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NOMINATION OF THURGOOD MARSHALL, OF NEW
YORK, TO BE AN ASSOCIATE JUSTICE OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
THURSDAY, JULY 13, 1967
U.S. SENATE,

COVTmi7

ON TH JUDICIARY,

Wahington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to call, at 11 a.m., in room 2228, New
Senate Office Building, Senator James 0. Eastland (chairman)
presiding.
Present: Senators Eastland, McClellan, Ervin, Hart, Kennedy,
Bayh, Dirksen, Hruska, Fong, and Thurmond.
Also present: John H. Hollioman, chief clerk.
The CHAIRMAN. This hearing has been scheduled for the purpose
of considering the nomination of Thurgood Marshall to be an Associate Justice of the Supreme Court.
Notice of the hearing' was published in the Congressional Record,
July 10,1967.
Senator Javits, by formal notification, approves the nomination.
Senator Kennedy, by formal notification, approves the nomination.
By letter dated July 10, 1967, the Standing Committee on Federal
Judiciary of the American Bar Association, states it is of the view
that the nominee is "highly acceptable from the viewpoint of professional qualification."
Senator Javits?
STATEMENT OF HON. SACOB K. JAVITS, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF NEW YORK
Senator JAvrrS. Mr. Chairman, I have the honor, with my colleague
Senator Kennedy, to appear before the committee in support of the
nomination of the President of Thurgood Marshall of New York, now.
Solicitor General, to be an Associate Justice of the Supreme Court.
This is the third time Mr. Chairman, that I have had the honors
and been allowed by the hair to appear to support an appointment of
Judge Marshall. I had the honor of advocating his appointment as
judge of the U.S. Circuit Court, Second Circuit, to be Solicitor General, and now to be a Justice of tie Supreme Court.
He is one of the most distinguished lawyers in the land. Ho has
fought very hard to vindicate every aspect of the Constitution, and
with remarkable success, especially in the difficult fields in which it
has developed since the early 1950's. And by now, Mr. Chairman, if
there was anything hidden or clandestine in the life of Judge Marshall
that should be revealed to the public gaze, it would have come out.
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On the contrary, his every public experience has been most creditable
to him and to the country, and he is acknowledged as one of our leading members of the bar.
I think it is n,
great thing for our Nation that the President has now
named him to one of the highest offices in the land, the cherished dream
of 0vtiy lawyer,Wlfiihieh richly deserves, through a lifetiihie of dedica.
tio nd.the sharpening and acquisition of professional skill.
In tddftion, he r~pres6ts, 1lhitoi6 first for-oui'Ngation. It, is a matter of g',A6 "ride to mei n the colir.4e of my Sehate service, t be able
to commendhim in every way, professionally and personally, as I have
known Judge Marshall for probably two decades, to the committee and
to the Senate for confirmation in this-very high office.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT F. KENNEDY, U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF NEW YORK
Senator KENNEDY. I[r. Chairman I am honored to join with my
colleague, Senator Javits, in presenting Judge Marshall to the comm ttee this morning. e M
V
rh
In nominating Judge
1a1all, President Johnson has selected for
our highest court a man who brings with him not only a long and distinguished career of widely varied legal experience, but also a man
whose work has symbolized and spearheaded the struggle of millions
of Americans for equality before the law.
hi his decades of work as counsel to the Legal Defense Fund of
the NAACP, he was a familiar figure in the halls of the Supreme
Court, arguing case after case Of petitioners seeking vindication of
their constitutional rights. Ile was counsel for the petitioner 'inthe
histori6:case of Brown v. Board of Iidueation, and in a long'list of
other cases which are milestones in our recent constitutional history.
It was my privilege to work with Judge Marshall during-my years
as Attorney General of the United States, and to recommend him to
President Kennedy for appointment to the U.S. Court of Appeals
for the Second Circuit. He served with distinction on that court, in the
tradition established before hin by such distinguished judges as
Learned Iland, Augustus Hand, Jerome Frank, Carroll Hincks, and
Charles Clark.
Now, after serving as Solicitor General of the United States, Judge
Marshall stands before this committee as the nominee to succeed the
Honorable Tom C. Clark as Associate Justice of the United States,
Ie brings with him a unique combination of experie-nde aS appellate
judge and Supreme Court advocate for both private petitioners and
the United, States. In my judgment; therefore, he is immofisely qualified for our Nation's highest court, and I urge the committee to report
his nomination favorably.
I have known him foi'some'period of time, and have the greatest, respect for -him, Mr. Chairman and members of th committee. I know
whitt t fine judge he tmhde, and I know what antoutstanditig job he
a man of
did!i Alieitor General of the United States. I kwjwv he i.s
integrity and a man of honesty, and'a miati of ability : and I commend
lirn to the committee..
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:STATMUT OF, THURGOOD -MARsAI L, NOMINEE TO BE ASSOCIATE J1JSICE OF THE SUPREME COURT OF T11E UNITEI'STATES
The.CPA1RMAN. Are there anyqVistibh ?
JudgeIMarshall, is'this biog aphy of yours correct?
Judge MAI1S TJ L Yes, sir.
The CHAIANIAN. That will be placed in the record at this pohit.
(The biographical sketch of Judge Marshall follows:)
THURGOOD MARSHALL

Born: July 2, 1908, Baltimore, Md.
Education:
1925-30: Lincoln University, Lincoln University, Pa., A.B. degree.
1933: Howard University, Washington, D.C., LL.B. degree.
Bar: 1933: Maryland.

Experience:

1933-36:
1934-36:
1936-38:
1938-50:
1950-61:

Private practice of law, Baltimore, Md.
NAACP, counsel, Baltimore branch.
NAAQP, assistant special:counsel.
NAACP, special counsel in charge of legal cases.
NAACP, director-counsel of Legal Defense & Educational Fund, Inc.,

New York City.
1951: Investigator of courts martial cases involving Negro soldiers in Japan

and Korea.
.January-February 1960: Consultant at Constitutional Conference on Kenya
at London, England.
April 1961: Head of U.S. delegation at celebration of the independence of
Sierre Leone, West Africa.
October 5, 1901: Recess appointment U.S. circuit Judge, second circuit.
October 14, 1962: Confirmed by Senate and appointed U.S. circuit Judge for
the second circuit.
August 11, 1965, to present: Solicitor General of the United States.
Marital status: Widover, married, 2 sons.
Office: U.S. Department of Justice.
Home: 64 G Street SW., Washington, D.C.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Is the nominee going to submit any statement?
Maybe he wishes to make a statement?
The CHAMMAN. Do you wish to make a statement?
Judge MARSHALL. Don't wish to, Mr. Chairman and members of
the committee, but I am perfectly, willing to answer questions.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Very well you on't.care to make any statement.
Mr. Chairman, I have a few questions that I wish to ask. They do
not go to the legal ability or training or character of the nominee, but
they do deal with a critical condition in this country today, and I would
like to ascertain the philosophy of the nominee with reset to something that I believe is endangering our country. I will ask you a few
questions that come within that category, Mr. Solicitor.
First, I would ask you if you do not agree with me that the mounting
incidence of crime in this Nation has reached a critical stage.
.Tudge MARSHALL. I agree with you absolutely.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Do you regard it as having reached proportions where it endangers or jeopardizes the internal security of our
country?
Judge MARSHALL. I would say I am in general agreement with this
one point, but I think I should make my position clear. I am-as worried
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as anybody about the mounting rate of crime, but I do not think it has
yet reached the point where it cannot be dealt with and dealt with
affirmatively.
The CHAMMAN. How do you plan to deal with it ?
Judge MARSHALL. I think there are quite a few ways, Mr. Chairman.
No. 1, we have to work at the causes of these outbreaks of crime. No. 2,
we have to build up our law enforcement machinery. Three, we have to
to crime. Above all, we have to
improve on our scientific approaches
A
educate the public.
I remember, for example, the automobile thievery and all, which is
caused so much by people leaving keys in cars, and things like that.
I don't have any single solution for it, but I think it is something that
deserves the attention of every American in the country, regardless of
his position.
The CHAIRMAIN. Senator McClellan.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Now back to the line of questioning that I was
pursuing. Is my understanding correct that as of now, you do not
think that the ciime rate in this country has reached proportions where
it endangers and jeopardizes our internal security?
Judge MARSHALL. Endangers internal security. I would understand
that to mean that there was going to be a revolution or something; and
I certainly don't see that. I just don't understand your question.
Senator McCLELLAN. Well, I'll put it in other terms. Do you think
it is reaching proportions where we will have a reign of lawlessness
and chaos?
Judge MARSHALL. I would say that I have great faith in the -ability
of our country to meet any emergency, and ISenator MCCLELLAN. I am not asking what the country can meet,
Mr. Solicitor. I am trying to determine your attitude or sense, realization, of the danger confronting this country with respect to this enemy
of our security.
Judge MARSHALL. I think it is a great danger. I also think it is a
sufficient danger to require every arm of the Government to do everything that is constitutionally permissible to stop the increase, and indeed to cut it down.
Senator McCLPLLAN. And that includes the Supreme Court.
Judge MARSHALL. No question about it.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Now, if you say it has not yet, in your judgment, reached the proportions that I have suggested, do you agree
with me that the trend is strongly in that direction, and unless reversed,
unless halted and reversed, it will soon reach such proportions?
Judge MARSHALL. My trouble there, Senator, is that I don't have
the facts that you have. I am just tryingSenator M6CELLAN. I would think you would have more than I
have.
Judge MARSHALL. Well, I am not in the prosecutorial side of the
Government, so
Senator CICCLELLAN. Are you not very closely identified with the
Justice Department, where all the facts are available?
Judge MARSHALL. But my particular job is not enforcement.
Senator MCxCLELLAN. YOU have not acquainted yourself with those
facts, then?

J
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Judge MAnSnALL. I ani now engaged in reading the last two volumes
of the report of the Crime Commission. I have not even completed
that yet, because I just have not had the time.
Senator McCiELLAN. Then, if I understand, you do agree that the
national security could be or can be endangered by the amount of
crime, of serious crime, that may be committed?
Judge MARSHALL. In the future, there is a possibility. But I have
got faith in my Government. I know my Government will not lot it
hap pen.
Senator MCCILLAN. Well, I have seen a lot of things happen tha,t
I did not think would ever happen, too. But let us not talk about
faith for the moment; let us talk about facts. I am hopeful, too; I
have faith that we will do something about it. But I do not think the
problem will evaporate and go away unless we do take those actions.
That is why I wanted to tr- to see whether you and I agreed upon
the imminence of the danger unless action is taken.
Judge MARSItALL. I agree with you on the imminence of the danger.
I cannot agree with you as to the degree, because I don't have enough
facts.
Senator McCLrELLAN. You do not, then, challenge the degree?
Judge MARSHALL. No, sir.
Senator MCCLELLAN. You just say you don't know. Am I correct?
Judge MARSHALL. Yes, sir.
Senator MCCLELLAN. One other question, Mr. Solicitor, along this
line. We have recommendations to the Congress-and I will be specific,
so there will be no misunderstanding about the question, without
going into the merits of the proposed legislation at 'the moment. But
we have legislation pending that would permit the Department of
Justice to use certain instrumentalities in the protection of national
security. That is the term that is used, "national security." And I am
speaking of electronic eavesdropping and wiretapping, as you know.
Now, it is recommended that we enact legislation to permit the use
of that method, of that technique, by the Xttorney General, in cases
of national security. I make that as a premise for this question: Do
you agree with me that crime has now reached or is about to reach the
level of incidence where it is a threat to national security?
Judge MARSHALL. I would not be commenting at all on the legislation that is pending in Congress.
Senator MCCLELLAN. I do not ask you whether we should pass the
legislation.
Judge MARSHALL. Yes sir.
Senator Mf cCLEr.LLAN. . only ask you whether, in your judgment,and you are going to be in a position of passing on these things. This
is not a given case, but this is for my information, to ascertain your
judgment with respect to the matter of national security, where the
crime could endanger national security.
Do you believe the incidence of crime can reach the level where
it would endanger national security-using that term as used in the
recommendations of this legislation.
Judge MARSHIALL. Well, No. 1, I siid before that I don't have the
facts that would lead me to say as to whether it has reached that stage
or not. No. 2, if Congress makes a definite finding, then that finding
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would be given the weight that is entitled to be given to any other congressionaract of Congress. But whatever Congress or any other agency
does to protect national security still must be done within the framework of the U.S. Constitution.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Well, there is no definition in 'this proposed
legislation as to what national security means. It is very loose. But
I am assuming that taking it in its context as now, primarily the assumption is that it refers to external force or external enemies that
may be involved in trying'to undermine the security of this country.
But what I am thinking in terms of, Mr. Solicitor-and these are
not for the purpose of being catch questions or anything like that. I
know you are perhaps better informed than I am in this field. But I
say to you frankly and without any reservation that I am alarmed at
the crime increase in this country. If you will just take your pencil
and make a little, simple calculation on the basis of the Department
of Justice report.9--I am talking about the FBI, the rise in incidence
of crime in this coutry-and calculate it just like you would compound
interest for the next 10 years, you will see that we are on the precipice
of reaching a crime incidence rate in this country that would destroy
our internal security, in my Judgment.
I am trying to ascertain if you have any apprehensions along these
lines and sense the danger that I do in this area. Because you are going
to be in a position and have a responsibility on this court to do a great
deal, in my judgment, toward law enforcement in this country.
Judge MARSHALL. I say in answer, Senator, that I am as alarmed, I
am sure, as you are. But I am equally alarmed that whatever is to be
done by governmental agencies to meet this situation has to be done
within the framework of the U.S. Constitution. That is my only
position.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Nobody quarrels with that. But we have
differences of opinion as to what the Constitution says and means.
And you are going to be in a position where, as one man, you can say
what the Constitution means and make it become the law of the land.
Therefore, I am concerned about your philosophy. I have made mistakes in the past, I admit, in this area, by not inquiring further and
deeper. But the time has come when I can no longer he silent and not
inquire into the philosophy of those who are nominated to this high
position. I want to know what their thinking is and what their attitude
is. Because I cannot otherwise protect what I believe is necessary to
preserve in our society, if we do not weight these factors.
Would you not agree that the government, whether local, state, or
Federal, has an obligation to protect its citizens and to insure their
safety in the conduct of their private affairs?
Judge MARSTALJL. Certainly. I agree.
Senator MOCLLLAN. We all agree on that, don't we?
Judge MATISTIALL. Sure.
Senator MCCLELLA'N. Do you believe that society, in an effort to
afford the fullest possible reach of individual rights, however idealistic.
to all citizens, must sacrifice its security, its safety, and indeed its very
well-being, in order to provide every conceivable so-called right to
suspects in criminal eases?
Judge MARSHALL. The question was so long, Senator, that I
think I-
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Senator MCCLELLAN. I will repeat it. Do you believe that society,
in an effort to accord the fullest possible reach of individual rights,
however idealistic, to' all citizens, must sacrifice its security, its safety,
and indeed its very well-being, in order to provide every conceivable
so-called right to suspects in criminal cases?
Judge MARSHALL. No; I don't agree.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Good. I hope that will have some influence
with you, as you weigh some of these cases, comparable cases that
have gone to the Supreme Court, where we have had 5-to-4 decisions,
where one man could change what you talk about, the Constitution.
It is one man's decision that often detennines what the Constitution
is. You recognize that, do you not?
Judge M..RSIALrL. I don't quite agree, Senator. The nine men meet
in a conference, and there is considerable give and take in the conference room. And where the vote ends up by one, nobody knows how
it started off.
Senator MCCLELTAN. All right, we will say five, then. We will put
it in the category of five, if that will give more comfort to you. Five
men can say today what the Constitution is, notwithstanding all differences of opinion; is that not correct?
.Judge MATIRSHALL. I would say technically that is correct.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Technically and practically, so far as the
effect of it: is that not true?
Judge MARSHALL. Well, the majority rule controls the vote of the
Supreme Court, as it does in every other court.
Senator MCCLELLAN. That is wvhy I say one man on that Court in
these cases could interpret the Constitution differently, could he not,
and thus the vote of one man would have changed what is today called
the law of the land in a number of these cases?
Judge MARSHALL. I would say that that has happened, could
happen.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Well, that is correct. What I have said is
correct, is it not?
Judge AiLMSHALL. 'It goes without saying.
Senator MCCLIMLAN. It is an obvious fact; is it not?
Judge MARSHALL. I think so.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Yes. Do you believe that an individual, in his
role as an integral member of society, must, perforce sacrifice a portion of his individual rights for the collective security and safety of
all?
.Judge MARSHALL. I don't understand the question, sir.
Senator MCCLELIJAN. Well, are there circumstances where the individual must give ip some rights in order to contribute to the security
of all?
Judge M.11RSHALL. Well, there are instances of that type, as witness
the soldiers.
Senator MCCLLLAN. Well, we go out here and conscript our boys
and send them to far lands to fight.
Judge MAItS IAL. That. is what, I said.
Senattor cCIEI,,AN. We do not, ask them to do it voluntarily. Soine
of them do, niany of them. MAfny of tlieni have convictions )boutit.
But; we have the' power and the Government exercises the power., in
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order to have the security to keep our country secure and the freedoms
that we have fought for and cherished, we conscript them against
their will and send them across the seas to foreign lands to fight.
So, that is the most obvious example of where citizens are required
sometimes not only to give up their rights but to give their lives for
the security and welfare of all. Is that not trite?
Judge IARIsTr:L.. TPhat is true.
Senator MdC( LELLAN. That is true.
Then, is it not necessary sometimes, iii protecting our internal security, that we exact soim obligations, sonie sacrifice of rights so-called
soiletlnes, 1111(d ot her t iines legal rights, on the part of citizens, on the
part of individuals, in order to contribute to the security of all?
Judge Al\nslAIL. Not if it violates the Colnstituit ion.
Senator N1CC/'LELLA4N. Well, the Constitution is what you are going
to s-ay it is.
Judge M.XIIsL\rL. NO, sir. The Constitution is what is written.
Senator MCCLEI.L.LA.N. Yes, but it becomes what the Suprene Couirt
says it is; (toes it not'?
Judge MAoIS1TLL. It (loes, after the Supreme Court has
Senator MCCL"LLAN. Well, tle Supreme (ourt changes its mid,
does it not, on the question of the Constitution? And has it not done
so, and does the record not so reflect?
Judge MAIlsirALr. Yes, the Supreme Court has many times reversed
itself.
Senator MICCLELL.N. Reversed itself on constitutional question, has
it not?
4Judge MARSHLL. I would say so, yes.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Well, the Constitution has not changed. It- is
just like it was written when they made their first decision as when
they made their last.
Judge [nsI..Lr. B]ut I am sure, Senator, you will agree with me
that in many cases, it depends on the way the case is presented, the
briefs, the ar
ets, and then the independent research of each
independent judge.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Yes, but Mr. Solicitor, take all of that into account; the Constitution, the words, the spirit, the intent of it is right
there as it was before they did their research and changed their minds;
is that not true?
Judge MARSHrAi,,. The words are exactly the same.
Senator MCCLELLAN. That is right.
Judge MARs1 [Ar,. And the debates are the same.
Senator MCCLELLAN. So do not say that the words are still as thev
were written, without any qualification. It is as it. was written ana
as the Supreme Court as of today interprets it; is that not correct?
Judge MARSHA.LL. I think that is correct.
Senator MCCLELLAN. That is correct, of course.
Now, I wanted to ask you about two or three specific things. You
know a number of cases that we have had resulted in a 5-to-4 decision,
dealing with criminal law and dealing with constitutional questions,
where as I have tried to illustrate here, the decision of one man has
become the law of the land and then become the Constitution as of
the time. I am sure you are familiar with these cases, but I want to
ask you:
..

i- .
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Do you subscribe to the l)hilosoly, as expressed by a majority of the
Court in the Miranda case. that no matter how voluntary tvconfessiW'
or incriminating statement by a defendant might be, it must be excluded from evidence unless lhe prescribed warnings of that opinion
Were 0lven ?
Judge MARSHTALT. Well, Senator, in the first place, I am familiar.
with that case because I argued one of the four eases, the IVe,'toiler case, and on behalf of the U.S. Government I urged that the
Westover case not be reversed, and that the confession be read. Respectfull, I cannot answer your question, because there are many
cases ponding in the Supreme Court right now on variations of the
so-called M!randa rule, and I would suspect that in every State of
the Union there are other cases on different variations of tle,, Miranda
rule that are. on their way to the Supreme Court, and if I am confirmed, T would have to pass on those cases.
Senator fCCLLLAN. I am sih'!, oli would.
,Jilmdge MA SAL,. I would not like to give my opinionSenator McCrmrTAx . I will not ask you about any, presently pending case here. This is a case that is history. It is the law of tie land
today. Now, we know that Supreme Court. Justices change their
minds. We also read daily about some liberal being appointed to the
Court, or a, eonservative.'or this appointimient is going to change the
balance in the Court. and so forth. or it. will not, change it; it will
strengthen the liberal view or the conservative view, as the case may
)e.
I have a responsibility here, and-I want to perform it conscientiously.
T admit I have made mistakes in the past in this area. But I think
it has become so critical that we who have this responsibility here
of up)holding confirmations need to have some idea, at least alimpce,
some impression as to the trend of the thinking and the philosophy
of the one who is to receive confirmation.
,Juidge MARSIALL. Well, in this case you have the best evidence
you could get, which would be the brief 'that I filed in theWeqtorer
case, which not only gave the views of the U.S. Government. It gave'
my personal Aiews.
Senator MCCFILLAN. Then I take it you disagree with that philosophy of that opinion.
Judge MARSHALL. I am not saying whether I disagree with it or
not, because I am going to be called to pass upon it. Tierel is no
question about it, Senator. These cases are coming to the Supreme
C.ourt.

Senator McCrxmr,.\.. You say you do not; disagree or cannot make
any comment on any decision that has been made in the past?
Judge MasARSITALL. I would say that on decisions that are certain to be
reexamined in, the Court, it would be improper for me to comment
on them in advance.
Senator MCCLELTA.. I am not talking about cases pending. Here
is a decision that changed the law of the land, if I have any understanding of it at all. I do not agree with it. If you do agree with it,
I would like you to say so. If you do not feel you can make any
exl)ression, that is Ul) to you. I simply wanted to give you the opportunity.
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Judge MArSHALL. I respectfully say, Senator, that I will have to rely
on the brief that I filed.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Well, I have not read your brief. But do you
mean to convince me without your saying, or to inform me without
your answering my question; is that. what you mean?
Judge MARSHALL. No, Senator. I appreciate your difficulty, and I
,-_have one, too.
Senator MCCLELLAN. I grant you that. We both have ont.
Judge M SHALL. My difficulty is that from all of the hearings I
have ever read about, it has been considered and recognized as improper for a nominee to a judgeship to comment on cases that he
will have to pass upon.
Senator MCCLELLAN. All right, I want to ask you about another
one. The Chair wanted to ask you some questions now. I yield to the
p4hair.
Ti CHAIRMAN. Judge, I have a clipping from a paper, the Daily
'Texan for Sunday, March 19, 1967, in which you were interviewed,
which reads in part as follows :
Turning to criminal procedure cases, Marshall spoke on E80obedo v. Illinois
and Miranda v. Arizono litigation. The Court held in those cases that a person
'suspected of a crime has a right to counsel, confessions obtained in violation of
the ruling cannot be used, and the suspect cannot be made to incriminate himself.
Criticism of these cases, especially by police officials-

Now, this is quoting youhave no basis, Marshall said. He reported he had seen no studies indicating the
rulings have adverse effects on investigation of crime.

Did you make that statement?
Judge MARSHALL. I think that is a reasonable statement. But. you
realize, Senator, Mr. Chairman, that was made at the University of
Texas Law School.
The CHAIRMAN. That is right. You were interviewed by the dean
of the university.
Judge MARSHALL. The University of Texas Law School.
The CHAIRMAN. That is right.
Judge MARSHALL. I was called down there to discuss these cases with
them, and I was trying to give advice to these young students.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, you do have an opinion on the exact question
which Senator McClellan has been asking you.

Judge MARSHALL. That view was as 4he Solicitor General of the

United States talking to law students, trying to give them the benefit

of my advice, not as a nominee for this position, not as Solocitor
General, but as a man who knew some law.
Tlie CHAIRMAN. Well, the proof of it is that you did agree with the
Mirandacase and the Eseobedo case.
Judge MKARSHALL. I don't think that I have ever said I disagreed
with it. And as for the statement where I said it wasn't in disagreement among the people, the latest report of the Crime Commission

does show that 65 percent of the people feel that the Miranda Ilo
has not done any harn at all.
bThe CYAIRMAN. But you stated you would rely on the brief. the
reasoning in your brief, you rested on that, when after all, your position was different from what it was in the brief that you filed.

NOMINATION OF THURGOOD MARSHALL

1.

Judge MARShALL. I don't think it was different, sir. In the brief I

filed, said that the FBI for years had always given that ruling, the
warning, and they had given ihe warning. And we will all agree that
their performance has not been harmed by the giving of the warning.
I said that in my brief, and that is just what I told them.
Senator KENNEMY. Would the Chairman, yield?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator McCLELLAN. Wait just one moment, gentlemen. I wanted to
get through with my line of questioning. I am willing to yield, but I do
not want to lose my r-ights here.
The CHAIRMAN. GO ahead.
Senator MCCLEILAN. I am going to yield to the Senator from Massa-

chusetts.
'

KrENNEDY. I appreciate that. This is just on your line of

-nat,

questioning.

Actually, Mr. Solicitor General, there would have been nothing im-

proper for you to express an opinion down in Texas Law School, be-

cause you were not nominated to the Supreme Court at that time.
Judge MARSIA~ai. That was the position I took.
__jS

a~InJPNNDY. So, actually, now having received the nomination,

then I assume that you have a different responsibility as far as cominentina on these matters.
The CIAIRUAN. No; that is not what he said. His testimony was that
his opinion was filed in the brief.
Senator KENNEDY. I am just commenting on this line of questions,

on any opinion that he might have had prior to the time that he received the nomination; and as that is related to this line of inquiry,
I think it is of some help to have that clarified.
Judge MARSHALL. well, the answer to Senator Kennedy is that once

the President announced the nomination, I have not made any state-

ments to anybody about anything.
[Laughter from audience.]
Senator KEiNNEDY. But the point that I am driving at is that you
have, as a nominee, a different responsibility, as I understand it, as
to commenting on questions that might come up before the CourtJudge MARSHALL1 . I agree with you sir.
Senator KENNEDY. Than you would have had as the Solicitor Gen-

eral.
Judge MARSHALL. Senator, I think it is entirely different, because

b1efore I went on the bench in the second circuit, I doubt that there were
any important opinions of the Supreme Court that I didn't comment
on one way or the other. Once I became a judge of the court of,appeals,
I did not comment. When I became Solicitor General, on occasions, restricted for the most part to law schools, I thought I had the right and
the duty to explain to law sclool students the answers to their questions when they wanted to know what the Supreme Court!meant. But
I don't think it is proper, as a nominee for the Supreme Court, to
express my opinion. That is my position.
Senator KENNEDY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator MCCLELLAN. May I continue with my questions?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. I wanted to straighten out the record.
Senator MCCLELLAN. I was trying to pursue a liie of questioning
here, to ascertain your personal views with respect to some of these,

3'Vj
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5-to-4 Court. decisions about which I have serious doubt, and with some
of
completely
disagree,
because
I think
thewhich
arm of.1law
enforcement
in this
country,
and Ithey
tlinkhave
theyweakened
Will contribute further to the trend that is almost now out of control,'in the
rising incidence of crime.
As I said a while ago-you speak of all the agencies of Government.
I wanted to know if it included also the Supreme Court. Because there
is horsepower in the Supreme Court today, within the Constitution as
I interpret it, to contribute effectively toward law enforcement, than
is presently being used and exercised'by the Court. Therefore, I have
wanted to ascertain whether those of us who are concerned about these
Court. decisions and the rise in crime and the trend of these Court decisions could have any hope of a change in the situation when you become an Associate Justice.
I do not ask you these questions for any other purpose than to try
to meet a responsibility here before I again vote to confirm someone
on that Court whose phiilosophy I think, if pursued without restraint
and wit hout being checked, wo,fdd contribute to a menace that threatens
our society.
.,Do- you subscribe to the philosophy expressed in the majority Mira.nda opinion, that a.voluntary confession or incriminating statement
must be excluded from evidence, even though the defendant was thoroughly familiar with his constitutional rights to silence and to the
assistance of counsel?
* Judge lMlARs-ALL. I would say again, I respectfully state to you,

Senator, that that is certainly a case that is on its way to the Supreme
Court right now.
Senator MCCLELLAN. But itisalready ruled on. This isthe ruling of
the Court.
Judge MAPtIALTJ. But there are 6ther cases. The Mirandacase is not
the end. The case itself says in three or four places irithe opinion that
they do not know what Congress intends to doi they do not knov-'
,Senator McCLELAN. I am not talking about legislation. I am ask-,

ing you now about the Constitution. Do you think that the Constitution 'rquires that that evidence be exelude4d
Judge

MARSHALL.

I

cannot-comment on what is coming up to the

Court,
'
Senator MCCLELLAN. But this has already been there.
Judge MARSHALL. But'there arei hundreds of other ones on the way

that are variations of this.
Senator MCCELTAN. Of course there are, but this is specific and has
been donhe.
Judge MARSHMAL. Well, Senator, I respectfully say that it would be

improper for me to tell you and the committee or anybody else how
I intend to vote.
Senator MbCLEIJAq'. It is not improper, may I say, for me to weigh
your reluctanc6 to answ- !'.
Judge MARSHAL,. It certainly is not.

Senator MCCLELLAN Very well.
Judge MARSALL. It certainly is not. You have a perfect right to try
to find outSenator MCCLMLAN. I will try to pursue one or two further questions.
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Do you subscribe to the philosophy that the fifth amendment right
to assistance of counsel requires that counsel be present before the
police can interrogate the accused ?
Judge MARSHA.ILL. That is a part of the Mirandarule.
Senator McCLE LLAN. Yes.
Judge MARSHALL. And as I say, I can't comment, because it is coming
back up.
Senator MCCLELLAN. I have to wonder, from your refusal to answer,
if you mean the negative.
Judge MARSHALL. Well, that is up to you, sir. But I have never been
dishonest in my life.
Senator MCCLELLAN. I did not say that. But you lead me to wonder
why I cannot get the answer.
Senator HART. Would the Senator yield?
Senator McCLELILAN. Yes.
Senator HART. I think this points up some of the dilemma here. You
make the point that you have never been dishonest in your life. The
dilemma is that as a lawyer, we are free to inak! an expression of
whether a court opinion is good or bad. We may or may'not have read
the briefs and records, but that does not inhibit us. As a judge, you
speak only after reading the briefs and records and listening to the
argument, and that is all you say. You put it in writing, period.
Now, as a lawyer nominated to the Court, you are huing with this
dilemma. You' do not want to box yourself in by a. statement here,
because after you read the briefs and records and argruments, you may
find that your intellectual training suggests that you might have been
wrong here, that there is additional illumination developed as a result
of the argument. Yet, you would be hung oh exactly what you are
saying, having told us that your impression as a lawyer is such and
such about a case. If ;as a judge later you discover that if you had
known now what you knew then, your answer would have leen different, you are inhibited from reaching a right judgment as a judge
because you a~e afraid somebody in this committee will confront you
with your previous statement.
That is the dilemma- am afraid we are facing here.
Senator ERvIN. But this is a dilemma he could get out of very easily
by saying, "I am Wiser today than I was yesterday,".
Judge MARSHALL. Well, Senator, fromr my experience on the second
circuit, I know I have changed my mind about a case after I have
reread the briefs, and then made my independent check. I have changed
mv mind. But Once I put it on paper, that was it.
Senator MCCLELLAN. If I may be permitted to proceed-I do not
want to ttke all the time here, a.nd I will forgo some of my questions.
I have opened the issues here, and probably others will'have questions along the same line, Mr. Solicitor. I do not want to monopolize
the time here.
But while you are confronted with a dilemma, you do have the opportunity to change your mind and do something about it, once you get
on the Court. We do not.
Judge MARSHALL. I appreciate that.

Senator

MCCLELLAN.

You are there for life, until you choose to'do

something else. You can correct your mistake if you make one, if you
81-914-7-
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think you have made one. We cannot. That is why I have got to try
to be certain if I can. And if you cannot answer these questions as to
your own view, then of course I have to just assume-I accept your
statement that you have never been dishonest here. No one thinks of
such a thing. I only ask to get your honest viewpoint. That is what
I seek, if I can get it. If you tell me you cannot give it or you are not
going to give it, very well. But I would ask you another question along
the same line.
Do you subscribe to the philosophy that the fifth amendment right
to assistance of counsel requires that the counsel be present at a police
lineupI
Judge MARSHALL. My answer would have to be the same. That is a
part of the Mirandacase.
Senator MCCLE LLAN. Well, I must say to you-I will not pursue it
any further at the moment, but I must say to you that this leaves me
without the necessary information I need affirmatively to consent to
your appointment. I need it. You have the background, you have the
training, and you have the ability. But I do not care who it is that
comes before this committee hereafter for the Supreme Court; I am
going to try to find out something about their philosophy and not
take the chances I have taken in the past. I mean that. This is a fundamental principle and an issue here that I think I have a grave duty to
perform.
I have asked these questions in all good faith. I thank you for your
attention. I regret I have not been able to get an answer that would
disclose to me your viewpoint on these vital issues.
Judge MARSHALL. I am very sorry, Senator.
Senator MCCLELLAN. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
TheChAIRMAN. The committee is going to quit at 12 o'clock, because
there will be a number of rollcall votes this afternoon.
Senator HART. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator HART. Lest I miss the next meeting, although I do not anticipate I would
The CHAIRM AN. We will return in the morning.
Senator MCCLELLAN. I cannot be here.
Senator HART. I would like to make just a very brief statement for
the record, if I may. And this is like entering the verdict before the
briefs and records have been read,
But it was my privilege, Mr. Chairman, to report favorably the
nomination of Thurgood Marshall for the second circuit court. I
think that his service own that court and his experience and performance as Solicitor General make it even more clear that the Senate
will do itself honor, the Court will be graced, and the Nation benefited
by his confirmation to the Supreme Court. I would regard it as a very
happy day that I can report the nomination again.
Judge MARSUALL. Thank youj: Senator.
Senator KFNEDY. Mr.Chairman.?
*. The CHAIRMAN. Senator Kennedy.
Senator KENNEDY. I would like to make a brief statement as well.
When this committee meets later to vote on the confirmation of Mr.
Thurgood Marshall as a Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court, it will
indeed be a most historic occasion. History will be made not so much

", w'. '.
,

",

. '

- , il-

,

41-VI 1. .

,

, t z .. - - j,"
-*-.

NOMINATION

OF THURGOOD MARSHALL

15

because we will be recommending the confirmation of the first member
of the Supreme Court who is a Negro, but because we will be recommending the confirinatibn of a man who is uniquelyqualified and, one
might say, perfectly prepared to become a Supreme Court Justice.
For the first time in history, we have a man who established a national
reputation as a leading trial and appellate litigator, a man who established a distinguished record as a Federal appellate judge, and a man
who has served as the Government's chief appellate litigator, in the
Office of Solicitor General.
Mr. Chairman, I cannot think of any better preparation and qualification for the Supreme Court, and I do not know of any Supreme
Court nominee whose record matched Thurgood Marshall's in these
respects.

Judge Marshall is before us today because he is an outstanding lawyer, judge, and Solicitor General, not because he is a Negro; but we
cannot ignore the fact of his race. His reaching the very highest
pinnacle of achievement in his profession is a symbol of the progress we
as a nation have achieved in assuring all of our citizens equality of
opportunity. Yet, at the same time, his success highlights how far we
still have togo.
Just yesterday, for example, in Boston, the NAACP announced its
plans to file suit in 11 cities because Negro workers are still being
denied access to employment opportunities in construction industries.
Certainly one of the most important tasks of the 90th Congress will
be to close the gap between these two disparate phenomena.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to add one final thought. Judge Marshall
has undergone nomination hearings before this committee twice in
the last five and a half years: on the first occasion, he was nominated
to the Second Circuit; and on the second, he was nominated Solicitor
General. In -bothof those hearings, this committee heard ample proof
of his fitness for high legal office, and his record subsequently has only
added to his qualifications. I therefore think we can move expeditiously
ahead with his confirmation, and I want to congratulate both Judge
Marshall -and President Johnson on this fine appointment.
I would also, Mr. Chairman, like to introduce into the record a
statement of Senator Dodd in support of the nomination of Mr.
Marshall.
The CHAIRMAN. That will be granted.
(The statement of Senator Dodd is as follows:)
STATEMENT SUBMITTED nY SENATOR DODD, OF CONNECTICUT

Mr. Chairman, distinguished fellow colleagues on the Judiciary Committee,
I consider Thurgood Marshall to be one of the really great and distinguished
American men of this century.
In recent years, our Committee has been privileged to hear nominations to
the Supreme Court of some of the country's finest lawyers and legal minds.
Thurgood Marshall's nomination is fully in keeping with this tradition of
excellence.
Indeed, Thurgood Marshall is uniquely qualified for this high position.
Ile has served in public office with great distinction, as an appeals judge and
;is Solicitor General.
And he has been a towering figure in the landmark cases striking down discriminatory laws and practices, in the litigation and the decisions which lie at
the very heart of American life and have brought us closer in our everyday life
to those principles for which we stand.
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.Thurgood Marshall's record in law school foreshadowed his exemplary career
.
I
in the law and in the public service.
His compassion, his advocacy, his concern with the human aspects-with the
broad scope, rather than the trivia-of the law have helped write wonderful new'
chapters in American justice and jurisprudence.
The character and the career of Thurgood Marshall embody the best in American life and the best in American law.
His Imprint on justice and jurisprudence, once he assumes his position on the
Court, will without a doubt be as constructive and distinctive as that of his
previous years of service to his fellow man.
Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I heartily and strongly recommend prompt approval of Thurgood Marshall's nomination to the Supreme
Court.

