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NOTE.

This volume, it is presumed by the author, gives what will generally be

considered satisfactory evidence,-- though not all the evidence,- of what the
Common Law trial by jury really is. In a future volume, if it should be called
for, it is designed to corroborate the grounds taken in this ; give a concise view

of the English constitution ; show the unconstitutional character of the existing

government in England, and the unconstitutional means by which the trial

by jury has been broken down in practice ; prove that, neither in England nor

the United States, have legislatures ever been invested by the people with any

authority to impair the powers, change the oaths, or (with few exceptions)
abridge the jurisdiction, of juries, or select jurors on any other than Common

Law principles; and, consequently, that, in both countries, legislation is still

constitutionally subordinate to the discretion and consciences of Common Law
juries, in all cases, both civil and criminal, in which juries sit, The same
volume will probably also discuss several political and legal questions, which

will naturally assume importance if the trial by jury should be reestablished.
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I TRIAL BY JURY.

CHAPTER I.
THE RIGHT OF JURIES TO JUDGE OF THE JUSTICE OF LAWS.

SECTION I.

For more than six hundred years -that is, since Magna
Carta, in 1215 - there has been no clearer principle of
English or American constitutional law, than that, in criminal
cases, it is not only the right and duty of juries to judge what
are the facts, what is the law, and what was the moral intent
of the accused; but l/Lal it is also l/Lair ri8/1/, and l/ieir pri-
mary and paramount duly, lo judge of l/ie jizslice of l/ze law,
and to /wld all laws invalid, l/ral are, in l/ieir opinion, wyusl
or oppressive, and all persons guiltless in violating, or resisting
' tae execiilion of,sac/i laws.

Unless such be the right and duty of jurors, it is plain that,
instead of juries being a "palladium of liberty " -a barrier

1 against the tyranny and oppression of the government-they
are really mere tools in its hands, for carrying into execution
any injustice and oppression it may desire to have executed.

But for their right to judge of the law, and I/ze justice of
I/ie law, juries would be no protection to an accused person,
even as lo matters offal; for, if the government can dictate
to a jury any law whatever, in a criminal case, it can
certainly dictate to them the laws of evidence. That is, it
can dictate what evidence is admissible, and what inadmis-
sible, and also to/tal force or weigh/ll is lo be given lo l/ie
evidence ad/nilled. And if the government can thus dictate
to a jury the laws of evidence, it can not only make it neces-
sary for theni to convict on a partial exhibition of the evidence
rightfully pertaining to the case, but it can even require them

i s
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6 TRIAL BY JURY.

to convict on any evidence whatever that it pleases to offer

them.
That the rights and duties of jurors must necessarily be

such as are here claimed for them, will be evident when it is
considered what the trial by jury is, and what is its object.,

" T/ze trial by jury," t/zen, is a "trial by t/ze count/'y "
or/wt is, by t/ze people-as distinguished from a trial by the
government.

It was anciently called " trial per pals" -that is, " trial by
the country." And now, in every criminal trial, the jury are
told that the accused " has, for trial, put himself upon tlle
country ,~ which country you (the jury are."

T/ze olyect of t/Lis trial " by the country," 07' by the people,
in preference to a trial by t/ie government, is Zo guard against

. every species of oppression by t/ze government. In order lo
sect t/tis' end, in is indispensable t/tat t/ze people, or "the
country," .judge of and determine their own lderties against

( t/ze gave/'ntnent ,' instead of the governvnenfs judging of and
determining its own powers over t/ze people. .How is it possible
Z/wtjnries can do anyt/ting to protect t/ze liberties of t/ie people
against l/ze goverILme/zl, if they are no! allowed to de{e7*rn'ine

l 11;/1(1zf L'/lose liberties are 2

Any government, that is its own judge of, and determines
authoritatively for the people, what are its own powers over the
people, is an absolute government of course. It has all the
powers that it chooses to exercise. There is no other-or at
least no more accurate-definition of a despotism than this.

On the other hand, any people, that judge of, and determine
authoritatively for the government, what are their own liberties
against the government, of course retain all the liberties they
wish to enjoy. And this is freedom. At least, it is freedom
lo l/tem; because, although it may be theoretically imper-
fect, it, nevertheless, corresponds to Z/zeir highest notions of
freedom.

To secure this right of the people to judge of their own
liberties against the government, the jurors are taken, (or must
be, to make them lawful jurors,) from the body of the people, by
vol, or by some process that precludes any previous knowledge,
choice, or selection of them, on the part of the government.

I



50R1Es JUDGES OF THE JUSTICE OF LA\VS. 7

This is done to prevent the government's constituting a jury
of its own partisans or friends; in other words, to prevent the
government's packing a jury, with a view to maintain its own
laws, and accomplish its own purposes.

It is supposed that, if twelve men be taken, by lot, from the
mass of the people, without the possibility of any previous
knowledge, choice, or selection of then, on the part of the
government, the jury will be a fair epitome of " the country "
at large, and not merely of the party or faction that sustain
the measures of the government, that substantially all classes
of opinions, prevailing among the people, will be represento<l
in the jury; and especially that the opponents of the gov-
ernment, (if the government have any opponents,) will be repre-
sented there, as well as its friends , that the classes, who are
oppressed by the laws of the government, (if any are thus
oppressed,`) will have their representatives in the jury, as well
as those classes, who take sides with the oppressor- that is,
'with the government.

It is fairly presumable that such a tribunal will agree to no
<:onviction except such as substantially the 70/10/e coin:/ry
would agree to, if they were present, taking part in the trial.
A trial by such a tribunal is, therefore, in effect, "a trial by
the country." In its results it probably comes as near to a.
trial by the whole country, as any trial that it is practicable
to have, without too great inconvenience and expense. And
as unanimity is required for a conviction, it follows that no
one can be convicted, except for the violation of such laws as
substantially the 10/zole country wish to have maintained.
The government can enforce none of its laws, (by punishing
offenders, through the verdicts of juries,) except such as sub-
stantially the whole people wish to have enforced. The gov-
erument, therefore, consistently with the trial by jury, can
exercise no powers over the people, (or, what is the same
thing, over the accused person, who represents the rights of
the people,) except such as substantially the whole people
of the country consent that it may exercise. In such a trial,
therefore, " the country," or the people, judge of and determine
their OWII liberties against the government, instead of the
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government's judging of and determining its own powers over
the people.

But all this " trial by the country " would be no trial at all
" by the country," but only a trial by the government, if the
government could either declare who may, and who may not,
be jurors, or could dictate to the jury anything whatever,
either of law or evidence, that is of the essence of the trial.

If the government may decide who may, and who may not,
be jurors, it will of course select only its partisans, and those
friendly to its measures. It may not only prescribe who may,
and who may not, be eligible to be drawn as jurors, but it may
also question each person drawn as a juror, as to his senti-
ments in regard to the particular law involved in each trial,
before suffering him to be sworn on the panel, and exclude
him if he be found unfavorable to the maintenance of such a
law.*

So, also, if the government may dictate to the jury what
laws they are lo enforce, it is no longer a " trial by the country,"

*To.show that this supposition is not an extravagant one, it may he mentioned that
cords have repeatedly questioned jurors to ascertain whether they were prejudiced
against the government-that is, whether they were in favor of, or opposed to, such laws
of the government as were to be put in issue in the then pending trial. This was done
(in 1S5l) in the United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts, by Peleg
Sprague, the United States district judge, in empanclliug three several juries for
the trials of Scott, Hayden, and Morris, charged with having aided in the rescue of a
fugitive slave from the custody of the United States deputy marshal. This judge
caused the following question to he propounded to all the jurors separately ; and those
who answered unfavorably for the purposes of the government, were excluded from the
panel.

"Do you hold any opinions upon the subject of the Fugitive Slave Law, so called,
which will induce you to refuse to convict a person indicted under it, if  the facts set
forth in the indietmclit, and constituting the zyfmca, are proved against him, and the
court direct you that the law is constitutional '! "

The, reason of this question was, that " the Fugitive Slavo Law, so called," was so
obnoxious to a large portion of the people, as to render a eonvietion under it hopeless,
if the jurors were taken indiscrirninatcly from among the people.

A similar question was soon afterwards propounded to the persons drawn as jurors in
the United States Circuit Court for the District of Massachusetts, hy Benjamin R.
Curtis, one of the Justices of the Supreme Court of the United States, in empaneliin8
a joe' .7 for the trial of the aforesaid Morris on the charge before mentioned ; and those
who lid not answer the question favorably for the government were again excluded
from the panel.

It has also hceu an habitual practice with the Supreme Court of Massachusetts, in
empanelling juries for the trial of capital olilenecs, to inquire of the persons drawn as
jurors whether they had any conscientious scruples against finding verdicts of guilty

8



JUKIES JUDGES OF THE JUSTICE OF LAWS. 9

but a trial by the government; because the jury then try the
accused, not by any standard of their own-not by tlu ir
own judgments of their rightful fiber ties-but by a standard
dictated to them by the government. And the standard, this
dictated by the government, becomes the measure of the pen-
p1e's liberties. If the government dictate the standard of trial,
it of COllllSC dictates the results of the trial. And such a trial
is no trial by the country, but only a trial by the government ,
and in it the government determines what are its own powers
over the people, instead of the people's determining what are
their own liberties against the government. In short, if tl.e
jury have no right to judge of the justice of a law of the gov»
ernment, they plainly can do nothing to protect the people
against the oppressions of the government, for there are no
oppressions which the government may not authorize by law.

The jury are also to judge whether the laws are rightly CX-
pounded to them by tlle court. Unless they judge on this
point, they do nothing to protect their liberties against the
oppressions that are capable of being practised under cover of
a corrupt exposition of the laws. It" the judiciary can authori-
tatively dictate to a jury any exposition of the law, they can
dictate to them tllc law itself, and such laws as tlley please 3
because laws are, in praetiee, one thing or another, according
as they are expounded.

in such cases ; that is, whether they had any conscientious scruples against sustaining
the law prescribing death as the punishment of the crime to be tried ; and to exclude
from the panel all who answered in the affirmative.

The only principle upon which theo questions are asked, is this - that no man shall
be allowed to serve as juror, unless he be ready to enforce any enactment of the gov-
ernment, however cruel or tyrannical it may be.

What is such a jury good for, as (L protection against, the tyranny of the govern-
ment l A jury like that is palpably nothing but a mere tool of oppression in the
hands of the government. A trial by such a jury is really a trial by the government
itself- and not n. trial by the eountry- hccausc it is a trial only by men specially
selected by the government fir their readiness to enforce its OWl) tyrannical measures.

If that be the true principle of the trial by jury, the trial is utterly worthless as a
security to liberty. The Czar might, with perfect safety to his authority, introduce the
trial by jury into Russia, if ho could but be permitted to select. his jurors from those
who were ready to maintain his laws, without, regard to their injustice.

This example is suMcient to show that the very pith of the trial by jury, as a sa"e-
guard to liberty, consists in the jurors being taken indiscriminately from the whulo
people, and in their right to hold invalid all laws which they think unjust.



10 TRIAL BY JURY.

The jury must also judge whether there really be any such
law, (be it good Of' bad,) as the accused is charged with
having transgressed. Unless they judge on this point, the
people are liable to have their liberties taken from them by
brute force, without any law at all.

The jury must also judge of the laws of evidence. If the
goveriilnent can dictate to a jury the laws ot" evidence, it can
riot only shut out any evidence it pleases, tending to vindicate
the accused, but it can require that any evidence whatever,
that it pleases to offer, be held as conclusive proof of any
oHence whatever which the government chooses to allege.

It is manifest, therefore, that the jury must judge of and try
the whole case, and every part and parcel of the case, free
of any dictation or authority on the part of the government.
They must judge of the existence of the law 9 of the true
exposition of the law; of Z/ze justice of I/ze law ; and of the
admissibility and weight of all the evidence offered; otherwise
the government will have everything i.ts own way; the jury
will be mere puppets in the hands of the government; and the
trial will be, in reality, a trial by the government, and not a
" trial by the country." By such trials the government will
determine its own powers over the people, instead of the peo-
ple's determining their own liberties against the government ;
and it will be an entire delusion to talk, as for centuries we
have done, of the trial by jury, as a ca palladium of liberty,"
or as any protection to the people against the oppression and
tyranny of the government.

The question, then, between trial by jury, as thus described,
and trial by the government, is simply a question between
liberty and despotism. The authority to judge what are the
powers of the government, and what the liberties of the people,
must necessarily be vested in one or the other of the parties
themselves--the government, or the people; because there is

If the authority
be vested in the government, the government is absolute, and
the people have no liberties except such as the government
sees fit to indulge them with. If, on the other hand, that
authority be vested in the people, then the people have all
liberties, (as against the government except such as substan-

no third party to whom it can be entrusted.
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tally the whole people (through a. jury) choose to disclaim 7
and the government can exercise no power except such as
substantially the whole people (through 8. jury) consent that
it may exercise.

SECTION II.

The force and justice of the preceding argument cannot be
evaded by saying that the government is chosen by the people 7
that, in theory, it represents the people, that it is designed to
do the will of the people, that its members are all sworn to
observe the fundamental or constitutional law instituted by
the people; that its acts are therefore entitled to be considered
the acts of the people; and that to allow a jury, representing
the people, to invalidate the acts of the government, would
therefore be arraying the people against themselves.

There are two answers to such an argument.
One answer is, that, in a representative government, there

is no absurdity or cohtradiction, nor any arraying of the people
against themselves, in requiring that the statutes or enactments
of the government shall pass the ordeal ot" any number of sep-
arate tribunals, before it shall be determined that they are to
have the force of laws. Our American constitutions have
provided five of these separate tribunals, to wit, representatives,
senate, executive,* jury, and judges; and have made it neces-
sary that each enactment shall pass the ordeal of all these
separate tribunals, before its authority can be established by
the punishment of those who choose to transgress it. And
there is no more absurdity or inconsistency in making a jury
one of these several tribunals, than there is in making the rep-
resentatives, or the senate, or the executive, or the judges, one
of them. There is no more absurdity in giving a jury a veto
upon the laws, than there is in giving a veto to each of these
other tribunals. The people are no lore arrayed against
themselves, when a jury puts its veto upon a statute, which
the other tribunals have sanctioned, than they are when the

* The executive has a qualified veto upon the passage of laws, in most of our govern-
ments, and in absolute veto, in all of them, upon the execution of any laws which he
deems unennstjtutionnl; because his oath to support the constitution (as he understands
it) ,forbids him to execute any law that be deems uucoustitutionnL
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same veto is exercised by the representatives, the senate, the
executive, or the judges.

l .it another answer to the argument that the people are
arrayed against themselves, when a jury hold an enactment
of the government invalid, is, that the government, and all the
departments of the government, are merely the servants and
aden/s of t/ze people ,° not invested with arbitrary or absolute
authority to bind the people, but required to submit all their
enactinents to the judgment of a tribunal more fairly repre-
senting the whole people, before they carry them into exe-
cution, by punishing airy individual for transgressing them.
If the goveruinent were not thus required to submit their
euucttnents to the judgment of " the country," before exe-
cuting them upon individuals--if, in other words, the people
had reserved to thcniselves no veto upon the acts of the gov-
ernment, the government, instead of being a mere servant
and agent of the people, would be an absolute despot over the
people. It would have all power in its own hands; because
the power to punish carries all other powers with it. A
power that can, of itself, and by its own authority, punish
disobedience, can compel obedience and submission, and is
above all responsibility for the character of its laws. In
short, it is a despotism.

And it is of no consequence to inquire how a government
came by this power to punish, whether by prescription, by
inheritance, by usurpation, or by delegation from the people ?
If it I/are now be! got it, the government is absolute.

It is plain, therefore, that if the people have invested the
government with power to make laws that absolutely bind
the people, and to punish the people for transgressing those
laws, the people have surrendered their liberties unreservedly
into the hands of the government.

It is of no avail to say, in answer to this view of the case,
that in surrendering their liberties into the hands of the gov-
ernment, the people took an oath from the government, that it
would exercise its power within certain constitutional limits; for
when did oaths ever restrain a government that was otherwise
unrest1'ained'l Or when did a government fail to determine
that all its acts were within the constitutional and authorized

12



JURIES JUDGES OF THE JUSTICE OF LAws. 13

I limits of its power, if it were permitted to determine that
question for itself?

Neither is it of any avail to say, that, if the government
abuse its power, and enact unjust arid oppressive laws, the
government may be changed by the influence of discussion,
and the exercise of the right of suffrage. Discussion can do
nothing to prevent the enactment, or procure the repeal, of
unjust laws, unless it be understood that the discussion is to
be followed by resistance. Tyrants care nothing for discus-
sions that are to end only in discussion. Uiscussions, which
do lot interfere with the enforcement of their laws, are but
idle wind to them. Suffrage is equally powerless and unre-
liable. It can he exercised only periodically; and the tyranny
must at least be borne until the time for suffrage comes. Be-
sides, when the suffrage is exercised, it gives no guaranty for
the repeal of existing laws that are oppressive, and no security
against the enactment of new ones that are equally so. The
second body of legislators are liable and likely to be just as
tyrannical as the first. If it be said that the second body
may be chosen for their integrity, the answer is, that the first
were chosen for that very reason, and yet proved tyrants.
The second will be exposed to the same temptations as the
first, and will be just as likely to prove tyrannical. \Vho
ever hoard that succeeding legislatures were, on the whole,
more honest than those that preceded them? What is there
in the nature of men or things to make them so? If it be said
that the first body were chosen from motives of injustice, that
fact proves that there is a portion of society who desire to
establish injustice 7 and if they were powerful or artful enough
to procure the election of their instruments to compose the
first legislature, they will be likely to be powerful or artful
enough to procure the election of the same or similar instru-
ments to compose the second. The right of sntllrage, therefore,
and even a change of legislators, guarantees no change of legis-
lation-certainly no change for the better. Even if a change
for the better actually comes, it comes too late, because it comes
only after more or less injustice has been irreparably done.

But, at best, tlle right of suffrage can be exercised only pe-
riodically, and between the periods the legislators are wholly

2



14 TRIAL BY JURY.

irresponsible. No despot was ever more entirely irresponsible
than are republican legislators during the period for which
they are chosen. They can neither be removed from their
office, nor called to account wliile in their office, nor punished
after they leave their office, be their tyranny what it may.
Moreover, the judicial and executive departments of the gov-
ernment are equally irresponsible to Zhe people, and are only
responsible, (Br impeachment, and dependence for their sala--
ries), to these irresponsible legislators. This dependence of
the judiciary and executive upon the legislature is a guaranty
that they will always sanction and execute its laws, whether
just or unjust. Thus the legislators hold the whole power'
of the government in their hands, and are at the same time
utterly irresponsible for the manner in which they use it.

If, now, this government, (the three branches thus really
united in ones, can determine the validity of, and enforce, its
own laws, it is, for the time being, entirely absolute, and
wholly irresponsible to the people.

But this is not all. These legislators, and this government,
so irresponsible while in power, can perpetuate their power
at pleasure, if they can determine what legislation is author~
itative upon the people, and can enforce obedience to it; for
they can not on"y declare their power perpetual, but they can
enforce submission to all legislation that is necessary to secure
its perpetuity. They can, for example, prohibit all discussion
of the rightfulness of their authority 3 forbid the use of the suf-
frage, prevent the election of any successors, disarm, plunder,
imprison, and even kill all who refuse submission. If, there-
fore, the government (all departments united be absolute for 35
day- that is, if it can, for a day, enforce obedience to its own
laws-it can, in that day, secure its power for all time-like
the queen, who wished to reign but for a day, but in that day
caused the king, her husband, to be slain, and usurped his throne,

Nor will it avail to say that such acts would be unconstitu-
tional, and that unconstitutional acts may be lawfully resisted ;
for everything a government pleases to do will, of course, be
determined to be constitutional, if the government itself be per-
mitted to determine the question of the constitutionality of its
own acts. Those who are capable of tyranny, are capable of
perjury to sustain it.

4
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The conclusion, therefore, is, that any government, that can,
for a day, enforce its own laws, without appealing to the peo-
ple, (or to a tribunal fairly representing the people,l for their
consent, is, in theory, an absolute government, irresponsible to
the people, and Gall perpetuate its power at pleasure.

The trial by jury is based upon a recognition of this prin-
ciple, and therefore forbids the government to execute any of
its laws, by punishing violators, in any case whatever, with-
out first getting the consent of " the country," or the people,
through a jury. In this way, the people, at all tithes, hold
their liberties in their own hands, and never surrender them,
even for a moment, into the hands of the government.

The trial by jury, then, gives to any and every individual
the liberty, at any time, to disregard or resist any law what-
ever of the government, if he be willing to submit to the
decision of a jury, the questions, whether the law be intrin-
sically just and obligatory? and whether his conduct, in disre-
garding or resisting it, were right in itself? And any law,
which does not, in such trial, obtain the unanimous sanction
of twelve men, taken at random from the people, and judging
according to the standard of justice in their own minds, free
from all dictation and authority of the government, may
be transgressed and resisted with impunity, by whomsoever
pleases to transgress or resist it.*

The trial by jury authorizes all this, or it is a sham and
a hoax, utterly worthless fir protecting the people against
oppression. If it do not authorize an individual to resist the
first and least act of injustice or tyranny, on the part of the
government, it does not authorize him to resist the last and the
greatest. If it do not authorize individuals to nip tyranny in
the had, it does not authorize them to cut it down when its
branches are filled with the ripe fruits of plunder and
oppression.

Those who deny the right of a jury to protect an individual
in resisting an nrijust law of the government, deny him all

* And if there be so much as a reasonable doubt of the justice of the laws, the
benefit of that doubt must he given to the clcfendzmt, and not to the gnvernlncnt. So
than the government must keep its laws clearly within the liluiLs of justice, if it would
ask a jury to enforce them..
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lefffal deface whatsoever against oppression. The right of
revolution, which tyrants, in mockery, accord to mankind, is
no legal right tnra/61' government, it is only Hz half/rzzl right
to overturn a government. The government itself never
acknowledges this right. And the right is practically estab-
lished only when and because the government INK longer exists
to call it in question.. The right, therefore, can he exercised
with impunity, only when it is exercised victoriously. All
zmswzccessjhl attempts at revolution, however justifiable in
themselves, are punished as treason, if the government be
permitted to judge of the treason. The government itself
never admits the injustice of its laws, as a legal defenee for
those who have attempted a revolution, and failed. The right
of revolution, therefore, is a right of no practical value, except
for those who are stronger than the government. So long,
therefore, as the oppressions of a government are kept within
sneed limits as simply not to exasperate against it a power
greater than its own, the right of revel ution cannot be
appealed to, and is therefore inapplicable to the case. This
affords a wide field for tyranny, and if a jury cannot here
intervene, the eppressecl are utterly d'efencei'ess*,, '
l It is manifest that the only security against the tyranny of
the government lies in forcible resistance to the execution of
the injustice; because the injustice will certainly be executed,
unless in be forcibly resisted. And if it be but suffered to be
executed, it must then be borne; for the government never
makes compensation for its own wrongs.

Since, then, this forcible resistance to the injustice of the
government is the only possible means of preserving liberty,
it is indispensable to all legal liberty that this resistance
should be legalized. It is perfectly self'-evident that where
there is no legal right to resist the oppression of the govern-
ment, there can be no legal liberty. And herc it is all-inipo1'-
tant to notice, that, practically speaking, there can be no legal*
right to resist the oppressions of the government, unless there
be some legal tribunal, other than the government, and wholly'
independent of, and above, the government, to judge between
the government and those who resist its oppressions, in other
words, to judge what laws of the government are to be

r
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obeyed, and what may be resisted and held for ought. The
only tribunal known to our laws, for this purpose, is a jury.
If a jury have not the right to judge between the government
and those who disobey its laws, and resist its oppressions, the
government is absolute, and the people, legally speaking, are
slaves. Like many other slaves they may have sufficient
courage and strength to keep their masters somewhat in
check ; but they arc nevertheless known to the law only as
slaves.

That this right of resistance was recognized as a common
law right, when the ancient and genuine trial by jury was in
force, is not only proved by the nature of the trial itself, but
is acknowledged by history.*

This right of resistance is recognized by the constitution of
the United States, as a strictly legal and constitutional right.
It is so recognized, first by the provision that "the trial of all
crimes, except in cases of impeachment, shall be by jury"
that is, by the country-and not by the government; sec-
ondly, by the provision that " the right of' the people to keep
and bear arms shall not be infringed." This constitutional
security for " the right to keep and bear arms," implies the
right to use them-as much as a constitutional security for
the right to buy and keep food would have implied the right
to eat it. The constitution, therefore, takes it for granted that

* Heller says, "The relation established between a lord and his vassal by the feudal
tenure, far from containing principles of any servile and implicit obedience, permitted
the compact to be dissolved in ease of its violation by either party. This extended as
much to the sovereign as to inferior lords. * * If a. vassal was aggrieved, anal if
justice was denied him, he sent a defiance, that is, n. renunciation of fealty to the king,
and was entitled to enforce redress at the point of his sword. It then became a contest,
of strength as between two independent potentates, and was terminalal by treaty,
advantageous or otherwise, according to the fortune of war. * * There remained
the original principle, that allegiance depended conditionally upon good treatment, and
that in appeal might bo lawfully made to arms against an oppressive government. Nor
was this, we may be sure, left for extrema necessity, or thought to require a lung-
cnduring forbearance. in modern times., n. king, compelled by his subjects' swords to
abandon any pretension, would bo supposed to have ceased to reign ; and the express
recognition of such a right as that of insurrection has been justly deemed inconsistent
with the majesty of law. But ruder ages had ruder sentiments. Force was necessary
to repel force ; and menaccustomed to see the king's authority defied by a private riot,
were nut much shocked when it was resisted in deface of pubis freedom." -3 Did¢lle
Ages, 240-2.

2
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the people will judge of the conduct of the government, and
that, as they have the right, they will also have the sense, to
use arms, whenever the necessity of the case justifies it. And
it is a sufficient and legal deface for a person accused of
using arms against the government, if he can show, to the
satisfaction of a jury, or even any one of a jury, that the law
he resisted was an unjust one.

In the American State constitutions also, this right of resist-
ance to the oppressions of the government is recognized, in
various ways, as a natural, legal, and constitutional right. In
the first place, it is so recognized by provisions establishing
the trial by jury, thus requiring that accused persons shall be
tried by "the country," instead of the government. In the
second place, it is recognized by many of then, as, for
example, those of Massachusetts, Maine, Vermont, Connect-
icut, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Kentucky, Ten-
nessee, Arkansas, Mississippi, Alabama, and Florida, by
provisions expressly declaring that the people shall have the
right to bear arms. in many of them also, as, for example,
those of Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts,
New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois,
Florida, lowa, and Arkansas, by provisions, in their bills of
rights, declaring that men have a natural, inherent, and
inalienable right of "defending their lives and liberties."
This, of course, means that they have a right to defend them
against any injustice on z'/ze part of the government, and not
merely on the part of private individuals; because the object
of all bills of rights is to assert the rights of individuals and
the people, as against the government, and not as against
private persons. It would be a matter of ridiculous superero-
gation to assert, in a constitution of government, the natural
right of men to defend their lives and liberties against private
trespassers.

Many of those bills of rights also assert the natural right
of all men to protect their property-that is, to protect it
against the govcrnmcnl. It would be unnecessary and silly
indeed to assert, in a constitution of government, the natural
right of individuals to protect their property against thieves
and robbers.
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The constitutions of New Hampshire and Tennessee also
declare that " The doctrine of you-resistance against arbitrary
power and oppression is absurd, slavish, and destructive of
the good and happiness of mankind." .

The legal effect of these constitutional recognitions of the
right of individuals to defend their property, liberties, and lives,
against the government, is to legalize resistance to all injustice
and oppression, of every name and nature whatsoever, on the
part of the government.

But for this right of resistance, of the part of the people,
all governments would become tyrannical to a degree of which
few people are aware. Constitutions are utterly worthless to
restrain the tyranny of governments, unless it he understood
that the people will, by force, compel the government to keep
within the constitutional limits. Practically speaking, no
government knows any limits to its power, except the
endurance of the people. But that the people are stronger
than the government, and will resist in extreme cases, 0llI` gov-
ernments would be little or nothing else than organized systems
of plunder and oppression. All, or nearly all, the advantage
there is in fixing any constitutional limits to the power of a
government, is simply to give notice to the government of the
point at which it will meet with resistance. If the people are
then as good as their word, they may keep the government
within the bounds they have set for it; otherwise it will disre-
gard the1n- as is proved by the example of all our American
governments, in which the constitutions have all become obso-
lete, at the moment of their adoption, for nearly or quite all
purposes except the appointment of officers, who at once
become practically absolute, except so far as they are restrained
by the fear of popular resistance.

The bounds set to the power of the government, by the trial
by jury, as will hereafter be shown, are these-- that the gov-
ernment shall never touch the property, person, or natural or
civil rights of an individual, against his consent, (except for
the purpose of bringing them before a jury for trial,) unless in
pursuance and execution of a judgment, or decree, rendered
by a jury in each individual case, upon such evidence, and
such law, as are satisfactory to their own understandings and
consciences, irrespective of all legislation of the government.
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CHAPTER II.

THE TRIAL BY JURY, AS DEFINED BY MAGNA CARTA.

THAT the trial by jury is all that has been claimed for it in
the preceding chapter, is proved both by the history and the
language of the Great Charter of English Liberties, to which
we are to look for a true definition of the trial by jury, and
of which the guaranty for that trial is the vital, and most
memorable, part.

s E C T I 0 N I ,

The Hiszo7'y of Zllagna Carla.

In order to judge of the object and meaning of that chapter
of Magna Carts which secures the trial by jury, it is to be
borne in mind that, at the time of Magna Carta, the king (with
exceptions immaterial to this discussion, but which will appear
hereafter) was, constitutionally, the entire government; the
sole legislative, judicial, and executive power of the nation.
The executive and judicial officers were merely his servants,
appointed by him, and removable at his pleasure. In addition
to this, " the king himself often sat in his court, which always
attended his person. He there heard causes, and pronounced
judgment; and though he was assisted by the advice of other
members, it is not to be imagined that a decision could be
obtained contrary to his inclination or opinion."* Judges
were in those days, and afterwards, such abject servants of
the king, that " we find that King Edward I. (1272 to 1307)
lined and imprisoned his judges, in the same manner as Alfred
the Great, among the Saxons, had done before him, by the
sole exercise of his authority/'t

' 1Hume, Appendix 2. 1- Crabbo's History of the English Lev, 236.
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Parliament, so far as there was a parliament, was a mere
co/wi! of the king* It assembled only at the pleasure of the
king; sat only during his pleasure; and when sitting had 110
power, so far as ge/ze/'ul legislation was concerned, beyond
that of simply advising the king. The only legislation to
which their assent was constitutionally necessary, was demands
for money and military services for e1°!/yzordiua/ly occasions.
Even Magna Carta itself makes no provisions whatever for
any parlinnients, except when the king should want means to
carry on war, or to meet some other c.r¢'ruordiuar./ necessityrl'
lie had no need of parliaments to raise taxes for the ordinary
purposes of government; for his revenues from the rents of the
crown lands and other sources, were ample for all except
extraordinary occasions. Parliaments, too, when assembled,
consisted only of bishops, barons, and other great men of the
kirigdoni, unless the king chose to invite others.j[ There was
no House of Commons at that time, and the people had no
right to be heard, unless as petitioners.§

I

* Coke says, "The king of England is armed with divers councils, one whereof is
called commune of/ncilium, (the common council,) and that is the court of parliament,
and so it is legally called in writs and judicial proceedings commune conciliar regni
llnglire, (the common council of the kingdom of England.) And another is called
magnum euucilium, (great council;) this is sometimes applied to the upper house of
parliament, and sometimes, out ot" parliament time, to the peers of the realm, lords of
parliament, who arc called nmgmun crmtilium rcgzs, (the great council of the king,)
* * Thirdly, (as every mum knoweth,) the king hath a privy council for matters of
state. * * The fourth council of the king are his judges for law matters."

1 Cok»»'x Institutes, 110 a.
1 The Great Charter of Ile fry IIT., (1216 and 1225,) confirmed by Edward I., (1297,)

makes no provision whatever for, or mention of, a parliament, unless the provision,
(Ch. 3T,) that " Escuage, (u niilitury contribution,) from henceforth shall be taken like
as it was wont to be in the time of King Henry our grandfather," mean that n parlia-
ment shall be summoned for that purpose.

1: The Magna Carts of John, (L`h. 17 and 18,) defines those who were entitled to be
summoned in parliament, to wit, " The Arcllbishops, Bishops, Abbots, Earls, and Great
Barons of the llenlm, * * and all others who hold of us in chief." Those who held
land of the king in chigneluded none below the rank of knights .

§ The pnrliainents of that time were, doubtless, such as Carlyle describes them, when
he says, " The parliament was at first a most simple assemblage, quite cognate to the
situation; that Red \Yilliam, or whoever had taken on him the terrible task of being
King of England, was wont to invite, oftenest all)ut Christmas time, his subordinate
Kinglcts, If irons as he called them, to give him the pleasure of their company for a

week or two ; there, in earnest conference all morning, in freer talk over Christmas
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Even when laws were made at the time of a parliament,
they were made in the name of the king alone. Sometimes
it was inserted in the laws, that they were made with the
conseui or advice of the bishops, barons, and others assem-
bled; but often this was omitted. Their consent or advice
was evidently a matter of no legal importance to the enact-
ment or Validity of the laws, but only inserted, when inserted
at all, with a view of obtaining a more willing submission
to them on the part of the people. The style of enactment
generally was, either cc T7ae King wills and commanrls," or
some other form significant of the sole legislative authority
of the king. The king could pass laws at any time when it
pleased him. The presence of a parliament was wholly un-
necessary. Hume says, " It is asserted by Sir Harry Spelrnan,
as an undoubted fact, that, during the reigns of the Norman
princes, every order of the king, issued with the consent of his
privy council, had the full force of law." * And other author-
ities abundantly corroborate this assertion.t

The king was, therefore, constitutionally the government 5
and the only legal limitation upon his power seems to have
been simply the Common Law, usually called " the law of I/Le
land," which he was bound by oath to maintain, (which oath
had about the same practical value as similar oaths have
always had.) This "law of the land " seems not to have
been regarded at all by many of the kings, except so far as
they found it convenient to do so, or were constrained to
observe it by the fear of arousing resistance. But as all people
are slow in making resistance, oppression and usurpation often
reached a great height, and, in the case of John, they had
become so intolerable as to enlist the nation almost universally
against him, and he was reduced to the necessity of com-
plying with any terms the barons saw fit to dictate to him.

It was under these circumstances, that the Great Charter of

cheer all evening, in some big royal hall of Westminster, Winchester, or wherever it
might be, with log fires, huge rounds of roast and boiled, not lacking malmsey and
other generous liquor, they took counsel concerning the arduous matters of the
kingdom."

* Hume, Appendix 2.
-I This point will be more fully established hereafter.
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English Liberties was granted. The barons of England, sus-
tained by the cornrnon people, having their king in their
power, compelled him, as the price of his throne, to pledge
himself that he would punish no freeman for a violation of
any of his laws, unless with the consent of the peers--that
is, the equals -- of the accused.

The question here arises, \Vhether the barons and people
intended that those peers (the jury should he mere puppets
in the hands of the king, exercising no opinion of their own
as to the intrinsic merits of the accusations they should try, or
the .or/sfiee of the laws they should be called on to enforce 'P
Whether those haughty and victorious barons, when they had
their tyrant king at their feet, gave back to him his throne,
with full power to enact any tyrannical laws he might please,
reserving only to a jury l" the country") the contemptible
and servile privilege of ascertaining, (under the dictation of
the king, or his judges, as to the laws of cvidenee), the
siinplefucl whether those laws had been trausgressedl Was
this the only restraint, which, when they had all power in
their hands, they placed upon the tyranny of a king, whose
oppressions they had risen in arms to resist? Was it to obtain
such a charter as that, that the whole nation had united, as it
were, like one man, against their king? \Vas it on such a
charter that they intended to rely, for all future time, for the
security of their liberties? No. They were engaged in no
such senseless work as that. On the contrary, when they
required him to TCIIOUIICC forever the power to punish any
freeman, unless by the consent of his peers, they intended
those peers should judge of, and try, the whole case on its
merits, independently of all arbitrary legislation, or judicial
authority, Ol] the part of the king. In this way they took the
liberties of each individual-and thus the liberties of the
whole people-entirely out of the hands of the king, and out
of the power of his laws, and placed them in the keeping of
the people themselves. And this it was that made the trial
by jury the palladium of their liberties.

The trial by jury, be it observed, was the only real barrier
interposed by them against absolute despotism. Could this
trial, then, have been such an entire farce as it necessarily
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must have been, if the jury had had 110 power to judge of the
justice of the laws the people were required to obey? Did it
not rather imply that the jury were to judge intlepcndently
and fearlessly as to everything involved in the charge, and
especially as to its intrinsic justice, and thereon give their
decision, (unbiased by any legislation of the king,l whether
the accused might be punished? The reason of the thing, no
less than the historical celebrity of the events, as securing the
liberties of the people, and the veneration with which the trial
by jury has continued to be regarded, notwithstanding its
essence and vitality have been almost entirely extracted from
it in practice, would settle the question, if other evidences had
left the matter in doubt.

Besides, if his laws were to be authoritative with the jury,
why should John indignantly refuse, as at first he did, to
grant the charter, (and finally grant it only when brought to
the last extremity,) on the ground that it deprived hint of all
power, and left him only the name of a king? He evidently
understood that the juries were to veto his laws, and paralyze
his power, at discretion, by forming their own opinions as to
the true character of the offences they were to try, and the
laws they were to be called on to enforce; and that "Z/ie
/sing 1rI/[s and commands " was to have no weight with them
contrary to their own judgments of what was intrinsically
right.

The barons and people having obtained by the charter all
the liberties they had demanded of the king, it was further

* It is plain that the~ king and all his partisans looked upon the charter as utterly
prostrztting; the king's legislative supremacy before the discretion of juries. When the
schedule of liberties demanded by the barons WZLS shown to him, (of which the trial by
jury was the most important, because it was the only one that protected all the rest,)
" the king. fulling into & violent passion, asked, lvhy the barons did not with :hose nv-
actions demanrl his kingdom? #F * and wizlz a solemn oath prol,'c.s~terl, that he would never

grant .such lil/r7'tir'.s' as would make himself a slave." * * But afterwards, " seeing him-
self deserted, and fearing they would seize his castles, he sent the Earl of Pembroke
and other ihitliful messengers to them, to let them know he would Gran: them the laws
and liberties :hwy nlr.s[retl." * *~ But after the eha,rter had been granted, "the king's
mercenary soldiers, desiring war more than pence, were by their lczulcrs continually
whispering in his ears, the! he was new no long/:r king, but the scorn of other princes; and
that zk was more eligible to be no king, tran such a one as he." * >i= He applied "to the
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provided by the charter itself that twenty-five barons should
be appointed by the barons, out of their number, to keep special
vigilance in the kingdom to see that the charter was observed,
with authority to make war upon the king in case of its vio-
lation. The king also, by the charter, so far absolved all
the people of the kingdom from their allegiance lo him, as to
authorize and require them to swear to obey the twenty-five
barons, in case they should make war upon the king for in-
fringeinent of the charter. It was then thought by the barons
and people, that something substantial had been done for the
security of their liberties.

This charter, in its most essential features, and without any
abatement as to the trial by jury, has since been confirmed
more than thirty times , and the people of England have
always had a traditionary idea that it was of some value as a
guaranty against oppression. Yet that idea has been an entire
delusion, unless the jury have had the right to judge of the
justice of the laws they were called on to enforce.

SECTION II.

The Language of llfagna Carla.

The language of the Great Charter establishes the same
point that is established by its history, viz., that it is the right
and duty ot" the jury to judge of the justice of the laws.

Popo, that he might by his apostolic authority make void what the barons harri done.
* * At Horne he met with "hut success he couhl desire, where all the transactions
with the barons were fully represented to the Pope, and the Charter of Liberties shown
to him, in writing, which, when he had carefully perused, he, with a furious look, cried
out, ll'h/il l Do llzc barnnx of England mdcrmur la drlhronr a lc1n,g, who has taken Up/in
him the Ilifly Cross, anil is unrlrr the protection of the xiprzxlulic' Sre _; a7uI would lily _/brce

him to transfer the dominions of Zhi? If/mmm Church lu olhrrs? By Sz. Prlrr, llzzir injury must
not pass unpunlxhcd. Then debating the matter with the cardinuls, he, by n definitive
sentence, damned and eassaterl forever the Charter of Liberties, :ind sent the king a bull
containing that sontcneo it l:1.rge."- Fchard's History of Fnglaurl, p. 106-T.

These things show that the nature and effect of the charter were well understood by
the king and his friends; tha.t they all ngrecil that he was effectually stripped of power.
Yuthe legislative power had no! banzakrnfrom him; Luz only the power to cnfrirre his laws,
unless juries s/wuld freely consent to their elg"orceme*nt.

3
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The chapter guaranteeing the trial by jury is in these
words :

" Nullns libel' homo capiatur, vol imprisonetur, at disseise-
tnr, ant utlagetur, aut exnletur, aut aliquo niodo destruatur,
nec super euro ibimus, nec super euro mittens, nisi per legals
Judicium pariuin suorum, vol per leger terre."*

The corresponding chapter in the Great Charter, granted
by Henry III., (1225,) and confirmed by Edward I., (1297,)
(which charter is now considered the basis of the English
laws and constitution,) is in nearly the same words, as follows :

" Null us fiber homo capiatur, vol imprisonetur, at disseise-
tm' de libero teuemento, vol fiber tatibus, vel liberis consuetu-
diuibus sis, ant utlagetnr, aut exuletur, but aliquo nxodo de-
struatur, nec super eur ibimus, nec super euro mittens, nisi
per legals judicium parium suorum, vol per leger terr&."

The most common translation of these words, at the present
day, is as follows :

" No freeman shall be arrested, or imprisoned, or deprived
of his freehold, or his liberties, or free customs, or outlawed,
or exiled, or in any manner destroyed, nor will we (the king)
pass 1/pon /in&, nor condemn him, unless by the judgment of
his peers, or the law of the land."

l
" Nec super euro ibimus, nec super cum mil!emus."

There has been much confusion and doubt as to the true
meaning of the words, " nec s2/per ezzm ibimus, new super ewe
miilemus." The more common rendering has been, " nor WilT
we pass upon /lim, Nov' condemn him." But some have trans-
lated them to mean, " nor will we pass upon him, nor comonif
/um lo prison." Coke gives still a diHerent 1'e11deri'1g, to thc-
eH°ect that "No man shall be condemned at the king's suit,
either before the king in his bench, nor before any other com-
missioner or judge whatsoever."'l'

But all these translations are clearly erroneous. In the first

* The laws were, at that time, all written in Latin.
1L "No man shullbeconclemned at the king's suit, cither before the king in his bench,

where pleas are cram rear, (before the king,) (and so are the words new super cum ibimus,
to be uudcrstood,) nor before any other commissioner or judge whatsoever, and so are
the words new super umm millcmus, to be uuderst/ood, but by the judgment of his peers,
that is, equals, or a.ccord'mg to the law of the land,"--2 Coke's I t . ,  46.
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place, " nor will are pass upon /Lim," --meaning thereby to
decide upon his guilt or innocencejudicially - is not a correct
rendering of the words, "nec super et/L ibimus." There is
nothing whatever, in these latter words, that iudicates.j1/dicial
action or opinion at all. The words, in their confinion signifi-
cation, describe p/iysieal action alone. And the true transla-
tion of them, as will hereafter be seen, is, " nor will we proceed
against /Tim," exccutiuely.

In the second place, the rendering, " nor will 'we condemn
/Lim," bears little or no analogy to any common, or even
uncommon, signification of tlle words "nec super cum mitte-
mas." There is nothing in these latter words that indicates
_judicial action or decision. Their common signification, Iikc
that of the words nec super cum ibimus, describes [1llysical
action alone. " Nor will we send 1/pon (or against) /Tim,"
would be the most obvious translation, and, as we shall here-
after see, such is the true translation.

But although these words describe physical action, on the
part of the king, as distinguished from judicial, they never-
theless do not mean, as one of the translations has it, " nor
will we corn/nil /zim lo prison ; " for that would be a mere
repetition of what had been already declared by the words
"nec im]JrisoneZu.r." Besides, there is nothing about prisons
in the words " sec super euro miliemus ,° " nothing about
sending /lim anywhere; but only about sending (something
or somebody) upon him, or agniusl him .-- that is, executively.

Coke's rendering is, if possible, the most absurd and gratu-
itous of all. What is there in the words, "nec super emu
miltenuis," that can be made to mean " nor shall he be con-
demned before any 0/he/' commissioner or _judge Ur/zulsoever ? as

Clearly there is nothing. The whole rendering is a sheer
fabrication. And the whole object of it is to give color for the
exercise of a jndiri/zl power, by the king, or llis judges, which
is nowhere given then.

Neither the words, " nec super eur ibimus, nec ,\'I//.'l'l' euro
mil/emus," nor any other words in the whole chapter. author-
ize, provide for, describe, or suggest, Llllyjzl(licilll action what-
ever, on the part either of the king, or of his judges, or of'
anybody, except l/Le peers, or jury. There is nothing about
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the king's judges at all. And there is nothing whatever, '
in the whole chapter, so .jllr as relates lo Mc rrcfion of !/to
king, that describes or suggests anything but executiveaction*

But that all these translations are certainly erroneous, is
proved by a temporary charter, granted by John a short time
previous to the Great Charter, for the purpose of giving an
opportunity for conference, arbitration, and reconciliation:
between him and bis barons. It was to have force until the
matters in controversy between them could be submitted to
the Pope, and to other persons to be chosen, some by the king,
and some by the barons. The words of the charter are as
follows :

"Sciatis nos concessisse baronibus nostris qui contra nos
sent quod nec eos nec hominies sos capiemus, nec disseisie-
inns nec S71/)€l` eos pa/' vim 'vol per ra/'wuz ibiwzns nisi per leven:
regni nostri vol per judicium barium suorum in curia rostra
donec consideratio facts fuerit," &cJ &,c.

That is, "Know that we have granted to our 'barons who
are opposed to us, that we will neither arrest them nor their
men, lloT disseize them, 720/` will we proceed against them by
.fOoce or by arms, unless by the law of our kingdom, or by the
judgment of their peers in our court, until consideration shall
be had?" 6420'a &c.

A copy' of this charter is given in a note in Blackstone's
Introduction to the Char terse

Mr. Christian speaks of this charter as settling the true
meaning of the corresponding clause of Magna Carta, on the
principle that laws and charters on the same subject are to be
construed with reference to each other. See 3 C'/I/'isliaI1's
Blue/cstone, 41, note.

* Perhaps the assertion in the text should be made with this qllnlilicationl- that the
words "pa learn IPYTIIE," (according to the law of the land,) :md the words "per lfgule
judicium barium quorum," (according to the legal judgment of his peel's,) imply that
the king, before proceeding to any executive action, will take notice of " the law of the
land," and of the lzfgulity of the judgment of the peers, and will ferule upon the
prisoner nothing except what the law of the land authorizes, and no judgments of tba
peers, except legal ones. With this qmtlihcation, the assertion in the text is slrietly
correct -that there is nothing in the whole chapter that grunts to the king, or his
judges, any jwlicial power at all. The chapter only describes and limits his ezvcuiiw
power.

'I' See Blackstouc's Law Tracts, page 204, Oxford Edition.

28
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The true meaning of the words, new s/1/1er cum ibimzfs, nec
' super euro lille//tus, is also proved by the " A/*licles of I/1e

Great C'/rarler of Liberties," demanded of the king by the
barons, and agreed to by the king, under seal, a few days
before the dale of the Charter, and from which the Charter
was Iranied.* Here the words used are these :

" Ne corpus liberi hominis capiatnr nec iniprisonetur nec
disseisetur nec utlagetur nec €Xlll€[llI` nec aliqno mode des-
truatur /rec red ea! vol mills! SI//)€l` e1ml, vi lllsl per judiciulu
pariuln Sllol'll¥I1 vol per leger terra."

That is, " The body of a freeman shall not be arrested, nor
imprisoned, nor disseized, for outlawed, II()l` exiled, nor in any
manner destroyed, :wr s/lull the Ki/uf proceed or se/ul (any
one) a8!1i//sl hiIlr xviii FORCE, unless by the judgment of his
peers, or the law of the land."

The true translation of the words nec s14/Jer earn ibinms, nec
super euro miilemus, in Magna Carts, is thus made certain, as
follows, ' nor will we (the king) proceed agrli/Ls! /kiln, noT send
(any one) again/rs! iiI/L WITH poker: on Aan1s."*r

It is evident that the difference between the true and false
translations of the words, nec super Oz/nz it/im/ls, nec S7l[18l' earn
enittcnzus, is of the highest legal importance, inasrnncll as the
true translation, /or will we (I/ze /ring) [2/'oceed rIguilas! him,
710/` send (any o/ze) agaiusl IL}7)L by fo/'¢'e O/` C1/l72lS'1 represents
the king only in an cfceenlive character, ear/'ying I/Icjudgn/cnt
of l/ze peers Cr/ul " Ilse law of [be Lu/ul " i//lo execution ,' where-
as the false translation, /or will me pass upon /riIIr, nor co/1:/e/n/L
Mus, gives color for the exercise of a judicial power, on the

* These Articles of the Charter are given in Blaekstonc's collection of Charters, and
are also printed with the Slalutex of the Realm. Also in Wilkins' Laws of the Anglo-
Saxons, p. 356.

1 Lingn.rd says, "The words, ' lVe will not destroy him, nor wil( Ur in upon him, nor
will we xfrnd rpm hz/n,' have been very differently expoulvlcfl by different legal author-
ities. Their real meaning may be learned frunze John himself, who the next year
promised by his letters patent ... nec super us pa vim url }/or Anna ibinius, nisi per
eger regni nostri, ve] per judicium pwriuIn suomm in curie, nost.r:L, (nor will we go

upon them by force or by arms, unless by the law of our kingdom, or the judgment of
their peers in our court.) I'a.L 10 Johan, spud Drad. II, app. no. 124. He had hith-
erto been in the bar hit of going with an armed force, or sending an armed force on the
lands, and against the castles, of all whom he knew or suspected to be his secret
enemies, without observing any form of law."- 3 Lingnrd, 47 note.

3 *
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part of the king, to which the king had HO right, but which,
according to the true translation, belongs wholly to the jury.

" Per Zegale jzldicium solarium szlorum."

The foregoing interpretation is corroborated, (if it were not
already too plain to be susceptible of corroboration,) by the
true interpretation of the phrase "per Zegale juclicium barium
sz/oruliz."

In giving this interpretation, I leave out, for the present, the
word Zegale, which will bG defined afterwards.

The true meaning of the phrase, per jzzdicium pariwm
suorfmz, is, according to the scnlence of l7is peers. The word
j!Idici2nn,jz¢dgmenl, has a technical meaning in the law, sig-
nifying the decree 1'endered in the decision of a cause. In
civil suits this decision is called a je/dgrnewl; in chancery
proceedings it is called a decree ,' in criminal actions it is called
a sem'e12ce, or judgment, indiffereiltly. Thus, in a criminal
suit, "a motion in arrest of judgmenl," means a motion in
arrest of .s'e22Zcnce.* .

In cases of sentence, therefore, in criminal suits, the words
sentence and judgment are synonymous terms. They are, to
this day, commonly used in law books as synonymous terms.
And the phrase per judicium pariz/m suorum, therefore, im-
plies that .the jury are to fix the sentence.

The word per means according lo. Otherwise there is 110
.sense in the phrase per judicinm barium SZ407"lM71». There

* "]judgment, judicium. * * The sentence of the law, pronounced by the court,
upon the matter contained in the record." - 3 Blackstone, 395. Jaeab's Law Dictionary.
Yhmlin's do.

" Judgment is the decision or sentence of the law, given by a court of justice or other
competent tribunal, as the result of the proceedings instituted therein, for the redress
of an injury." - Bo1wi¢'r's Law Diet.

"]udgment,jurlicium. * *~ Sentence of a judge against criminal. * De-
termination, decision in general." - Bailey;/'s Diet.

" Judgment. * *  I n a. legal sense, a sentence or decision pronounced by authority
of a. king, or other power, either bY their own mouth, or by that of their judges and
odiecrs, whom they appoint to administer justice in their stead."-- Chambers' Dice.

"fudgmmn * * In law, the sentence or doom pronounced in any case, civil or
criminal, by the judge or court by which it is tried."- Webszer's Dict-

Sometimes the punishment itself is called judicium, judgment ; or, rather, it was at
the time of Magna Carts. For example, in a statute passed fifty-one years after

*
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would be no sense in saying that a king might imprison, dis-
seize, outlaw, exile, or otherwise punish a man, or proceed
against him, or send any one against him, by force or arms, by
a judgment of his peers , but there is sense in saying that the
king may imprison, disseize, and punish a man, or proceed
against him, or send any one against him, by force or arms,
according lo a judgment, or sentence, of his peers 3 because in
that case the king would be merely carrying the sentence or
judgment of the peers into execution.

The word per, in the phrase "per judicium parium suo-
rum," of course means precisely what it does in the next
phrase, "per leger terre;" where it obviously means
according lo, and not by, as it is usually translated. There
would be no sense in saying that the king might proceed
against a man by force or arms, by the law of the land 3 but
there is sense in saying that he may proceed against him, by
force or arms, according to the law of the land , because the
king would then be acting only as an executive officer, carry-
ing the law of the land into execution. Indeed, the true
meaning of the word by, as used in similar cases now, always
is according lo ; as, for example, when we say a thing was
done by the government, or by the executive, by law, we
mean only that it was done by them according to law ; that
is, that they merely executed the law.

Or, if we say that the word by signifies by au/zorily of, the
result will still be the same, for nothing can be done by au-
thority of law, except what the law itself authorizes or directs

Magna Carts., it was said that a. baker, for default in the weight of his bread, " dcbeat
amorciari vol subire judicium pillorie," that is, ought to be aaucreed, or suffer the pun-
ishment, or judgment, of the pillory. Also that a brewer, fur " selling ale contrary to
the assize," " debeat amerciari, vol pat judicium tumbrelli"; that is, ought to be
amerced, or suffer the punishment, or judgment, of the tumbrel. -51 Henry 3, St. G.
($26G.)

Also the "Slazuzvs <f uncertain, daze," (but supposed to be prior to Edward III., or
132G,) provide, in chapters 6, 7, and 10, for "judgment of' the pillory."- See 1 Ru]-
head's Statulrs, 187, 188. 1 Statutes of the Realm, 203.

Blackstone, in his chapter " Of Judgment, and its Consequences," says,
"Judgment (unless any matter be offered in arrest thereof) follows upon conviction;

being the pronouncing of that punishment which is expressly ordained by law."-
Blackstohe's Analysis of the Laws of England, Book 4, Ch. 29, Sec. 1. Blackstan¢'s
Law Tracts, 126.

Coke says, "Judicium .. the judgment is the Guido and direction of the execution."
s Input. 210.
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to be done; that is, nothing can be done by authority of law,
except simply to carry the law itself into execution. So nothing
could be done by 41111/Lori/y of the sentence of the peers, or by

aiff/zorily of " the law of the land," except what the sentence
of the peers, or the law of the land, themselves authorized or
directed to be done, nothing, in short, but to carry the sen-
tence of the peers, or the law of the land, themselves into
execution.

Doing a thing by law, or according Zo law, is only carrying
the law into execution. And punishing a man by, or according
lo, the sentence or judgment of his peers, is only. carrying that
sentence or judgment into execution.

If these reasons could leave any doubt that the word per is
to be translated according 60, that doubt would be removed
by the terms of an antecedent guaranty for the trial by jury,
granted by the Emperor Conrad, of Germany,* two hundred
years before Magna Carta. Blackstone cites it as follows :
(3 I3!aclcsa.'one, 350.)

" Nemo benetieium sum perdat, nisi secwzdum consnetu-
dinem antecessornm nostrorum, et judicium parium suorum."
That is, No one shall lose his eslate,t unless according lo
(" seczindzlzn "I the custom (or law) of our ancestors, and
(according Io) the sentence (or judgment) of his peers.

The evidence is therefore conclusive that the phrase p e r j u -

dicium 7/arium suorz/2n means according Zo Z/le seufence of /Lis
peers :~ thus implying that the jury, and not the government,
are to fix the sentence.

If any additional proof were wanted that juries were to fix
the sentence, it would be found in the following provisions of
Magna Carta, viz. :

" A freeman shall not be amerced for a small crime, (deZicto,l
but according to the degree of the crime; and for a great crime
in proportion to the magnitude of it, saving to him his cozliene-

32

* This precedent from Germany is good authority, because the trial by jury was in
use, in the northern nations of Europe generally, long before Magna Carts,and probably
from time immemorial ; and the Saxons and Normans were familiar with it before
they settled in England.

1' Benejicium was the legal name of an estate held by a feudal tenure. .See Spel-
m.an's Glossary.
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men, 96 and after the same manner a merchant, saving to
him his merchandise. And a villein shall be ainerced after
the same manner, saving to him his waynage,t if he fall under
OllI` mercy, and me of the aforesaid ume/'cenwmfs s/if/ZZ be im-
posed, for assessed, prm11!ur,l be! by the our/L of /ml/Ds! men of
Z/ze wig/zbar/morl. Earls and Bu/'ons shall not be ¢1me7'r'ed but
by their peers, and according to the degree of their crime."I

Pecuniary punishments were the most common punish-
ments at that day, and the foregoing provisions of Magna
Carla show that the amount of those punishments was to be

fixed by the jury.
Fines went to the king, and were a source of revenue; and

it" the amounts of the fines had been left to be fixed by the
king, he would have had a pecuniary temptation to impose
unreasonable and oppressive ones. So, also, in regard to other
punislnnents than fines. If it were left to the king to fix the
punishment, he might often have motives to inflict cruel and
oppressive ones. As it was the object of the trial by jury to
protect the people against all possible oppression from the king,
it was necessary that the jury, and not the king, should fix
the punishments.§

•

" Legate." .
The word "Zegale," in the phrase "per Zegale .judicium

* Contmemrvil of a freeman was the means of living in the condition of a freeman.
-i Way rage was a villein's plough-tackle and carts.
1 Tomlin says, " The ancient practice was, when any such fine was imposed, to inquire

by a.jury quantum if de ngi dare wzlcnt per annum, salvo siwtmtatiane sua it paris it libe-
forum sunroom, (how much is he able to give to the king per annum, saving his own
maintenance, and that of his wife and children). And since the disuse of such inquest,
it is never usual to assess n larger fine than a man is able to pay, without touching the
implements of his livelihood ; but to inflict corporal punishment, or a limited imprison-
ment, instead of' such a fine as might amount to imprisonincnt for life. And this is the
reason why fines in the king's courts are frequently denominated ransoms, heeause the
penalty must otherwise fall upon a mn.n's person, unless it bo redeemed or ransoined by
a pecuniary fine." - Tz2mlin's Law Dirt., word Fine.

