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well as civil,.when a written document is relied on to sustain the:
prosecution or plaintiff’s case, it must be set out either verbatim or
in substance, and not a statement of the opinion of the pleader as to°
the effect it . was intended to or might produce. The information does:
not undertake to give the substance of the document mentioned, but
only itseffect. Iam of opinion that this is not sufficient, especially in-
a criminal charge. Had section 5440, referred to, and the only one
upon which the charge for conspiracy in the case can be maintained,
not required to constitute the offense some overt act to be committed -
by one of the conspirators, I am of opinion there is enough in the in-
formation to require the defendants to plead to it; but, when closely .
examined, I do not find a sufficient averment of an act done by any
one of the conspirators to effect and carry out the objeet and pur--
pose of the alleged conspiracy, and for the want of which the motion
to quash must be sustained, with leave to the district attorney to.
prefer one or more indictments before the grand jury now in session
for any of the alleged wrongful acts stated in the information.

Uxitep States v. MARTIN.
(District Court, D, Oregon.. June 27, 1883.)

1. OFFICER OF THE UNITED STATES.

A deputy marshal is an officer of the United States, within the purview of
section 5398 of the Revised Statutes, and so is the keeper of a state jail to whose
custody a person is committed by legal process issued by a United States court
or judicial officer, with the conszent of the state.

2. CoxMissioNER oF THE Circuir COURT.

A commissioner of the circuit court, when engaged under section 1014 of the
Revised Statutes in causing the arrest or imprisonment, or holding to bail for
trial, any person charged with the cominission of a crime against the United
States, acts as a committing magistrate, and must proceed according to the law
of the state in similar cases.

3. OrpER TOo BRrING PRISONER 1xTO COURT.

Section 1030 of the Revised Statutes does not apply to proceedings before-
such commissioners acting under the authority of said section 1014; and it is:
doubttul if a jailer having a prisoner in custody for trial in the circuit or dis-
trict court is obliged to bring or send him into court, or deliver him to the mar-
shal for that purpose; without a written order to that effect.

4. LEcAL PROCESS UNDER SECTION 5398. . .

Under the Oregon Code of Criminal Procedure, §§ 402, 403, and at common
law, it is sufficient in a commitment to designate the crime involved in killing a
human being with malice aforethought, generally, as *“ murder;” and therefore
a commitment issued by a commissioner of the circuit court, in and for said
state, directed to the keeper of a county or town jail therein, and requiring
him to receive and safely keep a person therein named, and charged upon the
oath of another with the crime of “ murder,” until discharged by due course of
law, i3 legal process, within the mecaning of that term as used in the latter
clause of said section 539%; and resistance to the execution thereof, as by tak-
ing such person out of such jail or the custody of such jailer without his cons
scni, is a violation of such section. - N .
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Information for the Violation of section 5398, Rev. St.

James F. Watson, for the United States.

W. Lair Hill and W. J. Thompson, for defendants.

Drapy, J. On January 9, 1883, the district attorney, by leave of
{he court, filed an information herein, charging the defendant with a
violation of section 5393 of the Revised Statutes, which provides
that—

“ Every person who knowing]y and willfully obstruets, resists, or opposes any
officer of the United States in serving, or attempting to serve or execute, any
mesne process or warrant, or any rule or order of any court of the United

States, or any other legal or ]ud.cxal writ or process, * * * ghall be im-
prisoned not more than twelve months and fined not less than $300.”

The information contains two counts, and states that Ah Hote,
Weet Soot, Capsula, and Petenus, Indians belonging to the Uma-
tilla Indian reservation, being charged, before a commissioner of this
_court, with the crime of murder, committed in the killing of one
Charles Mulberen, were by said commissioner eommitted to custody
‘pending their examination upon said charge,—the first-named two,
to the custody of the keeper of the town jail of Pendleton, Oregon,
and the Jast two to the custody of the defendant, as l\eepel of
“the county jail of Umatilla county, Oregon; that the defendant after-
.wards knowingly and willfully took and rescued said Ah Hote and
-Weet Soot from the custody of the keeper of said town jail, and also
‘relused to deliver said Petenus and Capsula to the United States
‘marshal, although demanded by the latter, upon the order of said
commissioner, to bring them before him fer further examination upon
. said charge, and with foxce and violence prevented said marshal from
executing said order. The defendant demurred to the information
onthe ground that this court had no jurisdiction of the crime charged
against the Indians. On February 5, 1883, the court cverruled the
demurrer. 14 Fep. Rep. 817. Thereupon the defendant surren-
dered the Indians to the marshal, and they were indicted by a grand
jury of this court for the murder of Mulheren. An Indian of the
same reservation, named Tummusk, was included in the indietment,
and subsequently found and arrested by the marshal. Upon the trial,
all of them, except Weet Soot, who was discharged from the indiet-
ment and allowed fo become a witness for the government, were
found guilty of manslaughter, and on May 22, 1883, sentenced to 10
-years’ imprisonment each in the penitentiary of Oregon. On Febru-
ary 16, 1883, this cause was submitted to the court for judgment
upon a stipulation to the effect that a statement of facts then filed in
the court should be taken and considered to be the special verdict of
a jury in the case, subject, however, to objection for immateriality to
all or any portion of such-statement. From this special verdict it

