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NOTES OV ARTICLE 6 OF THE EOMSTITUTION OF
THE UNITRD STATES.
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Article 6 of the tonstitution of the United States provides:
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wiis Constitution, nad tho luws of tho Unitod Stutes shich shall |
be mude in pursuance theroof; and ell treaties mode, or which shull
pe made, under tho authority of the United States, shall be ¢the supreme
law of the land; and the judges in evory gtnte shall be bound theraby, {
anything in tho constitution or lews of any stata to the contrary

notwithatandinge”

]

¥ith roference to this clauso of the Constitution touching the su~

) a4

United Stites over the State luws the g¢ourts

promacy of troatiss of the

have suid!
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wrere can bo no limit tion on the power of the poople of tho
stnte constitotions were & de,

inited Stntem. BY thoir auhority, the
and by thegr nuthority the donstitution of the Unitad States was
satahlished; and thoy had ihe power to change or abolish the stute

sonstitutions, or %o moke thor yield to the goneral govermnont, «nd
to ‘renties mado by tholr nubtloritye A treaty cunnot be the suprome
1ag of the land, that is, of all the Unitod Siaves, if uny act
of o stato legislature cun gtand in ite way, If tho constitution of
+ state (which is tho gundamontul law of tho atate, ~nd parasount to
its legislature) must give way to & ireaty, and fall baforo it; can
it po questionod, whothor the less power, &n net of tho state logise
1ature, must not be prostrate? It 15 tho declarod will of the paople
st +he Unitod States, that aevery treuty mulo by the 'uthority of the
mited 3tates, shall be suporior to tho emstitution and laws of any
individual state; and their will nione is to decide. It o law of &
gtate, contrary o o tre ty, is not yoid, but woidable only, by @&
rapeal, or pullification by & strnte legislature, this cortain con=
gaquonca follows, thet the will of o srall cart of the Unitod Gtates
may control or defoat the will of tho shole. Tho people of Aperica
heve baen pleusod to declare, thut all tronties mide before tho oas
tablishmont of the nntional constitutlon, or laws of any of “ho
stitas, contrary % & sranty, shall bo disrog rded.

wpour things are ajpurent, or A view of this 6th article of the
nationl constitution. 1st. Thut it 'ls retrospactive, und is to be
copsiderod in tho sune light os if tho constitution haud beon ogiub=
14shed before the naking of tho treuty of 1783. 2d. That the con® |
gtitution or laws of any of “ho stutes, so far us sithor of thes shall |




b9 found contrary to thut troat:, are, by foree of tho said articlo,\“
prostirated bofere the troaty. 3d. That, consoquonily, tho treaty
of 1783 has swperior power to the legislature of any state, becuuse
no logislature of uny s%tute has any kind of pew:r over the constitue
tion, which wus its creator., 4th. That it is the doclared duty of
the stato judgos to lotormine uny constitution or laws of any state,
contrary to thut treaty (or any other), mado undor tho wuthority

of the United Stutes, null und void. M.tional or federal Judges ure
bound by duty and oath to the same conduct," (Em—ro Waro v, fylton,
J UeSs 298, 235.) Hold accordingly that the treaty of peacae con=
cluded botween the United St-tes nnd Greut Rrituin in 1783, enabled
British croditors 4o rocover dobtn proviously owing to them by
\vorieur citizens, notwithstanding a payrmont into a State troasury
under n State law of sequestration.

