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While statements of principles contained in the Declarati -
pendence do not have the force of organic law’ and »rmnwmmeoMMMMMn
be Emmm the wm.ﬁm of any judicial decision as to the limits of rights
mbm maam.mm yet it is always safe to read the letter of the Constitution
in gm. spirit of the Declaration of Independence,? and the courts have
MMMMMVNMMW referred to the Declaration in determining constitutional

On July 13, 1787—two years before the Constitution of the United
States was adopted—Congress enacted the Northwest Ordinance.*
Ommsos& ‘An Ordinance for the Government of the Territory of the
CEamm mn.mnmm Northwest of the River Ohio,” this landmark legisla-
tion—which was to have a profoundly important effect on the
subsequent mwﬁ&ausmbn of both state and national law—was the
fundamental instrument of government for an area covering more
suw‘u a quarter-million square miles.* The territory to which the
ordinance applied included all of present-day Michigan, Indiana, Illi-

—mmnnwou ki tion of Labor v, Buck’s Stove & Range
Filan v. Martin, 38 Wash. App. 91, Co., 33 App. D.C. 83, 32 LR.AN.S. 748,
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nois, Wisconsin, and Ohio and part of Minnesota.® The federal courts
have generally held that the Ordinance was superseded by the adop-
tion of the Constitution of the United States’ on the ground that the
Constitution places all the states of the Union on an equal basis which
would not be the case if the Ordinance continued to be in force after
the adoption of the organic law.® Even after the adoption of the Con-
stitution, however, some of the provisions of the Ordinance were
continued in force by acts of Congress mﬁibm the period of the territo-
rial government of the Northwest Territory.

In both the federal courts and those of the states created out of the
Northwest Territory, the doctrine that the Ordinance has been
superseded by the state constitution when a new state has been admit-
ted to the Union is adhered to, and no effect is given to that Ordinance
except insofar as its principles may have been embodied in the state
constitution.”

Following the Revolutionary War, the Articles of Confederation
were drafted in 1777 and submitted by the Continental Congress to
the state legislatures for approval, but they were not approved by all
the states until 1781." The newly independent states did not favor a
centralized executive authority, and the government ultimately cre-
ated by the Articles of Confederation amounted to little more than a
loose confederation of states that derived its authority from accep-
tance of the principles of the confederation by the state legislatures
through ratification.” The articles created a government with a single
branch of government—a Congress with members appointed by the
state legislatures.” Congress was given the sole and exclusive power
to make war and peace, to enter into treaties and other alliances, to
coin money, to establish a postal system, to send and receive ambas-
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