§ Because juries were to fix the sentence, it must not be supposed that the king was
obliged to carry the sentence into execution ; but only that he caulri not go bryand the sen-
tence. lo might pardon, or he might acquit on grounds of law, notwithstanding the
sentence ; hut he could not punish beyond the extent of the senteneo. Magna Carts
does not prescribe that the king shall punish according to the sentence of the peers ;
but only that he.shall not punish " unless' according to " that sentence. He may acquit
or pardon, notwithsMnding their sentence or judgment ; but ho cannot punish, except
according to their judgment.
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pariz/771, quorum," doubtless means two things. 1. That the
sentence must be given in a legal manner, that is, by the legal
number of jurors, legally empanelled and sworn to try the
cause, and that they give their judgment 01' sentence after a
legal trial, both in form and substance, has been had. 2. That
the sentence shall be for a legal cause or offence. It", there-
fore, a jury should convict and sentence a man, either without
giving him a legal trial, or for an act that was not really and
legally criminal, the sentence itself would not be legal; and
consequently this clause forbids the king to carry such a sen-
tence into execution; for the clause guarantees that he will
execute no judgment or sentence, except it be legalejudicium,
a legal sentence. Whether a sentence be a legal one, would
have to be ascertained by the king or his judges, on appeal, or
might be judged of informally by the king hinlself.

The word " legals " clearly did not mean that thejudicizmz
barium .s'uo7'um (judgment of his peers) should be a sentence
which any law (of the kings should require the peers to pro-
nounce, for in that case the sentence would not be the sentence
of the peers, but only the sentence of the law, (that is, of the
king); and the peers would be only a mouthpiece of the law,
(that is, of the king,) in uttering it.

cc Per leger Zerrre."
One other phrase remains to be explained, viz., "per leger

lerrw," " by z'/1.e law of the land."
All writers agree that this means the common law. Thus,

Sir Matthew Hale says '
" The common law is sometimes called, by way of eminence,

lex Zerk, as in tlle statute of Magzza Carla, chap. 29, where
certainly the common law is principally intended by those
words, but per leger terre ; as appears by the exposition
thereof in several Subsequent statutes; and particularly in the
statute of 26 Edward III., chap. 3, which is but an exposition
and explanation of that statute. Sometimes it is called lex
Anglire, as in the statute of Merton, cap. 9, "Noluvnus [ages
Anglire 'mulari," &c., (We will that the laws of England be
not changed). Sometimes it is called lex el cons uell /do reg
(the law and custom of the kingdom), as in all commissions
of over and terrniner, and in the statutes of 18 Edward I.,
cap. -, and de quo warrant, and divers others. But most
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commonly it is called the Common Law, or the Common Law
of England; as in the statute .irliculi szz//er C/Larlus, cap. 15,
in the statute 25 Edward ill., cap. 5, la,) and infinite more
records and statutes." .-.. 1 llale's History of the Common
Law, 128.

This common law, or 'law of the land," Z/ze king was
sworn to maintain. This fact is recognized by a statute made
at Westminster, in 1346J by Edward III., which commences
in this manner :

" Edward, by the Grace of God, &c., &c., to the Sheriff of
Stafford, Greeting : Because that by divers complaints made
to us, we have perceived that l/ze law of l/ze I//nd, which we by
ua!/I (/I`0 bound to maintain' &c...-.-. St. 20 Edward Ill

The foregoing authorities are cited to show to the unprofes-
sional reader,wllat is well known to the profession, that leg cm
fer/'03, I/ze law of l/Le llmll, mentioned in Magna Carta, was the
common, ancient, fundamental law of the land, which the
kings were bound by oath to observe; and l/tal in did not Include
any slu/1Iles or laws enacted by Z/ze I:ing /LimscQ", Z/ze legislative
power of I//8 nczlion.

If the term Leger je/we had included laws enacted by the
king himself, the whole chapter of Magna Carts, now under
discussion, would have amounted to nothing as a protection to
liberty; because it would have imposed no restraint whatever
upon the power of the king. 'I`hc king could make laws at
any time, and such ones as he pleased. He could, therefore,
have done anything he pleased, by l/ze law of l/ze land, as well
as in any other way, if his own laws had been " I/ze law of the
an/L" If his own laws had been " the law of the land,"
within the meaning of that term as used in Magna Carla, this
chapter of Magna Carta would have been sheer nonsense, in-
asmuch as the whole purport of it would have been simply
that " no man shall be arrested, imprisoned, or deprived of his
freehold, or his liberties, or free customs, or outlawed, or
exiled, or in any manner destroyed (by the king); nor shall
the king proceed against him, nor send any one against him
with force and arms, unless by the judgment of his peers, or
unless the I:ing shall please to do so."

Tl'is chapter of Magna Carts would, therefore, have imposed
not the slightest restraint upon the power of the king, or

35
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afforcled the slightest protection to the liberties of the people,
if the laws of the king had been embraced in the term Zegem

lcrrw. But if Zegem lerrzzz was the common law, which the
king was sworn to maintain, then a real restriction was laid
upon his power, and a Teal guaranty given to the people for
their liberties.

Such, then, being the meaning of Zegem lerrw, the fact is
established that Magna Carts took an accused person entirely
out of the hands of the legislative power, that is, of the king,
and placed him in the power and under the protection of his
peers, and the common law alone, that, in short, Magna Carta
suffered no man to be punished for violating any enactment of
the legislative power, unless the peers or equals of the accused
freely consented to it, or the common law authorized it; that
the legislative power, of itself, was wholly incompetent to
require the conviction or punishment of a man for any offence
whatever.

IV/ie!/Lcr Illagna Carla allowed of any of/Aer trial than by
al/Ty.

The question here arises, whether "leg cm lerraz" did not
allow of some other mode of trial than that by jury.

The answer is, that, at the time of Magna Carta, in is not
probable, (for the reasons given in the note,) that leger lerrce
authorized, in criminal cases, any other trial than the trial by
jury; but, if it did, it certainly authorized none but the trial
by battle, the trial by ordeal, and the trial by compurgators.
These were the only modes of trial, except by jury, that had
been known in England, in criminal cases, for some centuries
previous to Magna Carta. All of them had become nearly
extinct at the time of Magna Carta, and it is not probable that
they were included in " Leger lerrw," as that term is used in
that instrument. But if they were included in it, they have
now been long obsolete, and were such as neither this nor any
future age will ever return to* For all practical purposes of

n

* The trial by battle was one in which the accused challenged his accuser to single
combat, and stznkcd tbe question of his guilt or innocence on the result of the duel.
This trial was introduced into England by the Normans, within one hundred and fifty
years before Magna Carts. It was not very often resorted to even by t.ho Normans
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the present day, tllerefore, it may be asserted that Magna
Carla allows 110 trial whatever but trial by jury.

IV/Lel/Lcr HI//gnu Carla allowed seizlcnee to bejized of/Lerwisc
Z/Lan by I/18 jury.

Still another question arises on the words [again lerrfe, viz.,
whether, in cases where the question of guilt was determined
by the jury, the amount of penis/mzcn! may not have been
fixed by legs:/L ie/'/ze, the Common Law, instead of its being
fixed by the jury.

I think we have 110 evidence whatever that, at the time of
Magna Carta, or indeed at any other time, lea: lerrre, the com-

themselves; probably never by the Anglo-Saxons, unless in their controversies with the
Normans. It was strongly discouraged by some of the Norman princes, particularly
by Henry II., by whom the trial by jury was especially favored. It is probable that
the trial by battle, so far as it prevailed at all in England, was rather tolerated as a
mutter of chivalry, than authorized as :L mutter of law. At any rate, it is not likely
that it was included in the " Inger terra " of Magna Carts., although such duels have
occasionally occurred since that time, and have, by some, been supposed to be lawful.
I apprehend that nothing can be properly said to bo a part of lea: tcrrrn, unless it can
be shown either to have been of Saxon origin, or to have been recognized by Magna
Carts.

The trial by ordeal was of various kinds. In one ordeal the accused was required to
take hot iron in his hand; in another to walk blindfold among red-hot ploughshares ;
in another to thrust his ann into boiling water ; in another to be thrown, with his
hands and feet bound, into cold water , in another to swallow the morsel f" rrccralinn ;
in the confidence that his guilt or innocence would be miraculously made known. This
mode of trial was nearly extinct at the time of Magna Carta, and it is not likely that it
was included in " lzgcrn lara-," as that term is usccl in that instrument. This idea is
corroborated by the fact that the trial by ordeal was specially prohibited only four
years after Magna Carts, " by act of Farlianient in 3 Henry III., according to Sir Ed-
ward Coke, or rather by an order of the king in council." - 3 Bloc/Lrlunt' 1348, note.

I apprehend that this trial was never forced upon accused persons, but was only
nllowcd to them, as an njqzcnl lo God, from the juilgnient of n, jury.*

The trial by covnpurgnlurs was one in which, if the accused could bring twelve of his
neighbors, who would make oath that they believed him innocent, he was held to be so.
It is probable that this trial was really the trial by jury, or was allowed as an appeal
from a jury. It is wholly improbable that two different, modes of trial, so nearly
resembling each other as this and the trial by jury do, should prevail at the same time,
and among a rude people, whose judicial proceedings would naturally be of the simplest
kind. But if this trial really were any other than the trial by jury, it must have been
nearly or quite extinct at the time of Magna Carta; and there is no probability that it
was included in " lcgsm lrrrm."

*}In"am says, " II. appears as if the ordeal were permitted to persons already convicted by the

verdict of a jury." -2 Middle Ages, 446, note.
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man law, fixed the punishment in cases where the question of
guilt was tried by a jury, or, indeed, that it did in any other
case. Doubtless certain punishments were common and usual
for certain offences, but I do not think it can be shown that
the common law, the lex Zcrrce, which the king was sworn to
maintain, required any one specific ptlnishmerit, or any precise
amount of punishment, for any one specific offence, If such
a thing be claimed, it must be shown, for it cannot he pre-
sumed. In fact, the contrary must be presumed, because, in
the nature of things, the amount of punishment proper to be
inflicted in any particular case, is a matter requiring the exer-
cise of discretion at the time, in order to adapt it to the moral
quality of the offence, which is different in each case, varying
with the mental arid moral constitutions of the otlenders, and
the circumstances of temptation or provocation. And Magna
Carta recognizes this principle distinctly, as has before been
shown, in providing that freemen, merchants, and villeins,
" shall not be amerced for a small crime, but according to the
degree of the crime, and for a great crime in proportion to the
magnitude of it," and that "none of the aforesaid amcrce~
merits shall be imposed (or assessed) but by the oaths of
honest men of the neighborhood ," and that " earls and barons
shall not be arnetced but by their peers, and according to the
quality of the olTence."

All this implies that the moral quality 01" the offence was to
be judged of at the trial, and that the Punishment was to be
fixed by the discretion of the peers, or jury, and not by any
such unwarying rule as a common law rule would be.

I think, therefore, it must be conceded that, in all cases,
tried by a jury, Magna Carts intended that the punishment
should be fixed by the jury, and not by the common law, for
these several reasons.

1. It is uncertain whether the common law fixed the pun-
ishment of any offence whatever.

2. The words "per judicium pariimv, szaorum," according
to the sentence of his peers, imply that the jury Fixed the sen-
tence in some cases tried by them; and if they fixed the
sentence in some cases, it must be presumed they did in all,
unless the contrary be clearly shown.
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3. The express provisions of Magna Carts, before adverted
10, that IIO amercements, or fines, should be imposed upoil
freemen, merchants, or villains, " but by the oath of honest
men of the neighborhood," and "according to the degree of
the crime," and that " earls and barons should not be anlerced
but by their peers, and according to the quality of the
oH"cncc," proves that, at least, there no com moil law
:fixing the amount ofjnes, or, if there were, that it was to be
no longer in force. And if there was no common law fixing
the amount of .ii/Les, or if it was to be [IO longer in force, it is
reasonable to infer, (in the absence of` all evidence to the con-
trary,) either that the common law did not fix the amount of
any other punishment, or that it was to be no longer in force
for that purpose*

Under the Saxon laws, fines, payable to the injured party,
seen; to have been the common prinishiuents for all otiences.
Even murder was punishable by a line payable to the relatives
of the deceased. The murder of the king even was punishable

was

* Coke attempts to show that there is n. distinction between amercements and Gncs -
admitting that nnzereelnents must be lixcd by one's peers, but elniniing thn.t fines may
-he fixed by the government. (2 Inst. 27, 8 Coke's Rrpam 38.) But there seems to
.have been no ground whatever Igor supposing that any such distinction existed at the
time of Magna Curtu.. If there were any such distinction in the time of Coke, it had
doubtless grown up within tbc four centuries that had elapsed since Magna. Can~ta, and
is to be set down as one of the numberless inventions of government for getting rid of
the restraints of Magna Carts, and for tnldng men out of the protection of their peers,
and subjecting lhcul to sneed punishments as the government chooses to iniliet.

The first stntnte of Westminster, passed sixty years after Magna Carts., treats the
dine and ainerecment as synonymous, is follows :

" Fornsuinuh as the com rum fine and nnrerremmt of the whole county in Eyre of the
justices for iitlse judgments, or for other trespass, is unjustly assessed by sheriHls and
~h:\.retors in the shires, * 15 its provided, and the king wills, that from henceforth such
sums shall be assessed before the justices in Eyre, afore their ilcpurture, by the oath of
dig/ds and ntllrr /lmcsf mm," &c. - 3 Edrmrfl L, (Th. IB. (12T5. )

And in muny other statutes passed after Magna. C:l.rt:l., the terms/inn a.nll nmrrrmmiz
seen to be used indidlerently, in prescribing the punishments for otfenees. As lute as
1461, (248 years after Magna. Cnrta,) the stutute l Edward IV., (VL 2, speaks of "_fFu¢s,
ranxonis, nil aznerrirrrnruu " als being levied ulxm criminals, as if they were the Uolll\1loIl
punishments of olIlene4:s.

81. 2 and in Pluhp ml Mary, Co. 8, uses the terms, "jinks, fbrfriturrr, had nnrrrcia-
:ments " live tiiucs. U555.)

8/. 5 Elrznlnlh, Ch. 13, Sec. 10, uses the terms "_fllncx,.fhrffitorcs, ml mln-rr'inmrnIx."
That aiuereements were lines or pecuniary punishments, inflicted for olfenecs, is

proved by the following statutes, (all supposed to have been pissed within one hundred
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by Gne. When a criminal was unable to pay his fine, his rel-
atives often paid it for him. But if it were not paid, he was
put out of the protection of the law, and the injured parties,
(or, in the case of' murder, the kindred of the deceased,) were
allowed to inflict such punislunent as they pleased. And if
the relatives of the criminal protected him, it was lawful to
take vengeance on them also. Afterwards the custom grew
up of exacting fines also to the king as a punishment for
offences* And this latter was, doubtless, the usual punish-
inent at the time of Magna Car to, as is evidenced by the fact
that for many years immediately following Magna Carts,
nearly or quite all statutes that prescribed any punishment
at all, prescribed that the offender should " be grievously
ainerced," or " pay a great fine to the king," or a " grievous
ransom," -with the alternative in some cases (perhaps un-
zlcrsloorl in all) of imprisonment, banishment, or outlawry, in
case of non-payrnent.~l-

and fifteen years after Magna. Carts,) which speak of uulercenients as at species of
"joe/Igmmt," or punishment, and as being inflicted for the same offences as other
" judgments,"

Thus one statute deelares that a baker, for default in the weight of his bread,
"ought to be zzmercerl, or suffer the jurlgmmt of the pillory ;" :md that a brewer, for
" selling ale contrary to the assize," "ought to be amerced, or suffer the judgment of
the tumbrol."-51 Henry I I I . , So. G. (l2liG.)

Among the ' ' Statutes of Uncertain Date," but supposed to be prior to Edward I I I . ,
(]:3'2(i,) ZLYG the following:

Chap. G provides that "if 11 brewer break the assize, (fixing the price of a1e,) the
first, second, :my third time, he shall he amerce/Z ; but the fourth time he shall still"er
jurlgmrnt of the pillory without redemption."

Chap. 7 provides that " at butcher that sellcth swhlc's flesh meuslecl, or flesh dead
of the murrain, or that buyeth flesh of Jews, and selleth the sa.ine unto Christians,
after he shall bo eonviet thereof, for the first time he shall be grievously azlzwcul ; the
second time he shall suffer judgment of the pillory , and the third time he shall be
imprisoned and make fue ; and the fourth time he shall fOrswear' the town."

Ch/171/ 10, n statute against farin calling,provides that,
" Ile that is convict thereof, the first time shall be amrrrcerl, and shall lose the thing.

so bought, ml that. zweording to the custom of the town ;, he thut is convicted the
seeoml time shall have ju{l.gm1~7sl of the pillory , at the thirll time he shall he im-
prisoned and make fine ; the fourth time he shall abjure the town. And this jurlgmmit
shall he given upon all manner of "orestallers, and likewise upon them that have given
them counsel, help, or favor."-1 R1/zearl's Statutes, 187, 168. 1 Stfnura of the
Realm, 203.

* 1 Hume, Appendix, l.
1` Blackstone says, " Our ancient Saxon laws nominally punished theft with death,

if above the value of twelve pence 3 but the criminal was permitted to redeem his life
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Judging, therefore, from the special provisions in Magna
Carta, requiringfnes, 0l` amercemcuts, to be imposed only by
_curies, (without mentioning any other puuislunents;) judging,
also, from the statutes which immediately followed lllagua
Carla, it is probable that the Saxon custom of punishing all,
or nearly all, ofleuces by res, with the alternative lo the
criminal of being imprisoned, banished, or outlawed, and ex-
posed to private vengeance, in case of uou-payn1eut,) continued
until the time of Magna Carla, and that in providing expressly
thatjiues should be fixed by the juries, Magna Carta provided
for nearly or quite all tllc punishments tllat were expected to
be inflicted 1 that if there were to be any others, they were to
be fixed by the juries, and consequently that nothing was left
to be fixed by "Leger ierrw."

But whether the common law fixed the punishment of any
offences, or not, is a matter of little or no practical importance
at this day; because we have no idea of going back to any
common law punishments of six hundred years ago, if, indeed,
there were any such at that time. It is enough for us to
know-and Z/Lis is who in is material for us Zo know _
that the jury fixed the punislnueuts, in all cases, unless they
were fixed by the com/non law ,' that Magna Carta allowed

But in the ninth year of Henry the First, (1109,) this power of redemption was
by a pecuniary ransom, as among their ancestors, the Germans, by a stated number of
cattle.
taken away, and all persons guilty of larceny above the value of twelve pence wr.ro
directed to be hanged, which law continues iu force to this day." _

I give this statement of Blackstone, because the latter ehtuso may seem to niilituto
with the ides, which the ibrmer clause eorrnboratcs, viz., that at the time of Magna Carts.,
lines were the usual punishments of offences. But I think there is no probability that
Si, law so unreasonable in itself, (unreasonable even after making all allowance for the
dilfcrence in the value of money,) and so contrary to immemorial custom, could or (lid
obtain any general or speedy acquiescence among n people who cared little for the au-
thority of longs.

Maddox, writing of the period from William the Conqueror to John, says :
" The amercements in criminal and common pleas, which were wont to be imposed

during this first period and nfterwairds, were of so many several sorts, that it is not easy
to place them under distinct heads. Let them, for method's sake, be reduced to the
heads following : Amerccments for or by reason of murders and manslaughters, for
misdemeanors, for disseisins, for reurcaney, for brcnch of assize, for defaults, for non-
appearanw, for false judgment, and for not making suit, or ho and cry. To them
may be added miscellaneous amercements, for trespasses of divers kinds."_1 Alad-
doz' History :f the Exchequer, 542.

4 *

4 BZac£s£unr, "BFI,
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no punishments to be prescribed by statute- .
legislative power-nor in any other manner by the king, or his
judges, in any case whatever, and, consequently, that all stat-
ntcs prescribing particular punishments for particular offences,
or giving tlle king's judges any authority to fix punishments,
were void.

If the power to Hx punishments had been left in the hands
of the king, it would have given him a power of oppression,
which was liable to be greatly abused; which there was no
occasion to leave with him ; and which would have been
incongruous with the whole object of this chapter of Magna
Carta; which object was to take all discretionary or arbitrary
power over individuals entirely out of the hands of the king,
and his laws, and entrust it only to the common law, and the
peers, or jury-that is, the people.

that is, by the

TV/tat lex terrcc did authorize.
But here the question arises, What then did " regen terrcc"

authorize the king, (that is, the government to do in the case
of an accused person, if it neither authorized any other trial
than that by jury, nor any other punishments than those fixed
by juries '?

The answer is, that, owing to the darkness of history on
the point, it is probably wholly impossible, at this day, to
state, with any certainty or precision, anything whatever that
the Leger terre of Magna Carta did authorize the king, (that
is, the government,l to do, (if, indeed, it authorized him to do
anything,) in the case of criminals, other than to have thews
tried and sentenced by their peers, for common law crimes ;
and to carry that sehtence into execution.

The trial by jury was a part of Zegem terrcc, and we have
the means of knowing what the trial by jury was. The fact
that the jury were to fix the sentence, implies that they were
to try the accused; otherwise they could not know what sen-
tence, or whether any sentence, ought to be inflicted upon him.
Hence it follows that the jury were to judge of everything in-
volved in the trial, that is, they were to judge of the nature
of the offence, of the admissibility and weight of testimony,
and of everything else whatsoever that was of the essence of
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the trial. If anything whatever could be dictated to them,
either of law or evidence, the sentence would not be theirs,
but would be dictated to them by the power that dictated to
them the law Of' evidence. The trial and sentence, then, were
wholly in the hands of the jury.

lVe also have sufficient evidence of the nature of the oath
administered to jurors in criminal cases. It was simply, that
they would neither convict 11/zc irmoceazl, nor acquit the guilty.
This was the oath in the Saxon times, and probably continued
to be until Magna Carta.

We also know that, in case of conviction, the sentence of the
jury was not necessarily final; that the accused had the right
of appeal to the king and his judges, and to demand either a
new trial, Ol' an acquittal, if the trial or conviction had been
against law.

So much, therefore, of the Icier lerrre of Magna Carts, we
know with reasonable certainty.

WVe also know that Magna Carta provides that " No bailiff
Qbalivus) shall hereafter put any man to his law, (put him
on trial,) on his single testimony, without credible witnesses
brought to support it." Coke thinks "that under this word
balivus, in this act, is comprehended every justice, minister of
the king, steward of the king, steward and bailiff." (2 Inst. 44.)
And in support of this idea he quotes from a very ancient law
book, called the Mirror of Justices, written in the time of
Edward I., within a century after Magna Carts. But whether
this were really a common law principle, or whether the pro-
vision grew out of that jealousy of the government which, at
the time of Magna Carta, had reached its height, cannot per-
haps now be determined.

\Ve also know that, by Magna Carta, amercements, or fines,
could not be imposed to the ruin of the criminal; that, ih the
case of a freeman, his coiztenemenl, or means of subsisting in
the condition of a freeman, must be saved to him; that, ih the
case of a merchant, his merchandise must be spared; and
in the case of a villein, his way rage, or plough-tackle and
carts. This also is likely to have been a principle of the
common law, inasmuch as, in that rude age, when the means
of getting employment as laborers were not what they are
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now, the man and his family would probably have been liable
to starvation, if these means of subsistence had bee11 taken
from him.

\Ve also know, generally, that, at the time of Magna Carts,
all acts 'i1u'2'i2zsically criminal, all trespasses against persons
and property, were crimes, according to lex z'e2'rce, or the
common law.

Beyond the points now given, we hardly know anything,
probably nothing with certainly, as to what the " Iegenz- ferrce"
of lllagzza Curz'a did authorize, in regard to crimes. There
is hardly anything extant that can give us any real light on
the subject.

It would seem, however, that there were, even at that day,
some common law principles governing arrests 7 and some
common law forms and rules as to holding a man for trial,
(by bail or imprisonment,) putting him 011 trial, such as by
indictment or complaint 3 summoning and empanelling ju-
rors, Dec., &e. \Vhatever these common law principles were,
Magna Carta requires them to be observed, for Magna Carta
provides for the whole proceedings, commencing with the
arrest, (of no freeman shall be arrested," &c.,) and ending with
the execution of the sentence. And it provides that nothing
shall be done, by the government, from beginning to end, unless
according to the sentence of the peers, Ol` "leg cm lerrrc," the
common law. The trial by peers was a part of leger terra,
and we have seen that the peers must necessarily have gov-
erned the whole proceedings at the trial. But all the pro-
ceedings for arresting the man, and bringing him to trial,
must have been had before the case could come under the
cognizance of the peers, and they must, therefore, have been
governed by other rules than the discretion of the peers. We
may crnyecrz/re, although we cannot perhaps know with much
certainty, that the lex Zerrce, or common law, governing these
other proceedings, was somewhat similar to the common law
principles, on the same points, at the present day. Such seem
to be the opinions of Coke, who says that the phrase nisi per

Leger terre means unless by clue process of law.
Thus, he says :
"Nis i per Leger Zerrce. But by the law of I/Le land. For
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the true sense and exposition of these words, see the statute
of` 37 Fldw. Ill., cap. 0, where the words, by t/ze [aw of If/ze
/Ami, are rendered 1l'i//L01/I cl/rc process of [nw ,' for there it is
said, though it be contained in the Great Charter, that 110
man be taken, imprisoned, or put out of his freehold, 1rit/Lou!
pruress of I/I/: /UW; 8/11/1 is, by incline/men! or prcsenlnleul of
goof] and [aI/'ful men., w'/Lere sur:/L (leeds be done £11 due maluzw

by writ original of 8/Le common law.or .
" Without being brought in to answer but by due process

Of the com moll law.
" No man be put to answer without presentment before jns-

tices, or thing of record, or by due process, or by writ original,
according Zo I/ze old [up of Z/Le [a1IrL" -2 Inst. 5().

The foregoing interpretations of the words nisi per Leger
le/'rnz are corroborated by the following statutes, enacted in
the next century after Magna Carta.

"That no man, from henceforth, shall be attached by any
acctlsatioli, nor forejudged of life or limb, nor his land, tene-
ments, goods, nor chattels, seized into the l(ing's hands, against
the FIbrin of the Great ()hal'ter, and l/ze law of Z/1e lalLd."
So. 5 E(liot//.fl III, C/L. 9. (1331

" Whereas it is contained in the Great Charter of the fran-
chises of England, that none shall be imprisoned, l]OI' put out
of his freehold, nor of his franchises, nor free customs, unless
in be by t/Ie an: of the [our] ,- it is accorded, assented, and estab-
lished, that from heiice[lorth none shall be taken by petition,
or suggestion made to our lord the king, or to his council,
unless in be by indictment or presen./nleul of good (/II(I Ifluful
people of I/ze or/me ueig/zbnrhond 10/:ere suck deeds be done in
due manner, or by I)I'0/YOSS 111r11[e by writ original at Z/ze com/non
law ; nor that none be put out of his franchises, nor of his free-
hold, unless lIe be Cl://y broug/il into answer, (ml forejudged
of Z/ze some by Z/Le course of /be law , and if anything be done
against the same, it shall be redressed and holden for none."

-Sl. 2.3 EdzuaI'rl III, C/L. 4. (l:350.)
" That no man, of what estate or condition that he be, shall

disinlierhod, llol` put to death, without bcingbronghl in
by dz/e process of Zulu." - So. 28 L'dIL°a1'd III., C/L. 3. (1354)

be put ollt of land or tenement, nor taken. nor imprisoned, nor
answer

" That no man be pal to answer without presentment before
justices, or matter of record, or by due process and writ origi-
nal, according to the olrl [aw of Z/re land. And if anything
from lrenceforlh be done to the contrary, it shall be void in
law, and holder for error." - So. 42 Edward HL, C/1. 3.
(1368.)

45
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The foregoing interpretation of the words nisi per Zegem,
l cr rze - that is, by due process of law - including indictment,
&c., has been adopted as the true one by modem writers and
courts, as, for example, by Kent, (2 Comm. l 3,) Story, (3
Comm. GGL) and the Supreme Court of New York, (19 Ttfen-
dell, 6769 4 Hill, 146.)

The Fifth amendment to the constitution of the United States
seems to have been framed on the same idea, inasmuch as it
provides that "no person shall be deprived of life, liberty, or
property, wit/wud due process of law."*

W/zet/wr the word VEL should be rendered by OR, or by AND.

Having thus given the meanings, or rather the applications,
which the words 'vol per leg cm terre will reasonably, and per-
haps must necessarily, bear, it is proper to suggest, that it has
been supposed by some that the word vol, instead of being ren-
dered by or, as it usually is, ought to be rendered by and, inas-
much as the word vol is often used for el, and the whole phrase
nisi per judicium parizrm, suorum, vol per Leger terrace, (which
would then read, unless by the sentence or" his peers, and the
law of the land,) would convey a more intelligible and liar-
monious meaning than it otherwise does.

Blackstone suggests that this may be the true reading.
(C/Larlers, p. 41.) Also Mr. Heller, who says :

" Nisi per legal judicium parium suorum, 'vol per leger terran.
Several explanations have been offered of the alternative
clause, which some have referred to judgment by default, of'
demurrer; others to the process of attachment for contempt.
Certainly there are many legal procedures besides trial by
jury, through which a party's goods or person may be taken.
But one may doubt whether these were in contemplation of
the framers of Magna Carta. In an entry of the Charter of
1217 by a contemporary hand, preserved in the Town-clerkls
office in London, called Liber Custumaruin et Regum antiqua-
rum, a various reading, cl per leger terra, occurs. Black-
sto/ze's C/za/ters, p. 42 (41) And the word vol is so frequently
used for ct, that I am not wholly free from a suspicion that it

* Coke, in his exposition of the words lrfgem terra, gives quite in detail the principles
of the common law governing arrests ; and ta.kes it for granted that the words "nisi per
legs/n Law" are applicable to arrests, as well as to the 'uldietment, &e. - 2 Inst., 61, 52.
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was so intended in this place. The meaning will be, that no
person shall be dissexzed, &c*J except upon a lawful cause of
action, found by the verdict of a jury. This really seems as
good as any of the disjunctive interpretations 7 but I do not
offer it with lunch confidence." -Z Hullanis .Middle Ages,
C/z. S, Par( 2J p. 4497 nom*

* I cite the above extract from Mr. Heller solely for the sake of his authority for
rendering the word 1-cl by and; and not by any means for the purpose of indorsing the
opinion he suggests, that lrgcm lerrw authorized "judgments by default or dcrnurrer,"
we)/wuz the intcf1:¢~14!iuu of a jury. He seems to imagine that lex Una; the common law,
at the time of Magna Carts, included everything, even to the praetiee of courts, that
is, at this day, called by the name of Common Law; whereas much of what is now
called Common Law has grown up, by usurpation, since the time of Magna Carts, in
palpable violation of the authority of that charter. He says, "Certainly there are
many legal procedures, besides trial by jury, through which a party's goods or person
may be taken." Of course there are nrnw many such ways, in which it, party's goods or
person are taken, besides by the judgment of a jury ; but the question is, whether such
takings are not in violation of Magna. Carta.

He seems to think that, in cases of "judgment by default or demurrer," there is no
need of' a jury, :md thence to infer that legend: terre may not have required a jury in
those eases. But this opinion is founded on the erroneous idea that juries are required
only for determining coutestcdfadx, and not for judging of the law. In ease olllefault,
the plaintiff must present a prima facie ease before he is entitled to a judgment ; and
Magna Carts, (supposing it to require a jury trial in civil eases, as Mr. Ilallain assumes
that it does,) is much requires that this prima facie ease, both law and feet, be if ode
out to the satisfaction of ajury, as it docs that a contested case shall be.

As br a demurrer, the jury lust try a demurrer (having the advice and assistance
of the court, of course) as much as any other matter of law arising in a ease.

Mr. Haller evidently thinks there is no use for a jury, except where there is a
" t r ia l "- meaning thereby a contest on matters of fad. His language , that " there
are many legal procedures, besides trial by jury, through which a party's goods or
person may be taken." Now Magna Carts says nothing of trial by jury; but only of
the judgment, or sentence, of a jury. It is only by in_h"rence that we come to the cou-
elusion that there must be H trial by jury. Since the jury alone can give the juflgmmt,
or sentence, we infer that they must try the ease; because otherwise they would be in-
coxupetent, and would have no moral right, to give judgment. They must, therefore,
examine the grounds, (both of law and fact,) or rather try the grounds, of every action
whatsoever, whether it bo decided on " default, demurrer," or otherwise, and render
their judgment, or sentence, thereon, before any judgment can be a legal one, on which
" to take a party's goods or person." In short, the principle of Magna Carts is, that
no judgment can be valid against a parlyls goods or person, (not even n judgment for
costs,) except a judgment rendered by a jury. Of course a jury must try every ques-
tion, both of law and tact, that is involved in the rendering of that judgment. They
are to have the assistance and advice of the judges, so far as they desire them; but
the judgment itself must be theirs, und not the judgment of the court.

As to " process of attachment for contempt," it is of course lawful for a judge, in his
character of a peace officer, to issue a warrant for the arrest of a man guilty of a cou-
tempt, as he would for the arrest of any other offender, and hold him to bail, (or, in
default of bail, commit him to prison,) to answer for his olllence before a jury. Or he
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The idea that the word vol should be rendered by and, is
corroborated, if 1101 absolutely collflrmed, by the following
passage in Blackstone, which has before been cited. Speak-
ing of the trial by jury, as established by Magna Carta, he
calls it,

" A privilege which is couched in almost the same words

may order him into custody without a, warrant when the offence is committed in the
judge's presence. But there is no reason why n judge should have the power of pun-
ishing for contempt, any more than for any other offence. And it is one of the most
dangerous powers a. judge can have, hecuusc it gives him absolute authority in a court
of justice, and enables him to tyrannize as he pleases over parties, counsel, witnesses,
and jurors. If a judge have power to punish for contempt, and to determine for him-
self what is a contempt, the whole administration of justice (or injustice, if he choose
to make it so) is in his hands. And all the rights of jurors, witnesses, counsel, and
parties, are held subject to his pleasure, and can be exercised only agreeably to his will.
He can of course control the entire proceedings in, and consequently the decision of,
every cause, by restraining and punishing every one, whether party, counsel, witness,
or juror, who presumes to over anything contrary to his pleasure.

This arbitrary power, which has been usurped and exercised hy judges to punish for
contempt, has undoubtedly had much to do in subduing counsel into those servile,
obsequious, and cowardly habits, which so universally prevail among them, and which
have not only cost so many clients their rights, but have also cost the people so many
of their liberties.

If any summary punishment for contempt he ever necessary, (us it probably is not,)
beyond exclusion for the time being from the court-room, (which should he done, not as
a punishment, but for self-protection, and the preservation of order,) the judgment for
it should he given by the jury, (where the trial is before a jury,) and not hy the court,
for the jury, and not the court, are really the judges. For the same reason, exclusion
from the court-rooln should he ordered only by the jury, in cases when the trial is
before a. jury, hecausc they, being the real judges and triers of the cause, are entitled,
if anybody, to the control of the court-room. In appeal courts, where DO juries sit, it
may he necessary-not as a punishment, but for self-protection, and the maintenance
of order- that the court should exercise the power of excluding a person, for the time
being, from the court-roorn; but there is no reason why they should proceed to sentence
him as a criminal, without his being tried by a jury.

If the people wish to have their rights respected and protected in courts of justice,
it is manifestly of the last importance that they jealously guard the liberty of parties,
counsel, witnesses, and jurors, against all arbitrary power on the part of the court.

Certainly Mr. Heller may very well say that "one may doubt whether these (the
several cases he has mentioned) were in contemplation of the framers of Magna
Carts "-that is, is exceptions to the rule requiring that all judgments, that are to.be
enforced " against a parts/'s goods or person," be rendered hy a. jury.

Again, Mr. Heller says, if the word vol be rendered by and, " the meaning will be,
that no person shall be disseizcd, &c., excel upon a lawful cause of action." This is
true ; but it docs not follow that any cause of action, founded on statute only, is there-
fore a "lawful cause of action," within the meaning of leger terre, or the Common
Law. Within the meaning of the leger terra of Magna Carts, nothing but a common
law cause of action is a " lawful " one.
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with that of the Emperor Conrad two hundred years before :
' memo beneficium snnm perdat, nisi secunduni consnetudinent
a1]tCCCSSO1lllTl nostroruin, e! jndiciuin parium snornin.' " (No
one shall lose his estate unless according to the custom of our
ancestors, and the judgment of his peers.) -3 ]}la<~/rs!one, 350.

If the word rel be rendered by ani l , (as I think it must be,
at least in some cases,) this chapter of Magna ('arts will then
read that no freeman shall be arrested or punished, " unless
according to the sentence of his peers, and the law of the
land."

The difference between this reading and the other is impor-
tant. In the one case, there would be, at first view, some color
of ground for saying that a man night be punished in either
of two ways, viz., according to the sentence of his peers, or
according to the law of the land. In the other ease, it requires
both the sentence of his peers and the law of the land (coin-
mon law) to authorize his punishment.

I

If this latter reading be adopted, the provision would seem
to exclude all trials except trial by jury, and all causes of
action except those of the common law.

But I apprehend the word 'vol must be rendered both by
and, and by or; that in cases of a judgwzenl, it should be
rendered by Ami, so as to require the Collcllllllcllcc both of " the
judgment of the peers and the law of the land," to authorize
the king to make execution upon a party's goods or PCTSOII ,
but that in cases of arrest and imprisonment, simply for the
purpose of bringing a man to trial, 'vol should be rendered by
or, because there can have been 110 judgment of a jury in
such a case, and " the law of the land " must therefore necessa-
rily be the only guide to, and restraint upon, the king. If this
guide and restraint were taken away, the king would be
invested with an arbitrary and most dangerous power in
making arrests, and confining in prison, under pretence of an
intention to bring to trial.

Having tllus examined the language of this chapter of Magna
Carta, so far as it relates to criminal cases, its legal import
may be stated as follows, viz. :

No freeman shall be arrested, or imprisoned, or deprived of
his freehold, or his liberties, or free customs, or be outlawed,

5
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or exiled, or in any manner destroyed, (harmed,`) nor will we
(the king) proceed against him, nor send any one against him,
by force 0]` arms, unless according to (that is, in execution
of) the sentence of his peers, and (or or, as the case may
require) the Common Law of England, (81s it was at the time
of Magna Carta, in 1215.)



CHAPTER Iii.

ADDITIONAL PROOFS OF THE RIGHTS AND DUTIES OF JURORS.

IF any evidence, extraneous to the history and language
of Magna Carts, were needed to prove that, by that chapter
which guaranties the trial by jury, all was meant 1llat has
'now been ascribed to it, and the! l/ze Iegislaliou of [he king
was lo be of 720 awe/zorily 'win/L Z/zejzuy beyond 10/10! Z/Iey c/rose
to allow lo it, and that the juries were to limit the punishments
to be inflicted, we should find that evidence in various sources,
such as the laws, customs, and characters of their arxeestors
on the continent, and of` the northern Europeans generally, in
the legislation and customs that immediately succeeded lllagna.
Carta; in the oaths that have at different times been adminis-
tered to jurors, &c., &c. This evidence can be exhibited here
but partially. To give it all would require too much space
and labor.

s E c T I 0 N I.

TVea,7:2zess of tILe Regal Awlhorily.

Hughes, in his preface :to his translation of Home's " Mirror
of Justices," (a book written in the time of Edward. I., 1272
$0 1307,) giving a concise view of the laws of England gen-
erally, says '.

"Although in the Saxon's time I [ind the usual words
of the acts then to have been mHc!112/1, (edict,) arms/ilnlio,
(statute,l little mention being made of the commons, yet I
further Find that, lim lemur /gas air/r. el rig erein krzbzn/2'111I/,
C7/IIL f1l8IIII)ll H011 77IOf10 fnsli/n{r72 sail frmr/ire n/I/IrI7b(//f0I/0
conzmnnilalis." (The laws had force and vigor only when
they were not only enacted, but confirmed by the approval
of the eomnuluity.)
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The Zlfirror of Justices itself also says, (oh. 1, sec. 3,1 in
speaking " Of Z/zejirsl Co n slilulious of l/Le Ancient Kingsf'

" Many ordinances were made by many kings, until the
time of the king that now is (Edward L), the which ordi-
nances were abused, or to! 1/sed by many, nor very cw2'/'e71Z7
because they were not put in writing, and certainly pub-
lished." -11/iI'2'0r of J1/slices, p. 6.

Hal lam says :
" The Franks, Lon bards, and Saxons seem alike to have

been jealous of judicial authority , and averse to surrendering
what concerned every man's private right, out of the hands;
of his neighbors and equals." - I 1118!/d/e Ages, 271.

The "juclieiai authority," here spoken of, was the authority
of the kings, who at that time united the office of both legis~
lators and judges,) and not of a separate department of gov-
ernment, called the judiciary, like what has existed in more
modern times.*

Home says :
" The government of the Germans, and that of aT] the

northern nations, who established themselves on the ruins of
Rome, was always extremely free , and those fierce people,
accustomed to independence and inured to arms, were more
guided by peroerasio/1, frame azrtftority, in Zire swlnnission to/Lic/z.
they paid lo Meir priraces. The military despotism, which
had taken place in the Roman empire, and which, previously'
to the irruption of those conquerors, had sunk the genius of
men, and destroyed every noble principle of science and virtue,
was unable to resist the vigorous efforts of a free people, and
Europe, as from a new epoch, rekindled her ancient spirit, and
shook off the base servitude to arbitrary will and authority
under which she had so long labored. The free constitutions
then estalulislied, however impaired Br the encroachments
of sueeeeding princes, still preserve an air of independence
and legal administration, which distinguished the European
nations, and if that part of the globe maintain sentiments

so( Hale says :

" T h e trial by jury of twelve men was the usual trial among the Normans, in most
suits , especially in assizes, etjuris ulrum."- 1 Halclv History q/'the Common Law, 219.

This was in Normandy, before the conquest of England by the Normans. See Dizzo,

p. 218.

Crabbe says :

" It cannot be denied tha.t the practice of submitting causes to the decision of' twelve
men was universal among all the northern tribes (of Europe) from the very remotest
antiqu i ty." - Crabbe'a .HL31ory qflhe English Law, p. 32.
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of liberty, honor, equity, and valor, superior to the rest of
mankind, it owes these advantages chiefly to the seeds inn-
planted by those generous barbarians.

" The Sarvons, 'who subdued Britain, as they enjoyed great
liberty in their own country, obstinately retained that imfuluuble
.possession in their new settlement ; and they importer] into this
island /he same principles if inzlepcndeuce, u:hi¢'h they had

' The chieftains, (for such they
were, more than kings or pri'nz'es,) who (.'0")II"(1u(/I4_1 than in
those military expeditions, still possessed a very limited author-
i t y ; and as the Saxons exterminated, rather than subdued the
ancient inhabitants, they were, indeed, transplanted into a
new territory, but preserved unaltered all their civil and mili-
tary institutions. The language was pure Saxon; even the
nantes of places, which often remain while the tongue entirely
changes, were almost all affixed by the conquerors; the man-
ners and customs were wholly German; and the same picture
of a fierce and bold liberty, which is drawn by the masterly
pcn of Tacitus, will suit those founders of the English govern-
ment. .

in/zeriled j}'oIn Z/zen' u/Lvcslors.

The king, so far from being iiweslezl u-ith arbitrary
power, was only crmsidercd as the _first among the citizens ; his
authority depended more on his personal qualities than on his
station; he was even so far of, a level with, the people, that a
stated price teas_/ixeal for his head, and a legal due trap levied
upon his murderer, which though proportionate to his station,
and superior to that /mid for the life of a subject, was a sen-
sible mark of his subordination to the community." -1 Hume,
Appendix, 1.

Stuart says °
"The Saxons brought along with them into Britain their

own customs, language, and civil institutions. Free in Ger-
many, they renounced not their independence, when they had
conquered. Proud from victory, and with their swords in
their hands, would they surrender their liberties to a private
man? Would temporary leaders, limited in their powers,
and unprovided in resources, ever think to usurp an authority
over warriors, who considered themselves as their equals, were
impatient of control, and attached with devoted zeal to their
privileges? Or, would they loud leisure to form resolutions,
or opportunities to put them in practice, amidst the tumult
and conllLlsiou of those fierce and bloody wars, which their na-
tions list waged with the Britons, and then engaged in among
themselves? Sufliciently flattered in leading the armies of
their countrymen, the ambition of' commanders could as little
suggest such designs, as the liberty of the people could submit
to them. The conquerors of Britain retained their independ-

5*
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; and this island saw itself again i11 that free state in
which the Roman arms had discovered it.

"The same firmness of character, and generosity ofmzznners,
which, in general, distinguished the Germans, were possessed
in an eminent degree by the Saxons, and while we endeavor
to unfold their political institutions, we must perpetually turn
our observation to that masterly picture in which the Roman
historian has described these nations. In the woods of Ger-
many shall we find the principles which directed the state of
land, in the different kingdoms of Europe; and there shall we
find the foundation of those ranks of men, and of those civil
arrangements, which the barbarians everywhere established ;
and which the English alone have had the good fortune, or
the spirit, to preserve." -Stuart on Z/ze Corzslilfllion of Eng-
land, p. 59-61.

" Kings they (the Germans) respected as the first magis-
trates of the slate 3 but the authority possessed by them was
narrow and limited." --Ditto, p. 134.

ac Did he, (the king at any time, relax his activity and
martial ardor, did he employ his abilities to the prejudice of
his nation, or fancy he was superior to the laws, the same
power which raised him to honor, humbled and degraded him.
The customs and councils of his country pointed out to him
his duty; and if he infringed on the former, or disobeyed the
latter, a fierce people set aside his authority. * * *

" His long hair was the only ornament he affected, and
to be foremost to attack an enemy was his chief distinction.
Engaged in every hazardous expedition, he was a stranger to
repose; and, rivalled by half the heroes of his tribe, he could
obtain little power. Anxious and watchful for the public in-
terest, he felt every moment his dependence, and gave proofs
of his submission.

" He attended the general assembly of his nation, and was
allowed the privilege to harangue it first, but the arts of per-
suasion, though known and respected by a rude people, were
unequally opposed to the prejudices and passions of men."
Ditto, p. 135-6.

cc The authority of a Saxon monarch 'was7wl more consider-
able. The Salons submitted not to the arbitrary rule of princes.
They admitristered an oath Zo their sovereigns, which bound
them to acknowledge the laws, and to defend the rights of the
church and people; and if they forgot this obligation, they
forfeited their ojice. In both countries, a price was affixed
on kings, a fine expiated their murder, as well as that of the
meanest citizen, and the smallest violation of ancient usage,

811C€
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or the least step towards tyranny, was always dangerous, and
often fatal to them." -Di/to, p. 139-40.

" They were not allowed to impose taxes on the king-
dom." --Ditto, P~ 146.

" Like the German monarchs, they deliberated in the general
assembly of the nation 1 but I/zeir legislative au!/tor/'ly was not
much respected, and their assent was considered in lo better
light than as a form. This, however, was their chief' prerog-
ative; and they employed it to acquire an ascendant in the
state. To art and insinuation they turned, as their only re-
source, and flattered a people whom they could not awe, but
address, and the abilities to persuade, were a weak compensa-
tion for the absence of real power.

"They declared war, it is said, and made peace. In both
cases, however, they acted as the instruments of the state, and
put in execution the resolutions which its councils had decreed.
If, indeed, an enemy had invaded the kingdom, and its glory
and its safety were concerned, the great lords took the field at
the call of their sovereign. But had a sovereign declared war
against a neighboring state, without requiring their advice, or
if he meant to revenge by arms an insult ollbred to him by
a subject, a haughty and independent nobility refused their
assistance. These they considered as the quarrels of the
king, and not of the nation 7 and in all such emergencies he
could only be assisted by his retainers and dependents."
Ditto, p. 147-S.

"Nor must we imagine that the Saxon, any more than the
German monarchs, succeeded each other in a lineal descent,*
or that they disposed of the crown at their pleasure. in both
countries, the free election of the people filled the throne , and
their choice was the only rule by whieli princes reigned. The
succession, accordingly, of their kings was often broken and
interrupted, and their depositions were frequent and ground-
less. The will of a prince whom they had long respected,
and the favor they naturally transferred to his descendant,
made them often advance him to the royal dignity, but the
crown of his ancestor he considered as the gift of the people, and
neither expected nor claimed it as a right." -  Di t to, p. 151-3.

in Germany " It was the business of the great to command
in war, and in peace they distribntedjustice. * * #F

* "The people, who in every general council or assembly could oppose and dethrone
their sovereigns, were in little dread of their eneronehmcnts on their liberties; and
kings, who found suiiieieut employment in keeping possession of their crowns, would not
likely nttwck the more important privileges of their subjects." -
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" The _princes in Germany were curls in England. The great
contended in both countries in the number of their retainers,
and in that splendor and magnificence which are so alluring
to a rude people 3 and though they joined to set bounds to
regal power, they were often animated against each other
with the fiercest hatred. To a proud and impatient nobility
it scorned little and uusuiting to give or accept compositions
for the injuries they committed or received, and their vassals
adopting their resentment and passions, war and bloodshed
alone could terminate their quarrels. \Vliat necessarily re-
sulted from their situation iii society, was continued as a
I)/'iifi/eg'e,' and the great, in both countries, made war, of their
private authority, on their enemies. The Saxon earls even
carried their arms against their sovereigns, and, surrounded
with retainers, or secure in fortresses and castles, they despised
their resentment, and defied their power.

" The judges of the people, they presided in both countries
in courts of law.* The particular districts over which they
exerted their authority were marked out in Germany by the
council of` the state; and in Lnglaud their jurisdiction extend-
ed over the fiefs and other territories they possessed. All
causes, both civil and criminal, were tried before them ; and
they judged, except in cases of the utmost importance, without
appeal. They were even allowed to grant pardon to crim-
inals, and to correct by their clemency the rigors of justice.
Nor did the sovereign exercise any authority in their lands.
In these his officers termed no courts, and his writx was disre-
garded. in

co They had officers, as well as the king, who collected their
revenues, and added to their greatness, and the inhabitants
of their lands they distinguished by the name of subjects.

4: But to attend the general assembly of their nation was the
chief prerogative of the German and Saxon princes; and as
they consulted the interest of their country, and deliberated
concerning matters of state, so in the kilzg's corzrl, of which
also they were members, they assisted to pronounce judgment
in the complaints and appeals which were lodged in it."
Dildo, p. 158 to 165.

Henry says 1

"Nothing can be more evident than this important truth ,
that our Anglo-Saxon kings were not absolute monarchs, but

* This office was afterwards committed to sheriffs. But even while the court was
held by the lord, "the Lord was not judge, BW I/ze Paras (peers) o u l y . " - Gilbert on the

Cvurl of Exchequer, 61-2.
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that their powers and prerogatives were limited by the laws
and customs of the country. Our Saxon ancestors had been
governed by limited monarchs in their native seals Of] the COII'
tiuent; and there is not the least appearance or probability
that they relinquished their liberties, and submitted to absolute
government in their new settlements in this island. It is not
to be imagined that men, whose reigning passion was the love
of liberty, would willingly resign it; and their llc\v sover-
eigns, who had been their t flow-soldiers, had certainly no
power to compel them to such a resignation." 3 He7z1'y's
llistury Q/` G/'cal Brilai/L, 358.

Mackintosh says : "The Saxon chiefs, who were called
kings, originally acquired power by the same natural causes
which have gradually, and everywhere, raised a few men
above their telluws. They were, doubtless, more experienced,
more skilful, more brave, or more beautiful, than those who
tOllowecl there. * A king was powerful in war by the
lust re of his arms, and the obvious necessity of obedience.
llis intiuence in peace fluctuated with his personal character.
In the progress of usage his power became more fixed and
more limited. * II would be very unreasonable lo sup-
pose that the northern Germans who had conquered England,
had so far changed their characteristic habits l`ron1 the age of
Tacitus, that the victors became slaves, and that their generals
were converted into tyrants." - 11lz/ckin/os/I'8 Hiss. of Eug-
la/zd, C/L. 2. 45 Lurdncfs Cab. Cya., 73-4.

Rap if, in his discourse on the "Origin and Nature of the
English Constitution," says :

" There are but two things the Saxons did not think proper
to trust their kings with, Tor being of like passions with other
men, they might very possibly abuse them 3 namely, the power
of changing the laws enacted by consent of` king and people;
and the power of raising taxes (II pleasure. l~lroni these two
articles sprung numberless branches concerning the liberty and
property of the subject, which the king cannot touch, without
breaking the constitution, url they are the distinguishing char-
acter of the english monarchy. The prerogatives of the
crown, aul the rights and privileges of the people, flowing
from the two fore-nicntioned articles, are the ground of all the
laws that l`rou1 time to time have been made by unanimous
consent of king and people. The lungfish government con-
sists in the strict union of the king's prerogatives with the
people's liberties. as * But when kings arose, as some
there were, that aimed at absolute power, by changing the
old, and making new laws, at pleasure, by imposing illegal
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taxes on the people; this excellent government being, in a
manner, dissolved by these destructive measures, confusion and
civil wars ensued, which some very wrongfully ascribe to the
tickle and restless temper of the English." -Rabin's Preface
to /Lis History of England.

Heller says that among the Saxons, " the royal authority
was weak." -2 .Middle Ages, 403.

But although the king himself had so little authority, that
it cannot be supposed for a moment that his laws were
regarded as imperative by the people, it has nevertheless been
claimed, in modern times, by some who seem determined to
find or make a precedent for the present legislative authority
of parliament, that his laws Were authoritative, when assented
to by the Wilena-gemole, or assembly of wise men-that is,
the bishops and barons. But this assembly evidently had no
legislative power whatever.. The king would occasionally
invite the bishops and barons to meet him for consultation on
public affairs, simply as a council, and not as a legislative
body. Such as saw fit to attend, did so. If they were agreed
upon what ought to be done, the king would pass a law
accordingly, and the barons and bishops would then return
and inform the people orally what laws had been passed, and
use their indigence with them to induce them to conform to
the law of the king, and the recommendation of the council.
And the people no doubt were much more likely to accept a
law of the king, if it had been approved by this council, than
if it had not. But it was still only a law of the king, which
they obeyed or disregarded according to their own notions of
expediency. The numbers who usually attended this coun-
cil were too small to admit of the supposition that they had
any legislative authority whatever, to impose laws upon the
people against their will.

Lingard says :
"It was necessary that the king should obtain the assent of

these (the rneinbers of the Witena-gemotes) to all legislative
enactments; because, oil/will their acquiescence and so//port, if

. To many char-
T/zey sel-

was impossible to carry l/:em 'into execution.
tens (laws) we have the signatures of the Witan.
dom ezcceefl thirty in number ,' Z/Ley never amount to sixty."
1 Lingard, 486.
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It is ridiculous to suppose that the assent of such an assem-
bly gave arty authority to the laws of the king, or had any
influence in securing obedience to them, otherwise than by
way of persuasion. If this body had had any real legislative
authority, such as is accorded to legislative bodies of the
present day, they would have made themselves at once the
most conspicuous portion of the government, and would have
left behind them abundant evidence of their power, instead of
the evidence simply of their assent to a few laws passed by'
the king.

More than this. If this body had had any real legislative
authority, they would have constituted an aristocracy, having,
in conjunction with the king, absolute power over the people.
Assembling voluntarily, merely on the invitation of the king 7
deputed by nobody but themselves, representing nobody biff
themselves, responsible to nobody but themselves, their legis-
lative authority, if they had had any, would of necessity have
made the government the government of an aristocracy
merely, and l/ze people slaves, of course. And this would
necessarily have been the picture that history would have
given us of the Anglo-Saxon government, and of An8l0-Sur-
on liberty.

The fact that the people had no representation in this assem-
bly, and the further fact that, through their juries alone, they
nevertheless maintained that noble freedom, the very tradition
of which (after the substance of the thing itself has ceased
to exist) has constituted the greatest pride and glory of the
nation to this day, prove that this assembly exercised no
authority which juries of the people acknowledged, except at
their own discretion*

* The opinion expressed in the text, that the Witan had no legislative authority, is
corroborated by the following authorities :

" From the fact that the new laws passed by the long and the Witan were laid before
the shire-mote, (county court,) we should ho almost justified in tbe inference that I!
aeeond sanction was necessary before they could have the elleet of law in that particular
county."-Dunham's Diddle Ages, Sec. 2, B. 2, Ch. 1. 57 Lardml's Cal). Cya., 53.

The "second sanction " reqiulred to give the legislation of the king and Witan the
effect of' law, was undoubtedly, I think, as a general thing, the sanction of a jury, I
know of no evidence whatever that laws were ever submitted tO popular vote in tbo
county courts, as this author seems tO suppose possible. Anotber mode, sometimes re-
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There is not II more palpable truth, in the history of the
Anglo-Saxon government, than that stated in the Introduction
to Gilbert's History of the Common Pleas,* viz., "Z/Lal Z/te
Coz/nly and Hzclzdrecl Courts," (to which should have been
added the other courts in which juries sat, the courts-baron
and court-leet,) " in those limes were [he real and only Parlia-
77ze71z'.s~ of Z/te kingdom." And why were they the real and
only parliainents of the kingdom? Solely because, as will
be hereafter shown, the juries in those courts tried causes on
their intrinsic merits, according to their own ideas of justice,
irrespective of the laws agreed upon by kings, priests, and
barons; and whatever principles they uniformly, or perhaps
generally, enforced, and none oz./ters, became practically the
law of the land as matter of course.t

Finally, on this point. Conclusive proof that the legisla-
tion of the king was of little or no authority, is found in the
fact Z/ta! Z/Ie. kings enacted so few laws. If their laws had
been received as authoritative, in the manner that legislative
enactments are at this day, they would have been making
laws continually. Yet the codes of the most celebrated kings
are very small, and were little more than compilations of im-
memorial customs. The code of Alfred would not fill twelve

sorted to for obtaining the sanction of the people to the laws of the Witan, was,
it seems, to persuade the people themselves to swear to observe them. Mackintosh
says .

