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States” and the President is not an “officer of th-
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Pet. for Cert. 184a—284a.
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did, we now reverse.
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a wide array of offices—rather than by granting -
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conferred by §5 of the [Fourteenth] Amendment.”
Building Contractors Assn., Inc. v. Pennsylve~
375, 385 (1982); see 16 Stat. 143—-144.
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Limits, Inc. v. Thornton, 514 U. S. 779, 803-8M"
(quoting 1 J. Story, Commentaries on the Cr
the United States §627, p. 435 (3d ed. 187
in the Constitution delegates to the St
force Section 3 against federal offie”

As an initial matter, not eve
that the Constitution author’
sitting federal officeholde”
Such a power would flr
tion guarantees ‘the
Government from
Trump v. Vance
and Mechanic
U. S. 51688
ple, State
mandan
pus re'
Sillir
Wal




8 TRUMP v. ANDERSON

Per Curiam

provisions of the Amendment against the States.
be incongruous to read this particular Ar
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forced to exercise its disability removal power befe
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clusive” sovereign power over its ¢
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U. S., at 826.
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taking a qualifying oath and then engaging in ins*
or rebellion—nothing more. Any congressior
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Supreme Court therefore cannot stand.
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