‘substantially appears as follows: '

(1) That said four Indians all belong to said Indlan reservation, and are
’lthl the charge of an Indian agent.
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(2) That said Charles Mulheren was a white man, and was killed by said
Indians on said reservation on Novenber 22, 1382,

(3) That the defendant is,and at and during all the times herein mentioned
was, the sheriff of said Umatilla county and the keeper of the jail thereot;
that Mr. Fred. Page Tustin is, and at and during said times wuas, a duly-ap-
pointed commissioner of this court, with authority to examine, commit for
trial, and admit #o bail “all persons committing olfenses against the laws of
the United States” in the district of Oregon; that 8. L. Morse is, and at and
during said times was, a duly-appointed and acting deputy marshal of the
United States for said district; and that P, M. McDonald is, and at and dur-
ing said times was, the keeper of the town jail in said town of Pendleton.

(4) That said commissioner, on November 28, 1832, on a complaint duly
verified by the oath of said McDonald on said date, charging Weet Soot with
the crime of murder in killing said Charles Mulheren on November 22, 1832,
in the county of Umatilla and district of Oregon, and on said Indian reserva-
tion, issued a warrant for the arrest of said Weet Soot on said charge, upon
which he was aurrested by said Morse on November 29, 1832, and brought be-
fore said commissioner for examination on December 8th; that afterwards
Ah Hote, Petenus, and Capsula were arrested by said Morse on similar war-
rants issted by said commissioner for their respective arrests on similar com-
plaints, verified by the oath of said McDonald, the complaints and warrrants
in the cases of Ah Hote and Petenus being each dated December the 4th, and
in the case of Capsula on December 16th; that Ah Hote was arrested on De-
cember 7th, and brought before the commissioner for examination on Decem-
ber 8th; and that, thereupon, said Weet Soot and Ah Hote were each
committed to the custody of the keeper of the town il aforesaid on a mit-
timus issued by said cdinmissioner, from which it appeiared that the prison-
ers had been charged on oath with the crime of murder committed in Uina-
tilla county, Oregon, on November 22, 1832, and examined by said commis-
sioner on said charge, and required “to render himself in appearance betore
him,” and that said keeper was commanded in the name of the president of
the United States to receive the said Ah Hote and Weet Soot, as prisoners of
the United States, into his custody in said town jail, *“there to remain until
discharged by due course of law;” that sai? Petenus and Capsule were ar-
rested on December 16th, and brought before said commissioner on the same
day for examination, and were thereupon each committed to the custody of
the defendant, as keeper of the county jail aforesuid, upon a mittimus issued
by the coinmissioner, similar to those issued to the keeper of the town jail in
the cases of Ah Hote and Weet Soot.

(5) That Ah Hote and Weet Soot remained in the custody of the keeper of
said town jail, under said commitinents, until December 18, 1882, when the
defendant tovk them from said custody and jail without the consent of said
keeper, upon a warrant from the cireunit court of the state for said county,
directed to him assheriff thereof, and commanding hiw to arrest all of said In-
dians as defendants in an indictment found by the grand jury of siaid court on
said day, charging them with the crime of murder, in killing said Mulheren,

(6) That on said December 18th said commissioner made a verbal order
directing said Morse to bring all of suid Indians before him for further ex-
amination upon the charge aforesaid, which order he thien and there attempted
to execute, and for that purpose demanded each of said Indians from the de-
fendant, who then had them all in h s custody in said county jail, and knew
that said Morse was then acting as deputy United States marshal, and made
such demand as such deputy, and in pursuance of said order of the commis-
sioner; but the deiendant refused to deliverany of said Indians to said deputy,
or to permit him to take any of them from said county jail, giving as a reason
therefor the tinding of the indictment in the state court, and the issuing of
the warrant to him thereon, as atoresaid.
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(7) That the defendant acted in good faith in the premises, believing it to
be his duty as sherift to take and detain said Iadians.