"The preambles of the laws (of the Witan) speak of the infinite number of Hega-
mm who attended, as only applauding the mea.sures of the assembly. But this
applause was neither so nnirnportant to the success of the measures, nor so precisely
distinguished from a share in legislation, as those who read history with a modern eye
might imagine. It appears that uhdcr Athclstan expedients were resorted to, to
obtain a consent to the law from great bodies of the people in their districts, which their
numbers rcudcred impossible in a national assembly. That monarch appears to have
sent eonnnissioners to hold shirt--gematvs or county meetings, whore they proclaimed the
laws made by the king and his counsellors, which, being acknowledged and sworn to at
these jblk-matrs (meetings of the people) became, by their assent, completely binding
on the whole nation." .M/zc7tintos}z's Ifist. of England, Ch. 2. 45 Lardner's Cab.
Cya., 75.

* Page 31.
'I' Haller says, " It was, however, to the county court that an English freeman chiefly

looked. for the maintenance of his civil rights." - 2 llfiddle Ages, 392.
Also, " This (the county court) was the great constitutional judicature in all ques-

tions of Civil right." - Dian, 395.
Also, or The liberties of these Anglo-Saxon thanes wore chiefly secured, next to their

swords and their free spirits, by the inestimable right of deciding civil and criminal
suits in their own county courts." ..-. Ditto, 399 .
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pages of the statute book of Massachusetts, and was little or
nothing else thrtn a compilation of the laws of Moses, and the
Saxon customs, evidently collected from considerations of con-
venience, rather than enacted Oll the principle of authority.
The code of Edward tlle Confessor would not fill twenty
pages of the statute book of Massachusetts, and, says Black-
stone, "seems to have been no more than a 1lC\V edition, or
fresh promulgation of Alfred's code, or dome-boo/J, with such
additions and improvements as the experience of a century
and : half suggested." l Bloc/sslone, 66.*

* "Alfred may, in one sense, be called the founder of those laws, (the Saxon,) for
until his time they were an 'unwritten code, but he expressly says, ' that 1, Alfred, col-
lected the goorl laws of aurforefathefs into one code, anti also I wrote them dawn '- which is
a decisive fuel in the history of our laws well worth noting." - Introdurtiun to (Filbc-rt's
History of the Common Pleas, p. 2, note.

Kelhzun says, " Let us consult our 0\VD lawyers and historians, and they will tell us
* that Alfred, Edgar, and Edward the Confessor, were the great compilers and

restorers of the English Laws." _ Kclham's Preliminary Discrmrse to the Laws of PVM-

liam the Conqueror, p. 12. Appfvulzr to Kellzvun's Dictionary of the '/rnznn Language.
" Ile (Alfred) also, like another Theodosius, eallertc/l the 'various customs that he found

dispersed in the kingdom, and reduced and digested them into 0llc unili)rlu system, or
code of laws, in his son:-bee, or fiber judicialix (judicial book). This he mmpileri for the
use of the court baron, hundred and county court, the court-lect and sheriff's mourn,
tribunals which he established for the trial of all causes, civil and eriuiinal, in the very
districts wherein the eouipluints arose." - 4 Illnekrtf/nr, 411. .

Alfred himself says, " Hence I, King Alfred, getliered these together, and com-
manded uialiy of those to be written down which our furefztthcrs observed _ those which
I l iked -and those which I did not like, by the advice of my \l`ilnn, I threw aside.
ForI durstnut venture to set down in writing over uinnyof my own, since l knew not what,
zullong them would plea<e those that should come after us. But, those which I met with
either of the days of me, my kinsman, or of 0821, King of Me1'1'i'i, or of Ilithelbert,
who was the first of the English who received bziptisin ._. those which uppenrcd to mo
the justest _ I have here enlleuteml, and zibnndoned the ofhers. Then I, Alfred, King of
the West Saxons, showed these Bo fill my Witan, and they then said that they were
all willing to observe them." - Laws of Alfrnl, lranslalirl by R. Price, pref.red to
flfackinluslfx Ilistury f Ifnglaurl, z*aI. 1. 45 Lar1]nn's Cab. (̀ yc.

" King Edward W * projected and begun what his grumlson, King Fdward the Con-
fessor, aftei'w:u'ds winpleted, viz., OD0 uniform digest or body of laws to be observed
throughout the whole kingdom, being probably no more than a ruirul by King Arcd's
code, with sonic ilnproveuients suggested by necessity and experience, particularly the
incorporating some of the British, or, rather, Mereinn customs, and also such of :he
Danish (cusWms) as were reasonable and approved, hxto the lacs! Saxon Late, which
was still the ground-work of the whole. And this appears to bo the best supported and
most plausible wnjeeture, (for certainty is not M bo expected,) of Mo rise and original

*

of that wdmiruble system of maxima and unwritten customs which is now known by the

6
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The Code of `lllliliiam the Conqueror* would fill less than
seven pages of the statute book of Massacliusetts; and most
of the laws contained in it are taken from the laws of the pre-
ceding kings, and especially of Edward the Confessor (whose
laws William swore to observe); but few of his own being
added.

The codes of the other Saxon and Norman kings were, as a
general rule, less voluminous even than these that have been
named; and probably did not exceed them in originality
The Norman princes, from William the Conqueror t.o John, I
think without exception, boLlnd themselves, and, in order to
maintain their thrones, were Obliged to bind themselves, to
observe the ancient laws and customs, in other words, the
"lex Zerk," or 'common law' of the kingdotfn. Event
Magna Carta contains hardly anything other than this same
" co/mnon law," with some new securities for its observance.

name of the common law, as extending its authority universally 0VCl' all the realm, and
which is doubtless of Saxon parentage." - 4 Blackstone, 412.

" By the Lex Ten-e and Lear Reggi is understood the laws of Edward the Confessor,
confirmed and enlarged as they were by William the Conqueror; and this Constitution!
Ur Code of Laws is what even to this day are called ' T726 Common Law of the Land.' "
- Introduction to Gill/¢~rt's History q/ the Common Pleas, p, 22, note.

* Not the conqueror of the English people, (as the friends of liberty maintain,) but
only of Harold the usurper. - See HaZe's History of the Common Law, oh. 5.

T For all these codes see Wilkins' Laws of the Anglo-Saxons.
" Being regulations adapted to existing institutions, the Anglo-Saxon statutes are

coneiso and technical, alluding to the law which was then living and in vigor, rather
than defining it. The same clauses and chapters are often repeated word for word, jin
the statutes of subsequent kings, showing that enactments which bear the appearance
of novelty are merely declaratory. Consequently the appearance of a lawysecmingly
for the first time, is by DO means to be considered as a proof that the matter which it
contains is new; nor can we trace the progress of the Anglo-Saxon institutions with any
degree of certainty, by following the dates of the statutes in which we find them first
noticed. All arguments founded on the apparent chronology of the subjects included
in the laws, are liable to great fallacies. Furthermore, a considerable portion of the
Anglo-Saxon law was H€V€l' recorded in writing. There can be 110 doubt but that the
rules of inheritance were well established and defined ; yet we have not a single law,
and hardly a single document from which the course of the descent of land can be in-
ferred. it * Positive proof cannot be obtained of the commencement of any institu-
tion, because the first written law relating to it may possibly be merely confirmatory or
declaratory; neither can the non-existence of any institution be inforrcd from the ab-
sence of direct evidence. Written laws were modified and controlled by customs of'
which no trace can be discovered, until after the lapse of centuries, although those
usages must have been in constant vigor during the long interval of silence." -1 Pal-
gTave's Rise and Progress of the English Commonwealth, 68-9.
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How is this abstinence from legislation, on the part of the
ancient kings, to be accounted for, except on the supposition
that the people would accept, and juries enforce, few or no
new laws enacted by their kings? Plainly it can be accounted
for in no other way. In fact, all history informs us that
anciently the attempts of the kings to introduce or establish
new laws, met with determined resistance from the people,
and generally resulted In failure. "]\Qllt/mns Legffs And/ire
muted," (we will that the laws of England be not changed,)
was a determined principle with the Anglo-Saxons, front
which they seldom departed, up to the time of Magna Carts,
and indeed until long after*

SECTION YY.

The Ancient Common Law Juries were mere Courts of
Conscience.

But it is in the administration of justice, or of law, that the
freedom or subjection of a people is tested. If this administra-
tion be in accordance with the arbitrary will of the legislator-
that is, if his will, as it appears in his statutes, be the highest
rule of decision known to the judicial tribunals, - the govern-
ment is a despotism, and the people are slaves. If, on the
other hand, the rule of decision be those principles of natural
equity and justice, which constitute, or at least are embodied
in, the general conscience of mankind, the people are free in
just so far as that conscience is enlightened.

That the authority of' the king was of little weight with the
judicial iribunr/ls, must necessarily be inferred from the fact
already stated, that his authority over the people was but
weak. If' the authority of his laws had been paramount in
the judicial tribunals, it would have been paramount with the
people, of' course; because they would have had no alternative

as Rap if says, "The customs now practiscvl in England are, Rn' the most part, the
aatno as the Anglo-Snxons brought with them from (ie\'nu].ny." _ Rrlpin's Dissrrtaliun
un Igor f4louervnn¢ul of /Jo Anglo~Sa.1:ans, vol. 2, Oct. Ed., p. 138. So Kallza1r¢'a' Dis-
course before named.
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but submission. The fact, then, that his laws were not au-
tlioritative with the people, is proof that they were not author-
itative with the tribunals-in other words, that they were not,
as matter of course, enforced by the tribunals.

But we have additional evidence that, up to the time of
Magna Carts, the laws of the king were not binding upon the
judicial tribunals; and if they were not binding before that
tiuic, they certainly were not afterwards, as has already been
shown from lllagua Carts itself. It is manifest from all the
accounts we have of the courts in which juries sat, prior to
hlagnzi. Car to, such as the cou.rt-baron, the hundred court, the
court-leet, and the county court, that they were more courts of
conscience, and I/za! 2/zejurics were Zliejudgcs, deciding causes
according lo t/1eir own notions of eq/iiiy, and no? according to
any laws of Z/ic king, unless I/my ll10?/g/it I/iemjusl.

These courts, it must be considered, were very numerous,
and held very frequent sessions. There were probably se*/err,
eight, or nine hundred courts a Mont/i, in the kingdom, the ob-
ject being, as Blackstone says, " to bring' .justice /tome Zo every
w/zfm's door." I3 Blackstone, 30.) The number of the county
courts, of course, corresponded to the number of counties, Q36.)
The court-Zee! was the criminal court for a district less than at
county. The I2'££71d/l6d court was the eonrt for one of those
districts anciently called a /to/zdred, because, at the time of
their first organization for judicial purposes, they comprised
(as is supposed) but a hundred families* The court-baron
was the court for a single manor, and there was at court for
every manor in the kingdom. All these courts were holden
as often as once in three or live weeks; the county court once
a month. The king's judges were present at none of these
courts; the only officers in attendance being sherifi"s, bailiffs,
and stewards, merely ministerial, and not judicial, officers ;
doubtless incompetent, and, if not incompetent, untrustworthy,
for giving the juries any reliable information in matters of
law, beyond what was already knowh to the jurors themselves.

* Haller says, "The county of Sussex contains sixty-five ('hundreds'); that o$`
Dorset forty-three ; while Yorkshire has only twenty-six ; and Lancashire but six."-»
2 riddle Ages, 391.
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And yet these were the cmlrts, in which was done all the
judicial business, both civil and errminal, of the nation, except
appeals, and some of the more important and difheult cases*
It is plain that the juries, in these courts, must, of necessity,
have been the sole judges of all matters of law whatsoever ;
because there was no one present, but sheriffs, bailiffs, and
stewards, to give them any instructions, and surely it will not
be pretended that the jurors were bound to take their law from
such sources as these.

In the second place, it is manifest that the principles of law,
by which the juries determined causes, were, as a general
rule, nothing else than their own ideas of natural equity, r/nfl
not any laws of 1/1e king; because but few laws were enacted.
and many of those were not written, but only agreed upon in
couneilfl' Of those that were written, few copies only were
made, (printing being then unknown,) and not enough to
supply all, or any considerable number, of these numerous
courts. Beside and beyond all this, few or none of the jurors
could have read the laws, if they had been written , beeanse
*few or 110116 of the common people could, at that time, read.
Not only were the common people unable to read their own
(language, but, at the time of Magna Carta, the laws were
written in Latin, a language that could he read by few persons
except the priests, who were also the lawyers of the nation.
Mackintosh says, " the first act of the louse of Commons
composed and recorded in the English tongue," was in l 115,
two centuries after Magna Carta.1 Up to this time, and for
some seventy years later, the laws were generally written

* Exeepting also matters pertaining Lo the collection of tlle revenue, which were dc-
£ermined in the k:ing's court of exchequer. But even in this court it was the law " :her
none be am rrczvl but by his pu7r."- ilhrrur of ./uslivrs, 4'J.

1' " For the English laws, all/mug/l in! written, may, as it should seem, and that with-
'out inv absurdity, be terinerl laws, (since this itself is la.w-that which pleases the
prince has the three of law,) I fie un those laws which it is ewiilenl. were promulgated
by the addec of the nobles and the authority of the prince, concerning doubts to be
settled in their assembly. For if from the mere want, of writing only, they should not
be considered laws, then, unquestionably, writing would seem to confer more authority
upon laws themselves, than either the equity of the persons constituting, or the reason
of those fruluing them." - Glnnville'x Prjacr, p. 38. (Glanville was chief justieo of
.Henry H., 1lS0.) 2 Turner's History of the Anglo-Saarons, 280.

; ula.ekint,osh's History of England, oh. 3. Lardner's Cabinet. Cyelopmdia, 266.
6 *•
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either in Latin or French 1 both languages incapable of being
read by the common people, as well Normans as Saxons, and
one of them, the Latin, not only incapable of being read
by them, but of being even understood when it was heard
by thorn.

To suppose that the people were bound to obey, and juries
to enforce, laws, many of which were unwritten, none of'
which they could read, and the larger part of which (those
written in Latin) they could not translate, or understand when
they heard thorn read, is equivalent to supposing the nation
sunk in the nlost degrading slavery, instead of enjoying a
liberty of their own choosing.

Their knowledge of the laws passed by the king was, of'
course, derived only from oral information, and "l/ze good
laws," as some of them were called, in contradistinction to
others- those which the people at large esteemed to be good
laws-were doubtless enforced by the juries, and the others,
as a general thing, disregarded*

That such was the nature of judicial proceedings, and of
the power of juries, up to the time of Magna Carta, is further
shown by the following authorities.

" The sheriffs and bailiffs caused the free tenants of their
bailiwics to meet at their counties and hundreds 7 at which
justice was so clone, 6/Lal every one so .juclgeol /his nag/ibor by
sec/L judgnzonl as a man could not elsewhere receive in Z/ie like
cases, until such times as the customs of the realm were put
in writing, and certainly published.

" And although 3. freeman commonly was not to serve (as a
juror or judge) without his assent, nevertheless it was assented
unto tllat free tenants should meet together in the counties
and hundreds, and lords courts, if they were not specially
exempted to do such suits, and Z/Lerejuclgeol their neighbors."

-Mi/'ror of Justices, p. 77 8.

* If the laws of the king were received as authoritative by the juries, what occasion
was there for his appointing special commissioncl's for the trial of olfenees, without the
intervention of a jury, as ho frequently did, in manifest and acknowledged violation of
Magna. Carta, and " the law of the land 'E " These appointments were undoubtedly
made for no other reason than that the juries were not sufheiently subservient, but
judged according to their own notions of right, instead of the will of the king -whether
the latter were expressed in his statutes, or by his judges.

a
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Gilbert, in his treatise on the Constitution of England, says :

" In the county courts, if the debt was above forty shillings,
there issued ajusticics (a eominission) to the sheriff, to enable
him to hold such a plea, to/wre Z/te suitors (jurors) are juclges
of Z/ze law and face." . Gilberlls Cases in Law and Equity,
§~c., a, 456.

All the ancient writs, given in Glanville, for summoning
jurors, indicate that the jurors judged of everything, on [heir
consciences only. The writs are iii this form :

" Summon twelve free and legal men (or soinetimes twelve
knights) to be in court, prepared 11[10/L Z/teh' oak/Ls lo derlnre
'w/Le!/ter A Of 8 /zrwe I/Le great/er rig/LZ lo l/Le land (or of/ter
l/Ling) in q n csliou." See \Vrits in Beanies' Glanville, p. 54
to 7U, and 233-306 to 332.

Crabbe, speaking of the time of Henry I., (1100 to 1 135,)
recognizes the fact that the jurors were the judges. He says :

" By one law, every one was to be tried by his peers, who
were of the same neighborhood as himself. * By another
law, Z/wjudges, for so Z/wjury were called, were to he chosen
by the party impleaded, after the manner of the Danish nrm-
bas; by which, probably, is to be understood that the defend-
ant had the liberty of taking exceptions to, or challenging the
jury, as it was afterwards Called." .-- Crab(/e's Histor.; of Z/ze
E/Lglis/L Law, p. 55.

Reeve says :

"The great court for civil business was the county court ,'
held once every four weeks. Here the sheriff' presided, but
the suitors of Z/te court, as they were called, that is, tILe frecl/zen
or land/wlolers of Z/te county, were I/10 judges ,' and the shcrifl`
was to execute the judgment. "

" The /Lunrlred court was held before some I/ail{j`; the lee!
before the lord of the manor's stewarll.t * *

"Out of the county court was derived an inferior court of
civil jurisdiction, called the court-l;<z1'on. This was held from
three weeks to three weeks, and was in every respect like /he
county court," (chez is, the .jurors were judges in it , I  "  only
the lord to whom this franchise was granted, or /tis steward,

'f Of course, Mr. Rccve means to be understood that, in the hundred court, and court-

leet, the jurors were the judges, as he declares them to have been in the county court ;
otherwise the "builikl"' or "steward " must have been judge.

s
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presided iuslecul of Z/ze s/Ler " -1 Reeve's History of the
Ell;f[£S/L Lure, p. 7.

Chief Baron Gilbert says 1
" Besides the tenants of the king, which held per baroniam,

(by the right of a baron,) and did suit and service (served as
jumlges) at his own court ; and the burghers and tenants in
ancient demesne, that did suit and service (served as jurors
or judges) in their own court in person, and in the l<ing's by
proxy, there was also at set of freeholders, that did suit and
service (served as jurors) at the county court. These were
such as anciently held of the lord of the county, and by the
escheats of earldoms had t`allen to the king, or such as were
granted out by service to hold of the king, but with particular
reservation to do suit and service (serve as jurors) before the
king's bailitl`; because in was necessary Z/Le s/terr, or I/ailij" of
8/ae Ki/lg, should /zrzve sz/[tors (jurors) al the eozmly coz/rl, I/Lat
the business nig/Ll be des/mic/Led. T/tese sailors are l/ze pares
(peers) of Z/Ie corly coz/rl, and indeed l/zejwdges of it; as the
or/res (peers) were 1/zejudges in every co1/rl-bfzrorz; and there-
fOre the king's bailiff having a court before him, there must
be pares or jzedges, for l/ze s/zerij" himself is not ajzldge; and
though the style of tlle court is Curia prima C'oonlllal1/s E. C.
1l]ili!.' ricecwn' Co nzilat' pried' Ybnl' aped B., &c. (First
Court of the county, E. C. knight, sheriff of the aforesaid
county, held at B., &c.)3 by which it appeals that the court
was tile sheriff"'s 3 her, by Z/Ie old fem/al co/fslill/lions, Z/Le lord
was not judge, be! Z//,e pares I peers-I wry ,' so that, even in a
_pa/slicies, which was a commission to the sheriff to hold plea
of more than was allowed by the natural jurisdiction of a
county court, Z/ze pares l;1eers,jurors) only were judges, and
not Z/ze s/¢er{j",' because it was to hold plea in the same manner
as they used to do in that the lord's) court." - Gilbert on Z/ze
Court of Exp/zequer, oh. 5, p. 61-2.

" It is a distinguishing feature of the feudal system, to make
civil jurisdiction necessarily, and criminal jurisdiction ordina-
rily, coextensive with tenure 3 and accordingly there is insepa-
rably incident to every manor a court-baron (curia baron um),
being a your! in w/Lic/L Z/zefree/wlders of Z/le manor are lIce sole
judges, but in which the lord, by himself or more commonly by
his steward, presides." - Polilieal Dicliouary, word Manor.

The same work, speaking of the courtly court, says : " T/ze
judges were 1/Le free/Lolders who did suit lo l/Le co21rZ.' See
word Courts.

" In the case of freeholders attending as suitors, the county
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court or court-baron, (as in the case of the ancient tenants per
bal"onium attending Parliamcnt,l the suitors ure I/Le .judges of
I/w curl, bot/L for law andforfaei, and the sheriff or the under
sheriff in the county court, and the lord or his steward in the
court-baron, are only presiding officers, with no judicial au-
Z/zo/ity." - Political Dictions/, word Suit.

"COURT, (cnrtis, curia aula 7 the space enclosed by the walls
of a feudal residence, in which the Ibllowers of a lord used to
assemble in the middle ages, to administer justice, and decide
respecting affairs of common interest, &c. It was next used
for those who stood in immediate connexion with the lord and
master, the Paras curiae, (peers of the court,l the limited portion
of the general assembly, to which was entrusted the pronounc-
inv of `ndvinent " &c.-Huw Clo )edit Americana word Court.o J D J J I 9

" In court-barons or county courts I/ze sleuth/rd was not
jug/ge, but Z//e Paras Q peers, .jure/'s) , nor was the speaker
in the House of Lords judge, but the barons only." -  Gi lbert
on 6/Le Court of Exe/Legzcer, ch. 3, p. 42.

Crabbe, speaking of the Saxon times, says:

" The sheriff}` presided at the /ezutd/"ed court, * * and some-
times sat in the place of the aldcrinan (call in the county
court." Url/bbc, 23.

The sheriff afterwards became the sole presiding ofliccr of
the county court.

Sir Thomas Smith, Secretary of State to Queen Elizabeth,
writing more than three hundred years after Magna Carta, in
describing the difference between the Civil Law and the Eng-
lish Law, says :

"Jlzde.z* is of' 11s called Judge, but our fashion is so divers,
that they which give the deadly stroke, and either condemn
or acquit the mau for guilty or not guilty, are not callecljudges,
but the lweluc men. A/ul the same order as well in civil mat-
ters and /Jecnn ii/ry, as in 4/Latfc/'s criiniuul." Suri!/r'.s' Com-
wtorzweuh'/L my' E/zglund, ch. 9, p. 53, Edition of 1621.

Court-Leel. " That the Zee! is the most ancient court in the
land for cri//Li/ful matters, (the court-baron being of no less
antiquity in civl'Z,) has been pronounced by the highest legal
authority. * * Lord Mansfield states that this court was
coeval with the estahlishineut of" the Qaxons here, and its
activity marked very visibly both among the Saxons and
Danes. * * The let is a court of record for the cogni-
zauce of criminal matters, or pleas of the crown; and 11eces-
sarily belongs to the king; though a subject, usually the lord

\
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of the manor, may be, and is, entitled to the profits, consisting
of the essoign pence, fines, and amerciaments.

" R is /old before the stevoarfl, or was, in ancient tines, before
the brazil/'/", of the lord." - To9nlin's Law Diet., word Court-
Leet.

Of course the jury were the judges in this court, where only
a "steward " 01' " bailiH"' of a manor presided.

" No cause of consequence was determined without the
king's writ, for even in the county courts, of the debts, which
were above forty shillings, there issued a fustieies (commission)
to the sheriff, to enable him to hold such plea, where the suitors
are judges of the law anal fact." - Gilbe2't's Histol'g/ of the
Common Pleas, Lttroolucfion, p. 19.

" This position" (that " the matter of law was decided by
the King's Justices, but the matter of fact by the pores") " is
wholly incompatible with t/ze common law, for the Murata
(jury) were t/ze sole judges bob/t of the law and the fact."
Gilbert's History of the Common Pleas, p. '70, note.

" YVe come now to the challenge, and of old the suitors in
court, who were judges, could not be challenged, nor by the
feudal law could the pores be even challenged, Pares qui
orcllnariam jurisclictionem /Labent recusari non possnnt, the
peers who have ordinary jurisdiction cannot be rejected ,I " but
8/lose suitors who are judges of 1/ze court, could not be chal-
lenged, and the reason is, that there are several qualifications
required by the writ, viz., that they be liberos el legals homi-
nes de vincinelo (free and legal men of the neighborhood) of
the place laid in the declaration," &c., &c. - Dino, p. 93.

"Ad queslioncm juris non rcspondenl Juratores." (To the
question of law the jurors do not answerzl "The Aunotist
says, that this is indeed a maxim in the Civil-Law Jurispru-
dence, be! it does not bind an Englis/tjirry, for by the common,
law of l/ie land the jury are judges as well of Z/ie mal/cr of
law, as of Z/ze fact, with this difference only, that the (a Saxon
word) or judge on the bench is to give them no assistance in
determining the matter of facl, but if they have any doubt
among themselves relating to matter of law, they may then
request him to explain it to them, which when he hath done,
and they are thus become well informed, they, and they only,
become competent judges of the matter of law. And this is
the province of the judge on the bench, namely, to show, or
leach the law, but not to take upon him the trial of the delin-
quent, either in matter of fact or in matter of law." (Here
various Saxon laws are quoted.) " In neither of these funda-

I
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mental laws is there the least word, hint, or idea, that the earl
or aldernlau (that is to say, the Preposilus (presiding officer)
of the court, which is tantamount to lhejadgc on the bench) is
to take upon him to judge the delinquent in any sense what-
ever, the sole purport of his office is to leach the secular or
worldly law." -Di t to , p. 57, role.

" The administration of justice was carefully provided for,
it was not the caprice of their lord, be! the sentence of zheir
peers, I/Lal [hey obeyed. Each 7/:as the .judge of his equals,
and each by his equals was judged." -/nlrod_ lo Gilbert on
To/zzzres, p. 12.

Heller says : "A respectable class of free socagers, hav-
ing, in general, full rights of alienating their lands, and hold-
ing them probably at a small certain rent from the lord of the
inauor, frequently occur in Domes-day Book. * They
undoubtedly were suitors to the court-baron of the lord, to
whose soc, or right of justice, they belonged. They were con-
sequently judges in civil causes, determined before l/ze manorial
lribrural." - 2 flliddle Ages, ISL

Stephens adopts as correct the following quotations from
Blackstone :

" The Courl-Ba/'on is a court incident to every manor in the
kingdom, to be holder by the steward within the said manor."

/l " is a cowl of common law, and in is I/to cur l before
l/ze _/3'ec/1older0 who me sufl and so/'rzce lo I/ze manor," are
bound to serve as jurors in the courts of the inzmoig) "l/ze
s£e11:mld being raj/ter I/ze regislrrz/' l/Lan I/le judge. * The
freeholders' court was composed of the lord"s tenants, who
were the pores (equals) of each other, and were bound by
their feudal tenure to assist their lord in the dispensation of
domestic justice. This was formerly held every three weeks 3
and its 1/ms! i77L/IoI'/a710 bus1'71ess 7/'rrs lo deler7IIi/10, by writ of
rig/lt, all cfmlroversios relating lo the rig/Ll of Irmrls uri/ri/L I/Le
wz(mo7'." Step/tens' Covlrmeuluries, 392-3. 3 Bluclcsloue,
32-3.

" A Hmzclrerl Cm/rl is only a larger court-baron, being hold
for all the inhabitrults of a particular hundred, instead of a
manor. The ./ree ,Quito/'s (./'u/'ors) are /Lore also I/wjuI/ges,
and the slew(/rd [be »giller." 3 Slejz/Lens, 394. 3 Black-
s10/1e,

" The County Court is a court incident to the jurisdiction
of the sheriff. '
real .judges in I/tis curl, and Z/Ie s/leriff is I/ze I/zz/zislcriul
ojice/1" -3 :Step/tens, 895-6. 3 Blackstone, 35-6.

1'/Ie _Hue/folders of I/Le courtly are I/Le
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Blackstone describes these courts as courts "wherein in '14-
. | 7 n n

nes were redressed m an easy and ezzyzedziaous 7N0777Z€r7 by the
sz 'age of neighbors and friends." -3 Blackstone, 30.

so When we read of a certain number of freemen chosen by
the parties to decide in a dispute-all bound by oath to vote in
fore conseiewlia -and that their decision, no! Z/ze will of I/Ie
judge presiding, ended the suit, we at once perceive that a
great improvement has been made in the old form of compur-
gation-an improvement which impartial observation can
have no hesitation to pronounce as identical in its main feat-
ures with the trial by jury." _-. Dim/zam's Zllidclle Ages, Sec.
2, B. 27 Ch. L 57 Lardlze1"s Cab. Can., 60.

; " The bishop and the earl, or, in his absence, the gerek,
(sherill and sometimes both the earl and the gerek, presided
at the so/zy1*e-mole (county court) ; the gerefa (sherid) usually
alone presided at the mole (meeting or court) of the hundred.
In the cities and towns which were not within any peculiar
jurisdiction, there was held, at regular stated intervals, a
bu/'gh mole, (borough court,) for the administration of justice,
at which a gerek, or a magistrate appointed by the king, pre-
sided." .-. Spence's Origin of t/ze Laws cd Political Institu-
tions of Jllodern Europe, p. 444.

" The right of the plaintiff and defendant, and of the pros-
eeutor and criminal, Zo challenge t/ze jildices, (judges or
assessor* appointed to tri/ the cause in civil matters, and Zo
decide upon t/ze guilt or innocence of the accused in criminal
mat/ers, is recognized in the treatise called the Laws of Henry
the First ) but I cannot discover, from the Anglo-Saxon laws
or histories, that before the Conquest the parties had any gen-
eral right of' challenge; indeed, /tad sec/z right existed, 1/I8
iitjwzfvfions to all persons standing in Z/ie situation of jnzlges
( jurors to do rig/it according to their conscience, would
scarcely have been so frequently and anxiously repeated."
Spence, 456.

Hale says :

"The administration of the common justice of the kingdom
seems to be wholly dispensed in the county courts, hundred
courts, and courts-baron , except some of the greater crimes
reformed by the laws of King Henry I., and that part thereof
which was sometimes taken up by the fu0litiarius Anglican.

* The jurors were sometimes called " assessors," because they assessed, or determined
the emount of fines and amercements to be imposed.
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This doubtless bred great inconvenience, uncertainty, and
variety ill the laws, viz. :

" First, by t/ze ignorance of t/zejuflges, u~/tie/t were the free-
holders of t/te county. * *

" Tlrirdly, a third inconvenience was, that all the business of
any inomclit was carried by parties and factions. For t/ze
free/whlers being generally t/1e judges, and conversing one
among another, and being as it were t/ze r/titf jt/tlges, not
only of Z//t2 fact, but of t/ze law; every man that had a suit
there, sped according as he could make par ties." - 1 Hale's
Histo/'y of the Common Law, p. 246.

" in all these tribunals," (county court, hundred court,
&c.,l "tILe judges were t/te free tenants, owing suit to the
court, and afterwards called its peers." - 1 Lingarrlls History
of England, 438.

Henry calls the twelve jurors " assessors," and says .
" These assessors, who were in reality judges, took a solemn

oath, that they would faithfully discharge the duties of their
office, and not suffer an innocent man to be condemned, nor
any guilty person to be acquitted." - 3 He/Lr'y's History of
Great Britain, 346. '

Tyrrell says :
" Alfred cantoned his kingdom, first into Tri/rings and

Lrz!/Les, as they are still called in Kent and other places, con-
sisting of three or four Hundreds, in which, the free/wlders

. . causes were brought as could not be
determined in the Hundred court." - Tyrrellls* Inlrorlucliozz
lo the History of England, p. 80.

Of the flwzflrefl Coz/rl he says :
" In this court anciently, one of l/Le principal in///rbiMnls,

called l/ze (In(lcrzzuIn, togczf/zer oil/L the barons of I/1e [lun-
dred 31= -id es! Z/ze free/Lolders - was judge."

be1n8 jmlges, such

_ Ditto, p. 80.
Also he says :
" By a law of Edward the Elder, ' Every sheriff shall con-

* " The barons 01° the Hundred " were the freeholders. Heller says : " The word
bare, originally meaning only a nan, was of very large significance, and is not unfre-
qucntly applied to common freeholders, as in the phrase court-barm1."-- 3 .Middle
Ages, 14-15.

Elauksnme says : "The court-baron * * is a court of common law, and it is the
court of' the barons, by which name the freeholders were sometimes anciently called ;
for that it is held before the freeholders who owe suit and service to the manor." ._.
3 Blackstone, 33.

7
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vene the people once a mouth, and do equal right to all,
putting an end to controversies at times appointed!" - Ditto,
p. SG.

"A statute, emphatically termed the c Grand Assize,' enabled
the defendant, it" he thought proper, to abide by the testimony
of the twelve good and lawful knights, chosen by four others
of the vicinage, and whose al/is gave a final decision lo the
con,/eslecl claim." - 1 Palg7'a1:e's Rise and Progress of Z/ie
English Cowzmrznweall/1, 261.

" From the moment when the crown became accustomed to
the 'Inquest,' a restraint was imposed upon every branch of
the prerogative. The king could never be informed of his
rights, b?/I if/trough Z/ze meoliz/in of l/ie people. Every 'extent'
by which he claimed the profits and advantages resulting from
the casualties of tenure, every process by which he repressed
the usurpations of the baronage, depended upon the ' good
men and true' who were impaneled to ' pass ' between the
subject and the sovereign, and the thunder of the Exchequer
at Westminster might be silenced by the honesty, the firmness,
or the obstinacy, of one sturdy knight or yeoman in the dis-
tant shire.

Taxation was controlled in the same manner by the voice
of those who were most liable to oppression. r r A jury was
impanelled to adjudge the proportion due to the sovereign ;
and this course was not essentially varied, even after the right;
of granting aids to the crown was fully acknowledged to be
vested in the parliament of the realm. The people taxed
themselves, and the collection of the grants was checked and
controlled, and, perhaps, in many instances evaded, by these
virtual representatives of the community.

The principle of the jury was, therefore, not confined to its
mere application as a mode of trying contested facts, whether
in civil or criminal cases , and, both in its form and in its con-
sequences, it had a very material influence upon the general
constitution of the realm. #8 The main-spring of the
machinery of remedial justice existed in the franchise of the
lower and lowest orders of the political hierarchy. Without
the suffrage of the yeoman, the burgess, and the churl, the
sovereign could not exercise the most important and most
essential function of royalty, from them he received the
power of life and death, he could not wield the sword ofjus-
tice until the humblest of his subjects placed the weapon in
his hand." .--. 1 Pal8°frave's Rise and Progress of Z/ae Eng-
lish Constitution, 274-7.
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witnesses; jzwywwn-u=e/'e, in reulily, .jua'ges.

According to the simple idea of our forefathers, guilt

Coke says, " The court of the county is 110 court of records*
and Z/1e sailors are I/rejzzdges Ihereof." _ /1 Ins/'P 2136.

Also, " The eonrt of the Hundred is no court of record, and
the suitors be I/Lereof.ju d,gcs." » 41 Lzsl., 267.

Also, "The court-baron is a court incident to every manor,
and is not of record, and J/(e su.I/ors be I/I ereof judges."-4
List., 2Gb.

Also, "The court of ancient demesne is in the nature of a
court-baron, or/wrciu I/Le Sui/ors rejudges, and is no court of
record." -4 I/tsl., 269.

Millar says, "Some authors have thoneht that jnrynlen
were ririginally cont/I11/'gg-rllors, culled by a defendant Io swear
that they believed him innocent of the facts with which he
was charged. But coinpnrgators were merely

. The former were
called to confirm the oath of the party by swearing, according
to their belief, that he had told the truth, Lin his oath of pnrga-
tion ,I I/ze [after were Imp/)vin/ed /0 (my, by witnesses, and by all
of/wr means of I)/'o1% 1/'he//ter lIP 1/113 fuel/overt! or gwi/ly. .
. Juries were accustomed to ascertain the truth of facts, by
the defendants oath of purgation, together with that of his
compurgators. . . Both of them (jurymen and cotnpurga-
tors) were obliged to swear that they would /lf/I I/tc Z/'II//L. .
.. r or
innocence was regarded as a mere matter of fact ; and it was
thought that no man, who knew the real circumstances of 8.
ease, could be at a. loss to determine whether the culprit ought
to be condemned or acquitted."-- 1 Ali/Zu/~'s Ilise. View of
Eng. Gov., oh. 12, p. 32-4.

Also, " The same form of procedure, which took place in
the administration of justice among the vassals of a barony.
was gradually extended to the courts held in the lrnfli/rg low/Is.`

-Same, p.

1

,2

Also, " The same regulations, concerning the distribution of
justice by the intervention of' juries, . . were in lrozlnecrl
into [he I/uron curls of [he king, as into those of the nobility,
or such of his subjects as retained their allodiul property."
Same, p. 337.

Also, "This tribunal " (the auld regis, or kiugls court,
after wards divided into the courts of Killy's Bench, Common

* The aneicut jury courts kept no records, because those who composed the ccurbl
would nciLher make nor read records. Their decisions were preserved by the memories
of the jurors and other persons present..
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Pleas, and Excliequcr) " was properly the ordinary baron-
court of the king; and, being in the same circumstances with
the baron courts of the nobility, it was under the same neces~
sity of trying causes by the intervention of a jury." -Same,
vol. 21 p. 292.

Speaking of the limes of Edward the First, (1272 to I307,}
Millar says :
. " What is called the petty jury was therefore introduced
into these tribunals, Qthe Kins Bench, the Common Pleas,
and the Eric/zcgzrerg) as well as into their auxiliary courts
employed to distribute justice in the circuits, and was thus
rendered essentially necessary in determining causes of every
sort, wlictlicr civil, criminal, o1' fsc/JZ." - Same, vol. 2, p. 293-4.

Also, " That this form of trial (be jury) obtained univer-
sally in all the feudal governments, as well as in that of' Eng-
land, there can be 110 reason to doubt. In France, in Ger-
many, and in other European countries, where we have any
accounts of the constitution and procedure of the feudal courts,
it appears that lawsuits of every sort concerning the free-
men Ol` vassals of a barony, were determined by the pares
curie (peers of the court ,) and I/za! I/ze judge look Zillle more
241071 /Lim I/L1/71 Io regnlule I/1e mcg/rod of p1'o¢:eer/inéf, as la
d6CZa2Y: I/ae vernficl of 6/ze.jz5ry." .-.-. So/ne, vol. 1, eh. 12, p. 329.

Also, "Among the Gothic nations of modern Europe, the
custom of decidiug lawsuits by a jury seems to have prevailed
universally; first in the allodia courts of the county, or of the
hundred, and afterwards in the baron-courts of every feudal
superior." -S ame, vol. 2, p. 296.

Palgrave says that in Germany " The Graff (gerek, sheriff)
placed himself in the seat of judgment, and gave the charge
to the assembled free Echevins, warning them to pronounce
judgment according to right and justice." -2 Palgrave, 147.

Also, that, in Germany, " The Echevins were composed of
the villeinage, somewhat obscured in their filxictiolls by the
learning of the grave civilian who was associated to them, and
somewhat limited by the encroachments of modern feiidality3
but Z/my were still szlbstalzlially the judges of Z/ie cori."
Same, 148.

Palgrave also says, "Scotland, in like manner, had the laws
of Burlaw, or Birlaw, which were made and determined by
the neighbors, elected by common consent, in the Burlaw or'
Birlaw courts, wherein knowledge was taken of complaints
between neighbor and neighbor, which men, so chosen, were
judges and arbIZ7°alors, and called Birlaw men." -1 Pal-
pf7°ave's Rise, acc., p. 80.
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But, in order to understand the common law trial by jury,
as it existed prior to Magna Carla, and as it was guaranteed
by that instrument, it is perhaps indispensable to understand
more fully the nature of the courts in which juries sat, and
the extent of the powers exercised by juries ill those courts.
I therefore give iii a note extended extracts, on these points,
from Stuart Oll the Constitution of England, and from Black-
stone's Commentaries*

8

* Stuart says :

" The courts, or civil arrangements, which were modeled in Germany, preserved the
independence of the people; and having follow&l the Saxons Into England, and cou-
tinuing their ixnportnnee, they supported the envied liberty we boast of. :r so

"As a ehieftaiu led out his retainers to the Scld, and governed them during war; so
in peace he sulmnoned them together, and exerted a civil jurisdiction. Ile was at
once their captain and their judge. They constituted his court; und hading inquirefl
with him into the guilt of those of their order whom justice had accused, they assisted
him to enforce his decrees.

" This court (the court-baron) was imported into England, but the innovation
'which conquest introduced into the fashion of the times altered somewhat 'ts appear-
ance. *

" The head Ol' lord of the manor called forth his attendants to his hall. He
inquired into the fhreaches of custom, and of justice, which vrcre counnitted within the
precincts of his territory, and with his followers, u,-ho sat with him as jzulgrr, he deter-
mined in all matters of debt, and of trespass to a certain amount, llc possessed a
similar jurisdiction with the chieftain in Germany, and his tenants enjoyed an equal
authority with the Herman retainers.

" But a, mode of administration which intrustcd so much power to the great could not
long be exercised vr'thout bla.nie or injustice. The German, guided by the enndor of
his mind, and entering into all h's engagements with the greatest aldor, perceived not,
at first, that the ehieftaiu to whom he submitted his disputes might be swayed, iu the
judgments he pronounced, by partiality, prejudice, or interest ; and that the influence
he iuaintsined with his followers was too strong to be restrained by justice. Experi-
ence instructed him of his error; he acknowledged the necessity of appealing t`rom his
lord; and the court of the Iiuudrcd was erected.

" This establishment was formed both in Germany and England, by the inhabitants of
a ceitain division, who extended their jurisdiction over the territory they occupied.*
They bound theuisclvcs under a, pcualty to asseuiblc at stated times, and Imping rlected
the wiser! to in-xidc our Z/um, they judged, not only all civil arlll crim1lu111 vnnttzrs, but of
those also which regarded religion and the priesthood. The judicial power thus in-
vested in the people was extensive ; they were able to preserve their rights, and
attended this court in arms.

" As the cornlnunicntion, however, and intercourse, of the individnztls of a German
community began to be wider, and more general, as their dealings cnlnrged, and as
disputes arose among the members of different hundreds, the insnilicicney of theo

4; *

* "It was the freemen in Germany, and the possessors of' lanml in Exrglanrl, who were suitors
(jurors) in the hundred court. These ranks of men were the same. The alteration which had
happened in relation to properly had invested the German Lreemen with land or territory."

7*
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That all these courts were mere courts of conscience, in
which the juries were sole jzzdges, admin is!e1'i/lgjflsiice accord-
ing to i/zei7' own ideas of in, is not only shown by the extracts

courts for the preservation of order was gradually perceived. The share mote, tlierefore,
or county court, was instituted; and it formed tbe cbief source of justice both in Ger-
many and England.

" The powers, accordingly, wbich had been enjoyed by the court of tbe hundred, were
considerably impaired. It decided no longer concerning capital offences; it decided not
concerning matters of liberty, and tbc property of estates, or of slaves; its judg-
ments, in every case, became subject to review; and it lost entirely the decision of
causes, wben it delayed too long to consider them.

" Every subject of claim or contention was brought, in the first instance, or by appeal,
to the county court; and the earl, or enrldorman, who presided tbere, was active to put
the laws in execution. He repressed tbe disorders which fell out within tbe circuit of
his autbority; and the least remission in his duty, or the least fraud be committed, was
complained of and punished. He was elected from among the great, and was above the
temptation of a bribe ; but, to encourage his activity, he was presented with a share of
the territory be governed, or was entitled to a proportion of the fines and profits of jus-
tice. Every man, in his district, was bound to inform him concerning criminals, and to
assist him to bring them to trial; and, as in rude and violent times the poor and help-
less were ready to be oppressed by the strong, he was instructed particularly to defend
them.

" His court was ambulatory, and assembled only twice D. year, unless the distribution
of justice required that its meetings should be oftener. Every freeholder in the county
was obliged to attend it; and should be refuse this service, bis possessions were seized,
and he was forced to find surety for his appearance. Tbe neighboring earls held not
their courts Ol] the same day; and, what seems very singular, 110 judge was allowed,
after meals, to exercise his office.

" The druids also, or priests, in Germany, as we bad formerly occasion to remark, and
the clergy in England, exercised a jurisdiction in the hundred and county courts. They
instructed the people in religious duties, and in matters regarding the priesthood; and
the princes, earls, or earldaa-mm, related to tbcm the laws and customs of the community.
These judges were mutually a ebeck to each other ; but it was expected tbat tbey
should agree in their judgments, and should willingly unite their efforts for tbe public
interest.*

" But the prince or earl pcrformeal not, at all times, in person, the obligations of his ojice.
The enjoyment of ease and of pleasure, to which in Germany be had delivered himself
over, wben disengaged from war, and the mean idea he conceived of the clnmdgery of
civil a.8airs, made him Men delegate to an inferior pcvson the distribution afjuatice m his
district. The same sentiments were experienced by the Saxon nobility; and the service
which they owed by their tenures, and the higb employments tbey sustained, called
tbem oft cu from be management of tbeir counties. The progress, too, of commerce,

* It would be wholly crroueous, I think, to infer from this statement of Stuart, that either the
" priests, princes, earls, or corldormen" exercised any authority over the jury in the trial of causes,
Lu the way of dictating the law to them. IIenry's account of this matter doubtless gives a much
more accurate representation of the truth. He says that anciently
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" The meeting (the county court) was opened with a discourse by the bishop, exploring, out of
the Scriptures and ecclesiastical canons, their seveiul duties as good Christians and members of the
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already given, but is explicitly acknowledged in the following
one, in which the modern ' curls of co2zscic7u'e" are compared
with the ancient ILund/'cd and coulily con/'ls, and the prciCrcuce

giving an intricacy to cases, and swelling the civil code, added to the difficulty of their
uflice, and made them nversc to its duties. Shi-rijliv, therefore, at deputies, wrrefrvqumitly
agzoinled to transact their business; and though these were at first under some .vuborIlination
to the earls, they grew at length to be entirely inrlzjomadvnt of them. The connection of juris-
diction and territory ceasing to prevail, and the civil bring separated from the e¢:clrsia.s-tical
power, they hesamu the sole and proper ojicersfor the direstzon of justice in the counties.

"The hundred, however, and county courts, were not equal of themselves for the
purposes of jurisdiction and order. It was necessary that a court shmild be erected,
of supreme authority, where the disputes of the great should be decided, where the
disagreeing sentiments of judges should be reconciled, and where protection should be
given to the people against their fraud and injustice.

" The princes aeeordingly, or chief nobility, in the German communities, assembled
together to judge of such matters. The Saxon nobles continued this prerogative; and
the king, or, in his absence, the ehiefjusticiary, watched of or their deliberations. But
it was not on every trivial occasion that this court interested itself. In smaller eonecrns,
justice was refused during three sessions of the hundred, and claimed without elfeet, at
four courts of the county, before there could lie an appeal to it.

" So gradually were these arrangements established, and so naturally did the varying
circumstances ill the situation of the Germans and Anglo~saxons direct those sue-
cessive improvements which the preservation of older, and the advantage of society,
called them to adopt. The admission of the people into the courts of justiee preserved,
among the briner, that equality of ranks for which they were remarkable , and it
helped to overturn, among the latter, those envious distinctions which the feudal System
tended to introduce, and prevented that venality in judges, and those arbitrary pro-
ceedings, which the growing utMchxnent to interest, and the in fluence of the crown,
might otherwise have occasioned,"- Stuart on the Conszizunbn of England, p. 222
to 245.

"In the Anglo-Saxon period, accordingly, twelve only were elected; and these,
together with the judge, or presiding otlicer of the district, being sworn to regard jus-
tiec, and the voice of reason, or conscience, all Venuses were submitted to them."
Ditto, p. ZGO.

" Before the orders of men were very nicely distinguished, the jurors were elected
from the same rank. When, however, 01 regular subordination of orders was estab-
lished, and when a knowledge of property had inspired the necessitous with envy, and
the rich with contempt, every man was tried by his equals. The smile spirit of liberty
which gave rise to this regnlntion attended its progress. Nor could monarchs n.ssume
8 more arbitrary method of proceeding. ' I will not ' (said the Earl of Cornwall to his

church. After this, the aldcrmnn, or one of his assessors, made a discourse on the laws of the
lxlud, and the duties of good subjects and good eilis. When. these preliminaries were over,
they proceeded to try and deter-mine,_)?rst the causes of the church, root the pleas of the
crown, and last of all the controversies of private parties."_3 Henry/'s History of Great
Britain, 348.

This view is corroborated by Tyrrell's Introduction to the llzictory of England, p. 83-84, and
by Spence's Orin of the Laws and Political Institutions of Jiiodern Europe, p. 447, and the
rate on the same page. Also by a law of Canute to this effect, In every county let there be
twice ayeur an avxenzbly, wlxereat the bishop and the earl shall be present, the one to z`n.:truct
the people in divine, the other in human, laws.- Wilkins, p. 136.
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given to the latter, 011 lhc ground that the duties of the jurors
in the OIIC case, and of the comnrissioners in the other, are the
same, and that the consciences of a jury are a aler and purer

sovereign) 'render up my castles, nor depart the kingdom, hut by judgment of my
peers.' Of this institution, so wisely calculated for the preservation of liberty, all our
historians have pronounced the eulogiuin." _ Ditto, p. 202-3.

Blackstone says :

"The policy of our ancient constitution, as regulated and established by the great
Alfred, was to bring justice home to every man's door, by constituting as many courts

of jndieaturc as there are uianors and towns in the kingdom; wherein injuries were
rcflrcssed in in easy anil wrpefhtious vuarmrr, by the surge of nag/ilwrs and friends.

These little courts, however, communicated with others of :L larger jurisdiction, and
those with others of a still greater power; ascending gradually from the lowest to the
supreme courts, which were respectively constituted to correct the errors of the inferior
ones, and to determine such causes as, by reason of their weight and difiieulty, demand-
ed a more solemn discussion. The course of justice SHowing in large streams from the
king, as the fountain, to his superior courts of record ; and being then snhdividcd into

smaller channels, till the whole and every part of the kingdom were plentifully watered
and refreshed. An institution that seems highly agreeable to the dictates of natural
reason, as well as of more enlightened policy. * VS *

"These inferior courts, at least the name and form of them, still continue in our
legal constitution ; but as the superior courts of record have, in practice, obtained
a concurrent original jurisdiction, and as there is, besides, a power of removing
plaints or aetiuns thither from all the inferior jurisdictions s upon these accounts
(among others) it has happened that these petty tribunals have fallen into decay,
and alxnust into oblivion; whether for the better or the worse may be matter of
some speculation, when we consider, on the on: hand, the increase of expense and
delay, and, on the other, the more able and impartial decisions that follow from this
change of jurisdiction.

" The order I shall ohscrve in discoursing on these several courts, constituted for the
redress of civil injuries, (for with those of a jurisdiction merely criminal I shall not at

present concern rnyselI',*) will he by beginning with the lowest, and those whose juris-
dietion, though puhlie and generally dispersed through the kingdom, is yet (with
regard to each particular court) confined to very narrow limits; and so ascending
gradually to those of the most extensive and transcendent power."- 3 Blackstone,
30 to 32.

" The court-baron is a court incident to every manor in the kingdom, to be holrlm by
the it/ward within zhe said manor. This court-baron is of two natures , the one is a eus-
tornary eeurt, of which we formerly spoke, appertaining entirely to the copy~hulders,
in which their estates are transferred by surrender and admittance, and other matters
transacted relative to their tenures only. The other, of which we now speak, is a court
of common law, and it is a court of the barons, by which name the freeholders were
sometimes anciently called ; for that it is held by the freeholders who owe suit all service to
the manor, the steward being rather the registrar than the judge. These courts, though in
their nature distinct, are frequently confounded together. The court we are new consider-
ing, viz., the jreeholders court, was composed of the lord's tenants, who were thepares (equals)

* There was no distinction between the civil and criminal ecmrrts, as to the rights or powers of

juries.
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tribunal than the consciences of individuals specially appointed,
and holding permanent offices.

" But there is one species of courts constituted by act of
Parliament, in the city of London, and other trading and pop-
ulous districts, which, in their proceedings, so vary from the
course of the common law, that they deserve a more particular
consideration. I mean the court of requests, or courts of con-
science, for the recovery of small debts. The first of these was
established in London so early as the reign of Henry VIII., by
an act of their common council, which, however, was certain-
Iy insutlicient for that purpose, and illegal, till confirmed by
statute 3 Jac. I., ch. 15, which has since been explained and
amended by statute 14 Geo. II., ch. 10. The constitution is
this : two aldermen and four commoners sit twice a week to
hear all causes of debt not exceeding the value of forty shil-
lings ; which they examine in a summary way, by the oath
of the par ties or other witnesses, and make SIIC/L order I/ierein
as is consonant to equity a1111 good conscience. * Divers
trailing towns and other districts have obtained acts of Parlia-

of ach other, and were bound by thcirfeudal tenure to assist their lord in the dispensation of
domeslic justirz. This was formerly held every three weeks ; and its most important
business is to determine, by writ of right, all controversies relating to the right of lands
within the manor. It may also hold plea of any personal actions, of debt, trespass in
the case, or the like, where the debt. or damages do not amount to forty shillings; which
is the same sum, or three marks, that bounded the jurisdiction of the ancient Gothic
courts in their lowest instance, or jierding courts, so called because four were instituted
within every superior district or hundred."-3 Blackstone, 33, 34.

" A hundred court is only a larger court-baron, being held for all the inhabitants of a
particular hundred, instead of a manor. The free suiWrs an- here also the judges, and the
steward the registrar, ns l`n the case of a court-baron. lt  is likewise no court of record, rc-
semhlMg the foriuer at all points, except that in point of territory it is of greater juris-
diction. This is said by Sir Edward Coke to have been derived out of the county court
for the ease of the people, that they might have justice done to them at thcirown doors,
without any charge or loss of time ; but its institution was probably eocval with that of
hundreds themselves, which were formerly observed to have been introduced, though
not invented, by Alfred, being derived from the polity of the ancient Germans. The
crnfruzl we may remember, were the principal inhabitants of a district composed of dif-
ferent villages, originally in usher a hunrlrul, hut afterward only called by that name,
and who probably gave the same denomination to the district out of which they were
chosen. Caesar speaks positively of the judicial power cxcreised in rhrir hundred courts
and courts-baron. 'Pdncfpx reginrum cirque pagorum ' (which we may fairly construe
the lords of hundreds and nmnors) 'in/w suns jus dicunf, con tro vnsias quo 7ninuunh'
(The chiefs of the country and the villages dcelnre the law among them, and abate con-
troversies.) And Tacitus, who had examined their constitution still more attentively,
informs us not only of the authority of the lords, but that of the cmtmi, the hundrcders,
or jury, who was tnkm aut ..f the common frrehfrldzrs, and had themselves a share in the do
talninMion. ' Eliguutur in couciliis it prznczes, qui jura pnpagas eicosque reddunt, cenlmi
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rent, for establishing in them courts of conscience upon nearly
the same plan as that in the city of London.

" The anxious desire that has been shown to obtain these
several acts, proves clearly that the nation, in general, is truly
sensible of the great inconvenience arising from the disuse of
the ancient county and hundred courts, wherein causes of this
small value were always formerly decided with very little
trouble and expense to the parties. But it is to be feared that
the general remedy, which of late hath been principally applied
to this inconvenience, (the erecting these new jurisdictions,)
may itself be attended in time with very ill consequences 5 as
tlle method of proceeding therein is entirely in derogation of'
the common law, and their large discretionary powers create
a petty tyranny in a set of standing commissioners; and as the
disuse of the trial by jury may tend to estrange the minds of
the people from that valuable prerogative of Englishmen,
which has already been more than sufficiently excluded in
many instances. How Mac/z rat/zer is in8 to be wished Z/ta! the
proceedings in Z/ze county and hundred courts could be again

singulis, ea: plebe somites concilium sinful et auctoritas adsunt.' (The princes are chosen in
the assemblies, who administer the laws throughout the towns and villages, and with
each one are associated an hundred companions, taken from the people, for purposes
both of counsel and authority.) This hundred court was denominated hrerefla in the
Gothic constitution. But this court, as causes are equally liable to removal from hence
as from the common court-baron, and by the same writs, and may also be reviewed by
writ of false judgment, is therefore fallen into equal disuse with regard to the trial of
act ions. " --3 Blackstone, 34, 35.

"The county court is a court incident to the jurisdiction of the Sher. I t  is not a
court of record, but may hold pleas of debt, or damages, under the value of forty shil-
lings ; over some of which causes these inferior courts have, by the express words of
the statute of Gloucester, (6 Edward I., oh. 8,) a jurisdiction totally exclusive of the
king's superior courts. * * The county court may also hold plea of many real actions,
and of all personal actions to any amount, by virtue of a special writ, called a jnrtiriw,
which is a writ empowering the sheriff, for the sake of despatch, to do the same justice
in his county court as might otherwise be had at Westminster. The freeholders of the
county court are the real judges in this court, and the shmjis the ministerial ujicrr. *- * *
In modern times, as proceedings are removable from hence into the king's superior
courts, by writ of pane or recordari, in the same manner as from hundred courts and
courts-baron, and as the same writ of false judgment may be had in nature of a writ
of error, this has occasioned the same disuse of bringing actions therein."-3 Black-
stone, 3G, 37.

" Upon the whole, we cannot but admire the wise economy and admirable provision
of our ancestors in settling the distribution of justice in a method so well calculated for
cheapness, expedition, and ease. By the constitution which they established, all trivial
debts, and injuries of" small consequence, were to be recovered or redressed in every
1.uan's own county, hundred, or perhaps parish."-3 Blackstone, 59.
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revived, without burdening the freeholders with too frequent
and tedious attendances, and at the same time removing the
delays that have insensibly crept into their proceedings, and
the power that either party has of transferring at pleasure
their suits to the courts at Westminster ! And we may, with
soli.sj'uc!io)L, observe, Z/rut l/Lis experiment has been actually
tried, and Iras succeeded in the populous courtly of rlliddlesez,
which might serve as a11 example for others. For by statute
23 Geo. II., oh. 33, it is enacted :

1. That a special county court shall be held at least once
in a month, in every hundred of the county of Middlesex, be/
the courtly clerk.

