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BALE v. BUGG et aL
(Oircult Court, W. D. Arkansas. March 31, 1897.)

1. FEDERAL OOURTS-ENJOINING SUIT IN STATE COURT-CONCURRENT Jmus·
DICTION.
A circuit court of the United States will not, at the instance of a receiver

appointed by a state court in another state, enjoin creditors who have attached
property In a state court In this state from prosecuting their suit in the state
court; nor will It make any order requiring the sheriff to deliver property In
bls custody under attachment proceedings to the receiver of the circuit court.
The general rule is that, where there are two or more tribunals competent to
issue process to bind the goods of a party, the goods shall be considered as
effectually bound by the authority of the process under which they were first
seized, and the court which first obtains possession of the res must be allowed
to dispose of It without Interference or Interruption from a co-ordinate court.
Under the state of facts above set out, a circuit court of the United States
will not look Into the pleadings In the state court to see whether any cause of
action Is stated, for the reason that the pleadings, If defective, may be amend-
ed; and, If the facts are such as not to admit of an amendment, the state
court Is the proper tribunal to determine that question.

J. BAME-REMEDY FOR WRONGFUL ATTACHMENT BY STATE COURT.
If a party, where property has been attached wrongfully in a state court,

desires to pursue It In a circuit court of the United States, his remedy Is tres-
pass, not replevin, and not by proceedings for an Injunction or receiver. The
rights of domicll1ary and ancillary receivers of the assets of IIlBolvent mutual
benefit associations, and the rights of cred1tors, casually discussed, but not de-
cided. Marshall v. Holmes, 12 Sup. Ct. 62, 141 U. S.589, does not contravene
any principle decided in this case.

Suit in equity by William D. Hale, as receiver of the American
Savings & Loan Association, against T. W. Bugg and others. Heard
on the pleadings and stipulation of facts..
Eugene G. Hay and Jos. M. Hill, for plaintift
T. W. M. Boone, for defendants.

ROGERS, District Judge. The facts necessary to a correct deter·
mination of this cause are as follows: J. W. Hood, Antone Maree,
George H. Lyman, and several other creditors, all citizens of Arkan·
Bml, on the 21st of FebruarJ, 1896, filed a creditors' bill in the Se·
bastian circuit court for the mt. Smith district against the American
Savings & Loan Association of Minneapolis, Minn., and, having made
the necessary affidavits, caused an attachment to be issued and levied
upon a body of land belonging to said association, situate in the Ft.
Smith district of Sebastian county, Ark., and which, for convenience,
is cal.led the "Tilley Tract." While said Tilley tract was in the cus-
tody of the sheriff the defendant association appeared in the state
court, and removed the case into this court. Upon its being docket·
ed here a motion was filed to remand the same, which was according-
ly done; and that case is now pending in the Sebastian circuit court
for the Ft. Smith district, its status being the same as when it was
originally removed into this court. Subsequently, on the 19th of
November, 1896, the bill in this case was filed in this oourt by William
D. Hale, as receiver of the American Savings & Loan Association,
against all the plaintiffs in the suit in the state court, the agents tor
the Arkansas land, and the sheriff of county, who holds.the
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Tilley tract under attachment from the state court, as defendants,
and alleges that he was appointed such receiver on the 14th of Janu-
ary, 1896, by the. district court of the Fourth judicial district of the

of Minnesota, at the relation of the attorney. general of that
state; said association being a corporation created and existing under
and by authority of the laws of that state, and that subsequently, on