Senator FoNG. Mr. Chairman, I would like also to make a statement at this time.
The CHARMMAN. First, Senator Bayh?
Senator BAYIH. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee; just
let me say very quickly that I followed with a great deal of interest
the penetrating interrogation or questioning, searching analysis, of my
distinguished colleague from Arkansas, knowing very, well that he has
a loud voice in the Congress in this area of crime prevention. I must
say that inasmuch as our subcommittee on constitutional amendments
has meant some-of us have been hearing testimony on this same area,
I share his concern about crime, and indeed some of these very
problems.
However, I must say that I differ slightly with my friend fromArkansas, inasmuch as I am also appreciative of the deep quandary
described by Senator Kennedy and Senator Hart facing the nominee.
Without at all being critical of my friend .'rom Arkansas, let me say
that my analysis of the background of the nominee and the record of.
his accomplishments persuades me that the President has been wiseindeed, and the country would be well served by a man of his competence.
I appreciate the fact that he has been nominated, and I trust .that.
he will have the opportunity for a long period of service on the highest court. inthe land.
Judge MARSHALL. Thank you, sir.
Senator FoNo. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, T
have no questions to ask. I just want to make a statement.
Judge Marshall, I want to extend to you my warmest congratulations on your nominationto the position of Associate Justice of the
U.S. Supreme Court. I believe this to be a great and a historic nomination. It is my conviction, Judge Marshall, that you were dominated
primarily because you have shiown that you are a distinguished and
an-excellent lawyer and jurist. The fact that you are. a Negro. who
has been in the forefront of many of the most significant efforts to
secure our ideas of equality and brotherhood to all Americans renders
your nomination of a special pride for all Americans.
There is no question in my mind that you are eminently qualified
for ase'at on the high court; and to me~one of the manifestations of
those high qualifications is the fact that. you had the very fine sense
to-marry a charming young lady from my native State. I am sure that
Cecilia Suyat Marshall has been a source of -great strength and in-spiration to you.
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The name of Marshall is one of the most illustrious in the annals
of American constitutional law. From the time of Chief Justice John
Marshall to the time of Thurgood Marshall, this Nation has made
tremendous strides to make a reality the ringing words of equality
in our Declaration of Independence. I am convinced that upon confirmation, another Mr. Justice Marshall will serve with great distinction. I am delighted to strongly support your nomination, to wish
you godspeed, and to extend to you and your family my "Aloha"
as you undertake your responsibilities.
Judge MARSHALL. Thank you, sir.
Senator HIUSIKA. Mir. Chairman, I add my congratulations to the
nominee for the position of Associate Justice of the Supreme Court
to which he will be confirmed soon, I hope.
I have approached this matter and will approach it on the basis
of the qualifications demonstrated in the discharge of official duties
which have from time to time been conferred upon this nominee. Certainly, from his standpoint as a practitioner before the Supreme Court,
in his capacity as Circuit Judge, and more recently as Solicitor General, he has displayed a knowledge. ability, and competence as well as
temperament which qualifies -him for the position for which he has
been nominated.
In common with other members of the Judiciary Committee, I have
received many letters, some pro and some con. Often the proposition
has been expressed that the nominee is far too liberal for the writer
of the letter and is the basis for opposing his nomination. There has
been contention from time to time that We should preserve on the Supreme Court some balance between the so-called liberals and the socalled conservatives.
I am not sure what those terms mean, since they are meaningless
until a decision attaches to a particular case. In the Supreme Court,
that scope will be great, that range will be wide. HIowever, the nominating power lies with the President of the United States; and if it
is his desire to appoint someone lie considers liberal, that is his prerogative. If he wants to appoint someone he considers conservative, that
is also his prerogative.
I do believe that we,as members of the Judiciary Committee, should
inquire into the integrity, the competence, and the record of a man and,
primarily on that basis, decide whetb.' he is suitable for service on the
Supreme Court. I have gone over the file of the hearings that were
conducted when the nominee was considered for the circuit court and
later for Solicit or General. I have also studied his biographical dlata;
and I have come to the conclusion that when the proper time arrives,
I shall cast a vote in favor of his confirmation to be an Associate Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court.
Judge MARSHALL. Thank you, Senator.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Mr: Chairman, I understood that the committee wasgoing to recess at 12.
The C AIRMAN. Yes.
Senator McCLELLAN. When did you propose to reconvene?
The CHAMAN. At 10:30 tomorrow morning.
.
Senator MCCLELLAW. I wanted to say that I had some further questions along the same lines with respect to other cases. But I cannot be

is
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here toworrow. I am committed irrevocably-I assume that is a good
word-to be before the Appropriations Committee to interrogate wit-

nesses, and so I may forego the asking of these other questions, unles-s
I can get back. I assume other members of the committee may explore
generally in some measure in the same areas in which I was asking you
these questions.
I am not trying to extend the record or prolong the interrogation. So
if the record closes as it is now, I would assume that.your answers -to
the others would be the same, that you do not want to answer on the
otheoi cases along the same line.
the same line, SenJudge MARRsYAL'Ti. I think it would be much- along
0
ator. Any I say it regretfully, but I think it is
Senator MCCLELLAN. I regret it, too, very much.
Judge MArsHIAi,. But I think it is in keeping with the position that
other nominees to the Supreme Court have consistently 'taken.
Senator MCCLELLA N. It may be in keeping with what I have done in

the past, to my regret. I have made mistakes in the past on both sides
of the issue. f can well see-that now. But as I pointed out to you a
while ago, I cannot correct mine. When you make a mistake in your
judgmnent, you can correct it. But I cannot. I have to make this record
finala when I vote, and I must use my best judgment, acting from the
Most conscientious viewpoint as I try to serve my country.

K

q1'hat is all, Mr. Chairman.
" SeOt'r KEN rDy. Mr. Chairmani I am wondering if we could have.

includedl at some appropriate place in the record the briefs whioh
Mr. Ma,,shall has filed on criminal law, any speeches he has made on
the subject, any articles he may have written, so that both the members
of this committee and members of the Senate would have as complete
a brckground and knowledge of his opinion as possible.
The CITARMAN. Do yon want to supply those?
Senator KENNFD)Y. -es, I will.

(The material referred to was subsequently supplied by Senator
Hart for Senator Kennedy during the continuation of the hearing
on Friday, July 14, 1967.)
Senator McrJLTrAN. Mr. Chairman, I would ask also that the dissenting opinion of Mr. Marshall in the United States v: Fay, 338 F. 2d
12, be placed in the record.
The CrIAIiMAN. It will be placed in the record.
(The opinion referred to follows:)
,IMD

8TATM v., FAY:

(titpas a88 F.2d12 (1964))
MAtsUALL, Circuit Judge (with whom SmrTn,
senting:
-,
,)

Circuit Judget

conqlrs),, dis-

v Ohio 307
I respectfully dissent. I cannot,, And as I read theo'pinion in',
U.S. 648, 81 S.Ct. 1684, 6 LFd.2d 1081'(1961)t we 'may iaot restrict its application

to Illegal searches and seizures, or convictions based upon illegally seized evidence, occurring after that decision. "It is significant tbat the 8iUpreme. CQOurt
ony III
dm
CS
Qn
w
*0,0 o
did not specfically decare that, the (ffet,
the future, a Wttihlt ha'Ve donw. hal . Mon, $18' ,d 484p 40 (4 Or.

1903). We are not free to cIrtqins~rIbe:the lipplichtlon 6f ah'de±lfit'0ohsitittional
'right. I
i
.,, P 1
ninvasi0n ofnAnSThe majority 4nds ",the,searc, a rid 1,u4re was llegaland an
gelet's constitutional rights." There Is nio question of the jurisdiction of the trial
court and this court to pass 'pon the merits of the petition. Why, then, should not
this conviction based upon evidence admittedly obtained by an invasion of petl-

NOMINATION

19

OF THUIGOOD MARSHALL

tioner's constitutional rights, be subject to the usual form of post-convlctioi
relief? Rogers v. Richmond, 865 U.S. 534, 81 S.Ct. 735, 5 L.Ed.2d 760 (1961) ; Fay
'v. Nota, 872 U.S. 891, 83 S.Ct. 822, 9.L.Ed.2d 837 (1963). I believe it should, for
the reasons set out below.
The scholarly majority opinion cites and discusses everything from Blackstone
to Cardozo, from state court cases to a Learned Hand opinion to occasional expressions in other opinions of the Supreme Court in its philosophical quest for
the elusive "purpose" of the exclusionary rule set out in Mapp. By contrast, I
believe that the starting point of the inquiry must be the text bf the Mapp opinion.
And I believe that a careful examination of that text will show two things: first,
that the exclusionary rule, whatever it* supposed "purpose," Is a fundamental
constitutional guarantee and persontL.Aghl-ofAu.L4ccused anl second, that the
-7&4did not shrink from it.
Supreme Court considered -the -J-sce6of retfroactivityl
The majority opinion In Aq16 v. Ohio concluded: ..
"The ignoble shortcut tconvIctlon left open to the State.htebs to destroy the
entire system of consoutional restraints on which the liberties of the people
rest. having once rq ognized that the rIgh t6jiiyacy embodied f& the Fourth
8tes, and'that the right t be secure
Amendment Is enf ceable against
digainst rude Inva one of privacrriy sy teo~icers Is, therefore, conolt tioniml in
origin, we can n longer per W that r ght to rein n id empty promise. because
It is enforceabl In the suip manner - nd to 1le ect as o hr basic ri ito sebe revo ble at
cured by the ue ProceslatClause, we u -ln.log r permit It ,o
m~ne o -aw enf er nt Itself, cl oses
the whim of a y police officci Wohw;4
th
to suspend It enjoyment. Our decisl ( u ,ed on asog and tuth, give
0w onatitu o, guaran ec8 him, t the
4ndividua It more than that w
houqst law n oreemen is entitled, and
that to h
police ofcer no less th
of
n, 'stary in tae..true a ministrati
.to the court , that Jud ciaetM tegrty
ded.)
I'n(Cmlpf
h l
Justice." 307 Jig. at 660,81 S.Ot a 61
the )oF lon that the primary re son
premise~lupon
ls
The major y opinion
'the/a dsltrres in the fture.
a to det~1 illegal
for the Map decistiovi
ari4xl overruling W if v.
ect
This premise mpletely gnores; e ctual
2 (1949). Th Mapp do Ision
d.
Colorhdo, 888 U.9. 25, 69 S.C 1859, 98 L. ?l
declared and fned the n titutional ilghtiorfa'd endant not to be cot icted
upon Illegally s Ized evidence. All the arguannts con erning t6 deterre effect
t. 341,.
Inherent In case following Weeks veUnited \tateiw 2 U ,388, 84
were, discustet by Mr. ,Tusiceb Cl rk i iapp Afte this dis58 L.Id. 852 (191
cussion he recogni d the consti tlpal right 1 fnvolve fnd stated:
Indeed, we are aw e of no restrainttm tr' to that rejected tod , conditionIng the enforcement o Any other basic constitutional tight. The r t to privacy,
ho less important than int other right carefully and partiipt rly reserved to
the people, would standin nVarked contrastto all othet rigbtf~declared as "basic
8 B.0t. at, 1801-. Tis
to a free society." Wolf v. Colo6adoA supra, 838 U.S
Court has not hesitated to enforce asiittletl~agtnst~the States as it does against
the Federal Government the rights of free speech and of a free press, the rightsto notice and to a fair, public trial, including, as it-does, the right not to be conricted by use of a coerced confession, however logically relevant it be, and with185 5
U.S. 4 554, 81 S.t. 785,
,ot regard to its reliability. Rogers v. Richmond,
L.Ed.2d 700 (1901).- And hothing.could be more certain than that when a coerced
confession is Involved, "the relevant rules of evidence" are overridden .without
regard to "the incidence of such conduct by the police,!, slight or f request. Why
testimony by
should not the tanie tule APfly to what is tantamount to coer'o
way of unconstitutional selzipre of goods, papers, effects,' documentss' Vtc.?'We •
find, that, as to tbe Wederal Government, the Fourth Anld Fifth mtnndntents
and, as tothe States,"1e freedom from unconscionable invasions of privacy and
the freedom from convictions based upon coerced confessions do enjoy an "initly
'timate relation" intheir perpetuation of '"principles of.'huYAnity' atid civil.it
souredd] * . 0nly after.'eurs,'bf struggle,"1Ur aMp v.Ahtited States, 168 .8.

582, 54*3-4U, I~ 4.0t. 188, 187, 42 L.Ud. 508,(1897). They express, "supplementingeopstitutioptal Purpose-to, maintalrm inviolatte large areas of
gtate4, 8=2 U.S. 487,.,48)"-400t 04,'S.COt.
4.1
personal pkhc'"~'da!~iUited,
10821 .1083, 88 ,f;Xd,'140" (1944). The, philosophy of each Amendment, and of

phases of, thes same

each freedom is , omiolementary to, although not dependent uiu, that of the
other In its Apfire bf 1ifuenco--tbe very lenst that together they. asure tu "either
sphere is that zio man Is to be convicted on .unconstitutional evidence. Cf. Rochin
,,07 U,'f.a
1d 8 $l
,",
9 ,L,'d,
,Ot
. QalifornIt $2 U.,$ 10, '178,
7
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The simple fact Is that, in the view of the Supreme Court, the right not "to be
convicted on unconstitutional evidence," is a fundamental Ingredient of the due
process of law guaranteed state criminal defendants by the 1.4th Amendment
to the Constitution of the United States. However, the majority in this case, by
focusing almost exclusively on a supposed "purpose" which It attributes to the
exclusionary rule has obscured this basic point.
Again looking to the text of the Mapp opinon, which the mnjority scarcely
mentions, we find footnote 9, at 367 U.S. 659, 81 S.Ct. at 1693:
"As is always the case, however, state procedural requirements governing
assertion and pursuance of direct and, collateral constitutional challenges to
criminal prosecutions must be respected. We note, moreover, that the class of
state omivictions possibly affected by this decision is of relatively narrow compass wie!n compared with Burns v. State of Ohio, 830 IT.. 252 [79 S.('t 1104, 3
L.Id.2d 1209]; Griffin v. People of State of Illinois, 351 U.S. 12 [76 St.t. 585,
100 L.10d, 891] and Commonwealth of Pennsylvania ex rel. Herman v. Claudy,
850 U.S. 116 [70 S.Ct. 223, 100 L.Ed. 12(]. In those cases the same contention
was urged and later proved unfounded. In any case, further delay in reaching the
present result could have no effect other than to comlomdl the difficultiess"
Two points are unmistakably clear about this footnote. First, -the likelihood
of retroactive application was clearly before the Oourt. Otherwise why cite Much
cases as Burns, Grillin and Herman, which could "affect" state convictions only
Ifthey were given ieetroactive effect? Second, to the extent that the footnote cojiditions application of the new doctrine on state procedural grounds, it no longer
represents the law. Fay v. Nola, 372 U.S. 391, 83 S.Ct. 822, 9 L. Ed.2d 837 (1)03).
Thus, the only real comfort for the majority cones from the use of the word
"possibly." But this may refer to a number of matters, e.g., the state procedural grounds discussed above, or the possibility that few convictions were In
fact obtained by ue of unconstitutionally seized evidence, which would tend to
limit the MAapp holding's effect on existing convictions without linpairing Its
retroactivity under-other conditions. T believe that footnote 9, taken In context,
reflects an Intention that the rule of the case be applied to past as well as future
convictions,
Next to the Mapp opinion Itself, the most authoritative source of guidance Is
what the Court has done In similar situations. Without exception, retroactivo
application has been given to the principles of constitutional law developed over
the years, Only a few months ago, as we pointed out In U.S. ex rel. 1)urocher v.
LaVallee, 380 F.2d 803 (1004), the Supreme Court reversed a 195 Ohio conviction,
based on a gulty plea entered without counsel, on the basis of Gidleon v. Wainwright, 872 U.S. 385, 88 14.0t. 792, 9 L.Ed.2d 799 (1963), Doughty v. Maxwell,
370 U.S. 202 (1904). See also House v. Mayo. 824 U.S. 42, 05 S.Ct. 517, 89 L.Ed.
789 (1945). Again, In F&kridge v. Washington State Board of Parole, 357 U.S.
214, 78 S.Ot. 1001, 2 L.1d.2d 1261) (1958) the Court applied Griffin v. Illinois,
351 U.S. 12, 76 S.Ct. 585, 100 L.Ed. 891. (1956) Involving the right of an Indigent
to a transcript for the purpose of taking an appeal without payment of fees,
to a 1935 conviction.1 See also Burns v, Ohio, 360 U.S. 252, 79 S.Ct, 1104, 3 LhiEd.2d
1209 (1959); Douglas v. Green, 363 U.S. 192, 80 S.Ct. 1048, 4 L.Ed.2d 1142
(1000) ; Smith v. Bennett, 305 U.S. 708, 81 S.0t. 895, 6 L.Ed.2d 39 (1961);
Lane v. Brown, 872 U.S. 477, 483, 83 S.Ct. 768, 9 L.Ed.2d 982 (1963).'
I It Is frite that In Norvell V, Illinols 373 U.S. 420, 83 S.Ct. 1360, 10 L . Fld.2. 450 (1903),
the Court affirmed a decision of the Tllinois Atipreme Coort that denied an indigent prisoner
a transcript of hits 1941 trial, where the court reporter had died In the interim and It ,as
impossible to tam!serii)e his notes or roeconntruet the evidence front the testimony of witnes:4e5. The prisoner hid itlawyer at his trial, who did not nrsito an appeal, and was
apparently not requested to' d0'so at that time. The Court's decision was based on the
narrowest possible ground, saying that "where transcripts are no longer available Illinois
may rest on the presumption that Ie, who lad a law),er at the tritil had one who could
protect his rvIghts on oppepl," Mr. JTustlte Goldblrg, for himself ond Mr. Justice Stewart,
rlssented. They hlleied that the Illinois state -onrt erred in holding that Grimn operated
"prospectively and not retroactively. In the sense tlitit It Invalidated only 'existing financial
barriers' to appeal,''" Tml. that court dhl not reach the question whether Griflin had in'cn
deprived of his constitutional richtot In 1041, The dissenters urged tiat. although, the major.
ity opinion did not go off on this nnnlysIj, the ease should nevertheless bm remanded for
reconsidoration In the light of the correct Interpretation of Griffin, which was that it was

frilly retroactive. "Griffin wap a constitutional decision vindicnting basle Fourteenth
Amondment rights and It he mor, to be rustrieled In mcop or application in time than
other constitutional judgmenta" 8T$ U.S., at 425. $3 S-.Ct. At 11319.

'The Supreme Court has applied the exclusionary rule to three eiss which Involved the
legality of searchers conducted before the (ate of the decision In Mapp. Stoner v, California,
170 TS, 483, 84 S.Ct. 880, 11, Ti.Fld.2d Sf50 (1904) : Fanhy v, Conneteuet, 875 U.S. A1,
84 R.Ct, 229, 11 L.Eld2d 171 (1903) ; Ker v, California, 374 U.S. 2. 8 S.Ct. 1023. 10 L.EI,
2d 726 (1963).
0
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The Supreme Court hats also given retroactive application to the increasingly
stringent tests employed by it In evaluating the voluntariness of confessions.
In Reek v. Pate, 807 U.S. 438, 81 S.Ct. 1541, 0 L.Ed. 2d948 (1961), the court
ordered the release of R. -k, a prisoner convicted in 1937, when It found that
the circumstances of obtaining a confession were inherently coercive in the
light of such cases as Blackburn v. Alabama, 301 U.S. 199, 80 S. Ct. 274, 4 L. Ed.
2d 242 (1960) ; Payne v. Arkansas, 356 U.S. 560, 78 S. Ct. 844, 2 L. Ed. 2d 975
(1958) ; Pikes v. Alabama, 352 U.S. 191, 77 S. Ct. 281, 1 L. Ed. 2d 246 (1957)
and Turner v. Pennsylvania, 338 U.S. 02, 619 S. Ct. 1852, 93 I. Ed. 1810 (1949),
all of which were decided many years after Reek's trial. Indeed, the District
Court which held a hearing on Reck's petition recognized that, under the
present-lay standards expounded in the above and other cases, the confession
would have to be excluded, but declined to apply those cases retroactively. See
United States ex rel. Reck v. Ragen, 172 F. Supp. 734, 747 (N.D. Ill. 1959). The
Supreme Court's opinion did not even allude to the problem of retroactivity.
The confession cases are a particularly persuasive analogy, not only because
of their discussion in the Mapp opinion, but also because in them, as In the Camem
arising udr the, Mapp decision, there Is often no doubt whatever of the defeidant's guilt. The traditional basis for excluding confessions obtulned under
duress may have been their unreliability. But if any principle Is clear in t1s
area, it is that the presence of (orroborative Independent evidence of guilt should
have no bearing on the federal court's consideration of the Issue of coercion in a
hablas corpus l)roceeding. See Haynes v. Washington, 373 U.S. 5W3, & S. Ct. 1330,
10 L. 10d. 2(1513 (19(W) ; Rogers v. Richmnond, sul)ra.
Tie only distinction between the confession (ases and the oie before us Is
that the foruier d1 not Involve overruling prior l)recedents. But this is a distinction which makes no difference. Surely the state cannot here claim any "good
faith reliance" on the Wolf doctrine. It was on notice, at Angelet's trial, that
the narcotics introduced into evidence had been sealed In violation of the dofendant's constitutional rights under the Pourteenth Amendment. It was on
notice that the Supreme Court did not condone this procedure, and looked to
the states to provide adequate corrective process. It was on notice that no such
process had ben provided.
But eveln if we asNuutne Ihat some Importance should be accorded the fact that
Mapp was an overruling decision, we must still weigh the interest of the state
In relying on the Wolf decisionn at this time against the interest of the petitioner
in not being confined under a judgment secured through th!, use of unconstitutional evidence. We now know that Angelet's trial was tainted'by error of con.
stitutional dimensions, although this was not known at the time. He Is still
suffering the consequences of that error--deprivation of his liberty. The writ of
habeas corpus is available as a means of rectifying that deprivation. As Judge
flastle well stated, in the recent case of United States ex rel. Craig v. Myers, 329
F. 2d 856, 859 (3Cir. 1964) :
"In actuality, all criminal convictions, all appellate judgments reversing con-,
victions and, most notably, all judgments sustaining collateral attacks on convictions Impose legal consequences upon the basis of the court's present legal evaluation of past conduct. It is Irrelevant that the Judge's views of what constitutes
a denial of due process may have changed since the occurrence of the events in
suit, or that lie or some other judge might have rendered a different decision had
the same matter reached is court years earlier. The petitioner is entitled to the
most competent and informed decision the judge can now make whether there
was fundamental unfairness in his past conviction. Our system is not so unenlightened as to require that in attaching present consequences to:1981 occurrences, a Judge must ignore all of the insight that men learned in the law and
observant of human behavior have acquired concerning the essentials of tolerable
criminal procedure during the past 80 years."
I do not believe It is Possible to draw lines between the several constitutional
rights guaranteed by the 14th Amendmeit as interpreted by the Supreme Court of
the United States. How can the right not to be convicted on unconstitutionally
seized evidence not be deemed "fundamental," when the Court was willing to
overrule a prior decision to establish it? The majority provides no satisfactory
answer.
Moreover, I believe that the thrust of the Craig case, which, to put the matter
quite baldly, requires a federal judge acting on a petition for habeas corpus to
Judge the constitutional validity of a state prisoner's confinement by assuming
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that tile trial was hold on the very day that lie 18 considering the petition, is a
neevsfary implication of Fay v. Nola, 372 U.S. 391, 88 S.Ct. 822, 9 L.Ilhi.2d 837
(1963). I'might'note first that this decision will doubtlesSi result' in, the release
of far more state prisoners than those entitled to relief under Mapp. The "adequate state ground" doctrine was unquestionably the largest single limitation on
federal habeas corpus relief, and it no longer exists. It Was destroyed because
of the Court's belief that a forum must be provided for the vindication of constitutional claims.
"11h breadth of the federa', courts' lower of independent adjudication on
habeas corpus stems from the very nature of the writ, and conforms with the
classic English practice. 4 * * It is of the hittorlcal essence of habeas corpus
that it lies to test proceedings so fundamentally lawless that Imprisonment pursuant to them Is not merely erroneous but void. Hence, the familiar principle
that res judicata tiA inapplicable in habeas proceedings * * * is really but an
instance of tile larger principle that void judgments may be collaterally im.
pea.hed. * * * So also, the traditional characterization of the writ of habeas
,orpiists an original * * * remedy for the enforcement of the right to personal
liberty, rather than as a stage of the state criminal proceedings or as an appeal
therefrom, emphasizes the independence of the federal habeas proceedings from
what has gone before. This is not to say that a state criminal judgment resting on
a constitutional error is void for all purposes. But conventional notions of finality
in criminal litigation cannot be permitted to defeat the manifest federal policy
that federal constitutional rights of personal liberty shall not be denied without
the fullest opmortuity for plenary federal judicial review." Fay v. Nola, 372 IJ.S.
at 422-123, 83 S.Ct. at 840.
To be sure, Fay v. Nola did not directly involve the question of retroactive
application of substantive principles of constitutional law,8 as distinguished from
the procedural mechanisms whereby they may be asserted. But If the federal writ
of babeas corpus is to issue to redress a constitutional deprivation and terminate
a detention despite the fact that state procedures could have been employed, then
I can see no reason for declining to issue the writ where, during the course of a
detention, It becomes clear that fundamental error was 0onimmtted at the trial.
The, Court in Nola focused almost exclusively on the fact of deprivation of
liber'.;' ,nd insisted that the federal courts be at all times prepared to restore
liberty if the circunstLnces warranted.
A final practical difficulty with the majority approach to this case is that
it presents the courts with the necessity of fixing an arbitrary date when the
Mapp rule must begin to take effeet.lf the "deterrence" rationale is followed in
all Its implications, the Mapp should apply only to convictions involving evi-dence seized after the date of Its decision. As the majority recognizes, Ker v.
California, 874 U.S. 23, 83 S.Ct. 1623, 10 L.Ed.2d 726 (1963); Fahy v. connecticut, 375 U.S. 85, 84 H.Ot. 229, 11 L.Ed.2d 171 (1063) and Stoner v. Calltornia, 876 U.1S. 483, 84 S.Mt. 88, 11 T.Id.2d 816 (1164), prelude this result.
If a state court should nevertheless admit such evidence in a iost-Mapp trial,
no one could possibly contend that federal habeas corpus would not lie. The
same three cases also indicate that, oven as to pre-Mapp convictions, Mapp must
be applied by state appellate courts which review such convictions after the
decision, a result that does not In any way further "deterrence." To this extent,
the purity of the majority's "ideal" view pf Mapp has necessarily been
compromised.
Next comes the question, already before this court, of an aflirmance before
Mapp but,.a petition for rehearing of the appeal afterward. if the petition is
timely filed and denied, can there be much doubt that the Mapp issue is open 'on
haleas corpus? Then, too, suppose that a defendant had lost his appeal in an InI It In noteworthy, however that in footnote 85 of the Nola opinion, Mr. Justice Brennan
cast doubt on the precCdentili Importance of Sunni v. Lar e, 8T12 U.S. 174. 67 R. Ct. 15§8,
01 L, Ed. 1982 (1947), which held that a prisoner who 41d not appeal his conviction for

viol'iion of the Voleot1te Wratning and Service Act might not oh tein hnlbetts corptis. The
trial eo'mrt there had hohi, that no Phallenge to vaiidity'Of the (Intendant's classification
might be odge4 lit trial,, itpoettion lnter rejected by the Supreme Coort. Mr. Justioo Brennan noted that tbo'unig' opi on expressly exeltuideti errors so grave that they cross the

Jurisdictional line', * * * i nd implied that the claimed error was not Oven o consitttitionol dimension." He then eros.;-rnferred to prevloul pnges In the opinion which noted the
IIaeas relief has often been denied "upop allegation merely of error of law and not of a
sutbstantial con stitutional denial" nnd that 'such decisions are not however itutlhoritles

agelin'~t applicrktions which tnvokd the his~toric ofice of the Great Writ to redress detentions
in violation of fundamental law." -;J
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-terinediate state court and sought discretionary review in the highest court
after Mapp came down. If this Is refused, is the prisoner entitled to federal
habeas corpus relief? If yes, should It really matter whether the order came on
the Friday before .Mapp was handed down, or the Tuesday afterward? Still
other variations on the theme are possible, but I do not think it necessary to
set them out. The pmint i simply that, under the majority approach, assertion
of fundamental rights will depend on strained distinctions and accidents of timlug which, I submit, have no place In the orderly adiminstration of law.
Alternatively, the majority seems to suggest that convictions belied on evidence
Illegally seized on or after the seizure date lit Mapp, May 13, 1957, would be
subject to habeas corpus relief but convictions on evidence illegally seized prior
to that date would be immune. "* * * We think this purpose is sufficiently, if
not completely served by refusing to apply the rule to seizures long pr~or to the
decision in Mapp v. Ohio or occurrences involved in that case * * *" To make the
.constitutional Tights of prisoners throughout the nation depend on when three
Cleveland pollee officers happened to conduct a routine investigation, rather
than on what the Supreme Court has said and done, is, to me at least, the height
.Of unreason.

It may 'be objected that these problems do not arise in this particular case.
But they are present in several appeals now lending In this very court, and are
undoubtedly Involved In many habeas corpus petitions now in the district courts
of this and other circuits. I submit that the effect of the majority decision will
be only to confuse the issues further. I believe we should say here, as we did in
Durocher, supra, "against seh canuistry, we hasten to add our simple point:
constitutional rights should not depend on arcane logic or trivial even ' '30
F.2d 303, 810 i. 4.
The majority here puts its great(H't stress oni the alleged Interest of the State
of New York In insisting on Angelt serving his sentence and fears o.t other
ctiiivicted criminals b1(ing released. Constitutional rights are personal and may
not, i so eonditloned or balanced away. New York's interest in enforcing Its
criminal laws is limited by the Constitution of the Uniter! States. At least
since Wolf v. Colorado, supra, New York has been on notice that evidence
-of the type used to convict Anglet was illegally seized in violation of his
constitutional rights. This evidence was knowingly Introduced by the State,
The judgment based upon this illegally seized evidence was pronounced by
the State. The State has refused to correct this. After Mapp there is clearly
no constitutionally recognized Interest of the State of Now York to continue
this illegal detention of Angelet. Why is the conviction of Angelet any more
Immune from attack than the conviction of Miss Mapp? Perhaps the answer
and res
is suggested by the majority's argument In favor of stare deoisf8
hitidlcata. IHowever, to hold that halas corpus Is available to challenge a ('onviction based ol illegally seized evidence it violation of constitutional rights
would actually be ai application of stare deesiR, for the reasons set out above.
"Moreovpr, our holding that the exclusionary rule is am essential part of both
th Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments is not only the logical dictate of prior
cases, but It also makes very good sense." Mapp v. Ohio, 367 U.S. at 657, 81
S.Ct. at 1693.
I would reverse the judgment below and direct the writ to Issue, subject to
the right of the State to order an Immediate retrial of the prisoner if it be
so advised.
'[e CHAIRMAN. The Committee will recess until tomorrow morn-

ijg at 10:30.
(Whereupon, at 12 o'clock noon, .July 13, 1967) the committee recessed, to resume at 10:30 the following morning.)
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U5.S. SHNATH,
COMMr'rTIV ON TIiM JMtCiARY.

Washington, D.,.
'l'hC
committee met,. pursuant to call, at 10:45 a.:u., in Room 228,

Now Senate Office Buiding, Senitor James 0. Eastland
t (chairman)
presiding.
Present: Senators Eastland (presiding), Ervin, Hart, Bayh, Dirk.
sen, Irruska, Fong, and Thurmond.
Also present: John H. Tolloman, chief clerk.
The CxrAIRMAN. Come to order.
Senator Euvi. I would like to state by way of preface that the

American people had the most magniflcent dream fn historl.That
dream was that they could enshrine thp findamental principes of
Government in a written Constitution and safely entrust the inter.
l)retation of that Constitution according to its true intent to the SupIem Court. For that reason, I think that every Senator who has an
official duty to perform in connection with the pomination of a Suprome Court Justice lifts the right-indeed, that it is his duty, to deter.
mine to his own satisfaction whether or not the confirmation of a
partic-ilar nominee will make it more certain that the American people
will realize that dream, or whether or not the confirmation of that
particular nominee will tend to make that dream vanish.
This is going to be the basis on which I ask questions. Apart from
the Constitution, none of us has any security.
The Constitution provides in substance that the President has the
power to appoint Supreme Court Justices by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate. I Lelieve that the duty which that provision of
the Constitution imposes upon itSenator requires him to ascertain as
far as he humanly can the Constitutional philosophy of any nominee
to the Supreme Court.
Do you agree with that observation?
STATEMENT OP HON. THURGOOD MARSHALL-Resumed

Judge MAI18AI

, Yes, sir.

Senator Enviw. Wlhy do you think the American people established
the written Constitution?
Judge MARBIIAIJ. Well, as best I can find from my reading, the Constitution was adopted as a lasting document for the purpose of governing pad having the overall say as to how our Government should run.
I think the long years of existence proves that'they were right.
25
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Senator ERVIN. You are aware of the fact, are you not,, that today
a great many people are very much concerned about the decisions of
the Supreme CourtI
Judge MARSTIALL. Yes, I have read considerable on it.

Senator ERVIN. And I have a great concern.
I would like to read one ~tatemnent on' this point. Before doing so, I
wish to ask this question. Do you agree with me in the conviction that
every Amnerican hias the right tWthink and speak his honest, thoughts
concerning all things under. the stui, including the decisions of Sn1premeo Court majorities?

I think everybody has that, basic right, but there
som e limitations acooiln to your lpositionl.
The CIIIAIIIAN', What tire those limitat ions?
JudgO MAOS3LuJAIJ W0l 1 1 10 not, think it wouJld be proper, for
Judge MARShIALL.

tire

example,

for cer-tain 'oflcls 'in tho Judiiaiy Depart'Ment of the
several courts to be out discussing court'decisions. I do not tink the
law clerks have a ri guit to diticuss or criticivie Court opnois I Might,

be able to think of others.
But that, limitation would be voutrl asmdby the poisonl
if hie took the position.
Senator EnviN., I would' like to, liflV%0yourI ('onlplent oil at statemlenit
of Chief .Justice Harlan, F. Stonle. W, S)iW tiutt where the contt
dea
d, 1 wth
a ous r~a pulicquetios, ~u~only lproteot-ioi against111ifWs eCISioiis5 and even uii4usrtin
c1irefuii scrutmy of
their action and feu'iss q~pmn I,11]ponl it.
1)o you hav~e tay coni1n ent on1,110
Judlge MAPSsIAr4. C~t'iy,
~rewith that.
Senator ,jitN.

;i it JC,

110)00, JI . ffswk-soll, w

ni

Wa~C)if to these words of 'Justice,

d.elow,to havye been at very fiue ileliher

oif tl~p Surn'"i-Pue Cquit.I
.Jndge MARSJiA'P,. A, g jwtkju sttce,
Senator I.jRViN., T4 e -*'or' wer takenl Qt of 11,isvoncuingp
ion in the casejof Ahe vAbn..' J Id
s
Rightly or wrong!7i, the blelief iH,;"idely hold by the 1)palellg Professioni

that thim (lourt no 1911Air. r*-4peci IrnlKrsoi'()AJ rifle.s f law. hilt Is Fulded Ini
tbpmp matters l y per~oi~nl')iprol.'(
wl1p fromi time to tliie, may be shared
by a injb~ilt'of tMe J, ic(8., 3VWt4A
-.its beenTi tended. 'this Court a'lqo [ins
geitinrted thi ltuproessbnn 'In' h~lh (W 1f 1Vs
.Tdhdi y Ithat regard totr precedents

mndi authorities Is obmolpeti that wmrds- io innger mean wbai ttey have always

Hie aded this observation a little later in his.opinio.n,:
I know of no way by which we (!'n hk4'&4fiA nii1eliundet tllbhel'cejpt

to hnve mome law.

