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varlety « living orzanism that produces | Supreme Court of the Territery. Views[of it 4 persomsl maiter, some- |this vital question. If Amebs nre |formed that duty with as carefal
only 188 Own Kiud, uccordlog Lo Lbe |, e freely expressed that though there |thing that we studiomsly avolded, | Siructureless, unorganized, sod yet (o regard as  possible for the

amiversal law of the Creator recorded |
fn the Book of Gerysis?

If it pe clalied by the lecturer that
45 he hus stuled, protoplasm is u
“homogeneous mass'” and therefore
“unorganized,' woile we should not

adinit  hiyz  conclusion even il
his premise were correct, we
will cite against the lalier no

less an authority than Tyndali, whe
perhaps bas pone nearly us far as any
voe o swulloing the evolotivn theorv:
He says: ‘**‘When the contents of a
-cell ure described as perfectiy homo-
geneous, o8 absolulely structureless,
because the microscope fuils to dia-
tloguish upny structure, toen I thiok
the inicroscope begins to pluy u mis-
ebievous purt. A little cuustderation
will make it plain toall ef you that the
microscope ¢in have 0o voice in the
resl question of eerm structore.''—
(Fragments of Seiencep. 153.)
Having taken for the basis of M
arzument toe error of uporganized
mutter contaipiug all the essentiad
gqualities ot miud, the lecturer gues on
10 eluborate further errors fn lne way
0f self-producing and seil-arruoging
gells, o a certuin way 1o perforw
<certaiu purposes;" hy “‘differentis-
ajon? to “atvaure themseives in cer-
aa‘n orders forming boope, 1wuscie sud
all the other Liasues of the body."” A
fozting bit of siime §s atllicied with a
blister whicn it throws ont, forming 4
-«ceil und nuelens. Tne ldea of a Cred-
tor, Organizer, Designer is8 here dis-
-carded. Itis the ‘*unorganized jelly”
that vvolves the cell, the cell Lhal pro-
.duces other cells, Lthese cells toat *‘ur-
1ange themselves in varions forms
by simple “'difierentistion,’’ und from
thew spriog a4k the important orgaus
+@f the body and tbe woodertul wani-

testalions of mind! Prodigioust

We bhave no hesliation fu say-
‘ing that this i3 ail mere
.ussertion pot borne out by the
nvestizations of  scleoce, and
.contrary L0 the teachings of both
.apcient and modern tevelutlon. A cell

*was never produced, so faras experi-
cuce goea, except from wuother cell.
If toe cell theory be correct, which is
not seltled fo sciedce, K18 utterly Im-
. possible for **unorganized matter,” or
-8ven protoplasm wittiout & ceil, Lo pro
.duce u cetl ol fusclf. The lecturer’s
theory involves the absurdity of spon-
‘luneous geoerdtion, which science re-
udiates und which I8 oul{ advocated
gy 4 few specutating Lheorists.  Mar-
shall says, p. 940: *‘‘Whatever variety
the reproductive process of animals
may present, the rrinuitive cull, wheth-
-er it be a fertilized
ovum, 4 pyeuduvun, or the cowmeuce-

, ment ol u bud, is 10 ull KDOWD Cases, &

\part or produet of 8 pre-existing pa-
.rent. o sausfactoly prool Dus yel
beeu adduced, of the spoutancous ori-
gin of sueh o cell. Heoce the doctrine
.of spontauecous guegeration, col-
upses from failure of proof.'
.Again he suys, p.942; *‘The bypoth-
(eg1es of Lhe rréc Jormation of celis 13,a3
'regards tissue lile, Lne aaslogue of
:BpOntaNeoUs generdllon a8 regards
animals themselves.* Aod furlber:
e They [the celis] Inay uppeur
10 be evoived, ib some ‘way, from ag-
:grexationy of protoplasm, but still, it
1fs submitted, aiways uuoder the 1n-
Mluence of pre-formed npuclel or on-
wleoll.”