of June, 1896, the appointment of said Hale as receiver was
made permanent, and said receiver invested by the decree of said
court with all the lands, tenements, hereditaments, choses in action,
and assets of every kind, wherever situate, and the officers of said
company decreed to convey, and did convey, to said Hale on the 27th
of June, 1896, among other things, the said Tilley tract of land, and
also other lands described in the complaint, situate in the Western
district of Arkansas. It alleges that under the orders and decrees
of said court it is the duty of the said receiver to reduce to possession
all assets of every description belonging to said association, and
from the' money so derived to pay the creditors of said corporation,
and disburse the residue under the orders of that court; that on
the 7th of November, 1896, the said district court for the state of
Minnesota directed said receiver to file a bill in this court to the end
that the real estate situate in ,the Western district of Arkansas might
be reduced to his possession through the appointment of a receiver.
His alleged that the said William D. Hale is a citizen and resident
of the state of IMinnesota, and that all of the defendants to this bill
are residents, citizens, and inhabitants of the Welltern district of
Arkansas, and that all the tracts of land in controversy exceed in
value the sum Of $2,000. It is also that the plaintiffs in the
suit in the Sebastian circuit court for the Ft. Smith district are stock-
holders in said defendant association, and that there are no creditors
of such association in said state except such stockholders, and that
no citizen of Arkansas has any prior right or rights in the Arkansas
lands; that said association was a duly-created building or savings
and loan association of the state of Minnesota, its business being to
assist its members in saving: and investing money, and in buying and
improving real estate, and in procuring money for other purposes, by
loaning or advancing, under the mutual building society plan, to
such of them as may desire to anticipate the ultimate value of their
shares, from funds accumulated from the monthly contributions of
its stockholders, and also such other funds as might from time to
time come into its hands; that the Arkansas stockholders paid their
stock in monthly subscriptions, in accordance with the methods of
business adopted by the company; that said association owns real
estate in 19 states, and has mortgages in 29 others, and that all the
stockholders in eaCh of said states were jointly interested with the
Arkansas stockholders in the rights, privileges, immunities, and lia-
bilities of said association; that the association is insolvent, and has
been so declared by the said district court of Minnesota, at the rela-
tion of the attorney general of said state, and that the rights atld lia-
bilities of each and every stockholder in said corporation were to be
determined and adjudicated under the laws of the state of Minnesota;
that the said creditors' bill filed in the Arkansas state court is based
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upon subscriptions of stock which the said plaintiffs therein had paid,
and that said suit in the said state court is an attempt upon the part
of the plaintiffs in said suit in said state to secure an unlawful prefer-
ence over other stockholders in said association, and over creditors
of said corporation, and is unauthorized by law and against equity
and good conscience; that said receiver is not a party to said suit
in said state court, although it was filed after he had been appointed
and was invested with all of the assets of said corporation, and after
said corporation was adjudged insolvent and restrained from further
controlling or managing its assets. It does not appear from the
bill that said corporation has ever been dissolved. Folger v. Insur-
ance Co., 99 Mass. 267; Hubbard v. Bank, 7Mete. (Mass.) 340; Taylor
v. Insurance Co., 14 Allen, 353. On the contrary, it appears that
said corporation appeared in the Arkansas state court, and caused
said suit to be removed to this court, which suit, as bef{)re stated,
has been remanded to the state court. The prayer of the bill is for
the appointment of an ancillary receiver to take possession of all the
property of said association in Arkansas, and to sell the same under
proper orders of the court, and bring the proceeds into said court, to
be turned over to the complainant, to be administered under the or·
del's of the district court of the state of Minnesota, or, in the event the
. judges of this court determine otherwise, then to be administered
under proper orders of this court, and the surplus, if any, to be
turned over to the complainant, to be administered under the laws of
the state of Minnesota; (2) that the sheriff of Sebastian county, and
George H. Lyman, the agent of said association, and defendants Clark
& Clock, agents of other property situated at Eureka Springs, Ark.,
be required to deliver to the receiver so appointed the real estate un·
del' their control; (3) that the Arkansas defendant stoc.kholders, who
are plaintiffs in the suit in the Arkansas state court, be enjoined and
restrained from pursuine: their action at law in this court, or in the
Sebastian circuit court for the Ft Smith district, or any other court,
and be required to dismiss their attachment of said real estate in
said Arkansas state court. The bill also prays for general relief.
All of the defendants except Olark & Clock appear and file answer,
but the answer does not contravene any matters of fact hereinbefore
stated. The replication was duly filed, and the cause submitted to
the court upon bill and exhibits, answer and replication, and the writ-
ten stipulation that the allegations of fact contained in the pleadings
are true, and that they state all the facts of the case.
The court is of opinion that the bill is sufficient to authorize the ap-

