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lln any manner whatever from the Ist|

dey of January, 1883, to the Ist day of

| December, 1886, either by act on the
part of the ptisoner or by any ioter- |
ference of an externul or :pul nature.
The prosecution could not sit idly by
for years, and then swoop down upon |
the unsuspectiny citizen and pile on
indictmeuts by o process of Sugrega-f
| tion which, if tolerated, could be made
|1.0 place him in prison for lile and ab- |

LAW AND LOGIC.

Arguments in the Case of
Lorenzo Snow

BEFORE THE UNITED STATKS |
SUPREME COURT.

Lueld Statement of the Issues In-
volved by K. 5. KHichards.

MAURY FAIMRLY. CRUNHED MHE-
TWEEN THE UFPPER AND
-NETHEN MILL-
NTONES.

sorb a fabulous sum ju tines, There
must be an interruption in the rela-
tioaship of cohabitation as construed
by the courts, = cleur cut, palpabte in- [
terruption before it was pessiole thut
two indictmmenty or three could be
found at oud time for o pust offense,
As this act, beyond all doubt, und 2c-
cording to the wordivg and the datcs |
of "the very indictments wus continu-
ous, i1 was

BUT ONE OFFENBE.

Belng one |offense, the judgment, so
{far as It ‘concerned the sccond and
third penaltles, was void for the reu-
habeas | 80D that it inflicted three peauities for
corpus case began before the Supreme | » single offense. The statute lunited
Court of the United Stutes, on ‘Thygrs- | the lutiiction of punighment va r_.l,w_ol-
day, Januury 20th, 1t lucked Lut %alf [fense charged to six wonths’ jm-
an bour of 4 p, m., the time at which | prisonment snd §300 fine; yet the ciourt.
the court closes each day, when F. &§. | had sought to impose 18 .months’ fm-
Ricunrds, who miade the opening ar- ; prisorment und $500 Ane for an ofense
guments, bepan hLls remurks. After | Which thelaw explicitly provided could
stativg tae case as disclosed by tie DO bring upon the prisOner More thig
record, he called the attention of the  one-third eitber of the measure of im-

court 10 the fact that the case involved | Prisonment or the amount of the fine,
two distinct propositions, on efther or | | Mr. Richards called the court’s at-
both of which they relled for a favera- | tentlon to the statemenl of the Su-
ble decislon frem the coart. preme Court of Utah in the Suow de-
cision, that they bave only found one
THE FIR&T, case sustaiaine the segregation theory.

and the least important, was

He then reviewed thut cage, which was
that the judsment was_vold because|decided by the Supreme Court of
of fts uacertainty. On uhis point

Massachnsetts, and clearly showed
Mr. Richards occupied the time until |thatit was whaolly inappiicable to the
the court adjourned. liis coutentlon|case at bar and that, when tested by
was that o Judicial sentence must al-

the rales of Jdw appilcable to suen
tyuys impose a definite punishment, | cases in Massachusetts, it did not sos~-
nnd in view of the existence of a jegis-

taju the prosecntion’s theory.
lative statute which allowed prisoners| Mr, Richurds was continually inter-
u remission of the nnmber of days'

ruptcd by loterrogatiens {rom the
confinement when tbeir behavior eén- | conri—an evidence always of {interest
ritled theia to it, :ind us the judge in | ID & case on the partof tie bench—and
tue sentences made no allowance for i

among others were,
fuch i contingeney, bul had ordered |» T, . s
Shile th el zisoner belieRaluntilall tas de ) L o)
senfences had been satisfied 1o the full | Chicf Justice—Suppose that In Lhese
extent allowed by the law, indepen- |1bree sentences included in oue, there
dent of the statutory provision, or if | had bcen a scparate sentcoee in form,
sllownnce could be innde for good be- | ubou cach ope of these indictments,
havior, no provision was made for it|would you then clatm you could take
in the sentence, therefore it was un- |sdvantage of this qonestion?
cerlain, and: being uncerlaip it was| Mr. Richards —Ycs. Becanse even
void. In apcswer to a question Mr. |thew Lhree pensities would be 1mposed
Richurds stuted that they would Le |for one single ofense.
gufe in relying on either polnt alonc,| Justice Gray—What would you say if
but dld not choose to rest upon both, |+he wan s indicted, for this uffcnse and
at the Jate of the indictment I8 not ar-
THE S8ECONi; POINT

reated or imprisoned, and ot the next
wasg that three sentences were sought | terin of the court. 4 wouth later, he i3
to be lmjrosed upon the prisoner for & | indicted again?

