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only carried and sold the article, the court says (19 Feq | w

R., 504):

« Had it been the object of Congress to make penal the :
| | L )

exposure of such articles for sale, 1t must be presume ol
te words to indicate that intention woylq § ¥

that appropr! Vit _ |
have been used. Under the rule of construction above ye. o

*; q rorred to the language of the statute _cannot_ be thus extende il

| merely because the statute may be easily evaaed, or because fhy f
came mischief may be aone by means of oﬂa_,eo"_a,cts not profip.
ited, and which cannot ])Ossab,f;y be brought famih;mthe fair megp. § M
ing of the statulory terms. _ihe ]angugg_e of Marsha.ll,(]_;]_, il
e - ¥ the case of U.S.vs. Wiltberger, Wheat., 96, 13 espe. § 1)

l‘ -: cially applicable here: ‘T'he Czilse," he says, ‘must be g i
S strong one indeed which Wﬁould justify a court in departing ;
l! . fqiofm the pl(b’i’n me(myi"ng U] the *’&UO.T‘{ZZS, espemally IN a penal W& “A
e act, in search of an intention which the words themselves § 4

t 2Lk did not suggest. To determine that a case 1s within the il
i ﬁ intention of a statute its language must authorize us tosay § i
s «o. It would be dangerous indeed to carry the principle thate & i1
I case which is within the reason or mischief of « statuteis J 8
ib within its provisions so far as to punish a crvme not enumercte] B i
in the statute, because it is of equal atrocity or of kindred char i
acter with those which are enumerated.” 0
i Ferrett vs. Atwill, 1 Blatchf., 151-156. m
P Qee also The Saratoga, 9 Fed. Rep., 822-329. iy

T

PR U. S. vs. Temple, 105 U. 5., 97. L
Re 1l il U. S. vs. Graham, 3 Sup. Ct. Rep., 033. "

| 11

E % | Ruggles vs. State, 2 Sup. Ct. Rep., 832-838. o
1R French vs. Foley, 11 Fed. Rep., 801-804, and cases ¥ i
R there cited. n
- l Plewiaiy, o
L And again, in the same case (pp. 505-6): b
i 1‘1
BN «The enactment of the offense, of the penaity, of the xjie
AR person who may sue, the mode of suit, and 1n what dis- § 4

L T trict the prosecution is to e brought, are all connected §
il parts of one single enactment. In such cases, where the § !

offense is new and the remedy prescribed, the general rule
has long been that the remedy must be sought . in the precise §
mode and subject to the precise limitations provided by the ac
which ereates the offense. The rule is founded upon the pre-

i

sumed intent of the legislative authority in connectingthe ¥

T —

oy - ] 3 — _r e -
L L=y * = it R . s - il F

R . i U Ll e e o, s i e
B s i - [ i el =1 bl . _r{FIJ-J o

— g

- | ! - & - ; ; —— - —_r= - FLl e - ' > - : 3 5 .--_-. -_L._.‘__'n.' = i L -_"". -
e g e (g e —gutt grf & 8 T g ot e . T s S g S 4 o Py R R T 0 e O B ' P L e Y e e S L il Y S e i A R
& — R Sl akals st it : RS e i~ Bt e O e g ey el SN Foc e L SIS AT




