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agreed to be set apart, and will not redeem 
any principal of said bonds.

That Kellogg, Clinton and Dubuclet have 
also given out that for all delinqnent 
taxes of the State accrued prior to January 
1. 18/4, including taxes theretofore levied 
for the interest and sinking fund of said 
bonds, except to the amount of two mills, 
the outstanding warrants of the State 
drawn far other purposes will be received 
in payment to the amount of two millions 
of dollars, instead of the lawful money 
specially contracted to be collected as now 
set forth. That one aud a half millions of 
said delinquent taxes belong to the funds 
set apart tor the payment of the interest on 
said bonds and the redemption of the prin
cipal.

That said Kellogg, Clinton and Dubuclet 
give out that tbeir past aud proposed viola
tions ot the contracts of the State, as above 
set forth, have been and are intended to be 
done under a plan to fund the State debt. 
That in pursuance oi this plan they have 
persuaded the Legislature to pass an act 
known as the funding bill, being act No. 3, 
approved January 124. 1874.

This act provides in substance that the 
Governor, Auditor, Treasurer, and other 
State officers therein named, shall prepare 
and issue bonds, to be known as consoii 
dated bonds of the State of Louisiana, to 
the amount of $15,000,000. it necessary, 
payable in forty years, with interest paya
ble semi annually iu United States lawful 
money.

That said bonds shall be exchanged by 
the officers aforesaid for aii valid bonds 
and warrants of the State issued pre\ ious 
to the passage of the act. at the rate ot 
sixty ceats iu consolidated bonds for one 
dollar in outstanding bonds and warrants, 
and that the consolidated bonds should be 
used for the purpose of such exchange aud 
no other.

The bill further provides that a tax of 
five and a half mills on the dollar shall bo 
levied rand collected to pay the principal 
and interest of said consolidated bonds, and 
that the total tax for interest and all other 
State purposes, except the support of pub
lic schools, shall never hereafter exceed 
twelve and a half mills on the dollar, and 
that until July 1, 1874. all valid Auditor's 
warrants issued for debts due prior to Jan
uary 1. 1874. shall be received* for all back 
taxes, licenses and interest and penalties 
thereon due prior to January 1, 1874, except 
two mills for school fund, three mi'Is for levee 
construction and repair fund, and two mills 
to the interest fund for the purpose of pay
ing any interest in arrears accruing on the 
bonded debt of the State prior to the pas
sage of the act.

This act, the bill of complaint alleges, the

ing to be made parties complainant, which 
it ia unnecessary particularly to notice.

Upon these bills, original and amended, 
the complainant moves the court to issue 
the injunction prayed, for in the original 
bill.

It is obvious to remark that there are in
superable objections to so much of the 
prayer for relief as asks that the defendants 
may beViecreed to comply with and specifical
ly perform the contracts of the State by esti
mating and collecting the interest and sink
ing fund tax and applying it to the payment 
of the principal aud interest on the bonds. 
The objection is that if there is a remedy 
at all it is a remedy at law, namely, by 
the issuance of the "writ of mandamus. If 
this suit were brought agaiust a municipal 
corporation and its officers to compel the 
cellection of a tax to pay the interest on its 
bonds, the plain, adequate and complete

C O U R T R E C O R D .
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U n ited  S ta te s  C ircu it C o u rt.
John L. Macaulay et al. vs. William Pitt 

Kellogg, Governor.* Charles Clinton, Aud
itor, et al.—Judge Woods rendered the fol
lowing decision on complainant’s motion 
for an injunction.

The bill is filed bv John L. Macaulay, of 
the State of New York, on behalf of him
self and all others who are similarly situ
ated, and who are willing to make them 
selves parties complainants against 
’William P. Kellogg, who is Governor of the 
State ot Louisiana: Charles Clinton, who is 
Auditor of Public Accounts of the State of 
Louisiana; Antoine pubuclet, wuo is Trea
surer of the State of Louisiana, aud the 
Louisiana National Bank, al! of the defend
ants being citizens oi' the State ot Louis
iana.

The bill avers, in substance, that com 
plainant is the holder and owner of certain 
bonds of the State of Louisiana, purchased 
by him in open market before the maturity 
thereof, to wit: Eighty bonds of the par 
value of $45,000, with interest coupons at
tached, issued by virtue of an act of the 
Legislature, No. 15, approved February It! 
1866: eleven bonds of the par value of 
$ 11,000, knowu as the North Louisiana and 
Texas railroad bonds, with interest coupons 
attached, issued by virtue of an act, No. 
108, approved September 12(1. 18il8. and the 
acts amendatory thereof, and indorsed in 
accordance with section twelve of said act 
by the president and board of directors of 
said railroad, so as to pass by delivery; 
fifteen bonds payable to bearer ot the par 
value of $15,000, with interest coupons at
tached, known as floating debt bonds, issued 
bv virtue of act No. 69, approved March 16, 
1870.

That said act No. 15 of the year I860 pro
vided that oil the first Monday of January 
of each and every year, alter the passag*e 
of said act, the Auditor and Treasurer, un 
der the direction of the Governor, should 
set apart the sum of $75,00u from the re
ceipts of the treasury, to bfc applied to the 
purchase of said bonds, aud tiiat ot: the 
first Monday of January of every year, 
until the final payment of Haid bonds, the 
Auditor and Treasurer, under the direction 
of the Governor, should set apart the sum 
necessary to pay the current interest on the 
same, and that on the faith of these pro
visions of law, complainant purchased the 
bonds issued under said act.

That complainant purchased the bonds 
issued under act No. 108 of the year 1868, 
upon the faith of the contracts therein con 
tained. as well as upon the faith of the con
tracts contained m act No. 69 of the year 
1870, and approved March 16, hereafter re
ferred to.

defendants propose to execute, and pretend 
it is their duty to do so; whereas the said 
act is a nnilitv, because it is a violation of 
the constitution of the State of Louisiana, 
as above shown, and of the constitution rtf 
the United States, in that it impairs the 
obligation of the said contracts 'made by 
the State of Louisiana with complainant 
and other holders ot the bonds of the State; 
that said aot No. 3 of the year 1874 purports 
at once to do away with ail taxes heretofore 
levied and agreed to be collected for inter
est and principal of complainant's bonds 
and other bonds heretofore issued, and to 
substitute a tax of live and a half mills 
only for the payment of the principal 
and interest of said consolidated bonds, 
whereas the bonds of the State here
tofore issued amount to the sum of 
$22,433,860, and to comply with the con
tracts under which they ha ve been issued, 
would require an annual tax of eleven and 
a half mills on the dollar.