J ar~
asi~hifrr)ii
~dt
agreeVrbj
~v-wit t hp pinfoh' which
Justice Jackson sa id1 w~as wvidelv 'held by. the pra ticin, profession,
btf 1.am ask; inlg whet hei you agree mq,f it
io, oacfr1pn sttdP
op~inion
u~ald~iu
t'dl
he practicing bAr 6f Aericaw
withi
respect to te(~ut
Judge MNLUSITAP!,1 4 , iir
111
014jft
t: i Nviety oie'lkw
of a inrAg0o niirbevd,~ier
of''. ni,
ThJ
d n
. fevj
ont eiv s
I
true.
,,.
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)o you not agree that it is widely held among the

Judge MAtSiILL. NO, sir.
My problem, Senator, is with the word,"widely".
Senator EnviK. Are you not aware of the fact that in 1958, t1he chief
justices of the States met at Pasadena,' Calif., and that 36 of themh
joined in a resolution in which they implored the Supreme Court of
the United States to exercise one of the greatest of all judicial virtues,
the virtue of judicial self-restraint,, and. the texb of suieh ,a,,resolution
was accompaiied'by an analysis of' many cases these chief justices
asserted represntel unwarranted encroachmets' by the Supreme
Court upon the IpowoL, reserved to the States by tdie Constitution 6f
the United States?
Judge MARIItL. Well, Senator, up to this moment, I was not aware
of such a resolution. I understand now, butj did not know of it, until
this moment.
Senator Enviw. If 86 of the chief justices of the States constituting
this Tnion adopted a resolution and make a statement to that effect,
would it. not indicate that there is a widespread opinion, at least
amk)ng the State judiciary that the Supreme Court of the United
Stt has fitihed in recent years to confine itself to its Ollotted, constituti6nal sphere, that of interpreting the Constittion i*ightly?
Judge MAIRA'ALL, Senator, I think the statement speaks for, itself.
Senator Envin; Mr. Chairman, I would like to have 0a copy of the
resohition of the '16 State chief justices and the Stat&hiientwhich
accdinignied it printed' at this 'j6int'in the body of the'i'6c6rd.-,
The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, it ip so ordered.,
(The documentt rferred to :follows:)
,
'
.
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1058, adopted a ro8olution.submitted by Its,Ootmtifttneott Fedora"*
,te ReUioW,*hips as Affooted byJ,tdioial; Dotiions.I 'Vtoon,the,rewolution. wA 80 tO 8, With
2 members abstainingand 4 not vresenst. Wewl:oflthe oioutfr: ',,'
1. That ,this Conference 'approves the, Report of -the-Committee ton Federal-

State Relationships Is Affqcted by',Jtndioial Decisions nunnitted t this; meeting.
2. That, in the field, of 'federail-State relationships the divsion of pawer( between those granted to tho National Government, and those reserved to the State
Governments should be .tested solely by the provisionsof the Constitution of the
United States and the Amendments thereto.
I
3. ,That this Conference believes that ,our Systemtf federalsmin' under which
control of, matters primatily of national conuera Is. committed to our National
Government and control of matters primarily of loaal concern is reserved to the
several States, is sound and should be more diligently preserved.
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4. That this Conference, while recognizing that the application of constitutional rules to changed conditions must be sufficiently flexible as to make such
rules adaptable to altered conditions, believes that a fundamental purpose of
having a written Constitution is to promote the certainty and stability of the
provisions of law set forth in such a Constitution.
5. That this Conference hereby respectfully urges that the Supreme Court of
the United States, iii exercising.the great powers confided to it for the determination of questions as to the allocation' and extent of national and State powers,
respectively, and as to the validity under the Federal Constitution of the exercise
of powers reserved to the States, exercise one of the greatest of all judicial
powers--the power of Judicial self-restraint-by recognizing and giving effect to
the difference between that which, on the one hand, the; Constitution may prescribe or permit, and that which, on the other, a majority of the Supreme Court,
as from time to time constituted, may deem desirable or undesirable, to the end
that our system of federalism may continue to function with and through the
preservation of local self-government.
6. That this Conference firmly believes that the subject with which the Committee on Federal-State Relationships as Affected by Judicial Decisions has been
concerned is one of continuing importance, and that there should be a committee
appointed to deal with the subject in the ensuing year.
Following is full toot of the Oomrnitteo's report as approved by the State
ohief J14stics:
FOREWORD

Your Committee on Federal-State Relationships as Affected by Judicial Decisions was appointed pursuant to action taken at the 1957 meeting of the Conference, at which, you will recall, there was some discussion of recent decisions of
the Supreme Court of the United States and a resolution expressing concern with
regard thereto was adopted by the Conference. This Committee held a meeting in
Washington in December, 1957, at which plans for conducting our work were
developed. This meeting was attended by Sidney Spector of the Council of State
Governments and by Professor Philip B. Kurland of the University of Chicago
Law School.
The Committee believed that it would be desirable to survey this field from the
point of view of general trends rather than by attempting to submit detailed
analyses of many cases. It was realized, however, that an expert survey of recent
Supreme Court decisions within the area under consideration would be highly
desirable in order that we might have the benefit in drafting this report of
scholarly research and of competent analysis and appraisal, as well as of objectivity of approach.
Thanks to Professor Kurland and to four of his colleagues of the faculty of the
University of Chicago Law School, several monographs dealing with subjects
within the Committee's field of action have been prepared and have been furnished to all members of the Committee and of the Conference. These monographs
and their authors are as follows:
1. "The Supreme Court, the Due Process Clause, and the In Personam Burisdiction of State Courts," by Professor Kurland;
2. Limitations on State Power to Deal with Issues of Subversion and Loyalty,"
by Assistant Professor [Roger 0.] Cramton;
8. "Congress, the States and Commerce," by Professor Allison Dunham;
4. "The Supreme Court, Federalism, and State Systems of Criminal Justice,"
by Professor Francis A. Allen; and
5. "The Supreme Court, the Congress and State Jurisdiction Over Labor Relations," by Professor Bernard D. Meltzer.
These gentlemen have devoted much time, study and thought to the preparation
of very scholarly, Intresting and instructive monographs on the above subjects.
We wish to express our deep appreciation to each of them for his very thorough
research and analysis of these problems. With the pressure of the work of our
respective courts, the members of this Committee could not have undertaken
this research work and we could scarcely have hoped, even with ample time, to
equal the thorough and excellent reports which they have written on their respective subjects.
It had originally been hoped that all necessary research material would be
available to your Committee by the end of April and that the Committee could
study It and then meet for discussion, possibly late in May, and thereafter send
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at least a draft of the Committee's report to the members of the Conference well
in advance of the 1958 meeting; but these hopes have not been realized.
The magnitude of the studies, and the thoroughness with which they have been
made rendered it Impossible to complete them until about two months after the
original target date and it has been impracticable to hold another meeting of this
Committee until the time of the Conference.
Even after this unavoidable delay had developed, there was a plan to have these
papers presented at a seminar to be held at the University of Chicago late in June.
Unfortunately, this plan could not be carried through, either.
We hope, however, that these papers may be published in the near future with
such changes and additions as the several authors may wish to make in them.
Some will undoubtedly Ibe desired in order to include decisions of the Supreme
Court In some cases which are referred to in these monographs, but in which
decisions were rendered after the monographs had been prepared. Each of the
monographs as transmitted to us is stated to be in preliminary form and subject
to change and as not being for publication.
Much as we are Indebted to Professor Kurland and his colleagues for their
invaluable research aid, your Committee must accept sole responsibility for the
views herein stated. Unfortunately, It Is Impracticable to Include all or even a
substantial part of their analyses in this report.
BACKGROUND

AND

PERSPECTIVE

We think it desirable at the outset of this report to set out some points which
may help to put the report in proper perspective, familiar or self-evident as these
points may be.
First, though decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States have a
major impact upon federal-State relationships and have had such an impact since
the days of Chief Justice Marshall, they are only a part of the whole structure
of these relationships. These relations are, of course, founded upon the Constitution of the United States itself. They are materially affected not only by
judicial decisions but In very large measure by acts of Congress adopted under
tile powers conferred by the Constitution. They are also affected, or may be
affected, by the exercise of tile treaty power.
Of good practical importance as affecting federal-State relationships are the
rulings and actions of federal administrative bodies. These include the Independent-agency regulatory bodies, such as the Interstate Commerce Commission,
tile Federal Power Commission, the Securities and Exchange Commission, the
Civil Aeronautics Board, the Federal Communications Commission and the National Labor Relations Board.
Many important administrative powers are exercised by the several departments of the executive branch, notably the Treasury Department and the Department of the Interior. The scope and importance of the administration of the
federal tax laws are, of course, familiar to many Individuals and businesses because of their direct impact, and require no elaboration.
Second, when we turn to the specific field of the effect of Judicial decisions on
federal-State relationships, we come at once to the question as to where power
should lie to give the ultimate interpretation to the Constitution and to the
laws made In pursuance thereof under the authority of the United States. By
necessity and by almost universal common consent, these ultimate powers are
regarded as being vested in the Supreme Court of the United States. Any other
allocation of such power would seem to, lead to chaos, See Judge Learned
Hand's most interesting Holmes Lectures on "The Bill of Rights" delivered at the
Harvard Law School this year and published by the Harvard University Press.
Third, there is obviously great interaction between federal legislation and.
administrative action on the one hand and decisions of the. Supreme Court oin
the other, because of the power of the Court to interpret and apply acts of Con-!
gress and t6 determine the validity of administrative action and the permissible
scope thereof.
I.
Fourth, whether federalism shaliil continue to exist and, if so, In what form is
primarily a political questionrather than a judletal quef4tlot. On the other hand,
it can hardly, be denied that Judicial. decisions, specifically decisions of thel
Supreme Court, can give tremendous impetus to changes in the allocation of
powers and responsibilities as between the federal and State governments. Likewise, it can hardly be seriously disputed that on many occasions the decisions
of the Supreme Court have produced exactly that effect.
81-914--67----8
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Fifth, this Conference has no legal powers whatsoever. If any eonelusions or
recommendations at which we may arrive are to have any effect, this ('an only
be through the power of persuasion.
Sixth, it is a part of our obligation to seek to uphold respect for law. We (lo
not believe that this goes so far as to Impose upon us an obligation of stiI'ce
when we find ourselves unable to agree with pronouncements of the Suprenm
Court-even though we are bound by thme--or when we see trends in decls.lons
of that Court which we think will lead to unfortunate results.
We hope that the expression of our views may have some value. They pertaih
to matters which directly affect the work of our State courts. In this report we
urge the desirability of self-restraint on the part of the Supreme Court in the
exercise of the vast powers omittedtd to it. We endeavor not to be guilty ourselves of a lack of (tile restraint iii expressing our cotern al(, at times, our
criticisms in making the comments and observations which follow.
PI'IOI0LEM5 OF FEI)ERALIM

The difference between matters primarily local and matters primarily niatloial
was the gulling p lnclil)le upon whil.h the framers of our national Constitfilm
acted in outlining the division of powers between the national and State governlalts.
This guiding )rinciple, central to the American federal system, was recogni'led when the original Constitulion was being drawn anld was el)phasl'zed
by De 'i'ocquevllle [Alexis de Tocqueville, author of ")emocracy In America"].
Under his sunimary of the Federal Constitution he says:
"The first question whih awaited the Americans was so to divide tie
sovereignty that each of the dlffertnt
tales whli(h ('oml)ose the union
should continue to govern itself In all that. concerned its internallprosperity, while the entire nation, represented by the Union, should continue
to form a compact body and to l)rovIle for all general exigencies, Thie problem was a complex and difficult one. It was as Imipossiblo to determine beforehand, with any degree of accuracy, the share of authority that each of the
two governments was to enjoy its to foresee all the incidents In tie life of
a nation.''
In the mrlod when the Constitution was In the course of adoption, tile "Federallst"-No. 41i-discussed the division of sovereignty between the Union and
the States and said:
"Tite powers delegated by the Constitution to the Federal Government are
few and defined. Those which are to remain In tile State governments are
numerous and indefinite. The former will be exercised principally on external objects, as war, peace, negotiation and foreign commerce. The powers
reserved to the several States will extend to all the objects which, In the
ordinary course of affairs, concern the internal order and prosperity of
.
tile State."
Those thoughts expressed In the "Federalist," of course, are those of the gen..
oral period when both the original Constitution and the Tenth Amendment were
proposed and adopted, They long antedated the proposal of tile Fourteenth
Amendment.
Tile fundamental need for a system of distribution' of powers between national and State governments was impressed sharply upon the framers of our
Constitution not only because of their knowledge of' the governmental systems
of ancient Greece and Rome.' They also were familiar with the government
of England; they were even, m6re aware of the colonial governments In tile
original States and ,the governments of those States after the Revolution.
Included in government on this side of the Atlantic was the institution known
as the New England town meeting, though it was not In use In all of the States.
A town meeting could not be extended successfully to any large unit of population, which, for legislative action, lust rely upon representative government.
LOOAL GOVERNMENT:

"A VITAL FORoC"

But it is this spirit of self-government, of local self-government, which has
been a vital force In shaping our democracy from Its very inception.
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The views expressed by our late brother, Chief Justice Arthur T. Vanderbilt
[of the New Jersey Supreme Court], on the division of powers between the
mt,tional and State governments-delivered in his addresses at the University
of Nebraska and published under the title "The Doctrine of the Separation of
Powers and Its Present-Day Signiflcance"-are persuasive.
lie traced the origins of the doctrine of tie separation of flowers to four
sources: Montesquieu and other political phlilo,ophers who I)receded ifii; lilnglish constitutional experience; American coloilial experience; and the common
sense and political wisdom of the Foundiug Fathers. He concluded Ills comments
on the experiences of the American colonists with the British Government wlth
this sentence:
"As colonists they had enough of a completely centralized government
with no distribution of powers and they were intent on seeing to it that
they should never suffer such grieviinces front a government of their owli
construction,"
Ills comments on tile separation of powers and the system of checks i and
Imlancees and on tie concern of the Founding Fathers with the proper distribution of governmental power between l ti nation find the several States Indi(at's
dint: he treated theiit as parts of the plan for l)resm'vilg the nation oti the otie
side and Individual freedom on the other-Iin other words, that tile traditional
tripartite vertical division of powers between the legislative, tim executive
and tile Judicial blranc.hes of government was not an end in Itself, but was a
means toward an end, and that tim horizontal distribution or allocation of
powers between national and State governments was also n means towards the
same end and was it part of tie separation of powers which was aceomplislhed
by the Federal Constitution. It Is i form of the slmirithion of pow(,r with whl.h
Montesquieu was not concerned; but the horizontal division of powers, whether
I thought of as a foi . of smpmaration of lpors
or not, was very much Il the minldos
of tie framers of the Constitution.
TWO MAJOR| DEVlJ.O1'MENT

IN Til

E I)EIIAI. sY'TEM

The outstanding development in federal-State relations mhl(,e the doplotion (if
the National Contitnt ion has beei the expalnslon of the power of tile National
governmentt and the consequent contracting of the powers of I be Slate governments. To a large extent this Is wholly unavoidable and, Indeed, is a necessity,
primarily because of Improved transportation and communications of all kinds
aind I)ecause of u1ass pIo(lt(I:tiot,
On the other hand, our Constitution does envision federalism. The very nme
of our nation Indicates that it Is to be composed of States. The Supreme Court of
a bygone day said In Texas v. White, 7 Wall. 700, 721 (1868) : "The Constitution,
In all its provisions, looks to ant liidestrucilble Ulon1 of indestructible States."
Second only to the increasing dominance of ti(' National Government has
been tie development of the Immenis power of tile Supreme Court li both State
and national affairs. It Is not merely the final arbiter of the law ; It is the maker
of ilicy hi many amjor social and economic fields. It is not subject t( the rVstraints to which a legislative body is subject. There are points at which It Is
difficult to delineate prechsely tihe line which should clrcumserlhe the jii(lehil
function
and separate It from that of policy liking.
. Thus, usually
within narrow. limits, a court may be called upon Ili tile ordinary
course of its duties to make what Is actually a policy decision by choosing hetwe n two rules, either of whipcl might be deemed applicable to tile situation
presented In a pending case.
But, If and when a court In construing nnd applying a constitutional irovislo or a statute becomes it policyy maker It may leave constrtiton behind and
exercise functions which are essentially legislative in lhracter, whether they
serve In practical effect as it eonstttitonal amendment or as all amendment of
i statute. It Is here thmt we feel tie greatest (oncern, and It is here that we
think the greatest restraint Is called for. There is nothing new In urging judicial
self-restraint, though there may be, and we think there Is, new need to urge It.
It would be useless to attempt to review all of the decisions of'the Mupienme
Court which have had a profound effect upon the course of our history. It has
been said that the Dred Scott deelsion made the Civil War Inevitable. Whether
tills Is featly true or not, we imeed not attempt to determine. Even If It Is di-
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it serlouis o'erstifement, It remains t dranttic reminder of the great
influence which Sprenie Court decisions have had and (an1 have.
As to the great effect of decisions of that Court oil tint, economile development
of the country, see Mr. Justice Douglas's Address on "Stare Docisi," [to stand
by decided niatters], 41) ColumbltLaw review 7:15.
COUlited l

soURiCiS OF NArIONAL rOwNit
Most of the powers of the National Goverunent were set forth in the original
Cost itution : sole have been added since. Iit the days of Chief Justice Marshall.
the supremacy 'limse of the Federal Constitution and a broad construction of
the powers granted to the National Government were fully developed uid, its
it part of this development, the extent of national control over interstate contnler(,e Iwe(lne very firly established.
The trends establislied li t hose days have never (-eased to ollerate all(, in
coliparlitiely r c'nt years, hlive operated at times in it startling inner
In
the
extent to which Interstate conuerce lhas been held to be involved, as for example
II tht familiar case involving tlt elevator ois'rator In a loft building.
From a practical stallmnlnt, the Increase lit federal revenues resulting from
the Sixteenth Ameiiment--the Income tax aiendnment-lis biwn of great tiltportanett. National controll over Stat( aetioll ill nimany fiehls lhaus beeline vastly
exlanmltled 1)y the li'irteenth Anendnent.
We, shall refer to sone suilj(cts auid tylws of ciases which lealr upon federalNtalW relationships.
THE (stNFtAL, WI-,1PAII,

CIAVSKF

One provision of the Federal ('onstituttion which was Ineluled in It from the
beginning but which, in practlcal effect, lay dormant for more than a entryr,
Is tilt, general-welfaret (lause. In United States v. Butler, 297 U.S. 1, the original
Agricultural Adjustmeniut Act wis hell ivalid. An argument was advanced in
that case that the general-welfiaro clause woild sustain the Inilwsition of the tax
andl thliilt imney (1lprived fromt the tax could be expeidled for any purposes which
Woinld liromnoto the general welfare.
The Court. viewed this arguniment with favor am a general propositiol, but
found it not sujportable on the facts of that case. llowever, It was not long
before that clause wat relied upon and applied. See Steward Machine C(), v.
Davis, 301 U.S. 548, and flelvering v. Davis, :101 U.S. (90. lit those cases the
Social Security Act was upheld and'the general-welfart clause was relied upon
both to sipport the tax ind to support the exlpenditures of the money raised by
the Social Sicurity taxes.
GIlANTS-IN-AII)
Closely related to this subject ire the so-called grants-in-aId which go back
to the Morrill Act of 1962 and the, grints thereunder to the so-called land-grant
colleges. The extent of grants-in-aid today is very great, but questions relathig
to the wisdomias distinguished from the legal baslO for such grants speni to lie
wholly In the political field and are hardly appropriate for discussion in this
report.
Perhaps we should also observe that, since the decision of Massachusetts v.
Mellon, 262 U.S. 447, there seems to be no effective way in which, either a State
or an Individual'ean challenge tlue validity of a federal grant-in-aid.
DOCTRINE OF PRE-EMPTION

Many, If not most, of the problems of federalisin today arise either In connection with the commerce clause and the vast extent to which Its sweep las
been carried by the Nuprene Court, or they arise under the Fourteenth Amendnent. Historically, cases Involving the doctrine of pre-emption lKrtaImn mostly
to the commerce clause.
More recently the doctrine has been applied In other fields, notdbly In the
case of Commonwealth of Pehnsylvanina v. Nelson, in which th Snitl Act and
other federal statutes dealing with Communism and loyalty iirtblenA were
held to have tre-empted the field and to Invalidate or susliend the Pennsylvanla
antisubversive statute which sought to Impo e a penalty foiromi-plrirey' to Overthrow the (ovortmnent of the United States by force or vloletii,
In that particular case It happens that the decision of the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania
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was affirmed. That fact, however, emplhasizes rather than detracts from the
wide sweep now given to the doctrine of pre-emption.
In connection with commerce-clause cases, the doctrine of pre-emption, coupled
with only partial express regulation by Congress, has produce a state of considerable confusion in the field of labor relations.
LABOR-RELATIONS OASES

One of tile most serious problems in this field was pointed up or createddepending upon how one looks at tile matter-by the Supreme Court's decision
in Amalgamated Association v. Wisconsin Employment Relations Board, 340
U.S. 883, which overturned a State statute aimed at preventing strikes and
lockouts in public utilities. This decision left the States powerless to protect
their own citizens against emergencies created by the suspension of essential
services, even though, as the dissent pointed out, such emergencies were "econioniceally and practically conflnedto a [single] State."
In two cases decided on May 28, 1958, in which the majority opinions were
written by Mr. Justice Frankfurter and Mr. Justice Burton, respectively, the
right of an employee to sue a union in a State court was upheld. In International
Association of Machinists v. Gonzales, a union member was held entitled to
maintain a suit against his union for damages for wrongful expulsion. In International Union, United Auto, etc. Workers v. Russell, an employee, who was not
a union member, was held entitled to maintain a suit for malicious interference
with his employment through picketing during a strike against his employer.
Pli(kets prevented Russell from entering the plant.
Regardless of what may be the ultimate solution of Jurisdictional problems in
this field, it appears that, at the present time, there is unfortunately a kind
of no-man's land in which serious uncertainty exists. This uncertainty iW in
part undoubtedly due to the failure of Congress to make its wishes entirely
clear. Also. somewhat varying views appear to have been adopted by the Supreme
Court from time to time.
In connection with this matter, In the case of Textile Union v, Lincoln Mills,
353 U. S. 448, the majority opinion contains language which we find somewhat
disturbingg. That case concerns the Interpretation of Section 301 of the LaborManagement Relations Act of 1047.
Paragraph (a) of that section provide%: "Suits for violation of contracts
between an employer and a labor organization representing emlployes in all industry affecting commerce as defined in this chapter, or between any such labor
organizations, may be brought In any district court of the United States haying jurisdiction of the parties, without respect to the amount In controversy or
without regard to the citizenship of the parties."
Paragraph ,(b) of the same section provides in substance that a labor organization may sue or be sued as an. entity without the procedural difliculties which
formerly attended( suits by or against unincorporated associations consisting of
large numbers of persons. Section 801 (a) was held to be more than jurisdictional and was held to authorize federal courts to fashion a body of federal
law for the enforcement, of these collective-bargaining agreements and to include within that body of federal law specific performance of promises to arbitrate grievances under collective-largaining agreements.
What a State court is to do if confronted with a case similar to the Lincoln
Mills case is by no means clear. It is evident that the substantive law to be
applied must be federal law, but the question remains: Where Is that federal
law to be found? It will probably take years for the development or the "faptloluing" of the body of federal law which the Supreme Cou't says the feijeral
courts are authorized to make. Can a State court act at all? If it can act and
does act. what remedies should it apply? Should it use those afforded by State
law, or is it limited to those which would be available under federal law if the
suit were in a federal court?
It is perfectly possible that these questions will not have to be answered, since
the Supreme Court may adopt the view that the field has been completely pre.
t,mpted by the federal law and conimitted solely to the jurisdiction of the federal
courts, so that the ,4tato courts cin have no part whatsoever in enforcing rights
recognized by Section 301 of the Ifor-Management Relations Act. Such a result does not seem to be, required by the language of Section 301 nor yet does
the legislative history P. that section appear to Warrant such a construction.
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Professor Meltzer's monograph, has brought out many of the difficulties, in,
this whole fleld of'sitbstantive labor law wi lli ,regard to ,xhe (livisioni
of power
between State and federal governments. As he points out, much of this confusion
is due to the fact that Congress has not
ide 'eehar what functions the Stati's
may perforin and What they may not perform. There are situations In which the
particular activity involved Is prohlbited by federal law, others in which it Is
protected by federal law, and others in which the federal law is silent. At the
present time there seents to be one field in which State action is clearly permissible. That is where actual violence is Involved in a labor dispute.
STATE LAW IN DIVERSITY CASES

Not all of the decisions of the Supreme Court in comparatively recent years
have limited or tended to limit the power of 'the States or the effect of State
laws. The celebrated ease of EIrle R. v. Tompkins, 304 U.S. 64, overruled Swift
v. Tyson and established substantive State law, decisional as well as statutory,
as controlling in diversity [of citizenship] cases in the federal courts. This marked
the end of the doctrine ofa federal common law In such cases.
IN-PEISONAM JiRISDICTION OVER NONRESIDENTS

Also, in cases involving the In-personam [against the person Jurisdietion of
State courts ovu-r nonresidents, the Supreme Court has tended to relax rather
than tighten restrictions under the due-process (lmuse upon State action i
this field. International Shoe Co. v. Wa.4hington, 326 I.,S. 310, is probably the
most significant case In this development.
In sustaining the jurisdiction of a Washington court to render a Judgment in
personani against a foreign corporation which carries on so1e activities within
the State of Washington, Chief Justice Stone used the inow-faniliar phrase
that there "were sufflcient contracts or ties with the State of the forum to make
it reasonable and just, according to our traditional conception of fair play and
substantial justice, to enforce the obligation which al)pelmit has Incurred there."
Formalistic doctrines or dogmas have been replaced by a more flexible and
realistic approach, and this-trend has been carried forward in subsequent causes
leading up to and including McGee v. International life Insurance Co., 355 U.S.
220, until halted by Hanson v. I)enckla, 357 U.S. decided June 23, 1958.
TAXATION

In the field of taxation, the doctrine of intergovernmental immunity has been
seriously curtailed partly by judicial decisions and partly by statute. This has
not been entirely a one-way street, In recent years, cases involving State taxation
have arisen in many fields. Sometimes they have involved questions of
burdens upon Interstate commerce or the export-inport clause, sometimes of
Jurisdiction to tax as a matter of due process, and sometimes they have arisen on
time fringes of governmental immunity, -as where a State has sought to tax a
contractor doing business with the National Government. There have been some
shifts In holdings. On the whole, the Supreme Court seems perhaps to have taken
a more liberal view in recent years toward the validity of State taxation than
It formerly took.
OTHER FOURTEFJNTH AMENDMENT CASES

In many other lelds, however, the i'ourteenth Amendment has been invoked
to cut flown Sttate action. This has been noticeably true In cases involving not only
the Fourteenth Amnendient Nut also the First Amendment guarantee of freedom
of speech or the Fifth Amendment protection against self-Incrimination. State
nntisubversive acts have been practically eliminated by Pennsylvania v. Nelson,
1n -which the decision was rested on the ground of pre-emption of the field by tie
federal statutes.
TUIH SWAY CASF-'ATE LEGISLATIVE INVE'I'IOATION

OuwI manfestatlo, of this restrictive action under the Fourteenth Amendment
Is to be found In Swey~ v. New Ilanmpshire, 354 J.f. 284.
Ini that case, the State of New Hampshire had enacted a subversive-activity
statute which imposed various disabilities on subversive persons and subversive
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organizations. In 1953, thelegislature adopted a resolution under which it constituted the attorney general a one-man legislative committee to investigate violatiois of that act and to recommend additional legislation.
Sweezy, described as a non-Comunist Marxist, was summoned to testify at the
investigation conducted by the attorney general, 'pursuant to this authorization.
He testified freely about many matters but refused to ain.'swer t '(o
types of questions: (1) inquiries concerning the activities of the Progresslve Party in the Shitte
during the 1948 campaign, and (2) Ilnquirie. concerning'a lecture Sweezy had'delivered in1954 to itclass at the University of New Hampshire.
He wits adjudged.ift contempt by itState court for failure to answer these
questions. The Suprieme Court reversed the conviction, but there is no majority
opinion. The opinion of the Chief Justice, In 'which he was joined by Justices
Black, l)ouglas and Brennan, started out by reaffirming the iosition'taken in
Watkins v. United, States, 354 U.S. 178, that legislative investigations can encroach on First: Ainendiment rights. It then attacked the New Hampshire Subversive Activities Act and stated that the definition of subversive persons and
subversive organizations was so vague and limitless that they extended to "conduct which Is only remotely related to actual subversion and which is done free
of any conscious intent to be a part of such activity."
Then followed itlengthy discourse on the Importance of academic freedom and
political expression. This was not, however, the ground upon which these four
,Ju.tlces ultimately relied for their conclusion that ti conviction should be reversed. The Chief Justice sal in part:
"The respective roles of the legislature and the Investigator thus revealed
are of consilderable significance to the Issue before us. It is eminently clear
that the basic discretion of determining the direction of the legislative inquiry has been turned over to the investigative agency. Theattorney general
has beem given such a sweel)ing and uncertain mandate that it is his discretion which picks Out the su)je(ts that will be pursued, what witnesses will
be summoned and -what questions will be asked. In this circumstance, It
cannot be stated authieritativoly that the legislature asked the attorney general to gather the kind' of facts comprised in the subjects' upon which petitiomer was Interrogated."
Four members of the Court, two in a concurring opinion and two,'in a dissentIng opinion, took vigorous Issue with the view thait the conviction was invalid
mecause of the legislature's failure to provide adequate standards to guide the
attorney general's investigation.
Mr. Justice Frankfurter and Mr. Justice Harlan concurred in the reversal of
the conviction on the ground that there was no basis for'a belief that Sweezy
or the Progressive Party threatened the safety of the State and, hence, that tile
liberties of the Individual should prevail.
Mr. Justice Clark, with wlhoin Mr. Justice Burton joined, :arrived at the oplposite conclusion and took the view that the State's interest In self-preservation
justified the intrusion into Sweezey's personal affairs.
In commenting on this case Professor Cramton says:
"Thc most puzzling aspect of the Sweezey ease is the reliance by the Chief
Justice on delegation-of-power conceptions. New Hampshire had determined
that it wanted the information Which Sweezey refused to give; to say that
the State has not demonstrated' that it wants the information seems so unreal as to be incredible. The State had delegated power to the attorney gen.
eral to determine the scope of inquiry within the general subject of subversive activities.
"Under these circumstances, the conclusion of the Chief Justice that the
v~tgueniess of the resolution violates thq due-process clause must be,. despite
his protestations, a holding that a State legislature* cannot delegate such
a power."
'
1UnLIC-EMILOYMENT

CASES

There are many cases involving public employment and the question of disqualification therefor by reason of ominmunist Party membership or other questions of loyalty.
Slochower v,Board of Higher Edueatio'n, 350 U.S. 551, is a well.knowu example
of cases of this type. Two more recent cases, LernOr v. Casey, and '1eilan v.
Board of Public Educatibn, both 'in ,57 U.S. and 'decided on' June 30, 1958, 'have
upheld disqualifications for employment where such issues were Involved, but
they (lid so on the basis of lack of competence or fitness.
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Lerner was a subway conductor in New York and Beilan was a public-school
instructor. In each case the decision was by a 5to-4 majority.
ADMISSION TO THE BAR

When we come to the recent cases on admission to the bar, we are In a field
of unsual sensitivity. We are well aware that any adverse comment which we
may make on those decisions lays us open to attack on the grounds that we
are complaining of the curtailment of our own powers and that we are merely
voicing the equivalent of the ancient protest of the defeated litigant-In this
instance the wall of a Judge, who has been reversed. That is a prospect which
we accept In preference to maintaining silence on a matter which we think cannot
be ignored without omitting an Important element on the subject with which
this report is concerned.
Konigsberg v. State liar of California, 853 U.S. 252, seems to us to reach the
high-water mark so far established by the Supreme Court in overthrowing the
action of a State and in denying to a State the power to keep order In its own
house.
The majority opinion first hurdled the problem its to whether or not the federal question sought to be raised was properly presented to the State highest
court for decision and was decided by that court, Mr. Justice Frankfurter
dissented on the ground that the record left It doubtful whether this Jurisdictional reuirement for review by the Supreme Court had been met and favored
a relnand of the case for certification by the State highest court of "whether or
not It did In fact pass on a claim properly before it under the due-process clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment." Mr. Justice Hlarlan and Mr. Justice Clark shared
Mr. Justice Frankfurter's Jurisdictional views. They also dissented on the merits
in an opinion written by Mr. Justice Harlan, of which more later.
The majority opinion next turned to the merits of Konigsberg's application for
admission to the bar. Applicable State statutes required one seeking admission
to show that he was a person of good moral character and that he did not advocare the overthrow of the National or State Government by force or violence.
The committee of bar examiners, after holding several hearings on Konigsberg's
applelicltion, notified hill) that his application was denied because he did not
show that he met the above qualifications.
Thme Supreme Court made its owii review of the facts.
On the score of good moral character, the majority found that KonIgsberg had
sufficlently established It, that certain editorials written by hhi attacking this
country's participation In the Korean War, the actions of political leaders, the
influence of "big business" on American life, racial discrimination and the Supreme Courts dmsion In Dennis v. United States, 341 U.S. 494, would not support
any rational inference of bad moral character, and that his refusal to answer
questions, "almost all" of which were described by the Court as having "concerned his political affiliations, editorials and beliefs" (353 U.S. 269), would not
support such an inference either.
MEANINO OF 1REFUSA,

TO ANSWER

On the reatotr bf advocating the overthrow of the National or State Government
by forxe or violence, the Court held--ais it had in the companion case of Schware v.
Board of Bar Ex iners of New Mex4eo, 853 U.S. 232, decided contemporaneously-that past iiemlership in the Communist Party was not enough to show
bad moral character. The majority apparently accepted its sufficient Konigsberg's
denial of any present advocacy of the overthrow of the Government of the United
States or of California, which was uncontradleted on the record. le had refused
to answer questions relating to his past political affiliations and beliefs, which
the bar committee might have used to test the truthfulness of l~is present claims.
His refusal to answer was based upon his views as to the effect of the First
and Fourteenth Anmendiiients, The Court did not make any ultimate determination
of their correctness, but--at 353 U.S. 270--said that "prior decisions by this Court
Indicated" that his objections to answering the questions-which we shall refer
to below-were not frivolous.
The majority asserted that Kon'igsberg "wpis not denied admission to the California bar shnply because he refused to answer questions."
In a footnote appended to this statement it Is said, 853 U.S. 259:
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"Neither tile committee as itwhole nor any of its members even Intimated that
Konigsberg would be barred just because he refused to answer relevant inquiries
or because he was obstructing the commIttee. Some members informed him that
they did not necessarily accept his position that they were not entitled to inquire
into his political associations and opinions and said that his failure to answer
would have some bearing on their determination whether he was qualified. But
they never suggested that his failure to answer their questions was, by itself, a
sufficient indepwdent ground for denial of is application."
A "CONVINCING" DISSENT

Mr. Justice Harlan's dissent iook issue with these vieWs-convincingly, we
think. He quoted lengthy extracts from the record of Konigsberg's hearings bef0r tile subcommittee and the committee of the State bar investigating his
application, 353 U.S. 281-01). Konigsberg flatly refused to state whether ir not
at the time of the hearing le was a member of the Communist Party aind refused
to answer questions on whether he had ever been a Comnunist or boilonged to
various organizations, including the Communist Party.
The bar committees conceded that he could not be required to answer a question
If the answer might tend to Inermihnate him; but Konigsberg did not stamlm on
the Fifth Amendment and his answer which came nearest to raising that question,
as far as we can see, seems to have bevn based upon a fear of prosecution for
lpirjury for whatever answer ho might then give as to membership in the Communist Party.
We think, on the basis of the extracts from the record contained In Mr. Justice
Harlan's dissenting opinion, that the committee was concerned with its duty
under the statute "to certify as to this applicants good moral charaeter"-p.
215--and that the committee wias concerned with the applicant's "disinclination"
to respond to questions proposed by the Committee-p. 801-and that the coinmittee, in passing on his good moral character, sought to test his veraclty-p. 303.
The majority, however, having reached the conclusion above stated, that
Konigsberg had not been denied admission to the bar simply because he refused
to answer questions, then proceedled to demolish a straw ma'a by saying that there
was nothing in the California statutes or decisions, or it the rules of the bar
committee which had been called to the Court's attention, suggesting that a failure
to answer questions "Is ipso facto a basis for excluding an applicant from tile bar,
irrespective of how overwhelming is his showing of good character or loyalty or
1ow flimsy are the suspicions of the bar examilners."
Whether Konigsberg's "overwhelming" showing of his own good character
would have been shaken if he had answered the relevant questions which l refused to answer, we cannot say. We have long been under the impre sion that
candor Is required of members of the bar and, prior to Konigsberg,' we should
not have thought that there was any doubt that a candidate for adinission to the
bar should answer questions as to matters relating to his fitness for admission,
and that his failure or refusal to answer such questions would warrant an Inference unfavorable to the applicant or a finding'that he had failed to meet the
burden of proof of his moral fitness.
Let us repeat that Konigsberg did not invoke protection against self-incrimnination. He invoked a privilege which he claimed to exist against answering certain
questions. These might have served to test his veracity at the committee hearings
held to determine whether or not he was possessed of the good moral character
required for admission to the bar.
The majority opinion seems to ignore the issue of veracity sought to be raised
by the que"tions which Konigsberg refused to answer. It is also somewhat confus lng with regard to the burden of proof. At one point pp. 270--271-It says that
the committee was not warranted in drawing from Konigsberg's refusal to answer
questions any Inference that he was of bad moral character; at another-p.
273--it says that there was no evidence in the record to justify a finding that he
had failed to establish his good-moral character.
Also at page 273 of 358 U.S., the, majority said: "We recognize the Importance
of leaving States free to select their own bars, but it iAequally important that
the State not exercise this power in an arbitrary or discriminatory manner nor in
such way as to impinge on the freedom of political expression or association. A
bar composed of lawyers of good character isa worthy Objective but It is unnecessary to sacrifice vital freedom in order to obtain that goal. It is also important to
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society and the bar itself that lawyers be unintimidated-free to think, speak and
act .is members of an Independent bar."
The majority thus makes two stated colicessions-each, of course. subject to
limitations-one, that it Is important to leave the States free to select their own
bars and the other, that !'a bar composed of lawyers of good character is a
worthy objective."
AVOIDING

"A TEST OF VERACITY"

We think that Mr. Justice Ilarlan's dissent on the merits, In which Mr. .JIustice
Clark, joined, shows the fallacies of tie majority position. (In Ihe facts which
we think were demonstrated by the excerpts from the record Included in thit
dissen|t, It seeIIs to uts that the net result of tie ca..'e is that a States nimble to
protect itself against admitting to its bars an applicant who, by his own refusal
to answer certain questions its to what the majority regarded as "political" assoclations and activities, avoids a test of his veracity through cross-examination
on a matter which ie has the burden of proving in order to establish his right
to admission to the bar.
The power left to the States to regulate admission to their bars under Konligsberg hardly seiis adequate to achieve what the majority (-hose to describe as a
"v''rtlhy objcvti0'"--"I bar Coil)Osed of lawyers of good
iter."
We shall close our discussion of Konigsberg hy quoting two passages frorn Mr.

