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“A. I don’t think we did. I had in mindmy distinctly
do,what to and we stuck to it until we it done.got

“ Q. You used own discretion ?your entirely
“ A. I intended to. I intended to that linekeep plumb up,

could,if I and not to let it into the new build-get post-office
oyerand not into thising, of theget part city.”

These witnesses are uncontradicted,and andunimpeached
what is conclusive. It is to referthey say unnecessary partic-

to the rest of theularly is to be found intestimony. Nothing
it in conflict with the we have affordsIt noparts quoted.

for aground that the facts were otherwise.plausible conjecture
The notplaintiff claimed,to what he but hisonly failed prove
own it and established thetestimony counter-proved negative.
The was vital to his case.proposition

Judgment affirmed.

Missouri v. Lewis.

provision1. The in the first section of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Consti-
States, prohibitstution of the United which denying anya State from to

equal laws,person protection contemplatesthe protectionof the the of
persons, persons, against unjust ;and classes of by adiscriminations State

municipal arrangementsit does not relate to territorial differ-or made for
portions aent of State.

thereby prohibited2. A is prescribing jurisdictionState not from the of its sev-
courts, limits, amount,eral subject-matter,either as to their territorial or the

finality respective judgmentsor of their or decrees.
power municipal purposes3. Each State has full politicalto make for subdivi-

territory, regulateof its government, includingsions and their local the
courts, jurisdiction.constitution of and the extent of their

may system portion territory,4. A establishState one of law in one andof its
•system another, provided always uponanother in that it neither encroaches

proper jurisdiction States, abridges privilegesthe Unitedof the nor andthe
States, deprives any personimmunities of citizens of the United nor of his

law,rights process any persondue juris-without of nor denies to within its
equal protectionthediction of the laws in the same district.

By Missouri, Appeals6. andthe Constitution laws of the Saint Louis Court of
jurisdiction appealshas exclusive in certain cases of all the circuitfrom

;adjoining Supremecourts in Saint Louis and some counties the Court has
jurisdiction appeals remainingof in like cases circuitfrom the courts of the

Held, adjustment appellate jurisdictioncounties of the State. that this of
by any thingis not forbidden contained in the said amendment.
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ofSupremeto the Court State of Missouri.theError
Missouri,theof was State ofwrit error onbrought byThis

Bowman, to theof Frank reverserelation J.the judgment
Court to issue a manda-of Missouri refusingof the Supreme

Lewis, Robertto Edward A. Charles S. and A.Hayden,mus
Bakewell, of the Saint Louis Court of TheAppeals.judges

the tothe to latter courtof mandamus was compel grantobject
for an to the said from aCourtSupremehis appealapplication

of theof said Court of aAppeals, affirming judgmentjudgment
Sain; Bowman,of Louis aCircuit Court County, removing

State,of in thethat from the lawresident of county, practice
the of a been foundhe verdict jury guilty uponhaving by

him the ofcommitteeagainst prosecutioncharges preferred by
of Bar Association.the

“Statutes, 12, 198,Missouri c. titlep.Wagner’s Attorneys-
—the :at-Law,” contain following provisions

“ at law shall be6. or counsellor whoAny attorney guiltySect.
crime, his client’sor infamous or improperly retainingof felonyany

deceit, or inmisdemeanor hisany malpractice, pro-oformoney,
or suspendedbe removed frommay practice,capacity,fessional

had,exhibited and thereon as herein-charges proceedingsupon-
after provided.

“ exhibited,be7. Such andcharges may proceedingsSect.
Court, in thein the or Circuit Court of theSupremehadthereon

have beenin which the offence shall committed or thecounty
resides.accused

“ The court in beSect. 8. which such shall exhibitedcharges .
time,a for the ashall fix reasonable theday hearing, allowing and

a aissue citation with of thecopyclerk shall accordingly, charges
annexed, be inmay countywhich served in this State.any

The and9. of the citation shall be servedcopy charges“Sect.
actions,as andmanner a declaration in civilin same summonsthe

time before the thereof.return-daya reasonable
“ If the10. served with citation shall failparty to appear,Sect.

thereof,the command obedience be enforcedmay bytoaccording
attachment, the court exparte.or may proceed

“ If the a conviction for an indictablecharges allege11.Sect.
shall, on the of the convic-offence, productioncourt record ofthe

convicted,the so or him fromperson suspendtion, practiceremove
time, offence,to the nature of withoutaccordinglimited thefor a

trial.further
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“ 12. than in the lastother sectionUpon chargesSect. speci-
tofied, have thepower onlythe court shall accused fromsuspend

inuntil the facts shall be ascertained the manner herein-practice,
after prescribed.