That it is the unlawful purpose of said 
act and the defendants to so construe and are 
about to execute it, to repudiate all of said 
contracts made with complainant and other 
holders of the bonds of the State with refer 
ence to the levy and collection of taxes for 
the principal and interest of said bonds, to 
nullify and hold for naught the said laws un
der which the outstanding bonds have been 
issued; to collect in future only five and 
one-half mills of interest tax. which is less 
than half what isrequired to fulfill all the 
contracts under which tha bonds outstand 

_ have been issued, and to apply the pro 
ceeds of this inadequate tax not to the 
bonds held by complainant and others, but 
to tiie so-called new cousolid ited bonds, to 
be_ hereafter issued to the extent of 
$15,000,000, an'l to receive Auditor 
warrants heretofore issued and ri 
maining unpaid for upward of 

•200.000 of delinquent interest taxes 
which the State had agreed shouid be col 
lec-ted only in lawtul money and applied 
to the payment of the principal and interest 
of the outstanding bonds, and that the re
ceipt of warrants for said delinquent taxes 
is in violation of the contract of the State 
to collect said interest and sinking fund 
taxes in lawtul money, under which said 
bonds were issued, and*on the faith of which 
they were purchased aud are now held by 
complainant and others.

The bill further alleges that there is now 
in the treasury $.500,000 interest tax funds, 
and large additional amounts belonging to 
said tax iunds should he received monthly 
aud quarterly; but defendants give out and 
declare that they will now have no further 
use tor said special funds as thev wili pay 
no more interest maturing after llecember 
31, 1873, on the outstanding bonds of the 
State, but, as complainant is advised, will 
not only receive Auditor's warrants for said 
back taxes, but will direct all cash interest

That complainant purchased the said funds to the payment of other expenses of 
bonds issued under said act No. 69. I the State.
approved March 16, 1870, upon the faith That these acts and declarations of de- 
ol the agreements therein contained, to the lendants are with the intent to coerce corn- 
effect that the Auditor of Public Accounts plainant and other holders of the bonds of 
should annually lay a tax upon the total the State to acquiesce iu the said •■funding" 

and personal | scheme; that unless restrained thev willassessed value of the real 
property of the State sufficient to’pay the 
annual interest and one-fortieth part of the 
principal of said bonds; that said tax should 
‘•he collected in currency aud paid into the 
treasury oi the State," and should be cred
ited to a special fund to be known as the 
‘•Soaring debt bonds’ fund,” and the 
amount so credited from year to year was 
.thereby annually appropriated to "the pav- 
uient of the principal and part of the inter
est of said bonds. Said act further pro
vided that “after April 1, 1870. lawful 
money of the United States only shouid he 
receivable lor taxes anil licenses uue the 
Stare."

That complainant purchased ali of said 
bonds after the euaciuieut of act No. 68, 
approved March 16, 1870, and upon the faith 
of the contracts therein contained. That 
by section nine of said act it was provided 
that the Auditor of Public Accounts should, 
at the close of each year, estimate what 
sum levied upon the entire taxable property 
of the State would be sufficient to 
pay the interest on all bonds issued by 
the State, aud that the sum so ascer
tained was thereby annually levied upon 
the taxable property of the State: that the 
tax so levied should be collected as other 
taxes aud should be kuowu as the interest 
tax. and when paid into the treasury 
should be credited to a fund to be called 
the interest tax fund, and should be held

actively aud passively violate the obliga
tions of the severs  ̂ contracts nerein set 
forth, and will collect about $1,250,000 of 
delinquent interest taxes in warrants worth
less to complainant and other holders of 
bonds; will divert the interest funds now 
iu the treasury to the payment of other ex
penses of the State; will refuse payment of 
aU coupons maturing after December 31, 
1873, on outstanding bonds, and suspend 
and refuse the redemption of said bonds.

The bill prays that defendants may be re 
strained from executing said act No. 3 of 
1874; from reducing the tax, the interest tax 
heretofore agreed to be collected for the 
present and future years fur the interest 
and principal of the State bonds now out
standing in anywise, except in strict accord
ance with the laws nuder which they were is
sued; from collecting and receiving any de
linquent or other interest taxes under said 
laws in Auditor’s warrants or ia auvthing 
except lawtul money: from hindering*or de
laying the estimate and collection of taxes 
lor interest and sinking funds under the 
said laws of the General Assembly No. 15. 
of 1866; No. 188. of 1868; No. 68, of 1870, 
and No. ill, of 1870; from paying any inter
est funds now in the treasury, or hereafter 
to come into the treasury, for any purpose 
save upon the' principal and interest of 
bonds as provided by the several contracts 
herembolore set forth: from in anvwise- l i ,  w til. ii GUI ill du * Wlao

sacred for the payment oi interest upon the hindering or delaying the payment of anv 
bonds oi the State. interest coupons of anv ot the said out-

liiat complainant purchased all oi said standing bonds of the State under any of 
bonds on the laith of urticle 114 of the eon- tiie pretences or devices oi said act No. 3; 
stitution of the State of Louisiana, adopted and from in any wav hindering or delaying 
in 1864, and of article 11 IJof the constitution | tin-estimate and collection of interest an”
adopted in 1S6>8, which provides that when 
ever the legislature shall contract a debt 
exceeding in amount $100,000, unless iu 
case ot war, to repel invasion or suppress 
insurrection, they shall iu the law ere iting 
the debt provide adequate ways and means 
for the payment ot current interest, aud of 
the principal when the same shall become 
due. and the said law shall be irrepealable 
uutil principal and interest are tally dis
charged. unless the repealing law contains 
some other adequate provision for payment 
ot principal aud interest of the debt, 
and also on the faith of article 110 
ot the constitution of 1863. forbidding the 
passage ot any law impairing the obligation 
of a contract or divesting vested rights, 
and upon the faith of the provision ot the 
constitution of the United States prohib
iting a State to pass anv law impairing 
the obligation ol contracts. That more 
than $100,000 oi bonds have been issued 
under each ot the laws under which the 
bonds held by complainant have been put 
forth.

That none of the foregoingcontraetshave 
been performed, but, on the contrary, de
fendants, Kellogg, Clinton and Dubuclet, 
have given oat that no interest maturing 
atter December 31, 1873, on the bonds ot 
the State issued before that date shall be 
paid, nor ahall any principal of said bonds 
be redeemed, and hare riven o
elated that tin 
Cilftttf'
contract*

given oat and de
win not levy and collect 

the aforeaaidjpecial 
tate, and will net set

sinking funds provided for bv law prior to 
the adoptiqu ot said act No. 3, ot 1874, the 
payment ol the interest thereunder, or the 
redemption ol the principal of said bonds.