slugle offense. The record and the in-| Mr. R.—We sny-that would be eutire-
dictments taken as preseuted hy the!ly competent. Oarcontention is that |
graud jury showed that the offense of

80 long us theuct of the parties rempins
unlawiul ccbhabitation hdd beeu main- | nobroken, &o 1ong as it remains with-
tained cootinuously and unninter-

out any ‘nlerruption or prosccutiot on
ruptedly from the 18t duy of Junuary |the part of the Government, 80 Joug it
1883, until the 1st day of December, | I8 bul one continuous gffense.

18%3. The ipdictments, while they| Justice Hurlun--Was pot that gues-
separated this period o the first place | tion raised on the triai of tne secound or
into two distinct years and in the sec- | third case?

oud to eleven months, nevertheless| Mr. R.—Yes, by the plea

coveled the whole period +vithin the | conviction,

years and imouthe named without| The Chief Justice—Was not that the
omitting a single day. Tae poiotsoupht | questign yoa sought to review here on
to be esiablished by Mr. Rlcbards was | wril of¥error the Tast time?  *

thut there could be but osne ofepse

Pointed ahd Conclusive Iemarks
by Uco. Tieknuf Cartis,

IT LOOKS A8 JF THE COURT YWERE
CONVERTED.

© NEws' Special Correspondence.
The argoments in the Suo

of formet

Mi. R.—Thuat was opne qunestion. We
for the period hamed. Ie cited a|9ouigat on that writ of error, Lo review
nttmber of English and American cases | all (fie errors that the court had com-
and bad stiil others on his brief, which j mificd. DButthe main purpose, if your

‘time did not ullow bLT v briog orslly | bonwr will remember, ihe rezl poiot
before the court, ' _of which borej wt were secking on the jast writ of
with singular analogy ou the case un-]error, was to get o deflnition of that
der condideration. [n one case it wus R

held thut the taking of cosl from day
te day for a peniod coveripy four years | that we connet flod outithe meacingof.
om a coal mif®in which some 40 | We wautéd to know something more
persons were interested was sbout what “cobabit” meapt. This
: wasd the real’porpuse of the inst case.
BUT ONE OFFENSE, Justice Blatchtord—There is & fui-
for the reason that there huad been no | ther guestion whether that can be re-
cessation, and the taking, while felo- | viewed, not huving been called up in
nious, wus tu all respects contijpuous. | toe trisl,
1u unother case a man had attached a | Mr. R.—We are not here asking o ge-
frandulent pipe to a gas maiu from | viuw of the decision of the Jower conrt
which, for 2 protractedperiod, gas had | on the piea of former convictjon. We
been drawn during the day and Lurned |are here claiming before this gourt,
off ut night, aud which had been con- | thut, after havlug pussed ome judg-
sumed without passing through o gas [ment, the court exhauated its jurisdic-
meter, yet it was icld to be only one [ tlon. We are pot uekiog for any re-
ofense. ln the casc of drawlng wine | ¥tew upon ibe plea of former caovic- !
froma vat at different periods by a ffion.
fraudulent tube, the act was teld tobe| Justice Milier—Yon do no go upon|
continuous, as uis0 {n the case of kill- | the ground of its being'error alone,bhut
ing & number of horses in one duy and | vpOa the ground Lhat the -second and
of selling difierent loaves of bread, all | third judgments were vold?
were beld to be continuous, and being! Mr. R —Absolitely void.
continuous were therefore but oue ol-l The Chief Justice, — Suppose there
hayl been separute judements in each
case, and in the eecond case tried you
hud plead a former conviction, would
¥ou ask this court to release him on a
writ of habeas corpus, or must you not
have it determined on writ of crror,
whether that wonld ke proper?
Mr.R.—I cun only aunswer in thls
way: I um potsanre that I fully under-
stand yeu. [ understand this court to
have said in the Lapge case and inr
other cases of this elass, that no man
can be twice punished lor the

fense, The judge in one case reu-
poned Lhat it was s just to hold
that every stitch taken by u taflor
ou the Lord's Jday constituted a new
apd distinct offense as to hold that an
act continuous in its nuture gould be
segregated. - Other cases were cited Lo
show that where illegal- fares had been
collected by o public curryibg com-
,puny, punishment could not legally be
mposcd 10T every takiug; but thut the
irdictment could cover auli the ground
of ilicgal actions in one conigeuous

