
lhis microtithe was produced from documents received fOr 
inclusiol'l in tht NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cann,ot exercise 

control our the ph)'sical con~ition of the documents submitted, 
the individual frame qUC1lity will vary. The resolution chart on 

this frame may be usef) to evaluate the document quality . . ---------~--.. I . 
I .. 0 :: 11111

2
.
8 

1111'2.5 
- W 11111

3
.
2 22 -- w . 

-- If.: ~~~ 
w 

1 
E .I~ .1 :: ... :: --

"'" 1.8 
111111.25 111111.4 111111.6 

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART 
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A 

Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with 

the standards set forth in 41CFR 101·11.504 

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are 

those of the authorls) and do not represent the official 
position or policies of the U.S. 0 apartment of Justice. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LA.W ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMIN'STRATION 
NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531 

r-'---- ' .. -.... ".-.. ,~-.... -.- - -."_.,. 
D ate f i I m e dl' 

'.- "-'~ ____ -.r-_ ,.. ........ - ... " ; 
9/23/75 

___ l. __ 

, ", 
, 

• 

CANONS OF JUDICIAL ETHICS 

til 

Report No.8 
June, 1969 

Prepared and Researched by: 
S~lsan A. Henderson, Research Assistant 

.... ---------------~------------~-----~ 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



, 

; , 

I 
I 
1 

I 
I . \ 
\1 
\. 

, 
/ 

Report No.8 
June, 1969 

THE ORIGIN AND ADOPTION OF THE AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION'S 
CANONS OF JUDICIAL ETHICS 

While all who have taken a course in legal ethics during their law school careers 
will be familiar with the American Bar Association's Canons of Professional Ethics 
and the problems which led to their adoption, .only a few will be as conversant with 
that organization's Canons of Judicial Ethics. Indeed, many will be surprised to learn 
that such a separate set of canons exist, so indifferent has been the response of legal 
writers to their progress toward nationwide adoption. 

Despite the warm reception accorded the Canons of Professional Ethics after their 
adoption in 1908, resolutions presented at the ABA's 19091 and 19172 conventions call­
ing for the appointment of a committee to draft a set of judicial canons were quickly 
forgotten. Many felt such canons were unnecessary; that the real issue was judicial 
competency rather than honesty. Others believed it was not the proper role of the bar 
to impose standards on the judiciary, feeling that such canons would more appropriately 
be ~eveloped within the judiciary. 

It is likely that matters would have rested in this state of inertia for many more 
years had it not been for the public admission of a certain federal district court judge 
that he was supplementing his $7,500 federal salary with $42,500 a year for legal ser­
vices rendered as national commissioner of the baseball associations. Powerless to 
bring sanctions against him under the professional ethics canons, delegates attending 
the 1921 ABA convention could only vote a resolution of censure. 3 Though this was 
done, it was quickly seen that dealing with each case on such an individual basis was 
inefficient and ineffective, as well as inequitable. An official expression of the bar's 
expectations of proper judicial conduct was needed to provide fair warning against 
future violations of ethical standards. 

Goaded into action, the executive board rediscovered the 1909 resolution empower­
ing it to appoint a drafting committee at its discretion. Early in 1922, the selection of 
a distinguished committee of three justices and two attorneys, with Chief Justice William 
Howard Taft as chairman, was announced. Working at a number of meetings spread 
throughout the year, the committee had a rough draft prepared for submission to the 
public in ample time for publication and commentary before the 1923 convention. Out 
of courtesy, a resolution was passed at that convention submitting the Canons to the 

134 Reports of the American Bar Association 88 (1909). 

242 Reports of the American Bar Association 80-83 (1917)" 

346 Reports of the American Bar Association 61-67 (1921). 
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Judicial Section, then headed by Justice Pierce Butler, for additional comments and 
final approval. With only a slight modification in Canon 13 on kinship or influence, 
the original thirty-four canons were reported back to the bar association for approval. 
This was received with minimal discussion at the 1924 convention. 4 

The Judicial Canons had little immediate impact. 5 Though the Georgia State Bar 
Association adopted the canons at its annual meeting the following year, the next adop­
tion was not unti11928. And this adoption by the State Bar of California was rendered 
ineffective the following year by a court ruling,that since, under the' California consti­
tution, judges were prohibited from practicing law, the bar association had no juris­
diction over their conduct. By September 30, 1937, when the association voted to sub­
stitute the words "a, judge" for the initial word "he" in seventeen of the canons and to 
add Canon 35 on improper publicizing of court proceedings and Canon 36 on the conduct 
of court proceedings, only the state bar associations of Georgia, New York, and Oregon 
had effectively adopted the original code. At the end of World War II, more than twenty 
years after the ABA's adoption, only twelve states had adopted the canons. 

Despite the initially indifferent reception of the Judicial Canons, the same post-war 
trends which have led to an increasing public interest in reorganizing and reforming the 
judiciary have led to a greater awareness on the part of judges of the need to set stand­
ards for their own conduct before sllch standards are imposed from without. The result­
ing interest in self-policing has led to the post-war adoption of the canons by thirty of the 
country's highest state appellate courts, bringing to thirty-three the total number of adopt­
ing courts. With the overlapping adoptions by ten unified and twelve non-unified bar as­
SOCiations, plus four judicial conferences, official recognition has now been given to ABA­
inspired codes of judicial ethics in forty-three states. 

This leaves only Alabama, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, North Carolina, 
Rhode Island, and South Carolina without such codes. Of these, New Hampshire's state 
bar association and supreme court have already adopted Canon 28 on partisan politics, 
and Rhode Island's state bar has expressed interest in adopting the entire set. 

Most of the forty-three adopting states (excluding New Hampshire) have adopted all 
thirty-six canons in one ABA-amended form or another, without change. However, a 
certain'idegree of dissatisfaction with the ABA provisions is shown in the decision of fif­
teen states to reword or omit from one to six of the ABA canons in the code they adopted. 

4 49 Reports of the American Bar Association 65-71 (1924). 

5 The following data are derived from Brand, Bar Associations, Attorneys and 
Judges (1956) and Supplement (1959), as brought up to date by a(~uestionnaire sent to 
the secretaries of the state bar associations of all fifty states with results received be­
tween February and Apri11968. Additional data from New Mexico, North Dakota, and 
Wyoming were received in May 1969. The data on individual states are presented in 
the Appendix of this report. 
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More substantial disagreement with the ABA wording and organization (in which several 
provisions overlap) is evidenced in the decision of California, illinois, Louisiana, Texas, 
Vermont, and Wisconsin to substantially revise the canons. However, even in these codes 
the ABA ancestry is revealed in frequently identical phrasing and in similarity of the 
type of behavior desired. As a result of this dissatisfaction, all canons have been modi­
fied by the adopting groups of at least two states. Canons 26 on personal investments 
and relations, 28 on partisan politics, 31 on private law practice, and 35 on the improper 
publicizing of court proceedings are the canons most frequently altered by the states, 
with nine substantial changes having been made in each of these canons. Significantly, 
the majority of the changes have been in the direction of imposing more stringent standards. 

It must be noted that there is a definite tendency for states to be slow in adopting 
the ABA amendments to the canons. For instance, while twenty-one states have adopted 
the 1950 amendment of Canon 28, only five of them did so 'by amendment; eight states 
adopting the canons after that date chose to ignore the change. Similarly, only eight 
states have adopted the slightly amended 1963 form of Canon 35, five of these 
adoptions having been by states adopting the entire set after that date. It appears that 
future ABA amendments will have little influence, except on any of the seven states without 
codes which may at some future date adopt the canons in their then existing form. 

