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By Neal Nusholtz

n October 7, 1996, four Su-
preme Court justices refused,
without explanation, to par-
ticipate in the case of Hatter
v United States, 117 S Ct 39

(1996). In that case, some 80 federal judges
had sought income tax refunds for as
much as $75,000. Because of the absten-
tions, the Supreme Court lacked a quorum.
The appeals court ruling allowing the re-
funds was automatically affirmed.

The New York Times said that the justices
who abstained were the ones who could
claim the tax refund (Justices Stevens,
O'Connor, Ginsburg, and Breyer).' The ab-
staining justices could have participated,
but first they would have had to shed
any right to a tax refund. Individually, the
abstaining justices avoided a conflict of
interest. As a group, they acted in their
own interest.

Hatter was about whether federal judges
could be forced to pay social security taxes
if they were not subject to such taxes when
they took the bench. Social security taxes
are taken from an employee's paycheck to
pay for social security benefits. The issue in
Hatter was whether that tax (and those
benefits) lower the compensation of fed-
eral judges.

Lowering federal judges' salaries is for-
bidden by Article III of the Constitution:

The Judges, both of the supreme and inferior
Courts, shall hold their Offices during good

Behaviour and shall, at stated Times, receive
for their Services, a Compensation which
shall not be diminished during their Contin-
uance in Office.

Article III was intended to create an in-
dependent judiciary that could stand up
to government without the fear of congres-
sional reprisals. It also vests in the courts
the authority to review the effect of cer-
tain laws on judicial wages.

Lowering federal judges'
salaries is forbidden

by Article III of
the Constitution ....

So far, cases under Article III have fo-
cused on taxation and inflation. In two
cases, judges have argued that Article III
mandates pay raises during inflation. In
1977, 140 judges sued for eight years' back
wages claiming that Congress failed to ad-
equately increase their wages during high
inflation in the early 1970s. The claim was
rejected by a lower court. Atkins v US, 556
F2d 1028 (Ct of Cl 1977).

Inflation came up again in 1980 in US
v Will, 449 US 200 (1980). Congress had
repealed four of its scheduled automatic in-
flationary pay increases for federal judges.
Thirteen judges filed a class action. The
Supreme Court took the case on direct ap-

peal under a "rule of necessity" and rein-
stated two of the salary increases.

On a few occasions, federal courts have
held that Article III means that federal
judges should be tax free. In 1920, the
Supreme Court exempted judges' salaries
from income taxes, Evans v Gore, 253 US
245, 40 S Ct 550, 64 L Ed 887 (1920) (Jus-
tice Holmes dissenting). Five years later,
the Court exempted judges from taxation
even if the judge had paid taxes before as-
suming a position on the bench. Miles v
Graham, 268 US 501, 45 S Ct 601, 60 L Ed
1067 (1925). That decision was reversed 14
years later. O'Malley v Woodrough, 307 US
277, 59 S Ct 838, 83 L Ed 1289 (1939).

or a long time before 1920, judges

were taxed like everybody else. In
1862, with the first income tax after

the Civil War, everyone, including judges,
was taxed at a rate of three percent. On
February 16, 1863, Chief Justice Taney
wrote a letter complaining about the tax on
judges to Treasury Secretary Chase. The
Chief Justice felt that under Article III fed-
eral judges could not be taxed and that no
judge should properly take the case. Ap-
pendix 157 US 701 (1895).

Chief Justice Taney's letter was ignored.
Pollock v Farmers Loan and Trust Co, 157
US 429, 606 (1895). Six years later, Attor-
ney General Hoar gave Treasury Secretary
Boutwell an 1869 opinion letter about tax-
ing federal officials. Hoar said that all of-
ficers of the United States employed at the
time that taxing statutes are enacted should
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be exempt from tax. That opinion report-
edly followed. Pollock, supra, pp 606-607.
The 1862 tax act lapsed in 1872.2 Federal
judges were exempt from taxes until 1894,
when a new two percent income tax was
applied to every citizen3

n Pollock, the Supreme Court found that
two of the 1894 taxes were unconstitu-
tional. The tax on rent and real estate

income was unconstitutional because it was
not apportioned among the states on the
basis of population. The tax on municipal
bond income was unconstitutional because
it was a burden upon municipalities. How-
ever, the majority let judges' salaries be
taxed (up to $6,000 of salaries were taxed
at two percent). Pollock, supra, p 605.

