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The whole doctrine amounts to this :that if the central gov-
ernment passes any bill whatever, the Legîsiature ef any one State
of the Union has power to veto that measure if it consider it detri-
mental to the interests of that State ; and that this powver is coni-
ferred upon the Stale by the constitution.

The chief object of the promoters of nullification, wvas to pro-
vide somne means by which, as they stated, the minority might be
defended against an arbitrary majorit.y. The above stated prin-
ciple wvas advocated, but necessarîly required some nieans of
substantiation. Naturally the agitators wvent to the constitution
to obtain this means, and in it they declared wvas found a passage
conterring the required powvers upon the State Legisiatures. But
they plainly misinterpreted the constitution, and showed a mis-
conception of the origin and true character of the governnient.
The question th 'refore wvas a constitutional one and as such Daniel
Webster deait with it.

He first defined the sytemn of goverrnment, describing its origin,
the foundation on xvhich it xvas based and thc ag-ents of its ad-
ministration. He then exarnined the proposed doctrine to see if it
complied with ail the requirernents of the constitution. As the con-
stitution granted certain powers to Congress, and certain others to,
the States, and ia«so placed restrictions on these powvers there should
necessarily be some authority wvîth ultinîatejurisdiction to, determine
the interpret?'tion of these grants and restrictions. Wihat wvas this
authorityP The nulliflers claimed that it ivas the State Le-isiature;
their opponents maintained it was the Supremne Court. It ivas
necessary then ta go ta the constitution for decision. Webster
quoted two passages relating ta the question:- (i) The constitution
and laws of the United States made in pursuance thereof shaîl be
the supremne lawv of the ]and, anything in the constitution
or laws of any State to, the contrary notwithstanding. (2)

The judicial powver shall extend to ail cases arisingr under the
constitution and laîvs of the United States. These two provisions
caver the îvhole ground and clearly showv that the powvers are
vested in the Supreme Court. This bodly, establishied by the con-
stitutian, must have somne funiction, and if flot the one rnentioned,
then it is a useless and unnecessary tribunal; and besides no other