At the concluslon of Mr. Rickards’ '

argument, Assistant United  Staes At-
toraey General -

WILLIAM A, MAURY

began speaking., He held that the case
presected two qguestionsa.  Kirst,
whether . it wason « fooling with the
Laepge case referred o bi Mr. Rlch-
ards—in other words whethér the judg-
ment was void; unpd second, whether
the second and third sentences in the
cuse ware void because of ubcertainty.
He expressed himwelf a8 umazed =t the
clalm of the counsel for Mr. SBuow that
there was but ooe jndgment. The cot--
teution Lhat thers was but ouwe judg-
meut, &5 the record would demon-
strate, ped po warrani whatever. In
the case of Lange there was one ver-
dict and two judgments; in this case,

| nowever, thers were three distinet ver-

dicts. Now It is claimed, because he
wis sentenced and judgment pro-

nouncerd upon thege verdicts seriatim, |

that it was but one act and that Lherg
is no separation or division, und that
the whole thibg must bE tuken us one
#ct. Now I suy the case of Bigelow
puts zn end to tns plea. Bigelow
wus convicted by the Suprewme Court
of the District ¢of Columbia for em-
bezzléwent. He was arraigned and
put upon his frial on fonrieen separale
und distinet indictments, each one for
embezzlemeut. After the trial had be-

gau and ewdence hud bevnintroduted,,

the court determined that there coulg
not be & consolidutlon of thcse indlict-
ments and trial upon

. ALL OF THEM.

Therenpon the cage was withdrawn
from the jury inthe face of the objec-
tions made and he was put upon his
trial on ove indictiment.

Justice Miller—Tnat is not strictly
corract, I think, Mr. Maury. Tbe cuse
was not withdrawn frem the jury, but
thirteen Indiciments were, and the
trial-continued on the other. 3

Mr. Maorv—He then came to this
ceurt on the ground that there bad
becn an infraction Of o cooslitutional
right which protected hitn from being
twice placed in jeopardy for the same
offense. This court said it mizht be
so. This court said that it would not
undertake to determiue that question,
because that was the very polnt thag
was raised ia the court bejow and de-
tetmined.

Justice Matthews—I would like to
ask you 4 ques&lon o1 that poiut: Sup-
pose that 11 tils case, instead of Lhe
LLree indlctments laying the offense as
of three succersive years, each indict-
ment hagl latd it during the same peri-
od, that is, all tbree indi:tments had
bee¢n for nu offense named s commlit-
wed from such a day. in 1883 to a certain
other disy 10 1883 or any other year, s0
that, in the face of the three tudict-
ments, the period duoripg which 3he
colabitulion was alleged to have

UNLAWFULLY EXIBTED
was identiczal in polut of tume, avd that
the prizonor, hiviug been found wuilty
on ull three, had Leen sepurately sen-
teoced for three successive .lerns,
would yon contend, in that case, tha.

it differed from or was similar to this, |

80 that he could nol be delivered from
thesecond term of jmprisounment Dy
the expirution of the first? -

» Mr. Maurs—l coutend that thc same

principle applies. The deliverances of
the court fus number ol cases are to
this effect, and I glve the words:
*\¥ hety the court has juriadiction it
has 2 right to decide every gquestion
that srises in the case, aud wbhether
the decision be correct or noi, its
jutigment, vutli “reversed, 1s regarded
a8 bindiny in every other court.” In
other words, there ¢an be no judicisl
litspection behind the judgment sive
by au appeliate conrt. L

Justice Milier—This is the case of a
judgment prenoudced by the court at
one time it regard w the three ver-
dicts of guilty, The court in assumiog
to make this one judgment, bad before
it all the records of these three cases
and if they arc here we are to be place
in tbe position of thul court. Now,
whatever the court might bave doue in
regard to thesc pleadings, the one be-
ing o part of the other, whether that
wauld be jurisdictionul or nut, is pol
exuctly the question that is before us
now. ‘The question before us is,
the court having bejore it these indict-
ments, verdicts und plgadings which
show that there was no :;cmuulgepa_rm
tion of the offense of cohabitation
{which this court against my judgment in
the Cannon case held not to mean aclugl
connection, bui o living together, as if
they were man and wife), now the court
having all these cuses Dbefore it,
was ft in its power, was it in
its constitutional aud legal power
ty impose more than

OXI PUNISHMENT

for what bad eccurred cdaring those
two or three years? All outside of
that I do votihink important. Thatis
the question.

