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Smith, 760 F.3d 1070 (10th Cir. 2014) ; Kitchen v. Herbert, 755 F. 3d 1193 (10th Cir. 2014).

4) Linda McClain, From Romer v. Evans fo United States v. Windsor: Law as a Vehicle for
Moral Disapproval in Amendment 2 and the Defense of Marriage Act, 20 DUKE JOURNAL OF
GENDER LAW & PoLICY 351, 476-77 (2013).

5) 772 F.3d 388 (6th Cir. 2014).
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R ENALZ LR A,

BHMEOFEEILEICONT, Ta— 7Ok A%KH, PEEH#ESLHDO D LT,
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Z1E, EOLDICLVFEOT SN LBEROMETH L, FAEOT Yy TV 2
L7-BRe AT L3 HETH S, F72, MDDy TVTH T &L 2k
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