Justice Ilarlan's dissent, in which Mr. Justice Clark joined. III one, he states
that "this case involves an area of federal-State relations-the right of States to

establish and adiminister standards for admission to their bars-into which this
Court should be especially reluctant a1( slow to enter." In ti other, is eonchding comment-p. 312-says: "[Wlhat the Court has really done, I think, is
simply to impose on California Its own notions of public IlIi('y and Judgment.
For me, today's decision represents an unacceptable intrusion into a matter of
State concern."
The Lerner and Bellan case, above referred to, seem to Indicate some recession
from the intimations, though not from the decisions, In the Konigsberg and
Slochower cases. In Beilan, the schoolteacher was told that his refusal to answer questions might result in his dismissal, und his refusal to aliswer questions
pertaining to loyalty matters was held relevant to support a finding that lie was
Ineoml)etent. "Inconetent" seems to have been taken in the sense of unfit.
STATE ADMINISTRATION

OF CRIMINAL LAW

When we turn to the impact of decisions of the Supreme Court upon the State
administratJon of criminal Justice, we find -that we have entered a very broad
field. InI many matters, such as the fair drawing of Juries, the exclusion of for(ed
confessions, as evidence, and the right to counsel at least in all serious cases., we
do not believe that'there Is any real difference in doctrine between tie views held
by the -Supremnq Court of the United States and the views 1eld by the 'llghest
r
courts of the several! States.
There is, however, a rather considerable difference. at thnes as to how these
general principles should be applied and as to, whether they have been duly
regarded or not. In such matters the Supreme Court not only feels free to review
the facts, but considers it to be its duty to make a1 independent review of the

facts. It sometimes seems that the rule which governs most appellate courts

In the view of findings of.fact by trial courts is given. lip service, but is actually
given the least possible plractihal effe(et,
Appellate courtss generally will give great., weight to the findings of fact by
trial courts whi('h had the opportunity to see and hear te.witneses, and they
are reluctant' to disturb such 0n1ings. Thie Supreme Courtat times seems :to read
tberec0rdS In criminal casi with asoetewhat different point of view. Perhaps
no more striking'example of this ('an readily be found than In Moore v., Michigan,
355 U.S. 155. ...
TIt thie Moore vase, time defendant, bad been Charged. in 1037, with theerine
of first-degree murder, to which he pleaded guilty. The, murder followed n rape
and was marked by extreme brutality. The; defendant was a Negro youth, 17
years of.ag, at te time of time offense,,and Is doek.ribed as being of limited'edueath-onl, the. . jevith grade--and as being of ratlmer low mentality.,
HIe confessed tho.crjme to law-enforcemefmt officers and. he expressed a desire
to plead guilty and "set It over with." Before iuch a plea,was permitted to be
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he was interviewed by the trial julge in the privacy of tite judges
and he again admitted his guilt, said (he (lid not want counsel "ad
expressed the desire to "get it over with," to be senit to whatever institutioi he
was to be confined in, and to be placed under obsrvatiobi. Iollow'ing this, the
plea of guilty was accepted and there was a hearing to 'd-termine the pimni.h1nent whih should be imposed.
About 12 years Inter the defendant sought a new trial. principally on the
ground tltt he had been unfairly dealt with because he was tiot represented by
entered,

ehalbers

counsel. H had exJireksly diselained any desire for counselat the time of his

trial. Pursuant to the law of Michigan, he had a hearing o1 thils ailiplicat Ioi for
a new trial. In most respeets his testimony was seriously at variance with the
wNho.
testimony of other witnesses. He wits corroborated in one matter by a nu
had been a deputy sheriff at the time when the jrisoier was arrested and was
being questioned.
qrhe trial court, however, found in substance that the defendant knew what
he was doing when lie rejected tile appointment of counsel anl pleaded guilty,
that le was then calm and not intimated, and, after hearing hin testify, that
he was completely unworthy of belief. It accordingly denied the application for
it new trial. This denial was aflirined by the Supreme Court of Michigan, largely
Uim., tie,basis of the findings of fact by the trial court.
The Supreme Court of the United States reversed.
The latter Court felt that counsel might have been of assistance to the prisoner,
in view of his youth, lack of education and low mentality, by requiring the State
to prove its case against him-saying the evidence was largely circumstantialby raising a question as to him sanity, and by presenting factors which might
have lessened the severity of tit, penalty Imposed. It was the imiaxlinum imrinittd
under the Michigan law-solitary coufinenment for life at hard labor.
Th ease was decided by the Supreme ('oert of the United States in 1957.
The majority, opinion does not seem to have given any considerations whatsoever
to the difficulties of proof which the State might enwounter after the lapse of
many years or the risks to society which might result from the release of it
prisoner of this type, if the new prosecution should fall. They lire. however,
pointed out in the dissent.
Another recent case which seems to us surprising, and the full scope of which
we cannot foresee, Is Lambert v. California, 355 1.S., de(;id(d Dec. 16. 1957. In
that case a majority of the Court reversed a conviction under i Los Angeles ordiiance which required a person convicted of a felony, or of a crine which would
be felony under the law\' of California, to register uipoiitilkng up residence in
Los Angeles.
Lambert had been convicted of forgery and had served a long term in a Callforoha l)rison for that offense. She was arrested on suspicion of another crime
and her failure to register was then discovered and she was prosecuted, convicted
aTI find.
The majority of the Supreme Court found that she had no notice of the ordin1a'ice, that it was not likely to be known, that it was a measure merely for the
(.blvenience of the police, thtit tlhe defendant lid'no opportunity to COinply with
it after learning of it and before being prosecuted, that she did not net willfully
In failing to register, that she wias not "blameworthy" in filling to do so, and
that hep conviction Involved a denial of due process of law.
d"A DbVTATTON F4IOM PRkF!PI)F.NT,"
'rU;tnmiit
justicee
This decision was reached only after
tind rearguinent. Mr.
and
Frankfurter wrote a short dissenting opinion in which Mr, Justiee Harlan1
Mr. Justice Whittaker Joined. He' referred to tit, great nflifiber of State and
federal statutes wlich Imposed criminl penalties for'nonfeasa l ce " and stated
that he felt confident that "the present decision willitr 'out to be an isolated
deviation from the strong 'eotrent' of precedeits--a 'dArelct. on the Waters of
Suwn'me
:We shall not comment In this repirt Upon the broal sW4'p 'Wli(,h'.Jh
Court now gives to habeas-corpus l)roee(lings. Matters of this sprt sen to fall
within the" scopek of the Cdiinitlee of this Cnferk(Iie, 'oil .the'ITUlii,1s Vorpus
-

11111 which huds been advocated Thr omie yeia
iy the( Cmigres of 'tie United Stite , an(dlie

~tuA('dif4ifee for t-AAi'tnent

been supp~nted by the( .Tudiifal

Conference of. the United States, the American Bar Assoclation, 'the Associlion
of Attorneys General and the Department of Justce.
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We cannot, however, completely avoid any reference at all to habeas-corpus
matters because what is probably the most far-reaching decision of recent years
on State criminal procedure which has been rendered by the Supreme Court Is
itself very close to a habeas-corpus case. That is the case of Griffin v. Illinois,
351 U.S. 12, which arose under the Illinois Post Conviction Procedure Act.
The substance of the holding in that case may perhaps be briefly and accurately
stated in this way: If a transcript of the record, or Its equivalent, is essential
to all effective appeal, and if a State permits an appeal by those able to pay for
the cost of the record or its equivalent, then the State must furnish without
expense to an indigent defendant either a transcript of the record at his trial, or
an equivalent thereof, in order that the indigent defendant may have an equally
effective right of appeal. Otherwise, the Inference seems clear, the indigent
defendant must be released upon habeas corpus or similar proceedings.
Probably no one would dispute the proposition that the poor man should not be
deprived of the opportunity for a meritorious appeal simply because of his poverty. The practical problems which flow from the decision in Griffin v. Illinois

are, however, alunost unlimited and are now only in course of development and
possible solution. This was extensively discussed at the 1957 meeting of this
Conference of Chief Justices in New York.
We may say at this point that, in order to give full effect to the doctrine of
Griffin v.Illinois, we see no basis for distinction belven the cost of the record
and other expInses to which the defendant will necessarily be put in the prosecution of an appeal. These include filing fees, the cost of printing the brief (and
of such part of the record as may be necessary, and counsel fees.
The Griffin case was very recently given retroactive effect by the Supreme
Court In a per curtain [by the court as a whole] opinion in I'skridge v. WaslIngton State Board of Prison Terms and Paroles, 78 S.Ct. 1061. In that case the
defendant, who was convicted in 1935, gave timely notice of an appeal. His
application then nw'r.e for a copy of the transcript of the trial proceedings to be
furnished at public expense was denied by the trial Judge.
A statute provided for so furnishing a transcript if "in his (the trial Judge's)
opinion, justice will thereby be promoted." The trial Judge found that justice
would not be promoted, in that the defendant had had a fair and impartial trial,
and that, in his opinion, no grave or prejudicial errors had occurred in the trial.
The defendant then sought a writ of mandate from the Supreme Court of the
State, ordering the trial Judge to have the transcript furnished for the prosecution of ils appeal. This was denied and his appeal was dismissed.
In 1956 he instituted habeas-corpus proceedings which, on June 16, 1958, resuited in a reversal of the Washington court's decision and a remand "for
further proceedings not inconsistent with this opinion." It was conceded that the
"reporter's transcript" from the trial was still available. In what form it exists
does not appear from the Supreme Court's opinion. As in Griffin, It was held that
an adequate substitute for the transcript might be furnished in lieu of the
transcript itself.
Justices Harlan and Whittaker dissented briefly on the ground that "on this
record the Griffin case decided in 1956 should not be applied to this conviction
occurring In 1935." This accords with the view expressed by Mr, Justice Frankfurter in his concurring opinion in Griffin that it should not be retroactive. He
did not participate in the Eskridge case.
lust where Griffin v. Illinois may lead its is rather hard to say. That it will
mean a vast increase in criminal appeals and a huge case load for appellate courts
seems almost to go without saying. There are two 'possible ways in which the
meritorious appeals might he taken care of and the nonmeritorious appeals
eliminated.
One would be to apply a screening process to appeals of all kinds, whether
taken by the Indigent or by persons 'well able to pay for the cost of appeals. It
seems very doubtful that legislatures generally' would be willing to curtail the
absolute right of appeal In criminal cases which now exists in many Jurisdictions.
Another possible approach would be to require some showing of merit before
permitting an appeal to be taken by an indigent defendant at the expense of the
State.
Whether this latter approach, which we may call "screening" would be practical
or not is, to say the least, very dubious. First, lbt us look at a federal statute and
Supreme Court decisions thereunder. Wbat is now tfbseetion (a) of Section 1915
of Title 28, U.S.C.A. contains a sentence reading as follows: An appeal may not
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be taken in forma paupers [as a poor man] if the trial court certifies in writing
that it is not taken in good faith."
This section or a precursor thereof was involved in Miller v. United States,
317 U.S. 192, Johnson v. United 'States, 352 U.S. 565, and Farley v. United States,
354 U.S. 521, 523. In the Miller case the Supreme Court held that the discretion
of the trial court in withholding such a certificate was subject to review on appeal, and that, in order that such a Teview might be made. by the Court of Appeals, it ,was necessary that it have before it either the transcript of the record
or an adequate substitute therefor, which might consist of the trial judge's notes
or of an agreed statement as to the points on which review was sought.
Similar holdings were made by per wuriam opinions in the Johnson and Farley
cases, in each of which the trial court refused to certify that the appeal was
taken in good faith. In each case, though perhaps more clearly in Johnson, the
trial court seems to have felt that the proposed appeal was frivolous, and 'hence
not in good faith.
The Dskridge case, above cited, decided on June 16, 1958, rejected the screening
process under the State statute there involved, and appears to require, under
the Fourteenth Amendment, that a full appeal be allowed-not simply a review
of the screening process, as under the federal statute above cited. The effect
of the Eskridge case thus seems rather clearly to be that:, unless all appeals, at
least in the 'same types of cases, are subject to screening, none may be.
It would seem that it may be possible to make a valid classification of appeals
which shall be subject to screening and of appeals, which shall not. Such a
classificationn might be based upon the gravity of the offense or possibly upon
the sentence imposed. In most. if not all, States, such a classification would doubtless require legislative action. In the Griffin case, it will be recalled, the Supreme
Court stated that a substitute for an actual transcript of the record would be
acceptable if it were 'sufficient to present the points upon which the defendant
based his appeal. The Supreme Court suggested the possible use of bystanders'
bills of exceptions.
It seem's probable to us that an actual 'tran-sript of the record will'be required
in most cases. For example, in cases where the basis for appeal is the alleged
insufficiency of the evidence, it may be very difficult to elimina, f.rom that part
of the record which is to be transcribed portions which seem to have no immediate bearing upon this question. A statement of the facts to be agreed upon by
trial counsel for both sides may be still more difficult to achieve even with the
aid of the trial Judge.
The danger of swamping some State appellate ce'irts under the flood of appeals which may be loosed by Griffin and IEskridge 1,.not a reassuring prospect.
How far Eskridge may lead and whether it will be extended beyond its facts
remain to be seen.
CONCLUSIONS: THE JUsTICES RUM X P

This long review, though far from exhaustive, shows some of the uncertainties
as to the distribution of power which are probably inevitable i a federal system
of government. It also shows, on the whole, a continuing and, we think, an
accelerating trend toward increasing power of the National Government and
correspondingly contracted power of the State governments.
Much of this Is doubtless due to the fact that many matters which were once
mainly of local concern are now parts of larger matters which are of national
concern. Much of this stems from the doctrine of a strong, central Government
and of the' plenitude of national power within broad limits of what may be
"necessary and proper" in the exercise of the granted powers of the National
Government which was expounded and established by Chief Justice Marshall
and his colleagues, though some of the modern extensions may! and do seem
to us to go to extremes. Much, however, comes from the extent of the control over
the action of the States which the Supreme Court exercises under its views of the
Fourteenth Amendment.
We believe that strong State and local governments are essential to the effective functioning of the American system of federal government; that they should
not be sacrificed needlessly to, leveling, and sometimes deadening,' utilforinity;
and that, in the ifiterests of active, citIen participation in self-government-the
foundation of olr democracy-they should be sustained and strengthened.
As long as this country continues to be a developing country and as long as
the conditions under Which'we live: continue to change, there will always be
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problems of the allocation of power depending upon whether certain matters
should be regarded as primarily of national concern or as primarily of local contern.. These adjustments call hardly be effected without oiome friction. How much
friction will develop) depends in part upon tMe wisdom of those empowered to
alter the boundaries and in part upon the speed with ihilch such changes are
effected. Of course, the question of speed really involves the exercise of judgment and the use of wisdom, so that the two things are really the same in
substa nce.
We are now concerned specifically with the effect of judicial decisions upon
the relations between the Federal Government and the State governments. Ilere
we think that the over-all tendency of decisions of the Supreme Court over the
last 25 years or more has been to press the extension of federal power and to
press1it rapidly.
There have been, of course, and still are, very considerable differences within
the Court on these matters, and there has been quite recently it growing recognitlon of the fact that our government is still a federal government iiiid' that the
historic line which experience seems to Justify between matters primarily of national concern and matters primarily of local concern should not be hastily or
lightly obliterated. A number of Justices have relatedly demonstrated their
awareness of problems of federalism and their recognition that federalism is
still a living part of our system of government.
The extent to which the Supreme Court assumes the function of policy maker
is also of concern to us in the conduct of our Judicial business. We realize that
in the course of American history the Supreme Court has frequently-one might,
indeed, say iustonlarly-exereised policy-making powers going far beyond those
involved, say, in making a selection between competing rules of lIw.
We believe that, in the fields with which we are concerned and as to which
w( feel entitled to speak, the Supreme Court too often has tended to adopt the
role of policy maker without proper judicial restraint. We feel this is particularly
the case in both of the great fields we have discussed-namely, the extent and
extension of the federal power, and the supervision of State action by the Sipreme Court by virtue of the Fourteenth Amendment. In the light of the immense
power of the Supreme Court and its practical nonreviewability in most instances,
no more important obligation rests upon it, in our view, than that of careful
moderation it the exercise of its l)oliey-making role. We are not alone in our
view that the Court, in many cases arising under the Fourteenth Amendment,
has assumed what seem to us prinmarly legislative powers. See Judge Learned
Iand on the Bill of Rights.
We do not believe that either tle framers of the original Constitution or the
possibly somewhat less gifted draftsmen of the Fourteenth Amendment ever
contemplated that the Sup'r~me Court would, or should, have the almost unlimited policy-nmaking powers which it now exercises.
It is strange, indeed, to reflect tlat, under a Constitution whih provides for it
system of cllecks and balances and of distribution of power between national and
State governments, one branch of one government-the Supreme Court-should
attain the immense an(1, in many respects, dominant power which it now wields.
We believe that the great principle of distribution of powers among the various
branches of government and between levels of government has vitality today
and is the crucial base of our democracy.
We further believe that, In construing and applying tie Constitution and laws
made in pursuance, thereof, this principle of the division of .poWer based' upon
whether a matter, Islrlnmarlly of national or of local concern should not be lost
sight of or ignored,, especially in fields which bear upon the 'meaning of a, constitutional or statutory. provision, or the validity of State action presented for
review. For,, with due allowance for the changed conditions under which it may
or must operate, , th principle is as worthy of our consideration today as it was
of th, consideration of the great men who met In 1787;to establish our nation as a
nation.
"DOUIIT"

iN nEGNT' DECOAIONq8

It has long been'an Aimierican mbast that we lave a government. of laws amnd,
not of men. We bell ei'e hiat any,,study of, recQpt d cisions of the SUpreme Court
will raise at least considerable doubt at to the, validity of that. boast. We .*find
first that, in con$iftutional cast,s, unanimous d'clsioos are 'comparative rarities
and (hat multiple (phfiions, coicurrng .or diseutihig,, are common occurrences,
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We find next that divisions in result on a 5-to-4 basis are quite frequent. We
find further that, on some occasions, a. majority of the Court cannot be mustered
iii support of any one opinion and that the result of a given case may come from
the divergent views of individual, Justices who happen to unite on one outcome
or the other of the case before the Court.
We further find that the Court does not accord finality to its own determinations of constitutional questions, or for that matter of others. We concede that
Mcould at times have unfortunate consequences;
a slavish adherence to stare decsis
but it seems strange that under a constitutional doctrine which requireS all others
to recogniize the Supreme Court's rulings on constitutional questions as binding
adjudications of the meaning and application of the Constituti~n, the Court itself
has so frequently overturned its own decisions thereon; after the lapse of periods
varying from I year to 75, or even 95 years. See the tables appended to Mr. Justice
)ouglas's address on "Stare Deciss1," 49 Columbia Law Review 735, 756-758.
The Constitution expressly sets up its own procedures for amendment, slow or
cumbersome though they may be.
These frequent differences and occasional overrulings of prior decisions in constitutional cases cause us grave concern as to whether individual views of the
mlnmeubers of the Court as from time to time constituted, or of a majority thereof,
as to what is wise or desirable do not unconsciously override a more dispassionate
consideration of what is or is not constitutionally warranted. We believe that the
latter is the correct approach, and we have no doubt that every member of the
Supreme Court intends to adhere to that approach, and believes that he does so.
It is our earnest hope, which we respectfully express, that that great Court
exercise to the full its power of judicial self-restraint by adhering firmly to its
tremendous, strictly Judicial powers and by eschewing, so far as possible, the
exercise of essentially legislative powers when it is called upon to decide questions
involving the validity of State action, whether it deems such action wise or unwise. The value of our system of federalism, and of local self-government in local
matters which it embodies, should be kept firmly in, mind, as we believe it was by
those who framed our Constitution.
At times the Supreme Court manifests, or seems to manifest, an impatience
with the slow workings of our federal system. That impatience may extend to an
unwillinge~s, to, wait for Congress to make clear its intention to exercise the
jiowers conferred upon it under the Constitution, or the extent to, which it undertakes to exercise them, and it may extend to'the slow processes of amending the
Constitution which that instrument provides.
The words of Elihu Root on the opposite side of the problem, asserted at, a
time when 'demands were current for recall of judges and judicial decisions,
bear repeating: "If the people of our country yield to impatience which would
destroy the system that lonee makes effective these great impersonal rules and
preserves 'our constitutional government, rather. than endure the temporary Inconvenience of pursuing regulated methods of changing the law, we shall not be
reforming. We shall not be making progress, but shall be exhibiting that lack
of self-control which enables great bodies of men to abide, the slow process of
orderly goverhmept rather than to break down the barriers of order, when they
are struck by the impulse of the moinent" Quoted in 31 "Boston University Law
Review" 48.
We believe that what Mr. Root said Is sound doctrine to be followed toward
the Constitutibn, the Stipreme Court and its interpretation of the Constitution.'
Surely;-it i no less incumbent upbn the Sopreme Court, on Its part, to be-equally
restrained and to be as' sur6 as in hanny possible that it is adhereing to the
th f' gard t tl distribution -of.powers and
fundamentals of 'the Consttittioi
the separation of powers, and*with regard to the limitation of.-Judiclai power''
which' are implieit in such separation ana distribution, and that it is not merely
giving-effect to what it may deeni dirabW.
We mdy expect the question as to what con be accomplished by.the report of
this Committee or'by resblutibiis itdOptpd tin conformity, with it, Most, certainly,
some will say 'that nothingb'xpres.e J4e0e would deter, a member or group of
.
froM Wrsuing a planned course, .
members 6fan independent Judiciary
Let. us-gtaht that this 'may'b ' true, T1h v aue of 'aflrm statement by us lies
in the fact that we speak as ihemnbf, o, al th State appe.llate courtswith a
background of many years' 6xelene'I' the dete.Vxmiati4q. of thosandsof cases
there' arthose
of
all, kinds.
....0 wlo,will reset a 0t.clarati6n of -what'we
.
..
, 1 Surely
believoi:'
-
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And it Just could be true that our statement might serve as an encouragement
to those members of an independent judiciary who now or in the future may in
their conscience adhere to views more consistent with our own.
REPORT ON HIGH COURT: WHO WROTE IT

WHO APPROVED IT

These 10 State justice were members of the committee which drew up the
report on the Supreme Court:
Frederick W. Brune, Chief Judge of Maryland, Chairman
Albert Conway, Chief Judge of New York
John R. Dethmers, Chief Justice of Michigan
William H. Duckworth, Chief Justice of Georgia
John E. Hickman, Chief Justice of Texas
John E. Martin, Chief Justice of Wisconsin
Martin A. Nelson, Associate Justice of Minnesota
William C. Perry, Chief Justice of Oregon
Taylor I-. Stukes, Chief Justice of South Carolina
Raymond S. Wilkins, Chief Justice of Massachusetts
A18o voting to approve the report were chief Justice8 from 26 other Statcs:
Alabama, Arizona, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New
Hampshire, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Dakotam, Tennessee, Virginia, W"ash~ngton, Wyoming.
Votihg against the report ivere chief Justice frown seven States, one territory:
Californla, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Utah, Vermont, West Virginia, Hawaii.
Abstaining: Nevada, North Dakota.
Not present: Arkansas, Connecticut, Indiana, Puerto Rico.

[U.S. News & World Report, Aug. 20, 1958)
SUPREME COURT: A CRITICAl, Loox iY STATIC, JUSTICES

The U.S. Supreme Court needs more "Judicial self-restraint," in the
opinion of the chief Justices of 10 States.
The Justices had been appointed to a special committee by the Conference of Chief Justices to study recent decisions.
The U.S. Supreme Court is taken to task by n committee of State chief Justices
for going too far and too fast in expanding federal power. The chief justices urge
Justices on the highest federal court to use a bit more "Judicial restraint."
That's the main conclusion submitted last week to the Conference of Chief
Justices by a special committee appointed last year to look into decisions affecting
federal-State relationships.
The Conunittee, headed by Chief Judge Frederick W. Brune of the Maryland
Court of Appeals, Included top judges from seven Northern States and three
Southern States. The Northern States represented were New York, Michigan,
Wisconsin, Minnesota, Oregon and Massachiusetts, besides Maryland. The
Southern States were Texas, Georgia and South Carolina.
The report,' at the outset, recognizes that "by Alhmst universal common consent" the ultimate judicial power of the country rests With the U.S. Supreme
Court. It goes 6m -to Say : "Any other allocation, ot Stich power would s~mem .to lead

to complete chaos." -The report'addS6: "It Is a part of our ,obligation to seek, to

uphold respect for law." But then this comment is made:.
"We do not beltyethatthii g~es so far as to im#oie upon us an obligation of
silence when we 1fid ourselves untible to Agree wth pronouncements of the
Supreme Court (even though we are bound by themn), or Whlen we see trends
in decisions of thait Court which we think will lead t6 unfortunate results."
When lais eonfliet. The report deals mitfmity wit decisions involving the
supremacy of federal laws over State laws, and *itlo decisions remoered undqr the
Fourteenth Amendment. However, 'recent decisions On racial segregation, which
were rendered under the Foilrteenth Aifendmmt, aie 'not mentioned.
In the field ofilabor relations, the )rittcs :noWdthat the theory of supremacy,
"coupled with only partial, express 'regulatioi byCongres, hs produced a state
of considerable confusion . ." Dteiton%air6ecite6d tbat pevented a State from,
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acting to bar strikes in public utilities and that seemed to give federal courts
exclusive jurisdiction In suits between employers and unions. The report also
notes that, in two decisions last year, the Supreme Court upheld the right of an
employee to sue a labor union in a State court. In labor regulation, the report suggests that Congress might clear up the confusion.
The justices also note that, under the supremacy doctrine, the Supreme Court
bns "practically eliminated" any antisubversive laws by States.
When It comes to cases under the Fourteenth Amendment, the State justices
take particular exception to decisions which limited the authority of States to
make their own rules for the admission of lawyers to the bar. 'heir report quotes
with .approval a dissent by Justice John M. Harlan that "this case Involves an
area of federal-State relations-the right of States to establish and administer
standards for admission to their bars--into which this Court should be especially
reluctant and slow to enter."
The Justices direct their sharpest criticism at Supreme Court decisions relating
to Stat, enforcement of criminal laws. They object to a decls-ion that freed a confessed murderer because he pleaded guilty without having a lawyer; decisions
that require States to provide free transcripts of trials so that convicted felons
can appeal; and a decision that struck down a city orditlance aimed at supervising ex-convicts.
At one point, the report observes "Appellate courts generally will give great
weight to the findings of fact by trial courts which had the opportunity to see
and lhar the witnesses, and they are reluctant to disturb such findings. The Supreme Court at times seems to read the records in criminal cases with a somewhat
different point of view."
The'justices appear especially disturbed at the decisions governing appeals
from criminal convictions under State laws. There is a possibility, the committee
fears, that State appellate courts may bog down under the weight of appeals
from criminal convictions. "The danger of an almost complete breakdown In the
work of State appellate courts under the flood of appeals which may be loosed...
is not a reassuring prospect," the committee said.
The committee, however, acquits the Supreme Couirt of invading some State
powers. The justices note that, In federal trials of suits between citizens of different States, the laws of States rather than of the Federal Government are to prevail. Supreme Court decisions also have upheld suits in State courts against
corporations from other States. And on taxes, the report observes that: "On the
whole, the Supreme Court seems perhaps to have taken a more liberal view in
recent years towards the validity of State taxation than It formerly took."
Court-made law. Over all, however, the committee finds a Supreme Court majority, often too eager to make. policy decisions and to assume legislative power.
In questioning this trend, the report notes that Supreme Court Justices themselves frequently disagree. Hence the suggestion for "Judicial self-restraint."
Besides ."udge Brune, the chief justices who signed the report are: Albert Conway of New York, John R. Dethmers of Michigan, William H. Duckworth of
Georgia, John E. Hickman of Texas, John E. Martin of Wisconsi, William 0.
Perry of Oregon, Taylor H. Stukes of South Carolina and Raymond S. Wilkins
of Massachusetts, plus Associate Justice Martin A. Nelson of Minnesota, who
signed ' the report for the chief justice of his State.
"IMMENSE AND DOMINANT POWER"-THE REPORT Tj AT CITEs NEED FOR

"R&sTRArN"

ON SUPREME CO'ORT

Following is the tewt of conclusions reached by the Committee on Feeral-Sltate
Relationships as Affected by Judicial Decisions, in a. report submitted to the
Conference of Chief Justices in Pasadena., Calif.,' Aug. 20, 1958:
This long review,. though far from exhaustive, shows some of the uncertainties
as to the distribution, of power which are probably inevitable in a federal system
of government. It also shows,oan the wh06o, ,a continuing an(!, we think, an accelerating trend toward Increasing power of ,the National Government and correspondingly contracted powe6' of the State governments..
Much of, this Is doubtless due to the fact that many matters which were once
mainly of local Concern are, now parts f larger matters which are of national
concern. Much of this stems from the, doctrine of a strong central Government
and of the plenitude of national power within broad limits of what mnay be
"necessary and proper" in the 'exercise of the grated powers of the National
81-914--67.---4
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GoverIlnient which was expounded and established by Chief Justice Marshall
ind his colleagues, though some of the modern extensions may and do seen to
us to go to extremes. Much, however, comes from the extent ,of, the control over
the o(tion of the States which the Supreme Court exercises under its views of
the Fourteenth Amendment.
We believe that strong State and local governments are essential to the effective functioning of the American system of federal government; that they should
not lre sacrificed needlessly to leveling, and sometimes deadening, uniformity;
and that, in the interest of active citizen participation in self-government-the
foundation of our democracy-they should be sustained and strengthened.
As long as this country continues to be a developing country and as long as the
conditions under which we live continue to change, there will always be problems
of the allocation of power depending upon whether certain matters should be
regarded as primarily of national concern or as primarily of local concern. These
adjustments can hardly be effected without some friction, How much friction will
develop depends in part upon the wisdom of those empowered.to alter the boundaries and it part upon the speed with which such changes are effected. Of course,
the question of speed really Involves the exercise of judgment and the use of
wisdoin, so that the two things are really the same in substance.
We are now omncernedl specifically with the effect of judicial decisions upon
tie relations between the Federal Government and the State governments. Here
we think that the overall tendency of decisions of the Supreme Court over the
list 25 years or more has been to press the extension of federal power and to
press it rapidly.
T.rhere hivo been, of course, and still are very conslderuoble differenes within
lie ('ourt, on these matters, and there has been quite recently a growing recognition of the fact that our government is still a federal government and that the
historic line which experience seems to Justify between matters primarily of
national concern and matters primarily' o local concern should not be hastily
or lightly obliterated. A number of Justices have repeatedly demonstrated their
awareness of problems of federalism and their recognition that federalism is
still a living )art of our system of government.
The extent to which the Supreme Court assumes the function of policy maker
Is ul.o of concern to us in the conduct of our Judicial business. We realize that,
it the course of American history, the Supreme Court has frequently--one might,
Iiee(1, say customarily-exercised policy-making powers going far beyond those
Involved, say, in making i selection between competing rules of law.
We believe that, In the filds -with which we are concerned and as to which
we fel entitled to speak, the Supreme Court too often has tended to adopt the
role of policy maker without proper Judicial restraint. We feel this Is particularly
the caise in both of the great fields we have dlscussed--2namely, the extent and
(,xteInsion of the federal power, and the supervision of State action by the Supreme
'ourt by virtue of the Fourteenth Amendment. In the light of the immense power
of the Supreme Court and Its practical nonreview ability in most Instances no
nore important obligation rests upon it, 'in our view, than that of' careful moderation in the exercise of ' It's policy-making role.
Wesare not alone in our view that the Court, In many cases ari-ing under the
Fourteenth Amendment, has assumed what seem to us primarily legislative
pIowers. See Judge Learned Hand on the Bill of Rights. We do not believe that
either the framers of the original Constitution or the possibly somewhat less
gifted draftsmen of the Fourteenth Amendment ever contemplated that the
Supreme Courtwould, or should, have the almost unlimited policy-making powers
wieh It. now exercise.,
It is strange, Indeedi to reflect tha, under, a Constitution whieh provides for a
system of checks and balances and of distribution of power between national and
State governments, one branch of one goverhm6it-the Suijreme Court-should
wields.
ittain the lmmnense and, In many respe et:s, &onlnantpower which it n6w
Whell we read the Liincoln'Mills eas In connotlon -with the regulation of labor
reltions, we find language" which reads to uAm
ver. muc' as If the Suprene Coiiet
fainid in a somewhat obseurely worded' se0lon of 'the fbor-Manageent 'elai ions Act a grant by 'ongress to the federal onrts of m'power closely approxlmuating leglislativ6 power. Perhhi noi niore I
0tob.n't
by tine terh "to fashion a
body of federal law" than to Inferpi'et and iipjil 'a statute whose meanfiig -1
ratler vagie, but, the possible linplicailotis of th1. phi-a
in ay he, considerably
ibroader.
' *:..
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We believe that the great principle of distribution of powers iniong the various
branches of government and between levels of government has vitality today find
is t he crucial base of our democracy.
We further believe that, in construing and applying the Constitutoit and laws
iu(le ilitpursuance thereof, this -principle of the division of power based upon
whlet her i matter Is primarily of national or of local concern should not be lost
sight of or Ignored, especially in fields which bear upon the meaning of a constitutional or statutory provision, or the validity of State action presented for review.
For, with due allowance for the changed conditions under which it may or must
operate, the principle is as 'worthy of' our consideration today as it was of the
(,onsideratlon of the great the men whoi met in 1787 to establish our nationas a
hat ion.
It has long been an American boast that we have a government of laws and not
of uiien. We believe that any study of recent decisions of 'the Supreme Court will
raise it least considerable doubt as to the validity of that boast. We find first
hat, In co11titutaiill V1110s, unianinous decisiions are comparative rarities and
li11t nuiltiple opinions, concurring or dissenting, are common'occurrence,.
IDIVIROENT VIEWS OF JUSTICE
We find next that divisions hi result on a 5i-h-4 basis are 41ite frequent. We
fihd further that, on soine oecaslons, a majority of I he Court cannot be mustered
in support of any 'oune opinion and that the result of a given case may come front
the divergent views of tldividual Justices who happen to unite on one outcome
or I he other of the case before: the Court.
We further find that the 0,ourt. (1o0 not a-Cord filllity 'to Its own detrilmitons of colistititioinal questions or, for that natter, of others. We voncedv that
it slavish adherence to ,store dcelhi standingg by previous decisions] could at
lines lve
unfortunate, onse iUences. but It seenis strange that, under a constltuIlonal d(0trine which retlllres all others to recognize the Supreme Court's rulings

oil constitutional questions as bhInlg adjudleations of the meaning ind apl)llcation of the (onstitution,

the, Court itself has so frequently overtuired lti own

decisions thereon, after the lapse of periods varying fromt I year to 75, or even

'95 years. See the tables aplxmded to Mr. Justice l)otglas's address on "g8aro
flscis.," 49 Columbia Law Review 735, 750-758.
The (onstitutlon expressly sets III) Its own l)rocedures for amendment, slow or
cunbersome though they may be. If reasonable certainty and stability do not

littach to a written constitution, Is it a constitution or is It a sham?
"OIAVE CONCERN" OVER SOMIE IUI4NOB

These frequent differences and occasional overruligs of prior decisilons in
constitutional cases cause us grave concern as to whether individual vlewsias to
what is wise or desirable do not unconsciously overrule a more dispassionate
consideration of what is or Is not consttuthiomally warranted. We believe that tle
latter Is the correct approach, and we have no doubt that every mueniber of the
Supreme Court intends to adhere to that ap)proach, and believes that lie does so.
But to err is human, and even ,the Supreme Oourt Is not divine.
It Is our earnest hope, which we respectfully express, that that great Court
exercise to the full Its power of 3tidideal self-restraint by adhering firmly to its
tremendous, strictly judicial powers find by eschewhvig, so far as possible. the
exercise of essentially legislative powers When It is called xi|)oi to de.ide questibins
involving the validity, of State action, whether 't. deenis sucl, action Wise Or
unwise. The valie of our system of federalism. and of local self-governminnt inh,',
local n~itters which It etilbodles,shbuld'be keptflrl,)ly 'In mind, as be 1i1leve It,'
was bythose *wofrmed 'our Coitititintln
'
.
.
At tilmesthe Supreme Court nmnifests, or seemsitd manifest, 'iu 'plia'lenc.
with the sloiv workings of our federal system. That impatience may extend to an
unwillingness to wait for Congress to make clfi;' its intention) to exercise- the
powers conferred upqn it under the Constitution, or the extent to ,wleh, it 111unertakes to exercise them, and it tilna exteiid to th slow processes of am0nidliig tlfe
;
' "1
'
I'II
Constittion which that hstrument prfoVides.
The words of EfUhu Root on the'-opp site side of the lroblefi,' assert(,i1 at a time

whenl,,demanfU,
wer-.current,,or recall of ,Judges. find .Jidieial, dt,'i~ls .., .ear,,
relleating: tif the Peopl1e, doiir'copntrw yield to impatience which would,destrf*y

'

48

NOMINATION

OF THURGOOD MARSHALL

the system that alone makes effective these great impersonal rules and preserves

our constitutional government, rather than endurethe temporary inconvenience of

pursuing regulated methods of changing the law, we shall not be reforming. We
shall not be making progress, but shall be exhibiting that lack of self-control

which enables great bodies of men to abide the slow process of orderly government rather than to break down the barriers of order when they are struck by
the impulse of the moment." Quoted in 31 "Boston University Law Review" 43..
We believe that what Mr. Root said is sound doctrine to be followed toward the

Constitution, the Supreme Court and its Interpretation of the Constitution.
Surely, it is no less incumbent upon the Supreme Court, on its part, to be equally
restrained and to be as sure as is humanly possible that it is adhering to the
fundamentals of the Constitution with regard to the distribution of powers and
the separation of powers, and with regard to the limitations of Judicial power
which are implicit in such separation and distribution, and that it Is not merely
giving effect to what it may deem desirable.
Senator ERVIN. I want to callyour attention to a statement made by

Daniel Webster, whom I think you and I would agree was one of the
great American lawyers of all timeJudge MARSHALL. No questioxi.
Senator ERVIN. He said:
Good Intentions will always be pleaded for every assumption of authority. It is
hardly too strong to say that the Constitution was made to guard the people
against the dangers of good intentions. There are men in all ages who mean to

govern well, but they mean to govern. They promise to be good masters, but they
mean to be masters.

Would you like to make any comment on that observation of Daniel
Webster, to the effect that it is hardly too strong to say that the Constitution was made to guard the people against the dangers of the good
intentions of men in public office?
Judge MARSHALL. I would not disagree with that as a statement, but
it is based on the fact that the Constitution was to protect the people
from what might happen temporarily in any governmental agency.
Senator ERvIN. There was a great American constitutional scholar
of a bygone generation who was a member of the Supreme Court of
Michigan, and the dean of the Law School Of the University of Michigan, Thomas M. Cooley, who stated in substance that the Constitution.
was written to put the fundamentals of govermnent beyond the shifting winds of popular'opinion. Do you agree with that?

Judge

MARSHALL. I

think there is almost unanimous agreement

on that.
Senator HART. While Senator Ervin is going through' the record
I would add that that continues to be the attitude of the University of
Michigan Law School.
Senator ERVIN. I am glad to know that,.
Justice Cooley also said that a court which should allow a change in
public sentiment to influence it to give to a written constitution a
construction not warranted by the intention of its framers would be
justly chargeable with reckless disregard of official oath and public
I II I
duty. .
Do you agree or disagree with that?
MSHALL. I would say I think I agree with,that.
JudgeR
Senator ERVIN. Do you not agree with this statement of Chief
Justice John Marshall, which was made iti'the grt case of Gibbons
v. Ogden, 9 Wheat. 213, that the enlightened patriots Who frarnixd our
Constitution and'the people'who adopted it must b ihderstood to.
I
have intended what they said?
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Judge MARSIIALL. Surely, I agree with that.
Senator ERVIN. Does it not necessarily follow that the role of the
Supreme Court as interpreter of the Constitution is simply to ascer-'
tain and give effect to the intention of its framers and the people who
adopted it?
Judge MARSHALL. In general, yes.
Senator ERvIN. Well, is it not absolutely so?
Judge MARSHALL. Well, it is such a broad framework that I would
say yes,'but it is a very broad statement.
1Senator ERVIN. I wish to repeat my question: Is not the role of the
Supreme Court simply to ascertain and give effect to the intent of the
framers of the Constitution and the people who ratified the
Constitution?
Judge MAnSIIALL. Yes, .Sena ,or, with the understanding that the
Constitution was meant to be a living document.
Senator ERvIN. Yes) but it is the duty of the Supreme Court, is it
not to interpret, the Constitution according to its true intent?
Xudge MARSHALL. I thinic so. No question.
The CHAIRMAN. [et me ask a question.
What do you mean by "living document"?
Judge MARSHALL. Well, back in the early decisions in the 1880's or
so, it was said specifically that the Constitution was a living document
to be interpreted and applied as of the time that a particular factual
situation came up, that it was broad terms, written with a broad stroke,
and was not intended to meet each individual problem as it came up,
but to be the broadThe CHAIRMAN. Do you think that was the opinion ofthe founders
of this country?
Judge MARSHALL. I am certain of it, because the Constitution could
not have foreseen what they obviously knew, that there would 'be
changes in government.
The CHAIRMAN.: It cannot mean one thing today and another thing
tomorrow, can it 9,
Judge MARSHALL. Certainly not. I agree with you, sir.
Senator ERviN. In the case of South Carolinav. the United States,
which is reported at 199 U.S. 437, the Court says this, after stating
that the Constitution is a written instrument:
That which it meant when adopted It means now, Those things which aro
within its grants of power, as those grantswere understood when made, ara
still within them and those things not within them remain still excluded.

Do you agree with that?
Judge MARSHALL. I do.

Senator ERVIN, The Constitution provides in article V a certain
method for its amendment by the Congress and the States, acting in
concert. Do you agree with me that that is the only method by which
the Constitution can be properly amended ?'
Judge MAR IIALL. I kaow of no other way. It has to be amended
by its own terms. That is the only way it can.
is the role of the Supreme
Senator ERVIN. It is the function, 'it
Court to'interpret the Constitution, that is, to ascertain and give
effect to the meaning of the Constitution. Is that not all that intrpretation means, that is, ascertaining the meaning of the document and
giving effect to it?
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Judge MAlS!rAIL. Without question.
Senator ERVIN. And an amendment of the Constitution is a change,
in the meaning of the Constitution, is it not?
Judge MARsIIAJT. Once it is adopted, it is a change.
Senator ERVIN. And since the sole power to change the meaningof the Constit,.ktion--that is, to amend the Constitution-resides in
the Congress and the States under the fifth article of the Constitution, no Justice of the Supreme Court is ever authorized by any provision of the Constitution to change its meaning while professing
to interpret it, is he?
Judge MASIALT,. I would say you are right. But it is still the duty
of the Supreme Court to interpret it.
Senator ERviN. But has it not been established that in the construction of the language of the Constitution, as indeed in all other
instances where construction of the language of a document becomes
necessary, the Justices of the Supreme Court must place themselves
as nearly as possible in the position of the men who framed that
instrument?
Judge MAIISIIATL. I see nothing wrong with that statement.
Senator ERVIN. Where the words of the Constitution are plain,
there is no room for any construction whatever, is there? Where the,
meaning is obvious?
Judge MAR811ALL. Yes, Senator, I agree, and I also agree that there
are differences on that. I have read opinions which said that-it was
not speaking of the Constitution; it was speaking of an act of Congress,
if I remember correctly, and said that the interpretation discredited
what would otherwise be plain meaning. I can conceive of that being
i possibility, but I could not really foresee it.
Senator EnVIN. As I infer from your statement, you agree with me
that a member of the Supreme Court. should never base his opinion or
his decision on what he would like for t he. Constitution or a statute,
such as an act of Congress or other statute, to say, but he should base
his opinion solely upon what the Constitution or the statute being
interpreted does say.
Judge MARsIIAr. Absolutely, with the addition that a Justice should
never, or judge should never use his personal feeling in any fashion in
deciding or writing an opinion in a lawsuit.
Senator ERviN. I would like to invite your attention to section 1,
article I, of the Constitution, which says:
All leglslati e powers herein granted shall be vested In a Congress of the United
States which shall consist of a Senate and House of Representatives.

I will ask you if it is, not. the clear meaning of tihnt constitutional
provision that all the power to make laws at the Federal level belongs
to Judg
the Cngress,
and none-whatever
totlhe'Court or to the President?
MAsTATr,..I
agree
Senator ERViN. I invite youi' attention t?)section 8 of article I, omittig'6er tain provisions not relevant to the matter I bhVe inmind:
The Congress shall have the power to make all laws which shall be necessary
and proper for carrying into execution the foregoing powers and all other powers
*ested by this Constitutidn in t'he 'goveriiment of th 'United States or in any
Department or officer thereof.