Mr. Maury—Thst very issus was

direction either for the

WHOLE KRIOD

or any part thereof watil the findiog of
the indictment. The same rule held
good in the case where a pilot had been
employed szainst the regulations pro-
vided, and an endeavor bad been made
to inflict punishment for every vessel
or boat on which ‘he had been em-
ployed; but the decision of the court
was that there was but one offense and
the prosecution could only so proceed
um.ilf the practice had been interrupted
by the interfereuce of the State. So
with regard to the cohebitation of the
prisoter. There was Do evidence
to show that the cohabitation on which
he was convicted had been interrupted

very poifftedly raised io the second and
third cases by the plea of former con-
viction. i

Mt. Justive Mitler—Very well, I un-
derstand thai., That courtmigbt have
wlether they be jmposed in two dif- |erred aud possihly finding that since
ferentcases for thc sume offense. |then, at suOLther lerm, sentenced Lim
Whenever it appears to this court that | to mprisoument agaln. 15 might huve
two Or mmore pensitics have been \m- | been mere error. But the court is
posed {or the same offense, tien the | brought face to face with the point
case comes within the jurisdiction of | that here I am pronouncioy one judg-
tiis court on habeas corpus, a8 e dis- [ ment, and the question is, is it one
tinctly shown by the lollowlng lan- |offenseor is it three offenses, The-
Eua.ge of the court delivered in the [ qucstion is, does that go Lo the juris-

ADYE Cane: dictlon?; - ’ 3 o =

“If there i{s anythiug seitled {n the| Mr. Maury—I do not understand that
jurisprudence of England and America, { the court pronounced one judgment? I
it 8 that no man can twice receive {understand that it propounced three
punishment for the same offense.” judgments. 1 i

SAME OFFFNSE.
It can make no difference whether
two judgments are rendeted 1o the
same case for the same offensc, or

Justice Millez—It way go for vhat it
is worith. It looks fo me like one
judppment. P

Jusiicc Bradley—You would notcon-
| teud that if two indictinents should be

found agalpsta msu for stesling the

same horse at the same time, that two
jougments could begivenr againat bim
isucceseively? Supposing ithe court
should, on Lhe plea of former acquittar
oa ope of those indiciments, ou the
trial of the second iodictment, over-
rule thc plea, {uod commit an crror un-
gmtlbl;cd ¥} wouald it not be an error
©
A-VY@D aCT
ad well? A thing may be vold o8 weil
A8 LITONCOUS.
Mr. Manry—Certaialy it jpay.
Justice Brudley—You would not con-
1 tend that the saine tolef could e sus—
ceptible of two indi¢tments aud twor
judginenis? Tbe one judgmcot would
| be vold would it not—ihe second judg-
ment? .
Mr. Maury—No, sir, I do not think
20. . 2

Justice Bradley—That ig the polnt.

Mr. Maury ¢ken stuted thut he pa-
derstood the rule to be that therecouid
be vo judiciul inspeciion ochind &
fudgment where the court that renders
the judgment had jurisdiction, A num-
ber of questions were then asked, und
among them the follow)ing:

Chiei Justice~-1L seems to me that
the question 15 not one of former con-
victlon, and [ want to presest to you
t.te view which 1 take of this sentence.
The sentence shows there were three
indictments found on one duy for the
different periods for the crime of ca-
bhabitation. These¢ indictiments show
upontheir face that they werelor a
cobuabitation which was coutinuous
from the 18t of January, 1883, untl] the
time ot filing tbe indictgrent. There
were three indictments and there were
three verdicts, und the prisoner wus
culled up for sentence upon those
three verdiets, aud ihey gave what yon
#uy are tbree sentences, punlebiog this
wun by imprisonment for 18 months
tor unlawiul cobabitatiou heiLween
Jupuary 1, 1t83, and December 1, 1585.
This is ull embraced iu ope sentenee
and in one recard, Nov, cun we Igiwore
the faet that this 184 sentence ot 18
months for unlawful cohubitation
whon the law says that for oné offense
there shali be a punishment ot

