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Lawrence vs. Texas
A brief summary of case facts
Houston police entered John Lawrence's private apartment in response to reported weapon disturbance. The police found Lawrence together with his male counterpart, Tyron Garner, engaging in private, consensual sexual acts (Kanovitz, p.4). Lawrence and Garner were arrested and convicted of engaging in deviant sexual intercourse in violation of the Texas statute. The statute forbids two persons with the same sex to participate in a specific intimate sexual act (Kanovitz, p.4). The Court of Appeal ruled out that the statute was constitutional based on the Due Process Clause of the 14th amendment under the control of Bowers v. Hardwick (1986).
A brief statement of questions
Did the criminal conviction of Lawrence and Garner for adult, consensual sexual intimacy violate their primary right in privacy and liberty by the Due Process Clause of the 14th amendment? Do the criminal convictions of the two victims, under the Texas Homosexual legislature, which forbids sex by couples of similar sex, violate the Fourteenth Amendment assurance of equal protection of laws? Can the decision which was made by Bowers v. Hardwick (1986) be overruled?
A brief statement of the ruling
Yes, no, and yes. According to the opinion given out by Justice Kennedy Antony, the Court's main interest in the case was to ascertain whether Lawrence and Garner were adults with the right to engage in whatever consensual adult sexual activity of their wish (Kanovitz, p.14). The Court ruled out that conviction of the two was a violation of liberty and privacy rights of the accused. It is a violation of the Texas Homosexual legislature of the Fourteenth Amendment assurance of equal protection of laws to convict adult individuals who engage in consensual sexual intimacy act (Kanovitz, p.20). The Court overruled Bowers v. Hardwick, (1986) control case. 
In-depth discussion
According to the Due Process Clause, the Constitution protects liberty, which grants homosexual persons the right to enter or choose a relationship in the confines of their houses. Again the Clause protects the private lives of citizens in addition to allowing them to handle their dignity as free persons (Straderand Lindsey, p. 465). No prostitution, minors, parties should not be injured and should involve people offering consent. Also, a state is not allowed to discriminate against any group of persons. 
 In Bowers v. Hardwick, 478 U.S. 168 (1986), the Court upheld a statute in Georgia which criminalize private, consensual and sodomy amongst both hetero and homosexuals. Bower's Court mistakenly came up with the issue of whether homosexuals have a right to engage in sexual activity under the Constitution (Bachhofer, p. 257). This Court concluded that a ruling with a view that the right is not protected would necessarily have the same consequence during the determination of whether or not homosexual relationships, in general, are lawful (Kanovitz, p.15). This determination would intrude on the fundamental right of homosexuals to participate in familial relationships as well as intimate and personal relationships.
The above analysis should have guided Bowers, and have a control on similar cases today. Bowers was wrong when it was decided, and his case is even not correct today, hence being overruled (Straderand Lindsey, p. 465). This case does not involve persons who might be injured or coerced, minors, those who might not easily refuse consent, or public conduct or prostitution. It entails two adults who, with full and mutual consent, engaged in sexual practices common to a homosexual lifestyle. Petitioners' right to liberty under the Due Process Clause accords them the full mandate to engage in private conduct without government intervention (Fox News, p.1). The Texas statute dictates that there is no legitimate state interest which can justify its intrusion into the individual's personal and private life (Kanovitz, p.7).
Lawrence vs. Texa's case attracted several controversies from both lawyers and the public.  Some were with ideas that invalidation of the Texas statute by the Court and Bowers case was inappropriate. The law only prohibits homosexual conduct and could not be held unconstitutional as a violation of Equal Protection (Bachhofer, p. 257).  There was also a narrative suggesting that the primary goal of Texas State is a “desire to harm a politically unpopular and inactive population. As such” Bowers decision should be upheld as much as the principals of stare decisis are concerned since Lawrence seem to have political connections. Besides, others saw it impossible for the Court to take into consideration foreign laws or public opinion while making such a ruling (Fox News, p.3).Although the state statute stands to be repealed and not all case brings such controversies," there is no provision in the Bill of Rights or Constitution that bars the State from enacting the law under discussion.
The Supreme Court ruled out that the Homosexual Conduct Law was enacted beyond the provisions of Constitution and as such, the conviction of Lawrence and Garner was reversed. The Supreme Court wrapped up that Texas' "homosexual conduct" law violated the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. It acted beyond its previous decision in Bowers v. Hardwick, which upheld anti-sodomy laws (Bachhofer, p. 257). Among the six judges, five of them held that it violated due process guarantees, and one, Sandra Day O'Connor, concluded that it violated equal protection guarantees(Fox News, p.1).The State cannot control a homosexual person's destiny by making their private sexual conduct a crime degrade their person's existence (Straderand Lindsey, p. 465).  They have a full mandate to engage in their conduct without intervention of the government based on provisions of liberty under the Due Process Clause. The Constitution provides a promise that there is a realm of personal freedom that the government may not intervene.
Lawrence vs. Texa's case received mixed reactions from various personalities, including politically active individuals. Ari Fleischer, who was press secretary for President Bush, did not comment on the decision, noting that the administration failed to file a brief on the case (Straderand Lindsey, p. 465). The Bush himself was ultimately against the reverse of Texas Sodomy provision viewing it as a form of symbolic gesture towards traditional values (Straderand Lindsey, p. 465). On her part, Linda Greenhouse, who is a writer of The New York Times, suggests that the sodomy issue was a significant concern in all American States, and it was an excellent move for it to be decriminalized.
Conclusion
Based on the above discussion, it is evident that the Court's ruling towards the conviction of Lawrence and Garner was a violation of liberty and privacy rights of the accused. Again it was a violation of the Texas Homosexual legislature of the Fourteenth Amendment by assuring equal protection of laws to convict adult individuals who engage in consensual sexual intimacy act (Bachhofer, p. 257). It was much necessary to overrule Bowers v. Hardwick, (1986) reference case since it did not take into consideration the paramount right of individuals to engage in any adult consensual sexual activity (Fox News, p.2). Overall, Lawrence's case can be described as a mark of transition to an error where the government respects the rights of adult individuals towards consensual sex.    
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