Does not that section plainly meaii that' no power on eairth, 6ther than
Congress, has authority to make a law for carrying into execution any
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of the powers vested in the Federal Government or any. officer or Departiment of the Federal GoVernment by the Constitution?
Judge MARSHALL. Congress has the sole authority to legislate in our
framework of government-sole.
Senator ErnviN. Now, Blackstone, in effect, defines law as a rule of
action prescribed by the supreme poweiin the State commanding what
is right and forbidding what is wrong. Of course, we do not have a
supreme power in the United States in the sense that the British
Parliament is the supreme power in England. But would you not say
that a law is a rule of conduct prescribed by the lawmaking power of
the government.?
Judge MARSIALL. I would think so.
Senator EiRViN. And it may take the form of a rule of conduct to
guide or control the action of officials discharging public duties or the
form of a rule of conduct to guide the actfons of citizens in general ?
Judge MARSIITAm.. It would be restricted only by the authority of
the UT.S. Constitution. That is fhe'only restriction I see to the power of
Congress to legislate, the only restriction, if it could be called a
restriction.
Senator ERVIN. That is implied, if not Implicit, in the provision I
read, because it says that the Congress may pass laws to enforce the
provisions of the Constitution.
Of course, it cannot pass laws to authorize things that are not authorized by the Constitution.
I would like to invite your attention to this provision of the fifth
amendment.
No person "shall be compelled in any criminal' case to be a witness
against himself."
Those words are fairly plain, are they not?
Judge MAISHALL. Yes,.sir.
Senator ExtvixN. Those words apply only to compelled' or forced
testimony, do they n6t?
,hidge'M:ARSIIALL. Th
h'is-at
the wo'ds said. ,
Senator ERviN. Fof this reason, they cannot, rightly be applied to
any Voluntary confessins intd, iinder any circumstances, because
vountary confessions are volunhtaiily made, are tlley n~t?
Judge MA sLM L. Well, Senator,. the word "voluiitary, ' gets me in
trouble. The real pi'dblemi iSwhetherr a statement'is Ol iS'.npt Voluntarv.
* 'Senator Envn. That isall it is. 'Ifa confesion .is voluntary, it is
vOluntary, and it isin''oliitary if it. is coercedd" 1.. 1 I
Judge MARSUAL," There are hundreds of cases, you wIill remember,
Senator, that you 1ird I. know of,, where the whole .quetioJn turned
on WVhefleiwitwfs vo ii.itiry.
,-

Senator ERviN. Ye.

do

a
or
i " o unwary
or
not, the language is so broad.
.
enator ERvIN. The' language of'the fifth amn dm'ent says that no
person shall be compelled' to b' : fitness agaiis(t. 'hini4lf
in. any
criminal case. This language has .o reference whate ii'fi volifntary
confessions; do they?
Judge MARSITALL. I do not agre'.
Senator EnVlN. You do not

'Judge MA6SIAiL. 1311

'

i
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Judge MARSHALL. No, Sir. I do not agree that it is limited to that.
Senator ERVIN. Where is there anything in the words, "No person
shall be compelled to be a witness against himself in any criminal
case" that has any possible reference to voluntary confessions?.
Judge MARSHALL. I do not know when the case began.
Senator ERVIN. I am not talking about cases, I am talking about the
Constitution, the plain words of it.
Judge MAlRShALL. The case is in the words you just read. It says "in
a criminal case." You just read it. I do not know when a criminal case
starts and when it ends?

Senator ERVIN. You do not?

Judge MARSHALL. No, sir.
Senator ERVIN. You know what the decisions hold on it, do you not?
Judge MARSILL. M'lOre or less. I know pretty well what they hold
up to date.
Senator ERVIN. There is not a case until there is a formal charge in
court, is there?
Judge MARSHALL. I do not know.
Senator ERVIN. Well, now, you have been practicing law , na, time.
Judge MARSHALL. Since 1936. Since 1933, as a matter of fact.
Senator ERVIN. You have been a member of the court of appeals ill
the New York circuit for some time.
Judge MARSHALL. Four terms.
Senator ERVIN. And you do not know when a criminal case starts?
Judge MARSHAALL. No, sir.

Senator EiIN. You do not know what the decisions hold on that?
Judge MARSHALL. I know there are some decisions that say a criminal
case starts when a man is indicted and information has been filed.
Senator ERVIN. That is criminal prosecution.
Judge MARSHALL. Yes; so I say I do not know.
Senator ERVIN. Let us get back to the firstpart of
this.
Can you tell me how anyone who is willing to attribute to simple
words in the English language their obvious meaning is able to say
that the words of the fifth amendment, "no person shall be compelled
in any criminal case to be a witness against himself," can apply to anything except compelled testimony?
Judge MARSHALL. Yes; I think it can be interpreted differently.
Senator ERVIN. I wish you would give me the interpretation you
think those words are susceptible of receiving. Is there some aplication they can have to testimony which is not compelled or forced
testimony?
Judge-MARHAL. I cannot give you a specific example. I can give
you some cases.
Senator ERVIN. I am leaving the cases out. We are talking about the
words of the Constitution.
Judire MARSHALL. Well, I say that the words of the Constitution, I
do not know what the framers meant when they said "a criminal case."
I do not know.
Senator ERvIN. Let us talk about the first part of this.
Judge MARSHALL. Well, the first part isSenator ERwN. "Compelled." Does not the word "compelled" imply
coercion or compulsion?
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Judge MARSHALL. It implies coercion or compulsion, the degree not
to be determined.
Senator ERVIN. And not Voluntary action?
Judge MARSHALL. Voluntary can follow compulsion.
Senator ERVIN. It can also precede it, call it not?
Judge MARSHALL. Yes, sir. I tried a case in Oklahoma where the
man voluntarilyly" confessed after he was beaten up for 6 days. He
"Voluntarily" confessed.
Senator EURVIN. I would say he did not voluntarily confess.
Judge MAnSAL. I say that is the kind of difference that we find
in these cases, and you take them case by case.
Senator ERvIN. I would say any judge who would hold a confession
induced by a beating is voluntary is not capable of discharging the
duties of a judge.
3 judge MARSHALL. I would not comment on that, sir.
Senator ERVIN. A confession that is voluntary is voluntary in fact.
So you maintain that the words, "No person shall be compelled in
any criminal case to be a witness against himself," can apply to testimony ,.
n.ari" ,lioil
n] atements which are not. compelled at all, that
are voluntary?

Judge MAvN1IALL. My nosol.ii, Senator, is that. if such an issue is

presented t, a, " a ju(doo or a justice, I will look at the fifth amendment, I will look at the Taw, I will look at the precedents, and I will
apply that to the facts of that particular case.
Senator ERVIN. Well, I think you can say that if these words mean
anything at all, they apply only to compelled testimony.
:rudge MARISHAIAI. I cannot say to, you today what, I will say wheii
that case gets to me.
Senator ERviN. I am not asking you as to that. I am not asking you
what you are going to decide onany case.
JuTge MARSHAL,. Well, there will be fifth amendment cases before
the Court.
g
,
Senator ERIN. I will tell y( u Judge, if you're not going to answer
a question about anything which might possibly come before the Supreme Court some time in the future, I cannot ask you a single question about anything that is relevai t,to this inquiry.
Judge MA6I1AIjT. All I am trying to say, Senator, is I do not think
you want 'me to be in the position of giving you a statement on the
fifth a amendment, and. then, if I am confirimiedI and sit on the Court,
when a fifth -amendment case comes up, I will have to disqualify
myself.
Senator EiRvIN. If you have no opinions on what the Constitution
means at,this time, you ought not to be confirmed. Anybody that has
been at the bar as long as you have, and has as distinguished a legal
career as you have, certainly ought to have some very firm opinions
about the meaning of tlo Constitution.
Judge MARSHALL. But as to particular language of a particular seetion that I know is going to come before the Court, I do have an opinion as of this time. But I think it would be wrong for me to give that
opinion at this time. When the case comes before the Court, that will
be the time.,
I say with all due respect, Senator,, that is the only way it has beei/
done liefore.
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Senator ERVIN. How can this committee, or how can the Senate perform its duty and ascertain what your constitutional o jUdicial philosophy is without ascertaining what you think ab6ut the Constitution?
Judge MARSHALL. Well, one way, you ctnh look 'at my opinions.
Senator ERvIN. I know, but I do not have time to read all of your
opinions. I would think you would be the witness wh6 could inform us
in"the most convincing fashion, ind certainly' in the-most informed
fashion, as to what your constitutional or judicial philosophy is.
Judge MARSHALL. My philosophy is that with this Constitution, the
IT.S. Constitution, that with the oath I have taken in the past on at
least three occasions, I will abide by that Constitution and a pply it in
the best manner that I possibly can. That is the best I can do, Senator.
Senator EnwN. I am not asking you about cases you are going to
have to decide. I am asking you about the meaning of what I conceive
to be very plain words of the Constitution.
Judge MARSHALL. Well SenatorSenator EIRVIN. Judge, how can the words, "no person shall be compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against himself," apply to
anything except testimony given in a court?
Judge MARSHArLL. I would say, Senator, that we know, you and 1,
that you are talking about a matter which was in the. Miranda cases,
and here will be many more cases dealing with the Mirandarule and
the use of confessions. Those cases are now either in the Supreme Court
or on their way to the Supreme Court.
Senator EnvINi. Well, Judge, I would respectfully suggest that I am
talking about 15 words which have been in the Constitution since June
15, 1790. Am I to take it that you are unwilling to tell me what you
think those words, which have been in the Constitution since 1790,
mean?
Senator HART. Would the Senator yield just briefly?
Senator ERviN. Yes.
Senator HART. It would be interesting to know from the record how
many cases have been litigated since 1790 over those very 15 words. It
would be an enormously long hearing.
Senator ERvi. Yes, sit.

Judge MARSHALL. It certainly would.

Senator ERvir. I will ask you if every one of those cases which were
litigated before the Supreme Court of the United States from June
15, 1790, down to the 13th day of June 1966 did not hold that these
words had no possible application to voluntary confessions made outside of court?
Judge MARSHTALL. For the same reason, I cannot answer that
quest tion.
Senator ERwIN. You cannot tell me about past decisions although
I have to pass upon your qualifications to be an Associate Justice to
my own satisfaction?
You cannot tell me what the decision of the courts were from June,
15, 1790, to, the 13th day of June 1966, on this vary simple question,?
Judge MAIRSHUAr,. My whole point, Senator, is the question is not
that simple. The question' involves maters 'that are now pending
before the Supreme Court, and any statement I make construing the
fifth amendment would oblige metb disqualify myself in those cases,
would it not?
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Senator ERVIN. Well, Judge, I have- been a judge and a lawyer,
Judge MARSIALL. That is the truth.

Senator ERVIN. I have many: opinions' about the Constitutioin which
I would not hesitate to express to anybody. If you have not an opinion
you are willing to express on the Constitution these words of or on
what the decisions have been on a fundamental question, ai often recurring questionsuch as this, I do not know what is the use of holding
hearings on your nomination, because it would be absolutely useless.
Judge MARSTALL. Senator, I remind you, you said recurring. I do
not think it is proper for me to comment on recurring questions.
Senator ERVtN. Is it not theoretically possible that a ease can come
before the Supreme Court in the future involving the interpretation
of every word in the Constitution?
Judge MARSHALL. Theoretically possible?

Senator ERVIN. Yes sir

Judge MARSHALL. des, sir; theoretically.
Senator ERVIN. I am not asking you about the Miranda case; I

am not asking you what you would do about the Miranda case.
I am just asking a question as one lawyer to another. Did not the
Supreme Court of the United States holaI from June 15, 1790, until
the Mi'anda case that these words of the fifth amendment did not
apply to a voluntary confession, for three reasons:
First, because a voluntary confession is not compelled testimony;
second, because a person, a suspect, or any other person in the custody
of a police officer, when interrogated by the officer, is not testifying as
a witness; and in the third place, that when he is merely 'beig interrogated by an officer, there is no case?
Was that not the uniform holding ofthe Court?
Judge MARSHALL. I respectfully say it would be improper for me
to comment on it.
Senator ERVIN. Judge, am I to imply that you feel you should not
(rive any answers to questions relating to specific provisions of the
institution which would tend to reveal to this committee or' to the
Senate what your constitutional or judicial philosophy is?
Judge MARSHALL. I do not. agree that that is my position. My posi-

tion is, which in every hearing I have!gone over is the same,'that a person who is up for confirmation for Justice of the Supreme Court deems
it inappropriate to comment on matters which will come before him
as a Justice.
Senator ERviN. Well, now, did you read the questions I put to
Justice Potter Stewart when lie was before this committee on the occasion it was considering his nomination?
Judge MARSHALL. Yes, sir.

Senator EviN. And the questions I put to Justice Goldberg when lie
wis before this committee?
Judge MARSHALL. Yes, sir.
Senator ERVIN. And I will ask you if they did not answer questions

filly and freely about their constitutional and judicial' philosophy?
.Judge MARSHALL. I did not remember, sir, and I can, of course, be

corrected, that they commented on any case that they knew was coining before them.
Senator ERVIN. You do not know that these cases will come before
you, do you?
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Judge MARSHALL. These cases are now pending in the Supreme Court

or on their way.
Senator ERvIN. The Federal cases now pending are cases in which
you would have to disqualify yourself, are they not, because you appeared for the Government in those cases?
Judge MARSHALL. Absolutely.
But the State cases, I would not have to disqualify myself.
Senator EVIwN. Do you not know that in the confirmation hearings
of Justice Potter Stewart, I questioned him at great length on a case
in which he wrote the opinion, in the Sixth Circuit?

Judge MARSHALL. Sixth Circuit, yes, sir.

Senator ERVIN. And he answered them fully and freely.
Judge MARSHALL. You have not asked me any questions about the
Second Circuit.
Senator ERwIN. Would you answer me questions freely put to you?
Judge MARSHALL. No, sir, I do not object to tliAt, u dess they are cases
that will come before me later. But these are casesSenator ERVIN. I am going to give you a chance to answer a question about the Mirandacase on this point.
Did the Supreme Court hold for the first time in the Miranda case
that a voluntary confession could not be received in evidence unless
the enforcement officer having the suspect in custody first warned him
that he could remain silent, that he did not have to say anything, that
anything he said derogatory to himself could be used, against him, and
and he did not have to answer any questions until the lawyer was present, and that if he did not have a lawyer and was unable to get one
himself, the court would appoint a lawyer for him and that lie could
not waive these requirements unless he stated in substance that lie did
not want a lawyer and was willing to make a statement?
Judge MARSHALL. I think substantially all but the last statement
is in that opinion. I do not-believe the last statement is as you say.
Senator ERVIN. My recollection is that they said he had to make an
express waiver.
Judge MARSHALL. It was express; I think that was it. But we are
not talking about what I remember the decision said.
Senator ERVIN. Do you not consider that in the final analysis, the,
Court was laying down rules of conduct for the guidance and control
of the officer?f
Judge MARSHALL. I said, Senator, I respectfully say I am not going
to comment or give any interpretation of that opinion. 1 just cannot
do it.
Senator ERVIN. I would like to remark in respect to the requirement
you did not recall, the words of the Court were that he must expressly
state, in substance, that he "is willing to make a statement and does
not want an attorney."
Will you answer this question: Was not that the first decision of the
Supreme Court that ever said any such requirements existed so far as
you can recall?
Judge MARSHALL. So far as I can recall.
Senator ERVIN. Did not the Chief Justice say that an involuntary
confession would be inadmissible under these words of the fifth amendment that I am quoting, unless "the principles announced today" and
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"the system of warnings we delineate today" were observed by the
officer having the suspect ini custody?
Judge MARSHALL. I think that was in the opinion.

Senator ERVIN. Do you not construe that to be a voluntary confession by the five judges joining in the majority opinion that the
Couit was on that clay adding a new requirement to the provision of
the fifth amendment that I have read?
Judge MARSHALL. I think it speaks for itself.
Senator ERVIN. Well, does it not speak to that effect?

Judge MARSHALL. It is not-I would rather not comment on the
opinion of the Supreme Court in the Miranda case in any form or
fashion.
Senator ERVIN. Can you point out a single syllable in the provision
of the fifth amendment which says that no person shall be compelled
in any criminal case to be a witness against himself that embraces
the requirements announced and the system of warnings laid down
by the majority opinion in the Miranda case for the first time on
June 13, 1966?
Judge MARSHALL. I have to repeat, sir, I do not want to comment f'
upon thait decision.

Senator ERVIN. To put the question frankly, do you believe that
the Supreme Court has the power to add anything to a constitutional provision or to subtract anything from it?
Judge MARSHALL. I think its sole job is to interpret it as it is written or as it was written, either way you want to say it. That is the
sole responsibility of the Supreme Court.
Senator ERVIN. Well, can you point out anything in the provision
of the fifth amendment, we have been discussing, that says that a person has the right to remain silent atid that anything that he says
can be used against him, and that he has a right to have a lawyer
present before he is interrogated, and which says that a lawyer will
be appointed for him if he does not have one ofhis own selection?
Judge MARSHALL. My answer, Senator, is that I would not want

to comment on the merits of that opinion or the language. I do not
think it would be proper.
Senator ERVIN. I think this is a very simple question. Did not

the majority-that is, the five-who joined in the Miranda case on
June 13, 1966, attempt to add to the provision of the fifth amendment
something that never appeared in the fifth amendment?

Judge-MARSHALL. If I might say, Senator, in the beginning, we

agreed that people have a right to interpret and criticize the Su- ,
preme Court, but there are certain who cannot, and I am one of those.
Senator ERVIN. I am not asking you to criticize the Supreme Court.
I am just asking you if you do not think-this is not criticism. It
is not criticism to express an opinion as to what is true or not. My
question is simply does not the Miranda case add some requirements
to the fifth amendment which are not in the fifth amendment?
Judge MARSHALL. I cannot comment, respectfully; I say I cannot p.
comment on that opinion.
Senator ERVIN. I believe you did admit that you agreed with me
that these requirements prescribed a rule of conduct for the arresting
or the detaining officer, did you not?
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Judge MAISIALJT. No, sir; I agreed that the words you read were
in the opinion, Senator. That is all I meant to say. That is all I meant
to say, that they were in the opinion.
Senator ERviN. But the words I read are not in the Constitution,
are they?
Judge MARSHAr.L. No, sir.
Senator EIviN. And prior to that time, no decision of the Supreme
Court even intimated that they were implicit in the Constitution, did
the ?
it'dge MARlSMIALT. I would rather not comment on that, sir, because
it is interpreting that opinion.
Senator EjtviN. Senator McClellan was speaking of something yesterday about the incidence of crime in the United States.
You are familiar, I know, as a lawyer, with the magazine, "Case
and Comment," which is published by the Lawyers Co-op of Rochester,
N.Y. It has this to say in its May-Junie 1967, issue:
The existence of crime, the talk about crime, the reports of crime, and the fear
of crime has eroded the basic quality of life for many Americans. A commission
study conducted in high crime areas of two large cities found that, first, 43 percent of the respondents say they stay off the streets at night because of their fear
of crime; second, 35 percent say they do not speak to strangers any more because
of their fear of crime; third, 21 percent say they use cars and.cabs at night because of their fear of crime; fourth, 20 percent say they would.like to move to
another neighborhood becauge'of the fear 6f crime.

Then it adds this:

The findings of the commission's national survey generally support those of the
local surveys. One third of a representative sample of all Americans say that it
is unsafe' to walk alone at night in their neighborhoods. Slightly more than one
third say they keep firearms in the house for protection against criminals. 28
percent say they keep watchdogs for the same reason.

Do you not think that these facts point'outthis trioth, that this is no
time for judges to be inventing new riulesto handicap law enforcement
officers in the enforcemfent'of criminal laws?
Judge MARSHALL. Yes.
Senator ERVIN. Well, do you not think the Supreme Court invented
new rules in the Mirandacase?
Judge MARSHALL. No, sir.
Senator ERviN. I will ask you again, then, did'those rules laid down
in the Mirandacase ever exist before the Mirandacase?
Judge MARSIATI,. I do not want to comment on the merits of ' the
Mirandaopinion one way or another.
Senator ERVIN. You say they did not lay d6wn new rules in the
Mirandacase. You did say that.
.JudgeMARSHALL. No; I said I did not think the laying down of it
did anything to increase crime.
The CHAIRMAN. Repeat that, please.,
Judge MAIS1IAT LJA broad statement, Mr. Chairman. I do not believe that any court decisions have, by the decisions themselves, increased crime.
Senator ERViN. Do you believe that outlawing of voluntary confessions as admissible evidence would have any effect upon the enforcement of criminal laws ?
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Judge MARSHALL. My answer to that, Senator, would be the first
case I remember was back in the 1930's that outlawed involuntary confessions, the case of Brown v. Mississippi.That was quite a while back.
That was the first one, if I remember.
Senator ERviN. That is not quite a relevant answer to my question.
Do you believe that outlawing voluntary confessions would have
no impact upon the ability of prosecutors to bring self-confessed
criminals to justice?

Judge MARSHALL. That is an arguable point.

Senator ERVIN. We have had quite a lot of testimony before the
Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and Procedures. The prosecuting
attorney in the'city of Baltimore came before the Subcommittee on
Criminal Laws and Procedures and testified as to the astounding
number of serious cases he has had to nolle pros or dismiss because
of the Mirandacase..
I talked to prosecuting attorneys in North Carolina about this matter, and they said they were all seriously handicapped by the Miraaa
decision. I also read a newspaper account from your State of New
York, which stated that a man who had voluntarily confessed that
he had murdered his common-law wife and five of her children had to
be released by the court because the arresting officer forgot to tell him
that he had a right to a lawyer.
Judge MARSIALTJ. I am aware of that. I am also aware that the
National Association of Prosecuting Attorneys-I. have forgotten the
exact name of it-appeared in the Miranda cases and gave very detailed figures on that. I am aware of those statements.
Senator ERviN. Well, do you not consider-I am not now asking a
thing about the Miranda case-do you not. think that the most convincing evidence of the guilt of an accussed is his voluntary confession
that he committed the crime?
JudgYe MASALL,If it is voluntary. If it is voluntary, in th eyes
of the & w.
Senator ERvIN..M questioti is a hypothetical question that has no
reference to the Mirandacase. I am assuming that it is voluntary.
Judge MARSHALrL. I know of no case, Seniator,i
that prevents a man
from walking into a. police precinct and, without anything else, sayink in the very greatest detail, I committed the following crime. I o
not see anything wrong with it. I do not knowy of any rule of law that
I
would keep it out.
Senator Envi. Would that be the only kind of confession that you
think would voluntary?
Judge MARSHALL. No, sir. I am saying iJf is the most obvious one.
That is'
why I mentioned it, because :Isay our point of disagreement
among lawyers and judges and justices is as to what is voluntary and
what is not.
Senator Eft~iWN. You joined in an opinion bY Judge Friendly against,
the warden of Sing Sing Prison, in -which Judge Friendly said:
Granting all this, it remains true that the chance of council's presence would
have altered events is considerably less here than in the case of voluntary confessions, where a lawyer's advice can almost insure that none will be forthcoming.

You evidently agree with that statement of Judge Friendly, because
you concuirred in his opinion.
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Judge MARSHALL. Judge Friendly is one of my favorite authors,
and I agree with what he writes usually, without much exception.
Senator ERvIN. And he says that a lawyer's presence, to use his
words, almost insures that no confession will be forthcoming.
Judge MARSIIALL. We had several articles and several statements that
had been made in which that has been generally agreed among lawyers.
Senator ERVIN. And so do you not agree with me and with Judge
Friendly that the securing of the presence of a lawyer as required in
the Miranda case makes it virtually certain that nobody hereafter
will ever make any confession?
Judge MARSHALL. I guess you would say, Senator, that the excepproves the rule, but in another case, the opinion of which I wrote, the
lawyer advised the client to confess.
Senator ERvIN. Yes, but now, under the Federal rulingsJudge MIASHALL. He advised him. The man would not have confessed, except the lawyer told him to.
Senator ERVIN. Now, under the Federal rulings they would have to
set that aside, would they not, in Federal court?
Judge MARShALL. If a man has a lawyer and the lawyer tells him to
confess, it would be set aside? I do not know of any case that says that.
Senator ERvIN. The Federal court afterward would look into it and
determine whether the lawyer ought to have given him that advice
In so doing, the court would look with hingsight instead of judging
by the circumstances that existed in the trial court, and would probably reach the conclusion that the lawyer gave him improper advice
and was, therefore, incompetent, and that the defendant ought to get a
new trial.
Judge MARSHALL. I know of no case on that point.
Senator ERVIN. Has not the Supreme Court of the United States,
during recent years, virtually abolished the doctrine which we lawyers
call the doctrine of res judicata in criminal cases in State courts?
Judge MARSHALL. I do not know of any instances of that being true.
Senator ERvIN. Was it not a rule of law, when you and I got our
licenses, that an accused in a criminal case hadto set up every defense
that he had and every claim that could be litigated in the criminal
case, and that a conviction and a judgment pronunced upon it was conclusive as to every matter actually litigated in the cases and every matter which could have been litigated in the case under the applicable
law?
Judge MARSHALL. I say with all due respect, we have to leave habeas
corpus. It was always available.
Senator ERVIN. Formerly in habeas corpus proceedings the only
question that was inquired into was the jurisdiction of the court which
. .
tried and sentenced the accused.
I ask you if the doctrine of res judicata did not once apply in crminal cases, and if that doctrine did not say to the accused, you must
speak now or forever after hold your peace, and that a verdict of
guilty and judgment on the verdict of guilty ended all possible controversy as far as trial courts were concerned in respect of very matter litigated and every matter that could be litigated.
Judge MALISIHALL. With all due respect, Senator, as I remember back
in the thirties, most of the States in this Union had postconviction
remedies.

NOMINATION OF THURGOOD MARSHALL

Senator ERVIN. Yes. Illinois was the first State that passed a postconviction statute, was it. not?
Judge MARSHALL. I dd not remember, but in my time, they all had
some form-not all. Florida did not get one until recently.
Senator ERVIN. As a matter of fact, did not Illinois have to pass a
posteonviction act in order to protect itself against decisions of the
Supreme Court of the United States which released from prisons persons who had been sentenced years before?
Judge MARSHALL. I do not know the reason for the passage of the
Illinois law.
Senator ERVIN. It is a fact, is it not?
Judge MARSHALL. I do not know.
Senator ERVIN. I think if you look into the history of it, the answer
which my question implies as being correct, will be found.
As a matter of fact, we have a post-conviction act in North Carolina.
I believe I wrote the first decision under it. And in the system we have
now, under the doctrines now prevailing in the Federal courts, that
State court first tries a defendant, and then the defendant tries the
State court in the postconviction procedure. Ile can now, under some
recent decisions of the Federal courts, go into court the third time and
try his lawyer to see whether he had a competent lawyer.
Is that not permissible underJudge MARSTIALL. I know of one fourth circuit case which did grant
release on the basis of incompetence of the lawyer. That is the only
decision I know of in the country.
Senator ERVIN. And in that case, Chief Judge Htaynesworth stated
in a dissenting opinion that there is no longer any finality to a criminal trial so far as the defendant is concerned.
Judge MARSHALL. As I remember, that is what Chief Judge Haynesworth said.
Senator ERVIN. Just to save time and not to ask questions to which
I will receive no answer, you are not willing to comment or give us
the benefit of your opinion on any provision of the Constitution that
might hereafter under any circumstances come into question in the
Supreme Court?
Judge MARSTALL. I am not unwilling. I think it would be improper
for me to give an opinion on any provision of the Constitution or any
case that will be involved if I am confirmed. It is notSenator ERVIN. Does that not mean in substance that you are unwilling to give us an opinion on any part of the Constitution, because conceivably, every part of the Constitution can be involved in some litigation in the Supreme Court?
Judge MARSHALL. To the contrary, Senator, I have limited mine so
far to cases I am certain will come up or are already there.
Senator ERVIN. Can you think of any cases that you think will
never come up in the Supreme Court?
Judge MARSHALL. No, sir.
Senator ERvIN. I cannot think of one, because itsjurisdiction is
vast. I will tell a story concerning some Justices of the Supreme Court
in a bygone day which illustrates how broad the jurisdiction of the
Supreme Court is. According to the story, two Justices concluded
they had been imbibing alcoholic beverages a little too much, and
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decided to curtail this activity jointly. They agreed that they would
not take any drinks except on the days when it was raining. A long
dry spell came, and these two Justices became exceedingly thirsty.
They held a conference and decided that no matter how dry it was in
Washington, their jurisdiction was very broad and that it was bound
to be raining somewhere within their jurisdiction. Consequently, they
concluded that they would not violate their agreement if they took a
drink.
Since the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court is so broad, I cannot
think of a single case involving the Constitution or acts of Congres
enacted pursuant to it, or treaties made in behalf of the United States
that could not possibly come before the Supreme Court for decision.
Do you not agree with me that Members of the Senate have a right
to be concerned with the decisions the Supreme Court is likely to hand
down?
Judge MARSHALL. I think so, Senator, and I think that has been the
problem every time a nominee has come before this committee. It is
the same problem. There is nothing new about it. It is a problem.
Senator ERVIN. With all due respect, I would have to say, you not
only refuse--or, rather you say that you prefer not to answer questions
relating to decisions that may be handed down in the future, but you
do not want to answer any questions with respect to decisions handed
down in the past.
Judge MARSIIALL. If it is in the contemporary history of the CourtI mean we discussed Ogden and cases back in the past century. They
are so solidified in the law, there is no problem there, as I see it.
Senator ERVIN. Some of these 'other things I asked you about were
solidified in the law from 1790 until June 13, 1966.
Judge MARSTIALL. I was perfectly willing to discuss the fifth amendment and to look it up against the recent decisions of the Supreme
Court.
Senator ERVIN. Let us discuss it before the recent decisions. That
is what I am trying to do. Did not the Supreme Court in every case
prior to these recent decisions, whose names I will not mention, hold
that the words of the Constitution that no person shall be compelled
in any criminal case to be a witness -against himself, did not apply to
voluntary confessions for three reasons: First, the amendment applied to compelled testimony only; secondly, it applied only to testimony whicl an accused is required or permitted to give as a witness;
and 'third, it applied only to such testimony when given in a judicial
proceeding?
Judge MARSIALL. No, sir, I do not agree.
Senator ERVIN. Can you tell me some case that did not hold that?
Judge MARSHIALL. The first two confession cases did go off-they
were involuntary, But they involved outside of the jurisdiction of
the court. The confessions were obtained in the sheriff's office and
you had in your question only providing they were in the court. That
is the thing I do not agree with.
Senator.ERVIN. That is all the provision of the Constitution alludes
to, the testimony of -a witness. A person is not a witness except when
he is required or permitted to give testimony before a tribunal of
some sort.
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Judge MARSIHALL.' Brown versus Mississippi said a confession
involuntarily obtained outside of the courtroom could not be used, and
Chief Justice Hughes said the rack and torture chamber shall not
be used for due process.
Senator ERVIN. That was not the first time an involuntary confession was excluded.
Judge MAISIALL. The first one I know of.
Senator ERVIN. That was the first time that the Supreme Court
held that the due process clause of the 14th amendment applied to
an involuntary confession in a State court. As a matter of fact, in
every jurisdiction that I know anything about, evely American jurisdiction that I know anything about, they have had the rule that a
voluntary confession is admissible and an involuntary confession is
inadmissible. This was true since the creation of this Republic.
Judge MARIsHALL. But I think it was the first United States Supreme
Court decision on the point.
Senator ERVIN. I think you will find it is the first time that the
Supreme Court of the United States held that the due process clause
of the 14th amendment 'applied to a criminal case tried in a State
court.
Judge MAUSHALL. I think that is correct.
Senator EtVIN. But before that, the Supreme Court of the United
States certainly had cases dealing with involuntary confessions in
Federal courts, and' all of the courts of the States had cases dealing
with involuntary confessions involved in State trial wants.
Judge vLRshALL. I thought I said, Senator, that that was the first
time the Supreme Court had held a State conviction based on an
involuntary confession to be unconstitutional and reversed.
Senator ERVIN. Well, I agree with you, I think it is the first time
the Supreme Court said that the due process clause of the 14th
amendment applies to involuntary confessions in State cases.
Judge MARSHALL. I think I also agreed with you that prior to that
time, the States had uniformly taken care of it themselves in the State
courts.
Senator ERVIN. Yes, but now they are not trusted to take care of
themselves any more.
Senittor HART. Mr. Chairman, yesterday Senator Kennedy had indicated that he would offer for the committee record the files on briefs
and opinions of Solicitor General Marshall. Senator Kennedy was
called to Boston on what we hope will be a blessed event, and has left
the stdA .iment with me that I would like to read as I make this offer.
I am s,.bmitting for the record briefs filed by Solicitor Gereral Marshall in
the Court criminal cases which were heard by the Supreme Court during the

past two terms/hey show, In my opinion, that the Solicitor General has a
full awareness of the needs and problems 9f law enforcement, as well as a

conscientious regard for Individual rights./in putting this n~aterial into the
record, I think we ought to offer it for the permanent committee files, I emphasize that these were briefs filed by Judge Marshall in his rolq.sa..qAd.

vocate. I respe nhepontf whichybifiiiafde yest&dif"t1itsiiw
isperfectly willTE- -aitthis committee examine and consider all the statements of record and
it reflects his briefs as filed and opinions as writtenb_.t. does not belkve inh.is

present status as a nominee that like should express any opinion concerning

g bCq4flis ues which are likiely.l' tone before him In the .future as a Justice.
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The CnIRuiPAN. You want that copied into the record?
Senator HART. No, Mr. Chairman. Senator Kennedy, I think, offers
them for the permanent committee files, but makes them available.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.
(The material referred to will be found in the files of the commnittee.)
Senator HART. This is a continuation of Senator Kennedy's statement:
In addition, Mr. Chairman, Judge Marshall's opinions as a Judge of the

Second Circuit are already listed at Pages 4 through 6 of the hearings held
upon his nominati-on as Solicitor General on July 29, 1965.

That concludes Senator Kennedy's statement.
I just want to indicate that I share fully the position Senator Kennedy has taken.
Senator ERvIN. Well, unfortunately, I do not believe we will have
time during this month to read all of those decisions or all of those
briefs. Frankly, I am sorry that the nominee will not do as all of us
enjoy doing, speak for himself. I am disappointed that the nominee
has a reluctance, and I believe I could even go far enough as to
characterize it as an unwillingness, to answer any questions concerning the meaning of the Constitution which would reveal to the
members of the committee and Senate what his constitutional or
judicial philosophy is. That would be the easiest and most direct way
to &etit.
senator HART. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make just a very brief
comment.
The CHAIRMAN. We will recess now until 10: 30 o'clock Tuesday
morning.
Senator HART. Could we not come back this afternoon? We are not
in session.
The CHAIRMAN. Certain Members of the Senate are going to leave
town at 1 o'clock.
Senator HART. To continue the thought that Senator Ervin has
mentioned, I think it is one that causes us all trouble, and it would
i'equire some study, but the briefs that have been filed by Solicitor
General Marshall, the opinions written by Judge Marshall, the briefs
offered by him in a wide-ranging career, give us probably as full a
basis on which to judge his qualifications for nomination to the Supremne Court as any man who in all history has appeared before this
committee.
Senator ERVIN. You would not suggest that we postpone acting
until we have such an opportunity. I have tried to read the nominees
opinions. I find some of them to be 15 or more pages long.
The CHAIRMAN. We can save that for executive session, gentlemen.
We will recess now until next Tuesday at 10: 30.
(Whereupon, at 12 m., the committee recessed until Tuesday, July
18,1967, at 10: 30 a.m.)
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U.S. SENATE,
COMI[TIrEE ON THE JUDICIARY,

Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:30 a.m., in room
2228, New Senate Office Building, Senator John L. McClellan presidiln"

I)resent: Senators McClellan, Ervin, Hart, Bayh, Burdick, Tydings, Hruska, Scott, Fong and Thurmond.
Also present: John H. Holloman, chief clerk.
Senator MCCLELLAN. The committee will come to order.
Good morning, Mr. Solicitor General.
STATEMENT OF HON. THURGOOD MARSHALL, SOLICITOR GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES-Resumed
Judge MARSHALL. Good morning, Mr. Senator.
Senator MCCLELLAN. The Chair will announce that Chairman East-

land will not be here this morning. He missed an airplane connection
and has asked me to preside during the morning session. I was not
here at the last meeting of the committee, but I am advised that Senator Ervin was in the process of questioning tho nominee at that time.
I assume he would like to proceed.
So, Senator Ervin, go right ahead.
Senator ERVIN. Judge, the sixth amendment says 'that in all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to have the assistance of counsel for his defense.
Did not the Supreme Court uniformly hold, prior to the Escobedo
case, that the right 'to counsel accrued at the beginning of criminal
prosecution, and that a criminal prosecution did not begin until some
formal charge hi the form of a complaint or warrant or bill of indictment or an information was filed against him by one having the
authority to take such action?
Judge MARSHALL. I think that is correct.
Senator ERVIw. Did not the Court hold in the Escobcdo case for the
first time that the right of counsel arose not at -the time of the commencement of the criminal prosecution, but arose whenever an officer
having him in custody began to suspect in his mind that the person in
his custody might have some connection with the crime he was
investigating?
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Judge MARSHALL. I think he went a little further, Senator. It was
not that he thought so, but that his investigation up to that time centered in on a particular person as a suspect.
Senator ERVIN. Is that not, in effect, that when the officer begin
to suspect that the man in his custody had a part in the commission
of the crime he is investigating, then his -iight to counsel arose?
Judge M[AN:SIALL. Bear in mind that in the E8cobedo case, the
lawyer was standing outside trying to get in.
Senator ERVIN. The Escobedo case was a hard case. Hard cases are
the quicksands of law. The Court ought to have held, in my opinion,
in the circumstances there that it was an involuntary confession and
excluded it on that basis. Instead of doing so, it undertook to change
the meaning of the Constitution. Instead of saying that his right to
counsel arose when the criminal prosecution was begun, the Court
held it arose when the officer having the accused in custody began to
suspect that le was the guilty party. I do not know how you can invade the contents of the officer's mind and determine when a siuspicion
arises in it.
Judge MNARSIALT. I think it is not just a suspicion, it is that the man
is a suspect. It is a little more.
Senator ERVIN. Yes. But the Court holds that the constitutional
right of counsel arises when the officer begins to have a substantial
sus)icion that the party in custody is the guilty party?
udge MAnSHALrL. I guess that would be fair to say.
Senator" ERVIN. Yes, sir.

Now, that was quite a substantial change from the interpretation
placed on the sixth amendment prior to that time; was it not?
Judge MARsHArL. I do not think the specific issue had come up before, in that context.
Senator ERVIN. The issue had come up time after time, had it not,
as to when a man's right to counsel accrues and the Court had consistently held it only accrued when the criminal prosecution was
formally begun?
,Judge MAisHAL . Well, a, few years before that, it was generally
understood you did not have a right of counsel at arraignment. Then
the Supreme Court, in the Maryland case and in the Alabama case-I
think I am correct-held that he should be there at arraignment.
Senator ERVIN. The accused is arraigned to ascertain how he pleads
to a charge already made. Are you familiar with the case of South
Carolinav. Katzenbach?
Judge MARISHTALL. Yes, sir.
Senator Elzr. That involved the Voting Rights Act of 1965; did
it not?
Judge MARSHALL. That is right. It was the Voting Rights. I think
it was the 1965.

