THE AN-TI-FED-ER-AL-IST PA-PERS NUM-BER 78 -79
THE POW-ER OF THE JU-DIC-T-ARY (PART 1)
1788

1. THE SO-PREME COURT UN-DER THIS CON-STIT-U-TION WOULD
BE EX-ALT-ED A-BOVE ALL OTH-ER POW-ER IN THE
GOV-ERN-MENT, AND SUB-JECT TO NO CON-TROL. THE
BUS-INESS OF THTS PA-PER WILL BE TO ILL-US-TRATE THIS,
AND TO SHOW THE DAN-GER THAT WiLL RE-SULT FROM IT. I
QUES-TION WHETH-ER THE WORLD EV-ER SAW, IN A-NY
PER-T-OD OF IT, A COURT OF JUS-TICE IN-VEST-ED WITH SUCH
IM-MENSE POW-ERS, AND YET PLACED iN A SIT-U-A-TION SO
LIT-TLE RE-SPON-SIB-LE. CER-TAIN IT 1§, THAT IN ENG-LAND,
AND IN THE SEV-ERAL STATES, WHERE WE HAVE BEEN TAUGHT
7O BE-LIEVE THE COURTS OF LAW ARE PUT UP-ON THE MOST
PRU-DENT ES-TAB-LISH-MENT, THEY ARE ON A VER-Y
DIFF-ERENT FOOT-ING.

THE JUD-GES IN ENG-LAND, IT 1§ TRUE, HOLD THEIR OFF-TC-ES
DUR-ING THEIR GOOD BE-HAV-IOR, BUT THEN THEIR
DE-TER-MIN-A-TIONS ARE SUB-JECT TO COR-REC-TION BY THE
HOUSE OF LORDS; AND THEIR POW-ER I8 BY NO MEANS SO
EX-TEN-SIVE AS THAT OF THE PRO-POSED SU-PREME COURT OF
THE O-NION. T BE-LIEVE THEY IN NO IN-STANCE A-SSUME THE



AU-THOR-IT-Y TO SET A-SIDE AN ACT OF PAR-LIA-MENT UN-DER
THE T-DE-A THAT IT 18 IN-CON-SIS-TENT WitH THEIR
CON-STIT-U-TION. THEY CON-SID-ER THEM-SELVES BOUND TO
DE-CIDE A-CCORD-ING TO THE EX-IST-ING LAWS OF THE LAND,
AND NEV-ER UN-DER-TAKE TO CON-TROL THEM BY AD-JUD-GING
THAT THEY ARE IN-CON-STS-TENT WiTH THE
CON-STIT-U-TION—MUCH LESS ARE THEY VEST-ED WITH THE
POW-ER OF GIV-ING AN EQU-IT-AB-LE CON-STRUC-TION TO THE
CON-STIT-U-TION.
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THE JUD-GES IN ENG-LAND ARE UN-DER THE CON-TROL OF THE
LEG-TS-LA-TURE, FOR THEY ARE BOUND TO DE-TER-MINE
A-CCORD-ING TO THE LAWS PASSED UN-DER THEM. BUT THE

JUD-GES UN-DER THIS CON-STIT-U-TION WILL CON-TROL THE
LEG-TS-LA-TURE, FOR THE SU-PREME COURT ARE AU-THOR-TSED

IN THE LAST RE-SORT, TO DE-TER-MINE WHAT 1§ THE EX-TENT

OF THE POW-ERS OF THE CON-GRESS. THEY ARE TO GIVE THE

CON-STIT-U-TION AN EX-PLAN-A-TION, AND THERE 16 NO

POW-ER A-BOVE THEM TO SET A-SIDE THEIR JUDG-MENT. THE

FRAM-ERS OF THIS CON-STIT-U-TION A-PPEAR TO HAVE

FOLL-OWED THAT OF THE BRIT-TSH, IN REN-DER-ING THE

JUD-GES IN-DE-PEND-ENT, BY GRANT-ING THEM THEIR

OFF-IE-ES DUR-ING GOOD BE-HAV-IOR, WITH-OUT FOLL-OW-ING

THE CON-STIT-U-TION OF ENG-LAND, IN IN-STIT-UT-ING A

TRI-BU-NAL IN WHICH THEIR ER-RORS MAY BE COR-RECT-ED;



AND WITH-OUT AD-VERT-ING TO THis, THAT THE JO-DICI-AL
UN-DER THIS SYS-TEM HAVE A POW-ER WHICH I$ A-BOVE THE
LEG-TS-LA-TIVE, AND WHICH IN-DEED TRAN-SCENDS ANY
POW-ER BE-FORE GIV-EN TO A JO-DICI-AL BY A-NY FREE
GOV-ERN-MENT UN-DER HEAV-EN.