2. T/ull twelve free/zolders of l/tal /Lu/rdred, qlmlQ€ed lo serve
oIzjlzries, and struck by l/ze s//erij s/will be summoned lo op-
pear al sm-/1 court by rotation , so as none shall be summoned
oftener than Olly a year.

3. That in all causes not exceeding the value of forty shil-
liugs, l/ze courtly clerk and twelve sailors (j£Iro1's') shall proceed
in a sumlfmry way, examining the parties and witnesses on
oath, without the formal process anciently used ; and shall
make such order l/rerein as they s/ialljudge agreeable lo co71-
science." -3 Blackstone, 81-S3.

What are these but courts of conscience? And yet Black-
stone tells us they are a 1'eviv¢zl of Z/ze ancient /up/rdrecl and
courtly cotzris. And what does this fact prove, but that the
ancient common law eonrts, in which juries sat, were mere
courts of conscience ?

It is perfectly evident that in all these courts the jurors were
the judges, and determined all questions of law for themselves ;
because the only alternative to that supposition is, Thu! Z/ze
jurors took Z/Lefr law from s/terij"s, bail's, and slcwards, of
which there is not the least evidence in history, nor the least
probability in reason. It is evident, also, that they .judged
independently of the laws of the king, for the reasons before
given, viz., that the authority of the king was held in very
little esteem ; and, secondly, that the laws of the king (not
being printed, and the people being unable to read them if
they had been printed) must have been in a great measure
unknown to thorn, and could have been received by them only
on the authority of the sheriff, bailiff, or steward. If laws
were to be received by there on the authority of these officers,
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the latter would have imposed such laws upon the people as
they pleased.

These courts, that have now been described, were continued
in full power long after Magna Carta, HO alteration being made
in then by that instrument, nor in the mode of advninistering
justice in t/tem.

There is no evidence whatever, so far as I am aware, that
the juries had any less power in the courts held by the king's
justices, than in those held by sheriffs, bailiffs, and stewards 3
and there is no probability whatever that they had. All the
difference between the former courts and the latter undoubtedly
was, that, in the former, the juries had the benefit of the advice
and assistance of the justices, which would, of course, be con-
sidered valuable in difficult cases, on account of the justices
being regarded as more learned, not only in the laws of the
king, but also in the common law, or "law of the land."

The conclusion, therefore, I think, inevitably must be, that
neither the laws of the king, nor the instructions of his justices,
had any authority over jurors beyond what the latter saw fit
to accord to them. And this view is confirmed by this remark
of Heller, the truth of which all will acknowledge :

" The rules of legal decision, among a rude people, are
always very simple, not serving much to guide, far less to
control the feelings of natural equity." -2 Middle Ages, oh. 8,
par t 2, p. I165.

It is evident that it was in this way, by the free and con-
current judgments of juries, approving and enforcing certain
laws and rules of concluet, corresponding to their notions of

rig/tt and justice, that the laws and customs, which, for the
most part, made up the common law, aid were called, at that
day, cc t/ie good laws, and good customs," and "t/te law of t/ie
land," were established. How otherwise could they ever have
become established, as Blackstone says they were, " by long and
immemorial usage, and by their universal reception through-
out the Ki/zgdom,"* when, as the Mirror says, "justice was so
done, t/tat every one so jizdged /tis neighbor, by suclijndgment
as a man could not elsewhere receive in tILe like cases, until sec/z

* 1 Blackstone, 63-67.
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times as l/ie customs of I/ze realm were pa! in writing and cer-
lainly pa(/[is/zefl ? "

The fact that, in that dark age, so many of the principles
of natural equity, as those then embraced in the Common
Law, should have been so uniformly recognized and enforced
by juries, as to have become established by general consent as
" I/ze law of Z/Le Zuni;" and the further fact that this " law of
the land " was held so sacred that even the king could not
lawfully infringe or alter it, but was required to swear to
maintain it, are beautiful and impressive illustrations of the
truth that men's minds, even in the comparative infancy of
other knowledge, have clear and eoineident ideas of the ele-
mentary principles, and the paramount obligation, of justice.
The same facts also prove that the common mind, and the
general, or, perhaps, rather, the universal conscience, as devel-
oped in the untrammeled judgments of juries, may be safely
relied upon for the preservation of individual rights in civil
society , and that there is no necessity or excuse for that deluge
of arbitrary legislation, with which the present age is over-
whelmed, under the pretext that unless laws be 71mule, the law
will not be known ; a pretext, by the way, almost universally
used for overturning, instead of establishing, the principles
of justice.

s E C T I 0 N I I I.

T/Ie Out/ls of fzzrors.

The oaths that have been administered to jurors, in Eng-
land, and which are their legrzl guide to their duty, all (so far
as I have ascertained them) corroborate the idea that the jurors
are to try all eases on their intrinsic merits, independently of
any laws that they deem unjust or oppressive. lt is probable
that an oath was never administered to a jury in liIlglaI1d,
either in a civil or erimillal ease, to try it uccorflinrr lo law.

The earliest oath that I have found prescribed by law to be
administered to jurors is in the laws of Ethelred, (about the
year 1U15,) which require that the jurors "shall swear, ii/h
their /Lands upon a holy I/Ling, l/Lal l/:ey will condemn

S
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f/url is imm(-c'u!, nor arquil any lhul is guillg."-4 Black-
slone, 2302. 2 Tzu'ucr's Izfislory of l/ze Anglo-Saxous, 155.
wilkins' Laws of II¢e'Auglo-»S'a:n:on's, 117. Spelman' s Gibs-
sufy, word J'urata.

Biaekstone assumes that this was the oath of the gram!
jury (11 Blackstone, 302) ; but there was but one jury at the
time this oath was ordained. The institution of two juries,
grand and petit, took place after the Norman Conquest.

Hume, speaking of the administration of justice in the time
of Alfred, says th-at, in every hundred,

"Twelve freeholders were chosen, who, having sworn,
together with the.hundreder, or presiding magistrate of that
division, Io adminzsler £vnparz'ial.juslice, proceeded to the exam-
inatiou. of that cause which was submitted to their jurisdic-
tion."` -Hit me, oh. 2.

By a law of Henry II., in 1164, it was directed that the
sheriff "faciez'jnrare cl:/otleeivn legals /writes (je eicinelo sen
de villa, quad ingle nerilalevn sean/alum cons-cienz'ia9n sum'
vnrzn ifesZf1bzz7z!," (shall make twelve legal men from the neigh-
borhood Zo swear [Hal I/Ley will make known Z/ze Z/'ul/L accord-
ing lo their conscience.) - Crabbe's H1'slo1'y of Zhe English
Law, 119. 1 Reeves, 87. WWI/sins, 321-323.

Glanville, who wrote within the half century previous to
Magna Carts, says :

" Each of the knights summoned for this purpose (as jurors)
ought tO swear that he will neither utter that which is false,
nor knowingly conceal the truth." -Bcames' Glenville, 65.

Reeve calls the trial by jury " Zhe trial by twelve meer
sword lo speak the Zrzeliz." - 1 Reeve's Hislol'y of z/ze Eng-
lish Law, 87.

Henry says that the jurors "took a solemn oath, that they
would faithfully discharge the duties of their otlice, and not
suffer an innocent man to he condemned, uor any guilty
person to be acquitteti." - 3 Henrys flit. of Great Bril-
ain, 346.

The Zllirror of fuslices, (written within a century after
Magna Carts,) in the chapter on the abuses of' the Common
Law, says :

"It is abuse to use the words, to their knowledge, in their
oaths, to make the jurors speak upon thoughts, since I/Ie chief
words of Z/zeir oat/as be Z/ta! Z/Ley spew/c Zhe Z1'ul/L." .-.- p. 249.
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Smith, writing in the time of Elizabeth, says that, in ciril
suits, the jury "be sworn to declare the truth of that issue
according to the Ovidence, and their conscience." Smillfs
Commonn~cah'/L of England, edition of 16:31, p. 73.

In criminal trials, he says:

" The clerk giveth the juror an oath to go imrightly betwixt.
the prince and the prisoner." - Di//o, p. 'NL=1<

*This quaint and curious buck (Siuith's Cnniniomrenlth up Euglnnfl) describes the
mimNicz ul' trials, giving in detail the mode of inipanelling Mic jury, and then the con-
»duct of the lawyers, wi,lnes.~vs, and erfurt. I give the iidlowing extracts, hurling In :Mio
-:hut the jwlgrs impssr no law upao the juries, in vilhzv rnfil Ur crnniuuul cnxcs, Ind only
require than Zo d11rrmiu¢~ the canes according to thrir consrimcrs.

In civil ea.uses he says:

" When itls thought thai. it is enough Mk-zuled bemire them, and 1 xrilneises have
fid what they in, one of the judges. with a l-rief und pithy reeu1»ifnlu.ljon, \'neN.i-tli in
the twelve in sum the arguments of the sergeants of either side, that which the wit-
ncsses hure declared, und the chief points of the ort/lenee showed in writing, and once
again putteth them in mind of t-he issue, and soxneliinc giveth in. hein in writing,
delivering to them the evidence which is showed on either part., if any hu, (evidence
.here is enlled writings of' eulltrau-ts, unlhentieall after the runner up' England, t.h:it. is to
city, written., sealed, and deli\'ere1.l,) anal biddeth them go together."- p. To.

This is the whole :discount given of the charge to the jury.
In eriininnl cases, after the witnesses have been heard, and the prisoner has said what

he pleases in his defense, the hook proceeds :

" Wben the judge nth heard them say enough, he asked if they can any any more:
If they stay no, then he turf eth his speech to the inquest. 'Good men, (south he,) ye
of the inquest, ye love heard wlnu. these men any zigwinst the prisoner. You have also
.heard whn.t the prisoner can say for himself.

'which they will do solnetilue, especially if they pcreuive either one of the _)ust.iccs or

_ [face an cy to your oath, and to your
duty, cm do Chu: which (Feel Sim!! put in your niizzds to :he d¢sc}¢arge of your consciences,
and lilark well what is sati1.' " -  p . Oil.

This is the whole account given of the charge in a. criminal case
The following statement goes to confirm the same idea., that jurors in England have

i`o1u1e1ly understood lt to be their right and duty to judge only according to their con-
=scieuees, and not 'Lo subnet to any dictation from the court, cither as to law or fact.

" If lzzwin.,"3 pregnant evidence, nevertheless, the twelve do acquit the malefactor,

of the jufiges, or some other mu11, to pure-=\1 e too lnuoh mid too iilztlieiously the death of
=the pri=<oner, * an the prisoner cscupcth, but t'le twelve (are) not only rebuked by
the judges, but also tl11c:I.to1led of puni<llnlcut , ml many times ($()M1]];1,nd0(l to appear
in the Stair-('l1:11nM1, or he fore the Privy Council for the matter.
clmncctll oftener tho11 the execution thereof , fmrf for twdre ansuwr with moat gentle
words, they rhrl /8 avcordirag to rhrir con.vcrcncrs, and pray the jud8f:s to be good unto them,
they did as :key thought rigs, and M they accorded QH, mM so lL posth away for the
most port." - p. lUU.

The account given of the trial of 8 peer of the realm corroborates the some point •
cc If any duke, marquis, or any other of the degrees of a baron, or above, lord of

his peers and equals, that is, the ycoimniy ill(ll not go upon him, but an inquest of

85 they do i11 l'o.1liz1.1nent, being (beginning) at the Fungi->t lord. And for judge one
The judgment once given, ho

lu the rest there is no dit1'e1*ence from tumult

But this tllrcat.ening

Ethe l*.l.rliaIncnt, be appcuchcd of treason, or any other capital crime, he is judged Ly

'the lords of Pnrliamcm, :md they give their vuicc nut- one br all, but each sewn-ally

lord sixth, who is eonst.\hl4' of' l'2llgll\.1ul Igor t.lml day.
brealket-h his =tnFi`, and n.lnliu:\.tct.l1 his niliuv.
above written," (that is, in the cue of xv. iieemuu.) --p. 95.
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Hale says :

" Then twelve, and no less, of such as are indilTerent an<¥
are returned upon the prmclpal panel, or the tales, are sworn

_ __ 2 He:Ie's His-
iory of I//e Cozmnon Law, 141.

It appears from Blackstone that, even at I/EIs day, Neil/zer in
civil zzor criminal cases, are jurors in England sworn to try
causes according to law. He says that in civil suits the jury

so try the same according to the evidence."

Et re

" Sworn well and truly to try the issue between the parties,
and a true verdict to give according to the evidence." -  3
Blue/Jstone, 365.

" The ism/e" to be tried is whether A owes B anything;
and if so, how much? or whether A has in his possession
anything that belongs to B , or whether A has wronged B,
and ought to make compensation 7 and if so, how much ?

No statute passed by a legislature, simply as a legis-
lature, can alter either of these "issues" in hardly any con-
ceivable case, perhaps in none. No zmjusl law could ever
alter them in any. They are all mere questions of natural
justice, which legislatures have no power to alter, and' with
which they have no right to interfere, further than to provide
for having them settled by the most competent and impartial
tribunal that it is practicable to have, and then for having all
just decisions enforced. And any tribunal, whether judge or
jury, that attempts to try these issues, has no more moral right
to be swerved from the line of justice, by the will of a legis-
lature, than by the will of any other body of men whatever.
And this oath does not require or permit a jury to be so
swerved.

In criminal eases, Blackstone says the oath of the jury in
England is :

cc \Vell and truly to try, and true deliverance make, between
our sovereign lord, the king, and the prisoner whom they have
in charge, and a true verdict to give according to the vi=
deuce." . 4 Blackstone, 355.

"The issue " to be tried, in a criminal case, is "go¢iZly," or
" not guilty." The laws passed by a legislature can rarely,
if ever, have anything to do with this issue. '' Guilt " is au
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intrinsic quality of actions, and can neither be created,
destroyed, nor changed by legislation. And no tribunal that
attempts L() try this issue C2111 have any moral right to declare
a man guilty, for an act that is intrinsirzully innocent, at the
bidding of a legislature, any more than at the bidding of any-
'body else. And this oath does not require or permit a jury to
do so.

The words, "nero/'fling in the cir/czlw," have doubtless
been introduced into the above oaths in modern times. They
are unquestionably in violation of the Common Law, and of
Magna Carta, if by them he meant such evidence only as the
government sees fit to allow to go to the jury. Ii the govern-
ment can dictate the evidence, and require the jury to decide
according to that evidence, it necessarily dictates the conclu-
sion to which they first arrive. In that case the trial is
really a trial by the government, and not by the jury. T/ze
_jury eau not /my an issue, unless I/zey determine what evidence
slnall be admitted. The ancient oaths, it will be observed, say
nothing about "according lo I/ze evidence." 'l'lley obviously
take it for granted that the jury try the whole case, and of'
course that they decide what evidence shall be admitted. lt
would be intrinsically :to immoral and criminal act for n jury
to declare a man guilty, or to declare that one man owed
money to another, unless all the evidence were admitted,
which they thought ought to be admitted, for ascertaining the
truth*

Grand Jzlry. - If jurors are bound to enforce all laws passed
by the legislature, it is a very remarkable fact that the oath
of grand juries does not require them to be governed by the
laws in finding indictments. There have been various forms
of oath administered to grand jurors; but by none of them
that I recollect ever to have seen, except those of the States

*" The present. form of the jurors' oath is that they shall ' give a, true verdict rzcroré-
ing to the widcnce.' At what tito this form was introduced is uncertain, but for
scvcrnl ecnturics after the Conquest, the jurors, both in rx1-il and criminal mm, were
sworn merely to speak the truth. (Glanville, lib. 2, cop IT; Bructuu, lib. 3, cap. 2" ;

l ib. 4, p. 287, 20] ; Brittan, p. 135.) Hence their dceisirm was accurately terr ml
uerediclum, or verdict, fret is, ' a thing truly said '; whereas the phrase ' true verdict '
in the modern oath is not an accurate expression." --Political Dictionary, word Jury.

S#
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your knowledge touching this present service.

of Connecticut and Vermont, are they sworn to present men
according lo law. The English form, as given in the essay on
Grand Juries, written near two hundred years ago, and sup-
posed to have been written by Lord Sofmcrs, is as follows :

" You shall diligently inquire, and true presentment make,
of all such articles, matters, and things, as shall be given you
in charge, and of all other matters and things as shall come to
, The king's
council, your fellows, and your own, you shall keep secret.
You shall present no person for hatred or malice, neither shall
you leave any one unpresented for favor, or affection, for love
or gain, or any hopes thereof; but in all things you shall pre-
sent the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, to
the best of your knowledge. So help you God."

This form of oath is doubtless quite ancient, for the essay
says "our ancestors appointed" it. -See Essay, p. 33-34.

On the obligations of this oath, the essay says :
,to If it be asked how, or in what manner, the (grand) juries

-shall inquire, the answer is ready, according lo L'/ze Ines! of l/Leir
u7zderslaiidings. They only, not the judges, are sworn to
search diligently to find out all treasons, &c., within their
-charge, and they must and ought to use their own discretion

No directions can
.legally be to]/osed upon them by any court or judges; an
honest jury will thankfully accept good advice from judges, as
their assistants; but they are bound by their oaths to present
the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, to the
best of their own, not the judge's, knowledge. Neither can
they, without breach of' that oath, resign their consciences, or
blindly submit to the dictates of' others, and therefore ought
to receive or reject such advices, as they judge them good or
bad. * So Nothing can he more plain and express than
the words of the oath are to this purpose. The jurors need
not search the law books, nor tumble over heaps of old
records, for the explanation of them. Our greatest lawyers
may from hence learn more certainly our ancient law in this
case, than from all the books in their studies. The language
wherein the oath is penned is known and understood by every
man, and the words in it have the same signification as they
have wheresoever else they are used. The judges, without
assuming to themselves a legislative power, cannot put a new
sense upon them, other than according to their genuine, com-
mon meaning. They cannot magisterially impose their
opinions upon the jury, and make them forsake the direct

-in 'the way and manner of their inquiry.
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words of their oath, to pursue their glosses. The grand
inquest are bound to observe alike strictly every part of their
oath, and to use all just and proper ways which may enable
them to perform it, otherwise it were to say, that alter glen
had sworn to inquire diligently after the truth, according to the
best of their knowledge, they were bound to forsake all the
natural and proper means which their understandings suggest
for the discovery of it, if it be commanded by the judges."
Lord Somers' Essay on Grand Jzlries, p. 38.

\Vhat is here said so plainly and forcibly of the oath and
obligations of grand juries, is equally applicable to the oath
and obligations of petit juries. In both eases the simple oaths
of the jurors, and not the instructions of the judges, nor the
statutes of kings nor legislatures, are their legal guides to their
duties*

SECTION IV.

The Right of .fries to ex 6/Le Sentence.

The nature of the common law courts existillg prior to
Magna Carta, such as the county courts, the hundred courts,
the court-leet, and the court-baron, all prove, what has already
been proved from Magna Carta, that, in jury trials, the juries
fixed the sentence; because, in those courts, there was no one
but the jury who could fix it, unless it were the sheriff, bailiff;
or steward; and no one will pretend that it was fixed by them.
The juries unquestionably gave the "judgment" in both civil
and criminal cases.

That the juries were to fix the sentence under Magna Carts,
is also shown by statutes subsequent to Magna Carts.

A statute passed fifty-one years after Magna Carta, says
that a baker, for default in the weight of his bread, "dcbcat
amerciari el subire judicium pillory," ~that is, 'mtg/Ll to
be amerced, or suffer the sentence of the pillory." And that
a brewer, for "selling ale, contrary to the assize," "rlebcaZ
arnerciari, vel pat judiciuin turnbrelli ," that is, "ought to be

*Of course, there can be no legal trial by jury, in either civil or criminal cases,
where the. jury are sworn to try the cases " according to law."
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trespass

zunerced, or sutler judgment of the tumbrel." -51 Henry III,
st. 6. ll2(36.l

If the king (the legislative powerlhad had authority to fix
the punislnnents of these olienees inrperativcly, he would nat-
urally have said these offenders s/tall be amerced, and shall
suffer judgment of the pillory and tumbrel, instead of thus
simply expressing the opinion that they ought to be punished
in that manner.

The statute of Westminster, passed sixty years after Magna
Carts, provides that,

co No city, borough, nor town, nor any man, be amerced,
without reasonable cause, and according to the quantity of the

7 that is to say, every freeman saving his freehold, a
nierehaut saving his merchandise, a villein his way rage, and
8/1u/' by /his or their peers." - 3 Edward I, ch. 6. (1275.)

The same statute (oh. IS) provides further, that,
Forasmueh as the comvnola f)l8 (Lil/l afnercemefzl of the

or
for other trespass, is unjustly assessed by sheriflls and baretors
in the shires, so that the sum is many times inercased, and
the parcels otherwise assessed than they Ought to be, to the
damage of the people, which be many times paid to the sheri8ls
and baretors, which do not acquit the payers, it is provided,
and the king wills, that from henceforth such sums shall be
assessed before the justices in Eyrc, afore their departure, by
lIre 0/11/r of knit/r/s and of/ter I/ones! wren, upon all such as
ought to pay, and the justices shall cause the parcels to be put
into their estreats, which shall be delivered up unto the ex-
chequer, and not the whole sum." -- St. 3 Edward I, ch. 18,
(1275.l*

The following statute, passed in 1341, one hundred and
twenty-five years after Magna Carta, providing for the trial
of peers of the realm, and the king's ministers, contains a rc-

/I

whole county in Eyre of the justices for false judgments.

92

=v Coke, as late a,s 1588, admits that amercements must be fixed 'by the peers (8
Coke's Rep. 38, 2 Inst. 27); but he attempts, wholly without success, is it seems to
me, to show a. difference between 'mines and amercements. The statutes are very nu-
merous, running through the three or four hundred years immediately succeeding
Magna Carta, in which fines, ransoms, and amercements are spoken of' as if they were
the common punishments of' offences, and as if' they all meant the same thing. If, how-
ever, any technical difference could be made out between them, there is clearly none in
principle; and the word amercement, as used in Magna Carts, must be taken in its most
comprehensive sense.
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cognition of the principle of Magna Carta, that the jury are to
fix the sentence.

" Whereas before this time the peers of the land have been
arrested and imprisoned, and their temporalities, lands, and
tenements, goods and cartels, asseized in the king's hands,
and some put to death without judgment of their peers : It is
accorded and assented, that no peer of the land, officer, nor
other, because of his office, nor of things touching his office,
nor by other cause, shall be brought in judgment to lose his
temporalities, lands, tenements, goods and cartels, nor to be
arrested, nor imprisoned, outlawed, exiled, nor forej edged, nor
put to answer, nor be judged, but by award (sentence) of the
said peers in Parliament." -15 Edward III, st. 1, sec. 2.

Section 4, of the same statute provides,

" That in every Parliament, at the third day of every Par-
liament, the king shall take in his hands the offices of all the
ministers aforesaid," (that is, "the chancellor, treasurer, barons,
and chancellor of the exchequer, the justices of the one bench
and of the other, justices assigned in the country, steward and
chainbcrlain ot" the king's house, keeper of the privy seal,
treasurer of the wardrobe, controllers, and they that be chief
deputed to abide nigh the king's son, Duke of Cornwall/']
" and so they shall abide four or five days; except the offices
of justices of the one place or the other, justices assigned,
barons of exchequer; so always that they am] all other minis-
ters be put to answer to every complaint, and if default be
found in any of the said ministers, by complaint or other
manner, and of that attainted in Parliament, he shall he pun-
ished by judgment of the peers, and put out of his office, and
another convenient put in his place. And upon the same our
said sovereign lord the king shall do (cause) to be pronounced
and made execution without delay, according lo lhejudgment
(sentence) of the said peers in the Parfiament."

Here is an admission that the peers were to fix the sentence,
or judgment, and the king promises to make execution " ac-
Frording lo' that sentence.

And this appears to be the law, under which peers of" the
realm and the great officers of the crown were tried and sen-
tenced, for four hundred years after its passage, and, for aught
I know, until this day.

The first case given in Hargrave's collection of English
State Trials, is that of Alexander Nevil, Archbishop of York,
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Robert Vere, Duke of Ireland, Illiclzael de la Pole, Earl of
Suffolk, and Robert Tresilian, Lord Chief Justice of England,
with several others, convicted of treason, before "the Lords
of Parliament," in 1388. The sentences in these cases were
adjudged by the " Lords of Parliament," in the following terms,
as they are reported.

cc \Vherefore the said Lords of Parliament, there present, as
judges in Parliament, in this case, by assent of the /sing, pro-
nounced their sentence, and did adjudge the said archbishop,
duke, and earl, with Robert Tresilian, so appealed, as afore-
said, to be guilty, and convicted of treason, and to be drawn
and hanged, as traitors and enemies to the king and kingdom ,
and that their heirs should be disinherited forever, and their
lands and tenements, goods and chattels, forfeited to the king,
and that the temporalities of the Archbishop of York should
be taken into the king's hands."

Also, in the same case, Sir Jo/zzz I/01/, Sir TVilliawz Burg/L,
Sir Jo/m Cary, Sir Roger Full/zorpe, and ./olzn Locfon, " were
by z'/ze lords temporal, by z"/ze assent of the king, adjudged to
be drawn and hanged, as traitors, their heirs disinherited, and
their lands and tenements, goods and chattels, to be forfeited
to the king."

Also, in the same case, Jo/an Blake, "of council for the
king," and T/zomas Uske, under sheriff of Middlesex, having
been convicted of treason,

" T/ze lords awarded, by assent of the Icing, that they should
both be hanged and drawn as traitors, as open enemies to the
king and kingdom, and their heirs disinherited forever, and
their lands and tenements, goods and chattels, forfeited to the
king."

Also, " Simon Eurleigh, the king's chamberlain," being con-
l ,

sentence was pronounced against the said Simon Burleigh, that
he should be drawn from the town to Rayburn, and there be
hanged till he be dead, and then have his head struck from
his body,"

Also, "J0//72 Eeazzc/taznyo, steward of the household to the
king, James Beroeerse, and Jo/an Salisbury, knights, gentle-
men of the privy chamber, were in like 77ld717Z€7̀ cozzclemned."

. 1 Hard/°uz:e's Slate Trials, first case.

Here the sentences were all fixed by the peers, win/L Z/ze as-
sent of l/ze Iling. But that the king should be consulted, and
his assent obtained to the sentence pronounced by the peers,

victed of' treason, " bjjoint conscm of 1/ze king and t/ze lords.

I
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does not imply any deficiency of power on their part to fix the
sentence independently of the king. There are obvious reasons
why they might choose to consult the king, and obtain his
approbation of the sentence they were about to impose, without
supposing any legal necessity for their so doing.

So far as we can gather from the reports of state trials, peers
of the realm were usually sentenced by those who tried them,
1I'i//L I/18 nssenl of l/I8 king. But in some instances no mention
is made of the assent of the king, as in the case of " Lionel,
Earl of Middlesex, Lord High Treasurer of England," in 1624'f
(four hundred years after Magna Carta,) where the sentence
was as follows :

"This High Court of Parliament doth adjudge, that Lionel,
Earl of Middlesex, 1lO\V Lord Treasurer of Bligland, shall lose
all his offices which he holds in this kingdom, and shall, here-
after, be made incapable of any office, place, or ernbloyment
in the state and commonwealth. That he shall be iniprisonetl
in the tower of London, during the l<ingls pleasure. That he
shall pay unto 0llI` sovereign lord the king a fine of 501000
pounds. .
that he shall never come within the verge of the court." ~2
IL)zvc!Ils Stale Trials, 1250.

That he shall never sit in Parlianxeut any more. and

Here was a peer of the realm, and a minister of the kinft, of
the highest grade, and if it were ever necessity to obtain the
assent of the king to sentences pronounced by the peers, it
would unquestionably have been obtained in this instance, and
his assent would have appeared in the sentence.

Lord Bacon was sentenced by the House of Lords, (1620,}
no mention being made of l/Le assen! of I/ze king. The sentence
is in tIlese words :

"And, therefore, this High Court doth adjudge, That the
Lord Viscount St. Albans, Lord Chancellor of England, shall
undergo fine and ransom of 40,000 pounds. That he shall be
imprisoned in the tower during the king's pleasure. That he
shall forever be incapable of any office, place, or employment
in the state or connnonwealth. That he shall never sit in
Parliament, nor cone within the verge of the court."

And when it was demanded of him, before sentence, whc.thcr
it were his hand that was subscribed to his confession, and

95
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whether he would stand to it , he made the following answer,
which implies that the lords were the ones to determine his
sentence. ,

" My lords, it is my act, my hand, my heart. I beseech your
lords/zips to be fmerctful to a broken reed." , 1 Ilargrave's
State Trials, 386-T.

The sentence against Charles the First, (164&) after reciting
the grounds of his condemnation, concludes in this form :

" For all which treasons and crimes, this court dot/L acQudge,
that he, the said Charles Stuart, as a tyrant, traitor, murderer,
and public elem to the Good so je of this nation shall bel Y . a . F P . 1
put to death by the severing his head from his body."

The report then adds :

" This sentence being read, the president low the court) spake
as followeth : ' This sentence now read and ublished is the. . P 7

act, sentence, ]udgrnent and resolution of the whole court.' "
l Ha1'g7'ave' s State Trials, 1037.

Unless it had been the received "law of the land" that those
who tried a man should fix his sentence, it would have re-
quired an set of Parliament to Hx the sentence of Charles, and
his sentence would have been declared to be " the sentence of
the law," instead of " the act, sentence, judgment, and resolu-
tion of the court."

But the report of the proceedings in " the trial of Thomas,
Earl of Macclesfield, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain,
before the House of Lords, for high crimes and misdemeanors
in the execution of his office," in 1725, is so full on this point,
and shows so clearly that it rested wholly with the lords to ex
the sentence, and that the assent of the king was wholly un-
necessary, that I give the report somewhat at length.

After being found guilty, the earl addressed the lords, for a
mitigation of sentence, as follows :

" 'I am now to expect your lordships'judgment g and I hope
that you will be pleased to consider that I have suffered no
small matter already in the trial, in the expense I have been
at, the fatigue, and what I have suffered otherways. * I
have paid back 10,800 pounds of the money already; I have
lost my office ; I have undergone the censure of both houses of
Parliament, which is in itself a severe punishment,' " &c., &c.

*
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On being interrupted, he proceeded :

" ' My lords, I submit whether this be not proper in mitigation
of your lords/Lijas' sentence ,' but whether it be or not, I leave
myself to your lordships' justice and mercy, l am sure neither
of them will be wanting, and I entirely submit.'

" Then the said earl, as also the managers, were directed to
withdraw; and the House (of Lordsl ordered Thomas, Earl of
Macclesfield, to be committed lo the custody ot" the gentleman
usher of` the black rod; and then proceeded to the consideration
of what .jwl.gmenl," (that is, sentence, for he had already been
found gui l t ] / , ) "to give upon the impeachment against the
said earl." * *

" The text day, the Commons, with their speaker, being
present at the bar of the House (of Lords), * * the speaker
of the House of Commons said as follows :

" ' My Lords, the knights, citizens, and burgesses in Parlia-
ment assembled, in the name of themselves, and of all the
commons of` Great Britain, did at this bar impeach Thomas,
Earl of Macclesfield, of high crimes and misdemeanors, and did
exhibit articles of impeachment against him, and have made
good their charge. I do, therefore, in the name of the knights,
citizens, and burgesses, in Parliament assembled, Ami of all
the commons of Great Britain, demand .jndgmenl (senlcnce)
of your lordships against Thomas, Earl of Macclesfield, for the
said high crimes and misdemeanors/

"Then the Lord Chief Justice King, Speaker of the House
of Lords, said : ' Mr. Speaker, the Lords are now ready to
proceed to judgment in the case by you mentioned.

cc "Thomas, Larl of Macclesfield, the Lords have unan-
imously found you guilty of high crimes and misdemeanors,
charged on you by the impeachment of the louse of Commons,
and do now, according to law, proceed to jmigmenl against you,
which I am ordered to pronounce. Their lordships".jurlgmelzl
is, and this high court doth adjudge, that you, Thomas, Earl
of Macclesfield, be fined in the sum of thirty thousand
pounds unto Olli' sovereign lord the king, and that yoll shall
be imprisoned in the tower of London, and there kept in safe
custody, until you shall pay the said one.' "-6 Ilurg/'ave' s
Sizzle Trials, 762-3-4.

This case shows that the principle of Magna Carta, that a
man should be scnlcnced only by his peers, was in force, and
acted upon as law, in England, so lately as 1725, (five hun-
dred years after Magna. Carta,) so far as it applied to a peer
of l/ze realm.

g
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But the same principle, on this point, that applies to a peer
of the reuben, applies to every freeman. The only clifllerence
between the two is, that the peers of the realm have had in-
fluence enough to preserve their constitutional rights; while
the constitutional rights of the people have been trampled upon
and rendered obsolete by the usurpation and corruption of the
government and the courts.

SECTION V.

T/te Oat/as of Judges.

As further proof that the legislation of the king, whether
enacted with or without the assent and advice of his parlia-
ments, was of no authority unless it were consistent with the
common law, and unless juries and judges saw Ht to enforce it,
it may be mentioned that it is probable that no judge in Eng-
land was ever S\VOT11 to observe the laws enacted either by the
king alone, or by the king with the advice and assent of par-
liarnent.

The judges were sworn to "do equal law, and ezeezltion of
rig/uf, lo all the l;ing's subjects, rich and poor, wit/tout having
regard lo any person ;" and that they will "deny no mate

common rig/tt," =YS but they were not sworn to obey or execute
any statutes of the king, or of the king and parliament. l i l -
deed, they are virtually sworn not to obey any statutes that
are against " common rig/tt," or contrary to " t/ze comnzoie
low,' or 'law of the land ;" but to " certify the king thereof"

- that is, notify him that his statutes are against the common
law 3 _ and then proceed to execute the common law, notwith-
standing such legislation to the contrary. The words of the
oath on this point are these :

" T/wt ye deny no 7'/LLUZ common rig/tt by (virtue of) the
king's letters, nor none other man's, nor for none other cause r
and in case any letters come Zo you contrary to tILe law, (that
is, the common law, as will be seen on reference to the entire
oath given in the note,) that ye do not/ting by sue/L letters, but'

* " Common right " was the common law. I Coke'x Inst, 142 a.. 2 do. 55, 6.
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vserfify I/ze king lhlereof, and proceed to execute 1/te Init, (that
is, the common law,) uotwilksmnding I/1e s/mtc [Elle/'s."

When it is considered that the king was the sole legislative
power, and that he exercised this power, to a great extent, by
orders in council, and by writs and " letters H addressed often~
times to some sheriff, or other person, and that his commands,
when communicated lo his justices, or airy other person, " by
letters," or writs, 'under seal, had as much legal authority as
laws promulgated in any other form whatever, it will be seen
that this oath of the justices al»solu!c=Zy required that they dis-
regard any legislation that was contrary to "et//nzon. riff/ti."
or "the or/Luton law," and notify the king that it was con-
trary to common right, or the common law, and then proceed
to execute the common law, notwithstanding such legislation. *

If there could be any doubt that such was the meaning of
this oath, that doubt would be removed by a statute passed by
the king two years afterwards, which fully explains this oath,
as follows :

" Edward, by the Grace of God, &c., to the Sheriff of
~S'L'ajbrd, greeting: Because that by divers complaints made to
us, we have perceived that I/1e Law of /he Li//ld, ughic/z we by
our out/t are I/oiuzd Zo maintain, is the less well kept, and the
execution of' the same distnrbcd many times by maintenance
and procurement, as well in the court as in the country, we

* The oath of the justices is in these words :

" Ye shall swear, that well and la.wfully ye shall serve our lord the king and his
_8oeopZe, in the office of justice, and that lawfully ye shall counsel the king in his
business, and that ye shall not counsel IIUI assent to anything which may turn him in
daniaage or djsherisou in any muuner, way, or color. And that, ye shall Not knew the
<la.ma,ge (JI Llisherison of him, whereof ye shall nut. 1:ruse him to be warned by yourself,
or bY other :1 mir! that ye shell do eytcrzl nu: mfr! t:rrfnr{rm of rich! to ull his snOjects, ritz

an-'Z poor, wzthrmr lowing regard to any JDtlfSON.. And that ye to be not by yourself, Ur bY
other, pririly nor apeltly, gift IIUI' rew:L1d of gold for silver, Ill' of :Inv other thing
that may turn to your profit, unless it be meat. or dlinla, and that of small value, of
any man that shall have any pleas or process hanging before yon, as long as the same
process shall he so hanging, nor after for the s:1,mr- cause. And that ye take no fee, as
long as ye shall be justice, nor robe of any man ,£:':eat or snell, but of the king him-
self. And tlmt ye give none advice or counsel to no man great or small, in no ease
where the king is party- Auf] in case that any, of what estate or condition they he, come
before you in your sessions with liiree :lull arms, or otllerwise against the peace, or
against the form of the statute thereof made, to disturb r.rrtu!ion of (fee common
Jaw," (murk the term, " common I(zw,") "or to menace the people that they may not
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greatly moved of' conscience in this matter, and for this cause
desiring as much for the pleasure of God, and ease and quiet-
ncss of Olll' subjects, as to save our conscience, and for to save
and keep our said oath, by the assent of the great men and
other wise men of our council, we have ordained these things
following :

" First, we have commanded all our justices, that they
shall from henceforth do eqmrl law and execution of rig/Lt to
all on' subjects, rich and poor, without having regard to any
person, dual trilhout omitting lo do rig/tt for any letters or com-
uanmlm-cut 're/tic/. may core lo them from us, or ./Rom any
of/ter, or by any other cams-e. .And if that any letters, write, or
commandments come lo t/tejusticcs, or lo other deputed la do low
and rift/tt according' lo the sarge of the reulwz, in disturbance
of the lm, or of t/ze execution of the same, or of right lo the
parties, the jwstices and other aforesaid shall proceed and hold
their courts and processes, where the pleas and matters be de-
pending before t/tem, as If no such letters, 'I/:rits, or command-
ments were cmne to t/tem; and they shall certify i s and our
council of such commaluhnents wh/Zola be co'ntrm'y to the law,
(that is, " the law of the land," or common law,} as afore is
said."* And to the intent that our justices shall do even
right to all people in the manner aforesaid, without more favor
showing to one than to another, we have ordained and caused
our said justices to be sworn, that they shall not from hence-
forth, as long as they shall be in the office of justice, take fee
nor robe of any man, but of ourself, and that they shall take
no gift nor reward by themselves, nor by other, privi-ly nor

pursue the law, that ye shall cause their bodies to be arrested and put in prison ; and
in case they be such that ye cannot arrest them, that yo eortify the king of their
names, and of their misprision, hastily, so that ho may thereof orclain a eonvenablo
remedy. And that ye by yourself, nor by other, privily nor alertly, maintain any'
plea or quarrel hanging in the king's court, or elsewhere in the country. And rhaz ye
deny no man common rig/rl by the k¢ng's letters, nor none other mrm"s, nor for none other
cause ;  anil in case any letters came to you contrary to the law," (that is, the " common
'aw " before mentioned) " that ye do nothing by such letters, but certzfy the king thereof, and
proceed to czecutc the law," (the "common law " before mmtione¢l,) " notwithstanding the
same letters. And that ye shall do and procure the profit of the king and of his crown,
with all things where ye may reasonably do the same. And in ease ye be from he neo.
forth found in default in any of the points aforesaid, ye shall be at the king's will of
body, lands, and goods, thereof to be done as shall please him, as God you help and all
sa.ints."- 18 Edward III., st. 4. (1344)

* That the terms " Law " and " Right," as used in this statute, mean the common
law, is shown by the preamble, which declares the motive of the statute to be that "the
Law of the Lanrl, (the comm/m law,) which we (the king) by our oath are bound to main-

tain," may be the better kept, &0.

l
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pertly, of any man that hath to do before them by any way,
except meat and drink, and that of small value, and that they
shall give l`lo counsel to great H1611 or small, in case where we
be party, or which do or may touch us iii any point, upon
pain to he at OllI` will, body, lands, and goods, to do thereof as
shall please us, in case they do contrary. And for this cause
we have increased the fees of the same, our justices, in sneed
manner as it ought reasonably to suffice them." --2U Ez/-
ward III., oh. 1. (l34ti.l

Other statutes of similar tenor have been enacted, as follows:

" lt is accorded and established, that it shall not be com-
manded by the great seal, nor the little seal, to disturb or
delay common right; and though such comnlandnients do
come, the justices shall not therefore leave (omit) to do right
in any point." - St. 2 Erlzcarfl III, ch, 8. (13328)

" That by commandment of the great seal, or privy seal. no
point of this statute shall be put in delay; nor that the justices
of whatsoever place lt be shall let lenity to do the cum}lln/L
Jaw, by commandment, which shall come to them under the
great seal, or the privy seal." - 14 Edward Ill, st. 1, oh. 1~1.
(13/10.)

"It is ordained and established, that neither letters of the
signet, nor of the king's privy seal, shall be from henceforth
sent in damage or prejudice of the realm, nor in disturbance
of the law " (the common law). - 11 hic/turd IL, ch. lu.
(13S7.)

It is perfectly apparent from these statutes, and from the
oath administered to the justices, that it was a matter freely
confessed by the king himself, that his statutes were of no
validity, if contrary to the common law, or "common right."

The oath of the justices, before given, is, I presume, the
same that has been administered to judges in lunglaud front
the day when it was first prescribed to them, (1:31-l:) until
now. I do not find from the English statutes that the oath
has ever been changed. The Essay Oll Grand Juries, before
referred to, and supposed to have been written by Lnrrl
Somers, mentions this oath (page 73) as being still adminis-
mered to judges, that is, in the time of Charles II., more than
three hundred. years after the oath was first ordained. If the
oath has never been changed, it follows that judges have not
only never been sworn to support any statutes whatever of

g*
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the king, or of parliament, but that, for five hundred years
past, they actually have been sworn to treat as invalid all
statutes that were contrary to the common law.

S E C T 1 O N V I.

T/ze Coronation OaZ/1.

That the legislation of the king was of no authority over a
jury, is ftlr flier proved by the oath taken by the kings at their
coronation. This oath seems to have been substantially the
same, from the time of the Saxon kings, down to the seven-
teenth century, as will be seen from the authorities hereafter
given.

The purport of the oath is, that the king swears lo maintain
the law of the land- - that is, I/ie common law. In other words,
he swears " Zo concede am] preserve Zo Zhe English people the
laws and czlsloins conceded lo herr by the ancient, jnsl, and
pious English kings, #S as and especially Zhe laws, cttsloms,
and liberties conceded to the clergy and people by the illustrious
king Edward ,"' #% * and "the jus! laws and ensloms which
.the common people have chosen, (was vulgars elegill."

These are the same laws and customs which were called
.by the general name of cc Z/ze law of Z/ze land," or "I/Le com-
mon law," and, with some slight additions, were embodied in
lV[ag2za Curia.

This oath not only forbids the king to enact any statutes
contrary to the common law, but it proves that his statutes
could be of no authority over the consciences of a jury, since,
as has already been sufficiently shown, it was one part of
-this very common law itself, -that is, of the ancient "laws,
f customs, and liberties," mentioned in the oath,-that juries
should judge of all questions that came before them, according
to their own consciences, independently of the legislation of
>the king.

It was impossible that this right of the jury could subsist
consistently with any right, on the part of the king, to impose
any authoritative legislation upon them. His oath, therefore,
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to maintain the law of the land, or the ancient "laws, cus-
toms, and liberties," was equivalent to an oath that he would
never assume to impose laws upon juries, as imperative rules
of decision, or take from them the right to try all cases accord-
ing to their own consciences. It is also an admission that he
had no constitutional power to do so, if lie should ever desire
it. This oath, then, is conclusive proof that his legislation
was of no authority with a jury, and that they were under no
obligation whatever to enforce it, unless it coincided with their
own ideas of justice.

The ancient coronation oath is printed with the Statutes of
the Realm, vol. i., p. 168, and is as follows 1*

TRANSLATION.

"Form of 8/Le Oa!/L of !/Le [ting of England, on /Lis Coroualion.
(The Archbishop of Canterbury, to whom, of right and

custom of' the Church of Canterbury, ancient and approved, it
pertains to anoint and crown the kings of England, Ol] the day
of the coronation of the king, and before the king is crowned,
shall propound the underwritten questions to the king.)

The laws and customs, conceded to the English people by
the ancient, just, and pious English kings, will you concede
and preserve to the same people, with the confirmation of an
oath 'I and especially the laws, customs, and liberties conceded
to the clergy and people by the illustrious king Edward 'l

Q

* The following is a copy of the original :
" Forma .furamenli Regis Anglia? in Coronacionc sea :
(Arcbiepiscopus Cantuarize, ad quo de jure et consuetudine Ecclesiae Cuntuarizc, an-

tiqua ct npprobuta, pcrbinct Rog's Anglizu inungcre ct coronurc, die coronaciunis Regis,
nnteque Rex coronctur, facet Reggi Intcrro8ationes subscriptas.)

Si loges et consuetudines ab rmtiquis justis et Deo devotees Regibus plebi Anglican
concessas, cum szwrumcnti coniirmanionc eider plcbi conccdcro ct scrvuro (volucris -.)
Et prmsertim logos et eousuetudhies ct. libertntcs a glorioso Repo Edwardo clero pop-
uloque concessas *

(Et respondent Rex,) Conccdo et servare vole, ct Sacramento con6rmare.
Servnbis Ecclesiae Dei, Cleroquo, et Populo, pacer ox ixitegro et. concordia in Deo

sccundum wires tuzw '!
(Et respondent Rcx,) Servabo.
Fe/cios 6cri in omnibus Judieiis tuts equam et recLaim justiciam, ct discrecionem, in

misericordia ct vcritnte, secundum virus tuns 'I
(Et respondent Rex,) Faciam.
Concedis justns, loges of consuetudines esse tenendns, et promittis per to et esse

protegendas, ct ad houorcm Dei corroborundns, quay vulgus elegiac, sccundum wires teas 'I
(Er. respondent Rex,) Conccdo ct promitto."
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(A 11d the king shall answer do concede, and will pre-
servo them, and confirm them by my oath.

\Vill you preserve to the church of God, the clergy, and
the people, entire peace and harmony in God, according to
your powers ?

(And the king shall answer,) I will.
In all your judgments, will you cause equal and right

justice and discretion to be done, in mercy and truth, accord-
ing to your powers ?

(And the king shall answer,) I will.
Do you concede that the just laws and customs, which the

€O7ll)]lo7L people have chosen, shall be preserved, and do you
promise that they shall be protected by you, and strengthened
to the honor of God, according to your powers 1

(And the king shall answer,) I concede and promise."

The language used in the last of these questions, " Do you
concede that the just laws and customs, which the common
]2eopM have chosen, (was vulg/s eZegil,) shall be preserved?"
&c., is worthy of especial notice, as showing that the laws,
which were to be preserved, were not necessarily all the laws
which the kings enacted, lm! only such of them as the common
people /tad selected or approved.

And how had the common people made known their appro-
bation or selection of these laws? Flainly, in no other way
than this -t/ict t/ie juries composed of t/ie common people /iad
voluntarily enforced them. The common people had no other
legal form of making known their approbation of particular
laws.

The word "concede/' too, is an important word. In the
English statutes it is usually translated gra iz t - as if with an
intention to indicate that "the laws, customs, and liberties"
of the English people were mere privileges, granted to them
by the king; whereas it should be translated concede, to indi-
cate simply an acknowledgment, on the part of the king, that
such were the laws, customs, and liberties, which had been
chosen and established by the people themselves, and of right
belonged to them, and which he was bound to respect.

I will now give some authorities to show that the foregoing
oath has, in substance, been the coronation oath from the times
of William the Conqueror, (1066,} down to the time of James
the First, and probably until 1688.

I
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It will be noticed, in the quotation from Kelham, that he
says this oath (or the oath of William the Conqueror) is "in
sense and substance the very same with that which the Saxon
kings used to lake at their coronations." »

Hale sa.ys :

" Yet the lunglisll were very zealous for them," (that is, for
the laws of' landward the Collfessor,) "no less or otherwise than
they are at this time for the Great Charter, insoinuch that
they were never satisfied till the said laws were reinforced,
and mingled, for the most part, with the coronation oath of
king William l., and some of his successors." . 1 Hale's His-
tary of Con£nmn Law, 157.

Also, " William, Oll his coronation, had sworn to govern by
the laws of' Edward the Confessor, some of wliicll had been
reduced into writing, but the greater part consisted of the im-
nleniorial customs of the realm." -Ditto, p. 202, note L.

Kelham says :

" Thus stood the laws of England at the entry of William I.,
and it seems plain that the laws, commonly called the laws of
Edward the Coulessor, were at that time the standing laws of
the kingdom, and considered the great rule of their rights and
liberties; and that the English were so zealous for them, ' that
they were never satisfied till the said laws were reinforced, and
mingled, for the most part, with the coronation oath." Accord~
ingly, we lind that this great conqueror, at his coronation on
the Christmas day succeeding his victory, took an oath at the
altar of St. Peter, Westminster, in SEILS8 and su(/situ/.ce the very
same win/L Z/:ul 10/Lic/L lIte »Su1'011 kings used do Joke up their
coronuzio/is. * And at Barkhamstead, in the fourth year
of his reign, in the presence of Lanfranc, Archbishop of Can-
terbury, br the quieting of the people, he swore that he would
inviolably observe tlle good and approved ancient laws which
had been made by the devout and pious kings of England, his
ancestors, and chiefly by King landward ; and we are told that
the people then departed in good humor," -Kel/wm'.s` Pre-
limiltory Disco/arse lo l/tc Laws of l Villiznll, Z/te Conqueror.
See, also, 1 HaZels History of lIte (Jo/muon Law, 186.

Crabbe says that William the Conqueror "solemnly swore
that he would observe the good and approved laws of Edward
the Confessor." - C/'abbels Histo/'y of lIte English Law, p. 43.

The successors of William, up to the time of Magna Carts,



TRIAL BY JURY.

I
(aus and liberties. - Ec]zardls History of England. p. 105-6.

I

probably all took the same oath, according to the cnstotu of
the kingdom, although there may be no historical accounts
extant of the oath of each separate king. But history tells us
specially that Henry I., Stephen, and Henry II., confirmed
these ancient laws and customs. It appears, also, that the
barons desired of John (what he afterwards granted by Mag-
ua Carts) "ffzal 1/16 [mrs and liberties of .King Edward,
with other privileges granted to the kingdom and church of
England, might be continued, as they were contained in the
charters of Henry the First, further alleging, I/Lal al Me lime
of I:is absoluli/Jn, /be promised by his ou!/1 lo observe these very

It would appear.. from the following authorities, that since
Magna Carla the form of the coronation oath has been "lo
a71»nin1'ai71 Zhe law of II/Le land,"-meaning that law as et
bodied in Magna Carta. Or perhaps it is more probable that
the ancient form has been still observed, but that, as its sub-
stance and purport were "Io wzainlain the law of Z/ze land,"
this latter form of expression has been used, in the instances
here cited, from motives of brevity and convenience. This
supposition is the more probable, from the fact that I find no
statute prescribing a change in the form of the oath until l6SS.

That Magna Carla was considered as euibodviug " the law
of the land," or "
by Edward I., wherein he " grams, or concedes,

:L That the Charter of Liberties and the Charter of the Forest
shall be kept in every point, without breach, and

that our justices, sheriis, mayors. and other ministers, which,
under us, have the lairs of our land * to guide, shall allow the
said charters pleaded before them in judgment, in all their
points, that is, to wit, Ike Great C/Larler as ile Common Law,
and the Charter of the Forest for the wealth of the realm.

"And we will, that if any judgment be 8iveu from hence-
forth, contrary to the points of the charters aforesaid, by the
justices, or by any other our ministers that hold plea before
therm against the points of the charters. it shall be undone,

2. (1297.)

common law," is shown by a statute passed

and holden for naught." --25 Edward L cb. 1 and

106

* It would Imp£mzr, fun 'the ten., tZhl.t theChanerd']'.n"bertie5 and the Charkxaf
the Fumes: were snmedmes called "laws of the land."

I
I

I
I

I
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Blackstone also say's :

¢: It is agreed by all Olll' historians that the Great Charter
of King John was, for the most part, compileclfrom f/1e ancient
customs of Z/Ie realm, 01' I/Ie laws of Edward l/ze Confessor ,
by u'/Lin'/L they usually mean l/ze old c0111/71011 law u'/lic/I was
estflblis/zezl wztler Oll)` Saxon princes." - Blacks/one's Inlro-
ducliorz to Z/ze C/zarlers. See Blackslonds Law Trawls, 2S9.

us, we have perceived that I/Ie law of Z/ze land 7I'//iv/I we by

Crabbe says :

"It is admitted on all hands that it ]la°na Carla con-. . 7 7 . D
tams nothing but what was confirmatory of the COUHIIOII law,
and the ancient usages of the realm, and is. properly speaking,
only an enlargement of the charter of Henry I., and his succes-
sors." - Crubbe's Hislolly of llze English Law, p. 127.

That the coronation oath of the kings subsequent to Magna
Carla was, in substance, if not in form, "lo vnainiuin llzis law
of I/1e land, or colnmon law," is shown by a statute of Edward
Third, connncncing as follows :

co Edward, by the Grace of God, &c., &c., to the Sheriff of
Stafford, Greeting: Because that by divers complaints made to

oal/1 are bound lo 711ainlain," §°c.--Sl. 20 EdIcaral III Q316.)

The following extract from Lord Somers' tract on Grand
Juries shows that the coronation oath continued the same as
late as 1616, (four hundred years after Magna Carta.) I le
says :

"Kind James in his s eech to the `ud°es, in the Star Cham-a . _J P r 1 '7
her, Anno lblb, told them, ' 1 hat he had, after many years,
resolved to renew his oath, made at his coronation, concerning
justice, and the promise therein contained tor lzminluining
I/Ie law of the land." And, in the next page save one, says,
' las s11'01'n to vnclinlain I/Ie law of l/Ie land. and therelOrc
had been perjured if l had broken it. God is my judge, I
never intended it.' " - So//ze/1s on G/'and Juries, p. c__4)

r

In 16887 the coronation oath was changed by act of Parlia-
ment, and the king was lade to swear :

" To govern the people of this kingdom of England, and the
domiinons thereto belonging, according to the sla lzdes 1'11 Par-
liamen! agreed 011, and I/1e la ws and customs of I/Ie same."
So. 1 lVilIi¢u1L and lllury, ch. 6. (1658)
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The effect and legality of this oath will hereafter be consid-
ered. For the present it is sufficient to show, as has been
already snfliciently done, that from the Saxon times until at
least as lately as 1616, the coronation oath has been, in sub-
stance, to mainlczin I/te law of the land, or the common law,
meaning thereby the ancient Saxon customs, as embodied in the
laws of Alfred, of Edward the Confessor, and finally in Magna
Carta.

It may here be repeated that this oath plainly proves that
the statutes of the king were of no authority over juries, if
inconsistent with their ideas of right.; because it was one part
of the common law that juries should try all causes according
to their own consciences, any legislation of the king to the
contrary notwithstanding.*

* As the ancient coronation oath, given in the text, has come down from the Sa.-ron
times, the following remarks of Palgrave will be pertinent, in connection with the
oath, as illustrating the fact that, in those times, no special authority attached to the
laws of the king .

" The Imperial Witenagemot was not a legislative assembly, in the strict sense of
the term, jin' the whole Anglo-Saxon empire. Promulgating his edicts amidst his
peers and prelates, the king uses the language of command; but the theoretical pre-
rogative was modified by usage, and the practice of the constitution required that the
law should be accepted by the legislatures (courts) of the several kingdoms. 95 * The
' Basile's ' speaks in the tone of prerogative : Edgar does not merely recommend, he
eonnnands that the law shall he adopted by all the people, whether English, Danes, or
Britons, in every part of his empire. Let this statute be observed, he continues, by
Earl Oslo, andall the host who dwell under his government, and let it be transmitted
by writ to the ealdormen of the other subordinate states. And yet, in defiance of this
positive injunction, the laws of Edgar were not accepted in Mcreia until the reign of
Canute the Dane. It might be said that the course so adopted may have been an ex-
ception to the general rule; but in the scanty and imperfect annals of Anglo~Saxon
legislation, we shall be able to find so many examples of similar proceedings, zhaz this
nwrlr f u1,f/.czrntnl must be cfmsirlcrezl as dictated by :he constizuzirm of the empire. Edward
was the supreme lord of the Northumhriaus, but more than a century elapsed before
they obeyed his decrees. The laws of the glorious Athelstaue had no ellbet in Kent,
(county,) the dependent appanage of his crown, until sanctioned by the Vfinm of the
shire (county court). And the power of Canute himself, the ' King of all England,'
does not seem to have compelled the Northumhrians to receive his owe, until the reign
of the Confessor, when such acceptance became a part of the compact upon the accession
of a new earl.

Legislation constituted but a small portion of the ordinary business transacted by the
Imperial Witenagemot. The wisdom of the assembly was shown in avoiding un-
necessary change. Consisting principally of trarlitionary usages and unccstarial customs,
the law was Uphrlr/ by opinion. The people considered their jurisprurlrncc as H par! of their
inheritance. Their privileges and their duties were closely conjoined; mast frequently,
the statutes tlzemsclws were only arm¢lnces of ancient customs, or nlcclorat/,ry cnnctments.
In the Anglo-Saxon commonwealth, therefore, the legislative functions of the Witena-
gexnot were of fa'r less importance than the other hrnnelies of its authority. 95 * The
members of the Witenagemot were the ' Pores Curio: ' (Peers of Court) of the kingdom.
Ilow far, on these occasions, their opinion or their equity controlled the power of the
crown, cannot he ascertained. But the brr of inserting their names in the ' Testing
Clause ' was retained under the Anglo-Norman reigns ; and the sovereign, who sub-
mitted his Charter to the judgment of the Proceres, professed to be guided by the

I
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opinion which they gave. As the 'Paras~' of the empire, the Witenagemot decided
the disputes between the great vassals of the crown. # * The jurisdiction exercised
in the Parliament of Edward I., when the barony of (L Lf»rd-llhzrclnv became the
subject of litigation, is entirely analogous to the proceedings thus adopted by the great
council of Edward, the son of Alfred, the Anglo-Saxon king.

In this assembly, the king, the prelates, the dukes, the ealdormen, and the opti-
mates passed judgment upon all great offenders. * *

Tile sovereign could not compel the obedience of the dierent nations composing the An-
glo-Saznn empire. Hence, it became more necessary for him to conciliate :heir opinions,
if he solicited any service from a vassal prince or a vassal state beyond the ordinary
terms of the compact; still more so, when he needed the support of a free burgh or

And we may view the assembly (the Witenagemot) as partaking of the charac-
ter of a political congress, in which the liegexnen of the crown, or the communities pro-
tected by the ' Basileus,' (sovereign,) were asked or persuaded to relieve the exigences
of the state, or to consider those measures which might be required for the common
weal. The sovereign was eoxnpelled to parley with his dependents.