The bill further prays that the de
fendants may be decreed to comply 
with and specifically perform the 
said contracts ol the State by setting 
apart the funds agreed therein to be set 
apart by estimating the amount of tax re
quired to comply with said contracts, bv 
collecting the same as provided by said 
contracts, by depositing and holding the 
proceeds of tho same according to said 
agreements, and bv paying the interest on 
said bonds as it shall mature, and redeeming 
the principal thereof according to said 
agreements.

An amended bill, filed on the sixteenth ot 
March, sets oat the provisions of an act, No. 
55, passed by the General Assembly of 
Louisiana and approved Maroh 14, 1874. 
the general purpose and effect ot which is 
to forbid and prevent any officer of the 
State from assessing oolleeting or enforcing 
the payment of any tax for the payment 
of the principal ana interest of the State 
debt, the asaessment and collecting of 
which is not specially provided for by some 
»ct ol the General Assembly passed

remedy would be the legal writ of manda
mus. It is true that before the writ could 
issue the bondholders must ha.v'e recovered 
a judgment at law on their bonds. Bath 
County vs. Avery, 13 Wall., 247; Graham vs. 
Norton, 15 Wall., 427.

It may be replied to this that the bond
holders can not lay the necessary founda
tion for the writ of mandamus in the United 
States courts, because they are prohibited 
from suing the State by the eleventh 
amendment to the constitution of the 
United States. But this fact may prove 
that there is no remedy for the complaints 
in the United States courts. It certainly 
does not loilow that because there are ob
stacles to the adoption of the plain legal 
remedy, that therefore the remedy is 

equity. It might as well* be 
claimed that becanse the bondholders 
could not go into a court of law and recover 

judgment against the State upon his 
bonds, he might, therefore, go into equity 
and seek adectee against the officers of the 
State for the amount due on his bonds.

When the eleventh amendment to the 
constitution declares, “that tho judicial 
power of the United States shall not be 
cons‘rued to extend to any suit at law or in 
equity, commenced or prosecuted against 
oue of the United States by citizens of 
another Srate, or subjects ot any foreign 
State,” the purpose is clear to etempt 
States from suits upon their contracts, either 
at law or equity; and the fact that this 
amendment interposes an obstacle to a suit 
at law against a State does not give a court 
ot equity jurisdiction to enforce the same 
contract, on the pretext that there is no 
remedy at law. Suits in both forms against 
the State are prohibited.

It is evident, therefore, that should this 
bill come en for final hearing, the decree 
prayed for could not be granted.

We may, however, consider the bill as 
one for injunction only; and the question 
now presented is, can and ought the court 
to allow the injunction to go as prayed lor ?

It is claimed by the bill, and conceded by 
counsel fpr defendants, that the bonds of 
the Srate of Louisiana held by complainants 
are contracts; that the laws under which 
these bonds were issued, and which provide 
for the levy aud collection of taxes to nay 
the interest and reduce the principal, and 
declared that the same should be annually 
continued until the principal and interest 
of said bonds were fully paidjthat these pro
visions ot law entered into and formed a 
part of the contract between the State and 
the bondholder just as completely as if the 
laws themselves were inserted in the body 
of the bouds. The Stare has therefore con
tracted that at a certain date named iu the 
bonds she will pay the principal; that in the 
meantime she will pay the interest semi
annually to the holder of the bonds, and as 
an assurance that this part of her contract 
will he performed, she promises, further, 
that she will levy and collect an annual tax 
to make these payments, aud that the rev
enues raised by this tax shall be set apart 
for the purpose of paying said interest and 
principal.

It is conceded that the State has made 
this contract with the complainant.', in tms 
case.

Now, to what ends is the injunction 
sought in this case. They are twotoid.

1. To compel the officers of the State to 
execute the contracts of the state, by es
timating. levying, collecting and applying 
to the payment of the bonds the tax origin
ally provided by law for the payment of 
the interest and the rcuemnnon ot the prin
cipal. It is true, the prayer far in-unction 
is that the officers of the State may be re
strained from hindering or delaying the es
timate, levy and collection of tho tax. etc. 
But as the defendants are cbe officers 
whose duty it is to estimate, levy and col
lect, it is clear that such an injunction from 
this court would be manna orv. and com
pel the performance oi affirmative acts.

2. To restrain the State officers from re
ceiving delinquent taxes in Auditor’s war
rants instead of lawful money ot the United 
States.

The first question presented bv the prayer 
for injunction is. can rue officers of the 
State be compelled by injunction to do an
i i l t i r n ia t i r A  nnr*

the State officers from receiving delinquent 
taxes in Auditor’s warrants, will show that 
this is an indirect way of praying for an 
injunction to compel the State officers to re
ceive the delinquent taxes in lawful money 
of the United States according to the con
tract of the State as claimed by complain
ants. The complainants wonld not be satis
fied should the State officers suspend the 
receipt of State warrants. The evident 
purpose of this part of the injunction is to 
compel them to receive lawful money, for 
unless the officers, after declining to receive 
Auditor's warrants, proceeded to collect 
the taxep in lawful money the complainant 
would take no advantage from his motion.

But the fatal objection to the motion of 
complainant is found in the character of 
his bill. It is either a suit in effect against 
the State of Louisiana or, if not, the parties 
defendant are merely nominal parties, hav
ing no real interest in the controversy. In 
either ca3e no decree can be made in the 
cause.

This case is clearly distinguishable from 
the case of Osborne vs. the Bank of the 
United States, 9 Wheaton, 338, and that of 
Davis vs. Gray, 16 Wall., 203,andother cases 
cited by complainant.

In the case of Osborne vs. the bank the 
bill was filed by the bank to restrain Os
borne, who was Auditor of the State of 
Ohio, from acting under a void law of a 
State in tho collection of a tax levied upon 
the bank aud for a decree against Curry, 
the late Treasurer, Sullivan, the incumbent 
Treasurer, and Osborne, the Auditor, for 
money illegally collected by them from the 
bank.

It was. alleged in the bill that neither 
Cury nor Sullivan held the money as offi
cers, but as individuals.

The court in this case held that the suit 
was well brought, beckuse the State was 
not nominally a party to the record, and 
the parties made defendant had a real in
terest in the cause, since their personal re
sponsibility was acknowledged, aud, if de
nied, could be demonstrated.