I DO NOT OB-JECT TO THE JUD-GES HOLD-ING THEIR
COM-MISSI-ONS DUR-ING GOOD BE-HAV-IOR. T SUP-POSE iT A
PROP-ER PRO-VISI-ON PRO-VI-DED THEY WERE MADE
PROP-ER-LY RE-SPON-SIB-LE. BUT T SAY, THIS SYS-TEM HAS
FOLL-OWED THE ENG-LISH GOV-ERN-MENT IN THIS, WAILE IT
HAS DE-PART-ED FROM AL-MOST EV-ERY O-THER PRIN-CIP-LE
OF THEIR JUR-TS-PRU-DENSE, UN-DER THE T-DE-A, OF
REN-DER-ING THE JUD-GES IN-DE-PEND-ENT; WHICH, IN THE
BRIT-ISH CON-STIT-U-TION, MEANS NO MORE THAN THAT THEY
HOLD THEIR PLA-CES DUR-ING GOOD BE-HAV-IOR, AND HAVE
FIXED SAL-ARIES . . . [THE AUTH-ORS OF THE CON-STIT-U-TION]
HAVE MADE THE JUD-GES IN-DE-PEND-ENT, IN THE FULL-EST
SENSE OF THE WORD. THERE 16 NO POW-ER A-BOVE THEM, TO
CON-TROL A-NY OF THEIR DE-CISI-ONS. THERE 16 NO
AQ-THOR-IT-Y THAT CAN RE-MOVE THEM, AND THEY CAN-NOT
BE CON-TROLLED BY THE LAWS OF THE LEG-Ts-LA-TURE. iN
SHORT, THEY ARE IN-DE-PEND-ENT OF THE PEO-PLE, OF THE
LEG-TS-LA-TURE, AND OF EV-ERY POW-ER UN-DER HEAV-EN.
MEN PLACED iN THis SIT-U-A-TION WILL GEN-ER-AL-LY SOON



FEEL THEM-SELVES IN-DE-PEND-ENT OF HEAV-EN TT-SELF.
BE-FORE T PRO-CEED TO ILL-US-TRATE THE TRUTH OF THESE
RE-FLEC-TIONS, T BEG LIB-ER-TY TO MAKE ONE RE-MARK.
THOUGH IN MY O-PIN-ION THE JUD-GES GUGHT TO HOLD THEIR
OFF-i¢-ES DUR-ING GOOD BE-HAV-IOR, YET T THINK IT 1$
CLEAR, THAT THE REA-SONS IN FAV-OR OF THIS
ES-TAB-LISH-MENT OF THE JUD-GES IN ENG-LAND, DO BY NO
MEANS A-PPLY TO THiS COUN-TRY.