It may be doubted whether any one member of the empire had power to legislate
for any other member. The Regulus of Cumbria was unadopted by the vote of the
Earl of East Anglizv, if he chose to stand out against it. These dignitaries constituted
a congress, in which the sovereign could treat more conveniently and effectually with
his vassals than by separate negotiations. * * But the determinations of the Witan
bound those only who were present, or who concurred in the proposition; and a vassal
denying his assent to the grant, might assert that the engagement which he had con-
tracted with his superior did not involve any pecuniary subsidy, but only rendered him
liable to perform service in the field." _ 1 Palgrave's Rise and Progress of the English
Commonwealth, G37 to 642.

city .

10



C HA PTER I V.

THE RIGHTS AND DUTIES OF JURIES IN CIVIL SUITS.

THE evidence already given in the preceding chapters proves
that the rights and duties of jurors, in civil suits, were anciently
the same as in criminal ones, that the laws of the king were
of no obligation upon the consciences of the jurors, any fur-
their than the laws were seen by them to be just; that very
few laws were enacted applicable to civil suits; that when at
new law was enacted, the nature of it could have been known
to the jurors only by report, and was very likely not to be
known to them at all, that nearly all the law involved in civil
suits was zmwrillen ,: that there was usually no one in attend-
ance upon juries who could possibly enlighten them, unless it
were sheriffs, stewards, and bailiffs, who were unquestionably
too ignorant and untrustworthy to instruct them authorita-
tively, that the jurors must therefore necessarily have judged
for themselves of the whole case, and that, as a general rule,
they could judge of it by no law but the law of nature, or the
principles of justice as they existed in their own minds.

The ancient oath of jurors in civil suits, viz., that "they
would make known the truth according to their consciences,"
iinplies that the jurors were above the authority of all legisla-
tion. The modern oath, in England, viz., that they " will well
and truly try the issue between the parties, and a true tverdiczf
give, according to the evidence," implies the same thing. I t
the laws of the king had been binding upon a jury, they
would have been sworn to try the cases according to law, or
according to the laws.

The ancient writs, in civil suits, as given in Glanville,
(within the half century before Magna Carta,) to wit, "Suni-
mon twelve free and legal men, for sometimes twelve knights,)
to be in court, prepared 'upon their oaths to declare whether A
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or B have l/Le greater rigId lo the land in question," indicate
that the jurors judged of the whole matter on their con-
sciences Ollly.

The language of Magna Carla, already discussed, estab-
lishes the same point, for, although some of the words, such
as "outlawed," and "exiled," would apply only to eriniinal
cases, nearly the whole chapter applies as well to civil as to
criminal suits. For example, how could the payment of a
debt ever be enforced against an unwilling debtor, if he could
neither be "arrested, imprisoned, nor deprived of his froeholrl,"
and if the king could neither " proceed against hint, nor send
any one against him, by force or arms " 'l Yet Magna Carta
as much forbids that any of these things shall be done against
a debtor, as against a criminal, exec/il urror(/In3 lo, or in eate-
cutiou of, " a jurlgmcnz' of /Lis peers, O)` [he lun' of Z/te lrnzcl,"

- a provision which, it has been shown, gave the jury the
free and absolute right lo give or withhold "judgment"
according to their consciences, irrespective of all legislation.

The following provisions, in the Magna Carta of John,
illustrate the custom of referring the most important matters of
a civil nature, even where the king was a party, to the deter-
auinatiou of the peers, or of twelve men, acting by no rules
but their own consciences. These examples at least show
that there is nothing improbable or unnatural in the idea that
juries should try all civil suits according to their own judg-
ments, independently of all laws of the king.

C/1(//). 65. " If we have diss
of any lands, liberties, or other t
meet of their peers, they shrill
them. And if any dispute arises
shall be determined in the Marches,
peers " &c.

sized or dispossessed the Welsh
hints, without the legal judg-

be immediately restored to
upon this head, the matter
* by I/ze j1(d_gwI(»nt of I/Leir

:

C'/1,u/J. 68. " We shall treat with Alexander, king of Scots,
concerning the restoring of his sisters, ad hostages, and rights
and liberties, in the same form and manner as we shall do to
the rest of our barons of england ; unless by the engage-
ments, which his father William. late king of Scots, hath
altered into with us, it ought to be otherwise; and I/uls shall
be Inf! lo the rlelermiuuliou q/` his peers in our vourl."

* Jlfazdzrs, the limits, or buundarics, between England and Wales.
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C/mp. 56. "All evil customs concerning forests, warrens,
and foresters, warreners, sherifils, and their officers, rivers and
their keepers, shall forthwith be inquired into in each county,
by twelve knights of if/te sate shire, chosen by the most cred-
itable persons in the same county, and upon oath ; and within

as
never to'be restored."

There is substantially the same reason why a jury ought'
to judge of the' justice of laws, and hold all unjust laws in-
valid, in civil suits, as in criminal ones. That reason is the
necessity of guarding against the tyranny of the government.
Nearly the same oppressicms can be practised in civil suits as-
in criminal ones. For example, individuals may be deprived
of their liberty, and robbed of their property, by judgments
rendered in civil suits, as well as in criminal ones. If the
laws of tl1e king were imperative upon a jury in civil suits, the
king might enact laws giving on-e man's property to another,
or coirfiscatilig it to the king himself, and authorizing civil suit's
to obtain possession of it. Thus a man might be robbed of his
property at the arbitrary pleasure of the king. In fact, all the
property of the kingdom would; be placed at the arbitrary dis-
posal of the king, through the juJdlgrnents= of juries in' civilll
suits, if` the laws of the king were imperative upon a jury in
such suits*

forty days after the said inquest, be utterly abolished, so

* That the kings would have had no scruples to enact laws for the special purpose of
plundering the people, by means of the judgments of juries, if they could have got
juries to acknowledge the authority of their laws, is evident from the audacity with
which they plundered them, without any judgments of juries to authorize them.

It is not necessary to occupy space here To give details as to these robberies ; but,
only some evidence of the general fact.

Heller says, that " For the Erst three reigns (of the Norman kings) * * the intol-
erable exaetious of tribute, the rapine of purveyzmee, the iniquity of royal courts, are
continually in the mouths of the historians. ' God sees the wretched people/ says the
Saxon Chronioler, 'utmost unjustly oppressed ; first they are despoiled of their posses-
sions, and then butchered.' This was a grievous year (1124). Whoever had any
property, lost it by heavy taxes and unjust decrees." - 2 ilhdalle Ages, 435-G.

" In the succeeding reign of him, all the rapneious exactions usual to these Norman
kings were not only redoubled, but mingled with outrages of tyranny still more intol-
erable. * *

"In 1207 John took a. seventh of the movables of lay and spiritual persons, all
murmuring, but none daring to speak against it." .Disso, 446. '

In ]Iume's account of the extortions of those times, the following paragraph
occurs :

" But the most. barefaced acts of tyranny and oppression were practised against the

I

I

i
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Furthermore, it would be absurd and inconsistent to make
a jury paramount to lcgisiation in criminal suits, and subordi-
nate to it in civil suits; because an individual, by resisting
the execution of a civil judgment, founded upon an unjust

L

Jews, who were entirely out of the protection of the law, anal were abandoned to the
iminensurahle rapacity of the king and his ministers. llesidcs many other iudig'gnitios,
to which they were continually exposed. it appears that they were once all thorn into
prison, aw] the sum of 60,000 marks excreted for their liberty. At n.nuther time,
Issue, the Jew, paid alone 5100 marks; Brun, 3000 marks; Jurnet., 2000; Bonnet, 500.
At. another, Lieoriea., widow of David, the Jew of Oxford, was required to pay 4000
marks." - Hulnc'.r Hill. Eng., Ajpcndiz- 2.

Further accounts of the extortions and oppressions of the kings may be found in
Hulne's llistory, Appendix 2, avi in Ha.llsm's Middle Ages, vol. 2, p. 435 to 446.

By Magna Carts John bound himself to make restitution for some of the s]mlintions
he had committed upon individuals " wihool the legal judgment .j lhdr pem-."- Src
.Magna Carla of Lehn, eh. (50, (it, G5 and GG..

One of the great charges, on amount of which the nation rose aged: John, was,
thn.t he plundered individuals of their property, " without Inga! judgment of ¢lm'r pears."
Now it wa.s evidently 1-'ery weak and short-sighted in John to expose himself to such
surges, If his laws were really obligaimy upon the pe¢1s. ; because, in that case, he could

have enacted any laws that were necessary for his purpose, and then, by civil suits,
have brought the cases -before juries for their " judgment," and thus have aearrrrplished
all his robberies in a. perfectly legal rrrs.nner.

There would eviclerrtly have been no sense in these eomplrrints, that he deprived men
of their property " willow! legal judgment of their pa(-rs," if his laws haul been binding
rqxrn the peers; because he could then have made the szuue spoliatiorrs as well with
the judgment of the peers as without it. Taking the judgment of the peers in th =
mutter, would have been only a ridiculous and useless formality, if they were to
exereiso no discretion or eorrsderree of their own, independently of the laws of the
king.

lt may here bo mentioned, in passing, thrust the aa.me would be true in criminal mat-
ters, if the king's la.ws were obligatory upon juries.

As an illustration of what tyranny the kings would sometimes pnetise, Hume says :

" It appears from the Great Charter itself, that not only John, n. tyrannical prince,
and Riehar(l, a. violent one, but their Luther llerrr-y, under whose reign the prevalerreo
d' gross abuses is the least to be suspected, were accustorrred, irorrr their sole authority,
without process of lrrw, to imprison, banish, aryl attaint the ireerucrr of their kirrgfloru."
-Hume, Apprnrlrh: 2.

The provision, also, in the 64th chapter of Magna Carts., that " all unjust. and illegal
dines, and all a.mcl1:elncnts, imposed unjustly, mad contrary In tha- Law of the Land, shall

be entirely forgiven," II' c.; and the provision, in chapter 61, that the king " will enuse
full justice t.o be administered " in regard to " all thus~ things, of which any PQl's1\l1
his. without. lcgnl judgment of his peers, been mlispossessed or-deprived, either by King

Henry, our lather, or our brother, King l{ieimrd,' indieato the tyrannical practices
that prevail ed.

Wo are told also that John himself "haul dispossessed scvcml great men without
any judgment, of their peers, condemned others to cruel deaths, * * insomuch that
his tyrannical will stood instead of a law." - E¢hanl's Malory of England, 106.

Now all these things were very unnecessary and foolish, if his laws were binding

10*
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law, could give rise to a criminal suit, in which the jury
would be bound to hold the same law invalid. So that, if an
unjust law were binding upon a jury in civil suits, a dcfcnd-
ant, by resisting the execution of the judgment, could, In cfcd,
convert the civil action into a criminal one, in which the jury
would be paramount to the same legislation, to which, in the
civil suit, they were subordinate. In other words, in the cri//i~
anal suit, the jury would be obliged to justify tlle defendant in
resisting a law, which, in the civil suit, they had said he was
bound to submit to.

To make this point plain to the most common mind -sup-
pose a law be enacted that the property of A shall be given to
B. B brings a civil action to obtain possession of it. If the
jury, in this civil suit, are bound to hold the law obligatory,
they render a judgment in favor of B, that he be put in pos-
session of the property, Z/zereby declaring that A is bound Io
submit to a law .cleprivfirrg /rim of /tis properly. But when the
execution of that judgment comes to be attempted - that is,
when the sheriff comes to take the property for the purpose
of delivering it to B -A. acting, as he has a natural right to
do, in deface of his property, resists and kills the sheriff He
is thereupon indicted for murder. On this trial his plea is,
that in killing the sheriff, he was simply exercising his natural
right of defending his property against an unjust law. The
jury, not being bound, in a crirniizal case, by the authority of
an unjust law, judge the act on its nicrits, and acquit th'e de-
fendant- thus declaring that he was not bound to submit to
the same law which the jury, in the civil suit, had., by their
judgment, declared that he was bound to submit to. Here is
a contradiction between the two judgments. In the civil suit,
the law is declared to be obligatory upon As in the criminal
suit, the same law is declared to be of no obligation.

upon juries; because, in that case, he could have procured the conviction of these men
in a legal manner, and thus have saved the necessity of such usurpation. In short, if
the laws of the king had been binding upon juries, there is no robbery, vengeance, or
oppression, which he eouid not have accomplished through the judgments of juries.
This eonsideiution is suflieient, of itself, to prove that the laws of the king were of no
authority over a jury, in either civil or criminal cases, unless the juries regarded the
laws as just in themselves.
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It would be a solecism and absurdity in government to
allow such consequences as these. Besides, it would be prac-
tically impossible to maintain government on such principles 3
for no government could enforce its civil judgments, unless it
could support them by criminal ones, in case of resistance. A
jury must therefore be paramount to legislation in both civil
and criminal cases, or in neither. If they are paramount in
neither, they are ll0 protection to liberty. If they are para-
mount in both, then all legislation goes only for what it may
chalice to be worth in the estimation of a jury.

Another reason why Magna Carts makes the discretion and
consciences of juries paramount to all legislation in civil suits,
is, that if legislation were binding upon a jury, the jurors -
(by reason of their being unable to read, as jurors in those
days were, and also by reason of malty of the statutes being
unwritten, or at least not so many copies written as that juries
could be supplied with them) - would have been necessitated

-at least in those courts in which the king's justices sat - to
take the word of those justices as to what the laws of tlle king
really were. In other words, they would have been necessi-
tated to take z'/ze [to from z'/te court, as jurors do now.

Now there were two TCZISOIIS why, as we may rationally
suppose, the people did not wish juries to take their law from
the king's judges. One was, that, at that day, the people
probably had sense enough to see, (what we, at this day, have
not sense enough to sec, although we have the evidence of it
every day before our eyes,) that those judges, being dependent
upon the legislative power, (the king,l being appointed by it,
paid by it, and removable by it at pleasure, would be mere
tools of that power, and would hold all its legislation obliga-
tory, whether it were just or unjust. This was OIIC reason,
doubtless, why Magna Carta made juries, in civil suits, para-
mount to all instructions of the king's judges. The reason
was precisely the same as that for making them paramount to
all instructions of judges in criminal suits, viz., that the people
did not choose to subject their rights of property, and all other
rights involved in civil suits, to the operation of such laws as
the king night please to enact, It was seen that to allow the
king's judges to dictate the law to the jury would be equiva-
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lent to making the legislation of the king imperative upon the
jury.

Another reason why the people did not wish juries, in civil
suits, to take their law from the king's judges, doubtless was,
that, knowing the dependence of the judges upon the king,
and knowing that the king would, of course, tolerate no judges
who were not subservient to his will, they necessarily inferred
that the king's judges would be as corrupt, in the administra-
tion of justice, as was the king himself, or as he wished them
to be. And how corrupt that was, may be inferred from the
following historical facts.

H Lune says :

" It appears that the ancient kings of England put them-
selves entirely upon the footing of the barbarous Eastern
princes, whom no man must approach without a present, who
sell all their good cilices, and who intrude themselves into
every business that they may have a pretence for extorting
money. Even justice was avowedly bought and sold 5 the
king's court itself, though the supreme judicature of the king-
dom, was open to none that brought not presents to the kings
the bribes given for expedition, delay, suspension, and doubt-
less for the perversion of justice, were entered in the public
registers of the royal revenue, and remain as monuments of
the perpetual iniquity and tyranny ot" the times. The barons
ot" the exchequer, tor instance, the first nobility of the kingdom,
were not ashamed to insert, as an article in their records, that
the county of Norfolk paid a sum that they might be fairly
dealt with; the borough of Yarmouth, that the king's charters,
which they have for their liberties, might not be violated;
Richard, son of Gilbert, for the king's helping him to recover
his debt from the Jews, * Serlo, son of 'l`erlavaston, that
he might be permitted to make his deface, in case he were
accused of a certain homicide, Walter de Burton, for free law,
if accused of wounding another; Robert de Essart, for having
an inquest to find whether Roger, the butcher, and Wace and
Humphrey, accused him of robbery and theft out of envy and
ill-will, or not; William Buhnrst, for having an inquest to
find whether he were accused of the death of one Godwin, out
of ill-will, or for just cause. I have selected these few in-
stances from a great number of the like kind, which Madox
had selected from a still greater number, preserved in the
ancient rolls of tlle exchequer.

Sometimes a party litigant offered the king a certain por-
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son, a half, a third, a fourth, payable out of the debts which
he, as the executor of justice, should assist in recovering.
Theophania de \Vestland agreed to pay the half of two hun-
dred and twelve marks, that she might recover that sum
against James de Fughleston 3 Solomon, the Jew, engaged to
pay one mark Ont of every seven that he should recover against
Hugh de la Hose , Nicholas lllorrel promised to pay sixty
pounds, that the Iuarl ot" Flanders might be distained to pay
him three hundred and forty-three pounds, which the earl
had taken from him 3 and these sixty pounds were to be paid
out of the first money that Nicholas should recover from the
earl." - Hume, Appendix 2.

" In the reign of Henry II., the best and most just of these
(the Norman) princes, * * Peter, of Blois, a judicious and
even elegant writer, of that age, gives a pathetic description
of l/ze t'e/mli/y rzfjuslice, and the oppressions of the poor, * *
and he scruples not to complain to the king himself of these
abuses. Wc may judge what the case would be under the
overnment of worse rices." --Hume A Bendix 2.g P 7 p]
Carte says :
"The crown exercised in those days an exorbitant and in-

convcuieut power, ordering the justices of the king's court, in
suits about lands, to turn out, put, and keep in possession,
which of the litigants they pleased ; to send contradictory
orders; and take large sums of money from each J to respite
proceedings, to direct sentences ; and the judges, acting by
their commission, conceived themselves bound to observe such
orders, to the great delay, interruption, and preventing of jus-

ce, at least, this "S s2.lohn's practice." - Carte's History of
fila/rd, vol. 1, p. 3 .

Haller says :
" But of all the abuses that deformed the Anglo-Saxon gov-

ernment, none was so flagitious as the sale of judicial redress.
The king, we are often told, is the fountain of justice; but in
those ages it was one which gold alone could unseal. Men
filled Jai cl fines to have risfht done them' to sue in a certainl , _D 7 . .
court; to in plead a certain person , to have restitution of
land which they had recovered at law. From the sale of that
justice which every citizen has a right to demand, it was an
easy transition to withhold or deny it. Fines were received
for the klng's help against the adverse suitor; that is, for per-
version of justice, or for delay.
by opposite parties, and, of course, for opposite ends." .--
llliddle Ages, 438.

Sometimes they were paid
2
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In allusion to the provision of Magna Carta on this subject,
Heller says :

" A law which enacts that justice shall neither be sold, de-
nied, nor delayed, stamps with infamy that government under
which it had become necessary." -2 Middle Ages, 451.

Lingard, speaking of the times of Henry II., (say 1184,)
says :

cc It was universally understood that money possessed greater
influence than justice in the royal courts, and instances are on
record, in which one party has made the king a present to ac-
celerate, and the other by a more valuable offer has succeeded
in retarding a decision. But besides the fines paid to the
sovereigns, I/ze judges often exacted presents for 1/ze'/nselues,
and loud complaints existed against their venality and in-
justice." -2 Lingard, 231.

Ih the narrative of " The costs and charges which I, Richard
de Amnesty, bestowed in recovering the land of Vlfilliam, my
uncle," (some fifty years before Magna Carta,) are the follow-
ing items :

"To Ralph, the king's physician, I gave thirty-six marks
and one half; to the king an hundred marks, and to the queen
one mark of gold." The result is thus stated. " At last,
thanks to our lord the king, and by judgment of his court, my
uncle's land was adjudged to me." -2 Palgrauds Rise and
Progress of L'/ae English Commonwealth, p. 9 and 24.

Palgrave also says :
in The precious ore was cast into the scales of justice, even

when held by the most conscientious of our Anglo-Saxon
kings. A single case will exemplify the practices which pre-
vailed. Alfric, the heir of 'Aylwin, the black,' seeks to set
aside the deatl1~bed bequest, by which his kinsman bestowed
four rich and fertile manors upon St. Benedict. Alfric, the
claimant, was supported by extensive and powerful con-
nexions 5 and Abbot Alf wine, the defendant, was well aware
that there would be danger in the discussion of the dispute in
public, or before the Folkmoot, (people's meeting, or county
court); or, in other words, that the Thanes of the shire wou'd
do their best to give a judgment in favor of their compeer.
The plea lacing removed into the Royal Court, the abbot acted
with that prudence which so often calls forth the praises of the
monastic scribe. He gladly emptied twellty marks of gold
into the sleeve of the Confessor, (l8dwa1'd,) and live marks of
gold presented to Edith, the Fair, encouraged her to aid the

#8
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Pale/'ave's Rise and Progress, ¢§~c., p. 650.

But Magna Carla has another provision for the trial of civil
suits, that obviously had its origin in the corruption of the
king's judges. The provision is, that four knights, to be
chosen in every county, by the people of the county, shall sit
with the lring's judges, in the Common Pleas, in jury trials,
lassies,) on the trial of three certain kinds of suits, that were
among the most important that were tried at all. '1`he reason
for tllis provision undoubtedly was, that the corruption and
subserviency of the king's judges were so well known, that
the people would not even trust them to sit alone in a jury trial
of any considerable importance. The provision is this Z

bishop, and to exercise her gentle influence in his favor. Al-
fric, with equal wisdom, withdrew from prosecuting the hope-
less cause, in which his opponent might possess au advocate
in the royal judge, and a friend in the king's consort. Both
parties. therefore, found it desirable to come to an agreement."

1

C/1ap. 22, (of .john's Charter.) " Common Pleas shall not
follow our court, but shall be holden in some certain place.
Trials upon the writ of novel disseisin, and of _lllorl d Aucesler,
and of Da/'rein Presentment, shall be taken but in their proper
counties, and after this manner : We, or, if we should be out
of our realm, our chief judiciary, shall send two justiciaries
through every county four times a year, who, oil/L four
/mfg./als c/msen out of every 5/Lire, by I/Le people, s/tall /told
l/Le assizes (juries) i/L Z/Le county, 0/z Z/te day and al I/ze place
appointed."

It would be very unreasonable to suppose that the king's
judges were allowed to dictate the law to the juries, when the
people would not even suffer them to sit alone in jury trials,
but themselves chose four men to sit with them, to keep them
honest.1'

* By the Magna Carts of Henry III. this is changed to once a year.
'I' From the provision of Magna Carts, cited in the text, it, must, he inferred that there

can be no legal trial by jury, in civil cases, if only the king's justices preside ; that, tO
make the trial legal, there must he other persons, chosen by the people, to sit with
them; the object being to prevent the jury's being deceived by the justices. I think
wemust also infer that the king's justices could sit only in the three actions specially
mcntioncrl. We cannot go beyond the letter of .lllargna Carts, in making innovations
upon the common law, which required all presiding officers in jury trials to be elected
by the people.
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This practice of sending the king's judges into the counties
to preside at jury trials, was introduced by the Norman kings.
Under the Saxons it was not so. AQ; ojicer of Z/te Iring was
allowed Zo preside at azury Zrir/l ,° but only magistrates chosen
by Z/1e }}eo.ple.*

But the following chapter of John's charter, which imme-
diately succeeds the Ol18 just quoted, and refers to the same
suits, affords very strong, not to say conclusive, proof, that
juries judged of the law in civil suits-that is, made the law,
so far as their deciding according to their own notions of jus-
tice could make the law.

C/mp. 23. " And if, on the county day, the aforesaid assizes
cannot be taken, so many knit/als and free/Lolders shall remain,
of Z/Lose who shall have been press/zl on said day, as L'/Lal Z/ze
jzndgnzenls may be rendered by l/lem, whether the business be
more or less."

* " The calls, sheriEs, and head-boroughs were annually elected in the full folcmote,
(people's meeting)."- Introduction to Gilbert's History of the Common Pleas, p. 2, rate.

" It was the especial province of the earldomcn or earl to attend the shyre-meeting,
(the county court,) twice a year, and there ollieiatc as the county judge in expounding
the secular laws, as appears by the Fifth of Edgar's laws."- Same, p. 2, note.

"Every ward had its proper alderman, who was chosen, and not imposed by the
pr inee." - Same, p. 4, test.

" As the aldermen, or earls, were always chosen " (by the people) "from among the
greatest thanes, who in those times were generally more addicted to arms than to lcttrcrs,
they were but ill-qualified for the administration of justice, and performing the civil
duties of their oilice."-3 Hellry's History of Great Britain, 343.

"But none of these thanes were annually elected in the full folemote, (people's
meeting,) o the earls, shenjrs, and head-boroughs were; nor did King Alfred (as this
author suggests) deprive the people of the election of those last mentioned magistrates
and nobles, much less did he appoint them himself."--Litrod. to Gilbert's Hist. Com.
Pleas, p. 2, note.

"The sheriff was usually not appointed by the lord, but elected by the frecholclers
of the district."-Political Dictionary, word Shena.

"Among the most remarkable of the Saxon laws we may reckon * * the election
of their magistrates by the people, originally even that of their kings, till dear-bought
experience evinced the convenience and necessity of establishing an hereditary succession
to the crown. But that (the election) of all subordinate magistrates, their military oEicers
or heretochs, their sheritlls, their conservators of the peace, their eoreners, theirportreeves,
(since changed into mayors and bailih"s,) and even their tithing-men and borsholdcrs at
the last, continued, some, till the Norman conquest, others for two centuries after, and

some remain to this day."--4 Blackstone, 413.
"The election of sheriffs was left to the people, according to ancient usage."-St.

West. 1, e. 27. - Crabbe's History of English Law, 181.

i
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The meaning of this chapter is, that so many of the civil
suits, as could not be tried on the day when the king's justices
were present, should be tried afterwards, by the four knights
before mentioned, and the free/zolders, I/nd is, Ihejzzry. It must
be admitted, of course, that the juries, i11 those cases, judged
the matters of law, as well as fact, unless it be presumed that
the /sig/Ms dictated the law to the jury-a thing of which
there is 110 evidence at all.

As a Goal proof on this point, there is a statute enacted sev-
enty years after Magna Carta, which, although it is contrary
to the common law, and therefore void, is nevertheless good
evidence, inasmuch as it contains an acknowledgment, on the
part of the king himself; that juries had a right to judge of
the whole matter, law and fact, in civil suits. The provision
is this :

" It is ordained, that the justices assigned to take the ztssizes,
shall not compel the jurors to say precisely whether it be dis-
seisin, or not, so that they do show the truth of the deed, and
seek aid of the justices. But if they will, of their own accord,
say that it is disseisin, or lot, their verdict shall be admitted
at their own peril." - 13 Edward I, st. 1, oh. 31 sec. 2. $285.)

The question of "disseisin, or not," was a question of law,
as well as fact. This statute, therefore, admits that the law,
as well as the fact, was in the hands of the jury. The statute
is nevertheless void, because the king had no authority to give
jurors a dispensation from the obligation imposed upon them
by their oaths and the "law of the land," that they should.
" make known the truth according their (own) consciences."
This they were bound to do, and there was no power in the
king to absolve them from the duty. And the attempt of" the
king thus to absolve them, and authorize them to throw the-
case into the hands of the judges for decision, was simply an
illegal and unconstitutional attempt to overturn the " law of
the land," which he was sworn to maintain, and gather power
into his own hands, through his judges. Ile had just as much
constitutional power to enact that the jurors should not be com-
pelled to declare the fads, but that they might leave 1/tcm,
be determined by the king's judges, as he had to enact that they

11

to



122 TRIAL BY JURY.

should not be compelled to declare the law, but might leave if
to be decided by the king's judges. It was as much the legal
duty of the jury to decide the law as to decide the fact; and
no law of the king could affect their obligation to do either.
Aild this statute is only one example of the numberless con-
trivances and usurpations which have been resorted to, for the
purpose of destroying the original and genuine trial by jury.

1
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'CHAPTER V.

OBJECTIONS ANSWERED

THE following objections will be made to the doctrines and
Ethe evidence presented in the preceding chapters.

1. That it is a wzuxim of the law, that the judges respond
to the question of law, and juries only to the question of fact.

The answer to this objection is, that, since Magna Carta,
judges have had more than six centuries in which to invent
and promulgate pretended maxims to snit theinselves, and
this is one of them. Instead of expressing the law, it expresses
nothing but the ambitious and lawless will of" the judges
themselves, and of those whose instruments they are.

2. It will be asked, Of what use are the justices, if the
jurors judge both of' law and fact '!

The answer is, that they are of lose, 1. To assist and en-
lighten the jurors, if they can, "by their advice and informa-
tion ; such advice and information to be received only for what
*they may chance to be worth in the estimation of the jurors.
2. To do anything that may be necessary in regard to grant-
ing appeals and new trials.

3. lt is said that it would be absurd that twelve ignorant
men should have power to judge of the law, while justices
learned in the law should be compelled to sit by and see the
law decided erroneously.

One answer to this objection is, that the powers of juries

* Judges do not even live up to that port of their own maxim, which requires jurors
'to try the lnaftter of ihct. By dictating to them the laws of evidenee,- that is, by
-dictating what evidence they may hear, and wlmt they may not hear, and dsc by dic-
tuting to them rules br weighing such evidence as they permit them to hear, - they
of necessity dictate the conclusion to which they shnll an-ive. And thus the court
really tries the question of fact, as well as the question of law, in every cause. It is
clearly impossible, in the nature of things, for :L jury to try a. question of fsuzt, without
trying every question of law on which the Duct depends.
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are not granted to them on the supposition that they know the
law better than the justices; but on the ground that the jus-
tices are untrustworthy, that they are exposed to bribes, are
themselves fond of power and authority, and are also the
dependent and subservient creatures of the legislature 5 and
that to allow their to dictate the law, would not only expose

the rights of par ties to be sold for money, but would be equiv-
alent to surrcudering all the property, liberty, and rights of the
people, unreservedly into the hands of arbitrary power, Qthe
legislature.) to be disposed of at its pleasure. The powers of
juries, therefore, not only place a curb upon the powers of
legislators and judges, but imply also an imputation upon their
integrity and trustworthiness 5 and l//csc are the reasons why
legislators and judges have formerly entertained the intensest
hatred of juries, and, so fast as they could do it without
alarming the people for their liberties, have, by indirection,
denied, undermined, and practically destroyed their power.
And it is only since all the real power of juries has been de-
stroyed, and they have become mere tools in the hands of'
legislators and judges, that they have become favorites with
them.

Legislators and judges are necessarily exposed to all the
temptations of nloney, fame, and power, to induce them to
disregard justice between parties, and sell the rights, and vio-
late the liberties of the people. Jurors, on the other hand,
are exposed to none of these temptations. They are not liable
to bribery, for they are unknown to the parties until they
come into the jury-box. They can rarely gain either fame,
power, or money, by giving erroneous decisions. Their ofliees
are temporary, and they know that when they shall have exe-
cuted them, they must, return to the people, to hold all their
own rights in life subject to the liability of such judgments, by
their successors, as they themselves have given an example
for. The laws of human nature do not permit the supposition
that twelve men, taken by lot from the mass of the people,
and acting under such circumstances, will all prove dishonest.
It is a supposable case that they may not be sufficiently en-
lightened to know and do their whole duty, i11 all cases what-
soever, but that they should all prove dis/wuest, is not within

1
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:the range of probability. A jury, therefore, insures to us -
what no other court does-that first and indispensable
requisite in a judicial tribunal, integrity.

4. It is alleged that if juries are allowed to judge of the
law, lhcy decide the law absolu/ely; l/tal their decision must
necessarily stand, be it right or 14-rang; and that this power
of absolute decision would be dangerous in their hands, by
a'cason of their ignorance of the law.

One answer is, that this power, which juries have of judg-
ing of the law, is not a power of absolute decision in all cases.
For example, it is a power to declare imperatively that a
man's property, liberty, or life, shall not be taken from him ;
but it is not a power to declare imperatively that they shall be
taken from him.

Magna Carta does not provide that the judgments of the
peers shall be executed ; but only that no other than llzeirjudg-
ments shall ever be executed, so./lu' as to lalz a ]ulrly's goods,
rig/its, 07' person, t/zereon.

A judgment of the peers may be reviewed, and invalidated,
and a new trial granted. So that practically a jury has no
absolute power to take a party's goods, rights, or person.
'They have only an absolute veto upon their being taken by
the government. The government is not bound to do every-
thing that a jury may adjudge. It is only prohibited from
doing anything _ (that is, from taking a party's goods, rights,
or person) unless a jury have first adjudged it to be done.

But it will, perhaps, be said, that if an erroneous judgment
of one jury should be reiiflirrned by another, on a new trial,
it must l/:eu be executed. But Magna Carts does not corn-
mand even this- - although it might, perhaps, have been rea-
souably safe for it to have done so- for if two juries unan-
imously afiirrn the same thing, after all the light and aid that
judges and lawyers can affOrd them, that fact probably fur-
nishes as strong a presumption in Rftvor of the correctness of
their opinion, as can ordinarily be obtained in favor of a
judgment, by any measures of a practical character for the
administration of justice. Still, there is nothing in Magna
Carta that compels the execution of even a second judgment
~of a jury. The only injunction of Magna Carta upon the

I I *
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government, as to what it shall do, O11 this point, is that it
shall "do justice and right," without sale, denial, or delay.
But this leaves the government all power of determining what
is justice and right, except that it shall not consider anything
as justice and right- so far as to carry it into execution
against the goods, rights, or person of a party -unless it be
soinetliing which a jury have sanctioned.

If the government had no alternative but to execute all
judgments of a jury indiscriminately, the power of juries
would unquestionably be dangerous, for there is no doubt that
they may sometimes give hasty and erroneous judgments. But
when it is considered that their judgments can be reviewed,
and new trials granted, this danger is, for all practical pur-
poses, obviated.

If it be said that juries may successively give erroneous
judgments, and that new tl'ials cannot be granted indefinitely,
the answer is, that so far as Magna Carta is concerned, there
is nothing to prevent the granting of new trials iridehnitely, if
the judgments of juries are contrary to "justice and right."
So that Magna Carta does not require any judgment what-
ever tO be executed -so far as to take a party's goods, rights,
or person, thereon - unless it be concurred in by both court
and jury.

Nevertheless, we may, for the sake of the argument, sup-
.pose the existence of a practical, if not legal, necessity, for
executing some judgment or other, in cases where juries per-
sist in disagreeing with the courts. In such cases, the principle
of Magna Carts unquestionably is, that the uniform judg-
ments of successive juries shall prevail over the opinion of the
court. And the reason of this principle is obvious, viz., that
it is the will of the country, and not the will of the court, or
the government, that must determine what laws shall be estab-
lished and enforced; that the concurrent judgments of success-
ive juries, given in opposition to all the reasoning which

u neeessa-
rily be presumed to be a truer exposition of the will of the
country, than are the opinions of the judges. .

But it may be said that, unless jurors submit to the control
of the court, in matters of law, they may disagree among

judges and lawyers can offer to the contrary, must

I
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themselves, and never come to any judgment; and thus justice
fail to be done.

Such a case is perhaps possible; but, if possible, it can occur
but rarely, because, although one jury may disagree, a suc-
cession of juries are not likely to disagree - that is, on mailers
of natural law, or abstract justice* If such a thing should
occur, it would almost certainly be owing to the attempt of
the court to mislead them. It is hardly possible that any
other cause should be adequate to produce such an effect ; be-
cause justice comes very ll€u.I` to being a self-evident principle.
The mind perceives it almost intuitively. If, in addition to this,
the court be uniformly on the side of justice, it is not a reason-
able supposition that a succession of juries should disagree
about it. If, therefore, a succession of juries do disagree on
the law of any case, the presumption is, not that justice fails
of being done, but that injustice is prevented .-.. l/ull injustice,
which would be done, if the opinion of the court were suffered
to control the jury.

For the sake of the argument, however, it may be admitted
to be possible that justice should sometimes fail of being done
through the disagreements of jurors, notwithstanding all the
light which judges and lawyers can throw upon the-question
in issue. If it be asked what provision the trial by jury
makes for such cases, the answer is, it makes none; and jus-
tice must fail of being done, from l/ze we/zl of ils'bei/rg made
sucicntly intelligible.

Under the trial by jury, justice can never be done - that is,
by a judgment that shall take a party's goods, rights, or per-
son . until that justice can be made intelligible or perceptible
to the minds of all the jurors; or, at least, until it obtain the
voluntary assent of all--an assent, which ought not to be
given until the justice itself shall have become perceptible
to all.

* Most disaigrecmcnts of juries are on matters of ret, which are admitted to be with-
in their province. We have little or no evidence of their disagreements on matters of
natural justice. The disngrcelnents of courts on matters of law, afford little or no
evidence that juries would also disagree on uuittcrs of law-that is, of jmtice; bc-
cause the disagreements of courts are generally on matters of hgislalivn, and not on
these principles of abstract justice, by which juries would be govcmcd, and in regard
to which the minds of men are nearly unanimous.
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The principles of the trial by jury, then, are these :
1. That, i11 criminal cases, the accused is presumed inno~

cent.
2. That, in civil eases, possession is presumptive proof of

property, or, in other words, every man is presumed to be the
rightful proprietor of whatever he has in his possession.

3. That these presumptions shall be overcome, in a court
of justice, only by evidence, the sufficiency of which, and
by law, the justice of which, are satisfactory to the under-
standing and consciences of all the jurors.

These are the bases on which the trial by jury places the
property, liberty, and rights of every individual.

But some one will say, if these are the principles of the
trial by jury, then it is plain that justice must often fail to be
done. Admitting, for the sake of the argument, that this may
be true, the compensation for it is, that positive injustice will
also often fail to be done; whereas otherwise it would be done
frequently. The very precautions used to prevent iryustice
being done, may often have the effect to prevent police being
done. But are we, therefore, to take no precautions against
injustice? By no means, all will agree. The question then
arises --. Does the trial by jury, as /acre explained, involve
such extreme and unnecessary precautions against injustice, as
to interpose unnecessary obstacles to the doing of justice ?
Men of different minds may very likely answer this question
differently, according as they have more or less confidence in
the wisdom and justice of legislators, the integrity and inde-
pendence of judges, and the intelligence of jurors. This
much, however, may be said in favor of these precautions,
viz., that the history of the past, as well as our constant pres-
ent experience, prove how much injustice may, and certainly
will, he done, systematically and continually, for Z/Le wan! of
these precarzlions- that is, while the law is authoritatively
made and expounded by legislators and judges. On the other
hand, we have no such evidence of how much justice may
fail to be done, by reason of Z/Lese precazzlions - that is, by
reason of the law being left to the judgments and consciences
of jurors. We can determine the former point - that is, how
much positive injustice is done under the first of these two

I

I



OBJECTIONS ANSWERED. 129

systems -because the system is in full operation 1 but we
cannot determine llow much justice would fail to be done
under the latter system, because we have, i11 modern times,
had no experience of the use of the precautions themselves.
In ancient times, when these precautions were vzomirwlly in
force, such was the tyranny of kings, and such the poverty,
ignorance, and the inability of concert and resistance, on the
part of the people, that the system had no full or fair opera-
tion. It, nevertheless, under all these disadvantages, impressed
itself upon the understandings, and imbedded itself in the
hearts, of the people, so as no other system of civil liberty has
ever done.

But this view of the two systems compares only the injus-
tice done, and the justice omitted to be done, in the individual
cases adjudged, without looking beyond them. And some
persons might, on first thought, argue that, if justice failed of
being done under the one system, oftener than positive injus-
tice were done under the other, the balance was in favor of
the latter system. l8ut such a weighing of the two systems
against each other gives no true idea of their comparative
merits or derncrits; for, possibly, in this view alone, the balance
would not be very great in favor of either. To compare, or
rather to contrast, the two, we must consider that, under the
jury system, the failures to do justice would be only rare and
exceptional cases; and would be owing either to the intrinsic
ditliculty of the questions, or to the fact that the parties had
transacted their business in a manner unintelligible to the
jury, and the effects would be confined to the individual or
individuals interested i11 the particular suits. No permanent
law would be established thereby destructive of the rights of
the people in other like cases. And the people at large would
continue to enjoy all their natural rights as before. But under
the other system, whenever' an unjust law is enacted by the
legislature, and the judge imposes it upon the jury as author-
itative, and they give a judgment in accordance therewith, the
authority of the law is thereby established, and the whole
people are thus brought under tlle yoke of that law ; because
they then understand that the law will be enforced against
them in future, if they presume to exercise their rights, or
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refuse to comply with the exactions of the law. In this man-
ner all unjust laws are established, and made operative against
the rights of the people.

The dif*l"erence, then, between the two systems is this : Un-
der the one system, a jury, at distant intervals, would (not
enforce any positive injustice, but only) fail of enforcing jus-
tice, in a dark and difficult case, or in consequence of the
parties not having transacted their business in a manner intel-
ligible to a jury; and the plaintiff would thus fail of obtaining
what was rightfully due him. And there the matter would
end, for evil, though not for good; for thenceforth parties,
warned of the danger of losing their rights, would be careful
to transact their business in a more clear and intelligible man-
ner. Under the other system - the system of legislative and
judicial authority - positive injustice is not only done in every
suit arising under unjust laws, - that is, men's property,
liberty, or lives are not only unjustly taken on those particular
judgments,-but the rights of the whole people are struck
down by the authority of the laws thus enforced, and a wide-
sweeping tyranny at once put in operation.

But there is another ample and conclusive answer to the
argument that justice would often fail to be done, if jurors
were allowed to be governed by their own consciences, instead
of the direction of the justices, in matters of law. That an-
swer is this :

Legitimate government can be formed only by the voluntary
association of all who contribute to its support. As a volun-
tary association, it can have for its objects only those things
in which the members of the association are all agreed. If,
therefore, there be any justice, in regard to which all the par-
ties to the government are not agreed, the objects of the asso-
ciation do not extend to it*

* This is the principle of all voluntary asssociations whatsoever. No voluntary asso-
ciation was ever formed, and in the nature of things there never can be one formed, for
the accomplishment of any objects except those in which all the parties to the associa-
tion are agreed. Government, therefore, must be kept within these limits, or it is no
longer a voluntary association of all who contribute to its support, but a mere tyranny
established by a part over the rest.

All, or nearly all, voluntary associations give to a majority, or to some other portion
of the members less than the whole, the right to use some limited discretion as to the
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If any of the members wish more than this,- if they claim
to have acquired a more extended knowledge of justice than
is common to all, and wish to have their pretended discoveries
carried into effect, in reference to themselves,-they must either
form a separate association for that purpose, or be content to
wait until they can make their views intelligible to the people
at large. They cannot claim or expect that the whole people
shall practise the folly of taking on trust their pretended supe-
rior knowledge, and of cornrnittiug blindly into their hands all
their own interests, liberties, and rights, to be disposed of on
principles, the justness of which the people thenisclves cannot
comprehend.

A government of the whole, therefore, must necessarily con-
Hne itself to the administration of such principles of law as
all the people, who contribute to the support of the govern-
ment, can comprehend and see the justice of And it can be
confined within those limits only by allowing the jurors, who
represent all the parties to the compact, to judge of the law,
and the justice of the law, in all eases whatsoever. And if
any justice be left undone, under these circumstances, it is a
justice for which the nature of the association does not provide,
which the association docs not undertake to do, and which, as
an association, it is under no obligation to do.

The people at large, tlle unlearned and common people,
have certainly an indisputable right to associate for the estab-
lishment and maintenance of such a government as they fl1cm-
selves see the justice of, and feel the need of, for the promotion
of their own interests, and the safety of their ow11 rights,
without at the same time surrendering all their property, lib-
erty, and rights into the hands of men, who, under the pre-
tenee of a superior and incomprehensible knowledge of justice,
may dispose of such property, liberties, and rights, in a
manner to suit their own selfish and dishonest purposes.

means W be used to accomplish the ends in view; but the ends thmisrlves to be accom--
plished are always precisely dciined, and are such as every member necessarily agrees
to, else he would not voluntarily join the association.

Justice is the object of government., and those who support the government, must be
agreed as in the justice to bo executed by it, or they cannot rightfully unite in main-
taining the government itself.



132 TRIAL BY JURY.

If a government were to be established and supported solely

by that portion of the people who lay claim to superior knowl-
edge, there would be some consistency in their saying that the
common people should not be received as jurors, with power
to judge of the justice of tlle laws. But so long as the whole
people (or all the male adults) are presumed to be voluntary
parties to the government, and voluntary contributors to its
support, there is no consistency in refusing to any one of them
more than to another the right to sit as juror, with full power
to decide for himself whether any law that is proposed to be
enforced in any particular case, be within the objects of the
association.

The conclusion, therefore, is, that, in a government formed
by voluntary association, or on the 1/zeory of voluntary asso-
ciation, and voluntary support, (as all the North American
governments al'e,) no law can rightfully be enforced by the
association in its corporate capacity, against the goods,
rights, or person of any individual, except it be such as all
the members of the association agree that it may enforce. To
enforce any other law, to the extent of taking a man's
goods, rights, or person, would be making some of the parties
to the association accomplices in what they regard as acts of
injustice. It would also be making them consent to what they
regard as the destruction of their own rights. These are
things which no legitimate system or theory of government
can require of any of the parties to it.

The mode adopted, by the trial by jury, for ascertaining
whether all the parties to the government do approve of a par-
ticular law, is to take twelve men at random from the whole
people, and accept their unanimous decision as representing
the opinions of the whole. Even this mode is not theoretically
accurate , for theoretical accuracy would require that every
man, who was a party to the government, should individually
give his consent to the enforcement of every law in every sep-
arate case. But such a thing would be impossible in practice.
The consent of twelve men is therefore taken instead, with
the privilege of appeal, and (in case of error found by the
the appeal court) a new trial, to guard against possible mis-
takes. This system, it is assumed, will ascertain the sense of
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the whole people - " the country " with sufficient accuracy
for all practical purposes, and with as much accuracy as is
practicable without too great inconvenience and expense.

5. Another objection that will perhaps be made to allowing
jurors to judge of the law, and the justice of the law, is, that
the law would be uncertain.

If, by this objection, it be meant that the law would be un-
certain to the minds of the people at large, so that they would
not know what the juries would sanction and what condemn,
and would not therefore know practically what their own
rights and liberties were under the law, the objection is thor-
oughly baseless and false. No system of law that was ever
devised could be so entirely intelligible and ccrtaiu to the
minds of the people at large as this. Compared with it, the
complicated systems of law that are compounded of the law
of nature, of constitutional grants, of innumerable and inces-
santly changing legislative enactments, and of countless and
contradictory judicial decisions, with no uniform principle of
reason or justice running through them, are among the blind-
est of all the mazes in which unsophisticated minds were ever
bewildered and IOSL The uncertainty of the law under these
systems has become a proverb. So great is this uncertainty,
that nearly all men, learned as well as unlearned, shun the
law as their enemy, instead of resorting to it for protection.
They usually go into courts of justice, so called, only as men
go into battle - when there is no alternative left for them.
And even then they go into them as men go into dark laby-
rinths and caverns- with no knowledge of tIleir own, but
trusting wholly to their guides. Yet, less fortunate than other
adventurers, they can have little confidence even in their
guides, for the reason that the guides themselves know little
of the mazes they are threading. They know the mode and
place of entrance, hut what they will meet with on their
way, and what will be the time, mode, place, or condition of
their exit 3 whether they will emerge into a prison, or not ;
whether wholly naked and destitute, or not; whether with
their reputations left to them, or not; and whether in time or
eternity , experienced and honest guides rarely venture to pre-
dict. Was there ever such fatuity as that of a nation of men
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madly bent on building up such labyrinths as these, for no
other purpose than that of exposing all their rights of reputa-
tion, property, liberty, and life, to the hazards of being lost in
them, instead of being content to live in the light of the open
day of their own understandings '8

What hollest, unsophisticated man ever found himself in'-
volved in a lawsuit, that he did not desire, of all things, that
his cause might be judged of on principles of natural justice,
as those pl'illciples were understood by plain men like himself?
He would then feel that he could foresee the result. These
plain men are the men who pay the taxes, and support the
government. Why should they not have such an administra-
tion of justice as they desire, and can understand 'l

If the jurors were to judge of the law, and the justice of
the law, there would be something like certainty in the ad-
ministration of justice, and in the popular knowledge of the
law, and men would govern themselves accordingly. There
would be something like certainty, bec.ause every man has
himself something like definite and clear opinions, and also
knows something of the opinions of his neighbars, on matters
of justice. And he would know that no statute, unless it were
so clearly just as to command the unanimous assent of twelve
men, who should be taken at random from the whole commu-
nity, could be enforced so as to take from him his reputation,
property, liberty, or life. What greater certainty can men;
require or need, as to the laws under which they are to live 'F
If a statute were enacted by a legislature, a man, in order to
know what was its true interpretation, whether it were consti-
tutional, and whether it would be enforced, would not be
under the necessity of waiting for years until some suit had
arisen and been carried through all the stages of judicial pro-
ceeding, to a final decision. He would need only to use his
own reason as to its meaning and its justice, and then talk
with his neighbors on the same points. Unless he found them
nearly unanimous in their interpretation and approbation of it,
he would conclude that juries would not unite in enforcing it,
and that it would consequently be a dead letter. And he
would be safe in corning to this conclusion.

There would be something like certainty in the administra-

I
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dion of justice, and in the popular knowledge of the law, for
the further reason that there would be little legislation, and
Men's rights would be left to stand almost solely upon the law
of nature, or what was once called in England " the eowtmo/a
law," (before so much legislation and usurpation had become
Incorporated into the common law,l-in other words, upon
the principles of natural justice.

Of' the certainty of this law of nature, or the ancient English
common law, l may be excusccl for repeating here what I have
said on another occasion.

"Natural law, so far from being uncertain, when compared
with statutory and constitutional law, is the only thing that
gives any certainty at all to a very large portion of our stat-
tttory and constitutional law. '1'Ile reason is this. The words
in which statutes and constitutions are written are susceptible
of so many different meanings,-meanings vilely different
from, often directly opposite to, each other, in their bearing
'upon men's rights, - that, nil-ess there were some rule of inter-
pretation for deteniminiug which of these various and opposite
meanings are the true ones, there could be no certainty at all
as to the meaning of the statutes und constitutions themselves.
Judges could make almost anything they should please out of
them. l-Ience the necessity of a rule of interpl'etatitiu. Aml
Z/:is rule is, I/:ul I/Ie language of statutes and constitutions
shall he construed, as nearly as possible, consistently wil//,
a=wllu'al law.

The rule assumes, what is true, that natural law is a
thing certain in itself; also that it is capable of being learned.
It assumes, t`urthermore, that it actually is understood by the
legislators and judges who make and interpret the written law.
Of necessity, therefore, it assumes further, that they (the legis-
Gators and judges) are income/lelenl to make and interpret the
scriven law, unless they previously understand the natural
law applicable to the same subject. lt also asst-mes that the
people must understand the natural law, before they can nn-
derstaud the written law.

I t is 8. principle perfectly fhmiliat' to lawyers, and one that
must be perfectly obvious to every other lllall that will reflect
a moment, that, as a general rule, lm one run know; ml( the
wrillcn law is, nnlil he kumis u'/m/ i/ ought i'o be; that men
are liable to be constantly misled he the various and conflict-
ing SCIISCS of the same words, unless they perceive the true
legal scud in which the words ought lo be taken. And testis
true legal sense is the sense that is most. nearly consistent with

I.
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natural law of' any that the words can be made to bear, con-
sistentiy with the laws of language, and appropriately to the
subiccts to which they are applied.

Though the words conlzzin the law, the words themselves
are not the law. Were the words themselves the law, each
single written law would be liable to embrace many different
laws, to wit, as many different laws as there were chfierent
senses, and different combinations of senses, in which each
and all the words were capable of being taken.

Take, for example, the Constitution of the United States,
By adopting one or another sense of the single word "free,"
the whole instrument is changed. Yet the word free is capable
of some ten or twenty different senses. So that, by changing
the sense of that single word, some ten or twenty di1l'erent con-
stitutions could be made out of the same written instrument.
But there are, we will suppose, a thousand other words in the
constitution, each of which is capable of from two to ten differ~
out senses. So that, by changing the sense of only a single
word at 8. time, several thousands of different constitutions
would be made. But this is not all. Variations could also be
made by changing the senses of two or more words at a time,
and these variations could be run through all the changes and
combinations of senses that these thousand words are capable
of. We see, then, that it is no more than a literal truth, that
out of that single instrument, as it now stands, without alter-
ing the location of a single word, might be formed, by con-
struction and interpretation, more different constitutions than
figures can well estimate.

But each written law, in order to be a law, must be taken
only in some one definite and distinct sense; and that definite
and distinct sense must be selected from the almost infinite
variety of senses which its words are capable of. How is this
selection to be made? It can be only by the aid of that per-
oeptiou of natural law, or natural justice, which men naturally
possess. .

Such, then, is the comparative certainty of the natural and
the written law. Nearly all the certainty there is in the latter,
so far as it relates to principles, is based upon, and derived
from, the still greater certainty of the former. In fact, nearly
all the uncertainty of the laws under which we live, - which
are a mixture of natural and written laws, -arises from the
difficulty of construing, or, rather, from the facility of miscon-
struing, the wrillc/L law 3 while natural law has nearly or
quite the same certainty as mathematics. On this point, Sir
William Jones, one of the most learned judges that have ever
lived, learned in Asiatic as well as European law, says, -- and

I
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equivalent for the right to drink water?
Ethe same in regard to all unjust laws.

the fact should be kept forever in mind, as one of the most
important of' all truths : _ "It i I:lensing lo remark I/Ie simi-
larily, or, rather, the identity of I/msc co/rclzrsin/1.9 which pure,
smbiassed reason, in all ages and walrus, s/Jlrlmn fails lo al/-ma,
in such juI~idical inquiries as are not .tellered url mnnuclcd
.by positive insli{ulabns."* In short, the simple fact that the
written law must be interpreted by the natural, is, of' itself, a
sufficient confession of the superior certainty of the latter.

The written law, then, even where it can be construed
consistently with the natural, introduces labor and obscurity,
instead of shutting them out. And this must always be the
case, because words do not create ideas, but only recall them ;
and the same word may recall many diflereut ideas. For this
reason, nearly all abstract principles can be seen by the single
mind more clearly than they can be expressed by words to
allot fer. This is owing to the iiuperllec-tion of language, and
the different senses, meanings, and shades of meaning, which
different individuals attach to the same words, in the same
~circnnlstances.'l'

Where the written law cannot be construed consistently
with the natural, there is IIO reason why it should ever be
enacted at all. It may, indeed, be sufficiently plain and cer-
tain to he easily understood; but its certainty and plainness
are but a poor compensation for its injustice. Doubtless a law
forbidding men to drillk water, on pain of death, might be
made so intelligible as to cut off all discussion as to its
meaning; but would the intelligibleness of such a law be any

The principle is
Few persons could

* Jones 011 Boélments, 133.
-| Kent., describing the diliiculty of construing the intten law, says :
" Such is the iiuperfeetion it language, and the went of technical skill in the makers

of the low, that statutes often give occasion to the roost perplexing and distressing
'doubts and discussions, arising f'1c1n the ambiguity tlntt attends them. It requires
great experience, as well as the command of a, perspicuous diction, to l°ra.1nc 8, law in
such cieztr and precise terms, as to secure it from ambiguous expressions, and from all
doubts and criticisms upon its llleuning." -- Krnr, Mil).

The Iiillcwing extract from o. speech of Lord Brougham, in the House of' Lords, C013-
fesses the some difficulty :

" There was a.notlle1° subject, well worthy of' the con sirlcrzmticn of government during
the recess, -the expediency, or rrzfhrr :he obsolete nfwsszty, of some arruligement for the
preparation of bills, not merely 1n°ivntc, but public bills, in order that lfgzlotéon mzgfzt be
consisfmt rmrl systematic, and rho: the courts m1g}1! not /zat:e SO [urge a portion of their !:r7ze
occupied in mfleavorzCzg £0 construe acts of Parliaancnt, in many cases unconsfruable, and in

aoosz cases d;]Ticult to be construed. "- Low Reporter, 1818, p. 525.
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reasonably feel compensated for the arbitary destruction of
their rights, by having the order for their destruction made
known beforehand, in terms so distinct and unequivocal as to
admit of neither mistake nor evasion. Yet this is all the
compensation that such laws offer.

Wliether, therefore, written laws correspond with, or differ
from, the natural, they are to be condemned. Iii the first case,
they are useless repetitions, introducing labor and obscurity.
In the latter case, they are positive violations of men's rights.

'1`fie1'e would be substantially the same reason in enacting
mathematics by statute, that there is in enacting natural law.
Whenever the natural law is sufficiently certain to all men's
minds to justify its being enacted, it is sufficiently certain
to need no enactment. On the other hand, until it he thus
certain, there is danger of doing injustice by enacting_it; it
should, therefore, be left open to be discussed by anybody who
may be disposed to question it, and to be judged of by the
proper tribunal, the judiciary*

It is not necessary that legislators should enact natural
law in order that it may be known to the people, because that
would be presuming that the legislators already understand it
better than the people, -a fact of which I am not aware that
they have ever heretofore given any very satisfactory evidence.
The same sources of knowledge on the subject are open to the
people that are open to the legislators, and the people must
be presumed to know it as well as they.

The objections made to natural law, on the ground of ob-
scurity, are wholly unfounded. It is true, it must be learned,
like any other science; but it is equally true that it is very
easily learned. Although as illimitable in its applications as the
infinite relations of nlen to each other, it is, nevertheless, made
up of simple elementary principles, of the truth and justice of
which every ordinary mind has an almost intuitive perception.
It is Z/ze science ofj`11stice,- -and almost all men have the same
perceptions of what constitutes justice, or of what justice re-
quires, when they understand alike the facts from which their
inferences are to be drawn. Men living in contact with each
other, and having intercourse together, cano! avoid learning

* This condemnation of written laws must, of course, be understood as applying only
to eases where principles and rights are involved, and not as condemning any govern-
mental arrangements, or instrumentalities, that are consistent with natural right, and
which must be agreed upon for the purpose of carrying natural law into effect. These
things may be varied, as expediency may dictate, so only that they be allowed to in-
fringe no principle of justice. And they must, of course, be written, because they do
not exist as fixed principles, or laws in nature.
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1 . The
dealings of men with men, their separate possessions, and their
individual wants, are continually forcing upon their minds the
questions,-Is this act just? or is it unjust? Is this thing
mine? or is it his? And these are questions of natural law ;
questions, which, in regard to the great mass of cases, are an-
swered alike by the human mind everywhere.