9519 of tho Rovised Stututes,in so fur us it embraces a conspiracy

"Thus, the stutes havo surrondersd ‘he tr aty-muking powor %o the
gonorel fovornment, and vestod it exclusively in 4he president and
sonuta; und when duly exorcised by the prosidont nnd senato the
ety rosulting bocores the suprems law of the land, to which not
only stuto lauws, but stute constitutions, aro in oxprese torms sube
ordinated, As to what subjects are within +he tra tremaking power,
830 Parrott's Caso, 6 Sawy, 368, 269, 3,C. 1 Fod, liep. 481, and the
nunorous casts thore cited, It cort inly, under ths authorities
thore citad, embruces the ontire subjocte=nattor of cur 4roaties with

China. The rights, proviloges, and immunitles puarantied ars ithin

the tro tyemiking power to grant. Thev are craovted undor, and ars
dopondent upon, the constitution of the United Stutes, And in 1,5,
Ve 10088 tho supromo court holds thut 'rights and irrunities crontad
byy or depondont upon, tho comstitulion of the United Gtates can be
protected by congress. Tho form nnd manner of protaction may bo such
as congress, in the logitinats exorcise of logislative power, shall
ovide, This may be vuriod 4o meot the necozsity of the particular
right to bo protocted.® 02 V.8, 217. And in furbrough's Case
“ho suprome court says: 'Tho power arisss out of the circumstance
that the function in which the patty is engaged, or the right which
hs is about to exorcise, is dependont on the laws of Lhe Unitad
States. In bLoth of thosec cnses it is <he duty of ihe government to
800 that ho may exorcise this right freely, =nd to protect him fram
violanea w:ile so doing, or on account of so doing,' 110 U.S. 658,
and 112 V.5, 80; 4 Su., Ct. 5 Supe Cte Rope 35." (In-we

saldwin, 47 Fod, Rop. 187, 18¢ 'ald accordingly that section

/hich deprives Chineso rasidents of u 5t.te of the priviloges und
Lumunitios socured t+ thowm by existing treuties, is constitutiopal,

aty=miking power has bean surrondercd by the
tho United St-%es, is unquostionabla. It is
hat Lho trezties made by the Unitod Stutes und in foree
2 supramo law of the land, und that they are ns binding
the torritorial limits of the stutes as thoy ara alsewhoro
d

throughout the dominion of the United Stitos," (Radldwin v, Pranks,
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120 .54 678, 682,) It was hold in this cuso that Congress had the
constitutlonal authority to provide for the punishuent of persons
guilty of depriving Chineso subjocts of any of the rights guarantoad
to thom by treuty, but tht Congress had not done so in section 5519,)

"A troaty, constitutionally e¢sncluded and ratified, nboogates
Mmatever law of any ono of the Stutes may bo inconsistent thoresith,
"The docision of the Supreme Court in the caso of Daviges of

fairfax ve Lessoo of unter, (vid Cranch, 64"7), giving effect to

tno ninth articlo of the treaty of 1794, botweon tho United Stutes
and Groat Britain; that of the same court in ihe cige of Waro v, livle
ton, (iii Dallas, “iiay &%, 450, 266, 480, 284;) thet of Mr. Justice
Vashington, in tho cuse of the lesses of Gordon ve Hulliday, (1 Vashe
ington's C.C.Re 291;) and that of Nr. Justice Livingston, in the case
of Doo on deme of Fishor v, Hernden, (i Paine's C.0.0i. 59;) are oxe
muplos showing the officacy of tre-tiss made by the Unitad States,

in their mlation %o tho prior laws, or evon the constitutions, of
“ho several Statee." (6 0p. At. Gen. 295,)