2. THE GREAT REA-SON A-SSIGNED, WHY THE JUD-GES IN
BRIT-AIN OUGHT TO BE COM-MISSI-ONED DUR-ING GOOD
BE-HAV-IOR, IS THIS, THAT THEY MAY BE PLACED IN A
SIT-U-A-TION, NOT TO BE IN-FLU-ENCED BY THE CROWN, TO
GIVE SUCH DE-CTSI-ONS AS WOULD TEND TO IN-CREASE TS
POW-ERS AND PRER-OG-A-TIVES. WHILE THE JUD-GES HELD
THEIR PLAC-ES AT THE WILL AND PLEAS-URE OF THE KING, ON
WHOM THEY DE-PEND-ED NOT ON-LY FOR THEIR OFF-TC-ES,
BUT AL-SO FOR THEIR SAL-ARIES, THEY WERE SUB-JECT TO
EV-ERY UN-DUE IN-FLU-ENCE. IF THE CROWN WISHED TO
CARR-Y A FAV-ORITE POINT, TO A-CCOMP-LISH WAICH THE AiD
OF THE COURTS OF LAW WAS NEC-ESS-AR-Y, THE PLEAS-URE
OF THE KING WOULD BE SIG-NiF-IED TO THE JUD-GES. AND IT
RE-QUIRED THE SPIR-IT OF A MAR-TYR FOR THE JUD-GES TO
DE-TER-MINE CON-TRAR-Y TO THE KING'S WILL. THEY WERE
AB-SO-LUTE-LY DE-PEND-ENT UP-ON HIM BOTH FOR THEIR
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OFF-TE-ES AND LIV-INGS. THE KING, HOLD-ING HI$ OFF-TCE
DUR-ING LIFE, AND TRANS-MIT-TING IT TO HI$ POST-ER-IT-Y AS
AN IN-HER-IT-ANCE, HAS MUCH STRONG-ER IN-DUCE-MENTS TO
IN-CREASE THE PRER-OG-A-TIVES OF HIS OFF-ICE THAN THOSE
WH® HOLD THEIR OFF-IC-ES FOR STAT-ED PER-I-ODS OR E-VEN
FOR LIFE. HENCE THE ENG-LISH NA-TION GAINED A GREAT
POINT, IN FA-VOR OF LIB-ER-TY, WHEN THEY OB-TAINED THE
A-PPOINT-MENT OF THE JUDGE, DUR-ING GOOD BE-HAV-TOR.
THEY GOT FROM THE CROWN A CON-CESST-ON WHICH
DE-PRIVED IT OF ONE OF THE MOST POW-ER-FUL EN-GINES
WITH WAICH IT MIGAT EN-LARGE THE BOUND-ARIES OF THE
ROY-AL PRER-OG-A-TIVE AND EN-CROACH ON THE LIB-ER-TIES
OF THE PEO-PLE. BUT THESE REA-SONS DO NOT A-PPLY TO
TS COUN-TRY. WE HAVE NO HER-ED-IT-AR-Y MON-ARCH:
THOSE WHO A-PPOINT THE JUD-GES DO NOT HOLD THEIR
OFF-T¢-ES FOR LIFE, NOR DO THEY DE-SCEND TO THEIR
CHILD-REN. THE SAME AR-GU-MENTS, THERE-FORE, WAICH WILL
CON-CLUDE IN FA-VOR OF THE TEN-OURE OF THE JUD-GE'S
OFF-IE-ES FOR GOOD BE-HAV-TOR, LOSE A CON-SID-ER-A-BLE
PART OF THEIR WEIGAT WHEN A-PPLIED TO THE STATE AND
CON-DITI-ON OF A-MER-IC-A. BUT MUCH LESS CAN iT BE
SHOWN, THAT THE NA-TURE OF OUR GOV-ERN-MENT RE-QUIRES
THAT THE COURTS SHOULD BE PLACED BE-YOND ALL A-CCOUNT
MORE IN-DE-PEND-ENT, SO MUCH SO AS TO BE A-BOVE



CON-TROL.
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I HAVE SAID THAT THE JUD-GES UN-DER THIS SYS-TEM WILL BE
IN-DE-PEND-ENT IN THE STRICT SENSE OF THE WORD. TO
PROVE THIS T WILL SHOW THAT THERE 1§ NO POW-ER A-BOVE
THEM THAT CAN CON-TROL THEIR DE-CISI-ONS, OR COR-RECT
THEIR ERR-ORS. THERE 16 NO AU-THOR-IT-Y THAT CAN
RE-MOVE THEM FROM OFF-ICE FOR A-NY ERR-ORS OR WANT OF
CA-PAC-IT-Y, OR LOW-ER THEIR SAL-ARIES, AND IN MA-NY
CAS-ES THEIR POW-ER 16 SU-PER-I-OR TO THAT OF THE
LEG-IS-LA-TURE.

1ST. THERE 1§ NO POW-ER A-BOVE THEM THAT CAN COR-RECT
THEIR ERR-ORS OR CON-TROL THEIR DE-CISI-ONS. THE
AD-JUD-IC-A-TIONS OF THiS COURT ARE FI-NAL AND
IR-RE-VER-SIB-LE, FOR THERE 1§ NO COURT A-BOVE THEM TO
WHICH A-PPEALS CAN LIE, EI-THER IN ERR-OR OR ON THE
MER-ITS. IN THTS RE-SPECT IT DIFF-ERS FROM THE COURTS iN
ENG-LAND, FOR THERE THE HOUSE OF LORDS 16 THE HIGH-EST
COURT, TO WHOM A-PPEALS, IN ERR-OR, ARE CARR-IED FROM
THE HIGA-EST OF THE COURTS OF LAW.

