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the title to real property, their decisions are retrospective 
and may affect titles purchased on the faith of their 
stability. Doubtful questions on subjects of this nature, 
when once decided, should be considered no longer doubt-
ful or subject to change.”

That rule often has been applied in this and other 
courts and we think effect should be given to it in the 
present case.

Decree affirmed.
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A court of the United States, sitting as a court of equity, is without 
jurisdiction of a suit to enjoin the prosecution of a proceeding to 
remove a state official from office. P. 490.

Affirmed.

Appeal  from a decree of the District Court dismissing 
the bill in a suit by the Governor of Oklahoma to enjoin 
the prosecution of impeachment proceedings in the state 
legislature as based on improper motives and as infringing 
his rights to due process and equal protection of the law, 
under the Fourteenth Amendment.

Mr. Finis E. Riddle and Mr. Henry B. Martin for 
appellant.

A federal court has no jurisdiction in equity generally, 
where a contest over, or the title to, a state office, or a 
question of removal of an officer in accordance with state 
law, is involved; but will lend its aid against a wrongful 
interference or removal under a void judgment, which
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involves complainant’s federal constitutional rights. 
Marbury v. Madison, 1 Cr. 137; Kennard v. Louisiana, 
92 U. S. 480; Missouri v. Andriano, 138 U. S. 496; Foster 
v. Kansas, 112 U. S. 201; Wilson v. North Carolina, 169 
U. S. 586; Cummings v. Missouri, 4 Wall. 277; Ex parte 
Garland, 4 Wall. 333; MacMath v. United States, 248 
U. S. 151; Nicholas v. United States, 257 U. S. 71.

A court of equity has jurisdiction to entertain and 
adjudicate upon the subject matter when any actionable 
rights are involved and where there is no adequate, com-
plete remedy at law. Where there is a wrong, equity 
will furnish a remedy. A federal court in equity has 
jurisdiction in such cases where the complainant’s con-
stitutional rights are invaded. In re Sawyer, 124 U. S. 
200; Moore V. Dempsey, 261 U. S. 86; Board of Liquida-
tion v. McComb, 92 U. S. 531; Terrace v. Thompson, 
263 U. S. 197.

The protection of the Federal Constitution securing 
rights to individuals operates equally upon every state 
agent, who is the repository of state power. Home Tele-
phone Co. v. Los Angeles, 227 U. S. 278.

While a federal court in equity will not enjoin pro-
ceedings in a state court generally, it will enjoin the 
execution of a void or fraudulent judgment after the suit 
is ended, when complainant has no adequate and com-
plete remedy at law. Simon v. Southern Ry. Co., 236 
U. S. 115.

Where the issue involved is not a contest over the title 
to an office, but involves a question of forfeiture on 
account of alleged violation of specific grounds provided 
in the state constitution, and the trial provided for is 
before a court, and the judges are required to be sworn 
to try the cause according to the law and the evidence, 
then the subject-matter and the trial are judicial and not 
political. Okla. Rev. Laws, 1910, § 2084; Rhode Island 
v. Massachusetts, 12 Pet. 657.
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Mr. George F. Short, Attorney General of the State of 
Oklahoma, for appellees. Mr. Leon S. Hirsh, Assistant 
Attorney General, Mr. Irvin Wilson and Mr. J. D. Lydick 
were also on the brief.

Mr . Just ice  Van  Devante r  delivered the opinion of 
the Court.

This is a suit in equity brought in a District Court of 
the United States to enjoin the prosecution of articles of 
impeachment against a state officer. The plaintiff is the 
officer against whom the articles are directed, and the 
principal defendants are officers designated to conduct the 
prosecution before the Chief Justice and Senate of the 
State sitting as a court of impeachment. The allegations 
of the bill are very general, wanting in precision and 
usually made on information and belief. In substance 
the grounds on which the injunction is sought are, that 
the articles of impeachment were prompted by wrongful 
motives and prejudice on the part of most of the members 
of the House of Representatives of the State; that many 
members of the Senate who will sit in the court of 
impeachment have the same wrongful motives and 
prejudice, and will be controlled by them instead of by 
the evidence; and that to subject the plaintiff to a trial 
before a body so constituted will work a denial of the 
due process and equal protection to which he is entitled 
under the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States. In the District Court the defendants 
challenged the bill by a motion to dismiss, and after a 
hearing on that" motion the court entered a decree of 
dismissal. The plaintiff appealed to this Court.

The trial before the court of impeachment proceeded, 
and the plaintiff was found guilty on some of the articles 
and removed from office. While the impeachment pro-
ceeding was in an early stage, its validity was sustained 
by the Supreme Court of the State, State v. Chambers,
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96 Okla. 78; and, after the proceeding was carried to 
judgment, petitions for certiorari were denied by that 
court and by this Court, 263 U. S. 721.

We think the District Court rightly dismissed the bill. 
A court of equity has no jurisdiction over the appoint-
ment and removal of public officers, White v. Berry, 171 
U. S. 366; and particularly are the courts of the United 
States sitting as courts of equity without jurisdiction over 
the appointment and removal of state officers. In re 
Sawyer, 124 U. S. 200, 210. And see Taylor v. Beckham, 
178 U. S. 548, 570. That the removal is through a pro-
ceeding in the nature of a criminal prosecution does not 
alter the rule. In re Sawyer, supra, pp. 210, 219.

Decree affirmed.

STATE OF OKLAHOMA v. STATE OF TEXAS.

UNITED STATES, INTERVENER.

IN EQUITY.

No. 15, Original. Rule to show cause issued May 5, 1924; response 
to rule filed May 26, 1924.—Decided June 9, 1924.

1. A claim for reimbursement from funds held by the receiver 
appointed by this Court, not based on legal right but allowable 
under an order of this Court, in the discretion of the receiver, 
cannot be enforced against him by an action in a state court, and 
such action may be enjoined by this Court consistently with Jud. 
Code, § 265. P. 491.

2. Section 66 of the Judicial Code, providing that every receiver of 
property appointed by a federal court may be sued, without leave 
of the court, “ in respect of any act or transaction of his in carry-
ing on the business connected with such property,” does not apply 
to a suit based on acts occurring before the receivership for the 
cost of which he has been given discretionary authority by the 
court to make reimbursement. P. 492.

Injunction granted.


	WALTON v. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA ET AL.

		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-07-06T02:32:16-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