i

"If it bo sugpestod that such o troaty is beyond tho constitue
tional powar of the President und the Senate to offoct, becauso it
oprives the 5tites of jurisdiction and authority now vested in them,
and practically would annul their laws and destroy ons subjoet of
State soveroipnty, without going into a history of that clauss of
“ho Constitution, above quoted, which doglares thut all troaties
7dch shall bo muds by the wuthority of the United States shall
' suprome luw of tho land (the discussions of which in tho Cone
itutionul Convention and in the State convontions called for the
of the Uonstitution were wory extamsivoland interasting),
is sufficiont to suy that it has been held by the Suprame Court
‘he United Stutes that it is no objection to the vulidity of a
¥ Lhit 1t establishes within Stute jurisdiction a difforent
lay und standard of rights fron that established by the laws of the
State. Thut court has decidod in the intersst of = Pritish subfect
thal o tre 4y ¢an annul o atatute of a Stute confisciting the debt
duo o a Oritish subject. (Ware v, liylton, 3 Dullas, 199,) It was
fold in the cuse of launnstein v, Lynham (100 U,S., 483) that a
5tate law forbidding an alien to tuie lands by descent nust give wiy
L0 o treaty which confers the right of inhoritunce upon a subjoct
of a foreign power. 50 that it is est:iblished by judicial decision
of the highest authority that the mere fact that a treaty provision
annuls and supersodes tha law of a particular State upon the same
subject is no objeetion to the vilidity of the treaty., In the cuse
of Geofroy v. Riggs (133 1,8., 25¢ | Lrs Justico Field declarad thst
%ad Stntes extends to all proper subjacts

1
A
To Lronty powsr4P-the Tni
of nagotiation batween our Govarmment and the govornmants of other
nutions, 'The treaty powsr as oxprossed in tha Constitution is in
torns unlimited except by thoss restraints which ars found in that
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monts, or thoso urising from tho nature of tho Goveornment itself

and that of “he Stutes, It would not be contonded that it oxtonds so

far as 1o authorize what the Constitution forbids, or « change in

the character of the Government or in thut of one of the States, or

a cession of any portion of tho territory of the latter without its

consont. But with these exceptions it is not parceived thut thore is
| uny limit to it touching any matter -hich is properly the subject of
;_pﬂgotiutiuns «ith u forsign coumtty,'

"y conclusion is that the United States has powar t: enter into
trasty stipulations with Great Hritain for tho regulation of the fishe
srdes in tho waters of the United Stutes und Cunada along the inters
nationnl boundary." (%é Op. Ate Gon, 217.)

R"instrumunt aguinst the action of the Govarmmont or of its departe
|
|
{

the state cunnot logislate so as to interfers with the opora=
tion of this treaty or }imit it or deny the privileges or immunitioes
guarentesd by it to the Chinose residents in this country. As wus
suid by Kr. Justice Fisld in the 'qusue ondinance ¢ se,' lately do=
cided in tho circuit court for the district of Culifornia, (HoARh

0@ ve Nunun, Cuse Yo, 6,546,) to the national povornment 'balong
oxclusively the tretyemuking power and tho powsr to rogulate come
morea with foraign nations, x x x That govarnment slons can da=
temine what nlions shall be parmitted to land within the United
Glites and upon what conditions they shall bo permitted to ramain,'

"It will be observed that thy treaty rocognizes tho right of

19 Chinese Lo change thoir home und allepiance nnd %o visit this
country and become permanont residonts thorsof, and ag suchiresidents
iV puaranteos to them all tho privileges and immunities that =may be
mjoyad hora by the citizens or subjocts of any nation. Therofore, if
Lha stite can restrain and limit the Chinese in thair labor nnd pure
suits within its linmite, ‘¢ muy do the same by tho subjects of Creat
Britain, ¥rance, or Gormany." (Buker v, Pertlund, 2 Fed. Cases, 777.)
eld accordingly that & State statute restricting the right of Chie
nest to lebor within that Stato could not bo enforced in view of the
rights guarantaad to Chineso parsons by the treaty of July 28, 1268,

"But the extent of the powor of the state ‘o exclude u foreigmer
from its territory is limited by the right in which it has its origin,
tha right of self-defonse. Whatovor outeide of the lepitimate exercise
of this right affects tho intercourse of foreigners with our paople,
tholr immdgration t» this country and rasidence thorein, is exclusive=
ly w#ithin the jurisdiction of tho genor:l govornmont, nnd is not sube
joct to stute centrol, or interforence. To that govermment tho ireaty=