The defendant contends that judgment cannot be given against
him on this verdict for a violation of said section 5298 of the Revised
Statutes, because it does not appear therefrom that he obstructed or
resisted an officer of the United States in the execution or attempt to
execute a legal order or process of the United States, or any court
thereof, in that it does not appear from the facts found that it was
stated or alleged, in any of the proccedings before the commissioner
for the arrest, examination, or commitment of said Indians, that Mul-
heren was a white man, and therefore it does not appear that th-
commissioner had jurisdiction to issue a warrant for the arrest of
said Indians for the killing of said Mulheren, or to make any order
concerning the same.

There is no question but that Morse was “an officer of the United
States” within the purview of the statute, (U. S.v. Tinklepaugh, 3
Blatehf. 423,) and that a commissioner of this court might, in a
proper case, issue “legal process,” within the meaning of the latter
clause of said section 5398, (I7. S. v. Lukins, 3 Wash. C. C. 837,)
even if it should be held that he is not a “court of the United States”
within the meaning thereof. And for the purpose of this case, since
the decision on the demurrer, it must be assumed that Commissioner
Page had jurisdiction and authority to issue any process, or make
any order for the arrest, examination, and commitment of said Indians
for trial in this court upon the charge of having killed a white man
upon the Indian reservation. Such was the decision of the court
upon the demurrer to the information; and, upon a consultation with
the circuit judge at the beginning of the April term of the circuit court,
he concurred in the conclusion, having already made the same ruling
in effect. U. S.v. Leathers, 6 Sawy. 17; U. S.v. Sturgeon, 1d. 29,

In the case of Ah Hote and Weet Soot it is alleged that the defend-
ant took and rescued them from the custody of McDonald, and the
special verdict finds, in effect, that he took them from the jail and
custody of the latter without his consent,—the fact being thaf, Me-
Donald was made to understand that it would be no use for him to
resist the defendant, and best for him not to do so. DBy this act the
defendant certainly obstructed McDonald in the execution of the
commitments from the commissioner, directing him to keep those
two Indians in his custody until discharged therefrom by due course
of law—that is, the law of the United States. McDonald, \‘i-'hlle Ah
Hote and Wect Soot were in his custody under these commitments,
was so far “an officer of the United States” within the meaning of
this statute. By the resolution of September 23, 1789, congress rec-
ommended to the legislatures of the several states “to pass laws
making it expressly the duty of the keepers of their jails to receive
and safe keep therein all prisoners committed under the authority of
the United States, until they shall be discharged by the due course
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of the laws thereof, under the like penalties as in the case of persons
committed nnder the anthority of such states respectively.” Dy sec-
tion ST of the Code of Criminal Procedure, this state, in pursuance
of this resoluticn, gave the United States the use of its jails, and in’
section 938 provided that “a sherifl or jailer to whose custody a pris-
oner is committed, as provided in the last section, [987,] is answer-
able for his safe-keeping, in the courts of the United States, accord-
ing to the laws thereof.”

In Randolph v. Donaldson, 9 Cranch, 85, which was an action
against the marshal for an escape of a debtor committed by him un-
der said resolution to a Virginia jail, with the consent of the state,
the question arose as to the custody of the prisoner under such com-
mitment. The court held that the jailer was not the deputy of the
marshal, and that the latter had nothing to do with the prisoner
while in the custody of the former. In delivering the opinion of the
court Mr, Justice Srony said:

“When a prisoner is regularly committed to a state jail by the marshal, he
is no longer in the custody of the marshal, nor controllable by himm. The
marshal has no authority to command or direct the keeper in respect to the
nature of the imprisonment. The keeper becomes responsible for his own
acts, and may expose himself by misconduct to the ¢‘pains and penalties’ of
the law. Tor certain purposes and to certain intents the state jail, lawfully
used by the United States, may be deemed to be the jail of the United States,.
and that keeper to be the keeper of the United States.””

