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Doctrinal analysis refers to the formal limitations placed on the courts in arguments and decisions based on court decisions and statutes from preceding cases, and also administrative regulations. In the case of U.S. v. Windsor, the analysis follows a dynamic and conservative view of the court, each with its set of observable limitations. The paper will follow the doctrinal analysis of the case, U.S. v. Windsor. The primary focus will be on the Consistent with the Dynamic Court View, U.S. v. Windsor illustrates how the law fails to constrain judicial discretion, suggesting that the law is unlikely to constrain the court when socially and politically controversial topics and vague laws come together.
Overview of Competing Views and Observable Implications
The dynamic view relies on the ambiguity of the law, and thus grants the judges discretion over the argument. The view, therefore, has weak doctrinal constraints which grant the courts authority over social reforms. The courts also can act as a catalyst and provide publicity to the issue. The dynamic view implies that judges, in this case, may make use of their authority to create a new policy. Each judge is also subject to their political perceptions in decision making. Another significant implication is that the judges are not answerable to anyone, and hence their decisions are the right ones, independent of whether anyone agrees with them. 
The basis of the constrained view of the court is a strong doctrinal constraint. The authority of the court is for legislative checks and not amending or invalidating legislation enacted democratically. The perceived limitations of the court on this view emanate from the evaluation that they lack the proper tools that are appropriate in the development of policies and implementation of decisions. The observable implications detail that the strictness of law binds the judges such that they cannot make new policy. 
Summary of Decision and Its Relevant Background
The Defense of Marriage Act only recognizes heterosexual marriages between a man and a woman. In this case, Windsor's spouse, Thea Clara Spyer, died leaving the former her estate. However, Windsor was taxed on the estate even though their home state of New York recognized their marriage. The argument by Windsor is that DOMA violates her 5th amendment right to equal protection, and is thus unconstitutional. On those grounds, she requests compensation for the taxes levied on the estate. However, the United States government did not recognize their marriage. Therefore, a contradiction emerged between the federal and state regulations for same-sex marriages. DOMA, however, grants the federal government sovereign power to interfere with the dignity of same-sex marriages. The decision of the court voted five to four in favor of Windsor, ruling that DOMA is in violation of the due process and equal rights clause for same-sex couples detailed in the 5th amendment. 
The judges divided into conservative and liberal rulings, and Justice Kennedy served as the swing vote. The due process of the 5th amendment demands that the liberty of each citizen is protected from denial of any form of equal protection of the law. DOMA regulations injure same-sex married couples, a group whom the state of New York seeks to protect. Therefore, DOMA is in violation of the necessary due process and equal protection principles. 
Analysis
Behavioral analysis indicates that the judges split their rulings 5 in favor to 4 against on ideological perceptions. The Justices used similar facts to drive to different conclusions, which, for the most part, aligned with their political perceptions. The split decision illustrates that different judges saw the law to have different meanings, and each evaluated the relevance differently. Therefore, the law does not constrain for this case. 
The governing law was the stipulations of the equal protection provided by the 5th amendment to find DOMA unconstitutional. The law, however, brought about split decisions between the majority and dissenting opinions leading to two varied conclusions. The constitutional principles are thus nor effective in the ruling for the case. The argument of the two opinions is on whether they apply the correct law, and how to interpret it. The arguments placed for dissents follow the conservative line. Justice Scalia's criticism is that the majority do not apply the equal opportunity clause correctly by quoting the 14th amendment. Scalia argues the clause is not a solid base for the ruling as about this case. The dissenting opinion also holds that the majority contradict in their arguments about constitutional rights. Scalia mainly evaluates that the quoting of Lawrence v. Texas, for the majority opinion confuses since the case quoted is not an equal protection case. 
Justice Alito's arguments dictate that the constitution does not support same-sex marriages, and thus should not be implied to support this case. Alito holds that such changes are fundamental, and as such need to come from the people through the legislation process. Therefore, Alito proposes the resolution of the case at the state level. 
Conclusion
Whenever the law is ambiguous, mostly within the element of a highly politicized case, it is implausible that it will be constrained. The social and cultural issues and perceptions form the basis of dominant ideological preferences. The case above details how ideological differences split the rule of the justices with the dissents following conservative arguments, and majority following liberal arguments. The case the U.S. v. Windsor indicates the evaluation where considerations for political topics and ambiguity of the law form the basis of the ruling. 
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