<ing powar is confided; alsec, the powor to mgpulate commerce vith
foraign nations, which includes intorcourse w#ith them as woll us
treffic; =lso tho powar to preseribe the conditions of migrution or
importation of persons, snd rules of naturilization; whilst the astutes
aro forbidden tc onter into any tresty, alliance, or confederation

{th othor nations.," (In ro Ah Fong, 1 Fed. Cases, 102,) Accordingly
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held that a Gtats stutute wis ineffective to doprive a Chineso pere
son of rights gurunteod by the treuty of 1868,

"The potitioner im an alien, snd under tho tre:ty with China is
ontitled to all tho rights, privileges, and immunities of subjocts
of tho mont favored nation with which this country has treuty re-
lations. HNedng « resident hors bafors the pasnage of the rocent
act of congress, restricting the damigration of subjocts of his
country, ho has, under tho plodge of the nation, tho right % remain,
tnd follow any of the lawful ordinary trades and pursuits of life,
without let or hindrance from the state, or any of its subordinate

municipal bodies, except sugh as may arise
and iIny!L!’ti.il luws,

& municipal ordlnunce thut huas no stronger

from the anforcomont of oqual

is liberty to follow any such occupation e¢innot
bo restrained by inv.lid legislation of any

kind; cortainly not by
ground for ita anactment

that the misorable protense that “he husiness of & laundry==that is,

of washing clothes for hire~-is aguinst good morals or dungerous

to the public enfaty, Rev, 5t, see. 754 Px parto "ridges, 2 Woods,

429; In re Ouy, 6 Sawy, &37." (In ro Quong Woo, 1\ Fed, Rep. 233.)

"The same priviloges which ars granted to other aliens, by ireaty

* othorwise, are sacured Chinmnon by stipulations of the

Yo Concoding that tho stuto may oxclude ull aliens from fishing

5 wators, yot if 1t pommits one clasas tc anjoy ‘ha privilege
pormit all othors to enjoy, upon like torme, the same nrivie
whose governmonts huve {rouiies sscuring to thom the anjoyrent

privilogos gruntod to the most favored nation.” (In re Ah

4 Fed. Rep. 737.)

i . L
v tho

"There ¢rn be no mistezing “ho significance or effect of these

plain, conciss, corphatic provisions. The stutes huvs swrrendered
tha treaty-meking power Lo the goneral covernment, and vostod ia
in the prasident and sonate; =nd, rhon duly exorcised Ly the presie
dont ond sonute, the 4ronty resulting is the supreme luw of the land,
to which not only state laws but stite constitutions aro in express
torms subordinateds x x x."
"If, therofors, tho constitutional provisien, and the statute
in quostion meds in pursuance of its mundute, are in conflict with
e vilid trenty with China, they cre voids x x x." (In re Tibureio
Parrott, 1 Fad. Rop. 481, 501, 50%,) Yold accordingly that orovisions

f tion und statutes of California prohibiting the anme

Chinoso by corporntions wars void,

6t

of ths constit
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principle (that treaties of the United 5t
the supreme law

citizens of the
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y land and must be ohsarved by the ine
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*ablo here, whore it is sought to anforce

Al
Ci

*

1

! 4
L

4
N4
in Yy inin al1s 14
in my opinion, equally appli




an agroomont mado contrary to tho publie polley of Lhe government,

in contravention of ono of its trenties, nnd in violation of a prine
ciple embodied In 1ts constitution. Such n contract is absolutely
void, ond should net be onforged in uny courty==cartainly not in a
court of equity of tho United Stutes." (Smee® Gandolfo v. Murtman,
19 Fods Rope 191, 180,) Held taat a covenant in a desd mot %o cone
vay or leass ;:md 0 & Chinaman is vold, as being in contravention of
the troaty with China of 1880,