We could offer further quotations
and arguments on this poing, out we
think it unnecessary, We pass now 0
the concluding sentence in the report
of thie lecture, and bring thbis articie to
a close. The seuses nre there culled
“‘organs.”” Thisnis & misnomer. The
orguus of sense are not renses, aly
more thun wheels are motiens, This
error is repested in the report of an-
othet part of the lecture: “lf we
wlsi perfect sensatious the sep-
must be perfect orgaus.

lectnrer's meaning may
be all right, but bis lspguage s
misleading, and 10 treating sclentitic
subjects ter@ld are very imporiant.
Purticularly i thnis so whea yonny
people who expect to be or are public
teacbers 8it as the pupils, -‘I'ne eye is
Dot seeing, the ear is Dot hearing. The
thing that moves is not motion. L'ne
organs of sensation and sgnsuuonit—
selt ure widely different. Tone orpuns
are material, the senses lwmnaterial,
T'he formner ure substances, the latter
,not. And if a public preceptor can err
.1n 80 smuil a.mf evident a matter, are
not his more important utlerdbces, &8
we have shown, widely open to serious
«question?
;l;;We have not approached this subject
in 4 splrit of caplious criticism, but it
.appeired to us tu be iraught wilh seri-
-ous consequences und Lherefore Lo
require  elucidstion In the iight
of fuith as well as of Bclen-
title verification. For i teachers
.imblbe incorrect ideas Lheir scholars
ure lable to be led astruy. And, in

.these times when the Spirit of Troth

»seems L0 be departing [row the learued
.of the world and doubt is tazluyg the

iuce of fxit], in the svuls of wmen, it i3
Decessary that those who can acl as
guzrds o0 lbe avenues lo infldelity,
should sinnd in the way and lifc o
warning and instructing volce,1o srrest
struying footsteps and puiat to-the
troe source of all lile and light, lu-
teliigence and wisdom, tbe Eternal
.and Aimighty Fatper, Creator and
. Ruler of the Uglverse.

CAN THE CASKS BE AP-
PHEALED?

" TaE question of the right of appeal to
the Supreme Courtof the United States
_tn the cases of the Auditor sod Trea-
surer, is under cousideratlom by the

-appeal,

ovtem, an unfertidized

obght to be un appesl on such av in-
portaut master, the change in the Act

ot Congress requiripg the imount in-
volved {0 the dispute L@ be not less
tLan $5,000, instead of $1,000 as tormer-
ly, shuts out the preseut cases from
review because the sularies of the otll-
cers are not egual to the specitied sum.
But seiting uside tiic finuncial aspect
of Lhe cadcs, L0 which there is another
side than that above presentued, the
In our opinion, sbould be
yrabted for an altogether different rea-
sou. The Act of Congress under which
the right to appesl 10 these cuses is
clatmed, was passed March 3rd, 1883,
and provides as tollows;

“No appeal or writ of error shall
hereafter be allowed frow any judg-
meut or decree in sny 8nlt at law or |
equity 1m tiie Supreme Court of Lhe
District of Columbia or io the Supreme
Court of any of the Territories of the
United States, unless the matter in
dispute, exclusive of costs, shall ex-
cecd $5,000,

“*The preceding section shall not ap-
ply o any cuse wherein is involved the
validity of suy patent or copyright, or
in which i3 druwp in questionthe val-
1lity of & treaty or stutute or aun su-
thority exerciscd under the Lnited )
States, bucin wall such cases an nppeal
or writ OL error may be brought with
out regard to the sun or vaiug in dis-
pulte.'”

