title VII.  See 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-2(a)(1) 
(prohibiting a “refus[al] to hire . . . any individual . . . because of such individual’s 
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. . . sex”).  The district court, relying on our precedent, dismissed the case.  See 
Williamson v. A.G. Edwards & Sons, Inc., 876 F.2d 69, 70 (8th Cir. 1989) (per 
curiam) (“Title VII does not prohibit discrimination against homosexuals.”); see also 
Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6). 
 
 We stayed Horton’s appeal pending the Supreme Court’s consideration of the 
“scope of Title VII’s protections for homosexual and transgender persons.”  Bostock 
v. Clayton Cty., 590 U.S. ___, Nos. 17-1618, 17-1623, 18-107, slip op. at 4 (June 
15, 2020); see Bostock v. Clayton Cty., 139 S. Ct. 1599 (Apr. 22, 2019) (order 
granting the petition for a writ of certiorari).  In its decision, the Court held that it 
“defies” Title VII for “an employer to discriminate against employees for being 
homosexual or transgender,” because to do so, it “must intentionally discriminate 
against individual men and women in part because of sex.”  Bostock, 590 U.S. at 
___, slip op. at 12, 33.  In light of this holding, our contrary conclusion in Williamson 
is no longer good law. 
 
 We accordingly reverse the judgment of the district court and remand for 
further proceedings in light of Bostock.1 

______________________________ 

 
1Horton alleged two other claims: religious discrimination under Title VII and 

fraudulent inducement.  Only the former, which the district court described as “a 
repackag[ing]” of his sex-discrimination claim, is before us on appeal.  (Citation 
omitted).  This claim, too, warrants another look in light of Bostock. 