pointment of an ancillary receiver to take charge of all the property
in the state upon which no prior lien by citizens of this state has
been acquired. The real question in the case is "whether or not this
court can render any decree which in any wise affects the sheri:l1"s
possession of the Tilley tract, duly levied upon under attachment,
issued from the state court at the instance of the plaintiffs in that
suit, who are defendants in this." In the determination of this ques·
tion, it is not necessary to decide, and I do not decide, whether or
not the plaintiffs in the state circuit court have stated any cause of
action. or whether. under the admitted facts in this case, any caut'le
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of action can be stated which would entitle them to recover against
the defendant corporation, or the receiver appointed in this case,
should he conclude to make himself a party to that suit, contesting
the title and right of possession to the Tilley tract, for the reason that,
if the cause of action in that case is defectively stated, it can be
amended, and, if the facts do not admit of its being so amended as
to make a good cause of action, that question can be determined by
that court, which has jurisdiction of the parties and the subject-
matter. If it be said that this view of the case deprives the plaintiff,
who is a citizen of Minnesota, of his right, guarantied under the laws
of the United States, to have his case tried in the federal court, the
answer is that, had the receiver, in apt time, and before the defend-
ants instituted their suit in the state court, applied here for the ap-
pointment of an ancillary receiver to take charge of the assets of the
said assodation in this state, it would have been granted, and the
federal court would then have adjudicated and settled all the ques-
tions involved; or, if the receiver had appeared in apt time and made
himself a party to the proceedings in the state court for the purpose
only of testing his title and right to the possession of the Tilley tract,
the court is inclined ti:> the opinion that, the property being worth
more than $2,000, he wOUld have had the right to remove the case into
the federal court for trial. Hoover & Allen 00. v. Oolumbia Straw-
Paper 00.,68 Fed. 945; Lehigh Zinc & Iron Co. v. New Jersey Zinc &
Iron Co., 43 Fed. 545. But, if thB court is in error in this regard, then
it must be held that, when the assoCiation engaged in business in this
state, it elected, under the conditions above stated, to submit such
matters to the jurisdiction of the state court. We confine ourselves,
therefore, to the simple questions stated.
. Mr. Beach, in his work on Receivers (paragraph 20), after discuss-
ing the comity between courts of different states, and courts of co-
ordinate jurisdiction in the same state, says:
"The same principle of comity which has already been noticed as actuating the

settlement of similar questions.between courts of different states has been invoked
for their determination, until the rule Is now well settled by the practice of the
courts, under both systems, that the court which first acquires jurisdiction of the
res or subject-matter will retain such jurisdiction until the final disposition of
the case. While this rule Is subject to limitations, It Is well settled that while
the property is In the possession of a court, either actually 01' constructively, that
court Is bound to protect Its possession from the process of other Buck
v. Oolbath, 3 Wall. 334; Andrews v. Smith. 19 BIatchf. 100, 5 Fed. 833."

The supreme court of the United States, in Riggs v. JohnsolJ. 00.,
6 Wall. 196, says:
"Based on that consideration, the settled rule is that the remedy of a party

whose property is wrongfully attached under process issued from a circuit court,
If he wishes to pursue it in a state tribunal; is trespass, and not replevin, as the
sheriff cannot take property out of the possession and custody of the marshal.
Freeman v. Howe. 24 How. 455. • • • Undoubtedly circult courts and state
courts, in certa1n controversies between citizens of different states, are courts
of concurrent and co-ordinate jurisdiction; and the general rule is that, as between
coutts of concurrent jurisdiction, the court that first obtains possession of the con-
troversy, or of the property In dispute, must be allowed to dispose of It without
interference or interruption from the co-ordinate court. Such questions usually
arise in respect to property attached on mesne process, or property seized upon
execution; .and the general rule is that, where there are two or more tribunals
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competent to issue process to bind the goods of a party, the goods shall be con·
sidered as effectually bound by the authority of the process under which they
were first attached or seized. Corresponding decisions bave been made in tills
court, as in the case of Hagan v. Lucas, 10 Pet. 400, where it was heid that the
marshal could not seize property previously attached by the sheriff and held by
him or his agent under valid process from a state court. Taylor T. Carry!, 20
How. 595; Mallett v. Dexter, 1 Curt. 174, Fed. Cas. No. 8,988."
In Christmas v. Russell, 14 Wall. 69, the court say:
"That judgment [Freeman v. Howe, 24 How. 450] was reversed by this court

upon the ground that the circuit court, having first acquired possession of the
res, could not be depl'h' I of that possession until the litigation there was brought
to a close,"
See, also, New Orleans v. Steamship Co., 20 Wall. 393.
Authorities on this precise point might be multiplied almost indefi·

nitely, but the general rule is so well established as not to require
further citation.
Baldwin v. Hosmer (Mich.) 5,9 N. W. 432, is the case of a mutual

