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the three reservations (Buffalo Creek, Alleghany, and Cattar-
augus), are illegal, and void as in conflict with the tribal 
rights of the Seneca nation as guaranteed to it by treaties 
with the United States.

The judgment must therefore be rev ers ed , and the cause 
remanded, with directions to enter a judgment in  con form -
ity  WITH THIS OPINION.

Superv isors  v . Schen ck .

The levy of a tax and payment of interest by the proper county authorities) 
validates, in the hands of bond, fide holders for value, county bon s, 
issued in their origin, irregularly, as ex gr. in virtue of a popular vote 
ordered by a “County Court,” instead of one ordered by the Boar 
of Supervisorsthe vote, however, and other proceedings having beer 
in all respects other than the source of order, regular. [In this case t e 
tax had been levied and the interest paid by the county for nine yea 
before it was set up that the bonds were void.]

Error  to the Circuit Court for the Northern District of

Illinois; the case being thus :
An Illinois statute, passed in 1849, authorized the coun y 

court ” of counties wishing to subscribe to stock in rai roa , 
to make subscriptions and to issue bonds. But the sta u 
provided that no subscription should be made or oi 
issued whereby any debt should be created by the cou 
court, except after an election to be held in a mo e p 
scribed in the statute, and after at such election two 
of the qualified voters of the county had voted to ave i •

In 1851—that is to say, two years after the sta u J 
mentioned had been passed—the legislature passe 
etatute, called The Township Organization Law, thus:

No county under this organization shall possess or QJ 
any corporate powers, except such as are enumerate in & 
shall be specially given by law, or shall be necessary 
ercise >f the powers so enumerated or given.
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“The powers of a county as a body politic can only be exer-
cised by the board of supervisors thereof, or in pursuance of a 
resolution by them adopted.

“ The board of supervisors of each county in this State shall 
have power .... to perform all other duties, not inconsistent 
with this act, which may be required of or enjoined on them 
by any law of this State relating to the county courts.”

One of the counties of Illinois—Marshall County—had 
adopted the township organization which this statute of 1851 
authorized before the 28th day of February, 1853, and was 
on that day so organized and acting.

In this state of the statute law and of facts Schenck 
brought assumpsit in the Circuit Court for Northern Illinois 
against the board of supervisors of this same Marshall 
County, to recover interest which had become due Septem-
ber 12th, 1865, on the coupons of certain bonds issued nine 
years before, signed by the board of supervisors of the said 
county, for stock in the Western Air-Line Railroad. The 
narr. was in the ordinary form.

Special plea, that on the 28iA day of February, 1853, the 
County Court of Marshall County ordered an election, to vote 
for and against a subscription, &c. That such election was 

e d under said order; that the board of supervisors, on the 
th of November, 1854, acting by authority of said election, 

su scribed, that the bonds and coupons were issued in pay-
ment of the said subscription; that no election was ever held by 
order of the board of supervisors, and that the said Marshall 

ounty had been organized and was acting under the Town- 
s ip Orgamzation Law since prior to 28th of February, 1853, 

o/ «5 ic i appeared from the public records of said county. The 
P a leged, therefore, that the bonds and coupons had been 
^ued without authority of law, and were void.
hnZ u^ n°t denying the facts alleged in the plea,
mpnt t.eging ^at the bonds and coupons were issued in pay- 
thp °r f °C C0Tnpany, which stock was received by 
stoel^’..^ coanty enjoyed all the benefits of a 
Darv t° \ th6 ^oni^8 wei'e so^ by the railroad com- 

e p aintiff, for value, without any notice of any
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want of authority to execute the same, other than the con 
structive notice, which might be implied from the record of the 
said proceedings; that ever since the date of the bonds 
(1856) the board of supervisors had annually levied and col-
lected the necessary taxes, and paid the interest on them; 
and that therefore the bonds and coupons had been ratified, and 
were now valid and binding on the county.

General demurrer and judgment on it against the super-
visors of the county for the amount of the coupons de-
clared on.

The county now brought the case to this court; the error 
complained of being that the Circuit Court had overruled the 
demurrer, instead of sustaining it, and the question being, 
whether the bonds were void in the hands of bond fide hold-
ers before maturity, because the election which authorized 
their issue was called by the County Court of Marshall County, 
instead of the board of supervisors of the county, notwith-
standing that all the subsequent proceedings as was admit-
ted were regular, and the county had, for seven or eight 
years, levied and collected taxes to pay the interest upon 
them, and had paid the interest as it fell due, until the de-
fault stated in the declaration of this case.