The effect of this widespread adoption of the American Bar Association's Canons 
of Judicial Ethics cannot as yet be assessed. It is hoped, however, that the trend is 
indicative of a growing concern by judges over the need to develop and enforce among 
themselves high standards of personal behavior, both in public and private life. If so, 
the spread of the canons forecasts an era of high quality justice and growing public re­
spect for those charged with judicial office. 

- -~-. -_. -~~--~-
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STATE ADOPTION OF THE ABA JUDICIAL CANONS 

The following data, summarized ill Table I, are derived from George Bnand's, Bar. Associa­
tions, Attorneys and Judges (1956) and 1959 Supplement. This material has been brought 
up to date through correspondence with the secretaries of the bar associations of the fifty 
states. Unless otherwise noted, citations are to the amended form of the ABA Canons in 
effect as of the date of the state's adoption. "Supreme Court" always refers to the highest 
appellate court of the adopting state. 

ALABAMA 

ALASKA 

ARIZONA 

ARKANSAS 

CALIFORNIA 

COLORADO 

Neither the state bar nor the Supreme Court has adopted a code 
of judicial ethics. 

Canons 1-36, as amended by the ABA, were included under the 
Alaska Rules of Court Procedure and Administration as prepared 
and promulgated by order of the Supreme Court of the State of 
Alaska in 1963. 

Canons 1-36, as amended by the ABA, were adopted by Supreme 
Court Rule 45 on October 1, 1956. 

Canons 1-36 were adopted by reference in Article XIV of the 
constitution of the non-unified Bar Association of Arkansas on 
May 4, 1940. Canon 30 was adopted by the 1959 Legislature 
as Act Number 5, section 2. 

The State Bar of California passed a resolution at its October 13, 
1928, meeting adopting the original thirty-four canons. However, 
the follOwing year it was held in State Bar of California v. Superior 
Court of Los Angeles (207 Cal. 323) that judges who are prohibited 
by the state constitution from practicing law, are not subject to the 
jurisdiction of the state bar. On August 30, 1949, the Conference 
of California Judges (a vbluntary organization comprised of most 
of the state's trial and appellate judges) adopted the California 
Canons of Judicial Ethics. These canons are worded identically 
with ABA Canons 1-5, 9, 10, 14, 17, 21, 23, 27, 29 and 33. 
ABA Canons 18, 34 and 36 have no counterpart in the California 
canons. Other provisions have been adopted with substantially 
modified wording. 

Canons 1-36 were adopted by court order on July 30, 1953, follow­
ing the recommendation of the Board of Governors of the Colorado 

COLORADO (cont.) 

CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE 

FLORIDA 

GEORGIA 

HAWAII 
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Bar Association. On July 1, 1965, Canon 35 was replaced by 
a substantially revised proviSion stating that permission of the 
trial judge must be obtained before the photographing and broad­
casting of any court proceeding. Further, all defendants then 
on trial must give their affirmative consent to the particular 
form of publicity and no witness or juror in attendance under 
court order or subpoena may be photographed or have his testi­
mony broadcast over his express objection. 

ABA Canons 1-36 were approved at a meeting of the board of 
delegates of the State Bar Association of ConnRcticut on April 
17, 1950. The following June 5, the judges of me Supr1'ior 
Court voted to adopt them. Both groups have adopted the later 
ABA amendments. 

Rule 33 of the Supreme Court of Delaware adopted Canons 1-36, 
effective January 1, 1952, along with a recommendation that 
they also be adopted by the remaining state judges. By Rule 169, 
the Chancery Court judges followed suit on June 9, 1958. The 
Supreme Court ruling is merely advisory in its effect on the 
other judges of the state. Canon 30 forbide judges and justices 
from nmning for public office while on the bench. The wording 
of Canons 13 and 26 has been somewhat modified. The most 
recent amendments to Canons 28 and 35 have not been adopted. 

Article X of the Integration Rule of the Florida Bar, adopted by 
the Supreme Court on March 4, 1950 (amended in 1955 and 1958), 
expressly adopts the Canons of Ethics for Judges as originally 
promulgated by the Court on January 27, 1941. These are iden­
tical with the ABA canons as amended to 1950. 

On June 6, 1925, the non-unified Georgia Bar Association became 
the first group to adopt the ABA canons. However, the canons 
were not included in the Rules and Regulations of the succeeding 
unified bar association. To remedy this, the Georgia Supreme 
Court adopted Canons 1-36 by order on January 18, 1965. 

Article X of the constitution of the Bar Association of Hawaii 
(adopted August 15, 1939) incorporated by reference the ABA 
canons "as now existing and hereafter amended." On October 
3, 1955, they were adopted by Supreme Court Rule 16 (a;.;;;):..;.. __ _ 



IDAHO 

ILLINOIS 

INDIANA 

IOWA 

KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 
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The State Bar Act of 1947 contains no provision as to judicial 
ethics. Therefore, the state bar board of commissioners 
adopted the canons as then in effect by Rule 151. This action 
received Supreme Court approval on July 5, 1952. The 1952 
amendment to Canon 35 was approved by the Court in 1954. 

The Canons of Judicial Ethics, approved in June 1957 by the 
Chicago Bar Association and the IllinoiS Bar Association parallel 
the ABA canons in a substantially revised form. Only the word­
ing of Canons 1-5, 7, .14, 23, 26, 32, 34 and 35 has been pre­
served without material change. In June 1964, the Illinois Judi­
cial Conference adopted its own canons. These are identical 
with all but four of the ISBA canons, the functional equivalents 
of ABA Canons 28, 30, 31 and 35. Concurrence on the wording 
has since been reached, with the exception of the deletion of a 
sentence in the ISBA canon on candidacy for nonjudicial office, 
requiring that "if a judge becomes a candidate for any judicial 
office, he should refrain from all conduct which might tend to 
arouse reasonable suspicion that he is using the power or pres­
tige of his judicial position to promote his candidacy or the 
success of his party. " 

The non-integrated Indiana State Bar Association adopted Canons 
1-36 on September 16, 1938. All subsequent ABA amendments 
have been adopted by the association. Executive secretary Newton 
M. Goudy of the association reports that while the state's Supreme 
Court has not acted to adopt the canons by order or rule, it has 
consistently approved the canons by specific reference in cases 
involving disciplinary action. 

The non-unified Iowa State Bar Association adopted Canons 1-36 
on May 28, 1948. On September 16, 1958, the Supreme Court 
of Iowa adopted the canons, as amended to that date, by Court 
Rule 119. 

The non-unified Kansas State Bar Association adopted Canons 
1-36 in August, 1941. Amendments to Canons 28 and 35 were 
adopted by the association in April, 1953. 

Canons 1-36 were recognized by Court of Appeals Rule 3.170, 
effective July 1, 1953, as persuasive authority in all disciplinary 
proceedings. 

LOUISIANA 

MAINE 

MARYLAND 

MASSACHUSETTS 

MICHIGAN 

MINNESOTA 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 
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The Louisiana Canons of Judicial Ethics were adopted by the 
Supreme Court on October 13, 1960. Though based on the ABA 
canons, the twenty-five Louisiana canons differ substantially in 
form. No provision comparable to ABA Canons 19, 23, 27 or 
35 are included. By the same court order, the Supreme Court 
Committee on Judicial Ethics was established to render advisory 
opinions on the meaning of tho canons. 