Justice Field wrote a separate opinion
in Pollock. He felt that the court failed in
its judicial obligations:

Besides, there is a duty which this court owes
to the one hundred other United States judges
who have small salaries and who having
their compensation reduced by the tax may
be seriously affected by the law. Ad., p 604.

In 1913, the Sixteenth Amendment al-
lowed for broadly based income taxes
and, in conjunction with World War 1,
rates began to rise. In 1913, the maximum
rate was seven percent on incomes over
$500,000. In 1916, the maximum rate was
13 percent on incomes over $2 million.

Congress exempted federal judges from
taxes in the income tax acts of 1913, 1916
and 1917. Evans, supra, 253 US at 259, 40
S Ct at 555. Federal judges were not ex-
empted under the 1919 tax act. At the new
maximum 1919 rate of 77 percent4 the Su-
preme Court gave federal judges and the
President tax protection. Evans, supra.

Judicial decisions under Article III raise
a question about whether judges have fac-
tored their incomes into the outcomes,
making them both judges and parties in
the same case. The Framers of the Consti-
tution considered this possibility in a gen-
eral sense. At first, Article III was crafted to
prevent judges from being put in positions
where their compensation would be af-
fected by their own judicial decisions.

In its original form, introduced at the
Constitutional Convention on June 13,
1787, federal judges were to

... receive punctually, at stated times, afixed
compensation for their services, in which
no encrease [sic] or diminution shall be
made. Atkins v US, 556 F2d 1028, 1045
(Ct of Cl 1977).

This version was not adopted because
of an obvious anticipated need for pay
increases for judges. On July 18, 1787,
the New York delegate, Gouverneur Mor-
ris, moved to strike the phrase "encrease
or." Benjamin Franklin agreed. Franklin
argued that the money supply or the
workload might justify a pay increase for
judges. James Madison argued unsuccess-
fully against a provision allowing judges'
compensation to go up:

Whenever an increase is wished by the
Judges, or may be in agitation in the legis-
lature, an undue complaisance in the for-
mer may be felt towards the latter Atkins,
supra, 1046.

Madison feared that hungry judges
might rule in favor of the government to
get a pay increase. Theoretically, this could
happen in tax cases if judges think that
maximum revenues are required to fund a
badly desired pay increase. For example,
when judges litigated their pay increase in
Will in 1980, the year was one of the high-
est inflationary years in modern history.
The Will decision, reinstating two pay in-
creases, came at the year's end (December
15). Of the 724 published federal tax cases
in 1980, taxpayers won 18.18 percent of the
time (not counting split decisions) . By

contrast, during the depression, when sal-
aries of judges were fixed at predepression
levels, taxpayers won 39.16 percent of 153
tax cases.6 In addition, one federal court has
acknowledged that some federal judges re-
sist ruling in favor of taxpayers:

Whatever hesitancy the courts find in ap-
proving these efforts of citizens to rid them-
selves of the burden of taxation, they have
usually resulted in that reluctance or criti-
cism being finally overcome or disturbed by
those who sit in higher seats. Feldman v
Thomas, 45-2 USTC 11471 (USDC Texas
ND Dal D 1945).

he type of bias that can generally exist

in tax cases is a systemic salary bias.
These biases have a special place in

judicial history. They have been present at
some of our most important events, in-
cluding a couple of wars and the creation
of a few constitutional rights.

Here are three examples:
e In 1850, fugitive slaves were arrested

and convicted by judges who were paid
double the amount for convictions than
they were paid for releasing the accused;

o In 1768, searches and seizures of ships
for tax violations were approved by admi-
ralty court judges who were paid from the
proceeds of the fines and forfeitures; and
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e In 1610, an English court case involv-
ing a judicial salary bias resulted in the
power of courts to invalidate legislation
(which is the backbone of the U.S. Consti-
tution). These events are discussed below.