Children learn many principles of natural law at a very
early age. For example: they learn that when one child has
picked up an apple or a flower, it is his, and that his associates
must not take it from him against his will. They also learn
that if he voluntarily exchange his apple or flower with a
playmate, for some other article of desire, he has thereby snr-
rendered his right to it, and must not reclaim it. These are
fundamental principles of natural law, which govern most of
the greatest interests of individuals and society ; yet children
learn them earlier than they learn that three and three are six,
or five and five, ten. Talk of enacting natural law by statute,
that it may be known ! It would hardly be extravagant to
say, that, in nine cases in ten, men learn it before they have
learned the language by tillich we describe it. Nevertheless,
numerous treatises are written on it, as on other sciences.
The decisions of courts, containing their opinions upon the
almost endless variety of cases that have come before them,
are reported ; and these reports are condensed, codified, and
digested, so as to give, in a small compass, the facts, and the
opinions of the courts as to the law resulting from them. And
these treatises, codes, and digests are open to be read of all men.
And a man has the same excuse for being ignorant of arithmetic,
or any other science, that he has for being ignorant of natural
law. He can learn it as well, if he will, without its being
enacted, as he could init were.

If our governments would but themselves adhere to natural
law, there would be little occasion to complain of the igno-
rance of the people in regard to it. The popular ignorance of
law is attributable mainly to the innovations that have been
lnadc upon natural law by legislation 3 whereby our system
has become an incongruous mixture of natural and statute law,
with no uniform principle pervading it. To learn such a sys-
tem, -if system it can be called, and if learned it can be, - is
a matter of very similar difficulty to what it would be to learn
a system of mathematics, which should consist of the mathe-
matics of" nature, interspersed with such other mathematics as
might be created by legislation, in violation of all the natural
principles of" numbers and quantities.

But fwhether the difficulties of learning natural law be

natural law. to a very great extent. even if they would.
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greater or less than here represented, they exist in the nature
Legislation, instead of

_ This it does by innovating
upon natural truths and principles, and introducing jargon and
contradiction, in the place of order, analogy, consistency, and
unihwlnity.

Further than this 3 legislation does not even profess to
remove the obscurity of natural law. That is no par t of its
object. lt only professes to substitute something arbitrary in
the place of natural law. Legislators generally have the sense
to see that legislation will not make natural law any clearer
than it is. Neither is it the object of legislation to establish the
authority of natural law. Legislators have the sense to see that
they can add nothing to the authority of natural law, and that
it will stand on its own authority, unless they overturn it.

The whole object of legislation, excepting that legislation
which merely makes regulations, and provides instrumentali-
ties for carrying other laws into effect, is to overturn natural
law, and substitute for it the arbitrary will of power. In other
words, the whole object of it is to destroy nlen's rights. At
least, such is its only effect 9 and its designs must be inferred
from its e8"ect. Taking all the statutes in the country, there
probably is not one in a hundred, -except the auxiliary ones
just mentioned,-that does not violate natural law, that does
not invade some right or other.

Yet the advocates of arbitrary legislation are continually
practising the fraud of pretending that unless the legislature
make the laws, the laws will not be known. The whole object
of the fraud is to secure to the government the authority of
baking laws that never ought to be known."

In addition to the authority already cited, of Sir William
Jones, as to the certainty of natural law, and the uniformity
of me's opinions in regard to it, l may add the following :

" There is that great simplicity and plainness in the Com-
mon Law, that Lord Coke has gone so f`ar as to assert, (and
Lord Bacon nearly seconds him in observing,) that 'he never
knew two questions arise merely upon common law 3 but that
they were mostly owing to statutes ill-penned and overladen
with provisos.' " -3 Eunomzts, 157-8.

of things, and cannot be removed.
removing, only increases them.

If it still be said that juries would disagree, as to what was
natural justice, and that one jury would decide one way, and
another jury another; the answer is, that such a thing is hardly
credible, as that twelve men, taken at random from the people
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at large, should unanimously decide a question of natural
justice one way, and that twelve other men, selected in the
same manner, should znzanivnozzsly decide the same question
the other way, zmless they were misled by the justices. If,
however, such things should sometimes happen, from any
cause whatever, the remedy is by appeal, and new trial.

Q
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C HAP T E R VI.

JHRIES OF THE PRESENT DAY ILLEGAL.

IT may probably be safely asserted that there are, at this
day, no legal juries, either in England or America. And if
there are no legal juries, there is, of course, no legal trial, nor
"judgment," by jury.

In saying that there are probably no legal juries, I mean
that there are probably no juries appointed in conformity with
the principles of the common law.

The term jury is a technical one, derived from the common
law, and when the American constitutions provide for the trial
by jury, they provide for the common law trial by jury; and
not merely for any trial by jury that the government itself
may chance to invent, and call by that name. It is the llzing,
and not merely the name, that is guarantied. Any legislation,
therefore, that infringes any essential principle of the common
law, in the selection of jurors, is unconstitutional, and the
juries selected in accordance with such legislation are, of
course, illegal, and their judgments void.

It will also be shown, in a subsequent chapter,* that since
Magna Carta, the legislative power in England (whether king
or parliament) has never had any constitutional authority to
infringe, by legislation, any essential principle of the common
law in the selection of jurors. All such legislation is as nluch
unconstitutional and void, as though it abolished the trial by
jury altogether. In reality it does abolish it.

WVhat, then, are the essential princnales of the common law,
controlling the selection of jurors 1

They are two.

* On the English Constitution.

I
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1. That all the freemen, or adult male members of the
state, shall be eligible as jurors*

Any legislation which requires the selection of jurors to be
made from a less number of freemen than the whole, makes
the jury selected an illegal one.

If a part only of the freemen, or members of the state, are
eligible as jurors, the jury no longer represent " the country,"
but only a part of " the country."

If the selection of jurors can be restricted to any less num-
ber of freemen than the whole, it can be restricted to a very
small proportion of the whole 5 and thus the government be
taken out of the hands of cc tlle country," or the whole people,
and be thrown into the hands of a few.

That, at common law, the whole body of freemen were
eligible as jurors, is sufficiently proved, not only by the reason
of the thing, but by the following evidence :

]. Everybody must be presumed eligible, until the contrary
be shown. We have no evidence, that I am aware of, of a
prior date to Magna Carts, to disprove that all freemen were
eligible as jurors, unless it be the law of Ethelred, which
requires that they be cldcrlyt men. Since no specific age is
given, it is probable, I think, that this statute meant nothing
more than that they be more than twenty-one years old. l i t
meant anything more, it was probably contrary to the common
law, and therefore void.

2. Since Magna Carta, we have evidence showing quite
conclusively that all freemen, above the age of twenty-one
years, were eligible as jurors.

The Jllirror of Justices, (written within a century after
Magna Czlrta,) in the section " of Judges" _ that is, jurors
- says :

" All those who are not forbidden by law may be judges

* Although all the freemen are legally eligible as jurors, any one may nevertheless
be challenged and set aside, at the trial, for any special personal disqualification ; such

as nientnl or physical inability to perfurin the duties; having been convicted, or being
under charge, of crime, interest, bins, &e. But, it is clear that the common law
allows none of these points to be determined by the court, but only by " ln'ers."

1 What was the precise rncauiing of the Saxon word, which I have here called elderly,
I do not know. In the Latin translations it is rendered by snores, which may perhaps
mean simply these who have attained their majority.
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(jurors. To women it is forbidden by law that they be
judges; and thence it is, that fee covel'ts are exempted to do
suit in inferior courts. On the other part, a villein cannot be a
judge, by reason of the two estates, which are repugnant ,
persons attainted of false judgments cannot be judges, nor in-
fants, nor any under the age of twenty-one years, nor infected
persons, nor idiots, nor madmen, nor deaf, nor dutnb, nor par-
ties in the pleas, nor men excommunicated by the bishop, nor
criminal persons. * * And those who are not of the Chris-
tian faith canllot be judges, nor those who are out of the king's
allegiance." -.7lTi7'ror of Justices, 59-60.

In the section " of Inferior Courts," it is said :
" From the first assemblies came consistories, which we now

call courts, and that in divers places, and in divers manners ;
whereof the sheriffs held one monthly, or every five weeks,
according to the greatness or largeness of the shires. And
these courts are called county courts, 'to/mere Z/zejudgmen! is by
the so/itors, if there be no writ, and is by warrant of jurisdic-
tion ordinary. The other inferior courts are the courts of
every lord of the fee, to the likeness of the hundred courts.
* * There are other inferior courts which the bailiffs hold
in every hundred, from three weeks to three weeks, by z'/Le
suitors of the jreeholders of the hundred. All the tenants with-
in the jbes are boinzden Zo do their suit there, and that not for
the service of their persons, but for the service of their fees.
But women, infants within the age of twenty-one years, deaf,
dumb, idiots, those who are indicted or appealed of mortal
felony, before they be acquitted, diseased persons, and exeom-
inunieated persons are exeinpted from doing suit." - Jll irror
of Justices, 50-51.

In the section " Of the S/ieriH"s Turns," it is said :
" The sheriffs by ancient ordinances hold several meetings

twice in the year i11 every hundred, where all the freeholders
'within the hznzdred are bound to appear for the service of their
fees." ./mirror of Justices, 50.

The following statute was passed by Edward I., seventy
years after Magna Carta :

" Forasmuch also as sheril'i°s, hundreders, and bailifIls of
liberties, have used to grieve those which be placed under
them, putting in assizes and juries men diseased and decrepit,
and having eoutinual or sudden disease ; and men also that
dwelled not in the country at the time of the summons 3 and
summon also an unreasonable number of jurors, for to extort

I
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money from some of them, for letting them go in peace, and so
the ussizes and juries pass many times by poor men, and the
rich abide at home by reason of their bribes; it is ordained
that from henceforth in one assize no more shall be summoned
than four and twenty, and old men above three score and ten
years, being continually sick, or being diseased at the time of
the summons, or not dwelling in that country, shall not be
put in juries of petit nssizes." -So. 13 Edward I, oh. 38.
(12S5.)

as

Although this command to the sheriffs and other ofliccrs, not
to sunnnon, as jurors, those who, from age and disease, were
physically incapable of performing the duties, may not, of itself,
aflbrd any absolute or legal implication, by which we can
determine precisely who were, and who were 1Iot, eligible
jurors at COIUIUOII law, yet the exceptions here made neverthe-
less carry a seeming confession with them that, at common
law, all lnale adults were eligible as jurors.

But the main principle of the feudal system itself shows
that all the full and free adult male members of the state -
that is, all who were free born, and had not lost their civil
rights by crime, or otherwise -9/wsl, at common law, have
been eligible as jurors. \Vhat was that principle 3 It was,
that the state rested for support upon the land, and not upon
taxation levied upon the people personally. The lands of the
country were considered the property of the state, and
made to support the state in this way. A portion of them was
set apart to the king, the rents of which went to pay his personal
and official expenditures, not including the maintenance of
armies, or the administration of justice. War and the admin-
istration of justice were provided for in the following inzurner.
The freemen, or the free-born adult male nicnibers of the
state . - who had not forfeited their political rights .- were en-
titled to land of rig/L/, (until all the land was taken up,) on,
condition of their renmlvring certain military and civil services
to the state. The military services consisted in serving per-
sonally as soldiers, or contributing an equivalent in horses, pro-
visions, or other military supplies. The civil services consisted,
among other things, in serving as jurors (and, it would ap-
pear, as witnesses) in the courts of justice. For these services

were

13
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eligible as jurors.

they received no compensation other than the use of their
lnntls. in this way the state was sustained , and the kin81
had no power to levy additional burdens or taxes upon the
people. The persons holding lands on these terms were called
j7'ec/1e[¢lers- ill later times_}0'eemen- meaning free and full
ntenibers of the state. v

Now, as the' principle of the system was that the freeholders
held their lands of the state, on the condition of rendering,
these military and. civil services as zrenls for their lands, the
principle implies that all the freeholders were liable to these
rents, and. were therefore eligible as jurors. Indeed, I do not
know that it has ever been doubted that, at common law, al?
the freeholders were .» If all had not beefy
eligible, we unquestionably should have had abundant evi-
dence of the exceptions. And if anybody, at this day, allege
any exceptions, the burden will be on him to prove alien /The
presumption clearly is that all were eligible.

The first invasion, which I [ind made, by the English stat-
utes, upon this common law principle, was made in 1285,
seventy years after Magna Carts.. It was then enacted as~
follows :

re 4*

w.

" Nor shall any be put in assizes or juries, though they
ought to be taken in their own shire, that hold e tenement of
less than the value of Inertly shillings yearly. And if such;
assizes and juries be taken out of the shire, no one shall be
placed in them who holds a tenement of less value than forty
shillings yearly at the least, except scorch as be witnesses in deeds
or other writings, whose presence is necessary, so that they be
able to travel." - So. 13 Edward IQ, oh. 38. Q1265.)

The next invasion of the common law, in this parlicular,,
was made in 1414, about two hundred years after Magna
Carta, when it was enacted :

"That oo person shall be admitted- to pa-ss in any inquest-
npon trial of the death of a man, nor in any inquest betwixt
party and party in plea real, nor in plea personal, whereof the
debt or the damage declared amount to forty marks, if the
same person have not lands or tenements of the yearly value
of forty shillings above all charges of t/ze same."-2 Llenry IA,
st. 2, ch. 3. Q14.14.)

I
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Prom these statutes it will be seen that, since 1285, seventy'
years after Magna Carts, the common law right of all free
British subjects to eligibility as jurors has been abolished, and
the qualifications of jurors have been made a subject of arbi-
trary legislation. In other words, the government has usurped
the authority of seleeli/ag the jurors that were to sit in judgment
upon its own acts. This is destroying the vital principle of'
the trial by jury itself, which is that the legislation of the gov-
ernment shall be subjected to the judgment of a tribunal, taken
indiscriminately from the whole people, without any choice by
the government, and over which the govel'1ilr»errt can exercise
llanO control. If the government can select the jurors, it will, of
course, select those whom it supposes will be favorable to its
enactments. And an exclusion of any of the freenlen from
eligibility is a selcdion of those not excluded.

It will be seen, from the statutes cited, that the most abso-
lute authority over the jury box-that is, over the right of
the people to sit in juries-has been usurped by the govern-

majesty's courts of king's bench, common pleas, or the exchequer, or before justices of
assize, or nisi Arius, over and terminer, gaol delivery, or general or quarter sessions
of the peace, from and after the twentieth day of April, which shall be in the year of
our Lord one thousand six hundred and sixty~iire, in any county of this realm of England,
shall every of there then have, in their own narue, Ol' in trust for there, within. the same
county, twirly pmmrls by the year, :Lt least, above reprises, in their own or their wives'
right, of' fioehxolll lands, 01" of ancient dernesue, or of rents in fee, fee-tail, or for life_
Ami that in every county within the dominion of Wales every such juror shall then
have, within the same, rigid pounds by I/ze year, at the least, above reprises, in manner
aforesaid. All which persons having such estate as aforesaid are hereby enabled and
made liable to he returned and serve as jurors for the trial of issues before the justices
aforesaiul, any law or statute to the contrary in any wise notwithstanding." - 16 and
17 Charles II., eh. 3. (1661-5.)

By a statute passed in 1G92, jurors in England are to have landed estates of the
value of ten pounds a year; and jurors in Wales to have similar estates of the realm of
so pawtrls a ycan- 4 and 5 William and Guthry, eh. 24, see. II. (lG')2.)

Uy the sauwc statute, (see, 18,) persons may be returned to serve upon the Sales in
any county of England, who shall have, within the same oouuty,ji»ue pounds by :he year,
above reprises, in the inanner aforesaid.

By Sl. 3 Gcargr II., oh. 25> see, 10, 20, no one is to be a. juror in London, who shall
not bo " an householder within the said city, and have lands, tenements, or personal
estate, to the value of' one hunrlrcrl puunrls."

By another statute, applicable only to the county of llfiflfllescar, it is enacted,

''That all leaseholders, upon leases where the improved rents or value shall amount
t,0_fi_y pau/uls or upwards in zmmu/L, over and above all ground rents or other reserve
sons payable by virtue of the said leases, shall be liable and obliged to serve upon
juries when they shall be legally summoned for that purpose." -4 George IL
eh. 7, sec.. 3. ( l73l. )
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anent; that the qualifications of jurors have been repeatedly
changed, and made to vary from a freehold of Len shillings
yearly, to one of "Z/newly pottnds- by 1/te your al Zeus( above
rcprrls~cs." They have also been made different, in the counties
=o1° Southampton, Surrey, and Sussex, from what they were in
the other counties, different in \Vales from what they were
in England, and different in the city of London, and in the
county of Middlesex, from what they were in any other part
of the kingdom.

But this is not all. The government has not only assumed
-arbitrarily to classify the people, on the basis of property, but
it has even assumed to give to some of its judges entire and
absolute personal discretion in the selection of the jurors to be
empanelled in criminal cases, as the following statutes show.

" Be it also ordained and enacted by the same authority, that
all panels hereafter to be returned, which be not at the suit of
any party, that shall be made and put in afore any justice of'
.gaol delivery or justices of peace in their open sessions lo in-
quire for lite king, s/tall ILe/'eafler be reforwzetl by azlflilioizs and

7 .

rices before we/tom stu'/L panel s/Lali be rclrlrnefl , mm' Z/te same
.justices s/f all /wrenfler conzm/1/ual l/IL' s/wrij, or his nliziisfers
in /Lis al/sence, Zo pa! Oz*/ter jlersnns in I/Ie some panel by l/leir
discretions ,' and Mn! panel so /Lereaf/er Zo be made, to be goal
and lawful. This act to endure only to the next I'arliament."

-11 Henry VIII, oh. 24, sec. 6. (1195)

This act was continued in force by 1 Henry VIII., ch. 11,
(1509 to the end of the then next Parliament.

It was reenacted, and made perpetual, by 3 Henry VIII.,
oh. 12, (1511.)

T/zese ads gave un lhn ilezl a11!/10/'i/V lo l/ze I.'ing'sj11slice.s lo
..;nack.ju2'ics al z'/wlr discretion ,° and rlbolis/lcd the Las! 'vestige
of lIte common law rig/tl of I/te people lo Si! as jnI'o/'s, ancl.j11//ge
of their own liberties, in the covzrls Zo which I//8 acts C1/I//lierl.

Yet, as matters of law, these statutes were II() more clear
violations of the common law, the fundamental and paramount
"law of the land," than were those statutes which affixed the
property qualifications before named, because, if the king, or
the government, can select the jurors on the ground of prop-
werty, it can select them on any other ground whatever.

13*

making of! of names of persons by discretion of Z/Ie 0rnne.711s-
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Any infringement or restriction of the common law right of
the whole body of the freemen of the kingdom to eligibility as
jurors, was legally an abolition of the trial by jury itself. The
juries no longer represented " the country," but only a part of
the country , that part, too, on whose favor the government
chose to rely for the maintenance of its power, and which it
therefore saw it to select as being the most reliable instru-
ments for its purposes of oppression towards the rest. And
the selection was made on the same principle, on which tyran-
uical governments generally select their supporters, viz., that
of conciliating those who would be most dangerous as enemies,
and most powerful as friends -that is, the wealthy*

These restrictions, or indeed any one of them, of the right
of eligibility as jurors, was, in principle, a complete abolition
.of the English constitution ; or, at least, of its most vital and
'valuable part. It was, in principle, an assertion of a right, on
the part of the government, to select the individuals who were
to determine the authority of its own laws, and the extent of
,its own powers. lt was, therefore, in eject, the assertion of a
right, on .the part of the government itself, to determine its
own powells,,and the authority of its own legislation, over tlle
people; and a denial of all right, on the part of the people, to
judge of or determine their own liberties against the govern-
ment. It was, therefore, in reality, a declaration of entire
absolutism on the part of the government. It was an act as
,purely despotic, in principle, as would have been the express
abolition of all juries whatsoever. By cc the law of the land,"
which the kings were sworn to maintain, every free adult
male British subject was eligible to the jury box, with full
power to exercise his own judgment as to the authority and
obligation of every statute of the king, which might come

* Suppose these statutes, instead of disfranehisin8 all whose freeholds were of less
than the standard value fixed by the statutes, had disfrauehised all whose freeholds
were of greater value than the same standard- would anybody ever have doubted that
such legislation was inconsistent with the English constitution ; or that it amounted to
an entire abolition of the trial by jury *. Certainly not. Yet it was as clearly incon-
sistent with the common law, or the English constitution, to disfranchise these whose
freeholds fell below any arbitrary standard fixed by the government, as it would have
been to disfranchise all whose freeholds rose above that standard.

I
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before him. But the principle of these statutes (Fixing the
qualifications of jurors) is, that nobody is to sit in judgment
upon the acts or legislation of the king, or the government,
except those whom the government itself shall select for that
purpose. A more complete subversion of the essential prin-
ciples of the English constitution could not be devised.

The juries of England are illegal for another reason, viz.,
that the statutes cited require the jurors (except in London
and a few other places to be f7'ee/Lolllers. All the other free
British subjects are excluded , whereas, at common law, all
such subjects are eligible to sit ill juries, whether they be free-
holders or not.

It is true, the ancient common law required the jurors to he
freeholders, but the term free/Lolder no longer expresses the
same idea that it did in the ancient common law , because no
land is now holden in England on the same principle, or by
the same tenure, as that on which all the land was held in the
early times of the common law.

As has heretofore been mentioned, in the early sines of the
common law the land was considered the property of the state ;
and was all holder by the tenants, so called, (that is, I/olders,)
Ol] the condition of their rendering certain military and civil
services to the state, for to the king as the representative of
the state,) under the name of rclzts. Those who held lands
on these terms were called free tenants, that is, f/'ce /Lolders

-meaning free persons, or members of the state, holding
lands-to distinguish them from villeins, or serfs, who were
not members of the state, but held their lands by a more servile
tenure, and also to distinguish them from persons of foreign
birth, outlaws, and all other persons, who were not members
of the state.

Every freeborn adult male Englishman (who had not lost
llis civil rights by crime or otherwise) was entitled to land of
r ig/zt ; that is, by virtue of his civil freedom, or membership
of the body politic. Lvery member of the state was therefore
a freeholder; and every freeholder was a member of' the state.
And the members of the state were therefore called freeholders.
But what is material to be observed, is, that a man's right to
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land was an incident to his civil frcedo/zz ,~ not his civil freedom
an incident to his right to land. lie was a freeholder because
he was ajrecbo/'/L member of the state 3 and not Z1 freeborn
member of the state because he was a freeholder, 1or this last
would be an absurdity.

As the tenures of lands changed, the term free/1older lost its
original significance, and no longer described a man who held
land of the state by virtue of his civil freedom, but only one
who held it in fee-simple-that is, free of any liability to
military or civil services. But the government, in fixing the
qualifications of jurors, has adhered to the term free/zolcler

after that term has ceased to express the Z/ting originally
designated by it.

The principle, then, of the common law, was, that every
{`reelnan, or freeborn male Englishman, of adult age, &c., was
eligible to sit in juries, by virtue of his civil freedom, or his
being a member of the state, or body politic. But the principle
of the present English statutes is, that a man shall have a right
to sit in juries because he owns lands in fee-simple. At the
common law a man was born to the right to sit in juries. By
the present statutes he buys that right when he buys his land.
And thus this, the greatest of all the political rights of an Eng-

8 a thing
that is bought and sold in the market for what it will bring.

Of course, there can be no legality in such juries as these 5
but only in juries to which every free or natural born adult
male Englishman is eligible.

The second essential principle of the common law, controlling
the selection of jurors, is, that when the selection of the actual
jurors comes to be made, (from the whole body of male adults,)
that selection shall be made in some mode that excludes the
possibility of choice on Z/ze par! of I/ze government.

Of course, this principle forbids the selection to be made by
ally 08iC€7' Of Z/w gouerzmzcnl.

There seem to have been at least three modes of selecting
the jurors, at the common law. 1. By lot* 2. Two knights,
or other freeholders, were appointed, (probably by the sheriff,)

iishmau, has become a mere article of merchandise

4 Lingard says : "These compurgators or jurors * * were sometimes *
by lol." - 1 Lingard's History <f England, p. 300.

al drawn.

i
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to select the jurors. 3. By the sheriff, bailiff, or other person,
who held the court, or rather acted as its ministerial officer.
Probably the latter mode may have been the most common,
although there may be some doubt Ol] this point,

At the common law the sheriffs, bailiffs, and other officers
0/1 r1.<-014 by I/re people, insferrd of being C1p/z0in!6d by Z/Le

king: II B[uc'l.°s/one, 4l:3. Lzz'rodIlez'io7z to Gilberts Ilislory of
/he Common P/aus, p. 2, 110/e, and p. 4,) This has been shown
in a former chapter* At common law, therefore, jurors selected
by these olhcers were legally selected, so far as the principle
now under discussion is concerned , that is, they were not
selected by any officer who was dependent on the government.

But in the year 1315, one hundred years after Magna Carla,
the choice of sheriffs was taken from the people, and it was
enacted 1

'N°8?°@

" That the sheriffs shall henceforth be assigned by the chan-
cellor, treasurer, barons of the exchequer, and by the justices.
Autl in the absence of the chancellor, by the treasurer, barons
and justices." -9 Edward IL, st. 2. (1315

These otlicers, who appointed the sheriffs, were themselves
appointed by the king, and held their offices during his pleas-
ure. Their appointment of sheriffs was, therefore, equivalent
to an appointment by the king himself. And the sheriffs, thus
appointed, held their offices only during the pleasure of the
king, and were of course mere tools of the king, and their
selection of jurors was really a selection by the king himself.
In this manner the king usurped the selection of the jurors who
were to sit in judgment upon his own laws.

Here, then, was another usurpation, by which the common
law trial by jury was destroyed, so far as related to the cor ly
courts, in which the sheriffs presided, and which were the
most important courts of the kingdom. From this cause alone,
if there were no other, there has not been a legal jury in a
county court in England, for more than five hundred years.

In nearly or quite all the States of the United States the
juries are illegal, for one or the other of the same reasons that
make the juries in England illegal.

-

* Chapter 4, p. 120, note.
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In order that the juries in the United States may be legal -
that is, in accordance with the principles of the common law

-it is necessary that every adult male member of the state
should have his name in the jury box, or be eligible as a juror.
Yet this is the case in hardly a single state.

In New Jersey, Maryland, North Carolina, Tennessee, and
Mississippi, the jurors are required to be free/zolders. But this
requirement is illegal, for the reason that tlle term free/wlder,
in this country, has no meaning analogous to the meaning it
had in the ancient common law.

In Arkansas, Missouri, Indiana, and Alabama, jurors are
required to be cc freeholders or householders." Each of these
requirements is illegal.

In Florida, they are required to be " householders."
In Connecticut, Maine, Ohio, and Georgia, jurors are re-

quired to have the qualifications of "electors."
In Virginia, they are required to have a property qualifica-

tion of one hundred dollars.
In Maine, Massachusetts, Vermont, Connecticut, New York,

Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, and \Visconsin, certain civil author-
ities of the towns, cities, and counties are authorized to select,
once in one, two, or three years, a certain number of the peo-
ple - a small number compared with the whole - from whom
jurors are to be taken when wanted; thus disfranchising all
except the few thus selected.

In Maine and Vermont, the inhabitants, by vote in town
meeting, have a veto upon the jurors selected by tlle authorities
of the town.

In Massachusetts, the inhabitants, by vote in town meeting,
can strike out ally names inserted by the authorities, and in-
ser t others, thus making jurors elective by the people, and, of
course, representatives only of a majority of tlle people.

In Illinois, the jurors are selected, for each term of court, by
the county commissioners.

In North Carolina, " z'/Le curls of pleas and gvzarler sessions
* 9/4 shall select the names of such persons only as are free-
holders, and as are well qualified to act as jurors, &,c. , thus
giving the courts power to pack the juries." - (Revised Slal-
ares, 147.)

I



.TURTES OF THE PRESENT DAY ILLEGAL. 155

In Arkansas, too, "It shall be the duty of the cozmfy court
of each county * * to make out and cause to be delivered to
the sheriff a list of not less than sixteen, nor more than twenty-
three persons, qualified to serve as grand jurors ;" and the
sheriff is to summon such persons to serve as grcz/zrl jurors.

In Tennessee, also, the jurors are to be selected by the
Co'lHlly 007(7~[8_

In Georgia, the jurors are to be selected by " the justices of
the inferior courts of each county, together with the sheriff and
clerk, or a majority of them."

In Alabama, " the sheriff, judge of the county court, and
clerks of the circuit and county courts," or "a majority of"
them, select the jurors.

In Virginia, the jurors are selected by the sheriffs; but the
sheriflls are appointed by the governor of the state, and that is
enough to make the juries illegal. Probably the same objec-
tion lies against the legality of the juries in some other states.

How jurors are appointed, and what are their qualifications,
in New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Pennsylvania, Delaware,
South Carolina, Kentucky, lowa, Texas, and California, I
know not. There is little doubt that there is some valid ob-
jection to them, of the kinds already suggested, in all these
states.

In regard to jurors in the courts of the United States, it is
enacted, by act of Congress :

" That jurors to serve in the courts of the United States, in
each state respectively, shall have the like qualifications, and
be entitled to the like exemptions, as jurors of' the highest course
outlaw of such state now have and are entitled to, and shall
hereafter, from time to sine, have and be entitled to. and shall
be designated by ballot, lot, or otherwise, according to the
mode of forming such juries now practised and hereafter to be
practised therein, in so far as such node may be practicable
by the courts of" the United States, or the officers thereof, and
for this purpose, the said courts shall have power to make all
necessary rules and regulations lOrconforming the designation
and empanelling of jurors, in substance, to the laws and usages
now in force in such state , and, further, shall have power, by
rule or order, front time to time. to conform the same to any
change in these respects which may be hereafter adopted by
the legislatures of the respective states for the state courts."
So. 1840, cl. 47, Statutes al Large, vol. 5, p. 304.
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In this corrupt and lawless manner, Congress, instead of
taking care to preserve the trial by jury, so far as they might,
by providing for the appointment of legal juries - incom-
parably the most important of all our judicial tribunals, and
the only ones on which the least reliance can be placed for
the preservation of liberty-have given the selection of them
over entirely to the control of an indefinite number of' state
legislatures, and thus authorized each state legislature to adapt
the juries of the United States to the maintenance of any and
every system of tyranny that may prevail in such state,

Congress have as much constitutional right to give over all
the functions of the United States government into the hands
of the state legislatures, to be exercised within each state iN
such manner as the legislature of such state shall please to
exercise them, as they have to thus give up to these legisla-
tures the selection of juries for the courts of the United States.

There has, probably, never been a legal jury, nor a legal
trial by jury, in a single court of the United States, since the
adoption of the constitution.

These facts show how much reliance can be placed in writ-
ten constitutions, to control the action of the government, and
preserve the liberties of the people.

If the real trial by jury had been preserved in the courts
of the United States-that is, if we had had legal juries, and
the jurors had known their rights--it is hardly probable that
one tenth of the past legislation of Congress would ever have
been enacted, or, at least, that, if enacted, it could have been
enforced.

Probably the best mode of appointing jurors would be this :
Let the names of' all the adult male members of the state, in
each township, be kept in a jury box, by the officers of tlle
township; and when a court is to be held for a county or other
district, let the officers of a sufficient number of townships be
required (without seeing the names) to draw out a name from
their boxes respectively, to be returned to the court as a juror.
This mode of appointment would guard against collusion and
selection ; and juries so appointed would be likely to be a fair
epitome of " the country."

I
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C H A P T E R VII.

ILLEGAL JUDGES.

IT is a principle of Magna Carta, and therefore of the trial
by jury, (for all parts of Magna. Carta must be construed
together) that no judge or other officer appointed by the king,
shall preside in jury trials, in crimizml cases, or "pleas of the
crown."

This provision is contained in the great charters of' both
John and Henry, and is second in importance only to the pro-
vision guaranteeing the trial by jury, of which it is really a
part. Consequently, without the observance of this prohibi-
tion, there can be no genuine or legal-that is, common law

- trial by jury.
At the common law, all otlicers who held jury trials, whether

in civil or criminal cases, were chosen by the people*

* The proofs of this principle of the common law have already been given on page
l20, note. •

There is much confusion and contradiction among authors as to the manner in which
shcrilfs und other olliccrs Nero appointed; some maintaining that they were appointed
by the king, others thnt they were elected by the people. I imagine that both these
opinions are correct, and that several of the king's ollieers here the same oilieial nmuos
as those chosen by the people; and that this is the cnusc of the confusion that has
arisen on the subject.

lt seems to be a perfectly well established fact theft, at common law,.several magis-
trates, hearing the names of nlderlncn, shoritfs, stewards, coroners and bailiBls, were
chosen by the people; and yet it appears, from Magna Carts itself, that some of the
king's oiliecrs (of whom he xuust have had many) were also called "sheriffs, consta-
bles, coroners, and bailie."

But Magna Carts, in various instances, speaks of sheriffs and baililTs as " our ~heriiils
and bailiHls;" thus apparently intending to recognize the distinction between oiiicers of
the king, bearing those names, and other olticers, bearing the some ollieinl names, but
chosen by the people. Thus it says that "no sherie or bailiff of ours, or any other
(oilicer), shall take horses or carts of any freeman for carriage, unless with the consent
of the freonlan himself." -J?»lm's Charter, eh. 36.

In a kingdom subdivided into so many counties, hundreds, teethings, manors, cities
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Bm. previous to Magna Carts, the kings had adopted the
practice of sending officers o£ their own appointment, calletii
justices, into the counties, to hold jury trials in some cases ;
and Magna Carla authorizes this practice to be contiuucd so-
fur as it relates to llzree kinds of civil actions, to wit: " novel
tlisseisin, Mort de ancestor, and darrin presentment;"* but
specially forbids its being extended to criminal eases, O-ll' pleas
of the crown.

This prohibition is in these words :

st Nullus vicecomes, constabularies, corona tor1 'vol ali balivé
nnsh-E, tenant placita coronae nostra." QNo sheriff, consta-
ble coroner, or other of' 114151 shall hold pleas of our
crown.) -Jduz's Charter, ch. 53. He1z1'y's DiNo, ch. L7.

Some persons seem to have supposed that this was a pro-
hibition merely upon officers bearing' tlzfe specific names of
"s/aerijls, c'o1z.91IabZes, COT07l8IIS and bailij's,." to hold criminal:
trials. But such is not the meaning. If it were, the name

and boroughs, each having a judicial or police organization of its own, it is evident that
many of the otlicers must have been chosen by the people, else the government could
n-~t have lnxzintaineel its popular character. On the other bail, it is evident that the
king, the executive power of' the nation, must have had large numbers of ohicexs of his
own in ~very part of the kingdom. And it is perfectly natural that these diiferenh
sets of officers should, in many instances, bear the same ollieial names; and, consc-
:us-nlly that the king, when speaking of his own oliieers, as distinguished from those
chosen by the people, should call them "our sheriffs, bailiff's,"' &e.,as he dues in Magna:
Carts..

I apprehend that inattcution to these considerations has been the cause OE all tha-
eunfusiou of ideas that has arisen on this subject,-a confusion very evident in the
following paragraph from Dunham, which may be given as au illustration of that which
is exhibited by others on the same points.

"Subordinate to the cnldormen were the gerq"n.v, the sheriffs, or reeves, of whom zhere
wort szrrrrzl in Leery shire, or cmmty. There Wraps one in curry borough, as a judge. There-
was one at every gate, who witnessed purchases outside the walls; and there was unc,
higher than either,-the high sherid,-who was probably the reeve of the shire.
This last uppers to have been appointed by the king. Their functions were to execute

at the sessions, to collect dues or penalties levied hy the court ui' the shire,
the Dee*~ees of the king, Ur ealldorxuen, to arrest prisoners, to require bail for their
appearance
to preserve the public peace, and to pnsirle m a subordinate tribunal of zhdr own."
Dzmham's Diddle Ages, sec. 2, B, 27 oh. 1, 57 Lardner's Cab. Cyc., p- 41.

The confusion of dzrtics attributed to these officers indicates dearly enough that di8er-
ent of{ieer=, hearing the seine official nannies, must have had different out-ies, and have
derived their authority from different sources,-to wit, the king, and the people.

n Dnrrein presenZ7mvzr was an inquest to discover who presented the last person to Bi
church; mart de ancestor, whether the last possessor was seized of land in demesne of
his own fee; and novel disseisin, whether the elsLi.mn.nt had been unjustly disseized of
his freehold.
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could 'be changed, and Lhe Ming retained; and thus the pro-
hibition be evaded. The prohibition applies (as will pres-
ently be seen) to all oIIicers of' the king whatsoever; and it
sets up a distinction between cHeers of I/Le king, ("our bail-

zifl's,") and officers chosen by the people.
The prohibition upon the luting's ._justices sitting in criminal

ttrials, is included in the words " re] /Ilia l/alini norri," (or
other our bailiffs.) The word bailie was anciently a sort of
general .name f`or.judini11l ojiaers and persons employed in and
about the :u.luai\usu'utiou of justice. In mod-ern limes its use,
as applied to the higher grades of judicial ollieers, has ber-u
superseded by other words, and it therefore how, more gener-
ally, in' not universally, signifies an executive or police oljicer,
am sereanl of curls, rrnhe: than one whose functions are pnrel_l'
indicial.

The word is a. Frericll word, brought -into Hngiulld by the
Normans.

Coke says, " EfIylife is u. Frei-:ch word, and signifies an offi-
cer concerned in the administration ofjnstire of a certain prov-
tiiice, and because n sheriff hath an office concur tiing the
athninistratimz of justice within his county, nr hniiiwick, there-
fore he called his county buliurz stew, (his lmiliwick.)

" l have heard parent question made what the true exposition
-of this word 0/Llinus is. In the statute it' lliugtut Carts, cap.
"S, the letter of that statute is, it/[lux blllirlls de czrlero /zonal
aliqtcem, all leger 1Iaani/leslam nr-c ml jnrmn(;l}lum simplif-1:

Mia Jo/."

Joquela sm/. sine tcs!ib1fs_/ideli1ursa1l II.1IciII(1411-tis. (No bailili`
front hcnc<'!lorth shall put any one to his open law, nor to an
~oatl1 (of self'-vxcullmtion) upon his own simple accusation, or
~cornplaint, without I"lithfnl witnesses brought in For the same.)
"And some have smd that bulirus in this statntc significth any
jtldffe; for the law must. be waged and made bcfurc the judge.
And this statute (say they) cxtvnds to /he 001/l'lx of ('rl7Rlllf;ll,
,pl0-s, kiugjs benz'/a, Nc., for they must bring with them _/i//cies
44/s/es. fnnltful wittnnssvs. &c., um/ so hulls been llw usage lo

s y - l Cuk6ls I/Isl's 165 b.
.. _ v . . . .

\ .. .. 14 . ... \ I '\. ( .(Jul e malted \'\l'lOll9 it-llercne<=<, in Ins nrxrgni 'o Brtcton
l . . . . 1 7 1. .Flora and other au tllorlt n-s whlcll hare not examined, but

which, Lprcsuxue, snppnrt the opinion expressed in this quota-
nion.

C so, in another plncc, under the hcud of the chapter

l



160 TRIAL BY JURY.

[Kai no /zrslice, no minislcr of l/rc king,

just cited from Magna Carta, that "no bailijshall pa! any
man to his open law," &c., gives the following commentary
upon it, from the Illirror of .fus!1:ees, from which it appears
that in the time of Edward I., (1272 to 1307,) this word balizms
was understood to include all je-Ldieial, as well as all other,
officers of the king.

. 'Phe Mirror says- "The point which tbrbiddelli that no
bail' put a freeman to his oulh without suit, is to be under-
stood in this manner,- . '
not' other steward, nor huilifi, have power to make a freeman
make oath, (of self-exculpation,)win/uni! 8/ze Icing's colnmauol,*
for receive any plaint, without witnesses present who testify
U17 plaint to be true." -.Mirror of fuslices, uh. 5, sec. 2, pt
.a 1

" By this it appeareth, that under this word balivus, in this
act, is comprehended e1:ery.justice, minister of the Icing, stew-
ard, and bailiff." - 2 List., 44.

Coke also, in his commentary upon this very chapter of
Magna Carta, that provides that " no s/zertiyi constable, coroner,
or other our Bui/ijs, shall /wld pleas of our crown," expresses
the opinion that it "is a general law," (that is, applicable to
all officers of the king.) " by reason of the words vol ali balivi
norri, (or other our bailiffs,). under which words are compre-
/icndefl all .judges or' _jtrslices o./'any courts cfjuslice." And
he cites a decision in the king's bench, in the 17th year of Ed-
ward' I., (1289) as authority; which decision he calls "a
notable and leading judlgnient." -2 Inst., 30-1.

And yet Coke, in Hat contradiction of this decision, which
he quotes with sneed emphasis and approbation, and in liar
contradiction also of the definition he repeatedly gives of the
word balivus, showing that it embraced all ministers of the
king w/zalsoever, whether high or low, judicial or executive,
fabricates an entirely gratuitous interpretation of this chapter

Coke quotes this emrrmerf try, (Liu the original 18lre11ch7) (108
then endorses it i11 these words 1

* He has no power to de it, cilia/fr unl!h, nr wirlWut, the king's cum manfl. The prehibition
is abselute, containing ne such qualification as is here interpolated, viz., " wzt/1/ml :lx
king's command." If it, could be dene with theking's command, the king would bf:
invested with arbitrary power in the matter.
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'of Magna Car to, and pretends that alter all it only required
that felonies should be tried before the king's justices, on
account of t/icir s1/periar leo:I'uiII8; and that -it permitted all
.lesser éffbnccs to be tried before inferior officers, (meaning of
-co\1l'se the Icing's inferior officers.) - o Desi., 30.

And thus this chapter of Magna Carta, which, according m
his own dchnitiou of the word baliwrs, applies to all officers OC
'the king; and which, according lo the common and true deli-
nition of the term " pleas of the crown," applies to all criminal
eases without distinction, and which, there fore, forbids any
officer or minister of the king to preside in a jury trial in any
criminal case whatsoever, he coolly and gratuitously interprets
into a mere senseless provision for simply restricting the dis-
-cretion of the king in giving names to his own officers who
should preside at the t-rials of particular offences; as if the
king, who made and unmade all his officers by a word, couhl
not defeat the whole object of the prohibition, by appointing
.such individuals as he pleased, to try such causes its he pleased,
and calling them by such names as he pleased, y /be were but
Fermi/lcd lo appoint and name such 0 c6rs al all; and as if it
were of the .least importance what name an officer bore, whom
the king might appoint to a particular duty.*

*The absurdity of this doctrine of Coke is made more apparent by the fact that. at
that time, the "ju=4tice:4 " and other persons appointed by the king to hold courts were
not only dependent upon the king for lheir ulliees, and removable at his pleasure, but
-that the usual custom wax, not to appoint them with run 1-ielo to permanruqlf, be vol lu
give them ryzerial co mmasxinus for trying a .single cause, or fur hnldmg a single term :f a
court. or for making a single cirruit; which, bring dune, their co1nmi.v.~:iaus rrpired. The
king, therefore, could., and undoubtedly del, rqpuinl any imlirirlual he plraswl, tri fry any
cause he pleased, with a .Apr-Ii!!! view II: the verdicts he drsirfrl la obtain in the particular cflxrs.

This custom of eommissiouing particular persons to hold jury trials, in criminal eases,
(mid probably also in c11:il ones,) was of course a. usurpntioli upon the emu non low,
but had been praotisod more Ur less from the time of William the Conqueror. 1'a.lgravL».
-says :

"The frequent absence of' William from his insular dominions occasioned smother
mode of administration, which ultimately pronlucnd still greater changes in the law, lt was
.the prireliee of appointing justieiars to represent the king's person, to hold his court, to
-decide his pleas, to dispense justice on his behalf; to eoxmnand the military levies, un~1
to set as eonservaturs of the ieaee in the kin 's 118-l118-* . The ̀ ustiees who werel g J

* In this extract, Palgrave seams to assume theft the king himself had A right to sit as judge, in
,jury trials, in the county courts, hx both civil am criminal cases. I apprehend he hml nn surh
:power in l.h» common law, but only to sit in the trial of appeals, and in the trial of peers, and ul'
civil suits in which peers were parties, and possibly in the courts of uucieul dancsoe.

1-1*



162 TRIAL BY JURY. I
!Coke evidently gives this iutcrpretatiorl solely because, as he

was giving u general commentary on Magna Carta, he was
budd to give some interpretation or other to every chapter of

and for this chapter he could invent, or fabricate, (for it isI l

azssigncwl in the  name o f the sovereign, mid whose powers were revocable at his pleas-
ure. dnrivecl their authority merely from their grant. . . Sonic of those judges were
~usuull.r deputed for the purpose of relieving the king from the burden ut' his judieiul
fuu'~t'ons. The number as well as the variety of names of the .justices axppLInr~

Lo the reign of llcnry III., (1216 to 1ST",) a court, whose members were chrmging al
. I A 'so r1~nr,l/ slsxzon, can be said to have mm ]1z7'mr11Lr7zfl.y vonslzlulr/I. I! scams more prob-
f i If [hut flu' ill/iwiviztals who compose the tribunal were srlzrtcfl as united L/lc pleasure of the
:11lrr1»,L'I1, mm' Z/zP cofzwvzirlzci' of LlLP clair/fs mm barons; :ind the history of our legal
zulmiulstrutioll will be much simplified, if we consider :1.ll those courts which were after-
m!I 41$ de:ionlillated the Exchequer, the King's Bench, the Coupon Pleas, and the
L}l4:LI1e('1'y, as bring originally on/nfnillces, srlrclul by I/ac king whm occasion rwluirrfrl, out
of II. [arse body, fOr the despatch of peculiar bnulches of business, and which comlmlflnrs,
If y rlrgrrrs, zwszwlrd I/71 uL<1rlu7zJr/Ll and pzrmmuvzl cwislencc. . . Justices itinerant,
woo, despatched throughout, the land, decided the ' Pleas of the Crown,' may he
rlseurely .traced in the reign of the Conqueror, not, perhaps, appuinfczl wilh\r/zuc/z regfr
larily, but rlcsprzlrlwd upon preculzar occn,vir2ns and emrrgencics." -1 PaZgrn1:e's Rise and
Progress, &c., p. 280 to 293.

The following statute, passed in 1351, (ISL) years after Magna Carta,) shows that
even after this usurpation of appointing " justices " of his own, to try criminal eases,
had probably become somewhat established in practice, in defiance of Magna Carts,
the king was in the habit of granting special commissions to still other persons, (espec-
ially to sheriil"s,-his sheri3ls, no doubt,) to try particular cases :

"Because that the pcoplo of the realm have supered many evils and mischiefs, for
that sheriffs of divers counties, by virtue of commissions and general writs granted to
them at their own suit, for their singular profit to gain of the people, have made and
taken divers inquests to cause to indict the people at their will, and have taken l i ne  and
ransom of them to their 0Wl1 use, and have del i vered them, whereas such persons
indicted were not brought before the king's justices to have their deliverance, it is
accorded and established, fOr to eschew all such evils and mischiefs, that such commis-
sions and writs befimrc this time made shall he utterly repealed, and that from hence-
forth no such commissions shall loc granted."-Sl. 28 Edward III., eh.  9,  (1354.)

How silly to suppose that the illegality of these commissions to try criminal cases,
could have been avoided by simply granting them to persons under the title of "jus-
l ices," instead of granting t hem to " sheri_#ls." The statute was evidently a cheat, or at
least designed as such, inasnuueh as it virtually asserts the right of the king to appoint
his tools, under the name of "justices," to try criminal cztscs, while it disavows his
right to appoint them under the name of  "  shcriB"s."

Millar says . " When the king's bench came to have its usual residence at Westmin-
ster, the sovereign was induced to grant .special camrnissions,f<Ir trying pzzrlia/llnr crimes,
in such parts of the country as were found most convenient; and this praetiec was
gradually modeled into a regular appointment of certain commissioners, empowered, at
stated seasons, to perform circuits over the kingdom, and to hold courts in particular
towns, bi' the trial of all sorts of crimes. These judges of the circuit, however, nearer
</bluinrfl an nrilinary jurzsrlzvlifnz, but cnnzinued, on every occasion, lo dcrwc l/uir nu lhnr i l y
f r o m tw: special comnzissions ; that of oyrr and zcrmincr, by which they were appointed to
hear and determine all treasons, felonies and misdemeanors, within certain districts;
and  tha t  o f Gaul drlir,-fry, by which they were directed to try every prisoner confined in
the gaols of the several towns fal l ing under their inspection."- Mllar's Hist. Wew of
Eng. Gov., vol. 2, eh. 7, p. 282.

The following extra/ct from Gilbert shows to what lengths of usurpation the kings

184 in t}10 esmrly el1i1°0g1°{Lphs of c Cuuoolds,' lczwe reason for doubting whether, amnturior

I
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a sheer f`abrication,) no interpretation better suited to his pur-
pose than this. It seems never to have entered his mind, (or
if it did, he intended that it should never enter the in ind of
anybody else,l that the object of the chapter could be to deprive
the king of the power of putting his creatures into criminal
courts, to pack, cheat, and browbeat juries, and thus maintain
his authority by procuring the conviction of those who should
lIlilllsgll€ss his laws, or incur his displeasure.

This example of Coke tends to show how utterly blind, or
how utterly corrupt, lungfish judges, (dependent upon the
crown and the legislature), have been i11 regard to everything
in Magna Carts, that went to secure the liberties of the people,
or limit the power of the government.

Coke's interpretation of this chapter of Magna Carts is of a
piece with his absurd and gratuitous interpretation of the
words " nec s1/p9r euro ibimus, nec super en/L mille)/1lls,"
which was pointed out in a former article, and by which he
attempted to give ajfuliwiul power to tllc king :intl his judges,
where Magna Carts had given it only to a jury. It is also of
a piece with his pretence that there was a dillbreuce between

would sometimes go, in their attempts to get the judicial power out of the hands of the
people, :md entrust it to instruments of their own choosing :

" From the time of the Sa..rons," (that is, from the coninicnccnxcnt of the reign of'
William the Conqueror,) " till the reign of Edward the first, (1272 to lLloT,) the see
eral county courts :md sheridan courts did decline in their interest and authority. The
methods by which they were broken were two-fold. First, by grunting co11w1ls.wiou.s lo
the ohms by writ uf JC5TlCIES, whfveby the .s/uriff hurl a .zmrlirulur jurisIli<l1 f»7¢ grrmtrrl hint
to be judge of a particular cause, indrpenflnil rf!/ie xuilnrs of !/ie county muff," (that is,
wit/mul n, jl4f.l/;) " and these cwn11uss~inn.r were qllfr l/in Jar ran form, by wlur/1 (riccurzling
to which) all purr of judicalzzre was immrzlinlrly derived ./mm the king."-(1'1lb1rl on the
Court of Chnnrery, p. 1.

The several authorities now given show that it was the custom of the J\o7/7mn kings,
not only to appoint persons to sit as judges in jury trials, in criminal cases, but that
they also commissioned individuals W sit ill singular and particular eases, as occasion
required ; and that they there lbre readily could, and naturally would, and therefore

undoubtedly did, commission individuals with II special view to their adaptation or
capacity to procure such judgments l1s the kings desired.

The extract from Gilbert suggests also the usurpation of the Arman kings, in their
assumption that lhry, (and not 1/w prnyr, as hy the roman law,) were the H)untnins of
justice. It was only by virtue of this illegal assumption that they could claim to
appoint their tools to hold courts.

All these things show how perfectly lawless and arbitrary the kings were, both
before and after Magna Carts, and how necessary to liberty was the principle of Magna.
Carta and the common law, that no person appointed by the king should bold jury
trials in criminal cases.
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_fine and cnnerccmezzt, and tllatjnes might be imposed by the
king, and that juries were required only for Fixing amerce-
?ll€ilfs'.

These are some of the innumerable frauds by which the
English people have been cheated out. of the trial by jury.

EJ; 1/no discs 0)]1,]l€S_ From one judge learn the characters
of all.*

I give in the note additional and abundant authorities for

* The opinions and decisions of judges and courts are undeserving of the least reliance,
(beyond the intrinsic merit of the n,rgulneht.s uH`cTcd to sustain them,) and are unworn
thy even to be quoted as evidence of the law, when Zhnse ¢2pirLz'ons or decisions are fanar-
ul/1I' lo flu' power of t/ze gorcmflltul, or ufafawrablc tri the liberties of the prop!!-. The only
ZCllS(l11S that their opinions, wlwn in favor of libcrty, are entitled to any confidence, arc;
first, that all presumptions of law a,re iu Ewer of liberty; and, second, that the admis-
sions of all men, the innocent and the criminal alike, when made against Ulrfir own inter-
ests, are entitled to be received as true, because it is contrary to human nature for e
Loon to confess anything but truth against himself.

More solemn FM-ces, or more gross iinpostnres, were never practised upon mankind,
than are all, or very nearly all, those oracular responses by which courts assume to deter-
mine that certain stntutcs, in restraint of individual liberty, are within the eonstitu-
tional power of the government, and are therefore valid and binding upon the people.

The reason why these courts are so intensely servile and corrupt, is, that they are
not only parts of; but the veriest creatures of; the very governments whose oppressions
they are thus seeking to uphold. They receive their offices and saJa.rics from, and are
impenchalalc and reurovablc by, the very governments upon whose acts they :Llfcet to
sit in judgment. Of course, no one with his eyes open ever places himself in a position
so incompatible with the liberty of declaring his honest opinion, unless he do it with the
intention of becoming n more instrument in the hands of' the government, for the
execution of all its oppressions.

As proof of this, look at the judicial history of England for the last five hundred
years, and of America from its settlement. In all that time (so far as I know, or pre-
suine) no bench of judges, (probably not even any single judge,) dependent upon the
legislature that passed the statute, has ever declared a single p/*n.//I statute invalid, OI]
account of its being in eoniiict either with the common law, which the judges in Eng-
land have been sworn to preserve, or with the written constitutions, (recognizing men's
natural rights,) which the American judges were under oath to maintain. Every
oppression, every atrocity even, that has ever been enacted in either country, by the
legislative power, in the shape of a criminal law, (or, indeed, in almost any other shape,)
has been as sure of a sanction from the judiciary that was dependent upon, and impeach-
able by, the legislature that enacted the law, as if there were a physical necessity that
the legislative enactment and the judicial sanction should go together. Practically
speaking, the sum of their decisions, all a,n'l singular, has been, that there are no limits
to the power of the government, and that the people have no rights except what the
government pleases to allow to them.

It is extreme folly br a people to allow such dependent, servile, and perjured crea-
tures to sit either in civil or criminal trials; but to allow them to sit in criminal trials,
and judge of the people's liberties, is not merely f`atuity,- it is suicide.

I



ILLEGAL JUDGES. 165

the meaning ascribed to the word bail The importance of
the principle involved will be a snflicient excuse for such an
accumulation of authorities as would otherwise be tedious and
perhaps unnecessary.*

The foregoing interpretation of the chapter of Magna Carts
now under discussion, is corroborated by another chapter of

* Coke speaking of the word bail's, as used in the statute of 1 VVeslnun.rzer, oh. 35,
(1'Z75,) says :

" Ilene ImiIws arc taken for the judges of the courl, as manifestly appearer hereby."
-2 I/nxt., 221).

Coke also says, "It is a. maxim in law, alaquis non debt else judcz in PTopT1a Azusa, (no
one ought to be judge in his own ea.use;) and therefore a. time levied before the bay-
lzfcs of Sulnp was reversed, heeause one of the brzylifcs WIIS party to the fine, quia non

puns! cs.se jurlrrc vi pars," (heeausc ouc cannot he judge and party.) -l lIst., 1-11 a.
In the statute of Gloucester, eh. I1 and 12, (12T8,) " the mayor and bail's of Lon-

don (umluuhtedly chosen by the people, or at any rate not appointed by the king) are
manifestly spoken of as jurlgex, or magistrates, holding jury trials, as fellows :

Ch. II. " It is provided, also, that if' any man lease his tenement in the city of Lon-
don, Iivr at term of years, :md he to whom the freehold helongeth canscth himself to
he impleaded by Collusion, and maketh default after defnnlt, or cometh into court and
giveth it up, for to make the teruior (lessee) lose his term, (len.se,) and the demaudaut
hath his suit, so that the terror may recover hy writ of covenant, the mayor nm] bnilgs
may inquire by u gnarl znqurwl, (1 Ur?/,) in the presence of the terror am the demandant,
whether the denuindzint \nove<l his plea upon good right that he haul, or by collusion,
Of' Iruud, to iunke the terror lose his terlu; :md if it he fund by the inquest (jury,
tlmt the deniundunt moved his plea upon good right that he had, the judgment shall
be given fiirthwith; and if it be found by the inquest (jury) that he iiupleuded him
(self) hy fraud, to put the terror frolic his term, then shall the teruiur enjoy his term,
and the execution of' juclgxuent, for the dciuandnut shall be suspended until the bony he
expi1'ed."- G Edward I., oh. 11, (l2T8.)

Coke, iu his commentary on this chapter, calls this court of " the mayor and bailyfs "
of London, "the court of the hustings, the greatest aurl' hight court m Lnnrlo71," and adds,
"other cities have the like court, and so catllcd, as York, Lincoln, Winchester, its.
Here the city of Loudon is named; hut it nppcareth by that which hath been said out
of Fleta, that this act extends to such cities :md boroughs privileged,- that is, such as
have such privilege to hold plea us London hnth."- 2 Inst., 322.

The 12th chuptcr of the same statute is in the following words, which plainly recog-
nizc the fact that " the qua,yor and bailiff of Loudon" are judicial oiliccrs holding courts
in London.

" It is provided, also, that if a man, ilnpleaded fur a tenement in the same city,
(London,) doth vouch a fiweigner to warranty, that he shall come into the ehaneery,
and have {L writ to SlllIllllul1 his warrantor at a certain clay before the justices of the
bench, rmrl rznr.»tJ'2rr writ to fu meyer and brulfs of Lonrlfm, that HIps] shrill .wurrcasre (sus-
pend p1oeeodiI1 s) in the mnttfr that is fnjiarr tfir?n. by ufrnf, until the plea. of the warrantee
he deterulineml before the justices of the hcrlcll; anal when the plea at the hen eh shall
he determined, then shall he that is vouched he eolllinunclecl to be into the city," (that
is, before " the mayor and bnilfj}.s' " eon t,) " to answer auto the chief plea; and a
writ shall he awarlled at the suit, of the deniautlallt by the justices unfu Igor' mayor and
bailie, that they shrill procccri in the plr*r1," &e. - ii Edward I., eh. I", (l 2i'8.)