benefit association like the American Savings & Loan Association, of
which the plaintiff in this case is receiver. Its title was the "Order
of the Iron Hall," and it was a corporation organized under the laws
of Indiana, where its supreme lodge was located. It had nearly 1,200
local or sisterhood branches in different states, and 9 in Canada, with
a total membership of 60,000 persons. It became insolvent, and a
receiver was appointed at Indianapolis, and also an ancillary receiver
iJ;l Michigan, where it had a sisterhood or local branch, which local
branch had f" '1s in its possession. James F. Failey was appointed
receiver Ilt L .' illlapolis. Ind., where the main lodge was located, of
an the propeny of every kind of the Iron Hall, both within and with-
out the state of Indiana, with full powers, such as receivers ordinarily
exercise. The other facts are very similar to those stated in this
case. The receiver appointed in Michigan sought to compel the local
orderj to turn over the fQnds in its hands to him as receiver. The
local order declined. Thereupon the Michigan receiver filed a peti-
tion in the court which appointed him, praying the court for an order
to compel the local order to show cause why they should not be pun·
ished for contempt in not turning over the funds. The petition was
refused, and thereupon the receiver filed a petition in the supreme
court of Michigan for a mandamus to compel the circuit judge to com·
pel the local order, by proceedings for contempt, to turn over the
funds. The mandamus was refused. The supreme court of Michi-
gan went into an elaborate discussion of the entire case. I quote
from the synopsis:
"(1) Where the rules of a mutual benefit order provide that the reserve fund

of its local branches in other states shall be controlled by and belong to the
supreme lodge, the title to such fund is in the supreme lodge, and must be so
dIstributed that each member shall derive benefit from the entire corpus of the
assets of the supreme lodge, without regard to its local habitation. (2) Where
such order becomes insolvent, and a domiciliary and an ancillary receiver are
appointed therefor, the local branches cannot refuse, without good cause shown,
to turn over the assets to the ancillary receiver, and when he has possession there·
of the court may order them transmitted to the domiciliary receiver."
In this case the local order had been garnished prior to any of the

steps taken to compel it by proceedings in contempt to turn over the
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moneY,and they set up that garnishment in their answer. On that
point the court said:
"By the answer of the local branch and its officers, it appears that the fund

has garnished in their hands, and that such proceedings are still pending and
Certainly the court would not make an order for the payment of

this fund into the hands of the receiver until the questions arising under the
garnishment proceedings are determined. The plaintiffs in these cases 'have a
right to their day in court before they can be deprived of the fund, or before the
local branch and its officers are bound to pay it over to the receiver. The plain-
tiffs in the garnishment proceedings are not parties here, and their rights cannot
be here litigated. If they have obtained a valid lien on the fund, that lien is not
dissolved by the filing of a bill, and the appointment of a receiver, but may be en-
forced. Hubbard v. Bank, 7 Mete. (Mass.) 340; Taylor v. Insurance Co., 14
Allen, 353; I"olger v. Insurance Co., W Mass. 267."
It does not appear in that case that the persons who had garnished

the local lodge were stockholders; they were presumably creditors,
and not stockholders; and in that respect it differs from this case.
But I am of the opini(}n that the difference is entirely immaterial, and
that the principle involved is the same. The mandamus in that
case was refused. The court further say:
"The court below offered to permit the receiver to bring suit for these assets,

which offer was declined. We think the court, under the facts stated in the
answer of the local branch and its officers, properly refused to adjudge the par-
ties guilty of contempt. We may remark, however, that, if the assets are finally
paid into the hands of the receiver, it will be the duty of the court to direct that
upon their payment over to the Indiana receiver the Michigan claimants shall re-
ceive a proportionate dividend with creditors elsewhere."
In Hunt v. Insurance Co., 55 Me. 290, the supreme court of that,
"The judgment of another state decreeing a dissolution, and appointing receivers

to wind up the concerns of a corporation created by its laws, will not permit an
action commenced against such corporation here prior to such dissolution from pro-
ceeding to jUdgment, unless It be shown that the corporation is utterly extinct.
It Is not sufficient to show that, by the law and usage in the courts of the state
where such decree of dissolution is passed, such corporation is permanently dis-
solved. although it still has a qualified existence, capable of being a party to a
judgment there. The local authority of receivers dUly appointed in another state
is co-extensive with the jurisdiction of the court by which they were appointed,
and comity does not require the courts of this state to permit receivers appointed
by the courts of another state to exercise privileges detrimental to our own citi-
zens while purSUing appropriate legal remedies here."
The principles laid down in the Maine decision seem to be well set-

tled, not only by the decisions of the states, but also of the federal
courts. Beach, Rec. § 19, and cases there cited.
Counsel for the plaintiffs cite Marshall v. Holmes, 141 U. S. 589,