2ND. THEY CAN-NOT BE RE-MOVED FROM OFF-ICE OR SUF-FER A
DIM-IN-U-TION OF THEIR SAL-ARIES, FOR ANY ERR-OR IN JUDG-
MENT [DUE] TO WANT OF CA-PAC-IT-Y. IT 16 EX-PRESS-LY DE-
CLARED BY THE CON-STIT-U-TION, "THAT THEY SHALL AT STA-



TED TIMES RE-CEIVE A COM-PEN-SA-TION FOR THEIR SER-
VIC-ES WHICH SHALL NOT BE DIM-IN-ISHED DUR-ING THEIR
CON-TIN-U-ANCE IN OFF-ICE."

THE ON-LY CLAUSE IN THE CON-STIT-U-TION WAICH PRO-VIDES
FOR THE RE-MOV-AL OF THE JUD-GES FROM OFF-IC-ES, T8 THAT
WHICH DE-CLARES, THAT "THE PRES-ID-ENT, VICE-PRES-ID-ENT,
AND ALL CIv-IL OFF-IC-ERS OF THE U-NI-TED STATES, SHALL BE
RE-MOVED FROM OFF-TCE, ON IM-PEACH-MENT FOR, AND
CON-VIC-TION OF TREA-SON, BRI-BER-Y, OR O-THER HIGH
CRIMES AND MIS-DE-MEAN-ORS." BY THIS PAR-A-GRAPH, CIv-IL
OF-FIC-ERS, IN WHICH THE JUD-GES ARE IN-CLUD-ED, ARE
RE-MOV-A-BLE ON-LY FOR CRIMES. TREA-SON AND BRIB-ER-Y
ARE NAMED, AND THE REST ARE IN-CLUD-ED UN-DER THE
GEN-ER-AL TERMS OF HIGH CRIMES AND MIS-DE-MEAN-ORS.
ERR-ORS IN JUDG-MENT, OR WANT OF CA-PAC-IT-Y TO
DIS-CHARGE THE DU-TIES OF THE OFF-ICE, CAN NEV-ER BE
sUP-POSED TO BE IN-CLUD-ED IN THESE WORDS, HIGH CRIMES
AND MIS-DE-MEAN-ORS. A MAN MAY Mis-TAKE A CASE iN
GIV-ING JUDG-MENT, OR MAN-IF-EST THAT HE I$§
IN-COM-PE-TENT TO THE DIS-CHARGE OF THE DU-TIES OF A
JUDGE, AND YET GIVE NO EV-ID-ENCE OF COR-RUP-TION OR
WANT OF IN-TEG-RIT-Y. TO SUP-PORT THE CHARGE, T WILL BE
NEC-ESS-AR-Y TO GIVE IN EV-ID-ENCE SOME FACTS THAT WILL
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SHOW, THAT THE JUD-GES COM-MITT-ED THE ERR-OR FROM



WICK-ED AND CO-RRUPT MO-TIVES.

3D. THE POW-ER OF THIS COURT IS IN MA-NY CAS-ES
SU-PER-I-OR TO THAT OF THE LEG-TS-LA-TURE. T HAVE
SHOWED, IN A FORM-ER PA-PER, THAT THiS COURT WILL BE
AU-THOR-TSED TO DE-CIDE UP-ON THE MEAN-ING OF THE
CON-STIT-U-TION; AND THAT, NOT ON-LY A-CCORD-ING TO THE
NAT-UR-AL AND OB-VI-OUS MEAN-ING OF THE WORDS, BUT
AL-5O A-CCORD-ING TO THE SPIR-IT AND IN-TEN-TION OF iT.
IN THE EX-ER-CISE OF THIS POW-ER THEY WILL NOT BE
SUB-OR-DIN-ATE TO, BUT ABOVE THE LEG-IS-LA-TURE. FOR ALL
THE DE-PART-MENTS OF THTS GOV-ERN-MENT WILL RE-CEIVE
THEIR POW-ERS, SO FAR AS THEY ARE EX-PRESSED IN THE
CON-STIT-U-TION, FROM THE PEO-PLE IM-ME-DE-ATE-LY, WHO
ARE THE SOURCE OF POW-ER. THE LEG-TS-LA-TURE CAN ON-LY
EX-ER-CTSE SUCH POW-ERS AS ARE GIV-EN THEM BY THE
CON-STIT-U-TION; THEY CAN-NOT A-sSUME A-NY OF THE
RIGHTS AN-NEXED TO THE JU-DICI-AL; FOR THIS PLAIN
REA-SON, THAT THE SAME AU-THOR-IT-Y WHICH VEST-ED THE
LEG-TS-LA-TURE WiTH THEIR POW-ERS, VEST-ED THE JU-DICi-AL
WITH THEIRS. BOTH ARE DER-TVED FROM THE SAME SOURCE:
BOTH THERE-FORE ARE E-QUAL-LY VAL-ID, AND THE JOU-DICI-AL
HOLD THEIR POW-ERS IN-DE-PEND-ENT-LY OF THE
LEG-TS-LA-TURE, AS THE LEG-IS-LA-TURE DO OF THE JU-DICI-AL.
THE SU-PREME COURT THEN HAVE A RIGAT, IN-DE-PEND-ENT OF