PRE-CIVIL WAR

In 1850, the judges in northern states
did not cooperate with southern states in
returning fugitive slaves. This resulted in
the Fugitive Slave Act of 1850. The new
law created a federal commission in each
county to hunt and capture slaves. Judges
(called commissioners) could form a posse,
arrest a fugitive, and convict an alleged
fugitive at a hearing. The law did not allow
the accused to testify. Commissioners got
$10 if they were able to convict and $5 if
they failed to convict.

In an 1852 New York case testing the
1850 Act, a deputy marshal was indicted
and acquitted for kidnaping a slave. People
v Allen (NY Sup Ct) 1852, Unreported.7 The
prosecutor argued that the 1850 Act was
unconstitutional, in part, because the in-
creased fee for convictions was a bribe. Re-
actions to the many cases under the 1850
Fugitive Slave Act furthered the cause of
the abolitionists.

PRE -AMERICAN REVOLUTION

In the years leading up to the American
Revolution, British revenue agents in Bos-
ton boarded merchant vessels, ransacked
the cargoes and searched for tax import
violations. The agents pursued a policy of
zero-tolerance law enforcement. Ships were
seized for tiny infractions or minor devia-
tions in paperwork.

At the request of the Boston Revenue
Commissioners, four regiments of the Brit-
ish navy invaded Boston. They landed on

4Neal Nusholtz practices
tax law in Royal Oak,
Michigan.

October 1, 1768, marched through town
to fife and drum, and camped out in the
Boston Commons. The troops provided
military support for the seizures.8

A major villain in the story of Boston
under siege was the admiralty court. After
the British Sugar Act of 1764, the judge's
salary was dependent on the amount of
fines and seizures approved. The admiralty
court judge's salary increased from £100
to £600 per annum in 1768.9

Boston colonists loathed the admiralty
court. Attorney John Adams (George
Washington's vice president and our sec-
ond president) practiced before the court.
He wrote that he was "thoroughly weary
and disgusted with the admiralty court."10

One of Adams' clients was John Hancock,
who was prosecuted in the admiralty court
for five months until the British dropped
their case.

In an attempt to embarrass Britain into
removing its troops, complaints about the
occupation of Boston appeared in an
anonymous newspaper column called A
Journal of the Times, authored under the
name Amicus. The weekly column was
printed in New York, Philadelphia, Lon-
don, Boston, and elsewhere.12 The admi-
ralty court was a frequent subject in the
Journal. Here are two excerpts:

Boston Evening Post, January 20, 1769
We are assured that those judges are to have
their extraordinary salaries of £660 [sic]
sterling per annum, paid out of the fines and
forfeitures. It is hoped that the just com-
plaints of America, against the extension of
the Court of Admiralty in opposition to the
true spirit of the English constitution, will
one day be attended to particularly in giv-
ing all causes relating to the revenue, to this
court, without jury. The Judge of Admiralty,
in this province, was formerly paid a com-
mission on the condemned goods, which did
not, as it is said, amount to £100 per annum
on an average. This, in order to make more
and fatter sinecures, was represented home to
be a hind of bribe against the subject, and it
was pretended, this grievance was to be rem-

edied by the new appointments; but if the
salaries are to be paid out of fines and for-
feitures, will not this be a strong temptation
to the judges and other revenue officers, to
take special care, that this fund does not at
any time fall short of the appointments for
which it is appropriated.13