“ offence,If the an13. be indictable andchargeSect. for no
found, found,indictment be' or shall be tonot trialbeing prosecuted

discontinued,months, the thewithin six shall be unlesssuspension
accused, inbe the or of thedelay produced by procurementabsence

until a final decision.which case the be continuedsuspension may
“ indict-The of or ofacquittal anySect. 14. record conviction

cases,, facts, and theshall,able in of theoffence all be conclusive
court shall thereonproceed accordingly.

“ indictable, trialnot a ofchargedSect. 15. the matter isWhen
arethethe be had in the court in which chargesfacts shallalleged

accused,ifbe a or the beingwhich trial shall jury;pending, by
arequirefail to or does notappear,served with process, appearing,

the court.byjury,
“ conviction, pronounceof the court shallIn all casesSect. 16.

to nature of theor theaccordingof removaljudgment suspension
facts found.

“ a in the Circuit Courtall of trial of chargesSect. 17. In cases
court, and mayof theto decisionmay except anythe defendant

in inall as actions atan or of error respectswritprosecute appeal
law.

“ or order of removal orEvery suspension,Sect. 18. judgment
Court, orby Supreme bymade in of this thepursuance chapter
force,court, a re-it in asany circuit shall while continuesoperate,

all courts of this State.”moval or from in thesuspension practice

30,1875,Missouri containsThe Constitution of Oct.adopted
“6,the art. title Judicialfollowing Departmentprovisions, —■

“ as matters of lawState,1. of the toSect. The judicial power
shallotherwise provided,and as in this Constitutionexceptequity,

court, ofLouis appeals,be vested in a the Saint courtsupreme
courts, andcourts, courts,courts, countycircuit criminal probate

corporation courts.municipal
“ di-otherwiseCourt,2. in casesThe Supreme exceptSect.

only,Constitution,rected this shall haveby jurisdictionappellate
State, restrictionsunder thewithwhich shall be coextensive the

in provided.and limitations this Constitution
“ superintend-3. Court shall have aSupreme generalTheSect.

issuetoIt have powerinferior courts. shallcontrol over alling
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warranto,writs of habeas corpus, mandamus, andquo certiorari,
other remedial and to hear and determinewrits, the same.”

“ There isSect. 12. established in thehereby of Saint Louiscity
court,an Louisappellate to be known as the Saint Court of Ap-

the withbe coextensive thepeals, jurisdiction cityof shallwhich
Louis, Charles,Louis,of Saint and of Saintthe counties Saint

Lincoln, and have to issue writsWarren. shall powerSaid-court
of mandamus, certiorari,habeas and othercorpus, quo warranto,

sacne,writs,remedial determine the andoriginal and to hear and
shall have a all inferior courts of recordcontrol oversuperintending
in said the decisions of thecounties. shall lie from SaintAppeals

Court,Louis Court of and writs of errorto theAppeals Supreme
court,issue in themay from the to said followingCourtSupreme

cases In inonly: all cases the amount exclusivedispute,where
costs,of $2,500 ;exceeds the construc-the sum of in cases involving

tion ;of the the or of this inConstitution of United States State
cases where the a statute or ex-of orvalidity treaty authorityof

under,ercised the inUnited States is drawn inquestion; cases
State,the the ofconstruction of revenue laws this orinvolving the

title of State;office under this in cases titleany realinvolving to
estate; in acases where or other subdivisioncounty political of this
State or State officeris a and in all cases ofany felony.”party,

