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I T W A S a lways t h o u g h t tha t r e m o v i n g a 
judge unde r o u r C o n s t i t u t i o n w a s 
v i r tua l l y imposs i b l e . I t w a s thought that 
the p rocedure l a id out in Ar t i c l e 125 of 
the Cons t i tu t i on w a s c u m b e r s o m e though 
s u c h p ro c edure w a s des i gned to protect 
j u d i c i a l i ndependence . No one even 
d r eamt that w i t h i n a space of 4 1/2 
m o n t h s three s en i o r S u p r e m e C o u r t 
judges could be d i s m i s s e d u n d e r that 
same procedure . I t t ook T u n Dr M a h a t h i r 
M o h a m a d , the then p r i m e m i n i s t e r , t o 
show M a l a y s i a n s h o w s i m p l e such 
operat ions w e r e a n d h o w speed i ly they 
c ou ld be ca r r i ed out. 

In t r a c i n g the sequence to th is w h o l e 
saga we need to go b a c k to the S u p r e m e 
Cour t ' s d ec i s i on in John Berthelson vs. 
Minister of Home Affairs d e l i v e r ed on N o v 
3 ,1986 . T h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between the 
Execut i ve and the J u d i c i a r y began to 
s h o w s igns of s t ra ins f r o m the dale of that 
dec i s i on . In that case the S u p r e m e Cour t 

quashed the 