In tho case of Davis vs. Gray, Davis, who 
was defendant in the court below, and who 
was named upon the record as Governor ol 
Texas, was sought to be enjoined from cast
ing a cloud upon the title of complainant to 
certain lands in Texas by locating warrants 
thefeon in pursuance of a void and uncon
stitutional enactment ot the State. Although 
be professed to act as Governor he was im
pairing the rights of complainant without 
the authority ot any valid law; he was act
ing in his own wrong, and upon his own 
responsibility and was personally liable.

ru both these cases the object was to re
strain individuals holding public offices 
from doing acts to the injury of complain
ant for which there was no legal warrant, 
and by the doing of which they incurred a 
personal liability. How different is the 
case under consideration. Hare is an at
tempt to compel the public officers of a 
State to do positive and affirmative acta as 
such, to compel the carrying out of what the 
complainant conceives to be the law of the 
State, not in accordance with their own 
sense of duty aud their own interpretation 
ot the law.

la the case of Kentucky vs. Dennison, 
Governor, 21 Howard, 10*', it was held that 
neither the Congress nor the courts of the 
United States could coerce a State officer as 
such to perform any duty imposed upon 
him by act of Congress. Does it not follow 
i fortiori that a court of the United States 
can not compel the Governor of a State to 
execute a law passed by the Stare 1 

In Osborne vs. the Bank and Davis vs. 
Grey it was held that a United States cir
cuit court mignt. in a proper case in equity, 
enjoin a State officer from executing a State 
law in conflict with the constitution or a 
statute of the United States when such exe
cution would violate the rights of complain
ant. But no case has yet decided that a 
circuit court of the u nited States can com
pel the executive aud administrative offi
cers of a State to execute the laws of the 
State.

Cfinnorffeter Hit-
son;. George Hnnaton.

Larceny—Katie Shannon.
TRUE BILLS.

State vs. Anthony O'Rourke —Arson.
State vs. John Powers. Bartley Collins, 

George Finnegan, Patrick Jonee.—Break
ing and entering a store in the night time,
etc., and larceny.

State vs. Jlenry Hamilton and Jessie 
Woods.—Murder.

PLEADED NOT GUILTY.
Larceny—Dennis Dewning. Reuben Scott, 

Reuben Baker. John Foster. John Henry.
Assault and battery—W. J. O'Connor, A. 

Oliviero, Ch. Ferrant. one Lynch, George 
Lynch, F. Gang, Kate McCoy, John 
Frenchy.

Vagrancy—Theodore George.
Perjury—Henry Stige.

PLEADED GUILTY.

Larceny—James Hheinhard, alias Flash- 
coon.

AFFIDAVITS DISMISSED.

Henry Heslia, M. Elkin. Edward Webb, 
Joseph Kennedy. E. F’. Moncreath, M. La
fourche, James Finn. John Kennedy, Mr. 
and Mrs. Cusick. John Rohtortom,* Hen
rietta Page.

NOLLE PROSEQUI ENTERED.

State vs. William Drabing.—Assault and 
oattery.

APPEAL g r a n t e d .
State vs. William Iieiiiy.—Assault with 

intent to rob.
NEW TRIAL REFUSED.

State vs. Jose Planelias.—Assault and 
batter}-.

State vs. Ephraim Maurice.—Murder.
NEW TRIALS GRANTED.

State vs. George Hayes.—Murder.
SENTENCED.

State vs. Tony Long.—As»anlt and bat
tery: one day m Parish Prison.

State vs. William Henry.—Larceny; six 
months in Penitentiary.

State vs. Gus Young.—Burglary and lar
ceny. First count, two years; second count, 
one year iu Penitentiary.

State vs. Andrew Walker.—Larceny. Six 
months in Penitentiarv.

respects, which the ocnStitution of 1868 
finally established, and hence the neoee-

I sity ifor a mm eoapwihnaeive deffaitieo
of the electors and jurors’ qualifications. 
Henee sections 2143 Ray's Revised Statutes, 
already quoted, and 2144. This radical and 
material alteration of all pre existing laws 
on the subject, so far as they had ignored 
the rights of the colored population, super
induced an absolute necessity for the mak
ing of a new list which should comprise all 
persons liable to jury duty, and the furnish
ing of the same by the civil sheriff' in ac
cordance with seotion 2144, Ray’s Revised 
Statutes. I know of no particular reasons 
why the Legislature made it incumbent on 
him to do it in the month of December. But 
it may be supposed, that the object was to 
make these laws operative as speedily as 
possible. The framers of them may be sup-, 
posed to have indulged fearful apprehen 
sions of the predelictions, influence and 
power, which the courts possessed, or were 
in some measure guided by, touching the 
exercise and enjoyment of some of the 
rights which the government had bestowed 
upon the colored population. Let all these 
surmises be as they may. the list was made 
by Sheriff jD. S. Sauvinet, aud since that 
rime all persons, legally qualified, have been 
permitted and allowed to serve on the juries 
in all cases, whether the questions submit
ted involved any of the rights of colored 
persons or not. I can not concur with conn 
sel in the plea that a new list of qualified 
jurors should be made in the month of 
December of each year, first, because 
a new registration is not made every year 
second, because, in my opinion, it was 
never the object of the lawgiver to require 
the sheriff to ascertain who and how many 
are naturalized during the year, nor who 
nor how many reach the age of majority, or 
become resident citizens during each year 
and lastly, because such an interpretation 
would render the law utterly impracticable 
aud reduce it to a mass of contradictions 
and palpable absurdities. F’or instance 
there are in the parish of Orleans not less 
than 45,000 qualified electors, of which 
number fully 25,000 are liable to jury duty. 
Such was the case when the original list 
was furnished by Sheriff Sauvinet. The 
law requires (section 2146) that the sheriff 
shall “draw from the jury box the names of 
the jurors, and continue to draw, for each 
successive jury, until all the names in said 
box have been drawn out.” How can this

affirmative act 
The complainant claims that the funding 

bill, and the act of March 14. 1374, which in 
effect prohibit the collection of taxes for 
the payment of the principal and interest of 
the outstanding bonds of the State, are un
constitutional and therefore void. If this 
be conceded, then the case is in the same 
plight as if these acts just named had never 
been passed, and as if the officers of the

«*oe the first day of January, 1874. and to 
forbid the Governor, Auditor and Treasurer
from setting apart any fends for the pay- 
aMnt tf  the principal or intenet of any

G - —- 1 ■ ■  ■  w — — Mijf If 18T
SevMal persona holding beads of the

State, without pretence of warrant uf law, 
were refusing to levy and collect the taxes, 
which the State had agreed should be lev
ied and collected and applied to the pav 
inent of these bonds. Has this court'the 
power, by injunction, to compel them by 
mandatory injunction to do an affirmative 
act?