“ Sect. 19. All be incases which themay pending Supreme
Court at Saint Louis ofat the time of the thisadoption Constitu-
tion, which, terms,its would come within the finalby appellate

of the Saint Court of shall bejurisdiction Appeals,Louis certified
and transferred to the Louis Court ofSaint to beAppeals, heard
and determined said court.”by

h Constitution,Sect. 21. the ofUpon this andadoption after the
close of the next terms theregular of atSupreme Court Saint
Louis, and Saint law,as now establishedJoseph, theby office of
the theclerk of at Louis andSupreme Court Saint Saint Joseph

vacated,shall be and said clerks shall transmit to the clerk of the
books, records,Court all theSupreme CityJefferson documents,at

and to theirtranscripts, papers offices,belonging respective except
those sect. of berequired by 19 this article to turned over to the
Saint records,Louis Court of andAppeals; said documents, tran-

and shall ofscripts, records,become thepapers part documents,
andtranscripts, of said Courtpapers Supreme at Jefferson City,

and said court shall hear and determine all the cases thus trans-
ferred, as other cases.”

“ Sect. 27... . The Saint Louis Court of shallAppeals have
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to,from, error theand ofexclusive of all writsappealsjurisdiction
Counties,Lincoln,Charles, andCircuit Courts of Saint Warren
term, andinCounty specialand the Circuit Court of LouisSaint

cpunties.”in saidall courts of jurisdictioncriminalrecord'having

“thatThe statutes of person ag-Missouri provide every
court, indecision of circuitfinal orby anygrieved any judgment

elections, makecase, contestedcivil cases of mayany including
1871;28,of Feb.to Acthis the Court.”appeal Supreme

9,Stat.,Mo. 159.sect. p.Wagn.
“ indict-renderedcases final uponIn all of judgment, any

shallment, to the Courtan Supremeappeal [District Court]
defendant, the term atforthe if duringbe allowed applied

Mo., 215,c.Gen. Stat.is rendered.”which such judgment
sect. 1.

—that,16, 1877,The act of Feb. provides

final orbyEvery any judgment“Sect. 1. person aggrieved
court, Louis Court ofor the Saint Appeals,decision of circuitany

in civil case.” Actsanymake his to the Courtmay appeal Supreme
Missouri,of session 1877.of Legislature

Edmunds,Blade, F. and Mr.Mr. Jeremiah S. Mr. George
for the inDavid error.Wagner plaintiff

Bowman, relator, his to1. the asserted right appealhaving
on the thatfrom the LouisSaint Court ground the.of-Appeals,

courtthat were in violation offromprovisions limiting appeals
Amendment, other articles ofthe Fourteenth and the Con­

States, the thisof of courtthe United jurisdictionstitution
Cases,the isto review clear 16judgment (Slaughter-House

and on a ofthe case is here writ error.36),Wall. properly
715; 633;Brown, Pet.v. 94 Ward v. 7U. S. Gregory,Memphis

534;Insurance Co. v. Dove v.Columbian 7 Wheat.Wheelright,
Dist., Iowa,School 41 689.Ind.

Missouri denies to its citizens the2. some of .equal protec-
laws,the access to thetion of thatby forbidding department

them, which other citizensadministering enjoy.
Court,toThe of an unrestricted theright Supremeappeal

to those ofin one and nine countieshundredresidinggranted
State, is, cases,in in eitherthe like withheld from those residing

counties,otherfour or in the of Louis.of Saintcity
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aIt cannot be answered that before the LouisSainthearing
isof to that before theCourt Appeals equivalent Supreme

Court; for' the State Constitution the ofrecognizes superiority
of tribunal,the wisdom and the latter itpower by investing

courts,with control over all subordinate andsuperintending
in some instances to the of fromby giving parties right appeal
the Louis ofSaint Court Appeals.

State, under a formA of is as im-republican government,
bound to remedial as it is toequalperatively give rights impose

Waddell,burdens and v.equal Vanzant 2obligations. Yerg.
; 552;Heirs v.270 id.Walley's State Bank(Tenn.) Kennedy,
al., 621;v. et id. Baker, 6v. Cold.Cooper Reynolds (Tenn.)