THE LEG-TS-LA-TURE, TO GIVE A CON-STRUC-TION TO THE
CON-STIT-U-TION AND EV-ERY PART OF IT, AND THERE 1§ NO
POW-ER PRO-VID-ED IN THIS SYS-TEM TO COR-RECT THEIR
CON-STRUC-TION OR DO IT A-WAY. IF, THERE-FORE, THE
LEG-TS-LA-TURE PASS A-NY LAWS, IN-CON-STS-TENT WitH THE
SENSE THE JUD-GES PUT UP-ON THE CON-STIT-U-TION, THEY
WILL DE-CLARE IT VOID; AND THERE-FORE IN THIS RE-SPECT
THEIR POW-ER 16 SU-PER-I-OR TO THAT OF THE
LEG-TS-LA-TURE. IN ENG-LAND THE JUD-GES ARE NOT ON-LY
SUB-JECT TO HAVE THEIR DE-CISI-ONS SET A-SIDE BY THE
HOUSE OF LORDS, FOR ERR-OR, BUT IN CAS-ES WHERE THEY
GIVE AN EX-PLAN-A-TION TO THE LAWS OR CON-STIT-U-TION
OF THE COUN-TRY CON-TRAR-Y TO THE SENSE OF THE
PAR-LIA-MENT THOUGH THE PAR-LIA-MENT WILL NOT SET
A-SIDE THE JUDG-MENT OF THE COURT YET, THEY HAVE
AU-THOR-IT-Y, BY A NEW LAW, TO EX-PLAIN THE FOR-MER ONE,
AND BY THIS MEANS TO PRE-VENT A RE-CEP-TION OF SUCH
DE-CISI-ONS. BUT NO SUCH POW-ER T8 IN THE LEG-TS-LA-TURE.
THE JUD-GES ARE SU-PREME AND NO LAW, EX-PLAN-A-TOR-Y OF
THE CONSTITUTION, WILL BE BIND-ING ON THEM.

WEHEN GREAT AND EX-TRAOR-DIN-AR-Y POW-ERS ARE VEST-ED
IN ANY MAN, OR BOD-Y OF MEN, WHICH IN THEIR EX-ER-CISE,
Y OP-ER-ATE TO THE OP-PRESSI-ON OF THE PEO-PLE, IT IS
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OF HIGH IM-POR-TANCE THAT POW-ER-FUL CHECKS SHOULD BE



FORMED TO PRE-VENT THE A-BOSE OF IT.

PER-HAPS NO RE-STRAINTS ARE MORE FOR-CIB-LE, THAN SUCH
AS A-RISE FROM RE-SPON-SIB-TL-IT-Y T8 SOME SU-PER-I-OR
POW-ER. HENSE IT 16 THAT THE TRUE POL-IE-Y OF A
RE-PUB-LIC-AN GOV-ERN-MENT 1S, TO FRAME IT IN SUCH
MAN-NER, THAT ALL PER-SONS WHO ARE CON-CERNED IN THE
GOV-ERN-MENT, ARE MADE A-CCOUNT-A-BLE TO SOME
SU-PER-I-OR FOR THEIR CON-DUCT IN OFF-ICE. THis
RE-SPON-SIB-IL-IT-Y SHOULD UL-TIM-ATE-LY REST WITH THE
PEO-PLE. TO HAVE A GOV-ERN-MENT WELL AD-MIN-TST-ERED IN
ALL ITS PARTS, IT 1§ RE-QUIS-ITE THE DIFF-ERENT
DE-PART-MENTS OF IT SHOULD BE SEP-AR-A-TED AND LODGED
AS MUCH AS MAY BE IN DIFF-ERENT HANDS. THE LEG-TS-LA-TIVE
POW-ER SHOULD BE IN ONE BOD-Y, THE EX-EC-O-TIVE IN
A-NOTH-ER, AND THE JO-DICI-AL IN ONE DIFF-ERENT FROM
EfTH-ER. BUT STILL EACH OF THESE BOD-IES SHOULD BE
A-CCOUNT-A-BLE FOR THEIR CON-DUCT. HENCE IT 15
IM-PRAC-TIC-A-BLE, PER-HAPS, TO MAIN-TAIN A PER-FECT
DIS-TINC-TION BE-TWEEN THESE SEV-ERAL DE-PART-MENTS.
FOR IT 1§ DIF-FIC-ULT, IF NOT IM-POS-SIB-LE, TO CALL TO
A-CCOUNT THE SEV-ERAL OFF-IC-ERS IN GOV-ERN-MENT,
WITH-OUT IN SOME DEG-REE MIX-ING THE LEG-TS-LA-TIVE AND
JO-DICI-AL. THE LEG-TS-LA-TURE IN A FREE RE-PUB-LIC ARE
CHOS-EN BY THE PEO-PLE AT STAT-ED PER-T-ODS, AND THEIR