"Tho nullity of any act, inconsistont w
reduced by the decluration, thut the 3t

Aa¥e 350 Gppropriate application of thut part of the cluuse

(M

vhich
confors Lho swhe supronagy on laws and ‘roatles, is tu such acts of the
6%4%0 logdslaturas as do not transeand thoir powors, but though one

1A

actod in the execution of acknowlodged stuts powers, intarfore with,
0F Gre convrary oo, the laws of congress, made in pursuanco of the
constitutlion, or some Lreaty made under the authority of the United
States., In evory sucgh e w0, Lhe act of congress, or tha troaty,
is suprome; and the law of the st.te, thoup- enacted in the oxerciso
of powars not controverted, must vield ¢4 it." (Zmwews Ciblons v.
Ogdon, 2. Me@., 209, 211.)

"In Chirac v. Chirac (2 Wheat. 259), it wes held by this court
& trouty with France gave to hor citizens the ::‘ght o purchuse
d hold Lund in the United Stuins, rormoved tho incapacity of ulione
eq;c and pluced thow in precisely the sume situation us if they h.d
boon citizone ol this country. The Stute law wus herdly advertad ¢
tn not Lo heve beon considered o factor of any iu;'orta.nco ‘n
rof ‘ho caso. The samo doctrine was rerffirmed touching this
‘arnoal ve Bunks (10 ids 161), and with respoct to the
‘i: ltuh troaty of 1Y94, in Hughes v. Edwards (9 id. 459)s A treuty
stipulntion muy bo effoctusl to protect the land of nn alisn from
forfoituro by eschout under the luws of a Stute, Orr v. 'lodgason,

id. 453. By the “ritish tre:ty of 1794, 'all in:'u'im ant of nlione
ag0 wus absolutely levelled with ‘he ground dos 1tc the laws of the
tutes, It is the direct censtitutional juastion in .t: fullest cone
ditions. Yot tho Supreme Court held thot the stipulation wug within
the constitutional powers of tho !Tnior. F .rfu.x 8 Dovisess v,
Huntor's Lesses, 7 Cranch, -'iz?' sec Ware v. !lylton, % Dall. 242.'

Jalls 242,
"

. « Atty's=Gan, 417, r. Calhoun, ut. or l wing down cortain oxe
coptions und quulifications ‘."-.:-':"' do not affact this cnse, says:
Within these linits all quostions which miy aris» betweon us und
“hor powars, be the subjectermattor whet it may, £421 within the

' king power and muy bo ndjusted by 4 Traout 1 Conat.,

"o el
iedde Gk
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"If the national governmont has mot the power to do what ds
done by such troanties, it cannot bo done at all, for tho States aro
exprossly forbidden to 'onter into any treaty, alllsnce, or cone
foderation,' Const., art. 1, nect, 10,

"Tt must alwa 8 bo borne in mind that the Comstitution, laws, und
tronties of the United States arc as much a pett of the luw of ovory
atato ag ite own loenl laws and Conetitution, This is u fundemontul
prineiplo in our system of complex national polity. Sea also Shanke
v. Dupont, 4 Pat, 24} Footer & Flam v. Neilson, 2 id. 55} The
Mmerokee Tobaceo, 11 Wall, 616; Mr, Pinknoy's Spooch, J Elllott's
ronstitutional Nebotes, 2317 The Paople &e. v. Cerke & Clark, 5 Cal,
581,"  (In ro Hauenstoin v, Lynham, 100 U,8, 483, 169190, )

"It ie true, Congress hos not. done this: hut the Constitution
dacluros & treaty to be tho supreme luw of the land; mnd Chief Justice
Yarshell, in Yoater and Blam v, “ailson, o Pat, 714, has said: "That
& treaty is 4o be rogurded, 'n courts of justice, um 09 tivalant to
an nct of the lepislature, vhenavor it operates of itself, without
the aid of any logisletive provis’on,"