Boston Evening Post, January 28, 1769

Court of Admiralty again set for the exami-
nation of witnesses, respecting Mr Hancock's
vessel; a court, as managed in America,
abhorrent to the English constitution; what
power is vested in ajudge! His decree may be
said to be final, as in most cases, as appeal
from it cannot be pursued, without involv-
ing the appellant in enormous charges and
the highest perplexities; how great a griev-
ance is it that a judge who decides upon un-
limited sums; is appointed during pleasures,
and not good behavior; his place there-
fore depends upon the favour of a Minister
perhaps his subserviency to the views of a
designing Governor; this pay of former
judges, was a commission on condemna-
tions; it was viewed in the light of a bribe;
the grievance has been redressed, by substi-
tuting a greater; the present judges salaries
are to be paid out of fines and forfeitures,
and is six times more upon average than
has been received by allformer judges thro'
the continent. 14

he Canadian admiralty court expe-

rience provides an informative con-
trast to the American experience. 5

On November 10, 1769, a seizure based
upon a technicality was rejected by the
Canadian admiralty court. Richard Copel-
man, master of the sloop Mary, had filled
his vessel with merchandise and proceeded
to the customhouse to complete the paper-
work. The collector, Thomas Mellish, seized
the sloop because Copelman had filed for
a bond after (instead of before) placing
goods on board.

The case came to trial one week later in
the admiralty court in Quebec. The judge
ordered the sloop returned. Unlike the
American courts, the judge ruled that the
intent of the law was to prevent fraud and
not to oppress the innocent or fair trader.
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Canadian Governor Guy Carlton wrote
a strong letter to the Revenue Commis-
sioners, advising them that he would tol-
erate no such actions in his province:

This matter has made a Noise in this
place.... Such Behavior might be attended
here with the most pernicious Consequences
to the King's Service and render the Officers
of His Revenue as odious at Quebec as I
understand that are in some of the other
Provinces .... 16

That seizure was the last of its kind in
the Canadian province.

The Journal of the Times turned the Brit-
ish occupation and Boston revenue en-
forcement into a mass media event. The
Journal can be blamed for early develop-
ment of anti-British sentiment that led up
to the American Revolution. Although the
identity of the authorship of the Journal is
still anybody's guess, John Adams made
this September 3, 1769, diary entry:

3. Sunday Heard Dr Cooper in the after-
noon, Mr Champion of Connecticut in the af-
ternoon, and Mr Pemberton in the evening at
the charity lecture. Spent the remainder of
the evening and supped with Mr [James]
Otis, in company with Mr [Sam] Adams,
preparing of the next day's newspaper-a
curious employment, cooking up paragraphs,
articles, occurrences, &c. working the polit-
ical engine! 17

BONHAM'S CASE

Bonham's Case involved a judicial salary
bias and was decided in 1610 in England
by judicial scholar Sir Edward Coke. Bon-
ham's Case held that judges could throw
out an unreasonable law of Parliament.
American colonial attorneys advocated this
principle when trying to block the appli-
cation of undesirable British tax laws.T he issue in Bonham's Case was whether

the Royal College of Medicine could
legally regulate doctors in London.

The Royal College could fine and imprison
doctors who did not measure up to its
standards. Fines were split between the
Royal College and the King. The facts of
the case are as follows.18

Thomas Bonham was a London doctor
with a medical degree from the Univer-
sity of Cambridge. In April of 1606, the
college found Thomas Bonham deficient
in 17th century medical technology. Bon-

ham was fined 100 shillings and enjoined
from practicing medicine until admitted by
the college. Bonham continued to practice
medicine without admission, and in No-
vember, the college summoned Bonham
again. He failed to appear and was impris-
oned. He sued for false imprisonment.

Justice Coke wrote the majority opin-
ion in favor of Bonham. He ruled that the
courts could set aside an act of Parliament
on general legal principles of the com-
mon law:

And it appears in our books that in many
cases the common law will controul acts of
parliament and sometimes adjudge them to
be utterly voidfor when an act of parliament
is against common right or reason, or re-
pugnant or impossible to be performed, the
common law will controul it and adjudge it
to be void.

Coke explained that it is impossible for
a person to be both judge and party in the
same case. The Royal College's retention
of half the fines that it assessed made the
college both party and judge in the same
case. For that reason the Act was void and
Bonham's medical competency was irrele-
vant. Coke's ruling went way beyond prec-
edent. The King summoned Coke, removed
him from the bench, and later fired him
as a court reporter.