Neither the state bar nor the Supreme Court has adopted a code 
of judicial ethics. . 

The non·-unified Maryland State Bar Association, Inc., adopted 
Canons 1-36 with only negligible changes on June 19, 1953. 

Neither the state bar nor the Supreme Court has adopted a code 
of judicial ethics. 

On January 16, 1947, the Supreme Court of Michigan adopted 
Canons of Judicial Ethics 1-36. These are largely identical 
with the ABA canons. However, the wording of Michigan canons 
25, 26, 28 and 35 has been substantially revised. 

The non-integrated Minnesota State Bar Association adopted the 
ABA canons on June 23, 1950. On March 3, 1966, the Supreme 
Court adopted the canons in the present ABA form as the proper 
standard of conduct for all judges of courts of record in the state. 

In 1962, the MiSSissippi Supreme Court approved the Rules of 
Judicial Ethics of the MiSSissippi State Bar. Rules 16, 19, 26 
and 36 have been somewhat reworded but are consistent with the 
ABA canons of the same number. Judicial Rules 28 and 30 have 
been substantially rewritten in order to comply with existing 
state law. 

The Missouri Judicial Conference adopted the canons in substan­
tially a.bbreviated form on June 15, 1951. On December 30, 1965, 
effective March 1, 1966, the Supreme Court exercised its rule­
making power to adopt all 36 canons in the present ABA-amended 
form, with the exception of slight changes made in the wording of 
Canons 23 and 31. 



MONTANA 

NEBRASKA 

NEVADA 

NEW HAMPSHffiE 

NEW JERSEY 

NEW MEXICO 

NEW YORK 
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Canons 1-36 were adopted by Supreme Court Rule on May 1, 
1963. Montana Cp.,llon 28 is in the 1933 ABA form and the 
third paragraph of ABA Canon 31 is omitted. 

Article X of the articles of association of the unified Nebraska 
State Bar Association, adopted March 24, 1951, contains a pro­
vision incorporating ABA Canons 1-36. However, the 1950 . 
amendment of Canon 28 and the 1952 and 1963 amendments to 
Canon 35 have not been adopted by the association. 

The unified State Bar of Nevada adopted Canons 1-36 verbatim 
on September 15, 1965. 

Canon 28 was adopted by the non-unified New Hampshire Bar 
Association at its annual meeting June 28, 1963. Subsequent 
motions to adopt the remaining canons were defeated. On 
May 15, 1964, the justices of the Supreme and Superior Courts 
unanimously adopted the canon with a recommendation that the 
lower court judges do likewise. To date, no other canons have 
been adopted in the state. 

The Supreme Court adopted the canons on September 15, 1948, 
as subsequently revised and now contained in Rule 1:25. Canon 
28 is retained in the 1933 form while Canon 35 differs substan­
tially from the ABA's. 

The State Bar of New Mexico adopted the canons, with the ex­
ception of Canon 35, on June 4, 1941. Current bar rules adopted 
September 16, 1961 contain the 1941 adopted rules. On Feb­
ruary 25, 1969, the Supreme Court adopted Rule 31, which in­
corporates the 35 canons. Canons 19 and 26 omit some of the 
ABA provisions; and Canons 23, 27, and 31, While substantially 
similar to the ABA forms, are worded differently. 

The 36 canons were adopted by resolution of the non-Unified New 
York State Bar Association at its annual meeting in 1930. The 
ABA's 1937 amendments were adopted on January 22, 1938, and 
the 1952 ABA amendment to Canon 28 was adopted on January 25, 
1963. A slight change appears in the wording of the first sen­
tence of New York Canon 31. 

~ i 
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NORTH CAROLINA 

NORTH DAKOTA 

OHIO 

OKLAHOMA 

OREGON 

PENNSYLVANIA 

RHODE ISLAND 
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Neither the state bar nor the Supreme Court has adopted the canons. 

The state judicial council adopted Canons 1-36 on September 25, 
1953, with alterations in Canons 11, 19, 32, and 35. Canon 28 
is in the 1933 form; and Canon 35, in an altered version of the 
1937 form, allows photography by permission of the court. The 
canons have been neither promulgated by court order nor ratified 
by the state bar. 

The Supreme Court of Ohio adopted Canons 1-36 on January 27, 
1954. These canons are largely identical with the ABA's. How­
ever, substantial alterations in and omissions from Canons 26, 
27, and 35 appear in the Ohio code. The wording of Canon 25 
and the 1952 amendment of Canon 28 is slightly modified. 

Following recommendations by the unified Oklahoma Bar Asso­
ciation in 1952, 1954, and 1957, and a formal application re­
commending adoption filed in 1958, the Supreme Court of Okla­
homa acted to adopt the canons on September 30, 1959. The 
Oklahoma canons are identical with the ABA's, with the exception 
of Canon 35 which has been altered to allow photographing and 
broadcasting during recesses under court supervision. 

The canons were adopted by the Oregon State Bar on September 
28, 1935. As approved and ado~ ted by the Supreme Court on 
November 17,1952, they are identical with the ABA's, except 
for the omission of Canon 27. However, Canons 28 and 30 are 
in thE': unamended 1924 form and Canon 35 is in the 1937 form. 

The non-unified Pennsylvania Bar Association adopted Canons 
1-36 on January 8, 1949, subsequently adopting all ABA amend­
ments. However, the Pennsylvania version makes a slight ad­
dition further restricting the making of political speeches and 
adds explanatory footnotes to Canons 25 and 28. The Pennsyl­
vania Supreme Court adopted them in this form on February 11, 
1965. 

Neither the Supreme Court nor the state bar has adopted the canons. 



SOUTH CAnOLINA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 

TEXAS 

UTAH 

VERMONT 

VIRGINIA 
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Neither the Supreme Court nor the state bar has adopted the canons. 

On September 4, 1942, the State Bar of South Dakota adopted Ju­
dicial Canons 1-36. This action was approved by the Supreme Court 
on October 8, 1942. No amendments have since been adopted. 

Canons 1-36, as amended, were adopted by Rule 38 of the Supreme 
Court and Rule 31 of the Court of Appeals on August 31, 1948. 
Subsequent ABA amendments have not been adopted. 

The judicial section of the unified State Bar of Texas approved 
the canons in modified form on September 27, 1963, effective 
the following January 1. The wording of these canons is on the 
whole identical with that of the ABA's. Substantial sections 
have been omitted from Canons 9, 19, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30 and 
36. Also, the 36 ABA canons have been combined into 29 
Texas canons. Canon 35 has been somewhat reworded and 
includes a listing of specifically prohibited activities. Lesser 
changes appear in the wording of Canons 14 and 15. It should 
be noted that these canons presently have merely advisory 
effect and have not been adopted by the association as a whole. 

Canon 28 was adopted at the annual meeting of the Utah State 
Bar in December, 1936. Despite a 1940 recommendation by 
the board of commissloners that the remaining canons be 
adopted, this did not occur until June 15, 1951. Three days 
later the Supreme Court approved the canons. These canons 
are identical with the ABA's 1937 canons except that only the 
last paragraph of Canon 26 has been adopted. 

On December 13, 1965, the Supreme Court of Vermont promul­
gated a code of judicial ethics enforceable against all judges 
serving on the Supreme, Superior and District Courts of the 
state. Though the code's roots in the ABA canons appear in 
occasion identical phraSing, the wording and organization of 
the Vermont canons is on the whole quite different. Provisions 
functionally equivalent to all ABA canons, with the e,weption of 
1, 2, 6, 8, 11, 18-21, 23, 26, 27 and 34 are included. 