The authorities are adverse. The case of 
Walkley vs. city ot Muscatine. 6 Wallace. 
483. was 3 bill in equity, to compel the 
authorities of the city of Muscatine to ievv a 
tax upon the property of the inhabitants for 
the purpose of paying the interest on certain 
bonds issued by the city. It appeared that 
a judgment hail been recovered in the same 
court against the city for $7666, interest due 
on the bonds held by plaintiff ; that execu
tion had been issued and returned unsatis
fied, no property being found liable to exe
cution; that the mayor and aldermen had 
been requested to levy a tax to pay the 
judgment, but had refused; that the* city 
authorities possessed the power under their 
charter to levy a tax of one per cent on the 
valuation of the • city property, and had 
made a levy annually, but hud appropriated 
the proceeds to other purposes, and had 
wholly neglected to pay the interest upon 
the bonds. The bill prayed that the mayor 
aud aldermen might be decreed to levy the 
tar. and appropriate so much of the pro
ceeds as might be sufficient to pay the judg
ment, interest and costs.

Upon this case the Supreme Court says; 
W'e are of opinion that complainant lias 

mistaken the appropriate remedy in the 
case which was by writ of mandamus from 
the Circuit Court.”

We have been furnished with no author
ity for the substitution of a bill in 
equity and injunction lor the writ 
ot mandamus. An injunction is generally 

preventive writ, not an affirmative rem
edy. It is sometimes used iu the latter 
character, but this is in cases where it is 
used by the court to carry into effect its 
own decrees, as in putting the purchaser 
under a decree of foreclosure of a mortgage 
into possession of the premises. Even the 
exercise of this power was doubted till the 
case of Hershaw vs. Thompson, 4 John's 
Chg., 609, in which the learned chancellor, 
after an examination of the cases in Eng
land on the subject, came to the conclusion 
he possessed it not. however, by the writ of 
injunction, but by the writ of assistance.

In Rogers' Locomotive Works vs. Erie 
Railway Company, 20 New Jersey Equity 
Reports, page 379,'the court, alter a learned 
review of all the cases, both English and 
American, bearing npon the subject, an
nounced the conclusion that a mandatory 
injunction will not be ordered upon a 
preliminary or interlocutory motion, but 
only upon final hearing, and then only 
to execute the decree or judgment of the 
court. It is only in oases of obstruction to 
easements or rights of like nature that main
taining a structure as a means of preventing 
their enjoyment will be restrained and the 
structure ordered to be removed as part of 
the means of restraining the defendant 
from interrupting toe. enjoyment of the 
right.

To the same effect* is the oase of Audenreid 
to. Railroad Company, 68 Penn. State, 370. 
It in clear to ay  mind that the injunction 
asked for in the first branch of this motion 
mils within the category of mandatory in- 
juetfoiuMmd eta not, therefore, be granted

▲  consideration ot the aacoai branch of

their official character, the State may be 
considered a party to the record. Madrazo 
vs. Governor ot Georgia, 1 Peters, 110. If 
the suit is against the officers as individ
uals merely, and the offices they htdd are 
given deftly to describe tlieiripersons, they 
have no interest in the subjeet matter anil 
no decree should go agaiust them.

In the view I have taken of the case I 
have conceded what complainants claim 
that the funding 1)111 and the act ot March 
14, 1874. are both unconstitutional and 
void, and have regarded the case just as if 
those acts had never "been passed, to wit: a 
bill to compel the defendants, officers of 
the State, to execute its laws. This maybe 
done in the case of the officers of municipal 
corporations, but the sovereign power of a 
State can not be so coerced. To uo so would 
be to substitute this co -,rt for the execu
tive officers of the State, to supplant their 
views of duty anti tue obligations im
posed upon them br t:ie.r official oath 
bv the discretion of this ourt and its official 
oath. In other ords. it would be an uu 
dertakiug on the part of this court to ad
minister the State government. This the 
court has no power aud .no inclination to 
do.

In my judgment, this is to all intents 
and purposes a suit against the State. The 
officers of the State, mciuuing the chief 
executive, are su d in their official capac
ity to compel them to e teenfe the laws of 
the State, ft is a suit to enforce a contract 
of the State to pay oney. The officers are 
not sued as individuals who happen to be 
in public office to prevent them from doing 
some act to the wreiudiceof complainant not 
warranted by law.as was the case in Osborne 
ys. the Bank and ’‘avis vs. Gray. If a suit 
like this can be sustained then the eleventh 
amendment to the constitution of the United 
States is waste paper.

For the reasons stated, the motion for in
junction is overruled.

S u p e r io r  D is tr ic t  C ou rt.
The following petition was filed, but no 

order issued:
John G. Monrose vs. City of New Or

leans.—Petition alleges a debt of the city 
ol $6515 lor commissions of two and a half 
per cent on the sale of the market tor the 
year 1874 for $260,000.

George Woods vs. New Orleans Gaslight 
Company;  ̂ Crescent City Gaslight Com
pany vs. New Orleans Gaslight Company; 
State of Louisiana and City of New Or-

State vs. William Tavlor.—Assault and 
battery; $10 fine

State vs. Brown-Assault and battery: I vnox “a"e orawn out. now can uns fine uaiteiy, i p,, done it in December of each year he
S eco n d  D is tr ic t  C ou rt must put 25.000 names in the box? Besides.

this system would prevent thousands from 
ever serving on the jury, and here let me 
remark that this is not only a duty, but a 
privilege to which each qualified efector is 
absolutely entitled—a privilege which to 
the colored man. in some instances of popu 
lar feeling, may justly be considered inesti 
mable. But reverting to the argument ot 
counsel, can it* be supposed that in the 
lapse of one year the civil courts 
of this city could ever require 
the services of 25,000 jurors, when 
only thirty-six are allowed at any one term 
The law is imperative that the sheriff shall 
continue to draw until all the names are 
drawn out of the box. Now, it according 
to counsel’s argument, he must place al. 
the names of all the electors in the box 
every December, it follows, that during the 
year, the civil courts should require the 
service ot 25,000 jurors. Else they can not 
all be drawn out as the law requires. But. 
further still, the law declares that the 
jurors shall not be required to serve 
“second time, until all the names have been 
drawn from the box.” How would it be 
possible to avoid drawing them a second 
time, if after each drawing their names are 
to be placed in the box? Furtherstill, “when
ever the box shall be emptied, the sheriff 
shall return all the names upon the jury list 
into the jury box and commence a new 
drawing.” Thus, it is plainly the intention 
of the lawgivers, that what is demanded 
by counsel shall not be done. That*is, he 
requires that all the names shall be placed 
in the fury box each December, whereas 
the act declares they shall not be put back 

Now unless 
out there 

„ in the jury 
box. Considering therefore, that the great 
object of the lawgivers has been reached 
in conferring upon all the citizens of the 
State residing in the parish ot Orleans, 
the tight to exercise his equality 

the interpretation and application of 
the laws to the conduct of nitn, and con
vinced that the civil sheriff has adopted the 
only course lie could have pursued in the 
premises without giving rise to far more 
serious questions than those at issue, I 
must overrule the exception, and retain the 
jury as having been drawn and summoned 
to serve according to law.