ONLY SIX MONTHS?
Justicc Gray—Let me put the case to

you in a little differens aspect.
Assuming thut these dare o be
treated as three gentences,
the recopd that s before bhe

cuyrt shows that the three {adictmetts
were {or Ssuccessive periods of gne spe-
cessive cohubitation. Assuming, {or
the purpose of this arguinent, *hat it is
tllegal so to treut them, that it i8 illegsl
to divide the coutinugns cobubitutivo,
when the court had before i the evi-
dence of the conviction on threesuc-
cessive years, or parts of them, of suc-
cessive cobavitation, and has repdered
judgnient for the cohabitation, pas jt
wot exhnusted 1ts Jurisdiction sud sen-
tenced the prisoner in the same sense
a3 inthe Lunge case? And after having
passed oo senlence lor the snme por-
pose, bad it oot exhausted §ts jurisdic-
ion snd possed anotheér seutence for
the se'me offense?  °

Justice Bradiey (to Maory)—The dif-
ficalty 1o 1wy mind {8 outwide of your
argument eutirely. It may be that you
can throw sdme Hght on the question
that troubles me, and I will ~tate jt:
1% cohubitation from Junuary 18t, 1883,
o Desember 1st, 1885, one.crime o
three? If it .is only oone crime,
then I have omne view of it {
Jt can bhe made three crupoes, then
your position is sustained. Bul there
is the thing hehind the form, behind
the indictments, behind the yerdict,
eznd that i the question of whelher
the matter is capabls of being divided?

To wois question Mr. Maury replied:
I suy as the civillans here often said
that res adjudicala can

MAKE BLACK WHITE

and white black. I say, lf that is done
bare, thatitis no concern of yours.
That is my anewer te that question,
Hes Adjudicate may make black white.
{am here in defense. uf 'these prin-
ciples. Isay whens court has "jurls-
diction, that when once the power ir
committed to It, you ciannot take jte
judgment by a side wind, L do not care
what the injuatice. I may agree with
your honor that this wus one continu-
ons aet, that it {8 one sentence, but ]
say your honors caninot go behlnd that
judgment,

#h!le thiz query, as will be seen,was
repeatediy put to Mr. Maury,in d.ffer-
ent Jorms by nesrly all the justices,

he attempted no other cxpluna-
tion, and the inference is - that
‘he.  felt his case in that

regard was very weak. He stated that
he had relied contidesntly on the ques-
tion of jurisdiction and for that reason
had not deenied It necessary to o 1oto
the,question of the nature of the of-
fense—and this,"tccording to the ré-
peatedly expressed opinions ot differ-
erent members of the court, was the
questionjat 1ssue-~whether Lorenzo
dnow's copabitutiopn during the two
years and eleven months was one of-
fense or three offenses.

GEO. TICKNOR CURTiS

closed the case. I{d was potinter-
ruptled by the court, (savc once, when
a short query was put to him.) Allrue
questions they desired to ask haviog
already been put., He talked quietly
ahd clearl¥ to the peints, emphasizing
those aiready advanced in tavor of the
petitioner, Mr. SBnow. 1t was evident
that the court had taken the view ad-
yanced by Mr. Suow?’s counsel and the

e — e
| failure of Mr. Maury to even attempt

an explanation o1 this proposi-
ton  so repealécly put to biw,
could  serve oaly to  convioce

thern how  hopeless was his caae.
‘*With great respect for the counsel on
the otber side,’ sald Mr. Curtis, 'l
seems 10 he noosense to tatk about
this befoe three judgments **

Mr. Maury—1 dou’c think'I said

thut.
Mr. Cuxtis—It is one Judgment. With
regrid tothe sccond point, there cun

durity which this offense lusted bas no-
thiox wuatever 1o do with the quantity
of punishment, That s tixed by statute
There certajnly_wa~ but one offénse
counlwitied by this man. Argument
and further discussien will not eluci-
date the matfer aoy woge. 1 leave ft
0B the face of the judgwent.