Mr. Cook, for the supervisors of the County of Marshall, plain 
tiff in error:

1. This is a question of power and of its legal exercise. 
Counties are organized for purposes of government. 
they create debts for purposes so alien to the puipose o 
their creation as building railroads, they must do so un e 
general or special law. Without law, the creation of sue 
debt is void. If a law exists for the creation of the de t, u 
less such debt is created substantially according to tie 
no liability attaches to the county. These statutes ave$ 
pressly declared that the bonds should not issue, un ® 
pursuance of authority conferred by a vote of the maj^ 
in favor of such subscription, at an election ca e 
mode pointed out by the act. It is admitted that t 
were issued without such an election. A slig t
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from the mode prescribed will not, we may fully admit, in-
validate such securities in the hands of innocent holders for 
a valuable consideration. But there is a wide difference be-
tween an act performed without authority, or in violation of 
law, and an act defectively performed under authority. In 
the former case the act is absolutely void. Here a ratifica-
tion is set up. But how could the county authorities ratify 
a contract which they had no authority to make, and es-
pecially without any further or other authority than that 
which they had at the time they made it? Such a contract 
is “ incapable of ratification by the county authorities.”*

2. Then it is set up that the plaintiffs are bond, fide holders 
of these bonds without notice. But can there be such hold-
ers of bonds like these ?

The supervisors derived their authority to act from the 
law, which was public, and the condition precedent was not 
only one which was in its nature public, but it was also a 
matter of record in the public offices. Purchasers of these 
bonds were bound to look to these records, and if those 
showed primd facie that the board was not authorized in law 
to issue the bonds, then the holders took them with notice.

3. The Supreme Court of Illinois has construed these stat-
utes, in Cook v. Supervisors of Marshall County, not yet reported, 
and held part of the issue of these same bonds to be void.

his court follows the rulings of State courts on State stat-
utes.

S. IK. Fuller, contra:
. The exact question raised here has been decided by this 

court numerous times. Knox County v. Aspinwall,f is full to 
o point. In that case it appeared that, under the law of 

th la?a’?t was ^le duty °f the sheriffs to give the notices of 
e e ection; but the election authorizing the issue of the 

°n s was called by the board of commissioners of Knox
V? and cour^ held, that as all the subsequent pro- 
mgs were regular, the error in calling the election did 

p’«ke v. The Supervisors, 27 Illinois, 805. f 21 Howard, 542.
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not invalidate the .bonds in the hands of bond fide holders. 
The same question was again raised, and decided the same 
way, in Bissell et al. v. City of Jeffersonville ;*  and other cases 
since, are in harmony with these, f

2. By levying and collecting taxes to pay the interest on 
its bonds, and paying that interest for a series of years in 
the manner stated in the replication, the county has ratified 
its bonds. In Keithsburg v. Frick,| in the State where this 
case comes from, the court say, in regard to bonds similarly 
issued:

“ The corporation is now estopped from setting up any irreg-
ularity in their issue, inasmuch as they have repeatedly recog-
nized their validity by paying them out, levying taxes, and pay-
ing interest on them for a series of years. . . . It is now too 
late to raise a question as to the regularity of their issue.’

We need not criticize or discuss the soundness of the de-
cision in Cook v. The Board of Supervisors of Marshall County. 
It is not one of that class of decisions of the State courts 
which are binding upon this court.. Bonds and coupons like 
those involved in this suit are commercial securities, nego-
tiable instruments, and the questions pertaining to t eni 
must be decided by the rules of commercial law. 
court has always expounded that law for itself. Its rig 
to do so was declared in Swift v. Tyson,§ a decision never, 
that we know of, departed from.

