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Question 1: Main Question
The argument that is most compelling in this debate is constitutionalizing same-sex marriage. Obergefell filled this case in court allegations that the state of Ohio was discriminating against same-sex marriage who Married lawfully from other regions. Obergefell wanted the supreme court to identify him as Arthur’s surviving spouse after he dies since Arthur was regarded as ill and was mistreated from the ALS. The judge ruled that the Michigan state was doing it wrong by discriminating same-sex marriages from jurisdictions thus ordering the constitution to recognize a same-sex marriage from death certificates jurisdictions. 
Through the use of natural law, the advocate experiences a lot of challenges proving that same-sex marriages have a natural right, (Richards, 2017). The constitution states that in order to have the natural right on same-sex marriages, then the union must conform to natural law. One of the challenges that the advocates experienced included failing to prove that homosexuality fails to fulfill the natural ends for the body parts that were to be used in the same union. Secondly, same-sex marriage is frequently deleterious to the health of those who take part in it. A natural right is derived from nature. Thus, one has the right to say that same-sex marriage should be legal if he/she can prove that it’s going to embrace same-sex marriage. The advocate of same-sex marriage is also judged by natural law to ascertain whether what is saying is justifiable. 
Legal positivism on the other hands states that law is a social convention and this should serve all as it is agreed by the social contract. Moreover, in legal positivity connection between moral reasoning and good law is paramount. According to advocates who were opposing same-sex marriage, same-sex marriage is contrary to nature and molarity. However, nature allows people to be attracted to one another including members of their own sex. By use of Aristotelian justice, homosexuality is simply just another form of teleos that nature has assigned to human beings. Just as nature where tall people should play basketball and smart people study physics, then same-sex marriage doesn’t undermine heterosexual marriages. 
2. What is the existing law? Could the law change with the Court’s decision? 
The existing law is that same-sex marriage is illegal according to the constitution. According to Chief Justice Roberts, the marriage is a unity between husband and wife or man and woman. Robert regarded the court proceeding as important because it would make the marriage definition to change its the course. The fundamental core of the institution was allowing only opposite-sex marriages. If the court could judge make a decision, then the law could have changed. 
Obergefell filled this case to court to challenge the existing law where same-sex couples were highly discriminated. With this case, winning, Obergfell could have become the most well-known plaintiffs in terms of winning landscape cases since the time of Roe. However, Obergfell was doing this for the sake of his marriage but not for fame. The conjugal counter-argument states that some are born to be homosexual, but the only challenge was proving that homosexuality is a natural characteristic, (Lee, 2018). If same-sex marriages and opposite-sex marriage become naturally equal, then the procreation could be no longer necessary. Obergfell wanted both the sterile and homosexual couples to be regarded as married couples regardless of their ability to procreate. 
It was a challenge for the same-sex marriage to participate in this court proceeding as they were, by law, excluded from participating in such institutions. The fourteen amendment provided that in the same vein gay people don’t have the same liberty to participate to participate in the same family relationships, (Lloyd, 2016). 
3. What are the arguments in support of the constitutional change? Do they have roots in any of our theories of law mentioned above? 
The arguments in support of the constitutional change are that the committed and intimate relationships of the same sex couples offers mutual support just and they are as a footing of the family life in our society. If the legal commitment would have stated that marriage is off the limit to same-sex marriages, then there would be equal dignity to both sex marriages. The basic purpose of the fourteenth amendment was to preclude relegating gay people as second-class citizens. 
According to MS. Bonauto, the states have a primary role over domestic relations but their law must respect the constitutional rights of individuals and Windsor wasn’t clear about that. Thus, there was a need for the whole group of gay people to be protected by the national constitutions in order to be free to move from one state to another.  
On point of the same-sex couple being ruled out on participating on the court proceeding, those arguing in support of constitutional change challenged those opposing by saying that the reason as to why this matter has brought to court is to determine whether same-sex marriage should be legalized by changing the constitution, thus Ms. Bonauto being judged out of order.  Moreover, gay people are found in all parts of our society and they deserve to be treated just like any other citizen. The issue in court has been brought to court in the last century. The main argument was that Michigan law of limiting marriages to heterosexual couples was made to demean same-sex marriages. Michigan law was out of order by stating that same-sex marriages were antithetical to societal righteousness. 
4. What is the moral force behind the existing law? Behind the potential change in law? 
The moral force behind the existing law is that allowing same-sex marriage is a violation of American culture, where marriage was only recognized by the constitution as between man and woman. Several states had ruled against gay marriage stating that marriage can only happen between people of opposite sex orientation but not of the same sex. Bearing taking this into consideration, then same-sex marriages were immoral and unnatural. The same-sex marriage legalization was once legalized in Netherland back in 2001 thus making it difficult for the same-sex marriage to be ruled moral. 