A writ of error was sued edt under
this act in the Sonow Ccases, appeul
baving  been debied by  the
Utah courts, and the Supreme Conrt
of tbe United Siates decided that the
validity of no statute or authority wn-
der tne Uolted Stutes was culied in
question, but only the construction of u
statite, aud Ltherciore on that pinhovk

0ot vven mentionlug the gentleman’s

This we explained 10 out readers, and
repeatedly referred to the report in
order not to blumeg the Jecturer. But

ue says: “‘Froly such a report it
is not. likely that the sen-
timents of 1he Jecturer couid

be fully or properly comuubicated
either In thelr spirit or intent.” ‘'Rat
I8 sommeilbing which we fufl to see. We
can undersignd that in & synopsis io-
Justicc may be done o & spruker and
we 80 jutinated fa our criticism. But
if 4 speaker's sentiments caonot be
properly comwunjcated cither in spirit
or jutent jo a suwmnary, Lhe soouer all
summuries ure abolished the better tor
the public, P

Buu tie Doctor does not point out
the porilons of the report Lhat are in-
correct, s fault is tound with the
article in the NeEWS, which he says
“ubonnds fo gross errors,” Yot be
lais to cite u single error that we
udvanced therein. we can readily un-
dergtsud nis  irrftation under the
cirguinstances, purticulurly if be was
musnpprehendeu  or  wisrepresented.
Buu we wish it to e nbderstood tbat
the fuult, it aby, wus wil tue report
uud not with tue News. The reporl
was otilcial. 1t was wpot taken by
pewspuper man, butl was furmsped by
the Sceretury of ibe Institute. And i
iL wus 50 erroneeus as nosw iutimated,
would it not haye been better to potol
out the errors woich wust Lave Deon
50 pulpadle In the repuit, befure the
lallzey Ul its assertions were exposed
il our colmpons? it the lecturer was
50 greutly mlsrepresented there owas
dwple time for 101l currection long be-
lure we attelnpled sy conmenls oD

dismissed the cases tor lack of jurlsdic-
tlon. IL is supposed that tlus ruling
will apply 10 the present cases.,

But u little reflection will show that
there Is a radical differcuce between
the two positions. [n the Spow cuses
ouly itbe construction of a United
Stutes stutnte way involved. in the
present cascs “‘an aulbgrily exercised
uuder the United Stztes' 13 cailed 1o
gquestion,and the law expressly provides
for an appeal in such cases. The sn-
thority iu dispute is that exercised vy
the late Guvernor in attempting, by al-
lezed autbority upder the Unitea
Stutes, to appoint tneu Lo oitices which
bad been wade clective by ter:itoria
luw, Tne woole litigation turns on the
question of thut auihority. Lf it were
not for the cluhn and excrclse of Lhat
authority, there would not have been
upy such cage lor the consideration of
the Courts,

shouid the Supreme Court ot the
Territory, as 13 nut jmprobable, refuse
4 writ of error would
Cueart ol ths United States, and
toaL thns the whole matter will come
np for review beforv the tribyual
which should give the final declsion.

Ut course tout will svitle the matter
egully, but if It i3 decided thatthe
people of Uwso have no right to say
who shall handle thelr money, which
they have devoted by taxation for the
transaction of thelr own husloess, the
situation will be wrongin principte,
and in vpposition 1o fundumentul faw
and the npdoubted rignts of citizens in
a popular goverument.

The orgap of the ex-Governor raves
over oonr disslpation of iws claim
thnt the ruling of the Utah court
is_u *‘vindication’ of hls course, and
tries Lo ring fu 8 number of issues that
have 10 bearlng upon the question. It
dlso, a8 usual and & matter of course,
entirely misrepresents our positlon in

L that it is “'a perfect vindication of the
tdetunet officint. It falls however to
Ishuw how the decisiou **vipdicates'
bim in the least particular, apd is as
mad 43 & horvet becsuse we have
| proven that its apology is no vindica-
tion and thut 1ts preteaces only pot the
deposed efficer iu an unfortwunuately
cobnspicuous position.

We repeat onr advice: 1I the fellows

|

lhe appeul, we have no doubt that| belore )
be [ known medivm of matier, wiether or-
granled by a Justice of the Supreme |gudized or not beiug vnesscollul £o the

revard to it, upd conlioues te claim !

Lhe subject.