Coke, in his connnentary OI] this chapter, also speaks repeatedly of " the mayor and
baiféjfs " as jurlgrs holding courts; and also speaks of this chapter as applicable not only
to " the eiti»~ of' London, specially named for the cause aforesaid, hut extended by equity
to all other privileged places," (that is, privileged to have a court of "mayor and bail-
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Magna Carts, which specially provides that the king's justices
shall "go through every county" to "take the assizes" (hold
jury trials) in three kinds of civil actions, Bo wit, "novel dis-
seisin, mort de ancestor, and darreirr preselltment;" but makes
l10 mention whatever of' their holding jury trials in criminal

-an omission wholly unlikely to be made, if it werecases,

grey) " where foreign voucher is made, as to Chester, Durham, Salop," &o.- 2 Inst.,
325-7.

BAILIE.-In Scotch law, a municipal magistrate, corresponding with the English
alderman* - Burrill's Law Dictionary.

BAILIFFE. -Brill Fr. A bailiff: a ministerial oiliccr with duties similar to
those of a sheritli . The judge of a court. A municipal magistrate, &c. - B u r -
r'ill's Law Did.

BAILIFF. . . The word bailijlris of Norman origin, and was applied in England,
at an early period, (after tbe example, it is said, of the Fl'ench,) to the chief magis-
trates of counties, or shires, sueb as the alderman, the reeve, 0l` sheriff, and also of infe-
rior jurisdictions, such as hundreds and wapentakcs. - Spclmau, we. Balirus, 1 81.
Com, 344. See Bnzlli, Ballivus. The Latin ballivus occurs, indeed, in the laws of
Edward the Confessor, but Spelman thinks it was introduced by a later hand. Balling
(bailiwick) was the word formed from ballivus, to denote the extent of territory com-
prised within a bailif'l"s jurisdiction; and brziliwiclc is still retained in writs and other
proceedings, as the name of a sherifi"s county. - l HZ. Com., 344. See Balliv/1. The
office of bailiff was aljirst strictly, though not exclusively, a judicial one. in France, the
word had the sense of what Spelman calls justilia tulclnrzs. Ballivus- occurs frequently
in the Regiam Illajestzzlem, in the sense of ajurlge. - Sprlman. In its sense of a flap-
uty, it was formerly applied, in England, to those officers who, by virtue of a dcputa-
tion, either from the sheriff or the lords of private jurisdictions, exercised witliiu t-he
hundred, or whatever might be the limits of their bailiwick, certain judicial and minis-
tcrial functions. With the disuse of private and local jurisdictions, the meaning of the
term became commonly restricted to such persons as were deputed by the sberixf to
assist him in the merely ministerial portion of his duty; suck as the summoning of
juries, and the execution of vrrits. -Brande. . . The word bully' is also applied in
England to the chief magistrates of certain towns and jurisdictions, to the keepers of'
castles, forests and other places, and to the stewards or agents of lords of manors.._.
Burrill's Law Diet. .

" BAILIFF, (from the Lat. ballivus; Fr. bail i. e., Praffectus pra'uinriw,) signifies an
officer appointed for the administration of justice within a certain district. The office,
as well as the name, appears to have been derived from tbe French," &c. - Brw.~sl<rr's
Enr3/cloperlia.

Millar says, " The French monarchs, about this period, were not content with the
power of receiving appeals from tbe several courts of tbcir barons. An expedient was
devised of sending royal Ii/:HWs into different parts of the kingdom, with a commission
to take cognizance of all those causes in wbieh the sovereign was interested, and in
reality for the purpose of abridging and limiting the subordinate jurisdiction of the

* .fllrfcrfzran wav. FL title arloielutly given to various joe¢Iicia£ officers, as the Alclorman of all Eng-
land, Alderman of the King., Alrlcrman of the County, Alderman of the City or Borough, alder-
anon of the Ilundrenl UI Wapwtukc. Those were alljudic in! oiiicers. See Law Dictionaries.

i
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designed they should attend the trial of such causes. Besides,
the chapter here spoken of Lin .lohll's charter) does not allow
these justices to sit alone in jury trials, even in civil actions 7
but provides that four knights, chosen by the county, shall sit

ncigliburing feudal superiors. By an edict of Phillip Augustus, in the year 1190, those
bailie were a.pp<)inted in all the principal towns of the kingdum_"-- .Mllafs His.
Www of the Eng. Gov., vol. ii., eh. 3, p. 12G.

" BA1I.11=F-mice,-Magistra.t,es who fornxerly administered justice in the parliaanents
0l` eeurts of France, uuswering to the English sheriffs, a.s mentioned by Brunton."-
Houuier's Law Debut.

J

" There be several officers eullcd bailjfs, whose oihees and employments seem quite
different from each other. . . The chief ulagistmte,in divers ancient eurporations,
are called bu[I\, as ill Ipswich, Yarmouth, Colehester, &e. There are, likewise, oils
eels of the gerent, who are termed ha.ilinlls."-1 Btlco71's Abnllgmenz, 498-9.

" BA 1LN#i~' >iguilies IL keeper or superintendent, and is directly derived from the French.
word billi, which appears to come from the word balivus, and that from bagulus,a. Latin
word signifying generally at governor, tutor, or superintendent. _ . The Freneh
word billi is thus explained by ltichelct, (Diclionaire, &c.:) Ba1`lli.- Ile who in a prow
once has thf' _supmhtuulenuc of justice, who is the ordinary judge of the nobles, who is their
head jin' the ban and wvivrc brm,* and who maintains the right and property of others
against those who attack them. . . All the various oflieers who are culled by this
ulnae, though differing as to the nature of their euiployuients, seem to have some kind

. . hem by their superio1."-Political Dictionary.o f superiuteudenee lntru=ted to t

" BAILIFF, ball:us. From the French word ball{§`, that is, praefcctass pro4:zncza', and as
the 11a.me, SO the efiiee itself was answeruhle to that of Frnnee, where there were eigllt;
parliaments, which were high courts from whence there lay DO a,ppezll, and within the
precincts of the several parts of that killgduul which helenged to each p:L11iu.zneut,
there wr.re sri,fral pron,zncrs to wlzzrrtz .ju.~tzce was admrni>t¢red by certazh ojicers called Z)azlij'.s,
and in England we have several counties in which justice hath been, and still is, in
small suits, administered to the inhabitants by the ufiieer whom we new fall sh tn j f ,  o r

tf iscounr, (one of which na.111es descends frolic the Saxons, the other from the Nurlllans.)
And, theugll the sheriff is not called 64451 , yet it was probable that was UIIC of his
names all!§I.17 hecziuse the eeunty is often called bal l i va; as in the return of a. writ, where
the personal is net airresteml, the sheriti` saith, infra-nom1nn1'us, A. B. non err :m°rmus in
ball iva orca, &e.; (the within named A. B. is not found in my bniliwiek, rice.) And in
the statute of liinguzl. C'a1ta\., eh. 28, and 14 Ed. 3, oh. 9, the word bf1£l seems to com-
prise as well sheliLils, as bailiffs of h u n

"  B a i l i f f , in Feutlai
drcds.

id, are llmgistrates of burghs, possessed of certzliu jurisdictions,
having the 58.1.1118 power within their territory as slierillS in the county. . .

" As Eli8lailld is divided into cou11ties,so every county is divided into hundreds ; within
which, i11 ancient times, the people had justice ndmillistcred to them by the several offi-
CC1°S of every hundred, which were the MIle, And it appears by Bracton, (lib. 3, tract.
2, oh. 3 JO,) that bai£:<» of huuilrcds might zillcieiitiy hold plea of appeal and upprovcrs ,
but sinec tlmt time the hundred courts, except certain franchises, are swallowed in the
county <'ou1t.s; and new the Ba:I"s 113.1110 and office is grown into contempt., they being

* " Ban and aware ban,a pmclnnmnlfnn, win-r¢-hy all that hold lands of the crown, (except some
privileged uIYic\'l's ml cil.lzeu:=,) :ire summoned to uncut at u. certain plane in owler an serve the king

In his wars, either pcnouully, or by proxy."- Boyer.
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with them to keep them honest. When the l<ing's justices
were known to be so corrupt and servile that the people would
not even trust them to sit alone, in jury trials, in civil actions,

generally oilieers to serve writs, &e., within their liberties; though, in other respects,
the 1181110 is still in good esteem, for the chief n1r4.gistra,tes in divers towns are called
brazil _: and souietirnes the persons to whom the king's castles are eomuiitted are
termed bnilijs, as the bailiff of Dover Castle, &c.

" Of the ordinary bailie there are several sorts, viz., bailmb of liberties; sheriffs'
lwilgs; bnilijs of lords of manors; boil of husbandry, &c. . .

"Bezilijfs of liberties or franchises are to be sworn to take distresses, truly impure
jurors, make returns by indenture between them and sheriffs, &e. . .

" Bailie of courts baron summon those courts, and execute the process thereof.
" Besides these, there arc also bailie of thcforest... " -Jacol/'s Law Diet. Torn-

lizz's do.

" BA1LiWie1:, bnllivrz,-is not only taken for the county, but signifies generally that

liberty which is exempted from the sheriff of the county, over which the lord of the
liberty appointeth a. bail§1j`, with such powers within his precinct as an under-sheriff
exerciscth under the sheri8` of the county; such as the Imilqf of West1uinster."--
Jacob's Law Diet. Tomlih's do.

"A bailfj' of a Led, Court-baron, Illa far, Balzlw.s' Law, Baronis, ]II1znmi.--He is one
that is appointed by the lord, or his steward, within every manor, to do such oI'liees as
appertain thereunto, as to summon the court, warn the tenants and resiants, also, to
summon the Lest and Homage, levy fines, and make distresses, &c., of which you may
read ut large in Kztchcn's Court-lcd and Court-baron." -A Law DzLlionlzr.1,/, anon3/m.o1/.s,
(in Suj0l/s Lrzzv Library.)

" BAILUF. -In England an oflicer appointed by the sheriff. Bailiffs are either
special, and appointed, for their adroitness, to arrest persons; or bailiBls of hundreds,
who collect h`nes, summon juries, attend the assizes, and execute writs and processes.
The S/MTM' in Fnglund is the icing's lzuili. . .

" 7716 lee of bailijformerly was high and honorable in England, and ens under :had
title on the continent are still inlestfd with impor1antfundions."- Vebster.

" BAILLI, (Scotland.) -.- An alderman; a magistrate who is second in rank in a royal
burgh." -- tlorcrstfr.

" Baily, or Bailie. ,-. (Sorta d'olIicier de justice.) A bailiff; a sort of magistrate."
- Bu_y¢r's .Frznch Did.
" By some opinions, a bailij", in Magna Carts, oh. 28, signifies anyjudge."- Cunning-

ham's Law Din.

168

" BAILI1l1". __ In the court of the Greek emperors there was a grand lmjulos, first tutor
of the eulperor's children. The superintendent of foreign merchants seems also to have
been called bnjulas; and, as he was appointed by the Venetians, this title (hallo) was
transferred to the Venetian ambassador. From Greece, the official bajulos (balliviw,
bailli, in France; Imilgj in England) was introduced into the south of Europe, and
denoted a superintendent, hence the eight ballivi of the knights of St. John, which
constitute its supreme council. In France, the royal bailiffs were commanders of the
militia, administrators or stewards of the domains, and judges of their districts. In the
course of tinic, only the first duty remained to the bailiff; hence he was bailli d'¢'pz'r,
and laws were administwed in his name by a lawyer, as his deputy, lieutenant de robe. The
seigniories, wit.h which high courts were connected, employed bailiHls, who thus consti-
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how preposterous is it to suppose that they would not only
suffer them to sit, but to sit alone, in criminal ones.

It is entirely incredible that Magna Carla, which makes such
careful provision in regard to the king's justices sitting in civil
actions, should make ll0 provision whatever as to their sitting
in criminal trials, if they were to be allowed to sit in them at
all. Yet Magna Carta has no provision whatever on the
subject*

luted, Illluuéili everywhere, the lowest order of jurlges. From the courts of the nobility,
the appellation passed to the royal courts; from thence to the parliaments. In the
greater bailiwicks of cities of impu1t:mee, Henry II. established a cellcgial constitution
under the llaluc of presirfirrl courts. . . Tile ncwne of boils was introrlurrrl into Fug-
Zrmd with IV!ZZio?n I. The counties were also called tJo£Zzwzck.s, (brzZlia»:r,) while the sub-
divisions were called hundreds; but, as the courts of the hundreds have long since
ceased, the English baililts are only a kind of subordinate officers of justice, like the
French fzuissiors. These eorrespoild very nearly to the officers called crust(zhles in the
United States. Every sheriff has some of them under him, for whom he is answerable .
In some cities the bighcst municipal officer yet hears this name, as the high bailiff of
`Wcstminster. In Loudon, the Lord Mayor is at the same time bailiff, (which title he
bore before the present becasue usual,) and arZnnlrustors' in this quality, the criminal juris-
diction of the city, in the court of old Bailey, where there arc, annually, eight sittings of
the court, for the city of London and the eeuuty of Middlesex. LourZZy, the recorder of
London supplies tis place as jzcrfgc. Iu soule instances the term 6azZ.Q?, in England, is
applied to the chief Iltagistlur tes of towns, or to the commanders of particular castles,
as that of Dover. The term Braille, in Scotland, is applied to a judicial police-oflicer,
baviug powers very similar to those of justices of peace in the Vnited States." -  E n .

cyclops chirr Americoarr.
* Perhaps it may be said (and such, it has already been seen, is the opinion it" Coke

and others) that the chapter of Magna Carts, that " no brzil-j from llellcelorth shall put
any man to his open law, (put him on trial,) our to an oath (that, is, an oath (If self~
exculpation) upon his (the hailiti"s) own accusation or tcstiurony, without credible wit-
nesses brought in to prove the charge," is i tsrl f a " provision in regard to the king's
justices sitting in criminal trials," and therefore implies that they are to sit in such
trials.

But, although the word Ba£Zij!' includes all judicial, as well :LS other, officers, and wonlil
therefore i 11 this ease apply to the king's justices, if they were to sit in criminal trials;
yet this particular chapter of Magna Carta cviilcutly does not contclnplate " bal{}?s "
while acting in their _1urit¢ini capacity, (for they were not allowed to sit, in eriiniuuh
trials at ulI,) but only in the character of w11'nrssr=s; 0.1111 that the insaning of the
chapter is, that the simple testimony (sinuplici loquela) of " no ba.ililT," (of wllat,ever
kind,) unsupported by other an:l " creiliblc witnesses," shall be sufiieicut to put any
man on trial, or to his oath of self-exculpatiom*

It. will he noticed that the words of this chapter are nor, " no bailiff nforus," that
is, of the king, - as in some other chapters of Magna Carts; but simply " no bailie,"
dsc. The prohibition, therefore, applies to all " hai1iils,"-- to those chosen by the peo-

' At the cummnn law, pm-lies, in both civil and criminal cues, were allowed to swear in their ovrn
behalf; and in. will be so again, if Me Lrue l.riul by jury should be rcéstablished.
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lout what would appear to make this matter absolutely cer-
tain is, that uulcss the prohibition that " no bailiff, &c., of
o//I's shall hold pleas of our crown," apply to all officers of the
king, justices as well as others, it would be wholly nugatory
tor any practical or useful purpose, because the prohibition
would be ovacled by the king, at any time, by simply changing
the titles of his officers. Instead of calling them "sherifils,
coroners, constables and bailiffs," he could call them "j2¢sz'ices,"
or anything else he pleased, and this prohibition, so important
to the liberty of the people, would then be entirely defeated.
'l'hl king also could make and unmake "justices" at his
pleasure; and if he could appoint any officers whatever to
preside over juries in criminal trials, he could appoint any
tool that he might at any time find adapted to his purpose. It
was as easy to make justices of Jeffreys and Seroggs, as of
any other material § and to have prohibited all the king's offi-
cers, except /nisi//slices, from presiding in criminal trials, would
therefore have been mere fool's play.

We can all berhaps form some idea, though few of us Will
be liltely to form any adequate idea, of what a different thing

ple, as well as those appointed by the king. And the prohibition is obviously founded
upon the idea. (a. very sound one in that age certainly, and probably also in this) that
public ollieers (whether appointed by king or people) have generally, or at least fre-
qnently, too uiauy interests and animosities against accused persons, to make it safe to
convict any man on their testimony alone.

The idea. of' Coke and others, that the object of this ehapterwas simply to ibrbid
1»zrigi:=lral4-.s- to put a man on trial, when there were no witnesses against him, hut only
the simple sensation or testimony of the magistrates themselves, before whom he was
to be tried, is preposterous; for that would be equivalent to supposing that magistrates
aetvil in the triple character of judge, jury and witnesses, in the .same trial; and that,
there"ore, in .such cases, they needed to he prohibited from condemning a men on their
own accusation or testimony alone. But such a provision would have been unneces-
sary and senseless, for two reasons; first, because the hnil.illls or lna§strates had lln
power to " hold pleas of the ex-own," still less to try or condemn a man; that power rest-
ing wholly with the juries; second, because if buililiS or magistrates could try and con-
demn a man, without a jury, the prohibition upon their doing so upon their own accusa-
tion or testimony alone, would give no additional preteetion to the accused, so long as
these same hailidS or magistrates were allowed to decide what weight should he given,
Lush to zhdr own testimony and :hex of other witnesses; for, if they wished to convict, they
would of' course decide that any testimony, however frivolous or irrelevant, in addition
to lhcir own, was suilident. Certainly a magistrate could always procure witnesses
enough to testify to something or other, which he himself could decide to be corrobora-
tive or his own testimony. And thus the prohibition would be defeated in fact, though
observed in form.

I
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the trial by jury would have been in practice, and of what
would have been the difference to the liberties of England, for
five hundred years last past, had this prohibition of Magna
Carla, upon the king's officers sitting in the trial of criminal
cases, been observed.

The principle of this chapter of Magna Carta, as applicable
to the governments of the United States of America, forbids
that any officer appointed either by the executive or legi0lII//'re
power, or dependent upon them for their salaries, or responsi-
ble to them by impeachment, should preside over a jury iii
criminal trials. To have the trial a legal (that is, a conrmfnr
law) and true trial by jury, the presiding officers must he
chosen by the people, and be entirely free from all depcnrlonve
upon, and all accountability Io, the executive and legislative
branches of the government*

* In this chapter I have called the justices "[rresirl'ing officers," solely for the want,
of 0. better term. They are not "pa-#siding olliccrs," in the sense of having any
authority over the jury; but arc only assistants to, and tuznchcrs and scrvnnts of, the
jury. The foremsui of the jury is properly the " presiding officer," so for as there is
such an officer at all. The sheriff has no authority except over other persons than the
jury.
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CHAPTER VIII.

THE FREE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE.

THE free administration of justice was a principle of the
common law, and it must necessarily be a part of every sys-
tem of government which is not designed to be an engine in
the hands of the rich for the oppression of the poor.

In saying that the free administration of justice was aL princi-
ple of the C01II1H011 law, I mean only that parties were subjected
to no costs for jurors, witnesses, writs, or other necessaries for
the trial, ]n'eZilnilzczry lo I/te trial iZ5e Consequently, no one
could lose the benefit of a trial, for the want of means to
defray expenses. 8114 CIfz'e27 z'/Ie trial, the plaintiff or defendant
was liable to be amerced, (be the jury, of course,} for having
troubled the court with the prosecution or deface of an unjust
suit* But it is not likely that the losing party was subjected

an ainercenient as a matter of course, but only in those
cases where the injustice of his cause was so evident as to
make him inexcusable in bringing it before the courts.

All the freeholders were required to attend the courts, that
they might serve as jurors and witnesses, and do any other
service that could legally be required of them; and their
attendance was paid for by the state. in other words, their
attendance and service at the courts were par t of the rents
which they paid the state for their lands.

The freeholders, who were thus required always to attend

to

* 2 Sullivan Lectures, 234-5. 3 Blackstone, ZT4-5, 37G. Sullivan says that both
plaintiffs and defendants were liable to zunercement. Blackstone speaks of plaintiffs
being liable, without saying whether defendants were so or not. What the rule really
was I do not know. There would seem to be some reason in allowing defendants to
defend themselves, at their own charges, without exposing themselves to annercemeut in
case of failure.

I
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the cottrts, were doubtless the only witnesses who were usually
required in civil causes. This was owing to the fitct that, in
those days, when the people at large could neither write nor
read, few contracts were put in writing. '1'l\e expedient
adopted for proving contracts, was that of making them in
the presence of witnesses, who could afterwards testify to the
transactions. Most contracts in regard to lands were made
at the courts, in the presence of the freeholders there assem-
blea.*

In the king's courts it was specially provided by Magna
Carts that "justice and right" should not be "sold;" that
is, that the king should take nothing from the parties for
administering justice. '

The oath of a party to the justice of his cause was all that
was necessary to entitle him to the benefit of Inv courts Fri-te
of all expense; lcxcvpt the risk of living" :Itnv1'(-1-1l tier tl.':
tri-tl. in case the jury slmllh( think he dp<t'rv<'<l it-T)

This p/'i/1ri/1ie of Z/Ie .fI'ce udmiu isl/'uliou Q/'juslire vol/ner'/s
itself IIc/'!'ssaI'iiy zrilh laze [in] byju/'y, because rL.jn/'y et/nhl ml
rig/:uh/ly girl: i/ulg'/mil* Agni/ls! any man. III oil/iw' a civil al'
cri/ninul case, if I/my /url any reason lo 811[)1)0S8 he had been
unable to [II°o¢'u1'e his witnesses.

The true trial by jury would also compel the free adminis-
tration of justice from another necessity, viz., that of prevent-
ing private quarrels; because, unless the government enforced
a man's rights and redressed his wrongs, _#be of 81l[)E)lS0 lo
him, a jury would be bound to protect him in taking the law
into his own hands. A man has a natural right to enlbrce his
own rights and redress his own wrongs. II' one loan owe
another u debt, and refuse to pay it, the creditor has a natural
right to seize sufficient property of the debtor, wherever he

l

* When :my other witness than freeholders were required in in civil suit, I um not
aware of the manner iu which their uttouclance was procured, but it was doubtless dune
at the expense either of the state or of the witnesses themselves. And it was dflubt-
less the same in criminal eases.

1* " All claims were established in the first stage by the oath of the plziintilf, except
when otherwise specially direebed by the law. The oath, by which any clair was sup-
ported, was culled the fore-oath, or ' l'ral'jnralnentum,' and it was the foundation of his
suit.. Ono of the eases which did not require this initiatory confirmation, was when
cattle could bo tracked into smother man's land, and then the foot-mark stood fer the
fore-oath." - 2 Pa lgra'ue's Rise and Progress, &c., 114.

1514
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can find it, to satisfy the debt. If one man commit a trespass
upon the person, property or character .of another, the injured
party has a natural right, either to chastise the aggressor, or
to take compensation for the injury out of his property. But
as the government is an impartial party as between these
individuals, it is more likely to do exaetjustice between them
than the injured individual himself would do. The govern-
rnent, also, having more power at its command, is likely to
right a loan's wrongs more peacefully than the injured< party
himself could do it. 14 therefore, the government will do the
work of enforcing a nlan's rights, and redressing his wrongs,
prompt/, and free of expense lo /Tim, he is under a moral
obligation to leave the work in the hands of' the government 5
but not otherwise. \Vhen the government forbids him to
enforce his own rights or redress his own wrongs, and deprives
him of all means of obtaining justice, except on the condition
of his errtployiiig the government to obtain it for him, and of
paying Z/te g`Ol)€/')177l67Z/.f0/` doing it, the government becomes
itself the protector and accomplice of the wrong-docr. If the
government -w,ill forbid a man to protect his own rights, it
is bound to do it for him, free of expense to /aim. And so long
as government rehlscs to do this, juries, if they knew their
duties, would protect a man in defending his own rights.

Under the prevailing system, probably one half of the com-
munity are virtually deprived of all protection for their rights,
except what the criminal law affords them. Courts of justice,
for all civil suits, are as effectually shut against them, as though
it were done by bolts and bars. Being forbidden to maintain
their own rights by force, -as, for instance, to compel the pay-
ment of debts, - and being unable to pay the expenses of civil
suits, they have no alternative but submission to many acts
of injustice, against which the government is bound either to
protect them, free of expense, or allow them to protect them-
selves.

There would be the same reason in compelling a party to
pay the judge and jury for their services, that there is in
compelling him to pay the witnesses, or any other necessary
charges.

* Among the necessary expenses of suits,should be reckoned reasonable compensation
t,o counsel, for they are nearly or quite as important to the administration of justice,

1
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This compelling parties to pay the expenses of civil suits is
one of the many cases in which government is false to the
fundamental principles 01] which free government is based.
\Vhat is the object of government, but to protect men's rights?
On what principle docs a. man pay his taxes to the govern-
ment, except on that of contributing his proportion towards
the necessary cost of protecting the rights of all? Yet, when
his own rights are actually invaded, the government, which
he contributes to support, instead of fulfilling its implied con-
tract, becomes his encniy, and not only refuses to protect his
rights, (except at llis own cost,l but even forbids him to do it
himself.

All free government is founded on the theory of voluntary
association 5 and on the theory that all the parties to it volun-
Zarily pay their taxes for its support, on the condition of
receiving protection in return. But the idea that any poor
man would voluntarily pay taxes to build up a government,
which will neither protect his rights, (except at a cost which
he cannot mect,l nor suffer himself to protect them by such
means as may be in his power, is absurd.

Under the prevailing system, a large portion of the lawsuits
determined in courts, are mere colltests of purses rather than
of rights. And a jury, sworn to decide causes "according to
the evidence " produced, arc quite likely, in' au3'/1,1 !/my [hem-
selves can know, to be deciding merely the comparative length
of the parties' purses, rather than the intrinsic strength of their
respective rights. .jurors ought to refuse to decide a cause at
all, except upon the assurance tliat all the evidence, necessary

as are judges, jurors, or witnesses; and the universal practice of' employing them, both
on the part of governments and of private persons, shows that their iulport.mce is gen-
er0.lly understood. As n mere matter of economy, too, it would bo wise for the gov-
ernment to pity them, other than they should not be employed; because they collect
and arrange the testlLnolly and the law beforclmnd, so as to be able to present the whole
also to the court and jury intelligibly, and in n. short space of time. Whereas, if they
were not employed, the court and jury would be under the necessity eitber of spending
much more time than new in the investigation of causes, or of dcspatchiug them in
haste, and with little regard to justice. They would be very likely to do the latter,
thus defeating the whole object of' the people in establishing courts.

To prevent the abuse of this right, it should perhaps be left discretionary with the
jury in ench ease to determine whether the counsel should receive any pay- and, if
any, how much - from the government.

l
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to a full knowledge of the cause, is produced. This assurance
they can seldom have, unless the government itself produces
all the witnesses the parties desire.

In criminal cases, the atrocity of accusing a man of crime,
and then condemning him unless he prove his innocence at his
own charges, is so evident that a jury could rarely, if ever, be
justified in convicting a man under such circumstances.

But the free administration of justice is not only indispensa-
ble to the maintenance of right between man and man 8 it
would also promote simplicity and stability in the laws. The
mania for legislation would be, in an important degree, re-
strained, if the government were compelled to pay the expenses
of all the suits that grew out of it.

The free administration of justice would diminish and nearly
extinguish another great evil, ~that of malicious civil suits.
It is an old saying, that "mu/li Zfligruzf in Ebro, 21on H! frliqzzid
Z/(e)'e11!/12', see up vein.//5 alias." (Many litigate in court, not that
they may gain anything, but that they may harass otllers.`)
Many men, from motives of revenge and oppression, are wil-
ling to spend their own money ill prosecuting a groundless
suit, if they can thereby compel their victims, who are less
able than themselves to bear the loss, to spend money in the
deface. Under the prevailing system, in which the parties
pay the expenses of their suits, nothing but money is necessary
to enable any malicious man to commence and prosecute a
groundless suit, to the terror, injury, and perhaps ruin, of an-
other man. In this way, a court of justice, into which none
but a conscientious ii/ainlw" certainly should ever be allowed
to enter, becomes an arena into which any rich and revengeful
oppressor may drag any man poorer' than himself, and harass,
terrify, and impoverish him, to almost any extent. It is a scan-
dal and an outrage, that government should sufIler itself to be
made an instrument, in this way, for the gratification of pri-
vate malice. VoTe might nearly as well have no courts of
justice, as to throw them open, as we do, for such flagitious
uses. Yet the evil probably admits of" no remedy except a
free administration of justice. Under a free system, plaintiffs
could rarely be influenced by motives of this kind; because
they could put their victim to little or no expense, Neil/wr

I
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pending lIte soil, (which it is the object of the oppressor to do,)
nor at its termination. Besides, if the ancient cointon law
practice should be adopted, of amercing a party for troubling
the courts with groundless suits, the prosecutor himself would,
in the end, be likely to be amerced by the jury, in such a man-
ner as to make courts of justice a very unprofitable place for a
man to go to seek revenge.

In estimating the evils of this kind, resulting from the pres-
ent system, we are to consider that they are not, by any means,
confined to the actual suits in which this kind of oppression is
practised, but we arc to include all those cases in which the
fear ot" such oppression is used as a weapon to compel men
into a surrender of their rights.



C H A P T E R IX.

THE CRIMINAL INTENT.

IT is a maxim of the common law that there can be no
crime without a criminal intent. And it is a perfectly clear
principle, although one which judges have in a great measure
overthrown in practice, that ju2~ors are to judge of the moral
intent of an accused person, and hold him guiltless, whatever
his act, unless they find him to have acted with a criminal
intent, that is, with a design to do what he knew to be crim-
inal.

This principle is clear, because the question for a jury to
determine is, whether the accused be guilty, or no! guilty.
Guilt is a personal quality of the actor, - not necessarily
involved in the act, but depending also upon the intent or
motive with which the act was done. Consequently, the jury
must find that he acted from a criminal motive, before they
can declare him guilty.

There is no moral justice in, nor any political necessity for,
punishing a man for any act whatever that he may have com-
mitted, if he have done it without any criminal intent. There
can be 110 moral justice in punishing for such an act, because,
there having been no criminal motive, there can have been no
other motive whicll justice can take cognizance of, as deinantl-
ing or justifying punishment. There can be no p0li/£c11l neces-
sily for punishing, to warn against similar acts in future,
because, if' one man have injured another, however uninten-
tionally, he is liable, and justly liable, to a civil suit for dam»
ates, and in this suit lie will be compelled to make compen-
sation for the injury, notwithstanding his innocence of any
intention to injure. He must bear the consequences of his own
act, instead of throwing them upon another, however innocent

l
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he may have been of any intention to do wrong. And the
damages he will have to pay will be a sufficient warning to
him not to do the like act again.

If it be alleged that there are crimes against the public, (as
treason, for example, or any other resistance to govel'nment,)
for which private persons can recover 110 damages, and that
there is a political necessity for punishing for such offences,
even though the party acted conscientiously, the answer is, .
the government lnLlst bear with all resistance that is not SO
clearly wrong as to give evidence of criminal intent. In other
words, the government, in all its acts, must keep itself so
clearly within the limits of justice, as that twelve men, taken
at random, will all agree that it is in the right, or it must incur
the risk of resistance, without any power to punish it. This
is the if ode in which the trial by jury operates to prevent the
goverlnnent from falling into the hands of a party, or a fac-
tion, and to keep it within such limits as all, or substantially
all, the people are agreed that it may occupy.

This necessity for a criminal intent, to justify conviction,
is proved by the issue which the jury are to try, and the ver-
dict they are to pronounce. The "issue " they are to try is,
"guilty/' or "Hoi guilty." And those are the terms they are
required to use in rendering their verdicts. But it is a plain
falsehood to say that a. man is "guiZly," unless lie have done
an act which he knew to be criminal.

'1'his necessity for a criminal intent -in other words, for
gtt i l t- as a preliminary to conviction, makes it impossible
that a. man can be rightfully convicted for an act that is intrin-
sically innocent, though forbidden by the government , because
guilt is an intrinsic quality of actions and motives, and not one
that can be imparted to them by arbitrary legislation. All the
efforts of the government, therefore, to " make ojcnces by slai-
ule," out of acts that are not criminal by nature, must neces-
sarily be iueflectual, unless a jury will declare a man "guilty"
for an act that is really innocent.

The corruption of judges, in their attempts to uphold the
arbitrary authority of the government, by procuring the con-
viction of individuals for acts innocent i11 themselves, and for-
bidden only by some tyrannical statute, and the commission



180 TRIAL BY JURY.

of which therefore indicates no criminal intent, is very appar-
ent.

To accomplish this object, they have in modern times held
it to be unnecessary that indictments should charge, as by the
common law they were required to do, that an act was done
" w£cA'eclZy," "felolziot/sig," "win/L. malice afore!/1ong/(l7" or in
any other manner that implied a crirnillal intent, without
which there can be no criminality, but that it is sufiirzient to
charge simply that it was done "corzz'ra1°y lo I/ie form of lIte
8lu/nl8 in sue/L case made and provided." This Torin of in-
dictment proceeds plainly upon the assumption that the gov-
ernment is absolute, and that it has authority to prohibit
any act it pleases, however innocent i11 its nature the act
may be. Judges have been driven to the alternative of
either sanctioning this new form of indictment, (which they
never had any constitutional right to sanction,) or of seeing
the authority of many of the statutes of the government fall
to the ground 3 because the acts forbidden by the statutes were
so plainly innocent in their nature, that even the government
itself had not the face to allege that the commission of them
implied or indicated any criminal intent.

To get rid of the necessity of showing a criminal intent,
and thereby further to enslave the people, by reducing them to
the necessity of" a blind, unreasoning submission to the arbi-
trary will of the government, and of a surrender of all right,
on their own par t, to judge what are their constitutional and
natural rights and liberties, courts have invented another idea,
which they have incorporated alnoug the pretended maxims,
upon which they act in criminal trials, viz., that "'Zg17o1'a7tce
of Me If/tv earc//ses no one." Asia it were in the nature of things
possible that there could be an excuse more absolute and com-
plete. What else than ignorance of the law is it that excuses
persons under the years of discretion, and men of imbecile
minds? What else than ignorance of the law is it that
excuses judges themselves for all their erroneous decisions?
Nothing. They are every day committing errors, which
would be crimes, but for their ignorance of' the law. And yet
these same judges, who claim to be learned in the law, and
who yet could not hold their offices for a day, but for the
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allowance which the law makes for their ignorance, are con-
tinually asserting it to be a "maxim" that " ignorance of the
law excuses no one 3" by which, of course, they really mean
that it excuses no one but themselves; and especially that it
excuses no uzzlearned man, who comes before them charged
with crime.) .

This preposterous doctrine, that "ignorance of the law
excuses no one," is asserted by courts because it is an indis-
pensable one to the maintenance of absolute power in the gov-
ernment. It is indispensable for this purpose, because, if it be
once admitted that the people have any rights and liberties
which the government cannot lawfully take from them, then
the question arises in regard to every statute of the govern-
ment, whether it be law, or not , that is, whether it infringe,
or not, the rights and liberties of the people. Of this question
every man must of course judge according to the light in his
own mind. And no man can be convicted unless the jury
find, not only that the statute is law, - that it does no! infringe
the rights and liberties of the people, -but also that it was
so clearly law, so clearly consistent with the rights and liber-
ties of the people, as that the individual himself, who trans-
gressed it, knew it to be so, and therefore had no moral excuse
for transgressing it. Governments see that it" ignorance of the
law were allowed to excuse a man for any act whatever, it
must excuse him for transgressing all statutes whatsoever, wllicll
he himself thinks inconsistent with his rights and liberties.
But such a doctrine would of course be ineonsisteut with the
maintenance of arbitrary power by the government, and
hence governments will not allow the plea, although they will
not confess their true reasons for disallowing it.

The only reasons, (if they deserve the name of reasons), that
I ever knew given for the doctrine that ignorance of the law
excuses HO one, are these :

1. " The reason for the maxim is that of necessity. It pre-
vails, 'not that all men know the law, but because it is an
excuse which every man will make, and no man can tell how
to confute hirn.'-Selden, (as quoted in the 2d edition of
Sfarkie 0/L Slander, Prelim. Disc., p. 140, note.)" -- Law Illeg-
azine, (London,) vol. 27, p. 97.

16
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This reason impliedly admits that ignorance of the law is,
in!/'i/Isicalfy, an ample and sufficient excuse for a crime, and
that the excuse ought to be allowed, if the fact of ignorance
could but be ascertained. But it asserts that tllis fact is inca-
pable of being ascertained, and that therefore there is a neces-
sity for punishing the ignorant and the knowing-that is, the
innocent and the guilty-without discrimination.

This reason is worthy of the doctrine it is used to uphold ;
as if a plea of ignorance, any more than any other plea, must
necessarily be believed simply because it is urged 3 and as if
it were not a common and every-day practice of courts and
juries, in both civil and criminal cases, to determine the men-
tal capacity of individuals, as, for example, to determine
whether they are of sufficient mental capacity to make rea-
sonable contracts; whether they are lunatic; whether they
are compotes mentis, "of sound mind and memory," &;c. &c.
And there is obviously no more difficulty in a jury's determin-
ing whether an accused person knew the law in a criminal
case, than there is in determining any of these other questions
that are continually determined in regard to a man's mental
capacity. For the question to be settled by the jury is not
whether the accused person knew the particular penally'
attached to his act, (for at common law no one knew what
penalty a .jury would attach to an ofllence,) but whether he
knew that his act was izztrinsically criminal. If i t  were
intrinsically criminal, it was criminal at common law. If  it
was not intrinsically criminal, it was not criminal at common
law. (At least, such was the general principle of the common
law. There may have been exceptions in practice, owing to
the fact that the opinions of men, as to what was intrinsically
criminal, may not have been in all cases correct.)

A jury, then, in judging whether an accused person knew
his act to be illegal, were bound First to use their own judg-
ments, as to whether the act were intrinsically criminal. I f
their own judgments told them the act was intrinsically and
clearly criminal, they would naturally and reasonably infer
that the accused also understood that it was intrinsically crim-
inal, (and consequently illegal,) unless it should appear that he
was either below themselves in the scale of intellect, or had

I
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had less opportunities of knowing what acts were criminal. In
short, they would judge, from any and every means they
might have of judging, and if they had any reasonable doubt
that he knew his act to be criminal in itself, they would be
bound to acquit him.

The second reason that has been offered for the doctrine
that ignorance of the law excuses no one, is this :

"Ignorance of the municipal law of the kingdom, or of the
penalty thereby inflicted on otlenders, doth not excuse any that
is of tlle age of discretion and corr pos mentis, from the penalty
of the breach of it, because every person, of the ave of dis-
cretion and compos mentis, is bound lo know the la?/', and pre-
snmed to do so. Igwora/zlia ('O7l1UlL, qurc quit .wire lenclIIr arm
excuszzl." (Ignorance of those things which every one is
bound to know, does not excuse.l -- l Hrlds' Pfc/rs Qf Z/re
Crown, 42. Doctor and Sir/cle/rl, Dialog. 2, ch. 46. Law
Jlfagaziue, (Longo/¢,l vol. 27, p. 97.

The sun of this reason is, that ignorance of the law excuses
no one, (who is of the age of discretion and is colnpos mentis,l
because every such person " is bound to /snow the law." But
this is giving no reason at all for the doctrine, since saying that
a man " is bound to know the law," is only saying, in anal/ter
form, that " ignorance of the law does not excuse him."
There is no difference at all in the two ideas. To say, there-
fore, that " ignorance of the law excuses no one, because every
one is bound to know the law," is only equivalent to saying
that " ignorance of the law excuses no one, because ignorance
of the law excuses no one." It is merely reasserting the doc-
trine, without giving any reason at all.

And yet these reasons, which are really no reasons at all,
arethe only ones, so far as I know, that have ever been offered
for this absurd and brutal doctrine. .

The idea suggested, that u; the age of discretion ' determines
the guilt of a person, - that there is a particular age, prior to
which all persons alike should be held incapable of knowing
any crime, and subsequent to which all persons alike should
be held capable of knowing all crimes,-is another ot` this most
ridiculous nest of ideas. All mankind acquire their knowledge
of crimes, as they do of other things, grazlura/ly. Some they
learn at an early age, others not till a later one. O11e individ-
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ual acquires a knowledge of crimes, as he does of arithmetic,
at an earlier age than others do. And to apply the same pre-
suniption to all, on the ground of age alone, is not only gross
injustice, but gross folly. A universal presumption might,
with nearly 01` quite as much reason, be founded upon weight,
or height, as upon age.*

This doctrine, that " ignorance of the law excuses H0 one,"
is constantly repeated in the form that " every one is bound to
know the law." The doctrine is true in civil matters, espec-
ially in contracts, so far as tllis: that 110 man, who has the
o/'db/.ary capacity to make reasonable contracts, can escape
the consequences of his own agreement, on the ground that he
did not know the law applicable to it. When a man makes a
contract, he gives the otller party rights; and he must of neces-
sity judge for himself, and take his own risk, as to what those
rights are, -otherwise the contract would not be binding, and
men could not make contracts that would convey rights to
each other. Besides, the capacity to make reasonable con- I

* This presumption, founded upon age alone, is as ahstu°d in civil matters as in crim-
inal. What can be more entirely ludicrous than the idea that all men (not manifestly
imbecile) become mentally competent to make all contracts whatsoever Of] the day
t,hey become twenty-one years of age '!- and that, previous to that day, DO man
becomes competent to make any contract whatever, except for the present supply of
the most obvious wants of nature 1 In reason, Hz. man's legal competency to make bind-
Mg contracts, in any and every case whatever, depends wholly upon his mental capac-
i ty to make reasonable contracts in each particular ease. It of course requires more
capacity to make a reasonable contract in some eases than in others. It requires, for
example, mol'e cyapacity to make a reasonable contract in the purchase of a large
estate, than in the purchase of a pair of shoes. But the mental capacity to make s.
reasonable contract, in any particular case, is, in reason, the only legal criterion of the
legal competency to make a binding contract in that case. The age, whether more or
less than twenty-one years, is of no legal consequence whatever, except that its entitled
to some consideration as etidmce of capacity.

It may he mentioned, in this connection, that the rules that prevail, that every man
is entitled to freedom from parental authority at twenty-one years of age, and no one
before that age, are of the same class of absurdities with those that have been men-
tioned. The only ground on which a parent is ever entitled to exercise authority over
his child, is that the child is incapable of taking reasonable care of himself. The child
would he entitled to his freedom from his birth, if he were at that time capable of
taking reasonable care of himself. Some become eapahle of taking care of themselves
at an earlier age than others. And whenever any one becomes capable of taking rea-
sonahle care of himself,and not until tben,he is entitled to his freedom, be his age more
or less.

These principles would prevail under the true trial hy jury, the jury being the judgeil
of the capacity of every individual whose capacity should be called in question.

I
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tracts, implies and includes a capacity to form a reasonable
judgment as to the law applicable to them. But in criminal
matters, where the question is OIls of punishment, or not ;

where 110 second party has acquired any right to have the
crime punished, unless it were committed with criminal intent,
(but only to have it compensated for by damages in a civil
suit ;) and when the criminal intent is the only floral justifica-
tion for the punishment, the principle docs not apply, and a mall
is bound to know the law only as well as he reasonably may.
The criminal law requires neither ilnpossibilities nor extraor-
dinaries of any one. It requires only thoughtfulness and a
good conscience. It requires only that (1 man fairly and prop-
erly use the judgment he possesses, and the means he has of
learning his duty. lt requires of him only the same care to
know his duty in regard to the law, that he is morally bound
to use in other matters of equal importance. And this care it
does require of /aim. Any ignorance of the law, therefore, that
is unnecessary, or that arises from indifference or disregard of
one's duty, is no excuse. An accused person, therefore, may
be rightfully held responsible for such a knowledge of the
law as is common to men in general, having no greater natu-
ral capacities than himself, and no greater opp or unities for
learning the law. And he can rightfully be held to no greater
knowledge of the law than this. To hold him responsible for
a greater knowledge of the law than is common to mankind,
when other things are equal, would be gross injustice and cru-
elty. The mass of mankind can give but little of their atten-
tion to acquiring Z1 knowledge of the law. Their other duties
in life forbid it. Of course, they cannot investigate abstruse
or difficult questions. All that can rightfully be required of
each of them, then, is that he exercise such a candid and con-
scientious judgment as it is common for mankind generally to
exercise in such matters. If he have done this, it would be
monstrous to punish him criminally for his errors, errors not
of conscience, but only of judgment. It would also be con-
trary to the t8irst principles of a free government (that is, a
government formed by voluntary association) to punish men
in such cases, because it would be absurd to suppose that any
man would voluntarily assist to establish or support a govern-

16*
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meet that would punish himself for acts which he himself did
not know to be crimes. But a man may reasonably unite
with his fellow-men to maintain a government to punish those
acts which he himself considers criminal, and may reasonably
acquiesce in his own liability to be punished for such acts. As
those are the only grounds Ol] which any one can be supposed
to render any voluntary support to a government, it follows
that a government formed by voluntary association, and of
course having no powers except such as all the associates have
consented that it may have, can have no power to punish a
man for acts which he did not himself know to be criminal.

The safety of society, which is the only object of the crim-
inal law, requires only that those acts which are undcrslood by
mankind al large Zo be iulrilzsieallg/ criminal, should he pun-
ished as crimes. The remaining few (if there are any) may
safely be left to go unpunished. Nor does the safety of society
require that any individuals, other than those who have sufli-
cient mental capacity to understand that their acts are crim-
inal, should be criminally punished. All others may safely be
left to their liability, under the civil law, to compensate for
their unintentional wrongs.

The only real object of this absurd and atrocious doctrine,
that " ignorance of the law (that is, of crime) excuses 110 one,"
and that " every one is bound to know the criminal law," (that
is, bound to know what is a crime,l is to maintain an entirely
arbitrary authority on the part of the government, and to deny
to the people all right to judge for themselves what their ow11
rights and. liberties are. In other words, the whole object of
the doctrine is to deny to the people themselves all right to
judge what statutes and other acts of the government are con-
sistent or inconsistent with their own rights and liberties; and
thus to reduce the people to the condition of mere slaves to a
despotic power, such as the people themselves would never
have voluntarily established, and the justice of whose laws the
people themselves cannot understand.

Under the true trial by jury all tyranny of this kind would
be abolished. A jury would not only judge what acts were
really criminal, but they would judge of the mental capacity
of an accused person, and of his opportunities for understand-
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ing the true character of his conduct. In short, they would
judge of his moral illtentfrom all the circumstances of the case,
and acquit him, if they had any reasonable doubt that he
knew that he was committing a crime*

* In contrast to the doctrines of the text, it may be proper to present more distinctly
the doctrines that are maintained by judges, and that prevail in courts of justice.

Of course, no judge, either of the present day, or perhaps within the last live hun-
dred years, has admitted the right of ajury to judge of the justice of It law, or to hold
any law invalid for its injustice. Every judge asserts the power of the government to
punish for :Lets that are intrinsically innocent, and which therefore involve or evince
no criminal intent. To accommodate the administration of law to this principle, all
judges, so far as I am aware, hold it to he unnecessary that an indictment should
charge, or that a jury should find, that an a.ct was done with a criminal intent, except
in those cases where the act is mal um in 8e,- criminal in itself. In all other cases, so
far as I am aware, they hold it sufficient that the indictment charge, and consequently
that the jury find, simply that the act was done " contrary to the form of the statute
in such case made and provided 3" in other words, contrary to the orders of the gov-
ernment.

All these doctrines prevail universally among judges, and are, I think, uniformly
practised upon in courts of justice ; and they plainly involve the must absolute despot-
ism on the part of the government.

But there is still another doctrine that extensively, and perhaps most generally, pre~
veils in practice, although judges are not agreed in regard to its soundness. It is this 1
that it is not even necessary that the jury should see or know, for themselves, what the
law is that is charged to have been violated; nor to see or know, for I/:cmsrlvcs, that the
act charged was in violation of any law whatever;-hut that it is sufficient that they
be simply told by Zhe judge that any act whatever, charged in an indictment, is in viola-
tion of law, and that they are then bound blindly to receive the declaration as true, and
convict a man accordingly, if they find that he has done the act charged.

This doctrine is adopted by many among the most eminent judges, and the reasons for
it are thus given by Lord Mansfield I

" They (the jury) do not know, and are not presumed to know, the law. They are
not sworn to decide the law;* they are not required to do it. . . The jury ought
not to assume the jurisdiction of law. They do not know, and are not presumed to
know, anything of the matter. They do not understand the language in which it is
conceived, or the meaning of the terms. They have no rule to ge by hut their pas-
sions and wishcs."- 3 Term Rap., 428, note.

What is this hut saying that the people, who are supposed to he represented in juries,
and who institute and support the government, (of course for the protection of their
own rights and liberties, a.s zhfy understand them, for plainly no other motive can he
attributed to them,) are really the slaves of a despotic power, whose arbitrary com-
rnands even they are not supposed competent to understand, but for the transgression
of which they are nevertheless to he punished is criminals T

This is plainly the sum of the doctrine, because the jury are the peers (equals) of the
accused, and are therefore supposed to know the law as well as he does, and as well as
it is known hy the people at large. If they (the jury) are not presumed to know the

* This declaration of Mansfield, that juries in England "are not sworn Mdecide the law" in
crhnninal cases, is a plain falsehood. They are sworn M Lry the whole case at issue between the
king and the prisoner, and that includes the law as well as the la/ct. See juror's oath, page 86.
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law, neither the accused nor the people at large in be presumed to know it. Hence, it
follows that one principle of the true trial by jury is, that no accused person shall be held
responsible for any other or greotcr knowledge of the law than is common to his political
equals, who will generally be men of nearly similar condition in life. But the doctnlne
of dlunslield is, that the body of the people, from whom jurors are t0.kcn,aro responsible
to R law, which 12 is agreed they cannot understand. What is this but despotism ' ! -and
not merely despotism, but insult and oppression of the intensest kind 'E

This doctrine of Mansfield is the doctrine of all who deny the right of juries to judge
of the law, although all may not choose to express it in so blunt ztnd unambiguous

But. the doctrine evidently admits of no other interpretation or deface.Serins.

I
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CHAPTER X.

MORAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR JURORS.

THE trial by jury must, if possible, be construed to be such
that a man can rightfully sit in a jury, and unite with his fel-
lows in giving judgment. But no man can rightfully do this,
unless he hold in his own hand alone a veto upon any judg-
ment or sentence whatever to be rendered by the jury against
a defendant, which veto he must be permitted to use according
to his own discretion and conscience, and not bound to use
according to the dictation of either legislatures or judges.

The prevalent idea, that a juror may, at the mere dictation
of a legislature or a judge, and without the concurrence of his
own conscience or understanding, declare a man "guilty," and
thus in effect license the government to punish him 3 and that
the legislature or the judge, and not himself, has in that case
all the moral responsibility for the correctness of the principles
on which the judgment was rendered, is one of the many gross
impostures by which it could hardly have been supposed that
any sane man could ever have been deluded, but which gov-
ernments have nevertheless succeeded in inducing the people
at large to receive and act upon.

As a moral proposition, it is perfectly self-evident that, unless
juries have all the legal rights that have been claimed for them
in the preceding chapters, -- that is, the rights of judging what
the law is, whether tlle law be a just one, what evidence is
admissible, what weight the evidence is entitled to, whether
an act were done with a criminal intent, and the right also to
limit the sentence, free of all dictation from any quarter, -
they have no moral right to sit in the trial at all, an.d cannot
do so without making themselves accomplices in any injustice
that they may have reason to believe may result from their

5
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I
verdict. It is absurd to say that they have no moral respon-
sibility for the use that may be made of their verdict by the
government, when they have reason to suppose it will be used
for purposes of' injustice.

It is, for instance, manifestly absurd to say that jurors have
no moral responsibility for the enforcement of an unjust law,
when they collsent to render a verdict of guilty for the trans-
gression of it; which verdict they know, or have good reason
to believe, will be used by the government as a. justification
for inflicting a penalty.

It is absurd, also, to say that jurors have no moral responsi-
bility for a punishment inflicted upon a man against law, when,
at the dictation of a judge as to what the law is, they have
consented to render verdict against their own opinions of the
law.

It is absurd, too, to say that jurors have no moral responsi-
bility for the conviction and punishment of an innocent man,
when they consent to render a verdict against him on the
strength of evidence, or laws of evidence, dictated to them by
the court, if any evidence or laws of evidence have been
excluded, which Z/icy (the jurors) thillk ought to have been
admitted in his deface. .

It is absurd to say that jurors have no moral responsibility
for rendering a verdict of "guilty " against a man, for an set
which he did not know to be a crime, and in the commission
of which, therefore, he could have had no criminal intent, in
obedience to the instructions of courts that " ignorance of the
law (that is, of crime) excuses no one."

It is absurd, also, to say that jurors have no moral responsi-
bility for any cruel or unreasonable sentence that may be
inflicted even upon a guilty man, when they consent to render
a verdict which they have reason to believe will be used by
the government as a justification for the infliction of such sen~
fence.

The consequence is, that jurors must have the whole case
in their hands, and judge of law, evidence, and sentence, or
they incur the moral responsibility of accomplices in any injus-
tice which they have reason to believe will be done by the
government on the authority of their verdict.

:

i
I

I

I
.
I
I



MORAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR JURORS. 191

The same principles apply to civil cases as to criminal. I f
a jury consent, at the dictation of the court, as to either law or
evidence, to render a verdict, on the strength of which they
have reason to believe that a man's property will be taken
from him and given to another, against their own notions of
justice, they make themselves morally responsible for 'the
wrong.

Every man, therefore, ought to refuse to sit in a jury, and
to take the oath of a juror, unless the form of the oath be such
as to allow him to use llis own judgment, on every part of the
case, free of all dictation whatsoever, and to hold in his own
hand a veto upon any verdict that can be rendered against a
defendant, and any sentence that can be inflicted upon him,
even if he be guilty.

Of course, no man can rightfully take an oath as juror, to
try a case " according to law," (if by law be meant anything
other than his own ideas of justice,) nor "according to the
law and the evidence, as they shall be given I/im." Nor can
he rightfully take an oath even to try a case "according to Z/ze
evidence," because in all cases he may have good reason to
believe that a party has been unable to produce all the evi-
dence legitimately entitled to be received. The only oath
which it would seem that a man can rightfully take as juror,
in either a civil or criminal case, is, that he " will try the case
according to his conscience." Of course, the form may admit
of variation, but this should be the substance. Such, we have
seen, were the ancient common law oaths.



CHAPTER XI

AUTHORITY OF MAGNA CARTA.
9
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PROBABLY no political compact between king and people was
ever entered into in a manner to settle more authoritatively the
fundamental law of a nation, than Was Magna Carta. Proba-
bly no people were ever more united and resolute in demand-
ing from their king a definite and unambiguous acknowledg-
ment of their rights and liberties, than were the English at
that t ime. Probably no king was ever more completely
stripped of all power to maintain his throne, and at the same
time resist the demands of his people, than was John on the
15th day of June, 1215. Probably no king every consented,
more deliberately or explicitly, to hold his throne subject to
specific and enumerated limitations upon his power, than did
John when he put his seal to the Great Charter of the Liber-
ties of England. And if any political compact between king
and people was ever valid to settle the liberties of the people,
or to limit the power of the crown, that compact is now to be
found in Magna Carla. If, therefore, the constitutional author-
ity of Magna Carta had rested solely upon the compact of
John with his people, that authority would have been entitled
to stand forever as the supreme law of the land, unless revoked
by the will of the people themselves.

But the authority of Magna Carta does not rest alone upon
the compact with Jo/Ln. When, in the next year, (I216,) his
son, Henry III., came to the throne, the charter was ratified
by him, and again in 1217, and again in 1225, in substantially
the same form, and especially without allowing any new
powers, legislative, judicial, or executive, to the king or his
judges, and without detracting in the least from the powers of
the jury. And from the latter date to this, the charter has
remained unchanged.

I
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In the course of two hundred years the charter was con-
Iirmed by Henry and his successors more than thirty times.
And although they were guilty of numerous and almost con-
tinual breaches of it, and were constantly seeking to evade it,
yet such were the spirit, vigilance and courage of the nation,
that the kings held their thrones only on the condition of their
renewed and solemn promises of observance. And it was not
until 1429, (as will be more fully shown hereafter,) when a
truce between themselves, and a formal combination against
the mass of the people, had been entered into, by the king, the
nobility, and the "_/orly shilling free/mlders," (a class whom
lllackintosh designates as "a few .free/Lolders t/Ien accounted
wen!!/zy,"*) by the exclusion of all others than such freehold-
ers from all voice in the election of knights to represent the
counties in the House of Commons, that a repetition of these
confirmations of Magna Carta ceased to be demanded and
obtained.t

The terms and the formalities of some of these "confirma-
tions" make them worthy of insertion at length.

Hume thus describes one which took place in the 38th year
of Henry III. (1253) :

" But as they the barons) had experienced his (the king's)
frequent breach of promise, they required that he should ratify
the Great Charter iii a manner still more authentic and solemn
than any which he had hither to employed. All the prelates
and abbots were assembled. They held burning tapers in
their hands. The Great Charter was read before them. They
denounced the sentence of excommunication against every one
who should thenceforth violate that fundamental law. They
threw their tapers on the ground, and exclaimed, ilhzy the soul
of every one who incurs 1/tis sentence so stink and cor/'1/pt in
/tell! The king bore a part in this ceremony, and subjoined,
'So help me God ' l will keep all these articles inviolate, as I
am a man, as 1 am a (llristian, as I am a knight, and as I am
a king crowned and anointed." " -llzmze, ch. 12. See also

* Ilfackinlosh Hint. of Eng., oh. 3. 45 L/m:Inc1's (lab. Cya., 354.
1' " Forty shilling jicchaldrrs " were these " people dwelling and resident in the same

counties, whereof every one of them shall have free land ox' tenement to the value of
forty shillings by the year at the least above all charges." By statute 8 Henry G, eh.
7, (1429,) these frcelxolders only were allowed to vote for members of Parliament frunze
the counties.

17
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Blur/.'s{mzels II/rod. lo t/ze Charters. Black. Law Traez's',
Oxford ed , p. 832. lllackirztos/zls Hiss. of Eng., oh. 3.
Lardller's Cab. Cos., vol. 45, p. 233-4.

