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Question to Chief Justice Steven Gonzalez
Question 1
 CalExit demonstrations after the announcement of President Donald Trump is an issue that proven that Californians are not willing to work in collectivism, because their political opinion was not respected by the United States. Considering that the US is a democratic nation, what did the leaders of the state fail to do to have their freedom? 
Most parts of California experienced demonstrations when President Trump won the elections. The riots were due to their political opinion, that Trump’s philosophy was not what they endorsed for their government. One of their leaders mentioned that they woke up feeling betrayed by the people of America, and they were not ready to be part of a political system that was against their idea of federal leadership. This conflict seemed to threaten strength of the union (USA). California has not exited the United States yet (Flaskerud 277-279).
This is not an original case. Seceding is a common issue, more especially after Elections. It happened after Barrack Obama was reelected to power in 2012. Texas felt that their political opinion was not respected. Someone mentions that there is not constitutional right for a state to exit the Union (United States). Are there any considerations currently to amend the constitution?
The major issue here is democracy. Is democracy more applicable to the majority of the votes, or does it also apply in setting free any state that is not willing to be part of the US? Is it a violation of the fundamental freedoms to keep a state that is not willing to remain in the union? If the state is willing to work with other states in the union it should have accepted the decision.  If the leaders were really ready to withdraw California, can it be concluded that federalism violated their democratic rights? (Flaskerud 277-279).
Question 2
Was the failure of the Supreme Court on Windsor’s case to protect the same sex couples a failure in being just? How would the case have been dealt with were it a current issue?
Edith Windsor and Thea Spyer got married in California. Later, they moved from California to New York. The New York laws recognize same sex marriage. Spyer died, and Windsor was widowed. A tax case that could protect Windsor if she was married at the time the tax law was violated, requiring the Supreme Court’s attention, came up after words. Windsor having been married in a same sex marriage at the time of violation was not protected because the federal law identifies a marriage as an institution between one man and one woman. She was, therefore, forced to pay $363,000 in federal taxes (US v. Windsor).
The current community has been protecting people from any sort of discrimination. Discrimination is segregation by certain affiliation. There should be equal treatment of gay couples and straight couples, but the demonstration in the case is not exactly the same. The constitution has this definition that segregates other married couples. It is also clear that the federal law is superior to any other law, including the state law, and therefore, could not defend an American who could be protected by the New York state constitution. Can this qualify as a higher level of community division with authority?
I also believe that there are cases of new nature, where there is no similar ruling in the past that can be related (Original jurisdiction). It is mainly influence by the dynamics in legal situation, with cases like cybercrime having been brought into the US constitution strongly. Same sex marriages are of a similar age as cybercrime, though it happens before without the type of protection it demands currently. Can it be concluded that the law makers are biased in prioritizing constitutional amendments, having dealt with cybercrime and left out the same sex marriages?
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