Under Bonham's Case, the courts became
sort of a legislative conscience superior to
majority-made laws. This concept was a
threat to the power of Britain over the
colonies. British jurist William Blackstone
wrote in his 1765 Commentaries on the
Laws of England (2,500 copies circulated
in the coloniesl 9):

... "I know it is generally laid down more
largely, that acts of parliament contrary to
reason are void. But if the parliament will
positively enact a thing to be done which is
unreasonable, I know of no power that can
control it... to set the judicial power above
the legislature ... would be subversive of all
government." (Oxford, Clarendon Press,
1765, Vol I, p 91).

The colonists cited Bonham's Case in the
case of The Province of Massachusetts Bay
v Paxton. (Massachusetts Superior Court,
February 2, 1761).2 In Bay, 63 Boston mer-
chants had sued to stop revenue agent
Charles Paxton from obtaining a writ of as-
sistance. The Writ of Assistance, sometimes
called a General Warrant and considered a
cause of the American Revolution, re-

quired the sheriff to aid tax officials in their
duty of searching and seizing for tax vio-
lations. The Writ lasted forever. With the
Writ, revenue agents could search any-
where, anytime, and for any reason.

Attorney James Otis argued the Bay case
for the colonists. He claimed that the ab-
sence of court supervision over searches
and seizures made the Writ of Assistance
illegal. Otis said that the Writ was against
"natural equity" (whatever that means).
John Adams took notes during court ar-
guments. In Adams' notes is the official
citation for Bonham's Case next to: "Rea-
son of ye Coin law to control an Act of
Parliament."21Otis and the colonists lost the case.

Adams later declared, "Then and
there the child Independence was

born." Boyd v United States, 116 US 616, 625
(1886). Adams also wrote to his wife on
July 3, 1776:

I look back to the year 1761, and recollect
the argument concerning the writs of assis-
tance in the superior court, which I have
hitherto considered as the commencement
of this controversy between Great Britain
and America.... Cave v Superior Court,
County of San Mateo, 73 Cal Rptr 167,
170 (1969).

John Adams slipped Bonham's Case into
the Constitution when he drafted the pre-
decessor to the Fourth Amendment: Sec-
tion XIV of Massachusetts Declaration of
Rights. Unlike several prior declarations of
other state constitutions, Adams inserted
the new word unreasonable next to searches
and seizures.22

XIV Every subject hath a right to be secure
from all unreasonable searches and seizures
of his person, his houses, his papers, and all
his possessions. All warrants, therefore, are
contrary to this right, if the cause orfoun-
dation of them be not previously supported
by oath or affirmation, and if the order in
the warrant to a civil officer to make search
in suspected places, or to arrest one or more
suspected persons, or to seize their property,
be not accompanied with a special designa-
tion of the persons or objects of search, arrest,
or seizure; and no warrant ought to be is-
sued but in cases, and with the formalities
prescribed by the laws.23

The Massachusetts declaration was en-
acted in 1780, right between the 1778
Eighth Edition and the 1783 Ninth Edi-
tion of Blackstone's Commentaries. After its
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The judicial salary bias shows up at important periods
in history because it is part of the historical development

of majority government for the following reason:
When the will of the majority is imposed upon

the rest of us, abuses can occur.

enactment, a new clause was added in the
1783 Ninth Edition after the word power:

But if parliament will positively enact a thing
to be done which is unreasonable, I know of
no power in the ordinary forms of the Con-
stitution that is vested with authority to con-
trol it.

In 1791, the Fourth Amendment of the
U.S. Constitution also included the term
unreasonable:

The right of the people to be secure in their
persons, houses, papers, and effects, against
unreasonable searches and seizures shall not
be violated, and no warrants shall issue, but
upon probable cause, supported by Oath, or
affirmation, and particularly describing the
place to be searched and the persons or things
to be seized.