And yet, according to the Doctor’s
owu adislssivn, the report was **in the
wein cutrect as reports of 1bis kiua
#0,"* und the deddgiions arce said to be
ieorrect.  First  tle complaint 18
apninat the report, on Lhe gronod that
sn¢l A reporh conld ugt properly rép-
resenlj elouer the spirit or iowent of
tne lecturer's measuing, and then it is
udwitted that the report was fo the
ma1n correet und the junjt 1s put upun
e deductions. We sutinit Loat noth
ing appeared in the NEWS but whul
was L logical und wevitupie outeowe
of the stalements and theory given 1o
the official report of the leClure. Apd
we cuusider tie report a well writlen
und sovcluct sypopsis, every polot
wouchen on belpg cleurly stated I sjm-
ple lunguuue.

But bere isthe Doctor’s cxplapation:

“The object of the lecturer in refer-
riug 1o protuplasm was L0 place wing
bis heurers 1o fts simoplest

putpose lo view, that they wight per-
celve there the same general coaructer-
istics, that is, sensibiliry, comprenen-
slon and wilt, thut are tound in the
higner aod more complicated torms vl
sutnusl lite, and thus suow Lhat mlod is
an vpdowwenl frow the Creator swu
the cause of orgunization and DOt the
result ot it, and that the higker tne or-
panlzution of the mauer enveiopiuy
tpe juind, the greater is it8 power o1
m nifestztion. ilow can there be any-
thiug atnerstical in this?'?

We answer there {8 cotiing athelsti-
calin that which shows toat wind i8 an
endowiens irvm the Credtor, bul ub-

ftortunutely no snch [dea wus conveyed,

gither directly or by implicutiou, o Lue
repurt ©f the lecture.  AlDOSU every
putot io it carried 1 contrary linpres-
slon. It wade “*unorganized matter,”
“humogeneons pllme,'  prowoplasw
“existing independent ot 0r uoassocl-
ated with organpized matler,’’ tue
foundation and  scurce of ad
Orpaulaws. It gave the unorgunized
matter to  lorm a4 cell,  that
cell to  form other cells, thosc
cetis to “urrange themselves' untit all
the 1orms of suimal [ife und tbe wou
ders ol mind were produced, sud thut

who led the man by the npose
to  bhis ruin dom't’ waunt apy-
thing said that is disagreeable,

to him and to them, the
slaveriog him over wit
tion, and stop claiming **vindications'

for him which do not viudicale bnt|
only occagion cominent that might not
bave been provcked. As Lo their sbose,
if the poor creatures had not the NEws
to curse and revile they would print
many columns of mighty unialerest-
| oz mmatier,

‘I'ne end §8 Dot yet by any reans.
Aud it i3 no lpdication that*a com-
muaity determices to becowme a jaw
unco itself’ because it exercises ail
the rights which belong to it under
the law, forthe purpose of maintain-
ing rizhls that are reparded as ibe In-
heritance of all- free people fn cyary
{ree country.

Since the above was in type we have
j received the ruling of the Territorial
Supr¢eme Court denying the appeal.
We have no space tor comment on the
decisinn,

should cease

talse adula- |

IN REGARD TO ‘‘UNORQGAN-
IZED'* MATTER.

IN the EVEXING Nuws of Wednesday
we published a letter from Dr.John
R. Park, in wnich he essays to reply Lo
our article reviewing a lecture dellv-
ered by the Doctor before the Summer
lnstitute. He seems to leel hurt

at the criticlsm aod to make

watter or its wonderful produces,

the leclurer intended to couvey thelin this paper '
idea of the works of & Creator, the|the exceileot institution of

reporter wust have studiously ex-

punged the idea aod so arranged ue | Dasty

coutdin all the essentisls of mind, end
frow them the **Ligher forms™ ot life

Dume. He complajus that the report |ure developed, by cells thut “urrange | w
was only 4 summaty of the lecture, | themselves’ jnto bone, muscle, nerve

utid also the orguns of sense, what
need is there to dispute over Lhe fact of
u Creator? Thejiniide]l asks ug more
for the founduation of his Godless
creed.