Mr. Justice CLIFFORD delivered the opinion of the 

court.
Counties in the State of Illinois may purchase or subscri^ 

for shares in the capital stock of any railroad company 
porated or organized under any law of the State, in any 
not exceeding one hundred thousand dollars.______  _

* 24 Howard, 287. . Ti.„ City of
f Moran v. Miami County, 2 Black, 722; Gelpcke e tl®' Meyer v 

Dubuque, 1 Wallace, 175; Von Hostrup v. Madison City, • ’ „
The City of Muscatine, Id. 384; Thomson v. Lee County,
». Burlington, Id. 654. i ,t 34 Illinois 405. J 10 Peter., 1.
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Pursuant to that law the corporation defendants, on the 
twelfth day of September, 1856, issued, as alleged in the first 
count of the declaration, thirty bonds, each for one thousand 
dollars, payable to the Western Air-Line Railroad Company, 
or order, in twenty years from date, with interest coupons 
annexed, stipulating for the payment to bearer of interest 
annually, at the rate of six per centum per annum. Same 
count alleged that the plaintiff, on the first day of July, 
1857, became the legal holder of those bonds, with the cou-
pons thereto attached, by due indorsement and delivery.

Present suit, which was an action of assumpsit, was 
brought by the plaintiff to recover one year’s interest on 
those bonds, which fell due on the twelfth day of Septem-
ber, 1865, nine years after the bonds were issued and eight 
years after the plaintiff became the holder of the same, for 
value, and in the usual course of business.

The authority of counties to purchase or subscribe for 
such shares and issue such bonds is subject to certain condi-
tions or regulations, one of which is, that a majority of the 
qualified voters of the county must first vote for such sub-
scription or purchase. Provision is also made for proper 
notice to the electors of the time and place of the meeting 
or that purpose, and the requirement is, that the notice 

must specify the company in which stock is proposed to be 
su scribed, the amount proposed to be taken, the time the 

onds are to run, and the rate of interest the bonds are to 
bear.

Defendants appeared and filed a special plea, and rested 
eir defence entirely upon the allegations of that plea.

s^ance the defence was, that the bonds were issued 
out authority, and were invalid, because the election to 

1 cure the consent of a majority of the qualified voters of 
fiou wa8 ordered to be held by the county7 court of the 
as y» and not by the board of supervisors of the county, 
that law’ but they admitted, among other things, 
turns 6 e^eC^On wa8 properly conducted, and that the re- 

^ere ma4e> and that the proceedings, in all other 
aspects, were regular and correct.
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Replication of the plaintiff alleged that the bonds and 
coupons were executed and delivered in payment of a like 
number of shares of the stock in the railroad company; that 
the shares of the stock were received by the defendants ir 
payment for the bonds, and that the defendants have ever 
since held and owned the same, and by virtue thereof have 
participated in the election of the officers of the company, 
and in all other benefits and advantages attending such own-
ership. He also alleged that the transfer of the bonds to him 
was for a valuable consideration, and without notice of any 
defect in the preliminary proceedings, and that the defend-
ants, having paid the interest annually accruing on the bonds 
to the amount of six thousand dollars, have thereby ratified 
and confirmed the same as binding and obligatory.

Defendants demurred, and the plaintiffjoined in demurrer. 
Circuit Court overruled the demurrer, and rendered judg-
ment for the plaintiff, and the defendants remove*!  the cause 
into this court.

I. Bonds to the amount of one hundred thousand dollars 
were issued by the defendants, of which the bonds specific 
in the declaration were a part, and the railroad company, at 
the same time, transferred stock to them in the same amount. 
Decision of the Circuit Court in overruling the demurrer is 
the only error assigned in the record, and the single question 
presented in the case is, whether the bonds specified in t ie 
declaration, and which were indorsed and delivered be ore 
maturity, are void in the hands of the plaintiff, who is 
holder for value, and without notice of any defect in t 
proceedings, because the order for the election in whic i 
majority of the qualified voters of the county voted to s i 
scribe for the stock of the railroad company and pure 
the shares, was made by the county court, and not y 
supervisors of the county. n

Before examining that question it may be wel to me 
some of the further admissions of the defendants, as 
ited in their special plea. They therein admit, m ' .
terms, that the notices of the election were du y pu 
that t-ho electiol was held, that the required number oi q
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fied votes were given on the fifth day of April, 1853, and 
that the board of supervisors of the county, on the fourteenth 
day of November, 1854, made an order, and recorded it, 
that the county do subscribe one hundred thousand dollars 
to the stock of the company named in the bonds; and that 
the board, on the same day, passed another order to empower 
the chairman of the board to make the subscription, and that 
he made the subscription and purchased the shares on the 
following day.