The canons were adopted by order of the Supreme Court of 
Appeals on October 21, 193'8. However, no subsequent amend­
ments have been adopted. Virginia Canon 7 substitutes the word 

\ 

VIRGINIA (cant.) 

WASHINGTON 

WEST VIRGINIA 

WISCONSIN 

WYOMING 
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"official" for the word "judicial": Canon 31 varies substantially; 
Canon 36 has been modified to allow for trial court discretion 
in administering the oath to witnesses en bloc. 

Effective January 2, 1951, the Supreme Court of Washington 
adopted Canons 1-36 as amended prior to 1950. Washington 
Canon 31 on private law practice omits the first two paragraphs 
of the ABA canon. 

Canons 1-36 were adopted by rule of the Supreme Court of 
Appeals on March 27, 1947. The 1952 amendment of Judicial 
Canon 35 was adopted by the court on February 25, 1955. 

The former voluntary bar of Wisconsin adopted the canons on 
June 22, 1938, but they were not reaffirmed when the bar was 
unified in 1956. To remedy this, the Supreme Court promul­
gated a code of judicial ethics, effective January 1, 1968. 
Though baSing its code on the ABA's canons, the court divided 
its provisions into 16 standards describing important qualities 
of the ideal judge and 16 rules stating the requirements of 
judicial conduct meriting official sanction if not followed. 

On June 27, 1966, Canons 1-36 in the present ABA form were 
adopted verbatim by order of the Supreme Court of Wyoming. 

4 
--~~-------------------------,-.------------.-------------------------
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AD.OPTION OF THE ABA CANONS 

1-5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
Alabama 

Alaska x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Arizona x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Arkansas x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

California x P P P x x P P S x P P x P P P S' x 

Colorado x x x: x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Connecticut x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Delaware x x x x x x x x M' x x x x x x x x x x 
Florida x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Georgia x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Hawaii x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Idaho x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Illinois x S M S P S S P P M S P P P P P P P 

Indiana x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Iowa x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Kansas x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
-Kentucky x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

" Louisiana P p S S x M P P P x P P P P M S S 

Maine 

Maryland x x x X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Mas sachusetts 

Michigan x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Minnesota x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Mississippi x S x ~t x x x x. x x x x x x S x x x 
Missouri x x x x x x x x x x x x X x x x x x 

x - verbatim 

P - Provision parallels the ABA's; substantially rewritten with changed 
meaning or omission of important sub-provisions 

S - Substantial alteration in wording, but provision is consistent with the ABA Canon 
M - Very minor change in wording, not affecting meaning 

x 

x 

x 

x 

M 

x 

x 

x 

x 

X 

x 

x 

x 

M 

x x 

x x 

x x 

P P 

x x 

x x 

x x 

x x 

x x 

x x 

x x 

M S 

x x 

x x 

x x 

x x 

S M 

X x 

x S 

x x 

x x 

x x 
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BY CANON AND STATE Adoption By: 

28 30 35 Court Unified Non-uni- Judicial 
26 27 '24 '33 '50 29 '24 '33 31 32 33 34 '37 '5 '63 36 I 

Orde Bar fied Bar conferenc 

x x x x x x x x x x x 1963 

x x x x x x x x x x x 1956 

x x x x x x x x x x x 1940 

p x S x p S x x p 1928 1949 

x x x x x x x x x S x 1953 

x x xxx xxxxxx x x x 1950 1950 

s x x x p x x x x x x 1952 

x x x x x x x x x x x 1941 1950 

x x x x x x x x x x x 1965 (Lapsed) 

x x x x x x x x x x x 1955 1939 

x x x x xxxxxxx x 1952 1951 

P M p p PPM P x x S 1957 1964 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x 1938 

x x x x x x x x x x x x 1958 1948 

x x x x xxxxxxx x 1941 

x x x x x x x x x x x 1953 

P x P M P P x x P x 1960 

x x x x x x x x x x x 1953 

.. 
P x B x x S x x x x x 1947 

x x x x x x x x x x x 1966 1950 

S x p x P x x x x x S 1962 

x x x x x S x x x x x 1966 1951 

\ 

\ 
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14 

1-5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 21 

Montana x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Nebraska x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

- reo ur\\un 
1 ~\30l J " 

I 39....l 1\ i 33 341371'52\ '63\ 36 
Or dOT - 1 , 1 ~s 29 '24 '33 31 3 . 19 63 

'T24 ' 50 x 
26 27 

33 I x - r-
S X X X - x - x x x x x -x x -x x x x x - - x x x x r----x x x x x - x x 1964 - x x ,..-

,-x x 

1951 

1965 

1963 

Nevada x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

New Mexico x x x x x x x x x x x x x x P x x x M x x 

~ ~ 1948 x l-
I' x 

x r--
x X x 

~ x x 1969 x x x x x - ,--
S x x - x 

I'\ M\ x x X -I-

x\x\X\ 1x_ 
\ x \ x \ x \ I--, 

\ \ \ ,-- x \ X x ---" x x -New York x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

North C?.rolina 

North Dakota x x x x x x M x x x x x x x P x x x x x x 

Ohio x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x M 

Oklahoma x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Oregon x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

x -- S 
x S x x 

x 19 r- x x - p x x x x x x - x x 19 M x x 'f> p p x x x 
x X 

i"'" X X ....- x 19 
x x x x x 0-

X X I-- X 1 x ->-- x 
x x M x x 

x x x 

x \ x \ \ 1M x t
X 

-+-
\ \ \ \ 

\ I \ \ \ ,.-
\ I 

54 

59 

52 1935 

965 
1949 

Pennsylvania x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x --' x 

Rhode Island 
. 

South CaroUna 

South Dakota x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Tennessee x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Texas x x M x P x x x x M M x x x P x x x x x S 

Utah x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Vermont P p P P P P P P P P P P P 

Virginia x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Washington x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x M x x x 

lWest Virginia x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
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ADOPTION TIMETABLE 

The forty-four states which have adopted judicial codes (including New Hampshire, which 
has only adopted Canon 28) are listed in the following table in the order in which they joined 
the ranks of those adhering to the ABA Canons of Judicial Ethics. Note that the thirty­
three states whose supreme courts have adopted judicial codes are listed in both columns. 
Letters in parentheses signify the initial adopting group: "U" for unified bar; "N" for non­
unified bar; "S" for supreme court; and "J" for judicial conference or council. 

YEAR FIRST RE COGNITION ADOPTION BY COURT 
BY COURT OR BAR ORDER OR RULE 

1925 1. Georgia (N) 

1928 2. California (N) 

1930 3. New York (N) 

·1935 4. Oregon (U) 

1938 5. Indiana (N) 1. Virginia 
6. Virginia (S) 

1939 7. Hawaii (U) 

§~ Wiscdnsin (N) 

1940 9. Arkansas (N) 

1941 10. Florida (8) 2. Florida 
11. New Mexico (U) 
12. Kansas (N) 

1942 13. South Dakota (U) 3. South Dakota 

1947 14. Michigan (S) 4. Michigan 
15. West Virginia (8) 5. West Virginia 

1948 16. Iowa (N) 6. Tennessee 
17. Tennessee (8) 7. New Jersey 
18. New Jersey (8) 

I 

1949 19. Pennsylvania (N) 

) , 
'-

; ! 