Successions of Charles C. Weiss and 
Etienne Camblong opened.

F ifth  D is tr ic t  C o u rt.

J. Q. A. Fellows vs. William P. Kellogg.— 
Defendant's answer denies the jurisaietion 
of the court, alleging that this is an action 
to compel the payment to plaintiff of money 
belonging to the Mate, and is either a suit 
against the State or in effect a mandamus 
on the respondent. In either case the Su
perior District Court for the parish of Or
leans is vested with exclusive jurisdiction 
to hear and determine the cause. Where
fore he prays the suit be dismissed with 
costs.

Judge Cullom rendered the following de
cision:

George L. Gettworth and wife ve. Teuto 
nia Insurance Company. On the challenge 
to the array of petit jurors:

On this, the thirteenth day of the jury 
term, the above entitled and numbered 
case was called for trial. The parties, 
properly represented by their attorneys, an
nounced their readiness to proceed with 
the investigation, and the court ordered 
thê  jury to be called. Thereupon defend
ant s counsel filed a challenge to the array 
or panel of jurors, on the ground—

1. That the sheriff did not, in the month 
of December last, nor at any other time, 
furnish a list of all persons residing in the 
parish of Orleans who were liable to jury 
duty.

2. Because the jury box from which the 
jurors were drawn did not contain the

in 1870, and contained the names of many 
persons not qualified to serve as jurors, and 
that about 6000 names had already been 
drawn out of the jury box, and which had 
not been returned into the same at the 
time of drawing the present jury. Tiiat 
there were about 10,000 persons in the 
parish liable to jury duty whose names 
were not, aud had never been, placed in 
the said jury box: that in 1872 there had 
been a revision of the registration of voters 
by which about 10,000 names had been 
added and about 5000 stic-ken oft.

3. Because the names were not drawn nor 
written down, nor were the jurors sum
moned by the sheriff', nor by his duly quali
fied deputies.

4. Because the judge of the court excused 
about 100 oi those summoned who were le 
’ailv liable to jury duty, and who had no 
le^al excuse.

This ground was entirely abandoned by 
the failure oi counsel to offer any proof 
whatever of its verity. The first and sec
ond grounds are so intimately biended, by 
their necessary unity of theory as to th'e 
mode of forming the list, and fdacing the 
names in the jury box, kept by the sheriff, 
that I will consider them as a unit. The 
fourth ground, according to exceptor's enu
meration, I will dismiss without comment, 
barely renia-iking that the evidence ad 
duced entirely failed to establish its cor 
reetness.

Much of the argument of connsel in be
half of this exception (in substance a mo
tion to quash and set aside the venire), was 
based on the laws which regulate the man 
ner and mode of drawing juries in the 
country parishes of this State, and which 
have no application whatever to the draw
ing of juries in the parish of Orleans. 
Among others is the act “relative to juries 
in and lor the State of Louisiana; to deter
mine the qualification ot jurors; to prescribe

D e a th  i^f C o lo n el 11. C . R a n so m .
Lieutenant Colonel Hyatt C. Ransom, 

Deputy Quartermaster "General, United 
States army, died at Jeffersonville last 
evening at eight o’clock. Colonel Ransom 
was a well known army officer, having at 
one time been on duty at this post as Chief 
Quartermaster for the Department ot the 
Cumberland. In 1868 he was in charge of 
the government depot of Jeffersonville, and 
since then has occupied chief places in the 
Quartermaster’s Department. For the past 
year he has been stationed at New Orleans, 
as Chief Quartermaster for the Department 
of the Gulf, and it was while there that he 
contracted the disease which ended in his 
death. His disease was the flux, or the 
ulceration of the bowels. He was brought 
to Jeffersonville a few weeks ago by the 
advice of his physician, and since his arrival 
there he has hung between life and death, 
and for the last week his death has been 
hourly anticipated. The deceased was mar
ried in Jeffersonville a few years ago to 
Miss Sarah Childs, a sister to the Hon. John 
F. Read, ot that city. He was born in New 
York, graduated at West Point, and was 
appointed second lieutenant of mounted 
rifles. July I, 1851; served with nis com-

the manner and fix the'time of "drawinsr I ™and until his entry as a captain into the 
juries.” etc., atmroved Anril an 1R7 3  t ..: ..! . I Quartermaster s Department, October 15,juries.” etc., approved April 30, 1873, being 
act No. 94. It expressly excepts the parish 
of Orleans from its operation, and therefore 
can have no effect upon the question now 
before me.

I will therefore direct my inquiries to the 
interpretation and construction of those 
sections bf the law which were intended for

1859, in which he was appointed to his last 
rank July 17, 1862. The time and place of 
the funeral of the deceased have not been 
announced.—Louise'die Commercial.

M ARG U ERITE.

To night I took her picture out,
Ana, looking long in the door face,
I sought to ttud some little trace 

Of the olil unite; a shuddering doubt 
FeU on my heart, for atrange and cold 

- Seemed the pure face I loved of old,
Ho fair, so sweet,

■' My Marguerite t
There were the deep and perfect eyes,

The crown of hair, the chin, the moutu.
(How bitter is a frozen south')

I tried to hear low voiced replies 
To rav soft .-hidings, but none came— 
Only the echoes of her name—

My fair one sweet,
My Marguerite!

And did vou love me once so well—
Ho well you could not h-ar to part ? 
Weeping you clung, while in rnv heart 

A wealth of love I could not te’i 
Was yearning, burning, ail for you.
Of ail your words was one word true ’

Tell me, my sweet,
My M arguerite!

I clasped your hands to give you strength,
I waruld not take year plighted word,
I said. "Fiv ftee, fly free, niv bird,”

But it the time shall come at lengrh 
When weary you shall seek for rest— 
Couie spek it—find it, iu my breast.

I love you sweet,
My ilarguerite 1

It maybe that yon thought ms cold 
Because niv love was so restrained:
It may lie that your heart was pained.

You could uot guess what was not tool:
But while I seemed so strong to bear, 
Darling mv heart was lying there,

Beueath your feet,
My Marguerite '

—Victoria Magazine.