221, 228.
An in one of the counties of theattorney residing privileged

Court,State could have a similar cause to theappealed Supreme
Bowman, forced,while Louis,as a resident ofalthough Saint

to contribute of taxes to the of thatby payment expenses
court, finds its barreddoors him.against

State, if sheA a citizen name fromprecluded by seeking
redress before the same tribunals for the admin-provided

citizens,istration of to her other would violate thejustice
Constitution.; and aFederal which a resort toprovision by

isher Court denied to those who in aSupreme liveonly
district within her limits isparticular equally objectionable

and void.
We do not the establish,of thequestion State toright by

;constitutional intermediate butprovisions, courts weappellate
submit that to allow to a of her citizens thelarge portion right

Court,of to her andSupreme under the sameappeal deny,
condition's,andcircumstances that to other citizens inisright

violation of the fundamental ofplain principle equality, recog­
nized and the Constitution of theguaranteed by United States.

4, S.;4, State,Art. sect. Const. U. Budd v. 3 Humph. (Tenn.)
490; 270; 599;2 State Bank v. id.Yerg. (Tenn.) Cooper,

id. 59.Jones v. 10Perry,
was of descent,3. If Bowman African and the Constitution

of aMissouri from to theprohibited n,egro appealing Supreme
of the for redress ofCourt State his such ainjuries, provision

“would be construed to be a denial of the equal protection
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laws,”of and inthe violation of the Fourteenth Amendment.
Cases,Slaughter-House supra.

case,In this the discrimination of iscomplained exercised
citizens,andhim other who are asagainst entitled tojustly

discrimination,fromprotection to theand fullwrongful pro-
tection of their constitutional of beforeright allequality
tbe courts of the State as if were of African descent.they

not,If that amendment which to establishsought equality
before the law establishes toinequality, preferenceby giving
the race,theof colored and themrights affording superior
protection.

The of sound seemand reason to estab-weight authority
lish, that Avhile the immediate theobject sought by adoption
of the amendment was the of itstheprotection negro, provi-

andsions extend inure to the common benefit of all.
4. the fourth thesection of fourth article of theBy Consti-

tution of the United States a form ofrepublican government
is to thisState in union.guaranteed every

“ The of citizens,”the of Mr.equality Chiefrights says
Waite, “isJustice a ofprinciple republicanism. Every repub­

lican is in tobound its citizensgovernment all induty protect
the of this if within its Theenjoyment principle, poAver. duty

States,was assumed the and remainsit still there.byoriginally
The the States is toobligation upon United seeonly resting
that the do not thatStates United States v.deny right.”

al., 542, 555;92 Illinois,Cruikshank et U. v.S. Munn 94 id.
125; Columbiav.Bank 4 Wheat. 244.Okeley,of

It is submitted that the theprovisions touching organization
of the Saint Louis Court of which limit the ofAppeals, right

therefrom, are in violation of the Constitution ofappeal the
—States, because,United

First, violate a fundamental of aThey principle republican
— laAV,form of andbefore thegovernment, equality impartial

ofadministration the law.
”“Second, the of the laAvs toThey deny equal protection

States,citizens of the State and areandUnited therefore
to, with,and theinconsistent of therepugnant provisions

Federal Constitution.
Krum,Mr. andHitchcock Mr. Chester H. contra.Henry
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Bradley tbe court.delivered tbe ofopinionMr. Justice
toan liesthe and laws of MissouriConstitution appealBy
orfinalof State fromthe Court that any judgment-Supreme

court, ofthose in the counties Saintof circuit exceptdecree any
Lincoln, Warren, Louis, the ofCharles, and andSaint city

oftheLouis; for and Constitutionwhich countiesSain* city
thecourt of called Sainta appeal,establishes separate1875

said exclusiveto court juris-of andCourt givesLouis Appeals,
to,from, error the circuitand writs ofalldiction of appeals

of and from this courtand saidof those counties city;courts
thean lies toof appealLouis Court Appeals)Saint(the

amount inin cases where the dispute,onlyCourtSupreme
$2,500, inof and casescosts, exceeds the sumexclusive of

of the theconstruction Constitution of Unitedtheinvolving
Missouri, and in other cases of charac-someor of specialStates

isNo to theenumerated. Supremeare appeal givenwhichter
the in the referredcountiesin a case like arisingpresentCourt

Louis; but a similar case inof Saintto, arisingor in the city
other would becourts of county appealablethe circuit any

to the Court.Supremedirectly
this of thein error contends that feature judi-The plaintiff
theis in conflict with Fourteenth Amend-of Missouricial system