Was John Adams intending to confer
upon the courts a general judicial power
to evaluate and invalidate the enforcement
of revenue laws like the power sought in
Bay v Paxton or was Adams worried about
the right of privacy? When James Madison
argued in favor of limiting the federal
government under a bill of rights, he too
talked about the need to judge the neces-
sity and propriety of the laws of Congress:

Now, may not laws be considered necessary
and proper by Congress, (for it is for them
to judge of the necessity and propriety to ac-
complish those special purposes which they
may have in contemplation,) which laws in
themselves are neither necessary nor proper;
as well as improper laws could be enacted by
the State Legislatures, for fulfilling the more
extended objects of those Governments? I
will state an instance, which I think in point,
and proves that this might be the case. The
General Government has a right to pass all
laws which shall be necessary to collect its
revenue; the means for enforcing the collec-
tions are within the direction of the Legisla-
ture: may not general warrants be considered
necessary for this purpose, as well as for
some purposes which it was supposed at the
framing of their constitutions the State Gov-
ernments had in view? [History of Congress,
H of R, June 1789: 1 Annals of Congress 438
(1834 Ed)].

What John Adams and James Madison
had wanted has now become an academic
question. The Supreme Court has found no
protection from taxation for the general
population:

If there existed in the courts, State or Na-
tional, any general power of impeding or
controlling the collection of taxes, or relieving
the hardship incident to taxation, the very
existence of the government might be placed
in the power of a hostile judiciary, Cheat-
ham v United States, 92 US 85, 89 (1875).

I mplicit in this statement is the fear that
an independent judiciary can seriously
damage government. This fear explains

how a judicial salary bias can occur and
recur in history. Some matters are just too
important to government to be trusted to
the courts. The institution of slavery, the
collection of revenue, and a king's brand
of medical science are examples. The so-
lution in those instances was to pay judges
on the basis of performance.

The judicial salary bias shows up at im-
portant periods in history because it is part
of the historical development of majority
government for the following reason: When
the will of the majority is imposed upon
the rest of us, abuses can occur. Over time,
intolerable abuses can result and have re-
sulted in limitations on the power of ma-
jority government. Judges can prevent ma-
jority government abuses because they
limit the power of government asserted in
the cases appearing before them.

If a salary bias diminishes that natural
court function and is unlikely to disappear
on its own because it benefits both the ma-
jority in control of government and the ju-
diciary, then the creation of constitutional
rights is the only recourse. This could ex-
plain why a sizeable percentage of our pop-
ulation twice waged war on behalf of the
criminals who were victims of a salary bias
(i.e., tax cheats and fugitive slaves) and
then conferred constitutional rights upon
those criminals. Another explanation could

be that people become warlike in reaction
to a legal system where judges benefit from
their own corrupted decisions, but that
seems not to be the case. U
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PAID ADVERTISEMENT"California Lawyer Gets
$324,049.32 a Year

Doing What You Aren't"
MARKETING: Once desperate
sole practitioner says referral
marketing system earns him
$30,000 per year, yet he works
only three days per week

By JACK KELHER-SPECIAL FEATURE WRITER

CALIFORNIA-"I earn over $300,000 per
year, working just three days a week, and I can
show any lawyer how to do the same," declares
California lawyer David M. Ward.

Ward, a successful sole practitioner who
for years struggled to attract clients, credits his
turnaround to a little-known marketing method
he stumbled across six years ago. He tried it
and almost immediately brought in a large
number of referrals.

"I went from dead broke and drowning in
debt to earning $300,000 a year, practically
overnight."

Ward points out that while most lawyers get
the bulk of their clients through referrals, not
one in 100 has a referral system, which, he says,
can increase referrals by as much as 1000%.

"Without a system, referrals are
unpredictable. You may get new business this
month, you may not. A referral system, on the
other hand, brings in a steady stream of new
clients, month after month, year after year."

"It feels great to come to the
office every day knowing

the phone will ring and new
business will be on the line."

"I'm not any smarter or harder working
than other lawyers. I didn't go to a big-name
school. My legal skills are average, at best. I am
successful simply because I have learned how to
market my services."