We have found no fault with *‘de-
vejopwment.’” We have not suid there
i8 auy “*harm in stating it.” Toe de-
velopmest of *muit or woman® from
thetintunt chiid  pas not been disput-
ed. That i3 not the question. It is
but an evusion ot the question.
[ne *aarm?’ dope is in asserting,
thut any auvimal structure evolves or
“develops® irom  a *‘structureless™
substauce. We say it has uever been
done, 1t bas never been seen. Ap un-
organized substance never lmprovised
1 cell. Every organisn has sprung
from, oris the preoductjon of, an or-
vanism. Itis this claim of structure-
less unorganized jelly as ihe busis of
all lite ugd mind to which we object,
and fu i3 set forth as directly, but not
su fully or clearly, 1n the Doctor’s lut-
ter as in the synopsis of his lecturs.
ile asks, *"\What higher couception cau
we nave of God and the human spirit
toan that He 18 the author of our befog
awnd thut we are 113 progressive chil-

dreni*t  We answer, that depends
upou the mcaning of that
conception, It it means that we

huwve sprung, body and spirit from
sunorganized’ protoplasm, even 1l
under the direction of a Bupreme
t'ower, thereis u bigher conccption.
Aod that 18, thut our spirits are theoff-
spriug of God,sand that our bodies
bave come froin an cternul lipe of ao-
cesiry alwuays of the camng species,
Thut however degruded mun may be-
c¢ome from his own departure from
ivine law, he 15 still tue offspring of
Peiby.

T he Doctor states that mmuch of our
crilicism is **lakeu up in an argonment
with Darwin and lluxley.' That is
% o5t unfortapatc assertion tor nim
10 make. For we did not offer a
single quotation from efther Durwln
or iduxiey, and every argument
we used wus in reference to Lue theo-
rfes advanced jo the leclure ay re-
ported. The counection of Lhose theo-
rles with the heresies of the noted
agnostics 1§ thus estublished by the
Doctor, und he must oot blame 1s for
the damaging assoclation.

AsLotie comtounding of the'senses’
with the “*organs of svuse,' the Doctor
clulms 10 hdave made the proper dis-
tinclivn, and says we can discover this
hy examining *‘the notes taken by aoy
oue present at the lecture." Wa did
examine the official notes furnished by
Lié ScereLary, wio was present at the
lecture, and fouud this confusion of
terms in Lwo separute reports of differ-
vut portions of Lhe same lvcture. And
surely iU 13, as & geoteral propesition,
sufer to rely on something Lhat the
Lostitute hus furnished for publication,
toun ou private rotes taiken by some
one unauthorized to report.

Bot we are pleased to give the
eMeient preceptor credit forthe mis-
luke of the decretary, und also for his
indirect ackoowledgment, of 1be
Ureator as the -Author ot our being
and of the endowment of mind. The
difficnlty is, the incompatibility of thal
atmission and the theory of lile aud
mind o *‘structureless" matter, and
tout *“‘unorganized mass being the
source of developmnent intu ail Lbe
higher forms of snlmate pature.
We cheerfnlly give rominence
to thls feature of r. Fark’s
letter, and wish that it had
formed part of the report of the
lectnre, when it would bhave given a
different colorto the wnole subject,

As to the alleged *‘ridicale,”” it our
friend wiil reac the article without
haste or irritstion, he will discover
very littie that cap be (]uul.l{ subject
to that term, and that little is shinply
a connected smnmaty of the theorics
asdvanced in the lectnre us reporied.
We have no words approaching to
ridicule of the gentleman himself vor

withouta hint of suyining above, be- |any feeling but one of kindoess. le
yond or outside of the unorganized | hus mistaken our motlve in eritlelzing

the lecture. We have personally sod

detended  bim, and

whicn
he is the Priucipal, from
charges and iustowations,

spesker's urgument 88 1o establish the | and were carciol in the article not

very opposite,

g'We il to sec how *‘unorganized
watter contuinlog “'ibe auseolial vle-
ments of mind,' cun show that *mind
Is au endowment trom the Creator. it
4 hit of &lime,"”” ‘‘unoryganjzed,’?
*‘upassoclated" swith organized nat-
ter I8 *‘where ail organized mut-
ter origluates,” wnd it Is la that
thut *“‘some of the preat probleims
ot life and mind gare swived," does ft

{ not uppear ud if a Creator i3 thus dis-

peosed with aod the extrewme doctrines
of evolution sustainea?