12 Sup. Ct. 62, as authority for the issuance of an injunction in this case
against all the defendants. A careful examination of that case will
show an entiI'e absence of analogy between the two cases. In that
case David i':Ieyer recoveI'ed a number of judgments against Mrs.
Marshall in the Eighth district court for the parish of Madison, La.
Each of the several judgments was less in amount than $500, but the
aggregate of all the judgments amounted to over $3,000. After these
judgments were recovered, Mrs. Marshall filed a bill in equity in the
same court against David Meyer and the sheriff of that parish to va-
cate all of the judgments for fraud, and to prevent the execution
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thereof by the sheriff. Meyer appeared, and filed exceptions and
pleadings of estoppel and res adjudicata. Mrs. Marshall then ,filed
a petition, in apt time and form, to remove the case into the circuit
court of the United States. The application for removal was denied.
The case was heard upon its merits in the state court of Louisiana,
and judgment entered dismissing the bill for want of equity. The
case was appealed to the state court of appeals in Louisiana, and
there affirmed. From that judgment Mrs. Marshall prosecuted a
writ of error to the supreme court of the United States. The bare
statement of facts shows the want of analogy between that case and
the one at bar. In that case Mrs. Marshall filed her original bill in
the same state court of Louisiana in which the judgments were ren-
dered, and then undertook to remove it into the United States circuit
court. In this case the proceedings by the defendants originated in
the state court, as in that case, but the bill in this case was filed in the
United States (not the state) court. It does not appear from the
opinion whether, in that case, the sheriff had levied the execution or
not. In this case it affirmatively appears that the property is in cus-
todia legis. It would, however, make no difference in that case as
to whether the property was in the custody of the law or not, because
the application was to remove the whole case, together with the
custody of the property, into the federal court, and when there, if
properly there, that court could administer equity just as if the case
had been tried in the court where it originated. It was not an effort
at all upon the part of Mrs. Marshall to interfere through the United
States c()urt with the proceedings in the state court. It was an effort
upon her part to impeach the judgment for fraud in the same court
where the judgments were rendered, and afterwards she sought to
remove it into the federal court to be heard. The supreme court
held, of course, that that was a proper proceeding, provided the fed-
eral court had jurisdiction; and it also held, for the purposes of that
bill, that more than $500 was involved, and that the federal court had
jurisdiction, and therefore reversed the court of appeals in Louisiana,
and remanded the cause, requiring the Louisiana courts to conform
to that opinion and send the whole case into the federal court to
be tried. Oounsel have not been able to cite any case which author-
izes a federal court to interfere by injunction or by receiver, or by its
marshal, with property in the custody of the law in a state court of
co-ordinate jurisdiction, and I have been unable to find any modern
decision of any state or federal' court recognizing that doctrine.
If it be said that the facts stated in the bill constitute a cause for

equitable cognizance, and that the court can see that the plaintiffs
in the state court, who are stockholders. are not entitled to prosecute
suits at law to judgment against the cGmpany for the amount of
premiums they have paid in, and that, therefore, an injunction should
be granted staying the suit. and also an injunction compelling the
sheriff to surrender the property to the receiver, the answer is that the
state court, having first acquired jurisdiction of that question, must
be left to determine it. But suppose the court should make such an
order. The property in the custody of the sheriff would remain in
the custody of the sheriff uerpetually, unless the complainant in this
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bill should apply to that court to have the property released; and, if
such application were made, the plaintiffs in that suit and the sheriff
would be enjoined from resisting the same, and we should have the
spectacle presented of the receiver of this court applying to that eourt
for relief as against the plaintiffs and the sheriff in that suit, while
they were enjoined from prosecuting the suit or defending the appli-
cation by the order of this court. It is just this condition of things
upon which the doctrine of comity hereinbefore stated rests. More-
over, under the decisions heretofore cited, if the receiver should under-
take to take possession of the property in the custody of the sheriff
the sheriff would have the right to resist the same, and that court, per-
haps, the power to punish the receiver of this court for contempt, and
thus would be brought about such conflict of authority as the law
would avoid. It may be said that the court has the power to not only
enjoin the defendants from prosecuting their suit in the state court,
but also to compel them to dismiss the same, in which eVe'llt the
property in the hands of the sheriff would be released, and the re-
ceiver could then take possession thereof. Authorities have been
cited to enforce that doctrine, but all the cases upon that point rest
upon the theory that some fraud or unjust advantage has been taken,
whereby the rights of the complainant have been prejudiced; but in
this case, while the allegations in the bill allege that the plaintiffs in
the state court are seeking to secure an unjust advantage, it is mani-
fest that the question can be decided in the state court just as well
as in this court, and the defendant association can now set up all of
its defenses, whether they be at law or in equity, and the receiver
may also appear and set up his rights with reference to the property,
and have the same adjudicated in that court. There is therefore no
fraud in this case, nor is there any reason why the rights of the par-
ties in that court cannot be adjudicated as fairly and justly there
as if they were here. We think, therefore, on that point, that the
facts stated in the bill do not constitute a separate and distinct
ground of equity jurisdiction. Railway Co. v. Burke, 27 U. S. App.
736, 13 C. C. A. 341, and 66 Fed. 83.
A decree will go appointing a receiver for all property belonging to