States,of the United because it deniesof the Constitutionment
of Louis and thethe courts Saint counties namedinsuitorsto

laws, in thatof the it denies to them thethe equal protection
the of into Court Missouri casesof Supremeappealright

in courts' thethat to suitors the of otherrightit giveswhere
the State.ofcoünties

correct,is the Fourteenth Amendment hasthisIf position
been Iteffect than hasmore supposed.much far-reachinga

invalid all limitations of based onrender jurisdictionivould
or character of the demand. A aamount havingthe party

dollars with equalfor couldonly propriety complainclaim five
citizens,of a other becausehe right bythat is deprived enjoyed

courts;it thein andcannot anotherhe prosecute superior
that he cannot a suit for realcomplain' bringequallymight

court, thewhere the is small andin a expenseestate justice’s
inare There is no differenceexpeditious. princi-proceedings

discriminations these insuch as thebetween jurisdictionsple
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inof courts and the errorthat which of inplaintiff complains
the case.present

If, however, we take into view the andgeneral objects pur-
of Amendment,the weFourteenth shall find no reason-poses

able itfor such These are toground anygiving application.
extend United to nativesStates all and naturalizedcitizenship

and to the fromStates theirpersons, prohibit abridging privi-
immunities, life,or and from ofleges depriving any person

or law,ofwithout due and fromliberty, property process deny-
to theirwithin theing any person jurisdiction equal protection

of the laws. It and classes ofcontemplates persons.persons
It has not localto and that dorespect municipal regulations
not affect or discriminate between or classesinjuriously persons
of within the orpersons for suchplaces whichmunicipalities

'are made. The couldamendment never have beenregulations
tointended a State from and outprevent arranging parcelling

itsof its several courts at discretion. No suchjurisdictionthe
view,as orrestriction this could have been in could have been

“included, in the that Stateno shall toprohibition deny any
within its the of theperson protection laws.”jurisdiction equal

It is the of State suchto establish courts as itright every sees
fit, toand their several as toprescribe territorialjurisdictions
extent, amount,and theand andsubject-matter, effect'finality

decisions, itof their does not encroach theprovided upon proper-
States,of the and does notUnitedjurisdiction theabridge

States,and immunities of citizens theof United andprivileges
does not hisof without duedeprive processany person rights

law,of nor theto theprotection laws,ofdeny any person equal
the to resort to the courtsincluding rightequal appropriate

restriction, to thefor redress. The last as ofequal protection
laws,the is not in theviolated ofby diversityany jurisdiction

amount,tothe several courts as orsubject-matter, finality
decision,of if all within the territorial oflimits theirpersons

anhave in like cases andjurisdictionsrespective equal right,
circumstances, tounder like resort to them for redress. Each

has the to make subdivisionsState of itspoliticalright territory
andfor to their localmunicipal purposes, regulate government.

itthe administration of oneAs establishrespects justice, may
districts,of courts for cities and for oneanother ruralsystem
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its and another forfor ofone territory systemportionsystem
Convenience, oftenif not necessity, requiresanother portion.

interfere thedone,to it would withbe andthis seriously
its affairs to to ita to internalof State regulate denypower

not takenthink it is denied or by anythis We awayright.
States,of the thein the UnitedConstitution includingthing

amendments thereto.
further, truth,still and with undoubtedWe might go say,

in the Constitution to Statethat there is nothing prevent any
of it seeslaws or fit for allfrom adopting'any system judicature

York,NewIf the of forits Stateor part.of territory.any
itsfit to law and method ofshould see the civiladoptexample,
counties,and andfor New York the surroundingCity,procedure

method for the rest of theand its ofthe common law procedure
theState, in the Constitution of United Statesthere is nothing
itself,not,This of within theits so. wouldto prevent doing

Amendment, be a denial toof the Fourteenth anymeaning
Ifthe of the laws.of protection personequal everyperson

the should be accordedor in either of Stateportionresiding being
there,laws heof the could notthe prevailingprotectionequal

For,of the clause referred to.of a violationcomplainjustly
said, to and classes ofbefore it has personsas respect persons.