S h e r m a n  ou  th e  8 r a  C o a s t  D e fe n c e s .
General Sherman puts no restraint on the 

expression of his contempt for the forts 
which furnish the principal argument 
against the reduction of the army. We 
have got the-forts, therefore we must keep 
the troops to take care of the forts and pre
serve the property that i» in them. Gene
ral Sherman thus spits on these institu
tions: “Some of what are called military 
posts are mere collections of huts made of 
logs, adobes, or mere boles in tha ground, 
and are about as much forts as prairie-dog 
villages might be called forts ” Again: "My 
judgment has always been that on our sea- 
ooard we occupy too mau.v little insignifi-’ 
cant posts, called forts or batteries, which 
might as well be washed into the sea. and 
the quicker the better.” There are 
one nundred and eighty-three posts 
from which quartermaster’s returns 
are made. So long as any one of them on 
the seaboard is habitable.*or cau be made 
habitable, some officer will command the 
political or social influence to get himself 
piartered in it, and saved from service in 
Arizona. Texas, Wyoming and Dakota. 
These insignificant Atlantic and lake forts. * 
utterly useless in a military sense, are ex
ceedingly useful to officers who don't want 
to fight Indians, and invaluable as argu
ments for the retention of the army at its 
present figures. As they exist, they con
stitute the difficulty in the reduction of the 
staff. They make supernumerary officers 
and an overgrown staff necessary, and they 
are hung on to by the army for the express 
reason that they furnish employment to 
officers and give lieutenants aud captains 
independent commands.

The people agree with General Sherman. 
The "prairie dog villages" and the insignifi
cant Atlantic forts that “ought to be 
washed into the sea,” shouid be abandoned 
forthwith. The army should be reduced. 
Then it shonld be consolidated. Then it 
should be stationed where alone an army is 
needed in the United. States—in Dakota, 
Wyoming, Nebraska, Western Texas and 
Arizona. What is not wanted there, is not 
wanted anywhere. The people say, let tho 
regular army be reduced.—AVir York San.

R o m a n tic  A Ia r r la # e  in  M taunton .
Miss Jennie Johnson of New Orleans,

the parish of Orleans alone, so far~as the hml been a pupil at the Augusta Fe
furnishing of the list of voters and the ma*e Seminary, had known and loved a
manner of drawing the juries are concerned YounS iMprehant of the Crescent City, 

Every qualified voter residing in the par- naIuetl Wilcox, before she went there. Wil-
______ __________ ___ ish of Orleans, except such are exempt by cox loved tlle maiden fair. By preconcerted

leans, intervenors.—These cases have been '-s bound to serve as a juror. Section acti.on be appeared in Staunton last August
on trial two days. The first is an applica- 2143, Ray’s Revised Statutes. at t*ie American Hotel, and by playing the

Section 2114. ibid, declares that- “It shall coue'n dodge on the unsuspecting academy 
be the duty of the sheriff of the parish of PrinciI,al> ‘ie was permitted several unob- 

corporation April 1, 1875, to prevent the ex- I Orleans, in the month of December to fur- |Jruc.te,i interviews with his lady love, 
penditure of the surplus funds or anv act nisli a list of all persons liable to jury duty , tinaI1Y £°‘ a Ucense, and presenting
looking to the continuance ol the charter, residing in the parish of Orleans.” the same to the Methodist parsonage
The plaintiff in the second suit alleges the Sec. 2145, ibid: “Each jury shall consist ? a8 du,y ®arried’ he starting imrne- 
tenuination of the defendant company’s of thirty-six jurors, except for the First dlatel>* lor Orleans, and she for
rights; that the pretense of continuation is I District Court; thev shall serve one month ” I academy. ’Ihe little wife kept the 
a slander of title and is unconstitutional. Section 2146; “Whenever a jury is to lie secret bravely till a week since, when she 
Both ask for a perpetual injunction. The drawn it shall be the duty of the sheriff to ,mParted it under injunction of the Strict- 
State intervenes in both cases, insisting oft I draw from the box the names of the jurors esl B<‘rt about non^xevealment. Of course 
the termination of defendant's charter, (the box ailuded to is provided for̂ in the u'"?/-™0*1! ln Stauaton knew all tibout it in 
The city ot New Orleans also intervenes in second paragraph of section 2127 of Ray's I ?*■ an lour a*terwaids. Paterfamilias 
the second suit, claiming that defendant's Revised Statutes), and continue se to draw I bemg summoned  ̂ took the matter iihiloso- 
charter has been forfeited by non perform- for each successive jury until all the names 
ante: that the extension by the act of 1860 in eaid box have been drawn out, and no 
has never been accepted by the city: and person shall be required to serve a second 
also that the city has the right of purchase I time upon the iurv until all the names have 
of the works April 1, 1875. F’urther, that
the act creating the plaintiff company is 
unconstitutional, in violating the obligation 
of contracts and the vested rights of the 
city, and also claims that the Legislature 
has no power to grant a monopoly of 
making gas. as the city has the right with
out any legislative grant whatever.

The defendant answers both petitions 6f 
plaintiff and the three of the intervenors 
with the plea of res judicata, asserts the 
constitutionality of the act of extension 
and its acceptance by the city, and denies 
that of tke act of 1870, incorporating the 
Crescent City Company, as it violates the 
obligation of contracts and vested rights, 
and aiso t̂hat the act was unlawfully altered 
by Governor Warmoth after passage and 
before promulgation by the insertion of 
other corporators, and was never legally 
approved.

The principal evidence in the case has 
been documentary, the plaintiffs proving 
their act ot incorporation, and the defense 
showing the amount of property invested, 
cost of gas, number of consumers, etc. The 
State has put in no evidence, but only cross- 
examined witnesses. The city has yet two 
more witnesses to be examined on Monday, 
when the arguments will commence, each 
party being allowed Urn hours.

First District Ceart.
INFORMATIONS TILED.

Wounding less than mayhem—Larinia
Wilson.

uuon the jury until all the names have . 
□fen drawn iroin the box, and whenever 
the box shall be emptied the sheriff shall 
return ali the names upon the jury list into 
the jury box and commence a new drawing."
. Such is the law governing the manner of I 
juries in the parish of Orleans, which has | 
some features resembling that enacted for 
the country parishes, and but one which is 
identical, to wit: It is equally incumbent 
upon the sheriff to cause to be written on 
separate ballots of paper of uniform size, 
the name of each person fonnd upon the list. 
These names are placed in the box kept by 
the sheriff, and from them the juries for the 
parish of Orleans are drawn. The decision

phically, and earned his daughter to New 
Orleans. He remarked that he should en
deavor to make the most out of it, and do 
all in his power to contribute to the pros
perity and happiness of the strangely 
wedded pair. The Valley Virginian re
marks thereupon: “Hereafter we think 
young cousins will have to come to Staun
ton pretty strongly authenticated before 
they will be permitted to pay their respects 
to the young ladies ot any of our female 
schools."—Richmond State Journal.