"agides, tho powor to mako trosties with ‘he Indien tribes is,
an wo huve soen, cooxtensive with thut to muke treaties with fore
vign nations. In rogard o the lattor, it is, be ond doubt, am lo
v gover nll tho usuel subjects of diplomacy. Ono of thom relates to
tho dieability of the citizens or subjocts of oi her contracting
nation 4o take, by descant or deviss, real propert) situnte in the
tarritory of the other, If & trauty to wiich the United States it a
sarty romoved such disability, und secured to them ihe right sc to
taxo nnd hold such property, as if they were nutives of this country,
it might contruveno thu stututes of & Staso; but, in that ovent, the
courts would disragerd them, wnd pive o tho alien the full protoction
gonferrad by its provisionss x x xo" (In re UsSe ve 40 Gillons
f Vhiskay, ate., 95 1.5, 18E, 190=197,)

MApticle 7 of tha converntion of 1800 was in force when the act of

‘ongross adopting the laws of laryland, Fobruary a7, 1801, was
passed, That law adopted and continued in foreo ihe lew of Merylund

ag 44 thon existed. It did not adopt the lew of uryland os it exe

isted provious o the treuty; for that would have boon in of foct to
the troaty so far as tho District of Colunbie was affectod. In
1 3

as it thon axisted, it adopted the luw with its provisions

jurine the continuance of tha treanty so far as thoy con=

[¥

Ath ite=in other wordis, the treaty, being part of tho su=

prame lew of the land, controlied the statute und common law of Marye
and whenover it diffored from thome x x xo" (In re Geofroy v.
:.‘.ln-plﬁ, 1.‘ "'fg. i.;ba' L-:l.?.)




"As was said in Vartin v. Dunter (1 Thoat, 365), 'tho gemoral
govornmant must censo tn oxist whemovor it loges tho power of pro=
tocting itsolf in tho axorcise of its comstitutional powers.,' It
can act only through ite officers :nd agents, nnd they must ect within
the Stutes. If, whon thus acting, and within the scope of *hair
authority, thoas officers cun be arrestod and brought to trial in n
Atate sourt, for an alloged offence mgninst tha law of the State,

) warrantsd by the Federal authority 4hey possoss, und if “ho
ponoral govornuont is powsrless to Interfero at once for their
nrotoction,==1f thodr protection must be left to ths netion of “he
Siate court,=~the vperntions of the goneral povornment nay ot any
tira be arrestod at the will of one of its membors. The logislae
tion of & Stute may bo unfriendly. It may affix ponalties Lo acts
dona undor the irmediate diroction of the national govermment, ond

in obadionce to its lawas, It may dony the autherity confarred by
thosa laws, Tho State court mty administor not orly the laws of

the State, bul oquully Federal law, in such o manner as to purulyze
ona of the povernment. And even if, after trial and finul
judgnent in the Stato court, tho cnse cun bs brought into the United
tates court for roviow, the officer is withdrawn from the discharge
Lthe acorc.ise

tha A s 4
AR EEELE) gty AN

{ his duvty during tho pondoney of the prosecution, and

of
scnowledped Federsl power is arrestods
Yo do not 4hink such an clament of weakness is 1o bs found
Atutions The United Stutes is a govornwent with nuthore
holes territory of the Union, acting upon the
{ tha Stutes. While it is limited in
;o fur as its sovoroignty oxtonds it is
; nte govortmant can oxclude it from the ozercise of
anv guthority conforred upen it by the Zonstitution, obsiruct its
uthorized officers against its will, or «ithhold from it, for =
noront, tho copnizance of wny subject which that instrument has come
t4od to i%." (In re Tonnessoe v. Duvis, Se 457, wbueib3e)

Wil ..