As to the case of Petenus and Capsula, it is found by the special
verdiet that the defendant refused to deliver them to Morse when de-.
manded by the latter in pursuance of the order of the commissioner,
on account, as he said, of the state warrant which he had in the
mean time reccived for their arrest to answer the indictment then
found in the state court against them.

- The defendant was then in the situation of an officer receiving dif-
ferent and independent writs against the same person or thing. In.
such case, assuming that each is lawful, it is the duty of the officer
to exccute them according to the priority of right, which ordinarity
depends upon the time of their receipt by him. Freeman, Ex. §§ 129-
135,251. ~ On this occasion the defendant held Petenus and Capsula
upon United States process, as a United States officer or jailer, and
the process from the state court was directed to him as a sheriff or.
state officer. Apart from any question of the paramount authority
of one of these processes, arising from the exclusive jurisdiction of
the United States over the subject-matter, it is plain that the state
process was under the circumstances subordinated and postponed to
that of the United States, and.could not be executed until the latter
was functus officio. The United States process was received by the
defendant, and he was holding the prisoners under it, before the state
process was even issued, or the indictment found upon which it was
based. When he reccived the state process the Indians were in cus-
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. todia legis, under the United States process, and the defendant could
.not execute the former; or even attempt to do so, witliout obstructing
the execution of the latter and thereby committing a erime against
the United States, as well as a contempt of the authority of the com-
missioner. The order of the commissioner to Morse, directing him
to bring the prisoners before him for further examination, was also
an order to the defendant, in-his character as United States jafler,
to deliver Petenus and Capsula to the deputy marshal for that pur-
pose.

The only objection now made to the validity of the commitments
giving the custody of Ah Hote and Weet Soot to McDonald, and the
order to the defendant to deliver Petenus and Capsula to the deputy

-marshal, is that it does not appear from such commitiments or order,
or the prior proceedings before the commissioner, that Mulheren was
a white man. It is not pretended but that the defendant knew that
Mullieren was a white man, and that the homicide occurred on the
‘reservation; in other words, that as a matter of fact he knew, when
he obstructed the process and disobeyed the order, of the existence of

-every fact that gave the commissioner jurisdiction and authority over
the case, and that, notwithstanding such knowledge, he willfully ob-
structed the officer in the execution of such process, and resisted
such order. .

The order to bring up Petenus and Capsula was, so far as appears,
a verbal one, and in this respect may be presumed to have followed
-the commmitments. Whether such an order must not be in writing
before it ean be resisted, within the meaning of the statute, is a ques-
-tion.  Section 1030 of the Revised Statutes is cited as showing that
no “writ” is necessary to bring a prisoner into “court” or remand him
to custody, “but the same shall be done on the order of the court or
distvict aitorney.” 1t may be the practice under this section in the
.circuit and distriet courts to bring in and remand a prisoner on the
verbal order of the district attorney. - But if the jailer should insist
on written evidence of the order of such officer to let a prisozer be
taken out of his custody, it is not apparent on what ground he could
be charged with resistance thereto. But this section does not ap-
pear to be applicable to a proceeding.before a commissioner. Sec-

-tlon 1014 of the Revised Statutes is the authority under which a
.commissioner of the cireuit court acts when engaged in a proceeding
for the arrest, commitment, or bail of a person charged with a crime
-against the United States, and such section provides that he shall
proceed therein “agreeably to the usual mode of process” against
-offenders in such state.

A commissioner acting under this statute is simply a committing
magistrate. The ambiguous phrase “mode of process” is inter-
-preted to mean “mode of proceeding,” and this proceeding is aceord-
«Ing to the law of the state in similar cases. U. S. v. Rundlett, 2
-Cuart. 42; Inre Martin, 5 Blatehf. 307;.U. S. v. Case, S Blatchf, 250.
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The validity of the process and order in question must, then, be de-
termined by reference to the law of Oregon for the arrest, examina-
tion, and commitment of persons charged with the commission of
crime against the laws of the state. The statute law of the state upon
the sub;ect is found in chapters 33, 384, 35, and 36 of the Code or
Criminal Procedure, (Or. Laws, 383, 393) e

Briefly stated, this requires that a warrant for the arrest of any one
shall not issue except upon a statement on oath to the effect that the
person sought to be arrested is guilty of some “designated crime.”
The warrant for the arrest must “state a crime in respect to which
the magistrate has authority to issue a warrant.” When arrested the
accused may give bail to answer, but if he does not he must be taken
before a magistrate for examination, which procezdimg may be ad-
journed from day to day for not more than six days without the sonsent
of the defendant, in which case the accused may be committed for
examination or discharged on bail pen .ing the same.