These admissions of the plea, or answer, are followed by 
others of equal importance, to wit: That the chairman and 
clerk of the board did afterwards issue, by the order of the 
board, the bonds of the county, as alleged in the declaration, 
and that the same were duly delivered to the railroad com-
pany, in payment for a like number of the stock shares of 
the company.

Looking at these several admissions, it is obvious that the 
sole objection to the validity of the bonds, even inter partes, 
arises from the fact alleged in the plea, and not directly de-
nied in the replication, that the order for the election was 
passed by the county court of the county, and not by the 
oard of supervisors. Express authority is conferred upon 

counties in that State to subscribe for shares, or purchase 
the same, in any railroad company incorporated and organ-
ized under the laws of the State, in any amount not exceed-
ing the sum already specified, and the Supreme Court of the 

tate have settled the doctrine in a series of decisions that 
e law of the State conferring such authority is constitu-

tional and valid.*
Powei in the county, therefore, to make the subscription, 

Pure ase the shares, and issue the bonds in this case, if the 
proceedings were regular, is placed beyond all question. 
tiUf‘P0lt that proposition is hardly necessary, as it is set- 
• ,. decisions of this court, as well as by the highest

’cia authority of the State, and stands confessed.^

Stark On i ’ ^>rett,yman v- Tazewell, 19 Illinois, 406; Johnson v 
•> 24 Id. 75; Butler v. Dunham, 27 Id. 474.

T Kobers ». Burlington, 3 Wallace, 663.



780 Superv isors  v . Sche nck . [Sup. Ct

Opinion of the court.

Notices of the time and place of the election, in due form 
of law, were duly published, and the meeting was formally 
held at the time appointed, and at the usual place for such 
elections. Returns of the election were duly made, and the 
admission of the plea warrants the conclusion that they show 
that a majority of the qualified voters voted for the subscrip-
tion. Compliance, therefore, is shown with every provision 
of the original law which authorized counties to make such 
subscriptions and purchase shares in the capital stock of 
railroad companies. Orders for such elections were required 
under that law to be made by the county court of the proper 
county, and the provision was that the stock so subscribed 
or purchased should be under the control of the county 
court making such subscription or purchase, in all respects, 
as stock owned by individuals.* *

Prior to the date of the order for the election in this case, 
however, the township organization law was passed, which 
provides that the powers of a county as a body politic can 
only be exercised by the board of supervisors thereof, or in 
pursuance of a resolution by them adopted.!

None of the other provisions of the prior law are repeale , 
nor is there any change in the regulations, except that tie 
order for the election is required to be made by the boar 
of supervisors, and not by the county court of the county. 
The objection is that the order in this case was ma e as 
under the prior law, but the notices, in regular form, were 
duly published, and the election was held, and the boar 
supervisors of the county ratified the proceedings y 
scribing for the stock, issuing the bonds, accepting 
shares in payment of the same, and by participating 
after in the election of the officers of the company an 
the management of its affairs, as owners to that ex 
the stock of the company. a r and

Throughout they appear to have adopted t e or e 
the results of the election as rightfully authorize a , 
for the period of ten years the county has held t e _ __  

+ Id. 1146-
* 2 Statu tea, 1072. '
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their own property, and have voluntarily enjoyed all the 
benefits of absolute legal ownership, without any complaint 
or any attempt to enjoin the proceedings.

Preliminary proceedings looking to such a subscription 
by a municipal corporation may often be enjoined for de-
fects or irregularities before the contract is perfected, in 
cases where the corporation will be held to be forever con-
cluded, if they remain silent and suffer the shares to be pur-
chased, the bonds to be issued, and the securities to be ex-
changed. Nothing of the kind was attempted in this case, 
and the defendants have never rescinded, or attempted to 
rescind, the contract, and have never returned, or offered to 
return, the evidences of their ownership of the shares in the 
stock of the company, but have annually acknowledged the 
validity of the bonds by voting taxes for the payment of the 
accruing interest, and have actually paid the same to the 
amount of six thousand dollars.