Ward recently began teaching his referral
system to lawyers throughout the U.S. Already,
the results have been astounding.

Six New Clients In One Week

A lawyer in Kent, Washington brought in
six referrals the first week he used the system.

A personal injury lawyer in Reno, Nevada
tried the system and got twenty-three new
clients in just two months, all referrals.

An estate planner in Kansas writes, "Your
materials are unbelievably good! I project
that your guidance will add an additional 2 to
3 clients a week, and at an average fee of

$1500 per client, well, you do the math! I
thank you, my wife thanks you, and my kids
thank you!"

Although he seems to have everything
going for him these days, Ward's first ten years
of practice were more than a little difficult.

"Actually, my life was a mess. I was
always running, always scared. I was constantly
broke and every day I went home exhausted,
wondering if there was a way out," he says.

"No matter how hard I worked, I never
seemed to get anywhere. I felt like I was on a
hamster wheel that was spinning so fast I could
never get off.

"When I discovered referral marketing it
felt like a tremendous weight was lifted off me.
I started getting clients, there was money to pay
the bills. It was incredible. I finally started to
enjoy my practice and my life."

Success Secret

Today, over 1000 lawyers in 43 states use
Ward's referral system to get more clients and
increase their incomes. They include sole
practitioners and partners in 350-lawyer firms,
newly admitted and 48-year veterans, trial
lawyers and "transactional" lawyers, even
arbitrators and mediators.

In fact, in just about every practice area you
can name, from tort to tax, corporate to
commercial, patent to probate, lawyers are using
Ward's referral system to market their services.

Why does referral marketing have such
universal appeal? "Not every lawyer wants to
advertise," he answers, "but I don't know of a
single lawyer who doesn't want more referrals."

Endless Referrals

"Referrals are an extremely effective way to
build a practice," he continues. "You need to
understand that your satisfied clients are not
only willing to refer their friends and associates
to you, they actually want to.

"When you understand how to stimulate
and motivate them, you create an endless chain
of referrals. You'll never want for business
again."

Business owners and other professionals
have long been a source of referrals for many
lawyers. Competition, however, has made much
tougher to win the support of these sources.

"Let's face it, why should a CPA or bank
officer or physician or insurance agent refer his
customers or clients to you when he already
knows three other equally competent lawyers
and has ten others knocking on his door?"

Ward says learning how to get referral
sources to choose him for their referrals, instead
of his competitors, was a key to his success. He
says every lawyer needs to learn this strategy

because it is so powerful.
"Each referral source represents a vast

network of clients, customers, and other
contacts. By developing a relationship with the
referral source, you not only get their immediate
referrals, you get access to the referrals of
everyone in their network.

"This gives you incredible leverage and can
trigger explosive growth."

15 Minutes Per Day

Fortunately, Ward tells us, marketing is a
lot easier than many believe.

"Success in marketing legal services
doesn't require drastic change or Herculean
effort," he says. "If you learn even a few simple
marketing techniques and put in fifteen minutes
a day implementing them, you can achieve
astonishing results."

Free Report

Ward has written a new report entitled,
"How To Get More Clients In A Month Than
You Now Get All Year!" which reveals how
any lawyer can use his system to get more
clients and increase their income. In this report,
you'll learn how you can use the system to:

* Develop a high-powered referral
network starting from scratch

* Get your clients to make referrals, without
being asked

" Pyramid referral sources to increase your
income geometrically

* Create a simple "device" - in about an
hour - that can double or triple your
referrals, literally overnight

* Get other lawyers to refer their clients to
YOU instead of your competition

* Get referrals when starting a new practice
(or when you need clients FAST!)

* Discover a shockingly easy way to get
more referrals from your clients the first
time you use it!

If you want to get more clients and
increase your income, if you want to spend
more time with your family (or just take more
time for yourself) you'll love the secrets
revealed in this free report.

To Get Your FREE REPORT
Just Call 1-800-562-4627

Call anytime, 24 hours a day, for a brief,
free recorded message. The call is free, and so
is the report, so call now.
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