The moral force behind the potential to change the law is that treated same-sex couple as second-class citizens are wrong. Having the issue of legalizing same-sex marriage is in court for over 100 years shows that this is a serious issue that needs to be looked from another perspective. The law changed from having a dominant and subordinate relationship, where the marriage was between man and woman and the husband was the one to decide where the couple would be domiciled and it was the obligation of the woman to follow him. Those arguing toward legalizing same-sex marriages stated that morality includes treating all people equality despite their sexual orientation, race, ethnicity, social class etc.  Same-sex marriages were subject to discrimination and were not welcomed to the community is prejudice and stereotype. 
5. What is the authority that supports the existing law? Does that support a possible change in the law? 
The authority that supports the existing law is a natural law, where the government controls it. According to the existing law, the marriage is bound to a man and a woman. In order to have a license as couples, in the existing law, the two must be a man and a woman. For years now, same-sex marriage has been a controversial topic. The national government was still regarding this as taboo, but delegating the domestic matter to the courts of the state to be determined whether right or not. The authority supporting the existing law argues that same-sex marriages reduce the sanctity of marriage. All religions and traditions advocate for opposite-sex marriages.  According to them, there is a need to do whatever it takes to preserve marriages since it has been degrading day in day out.  Some also argue that it’s important to have a father and mother, supporting this by stating that children can only have a balanced upbringing if they have both father and mother during their developmental years. Thus, same-sex marriages only have one gender influence over the life of the children. 
The authority that supports the change of the law is that same-sex marriage is a fundamental human right. With the same law being changed, the constitution is going to protect same-sex couples in matters such as healthcare, finances, and taxes. When people live together without being legally married, then they are not going to enjoy security for what they have and what they have saved. The change of the law would have given the same-sex couples authority to take care of the property of the deceased if one of them dies. Moreover, the change of the law would have allowed the same-sex couple to enjoy tax breaks just as the heterosexual married couples. Moreover, with the change of the law, the authority to change the definition of the marriage as comprising of opposite-sex couples to incorporate the same sex marriages. The family should, therefore, comprise of parents and children, where parents are not necessarily a man and a woman. 
6. What is the role of the people in changing this law? Does the popular view have any impact? 
The role of the people changing this law is to make same-sex marriages legal and to stop mistreatment, discrimination, and prejudice that gay people face in our society. in addition, the people changing this law are going to make same-sex marriages lawful, thus allowing a same-sex couple to have the right to start families. The same-sex couples will have a right to adopt and bring up children just as the heterosexual couples. 
Moreover, the natural law theorists used procreation and sexual differences as a basis in determining the definition of marriage. The people supporting the change in law have a great role in changing the meaning of natural law. Nevertheless, the US is going to have a good connection with other democratic countries that support gay partners such as South Africa, Canada, Belgium, Netherlands, Portugal, Wales and Brazil among others. 
The popular view is not applicable in changing the law, simply because homosexual people are not as many as the heterosexual ones. The court proceeding is seeking to redefine the institution in which minority people in the country are being discriminated, thus popular view cannot be applied. The change of this is law is paramount to the generations to come thus any decision is going to arouse more consequences. 
7. Which justices seem most supportive of the current state of the law (at the time of oral arguments)? Which support change? Why (what are their arguments? Cite examples from the transcripts.)
There are different justices that seem to be supportive of the existing law. The first one is Justice Kagan (p.54) where he says, “...the best way to promote this procreation centered view of marriage is just to limit marriage to people who want children.  So that's what it does”. Moreover, Chief Justice Roberts, (p. 5) states that marriage is only defined between a man and a woman and thus changing this law means that we are going to affect our constitution. It seems that he is afraid of the constitution change foreseeing that this is going to have a negative impact on the whole country at large. He challenges Ms. Bonauto that marriages were between a man and a woman in coverture era, where a woman was treated as subordinate to her husband thus stating that that analogy can’t be used to support the change. 
On the other hand, there are justices who are strongly supporting the law change. Justice Kennedy believes that if the complainant side is going to be capable of proving the institution wrong, where marriage is defined in lines couple comprising both man and woman, then the definition of marriage is going to take another constitutional definition. Mr. Bursch (p.54) states that even there are couples which marries but ends up without children, thus stating that marriages should not be determined in the basis of procreation. 
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