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INDEX.

the conjunction “or.” The indictment in this case, charging that
the defendants committed some of those acts, connects them by the
conjunction “and.” No question of duplicity was raised by the
defendants’ counsel. The trial judge instructed the jury that the evi-
dence would not justify a convietion of anything more than providing
the means for, or aiding the military expeditions set forth in the
indictment, by furnishing transportation for their men, ete. Held,
that the verdict could not be disturbed on the ground that more
than one offence was included in the same count of the indictment.
Wiborg v. United States, 632.

2. Providing, or preparing the means of transportation for such a mili-
tary expedition or enterprise as is referred to in Rev. Stat. § 5286, is
one of the forms of provision or preparation therein denounced. Ib.

3. A hostile expedition, dispatched from a port of the United States, is
within the words ¢ carried on from thence.” Ib.

4. A body of men went on board a tug in a port of the United States,
loaded with arms; were taken by it thirty or forty miles and out
to sea; met a steamer outside the three line limit by prior arrange-
ment; boarded her with the arms, opened the boxes and distributed
the arms among themselves; drilled to some extent; were appar-
ently officered; and then, as preconcerted, disembarked to effect
an armed landing on the coast of Cuba, when the United States
wers at peace with Spain. Held, that this constituted a military
expedition or enterprise within the provisions of the Revised Stat-
utes. Ib.

5. On the question whether the defendants aided the expedition with
knowledge of the facts, the jury were instructed that they must
acquit unless they were satisfied beyond reasonable doubt that de-
fendants, when they left Philadelphia, had knowledge of the expedition
and its objects, and had arranged and provided for its transportation.
Held, that the defendants had no adequate ground of complaint on
this branch of the case. Ib.

6. Assuming that a secret combination between the party and the captain
or officers of the Horsa had been proven, then, on the question
whether such combination was lawful or not, the declarations of
those engaged in it explanatory of acts done in furtherance of its
object were competent. Ib.

PATENT FOR INVENTION.

1. If, under any circumstances, a patentee can sue to recover for the use
of a patented article, made before the letters-patent were granted, he
cannot do so when he was not the inventor of the thing patented;
when the device had been in public use for more than two years
before the patent was applied for; when the alleged use was by the
United States; and when the government, so far from agreeing to
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