On b e y  H a l l ’s  D a u g h te r s .
The Route Journal says: “Ex-Mayor Hall, 

of New York, is blessed witb five daughters, 
and is having each educated in some spe-

•de"cial pursuit, that she may thus be guarded
„ ------------- , against the vicissitudes of fortune. One of

in ease of Flower vs. Legras, reported the daughters is a designer and etcher, 
m the An., and cited by counsel in sup- having learned all the details ef wood en- 

ol his exception or motion to quae' ’ " * —
has no earthly application to this, as it was 
interpretative oi the law enacted for the 
country parishes, from the provisions of 
which the parish of Orleans is expressly 
excepted. Reverting, then, to the above 
eited special law for this parish, it will be 
observed that, by the emancipation of the 
colored population and the recognition of 
tbeir political status as eitiaene, under and 
by virtue of the constitution of 1868, a 
very large number of persona was added to 
the list of those who, down to that time, 
had been liable to jury service. It is true 
that colored persons had alrsady been 
legislatively pronounced qualified jurors by 
an act of 13t><, I think; bnt there not 
been that fall, free sS^ complete recogni
tion of their various political rights, 4a all

graving at the Cooper Institute. Her de
signs for books and some for Frank Leslie’s 
publications have attracted mnch attention. 
Another daughter is a writer ot children’s 
books, as well as an accomplished pianist. 
A third is receiving special training for the 
lyric stage, possessing a full, round, awreet 
chest voice. Another is already distin
guished as a soubretteand character actress 
in private circles, while the fifth is perfect
ing herself as n modiste and milliner. 
These respective pursuits will perhaps 
never be utilized while Mr. Hall enjoys so 
i*rg?.“ ^.1,UDnitive » practice as at present, 
bn* it Will be a comfort to him aad his fam
ily to know that, if ever occasion arises, 
there are occupations open to the daughters 
beyond the usually forced and precarious 
ones of govsTssasm, oompanfons, etc.”

W ill  th e  C o m in g  M an  S t e a l  t
It is unnecessary to make any invidious 

selection of instances to satify "the people 
of this country at least that we are passing 
through a phase of dishonesty in individual, 
social and political life, such as has never 
before been known. But while it is unnec
essary to particularize cases, it may cot be 
uninstruerive it we briefly summarize a 
classitication of the different styles of fraud, 
swindling, embezzlement and other kinds 
ot thievery which have come”to our knowl
edge1 in a collection of transactions gleaned 
from exchanges in about two weeks’ watoh- 
ing. Setting aside altogether, as too cum
bersome and complicated to encounter, 
the various charges against the adminis
tration of the general and State govern
ments, we may briefly enumerate the 
others, as follows: There are county, city 
and town treasuries robbed, sheriffs anil 
other local officials have absconded with 
money, and there are presidents of banks, 
cashiers of banks and tellers of banks 
charged with embezzlement. There are a 
gas company in Cincinnati, the president of 
the Cleveland, Sandusky aud Cincinnati 
railroad, aud the treasurer of Wyoming 
county, Pennsylvania, accused of*appro
priating public and corporation moneys; 
there are sehool funds misappropriated 
here, negroes swindled by the most palpable 
frauds there, and blackmailing everywhere: 
there is the Groesbeck. scandal, aud tho 
Brooklyn ring frauds, and Governor Moses, 
ol South Carolina; in fact, we have 
statements collated in brief telegraphic 
simplicity, of the numerous orders ot swind
ling, hailing from Washington, Richmond, 
Charleston, Montgomery. New Orleans, 
Cincinnati, Chicago, Louisville, Harrisburg, 
Jersey City, Elizabeth, and other cities too 
numerous to mention. As to election frauds, 
Indian frauds, illicit distilling—these are 
matters of daily occurrence; while the cases 
of individual dishonesty, and the cultiva
tion of fraud in business and social rela
tions. are apparently a necessity ot our civ
ilization. Never before has there been, in 
this country at least, such a lax spirit 
abroad, such disheartening evidence ot 
national and personal demoralization. 
Will the coming man steal ?” We believe 

he will—if there is anything left to get 
away with surreptitiously.

Clubs are trumps in the next drawing. 
Clubs are trumps in the next drawing. 
Clubs are trumps in the next drawing. 
Clubs are trumps in the next drawing. 
Clubs are trumps iu the next drawm”.

.So join together and get your tickets.
So join together and get your tickets.
So join together and get your tickets.
So join together and get your tickets.
So join together and get your tickets.

A V e n e r a b le  B e l l .
Last June Mr. A. R. Whittier purchased 

the bell formerly used in the Hanover Street 
Methodist Church of Boston, intending to 
have it placed in the belfry of the Methodist 
Church edifice at Hyde Park, now rapidly ■ 
approaching completion. This beli weighs 
1000 pounds, was cast by Paul Revere, and I 
was the first bell made in Boston. At- the . 
time of the purchase the society that had 
for so many years responded to its calls had 
apparently ceased to exist. Since then, 
however, a new start has been made, and , 
an association of ladies, headed by the wife * 
°f Supervisor Simmons, have applied to 
Mr. Whittier to have the contract annulled s 
in order that the bell may be retained for 
the use of the society. Mr. Whittier has 
replied that in consideration of the many 
associations that must have endeared the 
bell to them, he is willing to return it on 
the following conditions; That thev shall 
lurnish the Methodist Society of Ilyae Park 

one as acceptable to them, and aiso ) 
obtain the consent ot the 110 stockholders 
who contributed to the purchase of the bell, t 
—Boston Rtrajd.

R e d a c t io n  o f  th e  A rm y.
The 'bill reported by Mr. Coburn in the 

House yesterday lor the gradual reduction 
of the army provides for dispensing with 
five regiments of infantry, one of artillery 
and one of cavalry, and receive no more en
listments until the aggregate is reduced to 
the number of 25,000, rank and file, the re
duction to take place January 1, 1875. No 
more commissions are to be issued, and any 
officer resigning before the above date will 
be allowed one year’s pay in advance of 
time of resignation.

When the redaction is complete the force 
of the regular army will stand as follows: 
Twenty regiments of infantry, nine regi- 
mentfl of cavalry and four regiments of ar- 
tillefy.

The opinion prevails tha* it will not go 
through the Loose without much onposi- 

Should it fio so, however, it will 
naroly surrlve a passage through the Sen
ate, so officers need not be in haste about 
resigning their commissions.— Washtnotoo 
Chronicle.

A Troy paper, writing of the late Elder 
Knapp, speaks of incidents “in Ike early 
history of thneorpee.”