\ i 
:1 
) 

i . \ r., 
l 
i' 
I 

• j 

! 
Ii 
II 
lJ 
II 
Ii 
ji 
)1 

1 ~ 
11 

H 

I 

I 
l 
! 

. I 
\ . \ 
1 

1'1 

YEAR FIRST RECOGNITION ADOPTION BY COURT, 
BY COURT OR BAR ORDER OR RULE 

1950 20. Connecticut (N) 8. Connecticut 
21. Minnesota (N) 

1951 22. Washington (S) 9. Washington 
23. Nebraska (U) 10. Utah 
24. Missouri (J) 
25. Utah (U) 

1952 26. Delaware (8) 11. Delaware 
27. l1aho (U) 12. Idaho 

13. Oregon 

1953 28. Maryland (N) 14. Kentucky 
29. Kentucky (S) 15. Colorado 
30. Colorado (S) 
3i. North Dakota (J) 

1954 32. Ohio (S) 16. Ohio 
, 

1955 17. Hawaii 

1956 33. Arizona (S) 18. Arizona 

1957 34. illinois (N) 

1958 19. Iowa 

1959 35. Oklahoma (8) 20. Oklahoma 

1960 36. Louisiana (8) 21. Louisiana 

1962 37. Mississippi (S) 22. MiSSissippi 

1963 38. Alaska (8) 23. Alaska 
39. Montana (8) 24. Montana 
40. New Hampshire (#28) (N) 
41. Texas (U) 

1964 25. New Hampshire 

1965 42. Nevada (U) 26. Georgia 
43. Vermont (S) 27. Pennsylvania 

28, Vermont 

1966 44. Wyoming (8) 29. Minnesota 
30. Missouri 
31. Wyoming 

1968 32. Wisconsin 

1969 33. New Mexico 
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«.cr~ft is the vice) n?t the spirit} of the profession. Trick is professional 
~rostltuttOn. Falsehood 1.8 professional apostasy. The strength of a lawyer is 
m th?rough knowledge of legal truth} in thorough devotion to legal right. Truth 
and tntegrity can do more in the profession than the subtlest and wiliest devices 
~he power of integrity is the rule}' the power of fraud is the exception. Emula~ 
bon and zeal lead lawyers astray; but the general law of the professton is duty 
not S1tCC~ss. I~ it, as elseWhere, in human life} the judgment of success is but 
the verdtct of httle minds. Professional duty, faithfully and well performed is 
the lawyer's glory, This is equally true of the Bench and of the Bar.n } 

-EDWARD G. RYAN 
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CANONS OF JUDICIAL ETHICS * 
A.IIele.. Preeedent .. 

"And I char .. ed your judgell at that time, ny­
Ing Hear the causes between your brethrenl 
and judge righteously between every man ana 
his bl'other

l 
and the stranger that Is with him. 

"Va IIhal not rellpect persons In judgment: 
but :ye shall hear the small as well as the 
great: ye ahall not be afraid of the face of man: 
for the judgment Is God'lI: and the cauee that 
Is too hard for you, bring It unto me, an.i I will 
hear It."-Deuteronomll, I, 16-17. 

"Thou shalt not wrast judgment: thou shalt 
not respect perllonll, neither take a girt: for a 
gift doth blind the eyell of the wise, and pervert 
the word II of the rlghteous."-Deuteronomll, 

XY.*J
9
wlII not make any justiciaries, constables, 

IIherltfs or bailltfs, but from those who under­
IItand the law of the realm and are well disposed 
to observe It."-Magna Charta, XLV. 

"Judges ought to remember that their omce 
Is jus dicerfl not jUl dare; to Interpret law, and 
not to make law, or give law." ... 

"Judges ought to be more learned than witty; 
more reverend than plausible: and more advlseld 
than confident. Above all things, Integrity /I 
their portion and proper virtue." ... 

"Patience and gravity of hearing Is an es­
sential part of justice; and an over speaklnlr 
judge Is no well-tuned cymbal. It Is no grace 
to a judlre ftrBt to ftnd that which he mllrht 
have heard In due time from the Bllr, or to IIhow 
quickness of conceit In cutting otf clvldence or 
counsel too IIhort: or to prevent Information by 
questions thoulrh pertinent." 

"The place of justice Is a hallowed place; 
and therefore not only the Bench, but the foot 
pace and precincts and purprlse thereof OUgh,~ 
to be preserved without scandal and corruption. 
.. -Bncon's ESSClII "Of Judicature." 

Pre ... le. 
In addition to the Canons for Professional 

Conduct of Lawyers which It has tormulated 
and adopted, the American Bar Association, 
mindful that the character and conduct of a 
judge should never be objects of Indltference, 
9.nd that declared ethical standards tend to 
become habltll of life, deems It desirable to set 
forth Its views respecting those principles which 
should govern the personal practice of members 
of th" judiciary In the administration of their 
office The Association accordingly adopts the 
following Canons. the spirit of which It suggests 
as a proper guide and reminder for judgesh and 
as Indicating what the people have a rig t to 
expect trom them. 
t. Ilelatlon. of tlle oJ.dletary. 

The allsumptlon ot the office of judge castl! 
u·pon the Incumbent duties In respect to hla 
personal conduct which concern his relation to 
the state and Its Inhabitants, the litigants before 
him, the principles of law. the practltlonerll of 
law In hili court. and tho witnesses. jurors and 

• Theae Canons, to and Includlnlr Canon 3t, 
were adopted by the American Bar Association 
at Its Forty-Seventh Annual M4letlng. at Phlla­
del hla Pennaylvanla, on July 9, 1924. The 
Co~mlttee ot the ASlloclation which prepared 
the Canons wall appointed In 1922, and compolled 
of the following: William H. Taft, District ot 
Columbia Chairman; Leslie C. Cornillh, Maine: 
Robert "on Moschzlsker, Pennaylvanla: Charles 
A Boston New York; and Garret W. McEnerney, 
California. George Sutherland. of Utah, orllr­
InaJly a member of the Committee, retired and 
was succeeded by Mr. McEnerney. In lUI, 
Frank M. Anlrellottl, ot California, took the 
place of Mr. McEnerney. 

Canon. i8 and 30 were amended at the Flfty­
Sixth Annual Meetlng

i 
Grand Ro.plds, Michigan, 

August 3D-September ,1933. Canon 28 was fur­
ther amended at the Seventy-Third Annual 
Meeting, Washington, D. C., September :aO, 
1960 Canons 86 and 36 were adopted at the 
Sixtieth Annual Meeting, at KanuB CIty, MIII­
sourl September 30, 1987. Canon 86 wae 
amen'ded at San Francisco. Calif .. Sept. 19~2. 

attendants who aid him In the administration of 
Its tunctlo~s. 
Z. Tile PutoUe Intereat. 

Courts exist to promote justice, a.nd thus to 
serve the public Interest. T'1elr administration 
should be speedy and caretul. Every judge 
should at all times be alert In hlB rullngll and 
In the conduct of the business of the court, BO 
tar as he can, to make It useful to litigants and 
to the communIty. He should avoid uncon­
sciously falling Into the attitude of mind that 
the litigants are made tor the courts Instead 
ot the courts for the litigants: 
3. Con.tltutloD.1 Obllptl".c. 

It Is the duty ot all judges In the United State!! 
to support the tederal Constitution and that of 
the state whose laws they administer; In so 
doing, they should fearlessly observe and apply 
tundamental limitations and guarantees. 
4. AvoIdance of ImproprIety. 