We are socry to sece that, npotwith-
standiug bis disclaimer, Dr. Park still
bolds Lo tnis ‘‘ouorgallzed matter'
tbheory. If he wus not properly re-
portec fu the syuopsis, he certaluly
does no* misrepresent himself, Yet he
gpeaks 10 his lcier of “*development
from  the  struciureless  Amoba”
Tnis brings us oack to the gist
of onr whole srgnment and, as we
view it, the fundawental c¢rror of the
lecture. Struciure DRieans ‘'arrapge-
iment of purtsor of constitueat $ur-
ticies in « substauce orbody.” (Web-
ster,) That woich is structureless hus
no arrangement of parts, 1t is upor-
ganized. We buve already suown tnat
the Ameebe are not structoreless, tust
they are orgadized dwpimals, aod that
they are something more than mere
prdtoplasm. Butthat does abtaffect

at

{ippesch him or s intentluns. And
we remind him that ull we bad 10 com-
meot on was the report which he ae-
knowledges **was in the main correct
18 8ucl reports go,” and could have no
knowledge of or zulde to bis *‘inten-
tions" except that which was furnished
in thut report,

The tendeucy of onr article was to
show that **unorgabized matter’” cn
cdowed with **all tne cssent ul qualities
of miond” {4 un error; und that snch
mitier caubot of itself put foriu a cell
which, developing eilheis “‘darraugiug
themselves' in various foris, tuus
constitute everything io nature througu
which mind is wavifested; but thut
there s a Power beyead und so-
perior Lo all things which gives
jite to and s the Urgaaizer
of all things. [f the teadency Lo this
appears o the Doctor “'not good,” we
are sorcy for his faillure to apprebend
both our motive and the teandency of
our criticism.

The report of the lecture had gone
out in two populur newspupers. luro-
majoed for scversl days uncorrecred
and uuoblected to by Lbe wcturer. It
hud provoked cumment as cooveyinyg
erroneons idens that were likely, re-
poried 88 coming from s0 ewijuent u
public teacher, 1o do great iojury, it
became our duty to puiut ont what we

feellogs and reputution of the lec-
turer., Tnder ihe suwe circumsiances
esnould do the sawe uguiv if xble,and
i do not think thut any ove need muke of
it 8 personal matier. It we bave ad-
| vanced *‘gross errors," of course they
ure open Lo refutition.
All we want is the truth and liberty
Lo deciare it, und this we cxpect 10
8lrive L0 maintajn, sccording tu the
motlo which bus been carried so
‘onﬁ ut the head of this paper. We
selisve 10 development, we teljeve in
progress, aud swe also belleve jo a
wod who fa to us ull the Author of life,
b, truth and toe power of advunce-
went, who is lHterally Uur Fatber and
Lo whom we owe the higpestalleglance
as Parent, Director und Xiog.

ANOTHER JUDICIAL TWIST,

Tuk decision of Lhe Supreme Court of
e Territory in the cases of the Aadi-
tor and Treasurer denyiog an appeal
to the Supreme Court of the United
States, appeaced in Wednesday even-
ing’s DEsSERET Nuws. We have o
comments to wake ou any part of it
cxcept the last paragraph but one. The
vital point in the upplivation for an ap-
peal 18 Luere relecred to, bul Ju & cas-
unl apd indifferent mapper. It §s in
regard Lo tue authority exerciseq by
the lute Governor 1o lwuking the ap-
pointweuts of Auditor avd ['rezsurer.