1t Jooke like a foregone case, and the
leaping of the court towurds tne views
of tne counsel for Mr. Buow, il we may
Judge, seemed so0 decided thut Mr,
Curtis must have deemed it of Iiitle
imporiauce to tulk further <when he
dic not see fit 10 occapy zll the time
that remained to him. "There was uo
altewpt =t eloguence.” It was ulto-
gether a plain aud logical stateinent of
egal fucis relieved and brightencd by
the pungent aod frcquent jnquirics
from & bench which wus aitogether st-
tentive as well as inquisitive.

———rttl o .

The Cure More Dangerous than the
Complalut.

The Anti-Mormon bill whick Con-
gress rusbed through last Wednpesday
is a direct cut into the Constitution
and o]l of its puarantees. - Under the
plea of polygamy, not in the Unlted
States but within the Territory of Ulah,
the bill referred to saetually ¢ eclater
that all Terribortal acts, honestly and
legally incorporating societies and as-
sociations, so far g8 Lbey ar¢ in sny
way coupected with tae Mormon
Church, are aponulled, and that their
affufrs are to be wound up and the as-
goejutjons dissolved by the Attorney
(GGeneral.

Thut polygamy i8 not ia nccord with
the geperal sentiment iu this country
alt wilil admit. That one person, aid=
ed by apother, and aoy moral or politi-
calright to woge war upon a family at
peace and happisess  wilbio jtself,
When their acts cannot possibly save
or dawn others Lhan themselves, is
now, nb it ever has been, and ever will
be, dehatable.

In 1836 the Republicans pledped
themscives 10 Ruppress wolygnmy, but
on exnminatiou of the ifghts of
the Mormun Chuorch a5 & re-
liglous body swithkin the Constitu-
ton, with all " their disregard of
the rizhtk of some persons, in order to
sdvauce the prosperity of otherz,they
nev{r dared tohuke so0 direct a cut
intd the Constitution as the Democrats
who voted for this anti-Morinon big
bave mpade,

Concress has the right to declare
that plural marriapes irom and after
the passage of aiaw forbiddiog, tis &
crime, &nd to detine the pupiahinent of
all parties entering upon this relaljon
after the Yassnge of Buch_a luw,
‘This we all admit. 1t has the same
right to declare that every mun o
this coontry must selcct n woman,
and by love, art, force or strutegy
compel her to live with him in muritu]
relatiosahip, and to punish all who re-
main single after the law is passed, no
mautter if there are not persons to mato
with, but ng right 10 pupish for thst
which wus not an offense till the Juw
"vas passed.

The Mormon Church {s a religious
hody, and a very devout one it 1s too.
It takes its place in church hine with
otber religious assoctations, strictly
within the Constitution, It . has,
iM a  church, tbe same rights
in  this country that has any
other religious orzamezation. Robbery
and fornlcation are each declared 1o be
| offenses apaiost the laws of God nnd
Iman. Polygamy is denled by the luwas
of man, butnot by the Jaws of God.
Becaunse here and there members of
other churches break the laws agujnst
robhery and lorpication,

13 oot warranted in defying the
Coopstitution, anpulljag the Church
orggnjzations, and confiscy lng

their properties aod rights. Under
the Coustituilon laws canunot be made
retroactive. Men cannot be punished
for offenres committed before the Inw
declares them against law, vor can the
honest relations of plural matrrlage en-
tered ugoa in good faith Fears ago, be
hoporably disturbed, eyen wnen soch
anti-plurai marriage law be passed.
Congresscan say thus far vou have
gooe, Your rizhts cannot be disturbed
or yonr peaceful relatiop  broken in
upon, LUt {rom this time henceforti,
those wbo take to themselves plural
wires shall be punished.

This we concede, and cere not - how
quick Congress makes such declara-
- 0n.

3ut Congress 18 battering a very
large hole Lhrouch the wails of the
‘Constitution when it enacts or sanc-
tionsa religious test 1 this country.
BEqualiylso when it declares that the
acts of a Territory, passed by a mejor-
ity of the people of such Territory, mn
striet conformity to the Constitution
of the United Btates, can be apnulled
or disturbed. .

it the Territorial legislation of Utah
can thus be ripped apart and the legal-
ly mcquired rights of corporations,
associations sand  individuals be
wrenched from them, the same power
of Congress can rob the people of
-every other Territory.

Socl a law cannot stand the testof
the courts, and }ts passage is & deeper

. S 4 3

be nothivg plajoer than thut 1he thme -

Congress