A judge's oreclal conduct should be free from 
Impropriety and the appearance ot Impropriety; 
he should avoid Infractions of law; and his 
personal behavior, not only upon the Bench 
and In the pertormance of judicial dutIes, but 
also In his everyday life, should be beyond 
reproach. 
II. Enentl.1 Cond.et. 

A judge should be temperate, attentlve, pa­
tient, Impartial, and, since he Is to admlnloter 
the law and apply It to the facts. he should 
be studious ot the principles ot the law and 
dl!!gent In endeavoring to ascertain the factn. 
6. IDdas,...,.. 

A judge should exhibit an Industry and ap­
plication commensurate with the dutleo Imposed 
upon him. 
7. Prumptne ... 

A judge shOUld be prompt In the performance 
of his judicial duties, recognizing that the time 
ot litigants, jurors and attorneys Is ot value 
and that habitual lack of punctuality on his 
part justlftes dlssatlsfactlon with the administra­
tion of the business of the court. 
13. Cuurt Orll'aul.atlull. 

A judge should organize the court with a. view 
to the prompt and convenient dispatch of Its 
business and he should not tolerate abuses and 
neglect by clerks, and other allslstants who 
are sometimes prone to presume too much upon 
his good natured acquiescence by reason ot 
friendly association with him. 

It Is desirable too, where the judicial system 
permits, that he should cooperate with other 
judges of the same court, and In other court., 
as members of a !!Ingle judicial sYlltem, to pro­
mote the more satisfactory administration of 
justice. 
8. CUIl.lderatlo. for .Jurora .... Otllara. 

A judge should be considerate ot jurors, wit­
nesses and others In attendance upon the court. 
10. Cuurt"",. .n. Chlllty. 

A judge shOUld be courteou!! to counsell e!!pe­
clally to tholle who are young and Inexper enced1 
and also to all others appearing or concernllQ 
In the administration ot justice In the court. 

He shOUld aloo require, and, BO far as his 
power extends, entorce on the part ot clerkll, 
court officers and counsel civility and courtesy 
to the court and to jurors, witnesses, litigants 
n nel others having business In the court. 
11. U.prole •• Ie.na. Condaet ot A.ttoru",.. ... 

Co ••• el. 
A judge IIhould utilise his opportunities to 

criticise and correct unprofellslonal conduct of 
attorneys and counsellors, brough t to hie at­
tention; and, If adv.,r.e comment Is not n But­
ficlent corrective, should scnd the matter at 
once to the proper Investigating and disciplinary 
authorities. 
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AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

I:&. "",,pOlll\\eel of tJoe .Jndlcla..,. and Tkelr C ••• 
pel1lntlon. 

Tr\lstees. receivers. maeters
l 

reteroee. lI'u&rdl­
ans and oth0f persons appo nted by a judll'e 
to aid In the administration ot justice ehould 
have the strictest probity and Impartiality and 
should be selected with a view solely to their 
character and fitness. The power ot maklnlr 
such appointments IIhould not be exercised bT 
him tor personal or partisan advantage. He 
should not permIt hIs appointments to be con­
trolled by others than hlmselt. He should aillo 
avoId nepotism and undue tavorltlsm In hi' 
appointments. 

While not hesltatin&, to fix or approve jUllt 
amounts. he IIhould be most scrupuloue In grant­
Ing or approving compensation tor the service. 
or chargell ot such appointees to avoid excellllive 
allowances. whether or not excepted to or com­
plained 0(, He cannot rid hlmselt ot thl. 
responsibility by the consent ot counsel. 

1:1. 1{ln.hlp or Inllnence. 
A judge should not act In a controversy where 

a near relative Is a party: he should not Buttt.r 
his conduct to justlty the Impression that anT 
pel'son can Improperly Intluence him 01' undulT 
enjoy his tavor. or that he Is Il.t'tected by the 
kinship. rank. position or Influence of any partT 
or other Ilerson. 
14. Indcpendence. 

A judge should not be swayed by partisan 
demands. public clamor 01' conslderatlonll ot 
personal popularity or notoriety. nor be ap­
prehensive ot unjust criticism. 
1I~. Interference In Conduct of Trl.l. 

A judge may properly Intervene In a trial ot 
a case to promote expedition. and prevent un­
necessary waste ot time. or to clear up somo 
obscurity. bllt he IIhould bear In mind that hi. 
undue Interference. Impatience. or participation 
In the examination ot witnesses. or a severe 
attitude on his part toward witnesses. especially 
those who are excited or terrified by the unusual 
circumstances ot a trial. may tend to prevent 
the propel' presentation ot the cause. 01' the as­
certainment ot the truth In respect thereto. 

Converllatlon between the judge and counsel 
In court Is otten necessary. but the judge should 
be studious to avoid controversies Which are 
apt to obsoure the merits ot the dispute between 
litigants and lead to Its unjust dlspoeltlon. In 
addressing counllel. lltigantsj 01' witnesses. he 
should avoid a controversla manner or tone. 

He should avoid Interruptions ot oounsel In 
their arguments except to clarity his mind all 
to their positions. and h!l should not be tempted 
to the unnecessary dillplay ot learning 01' a 
Ilrematllre judgment. 
10. Ex parte Appllc.tlo ... 

A judge should discourage ex parte hearings 
ot applications tor Injunotlons and reoelverllhlplI 
where the order may work detriment to abBent 
parties; he should act upon such ex parte ap­
pllcatlonB only where the necessity tor Quick 
action Is olearlY shown; It this be demonstrated. 
then he should endeavor to counteraot the et'teot 
ot the absence ot opposing counsel by a scrupu­
lous cross-examination and Investigation as to 
the taots and the principles ot law on which the 
application Is based. granting rellet only when 
tully satisfied that the law permits It and the 
emergoncy demands It. He should remember 
that an Injunction Is a limitation upon the 
freedom ot action ot detendants and should not 
be granted lI&'htly 01' Inadvlsedly. One applyln&, 
for BIICh relief must lIuataln the burden ot shOW­
Ing clearly Its necessity and thlB burden Is In­
creased In the absence ot the party whOle 
treed om ot aotlon Ie lIought to be restrained even 
though only temporarilY. 
11. Ex IlItrte Oommunlc.tlon •• 

A judge ehould not permit private Intervlewe. 
arguments or communications designed to In­
fluence his judicial aotlon. where Interelltll to 
be at'tected thereby are not represented betore 
him. except In caees where proviSion III made 
by law tor e:;: parte application. 

While the oondltionll under whloh brletll ot 
argument are to be received are largely matterll 
ot local rille 01' praotlce. he should not permit 
the oontents ot such brief presented to him 
to bo ooncealed trom opposing counllel. Ordi­
narily all communications of counllel to the 
judge Intended 01' calculated to Influence aotlon 
IIhOllld be made known to opposing counael. 

lb. ContinnancM. 
Delay In the administration ot Juetlce III • 

common cause ot complaint: counsel are fre­
Quently responsible tor this delay. A judll'O. 
without beln&' arbitrary 01' torolnll' oallell un­
reallonably 01' unjulUly to trial when unpre­
pared. to the detriment ot parties. may well 
endeavor to hold counsel to a propel' apprecia­
tion ot their duties to the public Interest. to 
their own clients. and to the adverse party and 
his counael. so as to enforce due diligence In 
the dispatch ot business before the court. 
10 • .Jndl"lal Opinion •• 

In dleposln&, ot oontroverted cases. a judge 
IIhould Indicate the rea,ono tor his action In an 
opinion showln&' that he has not disregarded 
or overlooked serious arll'uments ot counsel. 
He thus shows his tull under.tandln&, ot the 
case. avoids the 11I8plcion 01. arbitrary can­
cluBlon. llromotee confidence In hi. Intellectual 
Integrity and may contrlbut. usetul precedent 
to the growth ot the law. 