Ta s,
Al .T

re within the territorinl limite of ouch State two govoine

trictod in thair sphores of action, oul indapendent ¢f auch
ir respoctivo sphares, Rach has its

puprane wilh A
ta dopurtmonts; oach has its distinet luws, und oach has its
Lthoir onforcament 'aithar povaornmont can in‘ruds
' i intorferenca thoroin by

y othors The two rovoine
action in

inm
du™-

ibunuls for
jurisdiction
J

oflficer:

yod
94

istinct torrie
;idsts in the supremacy of the authority

y con{lict arises between tho two govorne
titution dnd the laws passed in pursuanece of it,
v the Constitution iteelf to be the supreme law cf the
i, tnd the judges of over; Stute ure bound thereby, 'mnything in

.
Jli-'.(a‘
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the constituiion or laws of =ny State to the conirary notwithsianding.'
Waenaver, thersfors, any conflict arises betweon Lha entciments of

the two sovereigniles, or in tho enforgement of thoir snserted
authoritios, those of the 'utionnl povarnmont must have suprouacy
until the validity of tho difforent enuctmonis und cuthorities can

bo finully detumined by tho tribunals of the United States."
(In re Tasble's Cusa, 80 Ushe 097,406=~407,)

"o hational Constitution was, as its prownblo rocites, ore
dained and ostablished by the people of the United Stit en, It croated
not u confederacy of Utates, but a government of individuals., It
assused o govermment and tho Union which it creatad, and the
Statos which were incorporuted into the Union, would be indestruce
tivle wnd porpotusd; and as far ws human mouns could accomplish sugh

ork, it intendod to mko thux so. Tho govermmen cf the Hation
nd che gevermscnt of ihe Dtates ure ccchh nlike sbeolute und indo-
pondent of each other in their rospoctive sphores of sction; Lut the
foimar i ; nuch u part of tho roveinment of the psople of oach
tate, anl as much ontiisod to thoir allegianco and obedienco as
their own locrl Stute govormmontise='tho Censtitution of the United

States wnd the luws wado in pursusnce thoreof,' belng in «il ceses

} 1 p 41 1 « all 0
hors they aweply, tho supromo low of the luand. For all tho purjoses
. 4 o P -

of ‘hio Nrtionmi pgovermsont, the pecple of the United States are an

ite mass, und their unity wnd idontity,

this vi ! the wubject, are not affectod by thedr sogreg:tion
purpcsos ¢f Stute govormment mnd loenl ainine

in ction, ihe Hiates aro organians
inte functions in the vital syatem

aspoct of 1he sul j-;c‘f' hoy

wara all stricken from

%,* (In rs "hite

integral, und not a compos

intorcourso of this country with foreign nuti
in ropgerd ‘o them, are plucad by the Constl
wiutes in the hunds of “ha governmant,
jacts wra oblirntory upon avary eitl
bo o4 waur with the nation agninat
id oquelly beund to cor:
' ich the povernment is

povarmiont, an there
accofu tions batwoon the citizons
countraes without it, It is, howaver, mm nphat ically
ition 4o the citizons of tho United Stntes. For o2 the
rosides in tho people, every citizen iz n portion of 1t,
if porsonally bound by tho lawe whigh the ropresontutives
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of the sovoroignty may pase, or ihe irenties into which thoy may enter,
within the scope of thair dolegated authority. And when that nuthority
has plighted its faith %o another mution that there shall be peace

and friondship botweon *hn citizens of “ho tws countries, ovory citie
zen of the lnited Stutes ic equally and porsonally pladged. The
cotpact is mude by the departront of the rovernment upon which he hime
821f has agread to confer the power. It is his own rorsenal compact
&8 a portion of the soveraignty in whoso behalf it ie nudes And he
can do ne aet, nor enter into uny agroenmmt to promote or enco

rovolt or hostilities sgninst the territories or a country with

wirieh our govormmont is pledged by treaty to bs a poace, without a
brouch of his duty me a citizon, and the broach of tho fnith pledged
to the foreiga mntion.® (In ro Kannett ot al v. Shermbors, 55 UeS,
38,4450, )

Respectfully submitted,
Churles farl,

Selicitor,
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