The commitment for an examination may be made by an 1ndorqe-
ment to that effect on the warrant. If the accused is held to answer,
the magistrate must make an order in his docket to that effect, “desig-
nating” therein “generally” the erime for which he is held, and then
make and sign a comumitiment, “designating” also therein, “gener-
ally,” the “charge,” and deliver the same with the prisoner to the
sheriff, who must receive ti:e former into lds “custody and detain him
until legal'y discharged.”

The temporary commitments in this case were not made by in-
dorsements on the warrants, but by separate writs. But this is only
a matter of form, of which the defendani cannot complain. The crime
or charge against each prisoner was designated in the commitments
generally as “murder.” This is the’name of the crime which results
from the unlawful killing of a human being with malice aforethought,
both at common law and in the statute. 4 Dlack, 195; sections 2145,
2146, 5339, Rev. St. This designation of the crime would be suf-
ficient in a final commitment by a magistrate in a state case, when
the prisoner was charged with a felonious homicide. The pariiculars
constituting a erime are not to be stated in a commitment as in an
indictment, If the cause of the commitment or species of crime
charged against the prisoner be stated in the commitment with con-
venient certainty, that is sufficient. 4 Black, 300; Bouv. Law Dict.
“Commitmem ;” Ex parte Burford, 3 Cranch, 448. And if the offense
charged has a specific name, by which it is known in the law, as lar-
ceny, arson, burglmy or murder, a designation of it by that name
in the commitment is sufhclently certain. Upon a habeas corpus to
inquire into the validity of the commitment nothing more would be
required on this point. -

Does the fact that the commission of the crime in thxs case in-
volved the circumstance that the person killed was “white,” make it
necessary to state the same in the commitment? Ithink not. What-
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ever killing the law makes murder is murder and nothing more, and
is sufficiently designated by the use of that term in a commitment for
trial or further hearing. A commissioner of this court has authority,
under the laws of the United States and upon proof of probable cause,
to commit persons for trial on the charge of murder, either committed
on the high seas, in Alaska, in a place in the state within the exclu-
sive jurisdietion of the United States, or, in certain cases, upon an
Indian reservation, within the state. But when he does commit a
person upon such a charge it is not necessary, either under the Code
or at common law, to set forth the evidence or circumstances that in
the particular case constitute the crime, or demonstrate the juris-
diction of the officer beyond a peradventure. Under the law of the
state (Code Crim. Proc. § 506) a person who kills another in the at-
tempt to commit any or certain felonies, although such killing is ac-
cidental, is gmlty of murder. But, in a commitment in such case, it
would only be necessary to designate the crime as “murder,” without
mentioning the circumstance which alone made a homicide, otherwise
innocent, amount to murder.

These commitments, then, are valid upon their face, and are prima
Jacie legal process. Therefore, when the defendant obstructed the
execution of the two directed to McDonald by taking Ah IHote and
Weet Soot out of his custody, he was guilty of a violation of section
5398 of the Revised Statutes, unless it should turn out that they
were void for want of authority or jurisdiction in the commissioner
who executed them. But, in the judgment of this court, he had
such authority and jurisdiction, and in this respect they are legal
Pprocess of the United States.

The defendant, with a full knowledge of all the facts, willfully in-
terfered with the execution of this process, and but for the considerate
conduct of MeDonald might have caused an unseemly and serious
conflict between the national and state courts. For this misconduet
he had not even the excuse that the siate had by its diligence first
discovered the criminals, and acquired or attempted to acquire juris-
diction in the premises.