the American Savings & Loan Association, of every description and
character, real, per"soual, and mixed, including debts, choses in action
rents, and the like, which are not in custody of any state officer under
legal process; and authority will be given to such receiver, if he
elect so to do, to take proper steps in the state court to reduce to his
possession the Tilley tract referred to in this complaint; and the
court retains the case for the purpose of making any further orders
that may be necessary for the proper disposition of the assets of said
association.
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MACKALL v. RATCHFORD et II.
(CIrcult Oourt, D. West Virginia. August 21, 1891.)

t. INJUNCTION-MARCHING ON HIGHWAy-INTIMIDATING EMPLOYES-CONTEMl'T.
An injunction was granted and served on defendants, restralning them and

all others from in any way interfering with the management, operation, or
conducting of the mines named in the bill, either by menaces, threats, or in-
timidation of any character used to prevent the employlis of said mines from
going to or from the same, or from engaging in their usual business of
Defendants joined a body of over 200 striking miners in marching, with
and banners, past one ot said mines and the homes of the miners workmg
therein, marching and countermarching for three days along the public high.
way between the mine and the homes of the miners, halting in front ot the
mine, and taking positions on each side of the road whiCh 'the miners must
cross In going to and from the mine, before daylight and late at night, at
the time when such miners were going to and from their work. The avowed
object of the strikers was to influence the miners to join in the strike, and
this marching and halting in front of the mine were with the evident intent
to accompllsh this object by intimidation, and some ot the miners were thereby
intimidated and kept away from their work. Held, that defendants were guilty
ot contempt.

2. SAME-USE OF HIGHWAY.
Any use of a public highway which prevents its reasonable, seasonable, and

orillnary use by the generai public, or by Citizens, tor purposes connected with
their regular business, Is unlawful, and in a proper case the continuance of
such use may be enjoined.

8. SAME-MINE OWNER-UNLAWFUL INTERFERlIlNCE.
The owner of a mine is entitled to the aid ot the courts to protect him,

against the unlawful interference of others, In the continued enjoyment ot the
right to operate his mine, the right to employ the labor ot those willing to work,
and hIs right to the use ot the highway leading to his mine, for himselt and
his employ6s.

In Chancery. In the matter of the contempt proceedings against
Patrick Harney, Ed. L. Davis, J. L. Higginbotham, et aJ.
A. B. Fleming, for complainant.
John J. Davis, John W: Davis, and W. Scott, for defendants.

GOFF, Circuit Judge. As to the law applicable to the matter now
under consideration counsel have not differed, and the court has no
trouble. It is concerning the facts-what they prove, and their
proper application to the law involved-that counsel have expressed
differences, and the court is required to decide. Many matters for-
eign to the issue now presented have been referred to by counsel and
testified about by witnesses, but the court will exclude them from its
consideration. Matters referring to "free speech,""natural rights,"and
the "liberty of the citizen" are not now involved in this issue nor are
they in danger. They will survive this ordeal, and it is to be hoped
that they will be further endeared to us aU, if that be possible, by
our mutual experience herein and the incidents connected therewith.
The right of free speech has not been abridged, nor in any manner
interfered with. The "organizer" has spoken to his heart's content
here, there, and everywhere. The "camp" has heard him, and been
electrified by his eloquence. City, town, and hamlet have been vis-
ited by him, and have given him generous welcome. Publio build-