It cannot be aisputed that this wus
“an sutuerity exercised uoder the
Uuited States ;" #e presame no one will
question thut. Fhe Act of Cougress
uuder whieh the appeul is cialmed pro-
vides foran uppeal when **un authori-
ty exercised uuder the United States'
Is **druwn in question.” \Was that an~
thority drawn {u question in the cases
belore the court? If we convede every-
whing Lthat the Court ceclares except
Ltat, therviu (ies the glst of the woole
yutation of the right of appeal. And
Lhut potnt was preseuted o the court
bp Altorpey F. 8. Richards and alter-
wards urxued by Judge Sutheriand.

‘I'he court suy:

**The uction of the Governor cannot
be properly criticized by the detend-
unus. Wnoile this Court expressed its
opinion, which it now reatlrms, Lhat
the: Governor was authorized 1o do
what be did do, we were uot required
Lo puss upoo that guesilou in dispos-
oy uf the appeat vl Lue defendants.”

This is an ingenious but not very
creditable wuy ol getiing around the
sppeuluble poist in tue questjon at
issue.  When the snit waos plaoted Lo
the District Court, it was not only to
oust the incumbents bput to justal

|
1

the Governor's appolotees. But
when the defenduuis by coun-
s¢l comweuced 10 argue agafust

Lie right of the Governor 1o exercise
Lthe authority to appotut, the Court
ruled that they nad Lo right to do 80;
they must slmply show their right to
hold the offices. After stopping arzu-
Ingnt ot Lbhe question, the Court in
uddition to deciding aizajnst the de-
lcndapts, declared tpe right of the
cluimants 10 the ottlces under the Gove
elpor's appuintment. From this de-
cision the detendants appeated.

Now it must be understood that the
appenl was lrom the whole judgment.
11 wus not werely ugalnst that part of
Lhe decision as to the ouster, but lo-
cluded the ruling as to the [pstulla-
tion of tue clalmants. The up-
real was to test Dboth questions.
n the former the validity of tue action
of Whe Legislaturc under the Organle
Act was in question, In the |axter the
exercise of an anthority nnder the
Unlted States was 1o question. The
court answers and seities the arga-
ments 48 to tbe frst point, bat ignores
and refuses to notice the arsuments
as to the last point which i3 one ou
which an appeal can be taken, uuder
the conyressional statnte, to the Sup-
reme Court of ihe United States. Yet
the court aflicms the cecision of the
lower court on both questions, and
when denying the appeal based on the
lutter gquestion on the ground tbat it
Is not 21 issue before the court,actual-
Iy reaflirmns its decision on the meriws
of that question.

It thiy Is not the most miserable kind
of pettifopging, what {8 the proper
word to use in regard to it? No ope
who understands Lne situation can farl
to think that it is a wretched shift, a
tricky expedient to prevent, it possible,
Lthe review of the gquestion by the
highiest court of the cowntry. Thatthe
whole case turned on the right of the
Gosernor te appolnt insteud of the
p2ople to elect tue Auditor und Treas-
urer, cannot be fainy disponted. And
that the Court has tzken a4 twist to
binder the adjudication of this ques-
Lion as provided for by the law of thc
kund, is patent to every one who Js not
ohwnded with the dust ol the latest
focal judiciul deciaiom.

e ———————
EMUIs R L AN TEAAR.

Greut excltement bas been caused In
ba viclnity of Iarig, Tex., by the re-
darkuble recovery of Mr, J. E. Corley,
%ho was so helpless he could not turn
A bed, or ralse his head; everybody
-aid be was dying of Consumption. A
rai botile of Dr. King's brew Dis-
@overy was sent him, Finding rellef,
12 bonght a large bottle and a box of
Or. King's New Life Pills; by the time
Je bhad taken two bouxes of Pills and
wo bottles of the Discovery, he was
well and had gafoed in flesh thirty-six
pooends.

Tridl Bottles of this Great Discove

copeidered lngorrect, @aad wWe per-

for Consumption tree ay Z, C, M. [,
Drig Sto:c.p . 3