As to the verbal order to the defendant to deliver Petenus and
Capsula to the deputy marshal, the case in its legal aspect is not so
clear. He is charged in the information with obstructing the deputy
In the execution of these orders. But he was then claiming to hold
the prisoners as sheriff under the state process, so that, in fact and
law, he obstructed the execution of the commitments issued to him-
self as United States jailer by taking the prisoners out of his custody
as such jailer upon the state process issued to himself as sheriff.
But this is not the charge in the information. These commitments,
being for further examination, should have been made from day to
day, unless made for a definite longer period, with the consent of the
Prisoners. But this is an error which does not concern the defend-
ant, It was his duty to receive and keep safely Petenus and Cap-
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»sula under these commitments, as a jailer of the United States, until
- they were discharged by the law of the United Smtes, and, in the
_mean time, to return the state warrant “not executed,” because the
_ persons named therein were already in the custody o1 the United
States upom a criminal charge.
But my impression is that the dofendant was not bound to recog-
nize a verbal order delivered to him by the deputy miarshal as legal
. process issued by the commissioner, and that he had a right to insist
. upon a writing to that effect. If the commitments had been made
for a day or other fixed period, there would be less difficulty in hold-
. ing the verbal order suificient, as the mittimus itself would in that
. case limit the time during which the prisoners shonld remain in tlie
. defendant’s custody.  And even then it seems to me that the jailer
- might demand the written evidence of the official character of such
; order before he could be compelled to.obey it. And although the
defendant d'd not refuse to deliver Petenus and Capsula on any snch
. ground as this, but claimed to hold them as sheriff under the warrant
of the state court, I do not think that this helps the case. If such
- verbal order was not legal process, no guilt was incurred by the re-
. fusal to obey it, whatever the reason may have been for such refusal.
. The judgment of the court upon the special verdict is that the de-
fendant is guilty as charged in the first count of the information, and
not guilty as charged in the second one. Notwithstanding the ad-
- mission in the verdict that the defendant acted in good faith, the case
is one meet for exemplary punishment. But consideration will be given
~to the fact that the defendant, as soon as the decision on the demur-
rer to the information was announced, quietly surrendered the pris-
. oners to the deputy marshal, when they were duly committed for trial
in this court. The judgment of the court is that the defendant pay
a fine of $100 and be imprisoned one day, and stand committed un-
til the fine 1s paid.
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Wuite v, E. P. Greason Maxur'a Co.

(Circuit Court, 8. D. New York. June 21, 1883.)

1. PATENTS FOR INVENTIONS—REISSUED PATENT INVALID.
Reissued letters patent No. 7,286, granted to J. White, August 29, 1876, for a
globe-holder, are invalid.
Gleason Manuf’g Co. v. White, 8 FED. REP. 817, affirmed.

2. SAME—OFFICE OF DISCLAIMER.

A disclaimer can add nothing to a patent. It can takeaway from that which
has been described as the invention and claimed as such, so as to be covered by
the grant of the patent, but it has no office to make the patent cover anything,
however clearly shown in the patent, not described and claimed as & part of the
invention.

In Equity.

M. Daniel Connolly, for orator.

Jogeph C. Clayton, for defendant. ,

Waeerer, J. This suit is brought upon reissued letters patent
No. 7,286, granted to the orator upon the surrender of original let-
ters No, 162,731, dated April 27, 1875, for an improvement in globe-
holders. - It has been before heard, and upon that hearing it was de-
cided that the patent wasinvalid for want of novelty. White v. Glea-
son Manuf'g Co. 8 FEp. Rer. 917; 19 O. G. 1494. Since then the
orator has filed a disclaimer, the cause has been opened, and the dis-
claimer, with some other proof, received in evidence, and a rehearing
has been had upon the case so made up. The disclaimer could add
nothing to the patent. It could take away from what was described
as the invention and claimed as such, so as to be covered by the grant
of the patent, but it had no office to make the patent cover anything,
however clearly shown in the patent, not so described and claimed as
a part of the invention. The patent was for an improvement in
globe-holders, not for a globe-holder as a new thing. The improve-
ment consisted in elastic arms, with hooks or catches at the ends for
receiving and holding the lower edge of the globe. The patentee, in
his specification, said:

“My invention consists broadly of a globe or gas shade-holder or support,
formed with spring or elastic arms, terminating in hooks or catches, for em-
bracing the lower edge or tHange around the neck or lower opening of the
globe or gas shade. These arms are to be fastened to a burner in any suitable
manner, as by riveting through a disk having a central aperture, through
which said burner passes.”

There were two claims; the first was for a globe-holder having such
arms, and the second was for a globe-holder having a disk or center,
with an aperture for the burner and such arms. It is obvious that
he did not think he had invented anything but these arms, and did
ot intend to, and did not, in fact, describe and claim anything but
globe-holders with such arms as his. He did not intend to, and did



