
Proposed Constitutional
Amendment

“Thomas Jefferson Amendment”

The United States Supreme Court and lesser

courts shall be without power to alter, expand or

contract the plain meaning of the Constitution by

giving the Court’s own “interpretation” to the

Constitution.

The States of the Union shall be free to put

back on their books state laws protecting human

life heretofore found to be “unconstitutional” by

the United States Supreme Court giving its own

“interpretation” to the Constitution.

Henceforth the mandatory retirement age for

all newly appointed Supreme Court Justices shall

be age seventy (70), the same as the mandatory

retirement age for all other Federal Court judges.
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