Judge Story said there was no maxim, where it does not 
prejudice the rights of strangers, better settled in reason and 
law than Oninis ratihabitio retrotrahitur et mandate priori c/equi- 
paratur, and it is equally well settled that the maxim is as 
applicable to corporations in matters of simple contract as 
to other contracting parties. Questions of ratification most 
requently arise in respect to the acts or omissions of agents, 
ut the general rule is the same in all cases where the act 
one was one which it wras competent for the party attempted 

to be charged to do. When the principal, upon a full knowl- 
e ge of all the circumstances of the case,.deliberately ratifies 
t e acts, doings, or omissions of his agent, he will be bound 
t ereby a& fu.ly, to all intents and purposes, as if he had 
originally given him direct authority in the premises, to the 
extent which such acts, doings, or omissions reach.*

■Ratification is inoperative if the party attempted to be 
arged was not competent to make the contract in ques- 

on w en the same was made, nor when the supposed acts

XvLT”17 onoAfenCy’ ed> 1863’ % 239 5 Beckner v. United States Bank, 8 
n» , N. Y. & N. H. R. R. Co. v. Schuyler et al., 34 New York, 49. 
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of ratification were performed, or if the contract was illegal, 
immoral, or against public policy. Like an individual, a 
corporation may ratify the acts of its agents done in excess 
of authority, and such ratification may, in many cases, be 
inferred from acquiescence in those acts, as well as from ex-
press adoption.*  Such ratification may be by express con-
sent, or by acts and conduct of the principal inconsistent 
with any other hypothesis than that he approved, and in-
tended to adopt what had been done in his name; audit 
was held in Peterson v. The Mayor of New York,} that the 
principle is as applicable to corporations as to individuals. 
Where the officers of the corporation openly exercise powers 
affecting the interests of third persons, which presupposes 
a delegated authority for the purpose, and other corporate 
acts subsequently performed show that the corporation must 
have contemplated the legal existence of such authority, the 
acts of such officers will be deemed rightful, and the dele-
gated authority will be presumed.^

All of the acts of the board of supervisors of the county 
in making the subscription, purchasing the shares, issuing 
the bonds, and exchanging the securities, appear to have 
been open and well known to the corporation, and yet they 
constantly suffered themselves to be represented in the choice 
of officers and in the management of all the affaiis of t e 
railroad company, and have voluntarily voted taxes or e 
payment of the yearly interest on the bonds, and actua y 
paid the same, as admitted in the special plea. .

Examined in the light of those suggestions, it wou > e 
difficult to imagine a case where the rule that a su ®e^ue^ 
ratification is as good as a previous authority can e n 
justly applicable than in the case under consi era i 
So, where shares in a railroad company weie receive 
the officers of a county in exchange for theii QR s>__

— 17 Id. 453.
* Hoyt v. Thompson, 19 New York, 218.
t Bank of United States v. Dandridge, 12 Wheaton, 70. tions
§ Mills v. Gleason, 11 Wisconsin, 490; Angell & °nBiggel v. Bail- 

8th ed., ?. 237, 304; 2 Kent’s Commentaries, Uth ed. 34 , 
road, 22 New Y< 'k, 264.
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were never returned, and the proper officers of the county 
voted for directors at two elections, and the supervisors paid 
two annual instalments of interest, the Supreme Court of 
Illinois held that those acts, unexplained, were as satisfac-
tory evidence of a design to ratify the issue of the bonds as 
if it had been done by an order of the supervisors.*

Direct decision to the same effect was also made by that 
court in Keithsburg v. Frick,\ which is the latest reported 
decision upon the subject. Views of the court in that case 
were that the acts of the supervisors in issuing the bonds 
and putting them upon the market, and by levying taxes 
and paying interest for a series of years, estopped the county 
from setting up any irregularity in their issue, and this court 
has, in repeated instances, affirmed the same doctrine.

Leading case in this court is that of Knox County v. Aspin-
wall,\ which was very fully considered by the court. Alleged 
defect in that case was that the notices of the election, as 
required by law, had not been given in any form, but the 
decision was that the question as to the sufficiency of the 
notice, and the ascertainment of the fact whether the ma-
jority of votes had been cast in favor of the subscription, 
was necessarily left to the inquiry and judgment of the 
county board, as no other tribunal was provided for the 
puipose. Intimation of the court was that their decision 
yug t not be conclusive in a direct proceeding to inquire 
into the facts previously to the execution of the power, and 

e ore the rights and interests of third parties had attached, 
nt the court held that after the authority had been exe-

cuted, the stock subscribed, thé bonds issued, and in the 
a,i s of innocent holders, it was too late, even in a direct pro- 

cee mg, to call the power in question ; much less, say the 
*?UIL can it be called in question to the prejudice of a bond 

o er of the bonds in a collateral way.
Were exPressed by this court in the case of 

v. effersonville,§ and in many others referred to by the

* Jobson v. Stark Co., 24 Illinois, 90.
4 He ward, 544. t 34 Id. 421.