It Is desirable that Courts of Appeals In 
reversing cases and granting new trials should 
so Indicate their views on Questions ot law 
argued before them and necessarily arising In 
the controversy that upon the new trial counsel 
may be aided to avoid the repetition ot erroneous 
positions ot law and shall not be lett In doubt 
by the tallure ot the court to deolde euch quell' 
tione. 

But the volume of reported decisions Is such 
and Ie; so rapidly IncreasIng that In writing 
opinions which are to be published judges may 
well take thIs tact Into consideration. and cllrtall 
them accordingly. without 8ubstantlally de­
parting trom the principles stated above. 

It Is ot high Importance that judges con­
atltutlng a oourt ot last resort should use et'tort 
and selt-restralnt to promote solidarity ot con-
clusion and the consequent Influence ot JudicIal ,.\ 
decision. A judge should not yield to Ilrlde ot , 
opinion 01' value more highly his Individual ,,1. 
reputation than that ot the court to which he r~· \ 
should be loyal. Except In case of consclentloue ~' 
dl !l!erence ot 0Jilil.1 6n-· Ol'rfu:IDlilJDJlilIi.il::::lii.1iiCIj!lii(' 
d i!iiiiiiTr!!rDiiTriTons shOUid be !IlW:.P.urage.d..J.n 
~ourtrrtTt:1tr1!r.resor.C 

20. Inllnence of Decilloni Upon the Developmeut 
or the L.,.... 

A judge should be mlndtul that his duty Is 
the application ot general law to particular In­
stances. that ours Is a government of law and 
not ot men. and that he violates his duty aa 
a minister ot justice under such a syetem It 
he seeks to do what he may personally conalder 
substantial justice In a particular case and dis­
regards the general law as he knows It to be 
binding on him. Such action may become a 
precedent \lnsettllng accepted principles and 
may have detrimental conseQllences beyond the 
Immediate controversy. He should administer 
his omoe with a due regard to the Integrity of 
the system ot the law Itselt. remembering that 
he Is not a depositary ot arbitrary power. bul 
a judge under the lIanction ot law. 

21. Idloa,.ncra.IH and Inconalltencl_ 
JUBtice should not be moulded by the In. 

dlvldual Idiosyncrasies ot those who administer 
It. A judge Bhould adopt the usual and expected 
methud ot d~lng justice. and not seek to be 
extreme 01' pocullar In !lIs judgments. 01' Bpec­
tacular 01' serlDational In the conduot ot the 
court. Though vested with discretion In the 
Imposition ot mild or severe sentenoes he should 
not compel persons brought betore him to 
submit to some humiliating aot 01' dillclpllne 
ot hili own devilling, without authority ot law. 
becauo .. he thlnltll It will have a beneficial COl'­
reotl ve In fI uenoe. 

In ImpoBlng sentence he should ondeavor to 
conform to a reasonable standard ot punishment 
and shOUld not I\eek popularity 01' publicity 
either by exceptional severity or undue leniency. 
2:':. Ilevle ..... 

In order that a 1It1&'ant may seoure the tull 
benefit of the right ot review accorded to him 
by law. a trial judge should scrupulously grant. 
to the deteated party opportunity to preeent 
the Questlone arllling upon the trial exaotly ... 
they arose. were presented. and decided. by tull 
and tall' bl11 ot exceptions or otherwise: anT 
failure In this regard on the part ot the jud&,e 
III peculiarly worthy ot condemnation becau .. 
the wrong done may be Irremediable. 
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2:1. L.,~I.lntlon 
A jud&,e hae exceptional opportunity to ob­

eerve the operation ot statutes. especially thODe 
relating to practice. and to ascertain whether 
they tend to Impede the just disposition ot con­
troverslee: and he may well contribute to the 
public Interest by advising those having au­
thority to remedy defects ot procedure. ot the 
result of his obllervatlon and experience. 

::4. 11Icon.lltellt Obligation •• 
A judge should not accept Inconsistent dutlell: 

nor Inour obligations. pecuniary or otherwise. 
whloh will In any way Intertere or appeal' to 
Intertere with his devotion to the expedltloue 
and proper admlnlstrMlon of his omclal tunc­
tlonll. 

211. DUlln.,l. Promotion. uud SolJ"ItUtlOIlI tor 
(lltarlt,.. 

A judge should avoid giving ground for any 
reasonable suspicion that he Is utilizing the 
power or preBtlge ot his office to persuade or 
coerce others to patronize or contribute. either 
to the Buccess ot private bllslneBB ventures. 01' 
to charitable enterprlBes. He Bhould. theretore. 
not enter Into such private bUBlneBB. or pursue 
such a course ot conduct. aB would JUBtlfy such 
Busplclon. nor use the power of his office or the 
Influence ot hlB name to promote the business 
Interests of others; he should not solicit tor 
charities. nor should he enter Into any business 
relation which. In the normal course of events 
reasonably to be expected. might bring his per­
sonal Interest Into oonfllct with the Impartial 
pertormance of his otnclal duties. 

16. Peuonftl Inve.tmentl and Rel.tlonl. 
A judge should abstain trom making personal 

Investments In enterprises which are apt to be 
Involved In litigation In the court; and. atter his 
accession to the Bench. he should not retain 
lIuch Investments previously made. longer than 
a period sumclent to enable him to dispose ot 
them without serious loss. It Is desirable that 
he should. 110 tar as reasonably possible. refrain 
from all relations Which would normally tend 
to arouse the sUBplclon that Buch relations wal'!> 
01' bias his judgment. or prevent his Impartial 
attitude ot mind In the admlnlBtration ot hili 
judicial dutlel!l, 

He Bhould not utilize Information coming to 
hIm In a judicial capacity tor purpOBes ot Bpecu­
latlon: and It detracts trom the public confidence 
In hlB Integrity and the Boundness ot hili judicial 
judgment tor him at any time to become a 
speoulatlve Investor upon the hazard of a 
margin. 

27. Ex.,,,utur.hlpi .nd Trniteeahipl. 
While a judge Is not disqualified trom holding 

executorshlps 01' truBteeshlpB. he should not 
accept or continue to hold any fiduciary or other 
position It the holding of It would Interfere 
01' Beem to Intertere with the proper pertormance 
ot his judicial duties. or It the bUBlnesB Interests 
ot those repreBented require Investments In 
enterprises th·nt are apt to come before him 
judicially, or to be Involved In QuestlonB ot law 
to be determined by him, 

28. Pnrtl.ftn Polltlcl.· 
While entitled to entertain his personal views 

ot political Questions. and while not required 
to surrender hlB rights or opinions aB a citizen. 
It Is Inevitable that Busplclon ot being warpe(\ 
by political bias will attach to a judge who 
becomes the aotlve promoter ot the Interests 
ot one political party as agalnBt another. He 
.hol11d a\'old malting political speeches, making 
01' soliciting payment ot asseBBments or con­
tributions to party funds .. the public endorse­
ment ot candidates tor po\ltlcal office and par­
ticipation In party conventions, 

He Bhould neither accept nor retain a place 
on any party committee nor Act aB party leader. 
nor engage generally In part'lBan activities. 