The following is the form of " the sentence of excomrnnni-
cation " referred to by Hnine :

" T/ze Sentence of Curse, Given by l/ze Bishops, against
lIte Breakers of the Charters.

" The year of our Lord a thousand two hundred and fifty-
three. the third day of May, in the great Hall of the King at
\\`estlninster, in the presence, and by l/ze assent, of I/le Lord
Ilene, by I/ze Grace of God King of England, and the Lords
Richard, Earl of Cornwall, his brother, Roger (Bigot) Earl of
Norfolk and Sutiblk, marshal of England, Htlniplirey, Earl
of Hereford, Henry, Earl of Oxford, John, Earl of Warwick,
and other estates of the Realm of England : We, Boniface, by
the mercy of God Archbishop of Canterbury, Primate of all
England, F. of London, H. of Ely, S. of Worcester, E. of'
Lincoln, W. of Norwich, P. of Hereford, W. of Salisbury, W.
of Durham, R. of Exeter, M. of Carlisle, W. of Bath, E. of
Rochester, T. of Saint David's, Bishops, appareled in Pontif-
icals, with tapers burning, against the breakers of the Church's
Liberties, and of the Liberties or free customs of the Realm of
England, and especially of those which are contained in the
Charter of the Conf non Liberties of the Realm, and the Char-
ter of the Forest, have solemnly denounced the sentence of
Excommunieation in this form. By the authority of Almighty
God, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, and of the glo-
rious Mother of God, and perpetual Virgin Mary, of the blessed
Apostles Peter and Paul, and of all apostles, of the blessed
Thomas, Archbishop and Martyr, and of all martyrs, of blessed
Edward of England, and of all Confessors and virgins, and
of all the saints of heaven: \Ve excommntiicate, accurse, and
from the thresholds lliminibus) of our Holy Mother the Church,
\Ve sequester, all those that hereafter willingly and maliciously
deprive or spoil lheChurch of her right: And all those that by
any craft or wiliness do violate, break, diminish, or change the
Churcll's Liberties, or the ancient approved customs of the
Realm, and especially the Liberties and free Customs con-
tained in the Charters of the Common Liberties, and of the
Forest, conceded by our Lord the King, to Archbishops, Bish-
ops, and other Prelates of England; and likewise to the snarls,
Barons, Knights, and other Freeholders it" the Realm 1 And
all that secretly, or openly, by deed, word, or counsel, do ma/ce
statutes, or observe 2/tem being made, and that bring in Cus-
toms, or keep them when they be brought in, against the said I
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Liberties, or any of them, the Writers and Counsellors of said
statutes, and the Iixecutors of them, and all those that shall
presume to judge according to them. All and every which
persons betide mentioned, that wittingly shall commit any-
thing of the premises, let them well know that they incur the
atbresaid sentence, ipso judo, (i. e., upon the deed being
done.) And those that ignorantly do so, and be admonished,
except they reform themselves within h`fteeu days alter the
time of the admonition, and make full satisfaction for that
they have done, at the will of the ordinary, shall be from that
time fer th included in the same sentence And with the sate
sentence we burden all those that presume to perturb the
peace of our sovereign Lord the King, and of the Realm. To
the perpetual memory of which thing, We, the aforesaid Pre-
lates, have put our seals to these presents." -Sfatuzfcs of l/48
Real/iz, VOL 1, p. 18. 12up'7teadls Stallfles, vol. 1, p. 20.

One of the Gonfirnzatious of the Charters, by Edward I.,
was by statute, in the 25th year of his reign, (1299,l ir1 the
following terms. The statute is usually entitled " Coz rmalio
Cartarunz," loou8rmation of the Charters.)

C/I. 1.
Lord of Ireland, and Duke of Guyana, To all those that these
presents shall hear or so, Greeting. Know ye, that We, to
the honor of God, and of Holy Church, and to the prost of
our Realm, have granted, for us and our heirs, that the Char-
ter of' Liberties, and the Charter of the Forest, which were
made by common assent of all the Realm, in the time of King
Henry our Father, shall be kept in every point without breach.
And we will that the sate Charters shall be sent under our
seal, as well to our justices of the Forest, as to others, and to
all Sheriffs of shires, and to all our other cheers, and to all or
cities throughout the Realm, together with our writs, in the
which it shall be contained, that they cause the aforesaid Char-
ters to be published, and to declare to the people that \\e have
confirmed them at all points, and to our Justices, Sheriffs,
Mayors, and other ministers, wllieh under us have the Laws
of our Land to guide, that they allow the same Charters, iii
all their points, in pleas before them, and in judgment, that
Is, to wit, the Great Charter as the Common Law, and the
Charter of the Forest for the wealth of our Realm.

C/4. 2. " And we will that if any judgment be given from
henceforth contrary to the points of the charters aforesaid by
the justices, or by any others Olll` niiuistcrs that hold plea.
before them, against the points of the Charters, it shall be
undone and holden for naught.

" Edward, by the Grace of God, King of England,
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C'/I. 3. "And we will, that the same Charters shall be sent,
under our seal, to Cathedral Churches throughout our Realm,
there to reinain, and shall be read before the people two times
in the year.

C/1. 4. "And that all Archbishops and Bishops shall pro-
:1oL111ce the S€lll€l)c€ of excommunication against all those that
by word, deed, or counsel, do contrary Io the foresaid char-~
Scrs. or that 11l any point break or undo them. And that the
said Curses be twice a year denounced and published by the
prelates aforesaid. And ii the same prelates, or any of them,
be remiss 111 the denunciation of the said se111e11ces, the Arch-
bishops of Canterbury and York, for the time being, shall
compel and tlistrain thon to make the denunciation in the
form aforesaid." -Sf. 25 Edwrlzvl L, (1297.) Statutes of Z/te
Realm, vol. 1, p. 128.

It is unnecessary to repeat the terms of the various confirm-
ations, most of which were less formal than those that have
been given, though of course equally authoritative. Most of
them are brief, and in the form of a simple statute, or prom-
ise, to the erect that cc The Great Charter, and the Charter of
the Forest, shall he Emily kept and maintained in all points,"
They are to be found printed with the other statutes of the
realm. One of them, after having " again granted, renewed
and confirmed " the charters, requires as follows :

" That the Charters be delivered to every sheriff of England
under the kings seal, to he read four times in the year before
the people in the full county," (that is, at the county court,)
LL that is, to wit, the next county (court) after the feast of Saint
Michael, and the next county court) after Christmas, and at
the next county (court) after Easter, and at.the next county
court) after the feast of Saint John." --28 Eclwcerrl I, oh. 1,
(130u.)

Lingard says, " The Charter was ratified four times by
Henry III., twice by Edward l., fifteen times by Edward III.,
seven times by Richard It., six times by Henry IV., and once
by Henry V. ;" making thirty-tive times in all. --3 Lmgurd,
50, note, Philad. ed.

Coke says Magna Carta was confirmed thirty-two times. --
Preface lo 2 Inst., p. 6.

Lingard calls these " thirt y-five successive ratifications " of
the charter, " a suflieient proof how much its provisions were
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abhorred by the sovereign, and how highly they were prized
by the nation." -3 Lingard, 50.

Mackintosh says, "For almost five centuries (that is, uiitil
1688) it (Magna Carta) was appealed to as the decisive att-
thority on behalf of the people, though commonly SO far only
8S the necessities of each case demanded." Jlackinlos/Us
Hill. of Eng. co. 3. 45 Lardner's Cab. Cos., 221.

Coke, who has labored so hard to overthrow the most vital
principles of Magna Carta, and who, therefore, ought to be cott-
sidered good authority when he speaks in its t"avor,* says :

" It is called Magna Carla, not that it is great in quantity,
for there be many voluminous charters commonly passed, spec-
ially in these later times, longer than this is; nor compara-
tively in respect that it is greater than C/tu/*ta de F'urc.s¢'a, but
in respect of the great importance and weightiness of the mat-
ter, as hereafter shall appear, and likewise for the same cause
C/Larta de Forcsta; and both of them are called Jllagure (Jhar-
ite LiberlaNtm, Anglia, (The Great Charters of the Liberties
of England.) . .

" And it is also called Charta Liberlalz/nn regna, (Charter
of the Liberties of the kingdom,) and upon great reason it is
so called of the effect, quia libcros facizf, (because it makes men
free.) Sometime for the same cause (it is called) no77mwni.s~
liberlas, (common liberty,) and Ze e//arlre des fro/ic/iises, (the
charter of franchises.) . .

" It was for the most part declaratory of the principal
grounds of the fundamental laws of England, and for the rcs-
idne it is additional to supply some defects of the common
law. . . .

" Also, by the said act of25 Edward I., (called Coz/jirmalio
C/wrlarz/77z,) it is adjudged in parliament that the Great Char-
ter and the Charter of the Forest shall be taken as the common
law. , 4

" They (Magna Carta and Carta de Foresta) were, for the
most pan, but declarations of the ancient common laws of
England, to the observation and keeping whereof, the king
was bound and sworll. . .

" After the making of Magna Charta, and Charta de For-
esta, divers learned men in the laws, that I may use the words
of the record, kept schools of the law in the city of Loudon,
and taught such as resorted to their the laws of the rcahn,

* He probably speaks in its favor only to blind the eyes of the people to the frauds
he has a.t.f'mpted upon its true meaning.
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taking their foundation of Magna Charta and Charta de F01
Esta.

-"And the said two charters have been con firmed, estab-
lished, and commanded to be put in execution by thirty-two
several acts of parliament in all. .

" This appeareth partly by that which hath been said, for
that it hath so often been confirmed by the wise providence of
so many acts of parliament.

" And albeit judgments in the king's courts of high

Alicia, (the speech of the law itself,) yet it is provided by act
of parliament, that if any judgment be given contrary to any
of the points of the Great Charter and Charta de Foresta, by
the justices, or by any other of the king's ministers, &c., it
shall be undone, and holden for naught.

" And that both the said charters shall be sent under the
great seal to all cathedral churches throughout the realm, there
to remain, and shall be read to the people twice every year.

" The highest and most binding laws are the statutes which
are established by parliament, and by authority of that high-
est court it is enacted (only to show their tender care of Magna
Carta and Carta de Foresta) that if any statute be made coh-
t1'a|'y to the Great Charter, or the Charter of the Forest, that
shall be holden for none, by which words all former statutes
made against either of those charters are now repealed 1 and
the nobles and great officers were to be sworn to the observa-
tion of Magna (Charta and Charta de Foresta.

"Mng2za fail quondam magna reverevztia c/zartaz." (Great
was formerly the reverence for Magna Carta.) --- C'oke's
Proem Zo 2 I/zsl., p. 1 to 7.

Coke also says, " All pretence of prerogative against Magna
Charta is taken away."--2 Inst., 36.

He also says, " That after this parliament (52 Fleury III.,
in 1267) neither Magna Carta nor Carta de Foresta was ever
attempted to be impugned or questioned." -2 Lzsl., ION*

are
regard in law, alldjz/alicia (judgments) are accounted as juris

* It will be noticed that Coke calls these confirmations of the charter " acts of par-
liament," instead of a/cts of the king alone. This needs explanation.

It was one of Coke's ridiculous pretences, that laws anciently enacted by the king, at
the recur, or with the consent, or by the advice, of his parliament., was " an act of par-
liament," instead of the act of the king. And in the extracts cited, he carries this
idea so far is to pretend that the various confirmations of the Great Charter were
" acts of parliament," instead of the acts of the kings. He might as well have pre-
tended that the original grant of the Charter was an " act of parliament ;" because it
was not only granted at the request, and with the eousent, and by the advice, but on
the compulsion even, of those who commonly constituted his parliaments. Yet this did

I
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To give all the evidence of the authority of Magna Carts, it
would be necessary to give the constitutional history of England
since the year 1215. This history would show tllatMagna Carta,
although continually violated and evaded, was still acknowl-

not make the grant of the charter " an act of parliament." It was simply an :wt of the
king.

The object of Coke, in this pretence, was to furnish some color for the palpable false-
hood that the legislative authority, which parliament was trying to assume in his own
day, and which it Finally succeeded in obtaining, had a precedent in the ancient consti-
tution of the kingdom.

There would be asmuch reason in saying that, because the ancient kings were in the
habit of passing laws in special answer to the petzlions of their subjects, therefore those
petitioners were a part of the legislative power of the kingdom.

One great objection to this argument of Coke, for the legislative authority of the
ancient parliaments, is that a very large- probably much the larger »-number of leg-
islative acts were done witlwut the advice, consent, request, or even presence, of a par-
liament. Not only were many formal statutes passed without any mention of the
consent or advice of parliament, but a simple order of the king in council, or a simple
proclamation, writ, or letter under seal, issued by his command, had the same force as
what Coke calls "an act of parliament." And this pro/etice continued, to a considera-
ble extent at least, down to Coke's own time.

The kings were always in the habit of consulting their parliaments, more or less, in
regard to matters of legislation,- not because their consent was constitutionally nec-
essary, but in order to make influence in favor of their laws, and thus induce the peo-
ple to observe them, and the juries to enforce them.

The general duties of the ancient parliaments were not legislative, but judicial, as
will be shown more fully hereafter. The people were not represented in the pnrlifunents
at the time of Magna Carts, but only the archbishops, bishops, earls, barons, and
knights; so that little or nothing would have been gained for liberty by Coke's idea
that parliament had a legislative power. Ile would only have substituted an aristoc-
racy for a king. Even after the Commons were represented in parliament, they for
some centuries appeared only a,s pllztiavu-rs, except in the matter of taxation, when their
consent was asked. And almost the only source of their influence 011 legislation was
this : that they would sometimes refuse their consent to the taxation, unless the king
would pass such laws as they petitioned for; or, as would seem to have been much
more frequently the ease, unless he would abolish such laws and practices as they
remonstrated against.

The influence or power of parliament, and especially of the Commons, in the gmrml
legislation of the country, was a thing of slow growth, having its origin in a device of
the king to get money contrary to law, (as will he seen in the next volu\nc,) and not at
all a part of the constitution of the kingdom, nor having its foundation in the consent
of the people. The power, as al pref-ut et-rciscrl, was not fully established until 1088,
(near five hundred years after Magna Carts,) when the House of Commons (falsely so
called) had acquired such infiucnec as the representative, not of the people, but of the

wealth, of the nation, that they compelled the king to discard the oath fixed by the
constitution of the kingdom; (which oath has been already given in a former chapter,*
and was, in substance, to preserve and execute the Common Law, the Law of the Land,

* See page 101.



200
I

TRIAL BY JURY.

edged as law by the government, and was held up by the peo-
ple as the great standard and proof of their rights and liber-

--or, in the words of the oath, " the just laws and customs which the common people had

rosen;") and to swear that he would " govern the people of this kingdom of England,
and the domiuious thereto belonging, according to the statutes in parliament agreed on,
and the laws and customs of the same."*

The passage and enforcement of this statute, and the assumption of this oath hy the
king, were plain violations of the English constitution, inasmuch as they abolished, so
far as such an oath could abolish, the legislative power of the king, and also "those
just laws and customs which the common people (through their juries) had chosen,"
:md substituted the will of parliament in their stead.

Coke was :L great advocate for the legislative power of parliament, as a means of
restraining the power of the king. As he denied all power to juries to decide upon the
obligation of laws, and as he held that the legislative power was "so transemrlefzt and
absolute ILS (that) it cannot be conjured, either for causes or persons, within any bounds," 1
he was perhaps honest in holding that it was safer to trust this terrific power in the
hands of parliament, than in the hands of the king. His error consisted in holding
that either the king or parliament had any such power, or that they had any power at
all to pass laws that should 'be binding upon jury.

These declarations of Coke, that the charter was eoniirmed by thirty-two " acts of
parliament," have a mischievous bearing in another respect. They tend to weaken the
authority of the charter, 'by conveying the impression that the charter itself might be
abolished by "act of parliament." Coke himself admits that it could not be revoked
or rescinded by the king; for he says, "A l l pretence of prerogative against Magna
Carta is taken away." (2 Inst., 3G.)

He knew perfectly well, and the whole English nation knew, that the king could not
lawfully infringe Magna Carta. Magna Carts, therefore, mode it impossible that abso-
lute power could ever be practically established in England, in the hands of the king.
Hence, as Coke was an advocate for absolute power, -that is, for a legislative power
" so transcendent and absolute as (that) it cannot be confined, either for causes or per-
sons, within any bounds,"-- there was no alternative for him but to vest this absolute
power in parliament. Had he not vested it in parliament, he would have been obliged
to abjure it altogether, and Bo confess that the people, through their juries, had the right
to judge of the obligation of all legislation whatsoever; in other words, that they had
the right to confine the government within the limits of "those just laws :md customs
which the common people (acting as jurors) had chosen." True to his instincts, as a,
judge, and as a tyrant, he assumed that this absolute power was vested in the hands of
parliament.

But the truth was that, as by the English constitution parliament had no authority
at all for general legislation, it could no more confirm, than it could abolish, Magna
Carts.

These thirty-two confirmations of Magna Carts, which Coke speaks of as "acts of
parliament," were merely acts of the king. The parliaments, indeed, by refusing to
grant him money, except on that condition, and otherwise, had contributed to oblige
him to make the confirmations; just as they had helped to oblige him by arms to grant
the charter in the first place. But the confirmations themselves were nevertheless con-

stitutionally, as well as formally, the acts of the king alone.

*St. 1 William and Mary, oh. 6l (1588.) 14 Inst., 36.

I
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ties. It would show also that the judicial tribunals, whenever
in smiled 1/reir purposes Io do so, were in the habit of referring
to Magna Carla as authority, in the same manner, and with
the same real or pretended veneration, with which American
courts now refer to the constitution of the United States, or
the constitutions of the states. And, what is equally to the
point, it would show that these same tribunals, the mere tools
of kings and parliaments, would resort to the same artifices of
assnrnption, precefleul, construction, and false interpretation, to
evade the requirements of Magna Carta, and to emasculate it
of all its power for the preservation of liherty, that are resorted
to by American courts to accomplish the same work on our
American constitutions.

I take it for granted, therefore, that if the authority of"
Magna Carta had rested simply upon its character as a com-

[fad between the king and the people, it would have been for-
ever binding upon the king, (that is, upon the government, for
the king was the government,) in his legislative, judicial, and
executive character; and that there was no conslillllional pos-
sibility of his escaping from its restraints, unless the people
themselves should freely discharge him from them.

But the authority of Magna Carta does not rest, either
wholly or mainly, upon its character as a compact. Por cen-
turies before the charter was granted, its main principles con-
stituted " the Law of the Land," -the fundamental and
constitutional law of the realm, which the kings were sworn
to maintain. And the principal benefit of the charter was,
that it contained a written description and acknowledgment., hy
the king himself, of what the constitutional law of the king-
dom was, which his coronation oath bound him to observe.
Previous to Magna Carta, this constitutional law rested mainly
in precedents, customs, and the memories of the people. And
if the king could but make one innovation upon this law,
without arousing resistance, and being compelled to retreat
from his usurpation, he would cite that innovation as a prece-
dent for another act of the same kind; next, assert a custom ,
and, finally, raise a controversy as to what the Law of the
Land really was. The great object of the barons and people,
in demanding from the king a written description and ac-
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knowledgment of the Law of the Land, was to put an end to
all disputes of this kind, and to put it out of the power of the
king to plead any misunderstanding of the constitutional law
of the kingdom. And the charter, no doubt, accomplished very
much in this way. After Magna Carta, it required much more
audacity, cunning, or strength, on the part of the king, than it
had before, to invade the people's liberties with impunity.
Still, Magna Carta, like all other written constitutions, proved
inadequate to the full accomplishment of its purpose; for when
did a parchment ever have power adequately to restrain a gov-
ernment, that had either cunning to evade its requirements, or
strength to overcome those who attempted its deface? The
work of usurpation, therefore, though seriously checked, still
went on, to a great extent, after Magna Carta. Innovations
upon the Law of the Land are still made by the government.
One innovation was cited as a precedent, precedents made
customs; and customs became laws, so far as practice was
concerned , until the government, composed of the king, the
high functionaries of the church, the nobility, a House of Com-
mons representing the "forty shilling freeholders," and a
dependent and servile judiciary, all acting in conspiracy
against the mass of the people, became practically absolute,
as it is at this day.

As proof that Magna Carla embraced little else than what
was previously recognized as the common law, or Law of the
Land, I repeat some authorities that have been already cited.

Crabbe says, " It is admitted on all hands that it (Magna
Carta) contains nothing but what was confirmatory of the
common law and the ancient usages of the realm, and is,
properly speaking, only an enlargement of the charter of
Henry I. and his successors." - Crabbe's Hist. of Z/Le Eng.
Law, p. 127.

Blackstone says, " It is agreed by all our historians that the
Great Charter of King John was, for the most part, compiled
from the ancient customs of the realm, or the laws of Edward
the Confessor, by which they mean the old common law
which was established under our Saxon princes." -B lack-
slonds L/trod. lo [he C/uzrlers. See Blackslo7Le' s Law Yacls,
Oxford ed., p. 289.

Coke says, " The common law is the most general and an-
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and I'ee/>u1g m/ze/'eof I/ze king was bound and sworn.

sent law of the realm. . . The common law appcareth in
the statute of lllugna Carla, and other ancient statutes, (which
for the most part are affirmations of the common law,l II] the
original writs, in judicial records, and in our books of terms
and years." 1 Inst., 115 b.

Coke also says, " It (Magna Carta) was for the most part
declaratory of the principal grounds of the fundamental laws
of England, and for the residue it was additional to supply
some defects of the common law. . . They (Magna Carta
and Carta de Foresta) were, for the most part, but declara-
tions of the ancient common laws of England. lo 1/ze observation

. . - Pref-
ace Zo 2 Inst., p. 3 and 5.

Herc says, " We may now, from the tenor of this charter,
(Magna Carts,) conjecture what those laws were of King
Edward, (the Conflessor,) which the English nation during
so many generations still desired, with such an obstinate per-
severance, to have recalled and established. They were
chiefly these latter articles of Magna Carta, and the barons
who, at the beginning of these commotions, demanded the
revival of the Saxon laws, undoubtedly thought that they had
sufficiently satisfied the people, by procuring them this conces-
sion, which comprehended the principal objects to which they
had so long aspircd."- Hzr!/ze, ch. 11.

Edward the First confessed that the Great Charter was sub-
stantially identical with the common law, as far as it went,
when he commanded his justices to allow cc the Great Charter
as the Common Law," "in pleas before them, and in judg-
ment," as has been already cited in this chapter. -25 Edward
I., ch. 1, (1297

In conclusion of this chapter, it may be safely asserted that
the veneration, attachment, and pride, which the English na-
tion, for more than six centuries, have felt towards Magna
Carta, are in their nature among the most irrefragable of all
proofs that it was the fundamental law of the land, and con-
stitutionally binding upon the government; for, otherwise, it
would have been, in their eyes, an unimportant and worthless
thing. What those sentiments were I will use the words of
others to describe, - the words, too, of men, who, like all mod-
ern authors who have written on the same topic, had utterly
inadequate ideas of the true character of the instrument on
which they lavished their eulogiums.

:J
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Hume, speaking of the Great Charter and the Charter of the
Forest, as they were confirmed by Henry III., in 1217, says :

" Thus these famous charters were brought nearly to the
shape in which they have ever since stood; and they were,
during nrany generations, the peculiar favorites of the lzlnglish
nation, and esteemed the most sacred rampart to national lib-

As they secured the rights of all
orders of men, they were anxiously defended by all, and be-
came the basis, in a manner, of the English monarchy, and a
kind of' original contract, which both limited the authority of
the king and ensured the conditional allegiance of his subjects.
'l`llough often violated, they were still claimed by tlle nobility
and people; and, as no precedents were supposed valid that
infringed them, they rather acquired than lost authority, from
the frequent attempts made against them in several ages, by
regal and arbitrary power." - Lfume, ch. 12.

Mackintosh says, " It was understood by the simplest of the
unlettered age for whom it was intended. It was remembered
by thenr. . . For almost five centuries it was appealed to
as the decisive authority on behalf of the people. . . To
have produced it, to have preserved it, to have matul'ed it,
constitute the immortal clair of England 011 the esteem of
mankind. Her Bacons and Shakspeares, her Milton and
Newtons, with all the truth which they have revealed, and
all the generous virtues which they have inspired, are of infe-
rior value when compared witll the subjection of men and
their rulers to the principles of justice , in indeed, it be not
more true that these mighty spirits could not have been formed
except under equal laws, nor roused to full activity without
the influence of that spirit which the Great Charter bl'eathed
over their forefathers." -Mackivitos/L's HZsZ. of Eng., ch. 3.44

Of the Great Charter, the trial by jury is the vital part, and
the only part that places the liberties of the people in their
own keeping. Of this Blackstone says :

¢: The trial by jury, or the country, per patria, is also that
trial by the peers of every Englishman, which, as the grand
bulwark of his liberties, is secured to him by the Great Char-
ter; Hz/Zlus fiber /wma cap iatur, vol imprisonetur, ant ex uletur,
auf aliquo mode destruaturI nisi per legule judiciuwi, barium
suorum, vol per Zegem terra. . n

The liberties of England cannot but subsist so long as this
palladium remains sacred and inviolate, not only from all

erty and iudepcndellce.

* Under the head of "J'olm."
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open attacks, which none will be so hardy as to make, but
also from all secret machinations which may sap and under-
mine it." *

" The trial by jury ever has been, and I trust ever will be,
looked upon as the glory of the English law. . . It is the
most transcendent privilege which any subject can enjoy or
wish for, that he cannot be affected in his property, his lib-
er ty, or his person, but by the unanimous consent of twelve of
his neighbors and equals." 1

Hume calls the trial by jury "An institution admirable in
itself, and the best calculated for the preservation of liberty
and the administration of justice, that ever was devised by the
wit of man." I

An old book, called " English Liberties," says :

" English Parliaments have all along been most zealous for
preserving this great Jewel of Liberty, trials by juries having
no less than fifty-eight several times, since the Norman Con-
quest, been established and confirmed by the legislative power,
no one privilege besides having been ever so often remembered
in parliament." §

* 4 Blackstone, 349-50. 'i 3 Blackstone, 379.
§ Page 203, 5th edition, 1721.

; Hume, oh. ' l.
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CHAPTER XII.
LIMITATIONS IMPOSED U1'0N THE MAJORITY BY THE TRIAL BY

JURY.

THE principal objection, that will be made to the doctrine of
this essay, is, that under it, a jury would paralyze the power
of the majority, and veto all legislation that was not in
accordance with the will of the whole, or nearly the whole,
people.

The answer to this objection is, that the limitation, which
would be thus imposed upon the legislative power, (whether
that power be vested in the majority, or minority, of the peo-
ple,) is the crowning merit of the trial by jury. It has other
merits; but, though important in themselves, they are utterly
insignificant and worthless in comparison with this.

It is this power of vetoing all partial and oppressive legis-
lation, and of restricting the government to the maintenance
of such laws as the whole, or substantially the whole, people
are agreed in, that makes the trial by jury " the palladium of
liberty." Without this power it would never have deserved
that name.

The will, or the pretended will, of the majority, is the last
lurking place of tyranny at the present day. The dogma, that
certain individuals and families have a divine appointment to
govern the rest of mankind, is fast giving place to the one that
the larger number have a right to govern the smaller 5
dogma, which may, or may not, be less oppressive in its prac-
tical operation, but which certainly is no less false or tyranni-
cal in principle, than the one it is so rapidly supplanting.
Obviously there is nothing in the nature of majorities, that
insures justice at their hands. They have the same passions
as minorities, and they have no qualities whatever that shoulder
be expected to prevent them from practising the same tyranny

I

i

I
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I
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as minorities, if they think it will be for their interest to
do so.

There is no particle of truth in the notion that the majority
have a rig/ct to rule, or to exercise arbitrary power over, the
minority, simply because the former are more numerous than
the latter. Two tncn have no more natural right to rule one,
than one has to rule two. Any single man, or any body of
men, many or few, have a natural right to maintain justice
for themselves, and for any others who may need their assist-
ance, against the injustice of any and all other men, without
regard to their numbers, and majorities have no right to do
any more than this. The relative numbers of" the opposing
parties have nothing to do with the question of right. And
no more tyrannical principle was ever avowed, than that the
will of the majority ought to have the force of law, without
regard to its justice, or, what is the same thing, that the will
of the majority ought always to be presumed to be in accord-
ance with justice. Such a doctrine is only another form of
the doctrine that might makes right.

\Vhen two men meet one upon the highway, or in the wil-
derness, have they a right to dispose of his life, liberty, or
property at their pleasure, simply because they are the more
numerous party? Or is he bound to submit to lose his life,
liberty, or property, if they demand it., merely because he is
the less numerous party Or, because they are more numer-
ous than he, is he bound to presume that they are governed
only by superior wisdom, and the principles of justice, and by
mo selfish passion that can lead them to do him a wrong ?
Yet this is the principle, which it is claimed should govern
men in all their civil relations to each other. Mankind fall in
company with each other of the highway or in the wilderness
of life, and it is claimed that the more numerous party, simply
by virtue of their superior numbers, have the right arbitrarily
to dispose of the life, liberty, and property of the minority; and
that the minority are bound, by reason of their inferior num-
bers, to practise abject submission, and consent to hold their
ulatnral rights,- any, all, or done, as the case may be,- at
the mere will and pleasure of the majority; as if all a reran's
natural rights expired, or were suspended by the operation of
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a paramount law, the moment he came into the presence of
superior numbers.

If such be the true nature of the relations men hold to each
other in this world, it puts an end to all such things as crimes,
unless they be perpetrated upon those who are equal or supe-
rior, in number, to the actors. All acts committed against
persons inferior in number to the aggressors, become but the
exercise of rightful authority. And consistency with their
own principles requires that all governments, founded O11 the
will of the majority, should recognize this plea as a suflieient
justification for all crimes whatsoever.

If it be said that the majority should be allowed to rule, not
because they are stronger than the minority, but because their
superior numbers furnish a probability that they are in the
right; one answer is, that the lives, liberties, and properties of
men are too valuable to them, and the natural presumptions
are too strong in their favor, to justify the destruction of them
by their fellow-lnen on a mere balancing of probabilities, 07' on
any ground whatever s/Lori of certainly beyond a reasonable
doubt. This last is the moral rule universally recognized to
be binding upon single individuals. And in the forum of con-
science the same rule is equally binding upon governments,
for governments are mere associations of individuals. This is
the rule 011 which the trial by jury is based. And it is plainly
the only rule that ought to induce a man to submit his rights
Lo the adjudication of his fellow-men, or dissuade him from a
forcible deface of them.

Another answer is, that if two opposing parties could be
supposed to have no personal interests or passions involved, to
warp their judgments, or corrupt their motives, the fact that
one of the parties was more numerous than the other, (a fact
that leaves the comparative intellectual competency of tlle two
par ties entirely out of consideration,) might, perhaps, furnish
a slight, but at best only a very slight, probability that such
party was on the side of justice. But when it is considered
that the parties are liable to dialer in their intellectual capaci-
ties, and that one, or the other, or both, are undoubtedly under
the influence of such passions as rivalry, hatred, avarice, and
ambition,- passions that are nearly certain to pervert their
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judgments, and very l-ikely to corrupt their rnotives,- all
probabilities founded upon a more numerical majority, in one
party, or the other, vanish at once, and the decision of the
majority becomes, to all practical purposes, a mere decision of
chance. And to dispose of men's properties, liberties, and
lives, by the mere process of ennrnerating such barties, is not
only as palpable gambling as was ever practised, but it is also
the most atrocious that was ever practised, except in matters
of government. And where government is instituted on this
principle, (as in the United States, for example,) the nation is
at once converted into one great gambling establishment ,
where all the rights of men are the stakes, a few bold bad
men throw the dice-(dice loaded with all the hopes, fears,
interests, and passions which rage in the breasts of ambitious
and desperate lnen,)-and all the people, from the interests
they have depending, become enlisted, excited, agitated, and
generally corrupted, by the hazards of the game.

The trial by jury disavows the majority principle altogether i
and proceeds upon the ground that every man should be pre-
sumed to be entitled to life, liberty, and such property as he
has in his possession 3 and that the government should lay its
hand upon none of them, (except for the purpose of bringing
them before a tribunal for adjudication,) unless it be first
ascertained, beyond a reasonable doubt, in every individual
case, that justice requires it.

To ascertain whether there be such reasonable doubt, it
takes twelve men by low from the whole body of mature men.
If any of these twelve are proved to be under the influence of
any special interest or passion, that may either pervert their
judgments, or corrupt their motives, they are set aside as
unsuitable for the performance of a duty requiring such abso-
lute impartiality and integrity, and others substituted in their
stead. When the utmost practicable impartiality is attained
on the part of the whole twelve, they are sworn to the observ-
ance of justice; and their unanimous concurrence is then held
to be necessary to remove that reasonable doubt, which, unre-
moved, would forbid the government to lay its hand on its
victim.

Such is the caution which the trial by jury both practises
is*
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and inculcates, against the violation of justice, on the part of
the government, towards the hulnblest individual, in the
smallest matter affecting his civil rights, his property, liberty,
01' life. And such is the contrast, which the trial by jury pre-
sents, to that gambler's and robber's rule, that the majority
have a right, by virtue of their superior numbers, and without
regard to justice, to dispose at pleasure of the property and
persons of all bodies of men less numerous than themselves.

The difference, in short, between the two systems, is this.
The trial by jury protects person and property, inviolate to
their possessors, from the hand of the law, unless justice,
beyond a reasonable rloubl, require them to be taken. The
majority principle takes person and property from their pos-
sessors, at the mere arbitrary will of a majority, who are
liable and likely to be influenced, in taking them, by motives
of oppression, avarice, and ambition.

If the relative numbers of opposing parties afforded sufli-
cie11t evidence of the comparative justice of their claims, the
government should carry the principle into its courts ofjustiee 5
and instead of referring controversies to impartial and disin-
terested men,-to judges and jurors, sworn to do justice, and
bound patiently to hear and weigh all the evidence and argu-
ments that can be offered on either side,- it should simply
count the plaintiffs and defendants in each case, (where there
were more than one of either,) and then give the case to the
majority; after ample opportunity had been given to the plain-
tiffs and defendants to reason with, Hatter, cheat, threaten, and
bribe each other, by way of inducing them to change sides.
Such a process would be just as rational in courts of justice,
as in halls of" legislation; for it is of" 110 importance to a man,
who has his rights taken from him, whether it be done by a
legislative enactment, or a judicial decision.

In legislation, the people are all arranged as plaintiffs and
defendants in their own causes; (those who are in favor of a
particular law, standing as plaintiffs, and those who are
opposed to the same law, standing as defendants), and to
allow these causes to be decided by majorities, is plainly as
absurd as it would be to allow judicial decisions to be deter-
mined by the relative number of plaintiffs and defendants.

e
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If this mode of decision were introduced into courts of jus-
tice, we should see a parallel, and only a parallel, to that sys-
tem of legislation which we witness daily. We should see
large bodies of men conspiring to bring perfectly groundless
suits, against other bodies of men, for large sums of money, and,
to carry them by sheer force of numbers; just as we now con~
tinually see large bodies of men conspiring to carry, by mere
force of numbers, some scheme of legislation that will, directly
or indirectly, take money out of other men's pockets, and put
it into their own. And we should also see distinct bodies of
men, parties in separate suits, combining and agreeing all to
appear and be counted as plaintiffs or defendants in each
other's suits, for the purpose of ekeing out the necessary
majority, just as we now see distinct bodies of men, interested
in separate schemes of ambition or plunder, conspiring to carry
through a batch of legislative enactments, that shall accomplish
their several purposes.

This system of combination and conspiracy would go on,
until at length whole states and a whole nation would become
divided into two great litigating parties, each party composed
of several smaller bodies, havillg their separate suits, but all
confederating for the purpose of making up the necessary
majority in each case. The individuals composing each of
these two great parties, would at length become so accustomed
to acting together, and so well acquainted with each others'
schemes, and so mutually dependent upon each others' fidelity
for success, that they would become organized as permanent
associations, bound together by that kind of honor that pre-
vails among thieves, and pledged by all their interests, sym-
pathies, and animosities, to mutual fidelity, and to unceasing
hostility to their opponents 3 and exerting all their arts and
all their resources of threats, injuries, promises, and bribes, to
drive or seduce from the other party enough to enable their
own to retain or acquire such a majority as would be neces-
sary to gain their own suits, and defeat the suits of their
opponents. All the wealth and talent of the country would
become enlisted in the service of these rival associations ;
and both would at length become so compact, so well organ-
ized, so powerful, and yet always so much in need of recruits,
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that a private person would be nearly or quite unable to
obtain justice in the most paltry suit with his neighbor, except
on the condition of joining one of these great litigating associ-
ations, who would agree to carry through his cause, on C011-
dition of his assisting them to carry through all the others,
good and bad, which they had already undertaken. If he
refused this, they would threaten to make a similar ofter to
his antagonist, and suffer their whole numbers to be counted
against him.

Now this picture is no caricature, but a true and honest
likeness. And such a system of administering justice, would
be no more false, absurd, or atrocious, than that system of
working by majorities, which seeks to accomplish, by legisla-
tion, the same ends which, in- the case supposed, would be
accomplished by judicial decisions.

Again, the doctrine that the minority ought to submit to
the will of the majority, proceeds, not upon the principle that
government is formed by voluntary association, and for an
agreed purpose, 011 the part of all who contribute to its sup-
port, but upon the presumption that all government must' be
practically a state of war and plunder between opposing par-
ties, and that, in order to save blood, and prevent mutual
extermination, the parties come to an agreement that they will
count their respective numbers periodically, and the one party
shall then be permitted quietly to rule and plunder, (restrained
only by their own discretion,) and the other submit quietly
to be ruled and plundered, until the time of the next enumer-
ation. .

Such an agreement may possibly be wiser than unceasing
and deadly conflict; it nevertheless par takes too much of the
ludicrous to deserve to be seriously considered as an expedient
for the maintenance of civil society. It would certainly seem
that mankind might agree upon a cessation of hostilities, upon
more rational and equitable terms than that of unconditional
submission on the part of the less numerous body. Uncondi-
tional submission is usually the last act of one who confesses
himself subdued and enslaved. How any one ever came to
imagine that condition to be one of freedom, has neverbeen
explained. And as for the system being adapted to the main-
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terrance of justice among men, it is a mystery that any human
mind could ever have been visited with an insanity wild
enough to originate the idea.

If it be said that other corporations, than governments, sur-
render their affairs into the hands of the majority, the answer
is, that they allow majorities to determine only trifling mat-
ters, that are in their nature mere questions of discretion, and
where there is no natural presumption of justice or right on
one side rather than the other. They never surrender to the
majority the power to dispose of, or, what is practically the
same thing, to delcrmine, the rig'/als of any individual member.
The rig//is of every member are determined by the written
compact, to which all the members have voluntarily agreed.

For example. A banking corporation allows a majority to
determine such questions of discretion as whether the note of
A or of B shall be discounted 3 whether notes shall be dis-
counted on one, two, or six days in the week , how many
hours in a day their banking-house shall be kept open , how
many clerks shall be employed, what salaries they shall
receive, and such like matters, which are in their nature mere
subjects of discretion, and where there are no natural presump-
tions of justice or right in favor of one course over the other.
But no banking corporation allows a majority, or any other
number of its members less than the whole, to divert the funds
of' the corporation to any other purpose than the one to which
every member of' the corporation has legally agreed that they
may be devoted , nor to take the stock of one member and
give it to another; nor to distribute the dividends among the
stockholders otherwise than to each one the proportion which
he has agreed to accept, and all the others have agreed that
he shall receive. Nor does any banking corporation allow a
majority to impose taxes upon the members for the payment
of the corporate expenses, except in such proportions as
every member has consented that they may be imposed. All
these questions, involving the rig/zls of the members as against
each other, are fixed by the articles of' the association,- that
is, by the agreement to which every member has personally
assented.

What is also specially to be noticed, and what constitutes a
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vital difference between the banking corporation and the polit-
ical corporation, or government, is, that in case of controversy
among the members of the banking corporation, as to the
rig/Us of any member, the question is determined, not by any
number, either majority, or minority, of the corporation itself,
be! by persons on! of the colporalion ,° by twelve men acting as
jurors, or by other tribunals of justice, of which no member
of the corporation is allowed to be a part. But in the case of
the political corporation, controversies among the parties to it,
as to the rights of individual members, must of necessity be
settled by members of the corporation itself, because there are
no persons out of the corporation to whom the question can be
referred.

Since, then, all questions as to the rig/its of the members of
the political corporation, must be determined by members of
the corporation itself, the trial by jury says that no man's
r*ig/z!s,- neither his right to his life, his liberty, nor his prop-
erty,- shall be determined by any such standard as the mere
will and pleasure of majorities; but only by the unanimous
verdict of a tribunal fairly representing the whole people,-
that is, a tribunal of twelve men, taken at random from the
whole body, and ascertained to be as impartial as the nature
of the case will admit, and sworn Zo Z/Le observance of justice.
Such is the difference in the two kinds of corporations; and
the custom of managing by majorities the mere discretionary
matters of business corporations, (the majority having no power
to determine the rights of any member,) furnishes no analogy
to the practice, adopted by political corporations, of disposing
of all the rig/Lis of their members by the arbitrary will of
majorities.

But further. The doctrine that the majority have a righzf
to rule, proceeds upon the principle that minorities have no
rig/Lis in the government; for certainly the minority cannot
be said to have any rig/Lis in a government, so long as the
majority alone determine what their rights shall be. They
hold everything, or nothing, as the case may be, at the~ mere
will of the majority.

It is indispensable to a "free government," Lin the political
sense of that term,) that the minority, the weaker party, have

I
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a veto upon the acts of the majority. Political liberty is lib-
erty for the weaker farly in a nation. It is only the weaker
party that lose their liberties, when a government becomes
oppressive. The stronger party, in all governments, are free
by virtue of their superior strength. They never oppress
themselves.

Legislation is the work of this stronger party; and if, in
addition to the sole power of legislating, they have the sole
power of determining what legislation shall be enforced, they
have all power in their hands, and the weaker party are the
subjects of an absolute government.

Unless the weaker party have a veto, either upon the mak-
ing, or the enforcement of laws, they have no power whatever
in the government, and can of course have no liberties except
such as the stronger party, in their arbitrary discretion, see lit
to permit them to enjoy.

In England and the United States, the trial by jury is the
only institution that gives the weaker party any veto upon the
power of' the stronger. Consequently it is the only institution,
that gives them any effective voice in the government, or any
guaranty against oppression.

Suffrage, however free, is of no avail for this purpose ;
because the suffrage of the minority is overborne by the suf-
frage of the majority, and is thus rendered powerless for pur-
poses of legislation. The responsibility of officers can be made
of no avail, because they are responsible only to the majority.
The minority, therefore, are wholly without rights in the gov-
ernment, wholly at the mercy of the majority, unless, through
the trial by jury, they have a veto upon such legislation as
they think unjust.

Government is established for the protection of the weak
against the strong. This is the principal, if not the sole,
motive for the establishment of all legitimate government.
Laws, that are sufficient for the protection of"the weaker party,
are of' course sufficient for the protection of the stronger party ;
because the strong can certainly need no more protection than
the weak. It is, therefore, right that tlle weaker party should
be represented in the tribunal which is Hually to determine
what legislation may be enforced; and that no legislation shall
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be enforced against their consent. They being presumed to
be competent judges of what kind of legislation makes for
their safety, and what for their injury, it must be presumed
that any legislation, which t/Ley object to enforcing, tends to
their oppression, and not to their security.

There is still another reason why the weaker party, or the
minority, should have a veto upon all legislation which they
disapprove. T/tat reason is, that that is tILe only means by
to/Lic/z t/ie government can be kept wit/rin the limits of the con-
tract, compact, or constitution, by to/Lic/z the whole people agree
Zo esiablis/L government. If the majority were allowed to
interpret the compact for themselves, and enforce it according
to their own interpretation, they would, of course, make it
authorize them to do whatever they wish to do.

The theory of free government is that it is formed by the
voluntary contract of the people individually with each other.
This is the theory, (although it is not, as it ought to be, the
fact,) in all the governments in the United States, as also in
the government of England. The theory assumes that each
man, who is a party to the government, and contributes to its
support, has individually and freely consented to it. Other-
wise the government would have no right to tax him for its
support,-for taxation without consent is robbery. This the-
ory, then, necessarily supposes that this government, which is
formed by the free consent of all, has no powers except such
as all the parties to it have individually agreed that it shall
have; and especially that it has no power to pass any laws,
except such as all the parties have agreed that it may pass.

This theory supposes that there may be certain laws that
will be beneficial to all,- so beneficial that all consent to be
taxed for their maintenance. For the maintenance of these
specific laws, in which all are interested, all associate. And
they associate for the maintenance of those laws only, in which
all are interested. It would be absurd to suppose that all
would associate, and consent to be taxed, for purposes which
were beuelicial only to a part, and especially for purposes that
were injurious to any. A government of the whole, therefore,
can have no powers except such as all the parties consent that
it may have. It can do nothing except what all have con-

l
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sented that it may do. And if any portiorl of the people,-no
matter how large their number, if it be less than the whole,-
desire a government for any purposes other than those that
are common to all, and desired by all, they must form a sep-
arate association for those purposes. They have no right,-
by perverting this government of the whole, to the accom-
plishmcnt of purposes desired only by a part,- to compel any
one to contribute to purposes that are either useless or injuri-
ous to himself.

Such being the principles on which the government is
formed, the question arises, how shall this government, when
formed, be kept within the limits of the contract by which it
was established? How shall this government, instituted by
the whole people, agreed to by the whole people, supported by
the contributions of the whole people, be confined to the
accomplishment of those purposes alone, which the whole
people desire? How shall it be preserved from degenerating into
a mere government for the benefit of a part only of those who
established, and who support it? How shall it be prevented
from even injuring a part of its own members, for the aggran-
dizernent of the rest? Its laws must be, (or at least now
are,) passed, and most of its other acts performed, by mere
agents,- agents chosen by a part of the people, and not by
the whole, How can these agents be restrained from seeking
their own interests, and the interests of those who elected them,
at the expense of the rights of tlle remainder of the people,
by the passage and enforcement of laws that shall be partial,
unequal, and unjust in their operation? That is the great
question. And the trial by jury answers it. And how does
the trial by jury answer it? It answers it, as has already
been shown throughout this volume, by saying that these
mere agents and attorneys, who are chosen by a part only of
the people, and are liable to be influenced by partial and
unequal purposes, shall not have unlimited authority in the
enactment and enforcement of laws, that they shall not exer-
cise all the functions of government. It says that they shall
never exercise that ultimate power of compelling obedience to
the laws by punishing for disobedience, or of executing the
laws against the person or property of any man, without first

19
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getting the consent of the people, through a tribunal that may
fairly be presumed to represent tlle whole, or substantially
the whole, people. It says that if the power to make laws,
and the power also to enforce them, were committed to these
agents, they would have all power,- would be absolute
masters of the people, and could deprive then of their rights
at pleasure. It says, therefore, that the people themselves
will hold a veto upon the enforcement of any and every law,
which these agents may enact, and that whenever the occa-
sion arises for them to give or withhold their consent,- inas-
much as the whole people cannot assemble, or devote the time
and attention necessary to the investigation of each case,-
twelve of their number shall be taken by lot, or otherwise at
random, from the whole body; that they shall not be chosen
by majorities, (the same majorities that elected the agents who
enacted the laws to be put in issue,) nor by any interested or
suspeetecl party 5 that they shall not be appointed by, or be in
any way dependent upon, those who enacted the law; that
their opinions, whether for or against the law that is in issue,
shall not be inquired of beforehand; and that if these twelve
men give their consent to the enforcement of the law, their
consent shall stand for the consent of the whole.

This is the mode, which the trial by jury provides, for keep-
ing the government within the limits designed by the whole
people, who have associated for its establishment. And it is
the only mode, provided either by the English or American
constitutions, for the accomplishment of that object.

But it will, perhaps, be said that if the minority can defeat
the will of the majority, then the minority rule the majority.
But this is not true in any unjust sense. The minority enact
no laws of their own. They simply refuse their assent to such
laws of the majority as they do not approve. The minority
assume no authority over the majority, they simply defend
themselves. They do not interfere with the right of the
majority to seek their own happiness in their own way, so
long as they (the majority) do not interfere with the minority.
They claim simply not to be oppressed, and not to be com-
pelled to assist in doing anything which they do not approve.
They say to the majority, "eVe will unite with you, if you

I
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desire it, for the accomplishment of all those purposes, in
which we have a common interest with you. You can cer-
tainly expect us to do nothing more. If you do not choose to
associate with us on those terms, there must be two separate
associations. You must associate for the accomplishment of
your purposes ; we for the accomplishment of ours."

In this case, the minority assume no authority over the
majority; they simply refuse to surrender their own liberties
into the hands of the majority. They propose a union 9 but
decline submission. The majority are still at liberty to refuse
the connection, and to seek their own happiness in their own
way, except that they cannot be gratified in their desire to
become absolute masters of the minority.

But, it may be asked, how can the minority be trusted to
enforce even such legislation as is equal and just ? The
answer is, that they are as reliable for that purpose as are the
majority; they are as much presumed to have associated, and
are as likely to have associated, for tllat object, as are the
majority, and they have as much interest in such legislation
as have the majority. They have even more interest in it ,
for, being the weaker party, they must rely 011 it for their
security,-having no other security on which they can rely.
Hence their consent to the establishment of government, and
to the taxation required for its support, is preszmzed, (although
it ought not to be presunled,) without any express consent
being even. This presumption of their consent to be taxed
for the maintenance of laws, would be absurd, if they could
not themselves be trusted to act in good faith in enforcing
those laws. And hence they cannot be presumed to have
consented to be taxed for the maintenance of any laws, except
such as they are themselves ready to aid in enforcing. It is
therefore unjust to tax them, unless they are eligible to seats
in a jury, with power to judge of the justice of the laws.
'Faxing them for the support of the laws, on the assumption
that they are in favor of the laws, and at the same time refus-
ing them the right, as jurors, to judge of the justice of the
laws, on the assumption that they are opposed to the laws, are
flat contradictions.

But, it will be asked, what motive have the majority, when
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they have all power in their own hands, to submit their will
to the veto of the minority?

One answer is, that they have the motive of justice. I t
would be 1/n.j7/sl to compel the minority to contribute, by tax-
ation, to the support of any laws which they did not approve.

Another answer is, that if the stronger party wish to use
their power only for purposes of justice, they have no occasion
to fear the veto of the weaker party; for the latter have as
strong motives for the maintenance ofjzzsl government, as
have the former.

Another answer is, that if the stronger party use their power
unjustly, they will hold it by an uncertain tenure, especially
in a community where knowledge is diffused; for knowledge
will enable the weaker party to make itself in time the
stronger party. It also enables the weaker party, even while
it remains the weaker party, perpetually to annoy, alarm, and
injure their oppressors. Unjust power,- or rather power that
is grossly unjust, and that is known to be so by the minority,

-can be sustained only at the expense of standing armies,
and all the other machinery of force; for the oppressed party
are always ready to risk their lives for purposes of vengeance,
and the acquisition of their rights, whenever there is any tol-
erable chance of success. Peace, safety, and quiet for all, can
be enjoyed only under laws that obtain the consent of all.
Hence tyrants frequently yield to the demands of justice from
those weaker than themselves, as a means of buying peace
and safety.

Still another answer is, that those who are in the majority
on one law, will be in the minority on another. All, there-
fore, need the benefit of the veto, at some time or other, to
protect themselves from injustice.

That the limits, within which legislation would, by this
process, be confined, would be exceedingly narrow, in com-
parison with those it at present occupies, there can be no
doubt. All monopolies, all special privileges, all sumptuary
laws, all restraints upon any traffic, bargain, or contract, that
was naturally lawful,* all restraints upon men's natural

I
I
I

* Such as restraints upon banking, upon the rates of interest, upon tragic with for-
eigners, &c., &o.
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rights, the whole catalogue of mala pro/Libiza, and all taxa-
tion to which the taxed parties had not individually, severally,
and freely consented, would be at an end, because all such
legislation implies a violation of the rights of a greater or less
minority. This minority would disregard, trample upon, or
resist, the execution of such legislation, and then throw them-
selves upon a jury of the whole. people for justification and
protection. In this way all legislation would be nullified,
except the legislation of that general nature which impartially
protected the rights, and observed the interests, of all. The
only legislation that could be sustained, would probably be
such as tended directly to the maintenance of justice and lib-
er ty; such, for example, as should contribute to the enforce-
ment of contracts, the protection of property, and the preven-
tion and punishment of acts intrinsically criminal. In short,
government in practice would be brought to the necessity of a
strict adherence to natural law, and natural justice, instead of
being, as it now is, a great battle, in which avarice and ambi-
tion are constantly fighting for and obtaining advantages over
the natural rights of mankind.

19*
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APPENDIX.

TAXAT IO N.

IT was a principle of the Common Law, as it is of the law of nature, and of
common sense, that no man can be taxed without his personal consent. The
Common Law knew nothing of that system, which now prevails in England, of
assuming a man's own consent to be taxed, because some pretended representa-
tive, whom he never authorized to not for him, has taken it upon himself to
consent that he may be taxed. That is one of the many frauds on the Common
Law, and the English constitution, which have been introduced since Magna
Carta. Having Bnally established itself in England, it has been stupidly and
servilely copied and submitted to in the United States.

If the trial by jury were reestablished, the Common Law principle of taxation
would be reestablished with it; for it is not to be supposed that juries would
enforce a tax upon an individual which he had never agreed to pay. Taxation
without consent is as plainly robbery, when enforced against one man, as when
enforced against millions ; and it is not to be imagined that juries could be blind
to so self-evident a principle. Taking a man's money without his consent, is also
as much robbexy, when it is done by millions of men, acting in concert, and
calling themselves a government, as when it is done by a single individual, act-
ing on his own responsibility, and calling himself a highwayman. Neither the
numbers engaged in the act, nor the dililerent characters they assume as a cover

for the act, alter the nature of the act itself.
If the government can take :L man's money without his consent, there is DO

limit to the additional tyranny it may practise upon him ; for, with his money,
it can hire soldiers to stand over him, keep him in subjection, plunder him at
discretion, and kill him if he resists. And governments always will do this, as
they everywhere and always have done it, except where the Common Law prin-
ciple has been established. It is therefore a. first principle, a very sine qua non
of political freedom, that a man can be taxed only by his personal consent. And
the establishment of this principle, with trial by jury, insures freedom of course ;
because ' 1. No man would pay his money unless he had first contracted for such
a government a8 he was willing to support ; and, 2. Unless the government then
kept itself within thc.terms of its contract, juries would not enforce the payment
of the tax. Besides, the agreement to be taxed would probably be entered into
but for a year at a time. If, in that year, the government proved itself either
inefficient or tyrannical, to any serious degree, the contract would not be renewed.
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The dissatisfied parties, if sutiiciently numerous for a new organization, would
form themselves into a separate association for mutual protection. If not sutli-
ciently numerous for that purpose, those who were conscientious would forego all
governmental protection, rather than contribute to the support of a government
which they deemed unjust.

All legitimate government is a mutual insurance company, voluntarily agreed
upon by the parties to it, for the protection of' their rights against wrong-doers.
In its voluntary character it is precisely similar to aN association for mutual
protection against tire or shipwreck. Before a man will join an association for
these latter purposes, and pay the premium for being insured, he will, if he be a
man of sense, look at the articles of the association ; see what the company prom-

ises to do ; what it is likely to do ; and what are the rates of insurance. If he
be satisfied on all these points, he will become a member, pay his premium for a
year, and then hold the company to its contract. If the conduct of the company
prove unsatisfactory, he will let his policy expire at the end of the year for which
he has paid ; will decline to pay any further premiums, and either seek insur-
ance elsewhere, or take his own risk without any insurance. And as men act in
the insurance of their ships and dwellings, they would act in the insurance of
their properties, liberties and lives, in the political association, or government.

The political insurance company, or government, have no more right, in nature
or reason, to assume a man's consent to be protected by them, and to be taxed
for that protection, when he has given no actual consent, than a fire or marine
insurance company have to assume a man's consent to be protected by them, and
to pay the premium, when his actual consent has never been given. To take a
man's property without his consent is robbery ; and to assume his consent, where
no actual consent is given, makes the taking none the less robbery. If it did,
the highwayman has the same right to assume :L man's consent to part with his
purse, that any other man, or body of men, can have. And his assumption would
afford as much moral justification for his robbery as does a like assumption, on
the part of the government, for taking a man's property without his consent.
The government's pretence of protecting him, as an equivalent for the taxation,
affords no justification. It is for himself to decide whether he desires such pro-
tection as the government offers him. If he do not desire it, or do not bargain
for it, the government has no more right than any other insurance company to
impose it upon him, or make him pay for it.

Trial by the country, and no taxation without consent, were the two pillars of
English liberty, (when England had any liberty,) and the first principles of the
Common Law. They mutually sustain each other ; and neither can stand with-
out the other. Without both, no people have any guaranty for their freedom ;
with both, no people can be otherwise than free.*

* Trial by the country, and no taxation without consent, mutually sustain each other, and can be
sustained only by each other, for these reasons 1 1. Juries would refuse to enforce a tax against.
amen who had never agreed to pay it. They would also protect men in forcibly resisting the
collection of taxes to which they had never consented. Otherwise the jurors would authorize the
govurmnent to tax themselves without their cousent,- a thing which no jury would be likely to do.
In these two ways, then, trial by the country would sustain the principle of DO taxation without
cohsent. 2. On the other hand, the principle of no taxation without consent would sustain the
trial by the country, because men in general would not consent to be taxed for the support of A
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By what force, fraud, and conspiracy, on the part of kings, nobles, and " a
few wealthy freeholde1"s," these pillars have been prostrated in England, it is
designed to show more fully in the next volume, if it should be necessary.

government under which trial by the country was not secured. Thus these two principles mutually
sustain each other.

But, if either of these principles were broken down, the other would fall with it, and for these
reasons: 1. If trial by the country were broken clown, the principle of no taxation without
consent would fall with it, because the government would then be able to tax the people without
their consent, inasmuch as the legal tribunals would be mere tools of the government, and would
enforce such taxation, and punish men for resisting such taxation, as the government ordered.
2. On the other hand, if the principle of no taxation without consent were broken down, trial by
the country would fall with it, because the government, if it could tax people without their consent,
would, of course, take enough of their money to enable it to employ all the force necessary for
sustaining its own tribunals, (in the place of juries,) and carrying their decrees into execution.
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