§ 24 Id. 299
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plaintiff.*  When a corporation has power, under any cir 
cumstances, to issue negotiable securities, the decision of 
this court is that the bond fide holder has a right to presume 
they were issued under the circumstances which give the 
requisite authority, and they are no more liable to be im-
peached for any infirmity in the hands of such a holder than 
any other commercial paper, f

State courts in other States have decided in the same way, 
as well where the controversy was between the original par 
ties as in favor of indorsers and holders, without notice of 

< the alleged defect.|
Argument of the defendants proceeds upon the ground 

that if they can show that the order for the election ema-
nated from the wrong source, the plaintiff, although an inno-
cent holder for value, cannot recover; but it is clear that in 
a case like the present, where the power to issue the bonds 
was fully vested in the corporation, the proposition cannot 
be sustained. On the contrary, it is settled law that a nego-
tiable security of a corporation, which upon its face appears 
to have been duly issued by such corporation, and in con-
formity with the provisions of its charter, is valid in the 
hands of a bond fide holder thereof, without notice, although 
such security was in point of fact issued for a purpose, an 
at a place not authorized by the charter of the corporation^

Attention is drawn to the fact that in a recent case not yet 
reported, the Supreme Court of the State have held that 
these bonds are void, even in the hands of an innocent 
holder, but inasmuch as the power to issue the bonds was 
fully conferred by law, the question of their validity in t ® 
hands of innocent holders, without notice, is a question o 
commercial law where the State adjudications, althoug en * * * §

* Moran, v. Miami Co., 2 Black, 725.
f Gelpcke v. Dubuque, 1 Wallace, 203. Adams,
J Savings Co. v. New London, 29 Connecticut, 174 ; Tash et a . fl-

10 Cushing, 252. R & P-
§ Stoney v. Life Ins. Co., 11 Paige Ch., 635; P. &M. anv.

Bank, 16 New York, 129; Goodman v. Simonds, 20 Howard, 3b ,
son v. Lee Co., 3 Wallace, 327.
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titled to great respect, do not furnish the rule of decision in 
this court.*

Prior decisions of the State court were in accoi dance with 
the decisions of this court, and as those decisions were sup-
posed to be correct expositions of the law of the State at the 
period when these bonds were issued, the latter adjudica-
tions cannot control the judgment in this case.

Judg ment  af fir med , wit h  cos ts .

Kelly  v . Crawf ord .

1. Where agents, in the sale of an article, acknowledging a debt of unascer-
tained amount due their principals, sign an agreement passing certain 
debts described as “ all accounts hereunto attached, and marked Exhibit 
A,” no exhibit, however, being then or afterwards annexed,—and “all 
other debts due ” (for the particular article), the contract having the 
further purpose of ascertaining, with certainty, from an examination 
by an accountant of the books of the assigning party the exact amount 
due, the contract, in connection with the report of the accountant, may, 
on a suit for the amount found due, be read in evidence, even without 
the exhibit never annexed.

Where, to a suit against a partnership for debt, the defence is, that a for-
mer partner has unwarrantably signed the firm name after dissolution 
of the partnership, the paper signed may be read in evidence by itself, 

3 W e*n£ S° rea^’ however, “subject to the proof to be given hereafter.” 
here a party who has been, and still is, carrying on an agency in the 

sale of anything for another, becomes thus indebted to this other, and 
grees that an accountant shall examine the books of account and ascer- 
ain from them the exact amount due, “ the amount-so found to be due 

an owing to be final,”—the agreement is not “ a submission to arbitra- 
mn, nor is the amount found by the accountant an “award” in any 

c sense as will make them subject to the strict rules governing arbi-
trations and awards.

On  error to the Circuit Court for the Northern District of 
inois; the case was thus:

at?haWf01 & C'0*’*111860, were coal dealers in Cleveland, and 
__ time Kelly & Maher were coal dealers in Chicago.

* Swift V. Tyson, 16 Peters, 18.
vol . v 50
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