beor class of shall denied themeans that noIt person persons
laws which is otherof the bysame enjoyed personsprotection

under like circumstances.the same andplaceor other classes in
not todoes secure toThe Fourteenth Amendment profess

of thebenefit lawsin States the samethe Unitedall persons
inGreat diversities thesethe remedies. respectsand same

anin line.exist two States separated byonly imaginarymay
there ofline be a trialone side of this right by jury,mayOn

no such Each itsthe Stateright. prescribesand on other side
If diversities of' andlawsmodes of proceeding.own judicial

exist in the several States withoutmayjudicial proceedings
Amendment,clause in thethe Fourteenthviolating equality

there not be such diversitiesis no solid reasonthere why may
sameof the State. isdifferent A whichin parts uniformity

different cannot be essential asnot essential as Statesregards
State,of a that in each and alldifferent parts providedregards

the Diver-no infraction of constitutionalthere is provision.
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sities which are allowable in different States are allowable in
different of the same State. aparts Where of State ispart

settled, and anotherthickly inhabitants,has but- few itpart
be desirable to havemay different of forjudicaturesystems

—the two one,trialportions, in for and not inby jury example,
the other. citiesLarge a ofrequire courtsmay multiplication
and a ofpeculiar It would bearrangement anjurisdictions.
unfortunate restriction of the of the Statepowers government
if not,it could discretion,in its for these variousprovide
exigencies.

If a Mexican State should be and addedacquired by treaty
to an State, State,or of States,a inadjoining thepart United
and the two should State,be erected into a new it cannot be
doubted that such new State allow the Mexican lawsmight
and to continue injudicature the one andunchanged portion,
the common law and its in the othercorresponding judicature

Such anportion. would not bearrangement prohibited by
fair construction of the Fourteenthany It wouldAmendment.

not be based on classes,ofrespect or but on mu-any persons
alone,considerationsnicipal and a the "welfareofto allregard

classes within the orparticular jurisdiction.territory
It is not that aimpossible distinct territorial establishment

and be as,intended orjurisdiction might have the effectmight
'of, a class,discrimination a race oragainst particular where
such race or class should to be thehappen principal occupants
of the disfavored district. arise,Should such a case ever it will
be time then to consider it. Noenough such case is pretended
to exist in the instance.present

It is from the viewapparent we have taken of the import
and effect of the clause of theequality Fourteenth Amend-
ment, which has been relied the in error inupon by plaintiff

case,this that it cannot be invoked invalidate thatto portion
theof established the and lawsjudicial system Constitutionby
Missouri,of which is the of This followssubject complaint.

without examination of theany special adjustmentparticular
of thebetween courts of affectedMissouri asjurisdictions by

examination,its Constitution and laws. a how-Such special
ever, it,if it were our to make showwouldprovince readily
that there is no for has beenfoundation the whichcomplaint
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had benefit of the of tohas the appealmade. Bowman right
member of the inprofessionthe full extent enjoyed anyby

outside counties havethe In theof State. theyother parts
— thefrom the Court toCircuit Supremebut one appeal,
Louis, he had benefit of an fromIn Saint the appealCourt.

of to the Saint'LouisCourt Saint Louisthe CountyCircuit
ask,could evenof This is as much as he ifCourt Appeals.

of were to be measured thehis rightrights appeal nicely by
of thein the outside counties. The Constitution Stateenjoyed

different of itstwo courts of forhas appeal portionsprovided
— for oneLouis Court of portion,Saint Appealsterritory, the

us,is not forfor another Itand the Court portion.Supreme
tribunal, to that these courts do notnor for other sayany

for the due administration of the laws ofafford equal security
within their Where the de-Missouri respective jurisdictions.

final,Louis of arethe Court arecisions of Saint Appeals they
of the law which surroundsthe thoseall majestyclothed with

in certain cases a still furtherIfof the Court. appealSupreme
other,court to the this fact does notfrom the oneis allowed

credit and of thosefrom thein the least authorityderogate
andthe Constitution laws ofdecisions of the former which by

final and conclusive.the State are
of-consideration is an accidental theBut this phasespecial

on which the case rests iscase. The true groundparticular
theof the State to jurisdictionthe undoubted power regulate

of its infor the differentits own tribunals territoryof portions
fit, beforeit to the limitationsmanner as seessuch subject only

unaffected; is that this isto and our conclusion powerreferred
has been relied on towhichthe constitutional provisionby

in this case.its exerciseinvalidate
Judgment affirmed-.
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