Senator ERvIN. I will ask you if the Supreme Court of the United
States did not say in the case of ex parte Milligan 4 Wall. 2, that
the U.S. Constitution is the law for rulers and people, equally ini
war and peace, and covers with the shield of its protection all classes
of men at all times and under all circilmstances, and that no doctrine
involving more pernicious consequences was ever invented by the wit
of man than that any of its provisions can be suspended during any
of the great exigencies of government.
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Does not section 2 of article I of the Constitution provide that
Representatives in Congress shall be elected by the persons possessing
the qualifications for votiirg required for electors of the most numerous
branch of the State legislature?
Judge MARSHALL. I think that is accurate.
Senator ERIVIN. And does not the 17th amendment provide that
U.S. Senators are to be elected by electors possessing the qualifications prescribed by law for electors of the most numerous branch of
the State legislature also?
Judge MARSHALL. I think that is correct.
Senator EnviN. Do not those two provisions of the Constitution
make it plain that the State has the power to prescribe qualifications
for voting for State and Federal offices, subject only to the limitation that they cannot deny or abridge the right to vote by reason of
race or sex?
Judge MARSHALL. Well, Senator, it is my,understanding that that
was thoroughly debated in the Halls of Congress.
Senator ERVIN. It was.

Judge MARSHALL. And Congress decided it was within their province
to pass that bill.
Senator ERVIN. But after all, the power to make the determination
as to whether an act of Congress resides in the Supreme Court; does
it not
Judge MARSH-ALL. The Supreme Court's interpretation of the Constitution.
Senator ERVIN. And did not the Supreme Court of the United
States hold in the case of South Carolina versus Katzenbach. that
Congress had the power to determine by a legislative act without a
judicial trial that the election officials of six States had violated the

provisions of the 15th amendment and that on the basis of that legisative declaration of guilt that Congress had the power to suspend'
the constitutional right of the States to prescribe and use literacy
tests in establishing the qualifications of voters?
Judge MARSHALL. "Well, : would prefer to rely on the decision
itself, but I think that that is a fair statement.
Senator ERVIN. Yes. Now, how can you reconcile that holding with
the declaration in Ex part Milligan that the Constitution of the
United States is a law for rulers as well as the people and that no
doctrine involving more pernicious consequences was ever invented
by the wit of man than that any of its provisions be suspended during
any of the great exigencies of government? .
Judge MARSHALL. Well, I rely upon the opinion of the Supreme
Court. That argument was made to the Supreme Court and the
Supreme Court rejected it.
Senator ERVIN. Do you accept as a correct interpretation of the
power of Congress under the Constitution that Congress can suspend
the power of the State to perform the functions which the Constitution allows it to perform?
Judge MARSTIALL. As an abstract statement, I would say "No." As
an abstract statement.
Senator ERVIN. But the Court decided Congress did have that
power in the South Carolinav. Katzenbach?
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Judge MARSHALL. I do not think the Court said exactly that. I am
sure it did not.
Senator ERVIN. Do you not agree with ine that under the second
section of the first article of the Constitution, the States have the
power to Irescribe the qualifications of the voters; not only in respect
to their own State legislatures, but also the U.S. Congress?
Judge MARSHALL. Subject to the restrictions of the same Constitution.
Senator EnviN,. And do you not agree with me that under- the 17th
aniendment, the States have the like power with resl)ect to electors
of the Senators?
Judge MARSHALL. Subject to the same Constitution.
Senator ERVIN. What provisions of the Constitution would interfere
with that right?
Judge MARSIALL. The 14th and 15th amendments.
Seniiator ERvi. But also under the Constitution it says that Congress shall pass no law, no bill of attainder?
Judge MARSHALL. That is right.
Senator ERVIN. And a bill of attainder is a legislation act which
condemns persons without a judicial trial, is it not.?
Judge MARSHALL. I do not think the bill of attainder has come up,
in the Supreme Court more than once.
Senator ERVIN. It came up in the Garlandcase, the Cimi'?nbigscase,
and in the Lovett case.
Judge MARSHALL.

Yes.

Senator ERVIN. In the Lovett case, the Court held that the Constitution prohibited passing bills of attainders applying to Federal
officials, did it not?
Judge MARSHALL. That is right.
Senator ERVIN. And in South (arolina v. Jiatzenbzach, it held in
effect that the constitutional prohibition against passing bills of
attainder did not apply to State officials, did it not?
Judge MAISHAL,. I do not remember whether that was specifically
said.
Senator ERVIN. Did Congress not condemn the election officials of
six different, States or parts of States and say that they would have
to come to the District of Columbia to establish their innocence in the
District Court of the District of Columbia?
Judge MARSTIALL. They said that pursuant to the 1965 act, they were
required to follow the 1965 act.
Senator Eviq. The Congress declared they were guilty, did they
not, of violating the 15th amendment?
Judge MARSHALL. I do not buy the word "guilty" necessarily. It said
that they had violated it.
Senator ERVIN. It said they had violated the 15th amendment. If
they violated the 15th amendment, they nist have been guilty, must
they not?
71udge MARSHIALL. I just would not use the word "guilty."
Senator ERviN. If it did not declare them guilty of doing so, it
found they did so, did it not?
Judge MARSHALL. It found that they (lid that.
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Senator ERvI.; And it said they could not exercise the power the
Constitution gave to the States to require and use a literacy test in
determining the qualifications of the voters?
Judge MARSHALL. That is right.
Senator ERvIN. And they said the States, in order to get back their
constitutional powers, would have to come to only one court on the
face of the entire earth, the District Court of the District of Columbia?
Judge MARSHALL. That is as I remember the act.
Senator ERvIN. And the act which was held constitutional by the
Court requires the State officials of the State of Mississippi to come
1,000 miles and bring witnesses with them, to establish their innocence
here, does it not?
Judge MARSHALL. I think that that is possible, but I do not see where
that isSenator EnVIN. I am trying to find out your idea of due process of,
law. Do you think the due process of law clause of the fifth amendment would permit the Congress to pass a law saying that persons
other than persons subjected to criminal charges can have their rights
vindicated in only one court of the United States?
,TudgeMUiTsii,L. Is it. not true, Senator, that many governmental
actions have to be brought in the District of Colunbia, 'regardless of
where thelparticular matter occurred?
Senator EiviN. Only so far as I know in respect to the questions
of the situations where the Federal Government permits itself to be
sued or permits its officials to be sued.
Judge MAI1SHAL,T,. But you do have to come to Washingtor,.
Senator ErviN. If as the Supreme Court holds in South Carolinav.
Katzenbach such an act as that constitutes or affords due process of
law, then Congress has the power to provide that in all civil cases the
only court that could have jurisdiction would be a Federal court
sitting in the island of Guam, would it not?
Judge MARSHIALLT. I do not agree.
Senator TYDINGS. I do not understand your question, Senator. I am
nixed up.
You were in the Voting Rights Act and you jumped to Escobedo.
Senator E'viN. I beg your pardon. I am asking about the Voting
Rlihts Act. I have not gone back to Escobedo.
Do you not think it is a rather shabby form of due process of law
for the Congress to say and the court to'uphold its saying that a person can vindicate its right under the Constitution of the United States
in only one court on the face of the earth; namely, the District Court
of the District of Columbia?
Judge MARSHALL. I would have to get the particular crime that is
involved. I cannot answer that in an abstract proposition. I would say
that normally if you go back to your common law, you are tried in the
area where you commit the crime.
Senator ErvIN. Do you not think it is implicit in the guarantee of
due process of law that litigation should be conducted whem the litigants have a fair opportunity to present their testimony and to bring
the witnesses?
Judge "MARSHAL. I think that would be true.
Senator EviN. Do you not think it isa handicap and an obstacle to
State elections officials in Southern States to have to journ,-y anywhere
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up to 1,000 miles and bring witnesses that. distance in order to establish their innocence of a congressional condemnation rather than a
judicial condemnation?
'Judge MARSIIALLr. The main problem is there is no problem of cost.
The States can afford it. No. 2, with air travel today.
Senator ERvINi. As a matter of fact, that bill as originally framed
did not even proVide that they could obtain a subpena that would run
more than 100 miles from the District of Colulnbia. I raised the point
and Congress amended the bill so that the court in its discretion could
authorize a subpena to run further than that. Do you not think the
State election officials in North Carolina or Mississippi are denied the
right to due process of law when they do not have a right, to compulsory process to bring the witnesses here?
Judge MARSIALL. I do not know whether you are right or wrong
on that.
Senator ERVIN. You do not.? Well, you have no opinion whether that
is right or wrong?
Judge MARS1Arr,. As an abstract. proposition, I say I do not have an
opinion, Senator. It is an abstract proposition.
Senator ERaVIN. It is a very concrete proposition in the case of North
Carolina. We have the election officers of 40 of our counties condemned by act of Congress and denied the right to exercise the constitutional powers of the State of North Carolina in those 40 counties. Under the Voting Rights Act, they have to come to the District
of Columbia and bring witnesses all the way to the District of ColumI)ia to prove their innocence in the district court here. And under
this act, they do not even have the right of compulsory process to
obtain the attendance of their witnesses. They cannot even enjoy such
right unless the court, here grants it to them as a matter of 'grace.
Judge MARSAL. My answer, Senator, would be that if that were
presented to me as a Justice of the Supreme Court, I would consider it
on both sides and make up my mind as to whether it was constitutional
or not.
Setator EIMN. Well, I am not a Justice of the Supreme Court and
never will )e, but if I were a Justice of the Supreme Court, I would
say that was too shabby a course of procedure to constitute due process
of law.
Senator T'YTN(;.S. Is the Senator asking him how he would rule if
the case came before him?
Senator Ei, rN. No, all I am asking him is on the decisions of the
Supreme Court that have been handed down.
Senator TyDNxoS. Those are the past. I do not think it would be fair
to ask him a hypothetical fact question about a case in the future.
Senator Env[N. 1I am just telling him at this point what I would do
if I were a Justice of the Supreme Court.
You are familiar with the case of Jfatzenbach v. Morgan.?
Judge MAnSIATLL,. Yes, sir.
Senator ERwN. In that case, Congress passed a law invalidating the
New York constitutional provision prescribing that no person should
be permitted to vote in New York unless he is literate in the English
language. Is that right?
Jidge MARSHALL. That is right.
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Senator ERVIN. Did not the majority of the.Supreme. Court hold in
that case that the Supreme Court would not inquire into whether or
not the New York constitutional provision was in harmony with the
equal protection of the laws clause of the first section of the
14th amendment?
Judge MARSHALL. In the Morgani case, as I remember it, the particular provision was based on the equal protection clause of the fourteenth amendment and the Supreme Court held that Congress, under
section 5 of the 14th amendment, had power to pass that particular
section.
Senator ERVIN. And it was held there by the Supreme Court that
Congress had power to invalidate the state law of New York, notwithstanding the fact that the court itself might hold that that law
was in perfect harmony with the Constitution and particularly with
the equal protection clause of the first section of the 14th amendnent,
did it not?
Judge MARSHALL,. I do not agree with the last part of your statement.
I agree with the first part.
Senator ERVIN. Well, it said in that case that New York did not even
have the right to have the Supreme Court to determine whether its
law was constitutional, did it not?
Judge MARSHALL,. I do not remember. I do not have the case before
me and I do not remember. All I remember is that the Supreme Court
upheld that particular provision of the Voting Rights Act.
Senator EItvIN. Did it not hold this? I call your attention to headnote (b) on page 642 of the report in 384 U.S. "'Congress )ower under
section 5 of the 14th amendment to enact legislation prohibiting enforcement of a State law is not limited to situations where the State
law has been adjudged to violate the provisions of the amendment
which Congress sought to enforce. It is therefore the Court's task here
to determine, not whether New York's English literacy requirement
as applied violates the equal protection clause l)ut whether section
4 (e) "s prohibition against that, requirement is 'al)prol)riate legislation'
to enforce the clause."
Is that not a correct summarization?
J1
udge MARSTAL,. That is correct.
Senator EizviN. In other words, Congress can nullify a State law,
regardless of whether the State law is in conformity to the equal protection clause of the 14th amendment?
Judge MARISHALL. The holding as I understand it, is that under seetion 5, which gives Congress the auth'brity to pass necessary legislation
to enforce the 14th amendment gives Congress certain rights that the
courts would not have.
Senator Eiivix. Do you not think that when New York came to the
Supreme Court asserting its constitutional provision requiring literacy
in the English language as a condition precedent to the right to vote
was constitutional, it was the duty of the courts to pass on that
question?
Judge MARSHALL. If it had come there without an act of Congress.
Sen ator ERVIN. With or without an act of Congress.
Judge MARSHALL. Well, Senator, that is my point of difference. If
there is no act of Congress specifically interpreting the 14th amend-
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meant, then the court has the duty to interpret it.. But their limitation
is greater against the Court doing it than it is against Congress, solely
because of section 5.
Senator ERVIN. Is that not a statement of the doctrine that Congress, instead of the court, passes on the constitutionality of a State
statute?
.Judge MARSHIALiL. Not in the least.
Senator ERVIN. Did not the Supreme Court of the United States
hold in the Lassiter case 360 U.S. 45, from North Carolina, that exactly the same kind of a State literacy test-that is, one in the English
language-was in full compliance with the equal protection clause of
the 14th amendinient?
Judge MLRESUALL. I do not want to quarrel with words, but it said
it did not violate the equal protection clause.
Senator EtviN. Did not Justice Douglas say in the opinion in the
Lassiter case not only that such a State law does not violate it, but a
State clearly has a right to decide that literacy in the English language
is a reasonable qualification for voting?
Judge KMASHALL. That was in the absence of a specific act of
Congress.
Senator Envix. Then what the Constitution means where there is no
act of Congress is one thing, and what the Constitution means where
there is an act of Congress is quite a different thing. Is that your
position?
Judge MATSHALL. It is not my position.
Senator ERVIN. You said that the act of Congress interpreted the
first section of the 14th amendment respecting the equal protection
clause.
Judge MARSHALL. That was after extensive hearings, miles of record, and Congress came to that conclusion. The Supreme Court then
had to look at that and determine as to whether or not Congress had
that authority.
Senator Errnv. Did not the State of New York raise the point, saying that under the Constitution it had the right to establish literacy in
the Eiiglish language as a qualification for voting? Did the State of
New York not say that in that case?
Judge MARSuALL. Substantially correct.
Senator ERVIN. Do you not think as a lawyer it was the duty of the
Supreme Court to determine whether New York had that right'?
Judge MARSHALL. I think it was the duty of the Supreme Court to
interpret the Constitution as applied to the act of Congress, which was
the one point, the only point that was before the Court.
Senator EnvIx. Now, the Supreme Court did not pass on that question, did it, in the New York case, Katzenbaoh v. Morgan?
Judge MARSHALL. In Katzenbaoh v. Morgan, the only point before
the Court was the constitutionality of section 4(e), as I remember.
Senator ERVIN. The Supreme Court declined to pass on whether the
New York law was constitutional under section 1, did it not?
Judge MARSHALL. I do not say they declined. I say they did consider
the Lastercase in great detail.
Senator ERviN. The majority opinion undertook to distinguish the
case from the LassWiter case, which held a similar act was constitutional,
because there was not an act of Congress in the Lassitercase.
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Judge MARSHALL. That is right. That is the way I understand it.
Senator ERVIN. But there were acts of Congress, that is, civil rights
acts which were passed a hundred years ago and which were in force at
the time of the Lassiter case, they provided that no person should be
denied his right to vote under the Constitution?
Judge MAIRSTALL. That has never been declared unconstitutional.
Senator ERVIN. The majority opinion sets out these words on page
648. I read:
The Attorney General of the State of New York argues that an exercise of
congressional power under Section 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment that to
prohibits the enforcement of a state law can only be sustained if the Judicial
Branch determines that the state law Is prohibited by the provisions of the
Amendment that Congress sought to enforce. More specifically, he urges that
Section 4(e) cannot be sustained as appropriate legislation to enforce the Equal
Protection Clause unless the judiciary decides-even with the guidance of a
congressional judgment-that the application of the English literacy requirement prohibited by Section 4(e) is forbidden by the Equal Protection Clause
itself.

That is what the Attorney General of New York contended. He
claimed the Supreme Court should rule upon the constitutionality of
the New York law in respect to the equal protection clause of the 14th
amendment. That was his position, which Ihave just read.
Now, the majority opinion says "we disagree."
Then it goes on to the next page, omitting some matters not germane:
Thus our task in this case is not to determine whether the New York English
literacy requirement as applied to deny the right to vote to a person who success.
fully completed the sixth grade In a Puerto Rican school violates the Equal
Protection Clause.

Is that not an astounding doctrine, that it is not the duty of the
Supr,?me Court to pass upon the constitutionality of a. State law which
has been stricken down by Congress?
Judge MArSK-ALL. The constitutionality of the New York law was
not before the Court. What was before the Court, as I renemb)er it,
was the constitutionality of 4(e).
Senator ERVIN. Well, the State of New York tried to put it before
the Court, did it not?
Judge MAnsHrALL. It did it in brief and in argument.
Senator ERVIN. New York asserted that the act of Congress invalidating its literacy test was unconstitutional because such literacy test
was consistent with the equal protection clause of the first section of
the 14th amendment. The Court declared that Congress had the power
under section 4 of the 14th amendment to pass appropriate legislation
to enforce the equal protection clause, and the act of Congress constituted appropriate legislation under section 4, regardless of whether
the New York law stricken down by the act of Congress was consistent with the equal protection clause. Hence, the Court in effect said
that Congress rather than the Court had the right to pass on the
constitutionality of the New York law under section 1. Is that not the
result of that opinion?
Judge MARSHALL. I do not agree, because the Supreme, Court finally
passed upon the constitutionality of 4(e). The Supreme Court passed
on it.
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Senator ERVIN. Yes, but the Court ignored the question of whether
or not it was constitutional under the first section of the 14th amendInent, did it not? It absolutely refused to pass on that question.
Judge MARSHALL. Refusing to pass on it and ignoring it is different.
It hel(it was not in that case.
Senator Ei1nN. The Court said it would not pass on that question
because Congress had passed on it, did it not?
Judge MAISHALL. Well, they said that Congress had passed on it and
their job was to interpret whether Congress had constitutional authority to do so.
Senator ERvIN. Yes; and the Court held, in essence, that the Congress
instead of the Court had the power to pass on the question whether the
New York literacy test violated or was in harmony with the equal
protection
clause of the 14th amendment. Is that not exactly what they
held ?
Judge MARSHALL. Subject to the final determination of constitutionality by the Supreme Court.
Senator ERviN. The Court said it did not, or could not, even pass on
it as far as the equal protection clause was concerned.
Judge AkRSHALL. They said they passed on section 4(e), Senator.
Senator ERVIN. Yes; but the Court refused to pass on section 1, did
it not? It said that was for Congress.
Judge ARlIsALL. The record speaks for itself.
Senator ERVIN. We will put this opinion in the record and let it
speak for itself.
I ask that this copy of the case of Katzenbah v. Morgan be printed
at this point in the record.
Senator ICCLELLAN. Without objection, so ordered.
(The copy of the case referred to follows:)
[Syllabus]
KATZFENBACH,

ATTORNEY

GENERAL,

ET AL. V.

ORGAN

ET UX

Appeal Prom. the United States District Couart for the District of Columbia
No. 847. Argued April 18, 1966.-Decided June 13, 1966*
Appellees, registered voters in New York City, brought this suit to challenge the constitutionality of § 4(e) of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 to the
extent that the provision prohibits enforcement of the statutory requirement
for literacy in English as applied to numerous New York City residents from
Puerto Rico who, because of that requirement, had previously been denied
the right to vote. Section 4(e) provides that no person who has completed
the sixth grade in a public school, or an accredited private school, in Puerto
Rico in which the language of instruction was other than English shall be
disfranchised for inability to read or write English. A three-Judge District
Court granted appelees declaratory and Injunctive relief, holding that in enacting § 4(e) Congress had exceeded its powers. Held: Section 4(e) is a

proper exercise of the powers under § 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment, and
by virtue of the Supremacy Clause, New York's English literacy requirement

cannot be enforced to the extent It conflicts with § 4(e). Pp. 646-658.
(a) Though the States have power to fix voting qualifications they cannot
do so contrary to the Fourteenth Amendment or any other constitutional
provision. P. 647.
*Together with No. 877, Neto York City Boat'd of Elections v. Morgan et
appeal from the same court.

fix.,
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NOMINATION OF,.TXIURGOO1 MARShALL
(b) Congress' power under § 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment to enact legislation prohibiting enforcement of a state law is not limited to situations
where the state law has been adjudged to violate the provisions of the
Amendment which Congress sought to enforce. It is therefore the Court's task
here to determine, not whether New York's English literacy requirement as
applied violates the Equal Protection Clause, but whether § 4(e)'s prohibition against that req~lrement is "appropriate legislation" to enforce the
Clause. La8siter v. North aimpton Election Bd., 360 U.S. 45, distinguished.
Pp. 648-650.
(c) Section 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment is a positive grant of legislative power authorizing Congress to exercise its discretion in determining the
need for and nature of legislation to secure Fourteenth Amendment guarantees. The test of McCulloch, v. Maryland, 4 Wheat. 316, 421, is to be applied
to determine whether a congressional enactment is "appropriate legislation"
under § 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment. Pp. 650-651.
(d) Section 4(e) was enacted to enforce the Equal Protection Clause as
a measure to secure nondiscriminatory treatment by government for numerous Puerto Ricans residing in New York, both in the impositlqn of voting
qualifications and the provision or administration of governmental services.
Pp. 652-65.
(e) Congress had an adequate basis for deciding that § 4(e) was plainly
adapted to that end. Pp. 653-656.
(f) Section 4(e) does not itself invidiously discriminate in violation of
the Fifth Amendment for failure to extend relief to those educated in nonAmerican flag schools. A reform measure such as § 4(e) is not invalid because Congress might have gone further than it did and did not eliminate
all the evils at the same time. Pp. 656-658.
247 F. Supp. 196, reversed.
Solicitor General Marshall argued the cause for appellants in No. 847. With
him on the brief were Assistant Attorney General Doar, Ralpht S. Spritzer, Louis
F. Claiborne,St. John Barrettand Louis M. Kautder.
J. Lee Ran kin argued the cause for appellant in No. 877. With him on the
brief were Norman Redlich and Seymtour B. Quel.
Alfred Avins argued the cause and filed a brief for appellees in both cases.
Rafael Herniandez Coloa, Attorney General, argued the cause and filed a brief
for the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, as antcus curiae, urging reversal.
Jean M. Coon, Assistant Attorney General, argued the cause for the State of
New York, as arnicus curiae,urging affirmance. With her on the brief were Louis
J. Lefkowitz, Attorney General, and Rutlb Kessl8er Toch, Acting Solicitor General.
OPINION OF TIE COURT

MR. JUSTICE BRENNAN delivered the opinion of the Court.
These cases concern the constitutionality of § 4(e) of the Voting Rights Act
of 1965.1 That law, in the respects pertinent in these cases, provides that no
person who has successfully completed the sixth primary grade in a public school
in, or a private school accredited by, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico in
which the language of instruction was other than English shall be denied the
right to vote in any election because of his inability to read or write English.
Appellees, registered voters in New York City, brought this suit to challenge
the constitutionality of § 4(e) insofar as it pro tanto prohibits the enforcement
1 The full text of § 4 (e) is as follows:
"(1) Congress hereby declares that to secure the rights under the fourteenth amendment of persons educated In American-flag schools in which the predominant classroom
language was other than English, it is necessary to prohibit the States from conditioning
the right to vote of such persons on ability to read, write, understand or interpret any
language.
matter
English
"(2) In
Nothe
person
who demonstrates that he has successfully completed the sixth primary
grade in a public school in or a private school accredited by, any. State or territory, the
District of Cdlumbia, or the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico in which the predominant
classroom language was other than English, shall be denied the right to vote In any Federal, State, or local election because of his Inability to read, write, understand, or interpret
any matter in the English language, except that in States in which State law provides
that a different level of education is presumptive of literacy, he shall demonstrate that he
has successfully completed an equivalent level of education in a public school In, or a
private school accredited by any State or territory, the District of Columbia, or the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico in which the predominant classroom language was other than
English," 70 Stat. 439, 42 U.S.C. § 1973b(e) (1964 ed., Supp. I).
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of the election laws of New York 2 requiring an ability to read and write English
as a condition of voting. Under these laws many of the several hundred thousand
New York City residents who have migrated there from the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico had previously been denied the right to vote, and appellees attack
§ 4(e) insofar as it would enable many of these citizens to vote." Pursuant to
§ 14(b) of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, appellees commenced this proceeding
in the District Court for the Distrlct of Columbia seeking a declaration that
•§ 4(e) is invalid and an injunction prohibiting appellants, the Attorney General
of the United States and the New York City Board of Elections, from either
enforcing or complying with § 4 (e).' A three-Judge district court was designated.
28 U.S.C. §§ 2282, 2284 (1964 ed.). Upon cross motions for summary judgment,
that court, one judge dissenting, granted the declaratory and injunctive relief
appellees sought. The court held that in enacting § 4(e) Congress exceeded the
powers granted to it by the Constitution and therefOre usurped powers reserved
to the States by the Tenth Amendnieiit. 247 F. Supp. 196. Appeals were taken
directly to this Court, 28 U.S.C. §§ 1252, 1253 (1964 ed.), and we noted probable
jurisdiction. 382 U.S. 1007. We reverse. We hold that, in the application challenged in these cases, § 4(e) is a proper exercise of the powers granted to ConArticle II, § 1, of the New York Constitution provides, in pertinent part:
"Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions, after January. first, one thousand; nine
hundred twenty-two no person shall become entitled to vote by attaining majority, by
naturalization or otherwise, unless such person is aIso abe, except for physical dist
ability, to read and write English."
Section 1,50 of the New York Election Law-provides, in, pertinent part:
"* * * In the case of a person who became entitled to vote in this state by attaining
majority, by naturalization or otherwise after January first, nineteen huhdred twenty-two,
such person must, In addition to the foregoing provisions, be able, except for physical
disability, to read and write English. A 'new voter,! within the meaning of this article.
is a person who, if he is entitled to vote in this state, shall have become so entitled on or
atfer January first, nineteen hundred twenty.-two, and who has not already voted at a general election in the State of New York after making proof of ability to read and write
English, in the matter provided in section. one hundred sixty-eight."
section 168 of the New York Election Law provides, in pertinent part:
of the state of new York shall make" provisions for the giving
The board
of "1.
literacy
tests. of regents
,,,
2

"2. * * But a new voter may, present as evidence of literacy a certificate or diploma
showing that he has completed the work up to and Including the sixth grade of an approved
elementary school or of an approved higher school in which English is the language of
instruction or a certificate or diploma showing that he has-completed the work up to and
including the sixth grade in a public school or a private school accredited by the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico in which school instruction is carried on predominantly in the
.English language or a matriculation card Issued by a college or university to a student
then at such Institution or a certificate or a letter signed by an officlal of the university
or college certifying to such attendance."
Section 168 of the Election Law as it now reads was enacted while § 4(e) was under
consideration in Congress. See 111 Cong. Ree. 19376-19377. The prior law required the
su( ccssful completion of the eighth rather than the sixth grade in P school in which the
language of instruction was Englith.
a This limitation on appellees' challenge to § 4(e), and, thus on the sope of our inquiry,
does not distort the primary intent of § 4(e). The measure was sponsored In the Senate by
Senators Javits and Kennedy and In the House of Representatives Gilbert and Ryan, all
of New York, for the explicit purpose of dealing with the disenfranchisement of large
segments of the Puerto Rican population in New York. Throughout the congressional
debate it was repeatedly acknowledged that § 4(e) had particular reference to the.Puerto
Rican population in New York. That situation was the almost exclusive subject of discussion. See 111 Cong. Rec, 11028, 11060-.11074, 156( 6. 16235-16245.. 16282-16213. 1919219201, 1937,5-19378; see also Voting Rights, Hearings before Subcommittee No. 5 of the
House Committee on the Judiciary on H.R. 6400, 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 100-101, 420-421,
508-517 (1965). The Solicitor General informs us in his brief to this Court, that in all
probability, the practical effect of j 1(e) will be limited to enfranchising those educated
in Puerto Ilican schools. He advises us that, aside from the schools in the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico there are no public or parochial schools in the territorial limits of the
United States in which the predominant language of instruction Is other than English
and which would have generally been attended by persons who are otherwise qualified
to vote save for their lack of literacy in English.
4Section 14(b) provides in pertinent part:
* shall have
"No court other than the District Court for the District of Columbia
any restraining order or temporary or permanent ifijunction
jurisdiction to is.ue * *
against the * * * enforcement of any provision of this Act or any. action of anyi Federal
19731(b) (1.964 ed.,
officer or employee pursuant hereto." 79 Stat. 445, 42 U.S.C .
Supp. I).
Tle Attorney General of the United States was initially named as the sole defendant.
The New York City Board of Electiona was Joined as a defendant after it publicly announced its intention to comply with I 4(e) ; it has taken the position In these proceedings
that I 4(e) is a proper exercise of congressional power. The Attorney General of the State
of New York has participated as amicus curiad in the proceedings below and in this
Court, urging f 4(e) be declared unconstitutional.'The United States was granted leave to

intervene as a defendant, 28 U.S.C. § 2403 (1964 ed.) ; Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 24(a).
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gress by § 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment 5 and that by force of the 'Supremacy
Clause, Article VI, the New York English literacy requirement cannot be enforced to the extent that it is inconsistent with § 4 (e).
Under the distribution of powers effected by the Constitution, the States establish qualifications for voting for state officers, and the qualifications established
by the States for voting for members of the uost numerous branch of the state
legislature also determine who may vote for United States Representatives and
Spiiators, Art. I, § 2; -Seventeenth Amendment; BE part Yerbrough, 110 U.S.
651, 663. But, of course, the States have no power to grant or withhold the
franchise on conditions that are forbidden by the Fourteenth Amendment, or any
other provision of the Constitution. Such exercises P4 state power are no more
immune to the limitations of the FouTteenth Amendment than any other state
action. The Equal. Protection Clause itself has been held to forbid tome state
laws that restrict the right to vote.6
The Attorney, General of the State of New York argues that an exercise of
congressional power under § 5 of the Fourtenth Amendment that ,prohibits the
enforcement of a state law can only be sustained if the judicial branch determines that the state law is prohibited 'by the, provisions of the Amendment that
Congress sought to enforce. More specifically, he urges that § 4(e) cannot, be
sustained as appropriate legislation to enforce the Equal Protection Clause unless
the judiciary decides-even with the guidance of a congressional judgment-that
the application of the English literacy requirement prohibited by § 4(e) is forbidden by the Equal Protection Clause itself. We disagree. Neither the language
nor history of § 5 supports such a construction.' As was said. with regard to § 5
in E part Virgitnia, 100 U.S. 339, 345. "It is the power of Congress which has
been enlaTged. Congress is authorized to enforee the prohibitions by appropriate
legislation. 'Some legislation is contemplated to make the amendments fully
effective." A construction of § 5 that would require a Judicial determination
that the enforcement of the state law precluded by Congress violated the Amendment, as a condition of sustaining the coi;,ressional enactnent, would depreciate
both congressional resourcefulness and congressional responsibility for imple-menting .the Amendment." It would confine the legislative power in this context
to the insignificant -role of abrogating only thoie state laws that the judicial
branch was pr pared to adjudge unconstitutionil, or of merely informing the
judgment of the judiciary by particularizing the "majestic generalities" of § 1
of the Amendment. See Fay v. New York, 332 U.S. 261,282-284.
Thus our task in this case is not to determine whether the New York English
literacy requirement as 'applied to deny the right to vote to a person who
successfully completed the sixth grade in a Puerto Rican school violates the
Equal Protection Clause. Accordingly, our decision in Laoster v. Northampton
5 "SFCT1oN 5. The Congress shall have power to enforce, by appropriate legislation, the
provisions of this article."
It is therefore unnecessary for us to consider whether I 4(e): could be sustained as an
exercise of congressional power under Art. I, § 4, see Minor v. Happersett, 21 Wall. 1.62,
Judge McGowan below, 247 F. Supp., at 204 ; or as a measure to discharge certain treaty
obliations of the United States. see Treaty of Paris of 1898, 30 Stat. 1754. 1759 ; United
Nations Charter, Articles 55 and 56; Art. I. 1 8. cl. 18. Nor need we consider whether
§ 4(e) could be sustained insoi'ar Ps it relates to the election of federal officers as an
exerelso of congressional power under Art. I, U4, see Minor v. Happersett, 21 Wall, 162.
171: United States v. Classic, Z13 U.S. 299, 315; Literacy Tests and Voter Requirements
in Federal and State Elections, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Constitutional
Rights of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary on S. 480, S. 2750. and S. 2979. 87th
Cong., 2d Sets., 302, 306-311 (1962) (brief of the Attorney General) ; 'nor whether
§ 4(e) could be sustained. insofar as it relates to the election of state officers, as an exerclse of congressional power to enforce the clause guaranteeing to each State a republican
form of government, Art. TV, § 4 : Art. I, 1 S cl 18.
aHarper v. Virginia Board of Eleotions, A83 U.S. 663; Carrington v. Rash, 380 U.S. 89.
See also United States v. Mississippi, 880 U.S. 128; U.S. 128: Louisiana v. United States,
380 U.S. 145, 151 ; Lassiter v. Northampton Election Rd., 360 U.S. 45; Pope v. Williams,
193 U.S. 621, 632-634 ; Minor v. Rappereett, 21 Wall. 162; cf. Burns v. Richardson, ante,
p. 73, at 92; Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533.
'For the historical evidence suggesting that the sponsors and supporters of the Amendment were primarily interested in augmenting the power of Congress, rather than the
Judiciary. see generally Frantz. Congressional Power to Enforce the Fourteenth Amendment
Against Private Acts.'73 Yale L. J. 1358, 1856-1857 : Harris, The Quest for Equality 3.3-o
(1960) ; tenProek, The Antislavery Origins of the Fourteenth Amendment 187-217 (1651).
8 Senator Howard, in introducing the proposed Amendment to the Senate, described § 5
as "a direct affirmative delegation of power to Congress," and added :
"It casts upon Conaress the responsibility of seeing to it, for the future, that all the
sections of the amendment are carried out in good faith, and that no State infringes the
rights of persons or property. I look upon this clause as indispensable for the reason that it
thus imposes upon Congress this power and this duty. It enables Congress, In case the
States shall enact laws in conflict with the prineiples of the amendment, to correct that
legislation by a formal congressional enactment." Cong. Globe, 39th Cong., 1st Sess., 2766,

2768 (1866).