RE-SPON-STB-IL-IT-Y CON-SISTS, IN THEIR BE-ING A-MEN-A-BLE
7O THE PEO-PLE. WHEN THE TERM FOR WHICH THEY ARE
CHOS-EN SHALL EX-PIRE, WHO [THE PEO-PLE] WILL THEN HAVE
OP-POR-TUN-IT-V TO DIS-PLACE THEM IF THEY Dis-A-PPROVE
OF THEIR CON-DUCT. BUT IT WOULD BE IM-PROP-ER THAT THE
JO-DICI-AL SHOULD BE E-LEC-TIVE, BE-CAUSE THEIR BUS-INESS
RE-QUIRES THAT THEY SHOULD PO-$SESS A DEG-REE OF LAW
KNOWL-EDGE, WHICH TS A-CQUIRED ON-LY BY A REG-0-LAR
ED-0-CA-TION DEG-REE; AND BE-SIDES IT 1§ FIT THAT THEY
SHOULD BE PLACED, IN A EER-TAIN DEG-REE IN AN
IN-DE-PEND-ENT SIT-U-A-TION, THAT THEY MAY MAIN-TAIN
FIRM-NESS AND STEAD-I-NESS IN THEIR DE-CISI-ONS. AS THE
PEO-PLE THERE-FORE OUGHT NOT TO E-LECT THE JUD-GES,
THEY CAN-NOT BE A-MEN-A-BLE TO THEM IM-ME-DE-ATE-LY,
SOME OTH-ER MODE OF A-MEN-A-BIL-IT-Y MUST THERE-FORE
BE DE-VISED FOR THESE, AS WELL AS FOR ALL OTH-ER
OFF-TE-ERS WHICH DO NOT SPRING FROM THE TM-ME-DE-ATE
CHOICE OF THE PEO-PLE. THis 16 TO BE E-FFECT-ED BY
MAK-ING ONE COURT SUB-OR-DIN-ATE TO A-NOTH-ER, AND BY
GIV-ING THEM COG-NIZ-ANCE OF THE BE-HAV-TOR OF ALL
OFF-TE-ERS. BUT ON THIS PLAN WE AT LAST A-RRIVE AT SOME
SO-PREME, O-VER WHOM THERE 16 NO POW-ER TO CON-TROL
BUT THE PEO-PLE THEM-SELVES. THIS SU-PREME
CON-TROLL-ING PBW-ER SHOULD BE IN THE CHOICE OF THE



PEO-PLE, OR ELSE YOU ES-TAB-LISH AN AU-THOR-IT-Y
IN-DE-PEND-ENT, AND NOT A-MEN-AB-LE AT ALL, WHICH 15
RE-PUG-NANT TO THE PRIN-CIP-LES OF A FREE GOV-ERN-MENT.
A-GREE-AB-LE TO THESE PRIN-CIP-LES T SUP-POSE THE
SO-PREME JU-DICE-AL QUGHT TO BE LI-AB-LE TO BE CALLED TO
A-CCOUNT, FOR ANY MIS-CON-DUCT, BY SOME BOD-Y OF MEN,
WHO DE-PEND UP-ON THE PEO-PLE FOR THEIR PLAC-ES; AND
SO AL-5O SHOULD ALL OTH-ER GREAT OFF-TE-ERS IN THE
STATE, WHO ARE NOT MADE A-MEN-AB-LE TO SOME
SU-PER-I-OR OFF-IE-ERS....

BRU-TUS