Where. however. It Is neceBuary tor judges to 
be nominated and elected as' candidates ot a 
political party~ nothing herein contained Bhall 
prevent the juage trom atten!!lng 01' speaking at 
polltll'nl gatherings. or from making contribu­
tions to the campaign funds of the party that 
has nominated him and seeks his election or 
re-election. 

• All amended August 31. 1983 and September 
20. 19r.O. 

211. lIelt-lut.,r ... t. 
A judge IIhould abstain trom pertormlnlr or 

taking part In any Judicial act In which hili 
per80nal IntereBts are Involved. It he has pel'­
Bonal litigation In the court ot whloh he III judgs. 
he need not resign his jullgeshlp on that aocount. 
but he shOUld. of courso. refrain trom any 
judIcial act In such a controversy. 

aD. Ouudllluc,. tor OMce.· 
A candidate tor judicial pOllltion IIhould not 

make 01' lIurrer others to make tor him, prom­
Isell ot conduct In office which appeal to the 
cupidity 01' prejudices ot the appointing or 
electing power: he should not announce In ad­
vance his conclusions ot law on disputed IBBues 
to secure class support. and he should do nothing 
while a candidate to create the ImprellBlon that 
It choBen. he will admlnlBter his office with 
blaB. partiality or Improper 'discrimination. 
. While holding a judicIal pOBltion he should 
not become an active candidate either at a 
party primary 01' at a general election tor any 
office other than a judicial office. It a judge 
should decide to become a candidate tor any 
offioe not judicial. he Bhould resign In order 
that It cannot be Bald that he Is using the pOlVer 
01' preBtige ot his judicial position to promote 
his own candidacy or the BucceBS ot his party. 

It a judge becomes a candidate tor any 
judicial office. he should retrain trom all con­
duct which might tend to arouse reaBonable 
suspicion that he IB using the power or prestige 
ot his judicial pORltion to promote his candidacy 
01' the success ot hlB party. 

He Bhould not permit others to do anything 
In behalf ot his candidacy which would rea­
Aonably lead to such sUBplclon. 

81. Prlvnte Luw Pructlce. 
In many states the practice ot law by one 

holding judicial pOBltion Is forbidden. In su­
perior courtB ot general jurisdiction. It should 
never be permitted. In Interior courts In some 
states. It Is permitted becauBe the county 01' 
municipality IB not able to pay adequate living 
compensation tor a competent judge. In such 
cases one who practiRes law Is In a pOllltion ot 
great delicacy and must be scrupulouBly caretul 
to avoid conduot In his practice whereby he 
utlllzeB or seems to utilize his judicial position 
to turther his profesBlonal succeSB. 

He Bhould not practise In the court In whloh 
he Is a judge. el/en when presided over by 
another judge. or appear therein tor himself 
In any controversy. 

It forbidden to practise law. he llhould re­
frain trom accepting any profel!slonal employ­
ment while In office. 

He may properly aot as arbitrator 01' lecture 
upon or Instruct In law. or write upon the sub­
ject. and accept compensation therefor. If such 
course does not Intertere with the due per­
tormance of his jUdicial duties. and III not tor­
bidden by some 1l0Altive IlrovlHlon of law. 

a::. Glttll und Favor •. 
A judge should not accept any presents or 

favors trom litigants, or trom lawyers practising 
betore him or trom ot.herB whoBe Interests are 
likely to be submitted to him for judgment. 

33. Snclal Uelntlon •• 
It Is not necessary to the proper performance 

ot judicial duty that a judge should live In re­
tirement 01' seclusion: It Is desirable that, so 
tar aB reasonable attention to the oompletlon 
ot his work will permit. he continue to mingle 
In Boclal Intercourse. and that he should not 
dlacontlnue his Interest In or appearance at 
meetings ot memberB ot the Bar. He Bhould. 
however. In pending or prosllectlve litigation 
before him be particularly caretul to avoid such 
action aB may reasonably tend to awalten the 
BUBplclon that hlB Boclal or business relation. 
or frlendshlpB constitute an element In In­
tluenclng his judicial conduct. 

a4. A SUlUlllllry of Judlclul Obll~ntlon. 
In every particular his conduct should be 

above reproach. He should be consclentloulI, 
BtudlouB. thorough. courteouB. patient. punctual, 
JUBt. Impartial. fearless ot public clamor. re­
gardless ot publlo praise. and Indlrrerent to 
private political or partiDan Intluences: he 
should administer justice according to law. an'd 

• As amended Au&,ulJt 31. 1911. 
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deal with hi. appointments all a publlo tru.t: 
he .hould not allow other atralrs or hi. private 
Intereet. to Interfere with the prompt and 
proper performanoe of hi. judlolal duU .. , nor 
should he admlnillter the offioe for the purpo.e 
of advanolnlr his personal ambitions or Inoreas­
Ing his popularIty. 

all. Improper Publlclalas of Court Procee •• ap,· 
Prooeedln •• In oourt .hould bfl oonduoted with 

nttlnlr dl/rnlty and deoorum. The taldnli\" of 
phot0lrraphe In the oourt room, durln/r .e .. lon. 
of the court or reoesu. between lIelllllone, and 
the broadoa.tln. or televl.ln. of oourt prooeed­
Ings detraot from the es.entlal dignity of the 
proceedings, dl.traot partlclpantll and witnesses 
In giving testimony, and create misconceptions 
with rellpect thereto In the mind of the public 
and shOUld not be permitted. 

Provided that thl. re.trlcUon 'hall not apply 
to the broadoallUn/r or televlllln&" under the 

• Adopted September 30, 1937: amended Sep­
tember 15, 1952 and February 5, 1963, 

supervlelon of the oourt, of .uoh portion. or 
naturalization proceedlnge (other Ulan the 1ft­
terro&,atlon of applicants) ae are de.l.ned and 
oarrlsd out exclusively as a oeremony for tbe 
purpose of publloly demonstratin/r In an Impres­
sive manner the .. sentlal dl/rnlty and the .. rl­
ou~ nature of naturalization. 

16. Conduct of Court Proceedln/r". 
Proceedlnlrll In oourt IIhould be 110 oonduoted 

all to reftect the Importance and serlousne81 of 
the InQulr~r to ascertain the truth. 

The oath shOUld be admlnilltered to wltnene. 
In a manner calculated to Impresll them with 
the Importanoe and solemnity of their prom I .. 
to adhere to the truth. Each witness ~ho\lld 
be sworn lIeparately and Imprellslvely at the 
bar or the court, and the clerk IIhould be re­
quired to make a formal redord of the admin­
istration of the oath. Inoludln&, the name of 
the witnellll. 

• Adoptod September 80. 1917. 

IIDiscourage litigation. Persuade your neighbors to compromise whenever 
you can. Point out to them how the nominal winner is often a real loser-i)'I 
fees, expenses and waste of time. As a peacemaker, the lawyer has a superior 
opportunity of being a good man. N ever stir up litigation. A worse man can 
scarcely be found than one who does this; Who can be more nearly a fiend than 
he who habitually overhauls the register of deeds in search of defects ·in titles, 
whereupon to stir up strife and put money in his packett A moral tone ought 
to be enforced in the profession which would drive such men out of it." 

-ABRAHAM LINCO.TJN 
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