This statement of I 5's purpose was not questioned by anyone in the course of the debate.
Flack, The Adoption of the Fourteenth Amendment 138 (1008).
81-914-67-6

78

WOMNATION OF

T

HURGOOD MARSHALL

Election Bd., 360 U.S. 45, sustaining the North Carolina English literacy requirement as not in all circumstances prohibited by the first sections of the Fourteenth
and Fifteenth Amendments, is Inapposite. Compare also Oun v. United States,
238 U.S. 347, 366; Camacho v. Doe, 31 Misc. 2d 692, 221 N.Y.S. 2d 262 (1958)
aff'd 7 N.Y. 2d 762, 163 N.H. 2d 140 (1959) ; Camacho v. Rogers, 199 F. Supp. 155
(D.C.S.D.N.Y. 1961). Lassiter did not present the question before us here:
Without regard to whether the judiciary would find that the Equal Protection
Clause itself nullifies New York's English literacy requirement as so applied,
could Congress prohibit the enforcement of the state law by legislating under
§ 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment? In answering this question, our task is
limited to determining whether such legislation is, as required by § 5, appropriate legislation to enforce the Equal Protection Clause.
By including § 5 the draftsmen sought to grant to Congress, by a specific
provision applicable to the Fourteenth Amendment, the same broad powers
expressed in the Necessary and Proper Clause, Art. I, § 8, el. 18.' The classic
formulation of the reach of those powers was established by Chief Justice
Marshall in MoCulloch v. Maryland, 4 Wheat. 816, 421:
"Let the end be legitifniate, let it be within the scope of the constitution, and
all means which are appropriate, which are plainly adapted to that end, which
are not prohibited; but consist with the letter and spirit of the constitution, are
constitutional."
Ex parte Virginia, 100 U.S., at 345-846, decided 12 years after the adoption
of the Fourteenth Amendment, held that congressional power under § 5 had
the same broad scope:
"Whatever legislation is appropriate, that is, adapted to carry out the objects
the amendments have in view, whatever tends to enforce submission to the
prohibitions they contain, and to secure to all persons the enjoyment of perfect
equality of civil rights and the equal protection of the laws against State denial
or Invasion, if not prohibited, is brought within the domain of congressional
power."
Stranger v. West Virginia, 100 U.S. 303, 311; Virginia,v. Rives, 100 U.S. 313,
318. Section 2 of the Fifteenth Amendment grants Congress a similar power
to enforce by "appropriate legislation" the provisions of that amendment; and
we recently held in Houtth Carolinav. Katzenbach, 383 U.S. 301, 326, that "[tihe
basic test to be applied in a case involving § 2 of the Fifteenth Amendment
Is the same as in all cases concerning the express powers of Congress with relation to the reserved powers of the States." That test was identified as the one
formulated in Mculloeh v. Maryland. See also James Everard's Breweries v.
Day, 265 U.S. 545, 558-559 (Eighteenth Amendment). Thus the A!Mctillock v.
Maryland standard is the measure of what constitutes "appropriate legislation"
under § 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment. Correctly viewed, § 5 is a positive grant
of legislative power authorizing Congress to exercise its discretion in determining
whether and what legislation is needed to secure the guarantees of the Fourteenth Amendment.
We therefore proceed to the consideration whether § 4 (e) is "appropriate
legislation" to enforce the Equal Protection Clause, that is, under the Mculloch
v. Maryland standard, whether § 4 (e) may be regarded as an enactment to enforce the Equal Protection Clause, whether it is "plainly adapted to that end"
and whether it is not prohibited by but is consistent with "the letter and spirit
of the constitution." 'o
There can be no doubt that J 4 (e) may be regarded as an enactment to enforce
the Equal Protection Clause. Congress explicitly declared that it enacted § 4 (e)
"to secure the rights under the fourteenth amendment of persons educated in
0 In fact, earlier drafts of the proposed Amendment employed the "necessary and proper"
terminology to describe the scope of congressional power under the Ameidment. See
tenBroek The Antislavery Origins of the Fourteenth Amendment 187-100 (1951). The
substitution of the "appropriate legislation" formula was never thought to have the effect
of diminishti the scope of this congressional power. See, e.g., Cong. Globe, 42d Cong., 1st
Sess., App. 83 (Representative Blingham, a principal draftsman of the Amendment and
the earlier proposals).
10 Contrary to the suggestion of the dissent, Vost, p. 668, § 5 does not grant Congress
power to exercise disecetimo in the 'other direction and to enact statutess so as in effect to
dilute equal protection and due process decisions of this Court." We emphasize that Congress' power under § 5 Is limited to adopting measures to enforce the guarantees of the
Amendment; § 5 grants Congress no power to restrict abrogate, or dilute these guarantees.
ThuS, for example, a.n enactment authorizing the Stites to establish racially segregated
systems of education would not be--as required by § &--a measure 'to enforce" the Equal
Protection Clause since that clause of its own force prohibits such .tate laws.
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Anierican-flag schools in which the predominant classroom language was other
than English." The persons referred to include those who have migrated from
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico to New York and who have been denied the
right to vote because of their inability to read and write English, and the Fourteenth Amendment rights referred to include those emanating from the Equal
Protection Clause. More specifically, § 4(e) may be viewed as a measure to secure
for the Puerto Rican community residing in New York nondiscriminatory treatment by government-both In the Imposition of voting qualifications and the
provision or administration of government services, such as public schools, public
housing and law enforcement.
Section 4 (e) may be readily seen as "plainly adapted" to furthering these alms
of the Equal Protection Clause. The practical effect of § 4(e) is to prohibit New
York from denying the right to vote to large segments of its Puerto Rican community. Congress has thus prohibited the State from denying to that community
the right that Is "preservative of all rights." Yick Wo v. Hopkins, 118 U.S. 356,
370. This enhanced political power will be helpful In gaining nondiscriminatory
treatment In public services for the entire Puerto Rican community.' Section
4 (e) thereby enables the Puerto Rican minority better to obtain "perfect equality
of civil rights and the equal protection of the laws." It was well w1thii congressional authority to say that this need of the Puerto Rican mihority for the vote
warranted federal intrusion upon any state Interests served by the English
literacy requirement. It was for Congress, as the branch that made this judgment, to assess and weigh the various conflicting considerations-the risk or
pervasiveness of the discrimination in governmental services, the effectiveness of
eliminating the state restriction on the right to vote as a means of dealing with
the evil, the adequacy or availability of alternative remedies, and the nature
and significance of the state interests that would be affected by the nullification
of the English literacy requirement as applied to residents who have successfully
completed the sixth grade in a Puerto Rican school. It is not for us to review"
the congressional resolution of these factors. It Is enough that we be able to
perceive, a basis upon which the Congress might resolve the conflict as it did.
There plainly was such a basis to. support § 4 (e) in the application in question
In this case. Any contrary conclusion would require us to be blind to the
realities familiar to the legislators. 2
The result is no different if we confine our inquiry to the question whether
§ 4(e) was merely legislation aimed at the elimination of an invidious discrimination in establishing voter qualifications. We are told that New York's English
literacy requirement originated In the desire to provide an incentive for nonEnglish speaking immigrants to learn the English language and In order to assure
the Intelligent exercise of the franchise. Yet Congress might well have questioned, in light of the many exemptions provided,13 and some evidence suggesting
14
that prejudice played a prominent role in the enactment of the requirement,
cf. James Everard's Breweries v. Day, supra, which held that under the Enforcement
Clause of the Eighteenth Amendment, Congress could prohibit the prescription of iatoxieating malt liquor for medicinal purposes even though the Amendment itself only prohibited the manufacture and stile
of intoxicati.-g liquors for beverage purposes. Cf. also
the settled principle applied in the Shreveport Case (Houston, E. &fW. T. R.'(o. v. United
States, 234 U.S. 342), and expressed in United States v. Darby, 312 U.S. 100, 118, that
the power of Congress to regulate interstate commerce "extends to those activities intrastate which so affect interstate commerce or the exercise of the power of Congress over
it as to make regulation of them appropriate means to the attainment of a legitimate
end
* *."• Accord. Atlanta Motel v. United States, 379 U.S. 241, 258.
12 See, e.g., 111 Cong. Rec. 11001-11002, 11065-11066, 10240; Literacy Tests and Voter
Requirements In Federal and State Elections, Senate Hearings, n. 5, supra, 507-508.
11Tle principal exemption complained of is that for persons who had been eligible to
vote before January 1.1922. See n. 2, supra.
1a
This evidence consists in part of statements made in the Constitutional Convention
first considering the English literacy requirement, such as the following made by the sponsor of the measure: "More precious even than the forms of government are the mental
qualities of our race. While those stand unimpaired, all is safe, They are exposed to a
single danger, and that is that by constantly changing our voting citizenship through the
wholesale, but valuable and necessary infusion of Southern and Eastern European
races * * *. The danger has begun. * * * We should check it." III New York State Constitutional Convention 3012 (Rev. Record 1916).
See also id., at 3015-8017, 3021-3055. This evidence was reinforced by an understanding
of the cultural milieu at the time of proposal and enactmetit. spanning a period from
1915 to 1921-not one of the eni-ghtened eras of or history. See generally Chafee, Free
Speech in the United States 102,207, 269-282 (1954 ed.). Congress was aware of this
e'videce. See e.g., Literacy Tests and. Voter Requirements In Federal and State Elections,
Senate Hearings, n. 5, iupra, 507-513; Voting Rights, House Hearings, n. 3, supra,
508-513.
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whether these were actually the interests being served. Congress might have also
questioned whether denial of a right deemed so precious and fundamental ill our
society was a necessary or appropriate means of encouraging persons to learn
English, or of furthering the goal of an intelligent exercise of the franchise."
Finally, Congress might well have concluded that as a means of furthering the
intelligent exercise of the franchise, an ability to read or understand Spanish is
as effective as ability to read English for those to whom Spanish-language newspapers and Spanish-language radio and television programs are available to
inform them of election issues and governmental affairs.' Since Conress undertook to legislate so as to preclude the enforcement of the state law, and did so
in the context of a general appraisal of literacy requirements for voting, see
South Carolina v. Katzenbact, 8upra, to which it brought a specially informed
legislative competence,T it was Congress' prerogative to weigh these competing
considerations. Here again, it is enough that we perceive a basis upon which
Congress might predicate a judgment that the application of New York's English
literacy requirement to deny the right to vote to a person with a sixth grade
education In Puerto Rican schools in which the language of instruction was other
than English constituted an invidious discrimination in violation of the Equal
Protection Clause.
There remains the question whether the congressional remedies adopted in
§ 4(e) constitute means which are not prohibited by, but are consistent "with
the letter and spirit of the constitution."'The only respect in which appellees
contend that §4(e) fails in this regard is that the section itself works an
invidious discrimination in violation of the Fifth Amendment by prohibiting the
enforcement of the English literacy requirement only for those educated in
American-flag schools (schools located within United States jurisdiction) in
which the language of Intruction was other than English, and not for those
educated in schools beyond the territorial limits of the United States in which
the language of instruction was also other than English. This is not a complaint
that Congress, in enacting § 4(e), has unconstitutionally denied or diluted anyone's right to vote but rather that Congress violated the Constitution by not
extending the relief effeetedl in § 4(e) to those educatedl in non-American-flag
schools. We need not pause to determine whether appellees have a sufficient
.personal interest to have § 4(e) invalidated on this ground, see generally United
States v. Rainos, 362 U.S. 17, since. the argument, in our view, falls on the merits.
Section 4(e) does not restrict or deny the franchise but in effect extends the
franchise to persons who otherwise would he denied it by state law. Thus we

Is Other States have found ways of assuring an intelligent exercise of the franchise
short of total disenfranchisement of persons not literate in Inglish. For example, in
Hawaii, where literacy in either English or Hawaiian suffices, candidates' names may he
printed in both languages. Hawaii Rev. Laws § 11-38 (1963 Supp.) ; New York itself
already provides assistance for those exempt from the literacy requirement and are literat lit no language,, N. 1. Election Law f 101): and. of course, the problem of assuring
the Intelligent exercise of the franchise has been nit by those States, more titan 30 lit
number, that have no literacy requirement at all, see e.g., Fla. Stat. Ann. §19 7.061, 101.061
(1100). (form of personal assistance); New Mexico Stat. Ann. §1 3-2-11. .3-3-18 (ler
sonal assistance for those literate in no language), 9§ 3-3-7, 3-3-12, 3-2-41 (1953)
(ballots and instructions authorized to be printed in English or Spanish), Section
4(e) does not preclude resort to these alternative methods of assuring the intelligent exercise of the franchise. True, the statute precludes, for a certain class, dlbenfranchisement
anti thus limits the States' choice of means of satisfying a purported state interest. But"
our cases have held that the States can be required to tailor carefully the means of
satisfying a legitimate state interest when fundamental liberties and rights are threatened.
see e. g., Oa rlgton v. Rash, 380 U. S. 89. 96; Harper v. Virginia Blk.rdl of Electfopm, -:0
IT. S. 603, 670: *homas v. Collitts, 323 U. S. 516, 529-530: Thorn ill v. Alabama, 310
U. S. 88, 95-96, Utnted states v. Carotene Prodtct, Go., 304 U. S. 144, 152-153, it. 4;
Ateyer v. Nebraska, 262 U. 14.390: and Congress Is free to apply the same principle in the
exercise of its powers.
Is See, e.g., 111 Cong. Roe. 11060-11061, 15600, 16235. The record in this case includes
affidavits describing the nature of New-York's two major Spanish-language newspapers, one
daily and one weekly, and its three full.time Spanish-language radio stations and affidavits
from those who have campaigned In Spanish-speaking areas.
1?See, e.g., 111 Cone. Ree. 11061 (Senator Long of Louisiana and Snator Young), 11004
(Senator Holland), drawing on their experience with voters literate In a language other
than English. See also an affidavit from Representative Willis of Louisiana expressing the
view that on the basis of his thirt.v years' personal exnprlence in politics lie has "formed a
definite opinion that French-speaking voters who are illiterate in English generally have as
clear a rasp of the Issues and an understanding of the candidates, as do people who read
and write the English language." i
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not decide whether a state literacy law conditioning the right to vote on
achieving a certain level of education in an American-flag school (regardless of
the language of instructioif) discriminates invidiously against those educated in
non-American-flag schools. We need only decide whether the challenged linitation on the relief effected in § 4(e) was permissible. In deciding that question,
the principle that calls for the closest scrutiny of distinctions in laws dening
fundamental rights, see n. 15, 8ipra, Is Inapplicable; for the distinction challenged by appellees is presented only as a limitation on a reform measure aimed
at eliminating an existing barrier to the exercise of the franchise. Rather, in
deciding the constitutional propriety of the limitations in such a reform measure
we are guided by the familiar principles that a "statute is not invalid under the
Constitution because it might have gone farther than it did." Rosohen v. Ward,
:279 U.S. 337, 339, that a legislature need not "strike at all evils at the same
time," Senlcr v. Deital Examincrs, 294 U.S. 608, 610, and that "reform may take
one step at a time. addressing Itself to the phase of the problem which seems
most acute to the legislative mind," 1Vill8amso v.Lee Optical Co., 348 U.S. 483,
489:
Guided by these principles, we are satisfied that appellees' challenge to this
limitation in § 4(e) Is without merit. In the context of the case before us, the
congressional choice to limit the relief effected in § 4 (e) may, for example, reflect
Congress' greater familiarity with the quality of instruction in American-flag
schools," a recognition of the unique historic relationship between the Congress
Itiid the Coin ionwealth of Puerto Rico," all awareness of the Federal Government's acceptance of the desirability of the use use of Spanish as the language
of instruction in Commonwealth schools. ' and the fact that Congress has fostered
policies encouraging migration from the Commonwealth to the States.2' We have
110 occasion to determine in this case whether such factors would justify a
similar distintion embodied Ini a voting-qualiflcation law that denied the franchise to persons educated in non-American-flag schools. We hold only that the
limitation on relief effected in § 4(e) does not constitute a forbidden discrimination since these factors might well have been the basis for the decision of Congre'ss to go "no farther than it (lid."
We therefore conclude that § 4(e), In the application challenged In this case,
is appropriate legislation to enforce the Equal Protection Clause and that the
judgment of the District Court must be and hereby is Reversed.
MR. JUSTICEp, DOUGLAS joins the Court's opinion except for the discussion, at pp.
656-658, of the question whether the congressional remedies adopted in § 4(e)
constitute means which are not prohibited by, but are consistent with "the letter
and spirit of the constitution." On that question, he reserves Judgment until such
time as it is presented by a member of the class against which that particular
discrimination is directed.
Dited

HARLAN,
AR. JUSTICE' HARLAN, whom

J., DSSENTING,

%r. JUSTICE STEWART joins,

dissenting.*

Worthy as its purposes may be thought by many, I do not see how § 4(e) of
tile Voting Rights Act of 1965, 79 Stat. 439, 42 U.S.C. § 1973b(e) (1064 ed. Supp.
I), can be sustained except at the sacrifice of fundamentals in the American constitutional system-the separation between the legislative and Judicial function
and the boundaries between federal and state political authority. By the same
token I think that the validity of New York's literacy test, a question which the
Court considers only in the context of the federal statute, must be upheld. It will
conduce to analytical clarity if I discuss the second issue first.
I. The Cardona Oase (No. 673)
This case presents a straightforward Equal Protection problem. Appellant, a
resident and citizen of New York, sought to register to vote but was refused registration because she failed to meet the New York English literacy qualification
IsSee, e.g., 111 Cong. Ree. 11060-11061.
10See MAngruder, The Commonwealth Sttms of Puerto Rico. 15 M. Pitt. L.*Rev. .1 (1963).,
'0See, eii., Il1 Cong. flec. 11000-11061, 1100, 11073, 10235. See Osuna, A History of,
Efimeation In Puerto R co (1049).
01 See, e.g., 111 Cong. Rec. 16235: Voting Rights. House Hearings, n. '3,
ativra, 862. See
also Jones Act of 1917, 89 Stat. 953, conferring United States citizenship on all citizens of
e.Pn
[is
Rico.
*[This opinion apples also .to Cardonai v. Poicer, poet, P; 072.1.
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respecting eligibility for the franchise. She maintained that although she could
been
born and educated in Puerto Rico and
she
had
not read or write English,
was literate in Spanish. She alleges that New York's statute requiring satisfaction of an English literacy test is an arbitrary and irrational classification that
violates the Equal Protection Clause at least as applied to someone who, like
herself, is literate In Spanish.
Any analysis of this problem must begin with the established rule of law that
thWe franchise Is essentially a matter of state concern, Minor v. Happersett, 21
Wall. 162; Lassitcr v. Northampton Elcetion L d., 360 U.S. 45, subject only to the
overriding requirements of various federal constitutional provisions dealing with
the franchise, e.g., the Fifteenth, Seventeenth, Nineteenth, and Twenty-fourth
Amendments,' and, as more recently decided, to the general principles of the
Fourteenth Amendment, Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533; Carrington v. Rash,
380 U.S. 89.
The Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, which alone concerns us here, forbids a State from arbitrarily discriminating among different
classes of persons. Of course it has always been recognized that nearly all legislation involves some sort of classification, and the equal protection test applied by
this Court is a narrow one: a state enactment or practice may be struck down
under the clause only if it cannot be justified as founded upon a rational and
permissible state policy. See, e.g., Powell v. Pennsylvania,127 U.S. 678: Lindsley
v. Natural Carbonic Gas Co., 220 U.S. 61; Walters v. City of St. Louis, 347
U.S. 231.
It is suggested that a different and broader equal protection standard applies
in cases where "fundamental liberties and rights are threatened," see ante, p. 655,
note 15; dissenting opinion of DOUGLAS, ., in Cardona, post, pp. 676-677, which
would require a State to show a need greater than mere rational policy to justify
classifications in this area. No such dual-level test has ever been articulated by
this Court, and I do not believe that any such approach is consistent with the purposes of the Equal Protection Clause, with the overwhelming weight of authority,
or with well-established principles of federalism which underlie the Equal Protection Clause.
Thus for me, applying the basic equal protection standard, the issue in this
case is whether New York has shown that its English-language literacy test is
reasonably designed to serve a legitimate state interest. I think that it has.
In 1959, in Lassiter v. Northanmptott Electio Bd., supra, this Court dealt with
substantially the same question and resolved it unanimously in favor of the legitimacy of a state literacy qualification. There a North Carolina English literacy
test was challenged. We held that there was "wide scope" for State qualifications
of this sort. 360 U. S., at 51. Dealing with literacy tests generally, the Court there
held:
"The ability to read and write*** has some relation to standards designed to
promote intelligent use of the ballot. *** Literacy and intelligence are obviously
not synonymous. Illiterate people may be intelligent voters. Yet in our society
where newspapers, periodicals, books, and other printed matter canvass and
debate campaign issues, a State might conclude that only those who are literate
should exercise the franchise. * * * It was said last century in Massachusetts
that a literacy test was designed to insure an 'independent and intelligent'
exercise of the right of suffrage. Stone v. Smith, 159 Mass. 413-414, 34 N. H. 521.
North Carolina agrees. We do not sit in judgment on the wisdom of that policy.
We cannot say, however, that it is not an allowable one measured by constitutional standards." 360 U.S., at 51-53.
I believe the same interests recounted in Lassiter indubitably point toward
upholding the rationality of the New York voting test. It is true that the issue
here is not so simply drawn between literacy pet- 8e and illiteracy. Appellant
alleges that she is literate in Spanish, and that she studied American history and
government in United States Spanish-speaking schools in Puerto Rico. She alleges further that she is "a regular reader of the New York City Spanish-language daily newspapers and other periodicals, which * * * provide proportionately
more coverage of government and politics than do most English-language news-

tThe pertinent portions of the New York Constitution, Art. I. §1,and statutory provisions are reproduced In the Court's opinion, ante, pp. L44-645, n. 2.
2The Fifteonth Amendment forbids denial or a bridatment of the franchise "on account
of race, color, or previous condition of servitude"; the Seventeenth deals with popular
election of members of the Senate; the Nineteenth provides for equal suffrage for women :
the Twenty-fourth outlaws the poll tax as a qualification for participation 1i.federal
elections.
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papers," and that she listens to Spanish-language radio broadcasts in New York
which provide full treatment of governmental and political news. It is thus
maintained that whatever may be the validity of literacy tests per se as a condition of voting, application of such a test to one literate in Spanish, in the context
of the large and politically significant Spanish-speaking community in New
York, serves no legitimate state interest, and Is thus an arbitrary classification
that violates the Equal Protection Clause.
Although to be sure there is a difference between a totally illiterate person and
one who is literate in a foreign tongue, I do not believe that this added factor
vitiates the constitutionality of the New York statute. Accepting a)pellant's
allegations as true, it is nevertheless also true that the range of material available
to a resident of New York literate only in Spanish is much more limited than
what is available to an U nglish-speaking resident, that the business of national,
state, and local government is conducted in English, and that propositions,
amendments, and offices for which candidates are running listed on the ballot are
likewise In English. It is also true that most candidates, certainly those campaigning on a national or statewide level, make their speeches in English. New
York may justifiably want its voters to be able to understand candidates directly,
rather than through possibly Imprecise translations or summaries reported In a
limited number of Spanish news media. It is noteworthy that the Federal Government requires literacy in English as a prerequisite to naturalization, 66 Stat.
239, 8 U.S.C. § 1423 (1964 ed.), attesting to the national view of its importance as
a prerequisite to full integration into the American political community. Relevant
too is the fact that the New York English test is not complex, 3 that It is fairly
administered,' and that New York maintains free adult education classes which
appellant and members of her class are encouraged to attend. Given the State's
legitimate concern with promoting and safeguarding the Intelligent use of the
ballot, and given also New York's long experience with the process of integrating
non-English-speaking residents Into the mainstream of American life, I do not
a The test is described in McGovney, The American Suffrage Medley 03 (1949) as follows: 'The examination is based upon prose compositions of about ten lines each, prepared
by the personnel of the State Department of Education, designed to be of the level of
reading in the sixth grade * * *. These are uniform for any single examination throughout the state. The examination is given by school authorities and graded by school superIntendebts or teachers under careful instructions from the central authority, to secure
uniformity of grading as nearly as is possible." The 1943 test, submitted by the Attorney
General of New York as representative, is reproduced below:
Nnw YORK STATS REOENTS LITERACY TEST

(To be filled in by the candidate in ink)
Write your name here .....................
First name
Middle initial
Last name
W rite your address here ..................
Write the date here
Month
Day
Year
Read this and then write the answers to the questions
Read it as many times as you need to
The legislative branch of the National Government is called the Congress of the United
States. Congress makes the laws of the Nation. Congress is composed of two houses. The
upper house is called the Senate and its members are called Senators. There are 96 Senators in the upper house, two from each State. Each United States Senator is elected for
a term of six years. The lower house of Congress is known as the House of Representatives.
The number of Representatives from each state is determined by the population of that
state. At present there are 435 members of the House of Representatives. Each Represntative Is elected for a term of two years. Congress meets in the Capitol at Washington.
The answers to the following questions are to b% taken from the above paragraph:
1 How manv houses are there in Congress?
2 What does Congress do?
3 What is the lower house of Congress called?
.4 How many members are there in the lower house?
--5 How long Is the term of office of t United States Senator?
..
6 How niny Senators'are there from each state? .........
..
7 For how long a period are members of the House of Representatives elected?
8 In.what city does Congress meet? .................
4 There is mvoallegation of discriminatory enforcement and the method of examination,
see n. 3, supra, makes unequal application virtually Impossible. McGovney has noted,
op. cit. supra, at 62, that "Now York is the only state i the Union that both has a
reason 0le reading requirement and administers it In a manner that secures uniformity
of application throughout the state and precludes discrimination, so far as is humanly
possible"' See Cimqchto v. Rogers, 19 F. Supp, 155. 159-160.
; See McKinney's Cons0ld ted Laws of New York Ann., Education Law 1 4605. See
generally Handbook of Adult Education in the UPited States 455-465 (Knowles ed. 1960).
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see how it can be said that this qualification for suffrage Is unconstitutional.
I would uphold the validity of the New York statute, unless the federal statute
prevents that result, the question to which I now turn.
II. The Morgan Ca8e8 (Nos. 847 and 877)
These cases involve the same New York suffrage restriction discussed above,
but the challenge here comes not in the form of a suit to enjoin enforcement of
the state statute, but in a test of the constitutionality of a federal enactment
which declares that "to secure the rights under the fourteenth amendment of persons educated in American-flag schools in which the predominant classroom
language was other than English, it Is necessary to prohibit the States from conditioning the right to vote of such persons on ability to read, write, understand,
or interpret any matter in the English language." Section 4(e) of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965. Section 4 (e) declares that anyone who has successfully completed six grades and schooling in an "American-flag" school, in which the primary language is not English, shall not be denied the right to vote because
of an inability to satisfy an English literacy test." Although the statute is
framed in general terms, so far as has been shown it applies in actual effect only
to citizens of Puerto Rican background, and the Court so treats it.
The pivotal question In this instance is what effect the added factor of a congressional enactment has on the straight equal protection argument dealt with
above. The Court declares that since § 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment 7 gives
to the Congress power to "enforce" the prohibitions of the Amendment by
"appropriate" legislation, the test for judicial review of any congressional determination in this area is simply one of rationality; that is, in effect, was Congress acting rationally in declaring that the New York statute is Irrational?
Although § 5 most certainly does give to the Congress wide powers in the field
of devising remedial legislation to effectuate the Amendment's prohibition on
arbitrary state action, Ex partc Virginia, 100 U.S. 339, I believe the Court has
confused the issue of how much enforcement power Congre.ss lOsesses uWller § 5
with the distinct issue of what questions are appropriate for congressional
determination and what questions are essentially Judicial in nature.
When recognized state violations of federal constitutional standards have
occurred, Congress is of course empowered by § 5 to take appropriate remedial
measures to redress and prevent the wrongs. See Strauder v. We8t Virginia, 100
U.S. 303, 310. But it is a judicial question whether the condition with which Congress has thus sought to deal is in truth an infringement of the Constitution,
something that Is the necessary prerequisite to bringing the § 5 power into play
at all. Thus, in 1x.part Virginia, supra, involving a federal statute making it
a federal crime to disqualify anyone from Jury service because of race, the Court
first held as a matter of constitutional law that "the Fourteenth Amendment
secures, among other civil rights, to colored men, when charged with criminal
offenses against a State, an impartial jury trial, by Jurors indifferently selected
or chosen without discrimination against such jurors because of their color." 100
U. S., at 315. Only then did the Court hold that to enforce this prohibition upon
stote discrimination. Congress could enact a criminal statute of the type under
eo-sidration. .9ee also Cljatt v. United States, 197 U.S. 297, sustaining the
constitutionality of the anti-peonage laws, 14 Stat. 546. now 42 U. S. C. § 1994
(1964 ed.). under the Enforcement Clause of the Thirteenth Amendment.
A more recent Fitfteenth Amendment case also serves to illustrate this distinction. In South Carolina v. Katzcnbah, 383 U. S. 301, decided earlier this
Term, wo held certain remedial sections of this Voting Rights Act of 1965 constitutional under the Fifteenth Amendment. which is directed against deprivations
of the right to vote on account of race. In enacting those sections of the Voting
Rights Act the Congress made a detailed investigation of various state practices that had been used to deprive Negroes of the franchise. See 383,U. S., at
309,315. In passing upon the remedial provisions, we reviewed first the "volumninous legislative history" as well as judicial precedents supporting the basic
6 The statute makes an exception to its sixth-grade rule so that where state law "'nrovides that a different level of education is presumptive of literacy." the anplicant must show

tlnt he

has completed "an equivalent level of educitlon" in the foreign-language United

Stateq
school.
I Section
5 of the Fourteenth Amendment states that "The Congress shall have power to

enforce, by appropriate legislation, the provisions of this article."
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congressional finding that the clear commands of the Fifteenth Amendment had
been infringed by various state subterfuges. See 383 U. S., at 309, 329-330, 333334. Given the existence of the evil, we held the remedial steps taken by the legislature under the Enforcement Clause of the Fifteenth Amendment to be a
justifiable exercise of congressional Initiative.
Section 4(e), however, presents a significantly different type of congressional
enactment. The question. here is not whether the statute is appropriate reimedial
legislation to cure all established violation of a constitutional command, but
whether there has in fact been an Infringement of that constitutional command,
that is, whether a particular state practice or, as here, a statute is so arbitrary
or irrational as to offend the command of the Equal Protection Clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment. That question Is one for the judicial )ranch ultimately
to determine. Were the rule otherwise, Congress would be able to qualify .this
Court's coti tutional decisions under the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments,
let alone those under other provisions of the Constitution, by resorting to congressional power under tile Necessary and Proper Clause. In view of this Court's
holding in Lasiter, supra, that an English literacy test is a permissible exercise
of state supervision over its franchise, I do not think it is open to Congress to
limit the effect of that decision as it has undertaken to do by § 4(e). In effect the
Court reads § 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment as giving Congress the power to
define the substantitve scope of the Amendment. If that indeed be the true reach
of § 5, then I do not see why Congress should not be able as well to exercise its
§ 5 "discretion" by enacting statutes so as in effect to dilute equal protection and
due process decisions of this Court. In all such cases there is room for reasonable
inen to differ as to whether or not a denial of equal protection or due process
has occurred, and the final decision is one of judgment. Until today this judgment has always been one for the judiciary to resolve.
I do not mean to suggest in what has been said that a legislative judgment of
the type incorporated in § 4(e) Is without any force whatsoever. Decisions o
questions of equal protection and due process are based not on abstract logic,
but on empirical foundations. To the extent "legislative facts" are relevant to a
judicial determination, Congress Is well equipped to investigate them, and such
determinations are of course entitled to due respect.8 In Houth Carolinav. Katzenbach, 8upra, such legislative findings were made to show that racial discrimination in voting was actually occurring. Similarly, in Heart of Atlanta Motel, Inc.
v. Unite, StateR, 379 U.S. 241, and Katzenbach v. Molung, 379 U.S. 294, this
Court upheld Title II of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 under tile Commerce
Clause. There again the congressional determination that racial discrimination
in a clearly defined group of public accommodations did effectively impede interstate commerce was based on "voluminous testimony," 379 U.S., at 253, which
had been put before the Congress and in the context of which it passed remedial
legislation.
But no such factual data provide a legislative record supporting § 4(e) 9 by
way of showing that Spanish-speaking citizens are fully as capable of making
informed decisions in a New York election as are English-speaking citizens. Nor
was there any showing whatever to support the Court's alternative argument
that § 4 (e) should be viewed as but a remedial measure designed to cure or assure
against unconstitutional discrimination of other varieties. e.g.. in "public schools,
public housing and law enforcement," ante, p. 652, to which Puerto Rican minorities might be subject in such communities as New York. There Is simply no
legislative record supporting such hypothesized discrimination of the sort we
have hitherto Ilnsisted upon when congressional power is brought to, bear oil constitutionally reserved state concerns. See Heart of Atlanta Motel, 8upra; So0tlh
Carolinav. Kateznbaelh. supra.
Thus, we have here not a matter of giving deference to a congressional estimate,
based on Its determination of legislative facts, bearing upon the validity vel nol
of a statute, but rather what can at most be called a legislative announcement
that Congress believes a state law to entail an unconstitutional deprivation of
equal protection. Although this kind of declaration Is of course entitled to the
most respectful consideration, coming as It does from a concurrent branch and
8 See

generally Karst, Legislative Facts in Constitutional Litigation, 1960 The Rupreme

Court Review 75i (Kurland ed.) : Alfange, The Relevance of Legislative Facts in Constitutionni Law, 114 U. Pa. L. Rev. 637 (1966).
9 There were no committee hearings or reports referring to this section, which was introduced from the floor during debate on the full Voting Rights Act. Se. 111 Cong. Rec.
11027, 15666, 16234.
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one that Is knowledgeable in matters of popular political participation. I do not
believe it lessens our responsibility to decide the fundamental Issue of whether
in fact the state enactment violates federal constitutional rights.
In assessing the deference we should give to this kind of congressional expression of policy, it is relevant that the judiciary has always given to congressional enactments a presumption of validity. The Propeller Genesee Chief v.
Jitzhugh, 12 H1ow. 443, 457-458. However, it is also a canon of judicial review
that state statutes are given a similar )resumption, Blutlcr v. Coniimontrealth,
10 Ilow. 402, 41.5. Whichever way this case is decide(], one statute will be rendered
inoperative in whole or in pari., and although it has been suggested that this Court
.shouhl give somewhat more deference to Congress than to a state legislature,1"
such a simple weighing of presumptions is hardly a satisfying way of resolving
a matter that touches the distribution of state and federal power in an area so
sensitive as that of the regulation of the franchise. Rather it should be recognized
that while the Fourteenth Amendment is a "brooding omnipresence" over all state
legislation, the substantive matters which it touches are all within the primary
legislative competence of the States. Federal authority, legislative no less than
judicial, does not intrude unless there has been a denial by state action of Fourteenth Amendment limitations, in this Instance a denial of equal protection. At
least in the area of primary state concern a state statute that passes constitutional
muster under the judicial standardard of rationality should not be premitted to be
set naught by a mere contrary congressional pronouncement unsupported by a
legislative record justifying that conclusion.
To deny the effectiveness of this congressional enactment is not of course to
disparage Congress' exertion of authority in the field of civil rights; it is simply
to recognize that the Legislative Branch like the other branches of federal authority is subject to the governmental boundaries set by the Constitution. To hold,
on this record, that § 4 (e) overrides the New York literacy requirement seems to
me tantamnoumit to allowing the Fourteenth Amendment to swallow the States's
constitutionally ordained primary authority in this field. For If Congress by
what, as here, amounts to mere ipse dixit can set that otherwise permissible re(luirement )artially at naught I see no reason why it could not also substitute Its
judgment for that of the States in other fields of their exclusive primary competenee as well.
I would affirm the judgments In each of these cases.'

Senator ERvIN. Do you still decline to answer questions about
Mira'nda?
Judge MARSHALL. I would respectfully request that I not be required to answer questions involving Miranda in the areas that will
come before the Supreme Court in the immediate future.
Senator ERVIN. I have asked you questions about Miranda which
you said you preferred not to answer because you thought the were
not proper. I will make a statement what I -think about Miran a.
The Mirandadecision is based upon these words of the fifth amendment: no person shall be compelled in any criminal case to be a witness
against himself. Those words became effective as part of the Constitution of the United States on the 15th day of June 1790. They were
uniformly interpreted by the Supreme Court itself from the 15th day
of June 1790 until 13th day of June 1966 to have no possible application to voluntary confessions. The decisions held that this was true
because the words clearly apply to compelled testimony only which
a person testifying as a witness against himself gives in a judicial
tribunal in a criminal case or a case of the nature of a criminal case.
1oSee Thayer, The Origin and Scope of the American Doctrine of Constitutional Law,
7 H1arv. L. Rev. 129, 154-155 (1893).
u A number of other arguments have been suggested to sustain the constitutionality of
I 4(e). These are referred to in the Court's opinion, ante, pp. 046-47, n. 5. Since all of
such arguments are rendered superfluous by the Oourt's decision and none of them is
considered by the majority, I deem it unnecessary to deal with them save to say that in my
opinion none of those contentions provides an adequate constitutional basis for sustaining
the statute.
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On the 13th day of June 1966, the Supreme Court, by a 5-4 decision,
undertook to change the meaning of those words and to practical intents and purposes, for the ti.ne being at least, did change their meaning, by holding that a, confession made by a suspect to a law enforcement
officer having him in custody, no matter how voluntary the confession
may be and no matter how intelligent or learned in the law the suspect may be, cannot be received in evidence unless these,certain requirements are met; namely: The suspect in custody must be, warned prior
to any question that lie has the right to remain silent, that anything
lie says can be used against him in a court of law, that he has the right
to the presence of an attorney, and that if he cannot afford an attorney,
one will be provided for him prior to any questioning if he so desires.
Moreover, the majority -of the Court declares that an opportunity to
exercise these rights must be afforded the suspect throughout the
interrogation.
The majority opinion provides, moreover, that even if the specified
warnings are given, no subsequent voluntary confession of the suspect
can be received in evidence in any court unless his attorney is present
when it is made or unless he waives the rights enumerated in the warning, and that the suspect can waive such rights only expressly by saying, in substance, that lie "is willing to make a statement and does not
want an attorney." The, majority holds that even in that event, a voluntary confession is inadniissible unless it "closely" follows the express waiver.
I say that on that day, the Supreme Court attempted to add to the
self-incrimination clause of the fifth amendment something which is
not in the fifth amendment or any other provision of the Constitution.
I further assert without fear of successful contradiction by anybody
that the holding of the majority of the Supreme Court in that case
is absolutely inconsistent with the very words of the Constitution it
was professing to interpret.
I further assert for whatever it is worth that the judges who joined
in the majority opinion made a voluntary confession in the opinion
that they were adding to the Constitution requirements which were
not there, when they called these requirements "the principles announced today" and "the systems or warnings we delineate today."
I construe that to be a voluntary confession on the Part of the majority of the Court that it was creating new requirements which were
not a part of the Constitution prior to the 13th day of June 1966, notwithstanding that the constitutional provision involved had been in
the Constitution since June 15, 1790.
If you care to make any observations on my coimnents, I will be
pleased to have you do so.
Judge MARSHALL. I respectfully would rather not, Senator.
Senator ERVIN. I did not quite understand you.
Judge MARSHALL. I say respectfully that I would rather not give my
opinion on your statement.
Senator ERVIN. I will not insist,.then.
Judge MARSHALL. Thank you, sir.
Senator ErvIN. I will a21d, however, that wtut I have said is in
accord with the dissenting opinions of Justices Harlan, Stewart, Clark,
and White.
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Justice Hiarlan says this in his dissenting opinion, and it is as strong
an indictment as anything I said:
The decision of the Court represents poor constitutional law and entails harxiful consequences for the country at large.

I would add that from the testimony given before the Judiciary
Committee, Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and Procedures by Federal and State judges, by prosecuting attorneys, and by law enforcement officers and from what appears in the press frequently, this statement of Justice Harlan that this decision entails harmful consequences
for the country at large is certainly true. This is so because throughout
the length and breadth of this country Federal and State courts, are
compelled to free self-confessed murders, rapists, robbers, burglars,
and other felons simply because the law enforcement officer having
them in custody at the time they made their voluntary confessions did
not repeat these warnings to them-warnings about things virtually
all of them already know.
I would like to ask you this question, Judge: As a result of your experience in practicing law, what percentage of persons who commit
murders, rapes, robberies, burglaries, and other serious offenses do not
already know that they have a right to remain silent and do not already
know that whatever the say derogatory to themselves will be used
against them in court anddo not already know that they have the right
of counsel at the time they are interrogated?
Judge MARSHALL. I would say, Senator, that the percentage would
give me great difficulty, but that the violent crimes, for the most part,
are spur-of-the-moment crimes and the person perpetrating the crime
does not consider Mirandaor anybody else. That runs from that scope
to the calculating, so-called white-collar crimes. They are not worried
about liranda,because they have a lawyer. So I say the figures would
get me in great difficulty.
I would also say that following the Miranvda case was the Johnson
case of Now Jersey, which made certain that it was not retroactive.
Senator ERviN. That is one thing I was going to ask you about: How
a constitutional provision which has been in the Constitution since the
15th day of June 1790 applies to cases which arose after a certain date,
but does not apply to cases that arose before that date, when the ]anguage of the Constitution itself has never been changed.
Judge MARSHALL. Senator, I took that position in a case on the second circuit. But I lost.
Senator ERVIN. Yes, you did, and I thought you took a very sound
position.
Judge MARSHALL. But I lost on that.
Senator ERViN. I would like to know just between you and myself as
lawyers, how can a constitutional provision which was placed in the
Constitution on the 15th day of June 1790. the wording of which has
not been changed since that time, how can it apply to cases which occur after a, certain date in 1966, or 1965, and not apply to cases that
occurred before that date?
Judge MARSHALL. I would have to rely on the opinion of the case in
Anfela and Fahy.
Senator ERVIN. I have to say I agree with those opinions. A ruling
ought to have a retroactive application if it is really a ruling justified
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by the Constitution. The Constitution was in effect prior to the time the
case arose in which the ruling was made. But it must be conceded that
the Supreme Court has ruled to the contrary and it does move, like
the Lord, in mysterious ways its wonders to perform.
I want to call to your attention a case you wrote while a judge of the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit, U.S. v. Walte, H. Witkins, Varden of the Connecticut State Prison, which is reported at
348 Federal Reporter, Second Series, 804.
Judge MARSHALL. Senator, I would have to get the other name.
Wilkins is the warden of the prison. There are several hundreds of
those.
Senator ERVIN. The man's name was George Hetenye.
Judge MARSHALL. Hetenye, yes, sir.
Senator ERVIN. In that case, at pages 862 and 863, you had this
to say:
Thirdly, and perhaps most significantly, the authority of Brantley and the
Kring dictum, (even if the latter be read to reach the instant double jeopardy
claim) has been tarnished by the gradual but certain evolution of our constitutional understanding of Justiee and fairness. Mr. Justice Frankfurter, the
most eloquent and ardent contemporary advocate of the fundamental fairness
standard, consistently maintained that in applying this standard the courts are
permitted, nay are required, to re-evaluate prior interpretations of the due
process clause in the light of "changing concepts as to minimum standards of
fairness" and with this view there could be little dispute. What was regarded
as fair in one epoch of our history as a nation may be regarded as fundamentally
unfair in the next, even though the judgment is "not ad hoc and episodic, but
duly mindful of reconciling the need of continuity and of change In progressive

society."

Does not that statement indicate that it was your opinion at that
time, that a judge has the right to assign different meanings, or to
change the meaning of the due process of law clause to fit his own
conceptions of what is fundamental fairness?
Judge MARSHALL. Well, I am bitterly opposed to a judge at any
time using his own personal proclivities in deciding a lawsuit or
writing an opinion. In that opinion, I relied completely on Mr. Justice
Frankfurter's statement. I still think his statement is accurate.
But it is not changing the meaning of the due process clause, it is
applying the due process clause to the issue that is now before the
court.
Senator ERVIN. Well, does not that mean that the requirements of
due process change from time to time without any change being made
in the wording of the due process clause?
Judge MARSHALL. I think that the meaning of the due process
clause must change, because it is a one-sentence clause, and I imagine
there must be a thousand interpretations of it.
Senator ERvIN. Do you think that is one provision of the Constitution which does change?
Judge MARSHALL. I do not think the provision changes, it is what
is the meaning.
Senator ERVIN. The words do not change, but the meaning changes?
Judge MARSHALL. Yes, that could be true.
Senator ERVIN. And under this theory nobody has anything to do
with determining when the meaning of the words change except the
courts.
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Judge MARsITAT . It is the court's job to interpret the due process
clause as it applies to this state of facts on this date.
Senator ERVIN. The people of the United States'have nothing 'to do
with changing the meaning of the due process cause under this concept, do they?
Judge INARSlIAL. Except by amendment.
Senator ERVIN. I say when the judges change its meaning, tl,, people
do not participate in that, do they?
Judge MARS\ITLL. I do not think so.
Senator ERVIN. And have no recourse against it, do they?
Judge MAl srAL. Yes, sir, to amend the Constitution.
Senator ERviN. Do you not know that when the question of ratification of the Constitution was under consideration in this country, Elbridge Gerry of Massachusetts, a great, lawyer, and George Mason of
Virginia, another great lawyer, pointed out that there is really no
actual limitation in the Constitution upon the powers of the court, and
stated in substance that under the guise of interpreting the Constitution, the Justice of the Supreme Court would exercise the power to
change its meaning?
Judge MIARSH ALL. I think you are correct. My history is not as good
as g ours.
Senator ERVIN. Did not Gerry and Mason state at that time that
when judges did change the meaning of the Constitution while professing -to interpret it the errors they committed in so doing were without remedy for all practical intents and purposes?
Judge MARSHALL. I do not agree on that. Congress is still here.
Senator ERVIN. There is no way to change an error inconstitutional
interpretation except by a constitutional amendment, is there?
Judge MARSHALL. If it is an interpretation of an act or an article of
the Constitution, I would assume that that would be correct.
Senator ERVIN. No way.
Judge MARSHALL. But there have been cases where the Supreme

Court, and I tell you I cannot at this moment name them, interpreted
provisions and Congress changed that. There have been instances of
that.
Senator ERVIN. Yes, sometimes there is judicial repentance and
judges repair their error. But outside of that method, the only way the

people can change an erroneous constitutional ruling is by a vote of
two-thirds of both Houses of Congress and the consent of three-fourths
of the States?

Judge MARSHALL. I still say, Senator, that Congress has certain
authorities that they can change and there have been cases where the
Supreme Court has ruled and Congress in its next session has made
clear that they have moved into the field.
Senator ERVNT. But Congress cannot change a ruling when the Court
puts it on constitutional grounds, can it?
Judge MARSHALL. It is on constitutional grounds, butSenator ERVIN. Of course, I am talking about decisions in which

the Court allegedly bases its rulings on the Constitution.
Judge MARShALL. Very often, Senator, if I may-for example, in

the Mira'ndacase, the Court left open the right of what Congress could

do and what the State legislatures could do in the field of enforcement

of criminal law.
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Senator Erviw. Oh, yes; the Court said in the Mirandacase that it
gave Congress and the States permission to legislate provided -they did
not make any requirements less stringent than those which the Oourt
laid down on the 13th day of June 1966.
Judge MARSHALL. That might be true.
Senator ERVIN. I can assert that it is.
Judge MARSHALI.. That is your interpretation of it., sir.
Senator ERVIN. The due process clause not only applies to procedural matters, but also applies to substantive matters, does it not?
Judge MARSHALL. I wouldthink so.
Senator ERVIN. If the courts have the right to assign new meanings
to the due process clause from day to day, then the'courts have the
right to change the Constitution in respect to both sustantive and procedural matters; do they not?
Judge MARSHALL. Senator, my basic disagreement is I do not believe-I mean I am certain that the Supreme Court cannot change
the wording of the Constitution.
Senator ERvIN. I know that. But the Court need not change the
wording of the Constitution if it can change its meaning. In fact, the
wording does not have any meaning if the Court can change it.
Judge MARSHALL. But the Constitution gave the Supreme Court the
duty to pass on the constitutionality of any act.
Senator ERVIN. Yes. But the Court held in the Morgan.case that it
did not have the right to pass on the constitutionally of section 1 of
the 14th amendment. This was a queer holding, to me.
Mr. Justice Black takes issue with the doctrine that the Court has
the power to change the meaning of the due process clause, does he
not?
Judge MARSIIALL, I think pretty consistently.
Senator ERVIN. I would just like to read this statement from his
opinion, which is the dissenting opinion in Stovall v. Denno, a decision
handed down on June 12,1967:
The Court goes on, however, to hold that even though its new constitutional
rule about the Sixth Amendment's right to counsel cannot help this petitioner, he
is nevertheless entitled to a consideration of his claim "Independent of any right
to counsel claim" that his identification by one of the victims of the robbery was
made under circumstances so "unfair" that he was denied "due process of law"
guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment. Although the Court finds petitioner's
claim without merit, I dissent from its holding that a general claim of "unfairness" at the line-up is "open to all persons to allege and prove." The term "due
process of law" Is a direct descendant of Magna Charta's promise of a trial according to the "law of the land' as it has been established by the lawmaking
agency, constitutional or legislative. No one has ever been able to point to a
word in our constitutional history that shows the framers ever Intended that
the ]ue Process Clause of the Fifth or Fourteenth Amendment was designed to
mean any more than that defendants charged with crimes should be entitled to a
trial governed by the laws, constitutional and statutory, that are in existence at
the time of the commission of the crime and the time of the trial. The concept of
due process under which the Court purports to decide this question, however, is
that this Court looks at the "totality of circumstances" of a particular case to
determine on its own judgment whether they comport with the Court's notion
of decency, fairness, and fundamental justice, and if so, declares they comport
with the Constitution and If not, declares they are forbidden by the Constitution.
Such a constitutional formula substitutes this Court's judgment of what is
right for what the Constitution declares shall be the supreme law of the land.
This due process notion proceeds as though our written Constitution, designed
to grant limited powers to government, had neutralized Its limitations by using
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the due process clause to authorize this Court to override its written limiting
language by substituting the Court view of what powers the framers should have
granted government. Once again I dissent from any such view of the Constitution. Where accepted, its result is to make this Court not a Constitution-interpreter but a day-to-day Constitution-maker.
But even if the due process clause could possibly be construed as giving such
latitutinal powers to the Court, I would still think the Court goes too far in
holding that the courts can look at the particular circumstances of each Identification line-up to determine at large whether they are too 'suggestive and conducive to irreparable mistaken identification' to be constitutional. That result is
to freeze as constitutional or as unconstitutional the circumstances of each case,
giving the States and the Federal Government no permanent constitutional
standards. It also transfers to this Court power -to determine what the Constitution should say, instead of performance of its undoubted constitutional power to

determine what the Constitution does say.

Is not the doctrine which was espoused by Justice Frankfurter and
which you embraced and applied in what I call the Villin3 case, based
on the theory that in interpreting the due process clause judges have
the right to take into consideration their own notions of decency, fairness, and fundamental justice, and to adjudge a course of action to
conform. to the Constitution if they find it satisfies their notions in this
respect, and to declare it forbiddeen by the Constitution if they find it
inconsistent with such notions.
.Judge MARSHALL. I would say the judge is not permitted to use his
own personal views under any circumstances but if the particular decisionmaker, whether he be judge or justice or magistrate, applies the
Constitution to the facts and it comes out that way, that is inevitable.
But there is nothing personal allowed, nothing personal.
Senator ERVIN. Where do the judges obtain their standard of fairness if it is not personal?
.Judge MARSHALL. It is personal to this extent, that once he applies
the law to the facts and arrives at a conclusion, that is, you could say,
his personal conclusion. But it should not be his personal idea that this
is good or this is bad just because I think so.
Senator ERVIN. Justice Frankfurter states in substance, that the
courts are permitted, nay, are required, to reevaluate prior interpretations of the due process clause in light of changing concepts as to minimum standards of fairness. You approve this doctrine in the TWilcins
case. Where does the judge get these new or changing standards of
fairness in passing on the due process clause?
Judge MARSHALL. Senator, they are not necessarily new standards.
The case you just talked about, I have been unable to find another lineup case before this one. This was the first case I know of where the
issue of lineup was placed before any court that has a reported decision
on it. There might have been others but we could not find any.
Senator ERVIN. What I am trying to get at is this: How does the
change its meaning? How
due process clause of the 14th amendment
its meaning?
does a judge decide when it changes
Judge MARSHALL. The 14th amendment never changes its meaning,
but if the fact is never presented in courtSenator ERVIN. I believe you stated awhile ago that the words of the
due process clause never change, but the meaning of the words changes.
Judge MARSHALL. The interpretation could change.
Senator ERVIN. An interpretation does not change the meaning of
the things; it ascertains the meaning of things.
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Judge MAnHsALL. But if the point has never been before the court,
any court, th court cannot be charged with chan.igin anything, because it has never been there before and the lineup case is a brandnew case.
Senator ERVIN. Well, in this opinion which speaks of hang-ing
concepts as to the minimum stanchgrds of fai'rness,required by7the due
process clause, you said, "1What was regarded a5 faiir in -onq epoch, of
our history as a nation nmay be regrded as fundamentally .unfair iii
the next."
Now, who determines what-Judge MARSHALL. if was paraphrasing.
Senator ERVIN. Who determines that a, thing which is fair one time

under the due process clause is fundamentally unfa"r,at an0l,
Who determines that?

tim4?

Judge MARSHAAJ,. Th, judge who decides the case.
Senator ERViN. In other words, this is what it comes down to: Under

the due process clause, the Constitution automatically changes its
meaning .from time to time, and any five i-mibers of the'Spreme
Court are the sole judges of when the Constitutioin changes its meaning or how it changes its meaning. That powpr is vested in the majority
of the Supreme Court of the United States'? Ua that not true I
Judge fARSHALL. It is vested in the majority of the Supreme Court,
It is also understood that they shall not use, their personal views, and
indeed, they take an oath not to.

......

Senator ERVIN. We discussed something about the 4ottrin ' ores
judicata. I will ask you if the majority of the Supreme Court as now
constituted has not largely forsaken the doctrine of stare decisis.
JudgeMARSHALL. I do not thinI

so.

you recall the statement of Justice Roberts to
the effect that a deci ip of the U.S. Supreme Co4urt has become like
a one-way railway t ckqtj good foi' this day and trip only ?
Judge MARSTIALL. I know of one case in, particular where he spelled
out in great detail the number of times the Supreme Court had reversed itself, and that was in a decision on April 15, 1944. But it was
a dissenting opinion.,
Senator ERvN. It was in a dissTting opinion, bit lie stated that in
case
where the Supreme Cou# 9''er'u
a :eCisiolt h d handed
down only 9 years before, did he not? 'And he stated ii his dissenting
Senator ERYWN. ,o.

opin

Judge MARSHALL. The case I Aj iiking bout is,Snit4 v. 4,right.
Senator ERVIN. Tlat is the one I had in 'mind. He said the decision
of the Court had become like a one-way, railroad ticket, good for this
trip and day only.
Do you recall the Stovafl case?
Judge MARSHALL. Yes, sir.

Senator ERVIN. I would like, to ask you if these were not the facts
in the StovaO case. I uiuertalm to state the facts myself because I
would like to finish my questions. I know my brethrp vould like to
question you. But in the Stovall case, Dr. Behrendt and his wife lived
in a house, I believe, on Long Island.
Judge

MARSHALL.

Long Island, yes.

Senator ERIN. And sometime about midnight a, person entered
their home in some fashion. When the ocipants of the house under81-914-67-7
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took to ascertain what was happening, this person, whoever he was,

stabbed Dr. Behrendt in such a way that he killed him, did he not?
Judge MARSHALL. Very viciously.
Senator ERviN. Then Mrs. Behrendt ran into the room where this
person, whoever he was, was stabbing her husband, and attempted to
come to her husband's assistance and this person, this intruder, I will
call him, knocked her down and stabbed her 11 times, did he not?
Judge MARSHALL. I do not remember the number of times.
Senator ERVIN. This is in the record.
Judge MARSHALL. But she was almost killed.
Senator ERvIN. Then Mrs. Behrendt was taken to the hospital, and

for some time there was a question whether she would live or die.
Her life hung in the balance, did it not?
Judge MARSHALL. That is correct.
Senator ERviN. Then the police arrested the accused, Stovall, and

Stovall was taken before the magistrate and the magistrate told him
he had the right to have a lawyer and offered to appoint him a lawyer,
and Stovall said be would like to have a lawyer of his own selection,
did he not?
Judge MARSHALL. I think that is correct.
Senator ERVIN. Then the case was continued for his benefit so he
could get a lawyer.
Judge MARSHALL. The arraignment was continued.
Senator ERvm. Yes, the arraignment before the magistrate. Meanwhile the grand jury indicted Stovall for murder.
Judge MARSHALL. That could be correct. I do not know.

Senator ERVIN. Then before Stovall had gotten a lawyer of his own
choice, or before one had been appointed for him, the police officers,
not knowing whether Mrs. Behrendt would live or die, took Stovall
from the jail to the nearby hospital in which she was a patient.
Judge MARsHALL. No, sir, they took him directly from the arraignment, the original arraignment, and instead of returning to the prison,
which the law of New York required, that very same day took him immediately to the hospital.
Senator ERVIN. I will accept that. Anyway, that was the day after
the crime was committee, was it not?
Judge MARSHALL. I do not remember.
Senator ERVIN. Anyway, very shortly after the crime was committed.
Judge MARsHALL. I would assume so.
Senator ERvIN. And the police officers took him to the hospital room
where Mrs. Behrendt was a patient. She identified him as having been
the man who stabbed and killed her husband and stabbed her, did
she not?
Judge MARSHALL. That is correct.

Senator ERVIN. Then later, the case came on for trial in the State
court of New York and the jury found Stovall guilty of first degree
murder, did they not?
Judge MARSHALL. That is correct.
Senator ERviN. And he was sentenced to death.
Judge MARSHALL. Correct.

Senator ERVIr. And that case was appealed by him to the highest
court in the State of New York, the Court of Appeals, was it not?
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Judge MmsiAsAIT. Correct.
Senator ERVIN. I will ask you if during the trial in the State court
Mrs. Behrendt did not testify positively that she had identified Stovall
as the person who had committed the crimes on her husband and herself, and if she did not testify positively that she based her identification of him in the courtroom solely on what she observed at the time
of the commission of the crime, rather than at the time she saw him
in the hospital room?
Judge

MARSHALL.

It was both. She testified to both, as I remember.

She testified both ways.
Senator ERVIN. This case was heard first in the State trial court, then
in the New York Court of Appeals, then in the U.S. district court,
then twice in the U.S. court of appeals for that circuit, and then by
the Supreme Court of the United States, was it not?
Judge MARSHALL. That is right..

Senator ERVIN. The opinion of Chief Judge Lumbard is set forth
in the report of the case which is entitled in the report as United States
v. Denno and which is reported in 355 Fed. Second. I ask you if Judge
Lumbard does not say this on page 741 of the report ?
Mrs. Behrendt made a positive courtroom identification of Stovall and she
indicated that this identification was the product of her recollection of the night

of the crime.
Judge MARSHALL. I have not read the record in that case since that

case came down, which was in 1965. But as I remember the record,
she was not sure, and that is why the lineup testimony was put in. I
could be wrong.
Senator ERVIN. Well, this is Judge Lumbard's statement. He was the
chief judge of the court of appeals, and this is his analysis of the record, on page 741. He says:
Mrs. Behrendt made a positive courtroom identification of Stovall and she
indicated that this identification was the product of her recollection on the night
of the crime. It seemed highly probable that the use made of the hospital room
procedure a prior did not influence this courtroom Identification. Under these
circumstances, the impact of testimony after the hospital room incident was
cumulative.

Judge

MARSHALL.

Well, Senator Ervin, that, it seems to me, makes

clear that his conclusion and my coicfusion differ, after having read
the same record.
Senator ERVIN. I was going to read further:
Nevertheless, there remains the possibility that Mrs. Behrendt's ability reliably
to identify Stovall at the trial was in fact psychologically helped by the impact
of the previous confrontation in the hospital room. This presence does not depend
upon whether there was testimony on the hospital room identification.

Judge MARsHALL. I think Judge Lumbard and I are in a Tement.

Senator ERVIN. Yes. He says she testified positively in the courtroom at the time of the trial that she identified Stovall, and he says
that it seems highly probable that the use made of the hospital room
procedure a, the trial did not influence this courtroom identification;
and he says that she indicated that this identification was the product
of her recollection on the night of the crime.
Well, anyway, she was the only person, so far as the evidence disclosed, on the face of this earth who was a living eyewitness .of that
crime; was she not?
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Judge MARSHALL. So far as the record sayp,
Senator E:yiN. She was th- only hin~n being that couldI give tgStimony to the effect that she saw t4e crime committed and he was the
w she not?
man who cipmitted it,

Judge.MARu4ALL, I think thAt is orre,

Senator Eiv ,The ony other evidenp pplisisted of a. few slight
..
circumstances, did it ot
-.
Judge MARSHALL. That was the reason they picked hi 4p.
Senator ERVIN. You joined in the opinion of Judge Frie4dly, did
you not?

Judge

MARSHALL.

That is correct. That wai the original panel,

Senator ERVIN. The original pqanpl in this eise was com powed of
Judge Friendly, Judge Mopre, and yourself ?
]1hat is right.
Judge MARSHAI.
Senator ERVIN. And Judge Friendly wrote af opinion in wbicl you
concurred. This opinion held that the provision of tle sixth amjendall criminal
the right to counsel
ment
prQvision
theprosvicfor Mrs.inBehrendt,
it unconstitutional
madea person
rejlderegiyimg
ecutions
tim of the crime and a witness of the crime, to look at Stovall while he
unless an attorney representing Stovall was p resent.
in custody
was
M fSHALL.I do not hink the opinion says that, Senator.
Judge
I think the opinion says that once the man was arraigned, the criminal process had started, and once the criminal process had started,
he was entitled to have a lawyer before anything further was done.
The man was arraigned, he was warned of his right to a lawyer, and
that arraignment was postponed or continued, wliatever the word was.
We said that at that moment, he was entitled to a lawyer, at the time
of arraignment.
Senator ERVIN. And Judge Friendly and you said that he was entitled to have the presence of a lawyer at the tire Mrs. Behrendt, a
patient in a hospital room, looked at him.
Judge MARSHALL. I thought we Said tlit we did pot have ainy idea
what the lawyer could do. We did no In'how. I thin4f tlat is w hat we
said. It is copied in the last paragraph of Judge Friendly's dissenting
opinion.
Senator ERVIN. Yes. Judge Friendly said that, assuming there was
no self-incrimination in violation of the fifth amendment, Stovall's
right to the assistance of counsel for his defense was violated by permitting Mrs. Behrendt to look at,him for the purpose of identif-ing
him. Judge Frieiqdly said there were mfpy thigp his counsel might
th0
have done. He said counsel ng14 t havo pors4e4 the prJs,04Qu~
qt
least
State's own interest, if not to forgo the hospital identification,
to assure conditions better designed to avoid-suggestion. He might have
persuaded the judge to direct that Stovallbe immediately sent to and
then kept in jail pending trial, or put before Mrs. Behrendt only under
fair conditions such as a lineup or that counsel might have questioned
her.
In other words, Judge Friendly suggested Stovall's counsel might
have cross examined her about the identification in the hospital room
while she is lying between life and de.th.
Judge MARSHALL. The point was these are sheer speculations. We
do not know what a lawyer would do in those circumstances.
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Senator ERVIN. You joined Judge Friendly in making this decision,
did you not?
Judge MARSHALL. In every word he wrote I joined it; in every word
he wrote. My question would be, How would that have injured anything if they had appointed a lawyer and took him and she identified
him? What harm could that have lone to the enforcement of criminal
process?
Senntor ERVIf. I *ill tell you one thing. She could have died without having an opportunity of identifying him. That would have prevented his being tried for her murder.
Judge MARSHALL. Well, she did not.
Senator ERVIN. No, she did hot. But they could also have kept her
from identifying him when her mind was fresh.
Judge MARSHALL. I do not agree that the lawyer could have stopped

the identification.
Senator ERVIN. No, but Judge Friendly said that he, might have
been accompanied by counsel wh6 might question her.
Judge MARSHALL. And the prosecutor could have told her, "Do not
answer."
Senator ERVIN. Yes, he could have.
But anyway, When you ome right down to it, did not Judge Friendly
hold in his opinion that permitting Mrs. Behrindt to look at Stovall in
the absence of counsel was uncohstitutional, notwithstanding-the fact
that she was a patient in the hospital?
Judge MARSHALL. Solely because the lawyer had not been appointed

at the time of arraignment.
Senator ERVIN. Yes, sir. In the ultimate analysis, the decision was

because the lawyerwas not present. Did he'not hold that that was unconstitutional for Mrs. Behrendt to look at Stovall With a view to
determining whether he was or was not the person she saw commit the
crime because he was not accompanied by counsel?
Judge MAISHALL. It was because he was taken from the arraignment officer and, instead of being taken back to jail, Was carried over
to the hospital for that purpose. ft was what they did to him, not what
she did.
1,1
Senator ERVIN. Yes, but was it not all put on the ground that Stovall
was entitled to have the assistance of counsel when the officers took
Stovall to Mrs. Behrendt's hospital room, for the purpose of permitting
her to look at him for purposes of identification?
Judge MARSHALL. That is correct, I think.
Senator ERVIN. Did not Judge Friendly rule that this evidence was
incompetent and could not be used in the trial on account of the fact
that it was taken under circumstances which you and he decided were
Constitutional?
Judge MARSHALL.I think that is correct.
Senator ERVIN. And you joined Judge Friendly's opinion, which
held that the accused must be freed unless the case was retried without the use of the testimony of the only person on earth who could
identify the man from personal observation ?
Judge MARSHALL. You mean we said she (eouldnot testify?
Senator ERVIN. Yes.
Judge MARsnALL. No, we did not say that.
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Senator ERviN. Then why did your opinion say that a writ. of
habeas corpus could issue to free tovall unless the State, within a
reasonable time, afforded him a new trial?
Judge MARSHALL. That is a normal procedure in any habeas corpus
case. We did not want to turn that man loose.
Senator ERVIN. No. He had not been turned loose, lie had been convicted. He had been convicted in part, at least, on Mrs. Behrendt's testimony that he was the man she saw commit the crime. Then Judge
Friendly and you held that. the admission of that evidence was
unconstitutional.
Judge MARSMALL. We said that the admission of the testimony concerning the hospital identification, that that could not be admissible.
That was the whole point in the case. We did not say she could not
testify. At least, I do not think we did.
Senator ERVIN. What did you order a new trial for if you felt that
she could testify? Wh did you grant a new trial?
Judge MARSHALL. We granted a new trial because a part of her
testimony was that she had identified him at the hospital room at a
time when he was entitled to have counsel and did not in fact have
counsel; that that testimony should not be used.
Senator ERVIN. Well, that is the point I am making. You said the
testimony should not be used.
Judge MARSHALL. The testimony of the hospital identification.
Senator ERVIN. Yes.
Judge MARSHALL. That should not be used. But if she could identify
him on her own, I do not see a thing wrong with it.
Senator ERVIN. That is exactly the thing Judge Lumbard said she
did, that she sat up on the witness ,iand in open court and said in
substance, under oath, "That is the man I saw commit the crime."
Judge MARSHALL.And we said that was influenced by the identification in the hospital room.
Senator ERVIN. The prosecution did not bring out a thing about the
hospital room, did it? That was brought out by the defense?
Judge MARSHALL. Because of the statement made by the prosecutor,
as I remember it.
Senator ERVIN. But the evidence 'about .the hospital visit was
brought out by the counsel for the defense, was it not?
Judge MARSHALL. That is right.
'Senator ERVIN. And the only testimony the prosecution relied on
was her positive testimony given as a witness on the stand that Stovall
was the perpetrator 'ofthe crime and she saw him?
Judge MARSHALL.That is right.
Senator ERvIN. Why in the 'world did you order a new trial?
Judge MARSHALL. Because we applied the law as we understood it
to the facts and decided fliat.
Senator ERVIN. Do you not know as a matter of fact that from
time immenmorial, the accused or suspect has 'been taken before eyewitness or eyewitnesses have been permitted to look at the accused
for the purposes of identification in the absence of counsel?
Judge MARSHALL. I think that is true.
Senator ERvIN. Was there any cas6 in any jurisdiction that you
know of that su4ained your view that this evidence was unconstitutional?
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I do not believe we found one.

Senator ERVIN. So that Judge Friendly and you, in effect, wrote into
the sixth amendment something that nobody had even suspected was
there before.
Judge MARSIALL. We did not 'write anything into the sixth amendment. lVe applied the law of the land, which was at that time that
when a man reached the stage of arraignment, he was entitled to a
lawyer. He had reached that stage, he did not have a lawyer. So any
identification question or what have you after that should be withheld until 'he gets a lawyer. That was our position, as I remember
it.
Senator ERvIN. Since the prosecution did not offer any evidence
except courtroom identification, why did Judge Friendly and you
not hold that her own attorney opened the door to this evidence which
you all decided for the first time in history, so far as I know, was
-.unconstitutional?
Judge MARSHALL. I repeat, Senator, the right of a lawer at arraignment was not established in Stovall. It was established long
'before Stovall.
Senator ERvIN. I know2 I am not talking about that. We are talking
about the question of a witness looking at an accused in custody without the accused having a lawyer. Was not this t'he first case of this
kind that you have any acquaintance with?
Judge MARSHALL. Yes, sir.
Senator ERvIN. And this provision of the 'Constitution 'has been
there-lt me see. Judge Friendly's opinion was, I believe, handed
down inJudge MARSHALL. 1965; about May, was it not?
Senator ERviN. The case was argued on January 1 1965, and this
provision had been in the Constitution since June 15, 190, had it not?
Judge MASHALL. Yes, sir.
Senator ERviN. This was the first time that any judges had ever discoverbd that under this provision of the Constitution it was unconstitutional for the victim of a crime to look at an accused in the absence
of his lawyer for the purpose of determining whether or not the accused was the perpetrator of the crime that the victim of the crime
saw committed.
Judge MARSHALL. I repeat, Senator, we did not decide that. We
decided that at arraignment, Stovall was entitled to a lawyer and he
did not have a lawyer at that time.
Senator ERviN. This was not at the arraignment. This event did not
occur at the arraignment.
Judge MARSHALL. It occurred immediately after the arraignment,
which makes it worse in my mind. If they had taken him to, if they had
taken him before the arraignment it would have been a different question. I do not knowSenator ERvIN. Do not the courts exist, for the ascertainment of
truth? Is that not what we lawyers claim it exists for?
Judge MARSHALL. I would hope so.
Senator ERviN. Here is a woman immediately after a crime is committed, in a hospital room, which is the only place she could be. She
looks at the accused and says, "He is the perpetrator of the crime I saw
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committed." Is that not about the finest evidence of truth you can
have outside of a voluntary confession?
Judge MARSHALL. In the courtroom?
Senator ERVIN. Yes.
Judge MARSHALL.
I would say it is fine. I would say there is nothing
it.

wrong with
Senator ERVIN. And is it not well for victims of crime to have an
opportunity to determine as soon as possible after a crime is committed
whether a person charged with the commission of the crriie is the person who committed it or not?
Judge MARSHALL. I would say that is true, but all arraignments,
Senator, do not fall in that category, because thereis a common discussion of arraignments where they put detectives in the lineup and they
get picked out every once in a while.
Senator ERVIN. Under your view of this case, if you had a police
lineup of 20 or more persons, who had been arrested, to have them
viewed by eyewitnesses to the crimes, it would be uncongtitutional for
the witnesses to look at them unless lawyers were present to represent
each one of the persons in the lineup, would it not?
Judge MARSHALL. No,sir, it is not true.
Senator ERVIN.Why is it not?
Judge
I haveways
no quartel
withto athe
lineup.
a properI
lineup
is MARSHALL.
one of the surest
of getting
tPuthIofthink
a situation.
did not say you need a lawyer at a lineup. BUt I 'thiik It would be helpful if a lawyer was there tor the sole purpose of being sui' what kind
of a lineup it is.
Senator ERVIN. If the Escobedo case is correct in holding that, the
right to counsel
accrues when the officer having a sspdt in custody
begins to have a. substantial suspicion that he committed the crime
would it not requirA that Avery one of the peoVple in a lineup, held
there as suspects have a lawyer present?
Judge MARSHALL. Well, one question I have, using the lineup, fhey
do not have all criminals. They bring people in off the street.
Senator ERVIN. It is possible to have all criminals, is it iit, or persons suspected of crimes?
Judge MARSTHALL. Lineups are not used in that way.
Senator ERVIN. They are held in all kinds of ways.
Judge MARSHALL. That I agree with, 'Senator But on the abstract

question of whether you need a lawyer at a lineup, I do not believe that
that has been decided by the courts, any court.
Senator ERvIN. I did not mean to belabor this thing, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to put in evidence the proceeding, the original proceedings
in the circuit court, before Judge Friendly, Judge Moore, and Judge
Marshall, beginning on page 24 and ending at page 35 of the transcript
of the record of this case in the Supreme Court of the United States.
I will furnish photostatic copies of that for the record.
Senator McC LLAN. Without objection.
Hearing none, it will be received for the record.

(The document referred to follows:)
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[fol. 33]

OPINION-March 31, 1965

FRIENDLY, Circuit Judge: Theodore Stovall, under sentence of death for the
brutal murder of Dr. Paul. Behrendt In Nassau County, N.Y., appeals from Judge
Wyatt's deal of an application in the District Court for the Southern Distrit
of New York, for a writ of habeas corpus. The judge granted a certificate of
probable case, 28, U.S.C. § 253, and leave to. appeal in forma paupcris, 98
U.S.C. § 1915(a), and reasigned the Legal Aid Society to represent Stovall on
appeal, 28 U.S.C. § 1915(d).
We wish to make clear at the outset ,that the ground which was principally
argued to us and on which we ! re constrained to reverse, although raised In
Stovall's handwritten petition Il the district court, was not argued to
and consequently was not discussed by Judge Wyatt, counsel having relied on a quite different point mentioned at tle end of this opinion. We do
not at all approve thin method of presentation. But since the case Is a capital one,
and the relevant facts are sufficiently revealed in the state court record, we
shall dispose of the. appeal on the merits--as, indeed, the Assistant District
Attorney has commendably requested.
Late 6n the night of August 23-24, 1961, Dr. Paul Behrendt was stabbed to
death in the kitchen of Uis home in Garden City, Long Island. His wife, Dr.
Frances Bebrendt, vainly, coming to his assistance, was greviously wounded.
The police, who quickly irived on the scene as the result of a telephone call
for medical aid which Mrs, Behrendt had managed to make, found many pieces
of telltale evidence. They discovered a key chain with three keys, one of which
was to Stovall's locker in a Brooklyn store where he worked. They also found
a bloody shirt with the, dentification tag of a laundry utsed by Stovall. ]Further
Investigation in the morning of August 24 led [fol. 34] the police to. a bar
which Atovall had visited the previous night. This, In turn, brought them to a
man whom Stovali had called by telephone from the bar; he supplied Stovall's
namie and tbhe address of. StoyAll's sister In Hempstead, Log IslAnd. Proceeding
to tltq, address Fr0imun4
PM., le police 1onnd Stovall agd also Dr. Bfehendt's
blood-stained coat. They arrested lim and seized te coat, a pgir o trousers
owned by Stovall which were stained with blood of Mrs. Behrendt's blood type,
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and his pork-pie hat. The shirt left in the Behrendt kitchen was similarly
stained, but a piece torn from it, found under Dr. Behrendt's armpit, was colored
with blood of the Doctor's type. At the trial Stovall's sister and a man who
was living with her testified to Stovall's appearance at her room in Hempstead
around 12:30 A.M. on the morning of August 24, without the white shirt he
had been wearing earlier that evening but with the white jacket and with
bloody pants and a smear of blood on his forehead. Mrs. Behrendt identified
Stovall at the trial.
With all this identification evidence-and there was a good deal more-it
may be wondered what justification can exist for federal interposition. The
answer lies in an episode we shall now recount.
On the evening of August 24, Stovall was questioned by the prospecutor at
police headquarters; the statement was almost wholly exculpatory. The next
morning he was arraigned, on a detective's charge of first degree murder,
before a state district court judge. The judge informed Stovall, as required by
§ 188 of the New York Code of Criminal Procedure, "You have the right to
the aid of a lawyer or counsel in every stage of the proceedings and before
any further proceedings are had"; asked, "Do you want to get a lawyer?";
and said, "If you do, I'll give you time to get one before we proceed at this
particular time." Stovall answered that he did, and on the judge's further
[fol. 35] inquiry, "you're getting your own lawyer; is that right?", responded
in the affirmative. The judge then announced that he would "put it over to
August 31st, next Thursday, for the purpose of getting an attorney," and
directed that Stovall be "remanded pending further pleading."
Section 192 of New York's Code of Criminal Procedure prescribes, so far
as here pertinent, that "If an adjournment be had for any cause, the magistrate must commit the defendant for examination." ' and § 193 adds that the
commitment shall be to the sheriff, save In New York City where it is to be
to the commissioner of correction. We were told at the argument that the
sheriff of Nassau County does not have a representative available In the arraigning courts and that responsibility for placing committed defendants in his
hands rests with the police. After the arraignment but apparently before Stovall
was handed over to the sheriff, two detectives took him, handcuffed to one of
them, to the hospital where Mrs. Behrendt had undergone extensive surgery,
and into her room. Three high police officers and two prosecutors were also
there. One of the police officers asked Mrs. Behrendt whether Stovall was "the
man"; she said he was. At some time one of the officers asked Stovall "to say
a few words for voice identification"; he did-just what does not appear.
In opening the case at trial the prosecutor said, outlining the People's evidence:
"There will be further evidence that Mrs. Behrendt observed this defendant
while she was in the hospital and the defendant was taken to her. She identified
him. I don't believe that she has ever seen him since, and whether she will be
able to identify him here In (fol. 36] court I do not know at this time. But she
will be called and, gentlemen, in short there will be other evidence that will be
produced for your consideration."
Defense counsel made no objection or request for a mistrial. When the two
detectives were called, before Mrs. Behrendt was asked to testify, defense counsel cross-examined them as to the hospital identification, ,bringing out, among
other things, that the police chiefs and the prosecutors had been with Mrs.
Behrendt before Stovall entered in handcuffs, that there was no line-up, and
that Stovall was the only Negro in the room. In the course of her testimony Mrs.
Behrendt identified Stovall in court and, without objection, stated she had also
seen hin in the hospital. N.Y. Code of Criminal Procedure § 393-b.
Stovali contends that use of the hospital Identification constituted a denial
of his right to counsel and a violation of the privilege against self-incrimination,
guaranteed respectively by the Sixth and Fifth Amendments, now held to have
been made applicable to the states by the Fourteenth, Gideon v. Wainwright,
372 U.S. 335 (193) ; Malloy v. Hogan, 378 U.S. 1 (1964), and also that the procedure employed at the hospital so prejudiced the identification that Its use
violated the due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. We need deal
only with the first contention.
Of course, this means pending examination of the charge by 04, magistrate-not examination of the defendant.
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New York does not dispute that Stovall's constitutional right to counsel had
come into being when he was brought before a judge for arraignment. Hamtilto,
v. Alabama, 368 U.S. 52 (1961); White v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 59 (1963). The
judge's belief that Stovail was obtaining counsel of his own choosing was understandable, even though, at the adjourned hearing, it turned out that Stovall was
without means and wished counsel to be assigned. But a prospect of counsel is
not the same as having one, and once the right was attached and has not [fol.
37] been waived, there are means-interrogation being the most obvious--from
which, in the absence of waiver, the state no longer can gain incriminating evidence without notice to him, whatever the situation in the "investigatorial"
stage. Consistent with this constitutional requirement, New York Code of Criminal Procedure directs that after informing the defendant of "his right to the aid
of counsel in every stage of the proceedings, and before any further proceedings
are had," § 188, the magistrate must "allow the defendant a reasonable time
to send for counsel, and adjourn the examination for that purpose," and, upon
defendant's request, must send a peace officer to take a message to counsel, § 189.
Here, without awaiting the presence of counsel, New York caused Stovall to be
brought before Mrs. Behren It for identification, and then used that testimony to
his detriment at the trial.
The State's first answer is that testimony concerning the hospital identification
was initially brought out by the defense in cross-examination, and that at no
time did it object to disclosure of the incident to the jury. Normally there could
be no valid claim of error if a defendant presented evidence which he could bar
and the State followed with a then harmless repetition. However, the prosecutor
had unequivocally announced at the start of the trial that Mrs. Behrendt would
testify to her earlier identification; in this context, defense counsel's attempt
to discredit such evidence in advance, while the detectives were available for
cross-examination, rather than having to recall them, cannot fairly be deemed
an independent attempt to introduce the identification as part of Stovall's case.
The failure to object to the State's announced intention to offer the hospital
identification is more troublesome. Although a mistrial could have been sought
when the prosecutor first mentioned this in his opening, it would be going too far
to insist on so instantaneous [fol. 38] a reaction, with the risk of dramatizing
the incident to the jury if the request were denied. But there was time for defense
counsel to seek an exclusionary ruling, outside the presence of the jury, before
the detectives took the stand. While we see no real excuse for this omission,
we doubt that the Supreme Court would permit so demanding a standard in a
(apital case.2
The State also argues that the lack of counsel worked no prejudice since the
hospital "show up" did not amount to self-incrimination and therefore counsel
could not have prevented it. Quite apart from whether the privilege against selfincrimination covers evidence obtained outside the courtroom and later sought
to be introduced, see [fol. 39] 8 Wigmore, Evidence § 2252, at 328 & n. 27 (McNaughton rev. 1961), it is usually said that the privilege does not invest a
defendant with immunity from exposing himself to identification, even if this
includes some movement, such as going from the jail to the courtroom for trial
or rising, if called upon, see People v. Gardner, 144 N.Y. 119, 127-30 (1894);
1 We have had some concern whether any New York court has ever had an opportunity to
consider the objection as to Mrs. Behrendt's identification. Point IV of Stovall's brief in
the New York Court of Appeals deals with the hospital identification ; in the course of this,
it was argued (p. 37) that "What transpired at the hospital was after the defendant had
been arraigned, while the defendant was under arrest and while the defendant was without
counsel," citing People v. Meller, 11 N.Y. 2d 162, 227, N.Y.S. 2d 427 (1962), and People v.
Rodriguez, 11 N.Y. 2d 279, 229 N.Y.S. 2d 353 (1962). The People's brief said in answer
(p. 48) only that the testimony complained of was elicited at the trial in cross-examination
of ono of the detectives. After affirming the conviction on the first degree murder count, 13
N.Y. 2d 1094, 246 N.Y.S. 2d 410 (1963), the Court of Appeals amended Its remittitur to
state that there were presented, and it had necessarily passed upon, various questions under
the Federal Constitution, including appellant's contention "that his rights under the Fifth
Amendment or the Constitution of the United States were violated in that appellant was
compelled to testify against himself after arraignment." 13 N.Y. 2d 1178, 248 N.Y.S. 21
56. 57 (1964). In tie light of Stovall's brief in the Court of A p peals and the cases there
cited, this can be charitably read as including the Sixth Amendment contention as to the
same episode. If, on the other hand, it be thought that Stovall never did raise the Sixth
Amendment claim in the New York courts, and if we should assume that he would be
required now to present this by an available state method, there appears to be no way in
which he can raise it now, see People v. Howard, 12 N.Y. 2d 65, 286 N.Y.S. 2d 89 (1962).
cert. denied, 874 U.S. 840 (1968), and Pay v. Noia, 872 U.S. 391, 484-85, 488-40 (1903),
would seem applicable.
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8 Wigniore, supra, § 2265; Maguire, Evidence of Guilt § 2.04 at 25-33 (1959):
and it may well be argued that use of the vocal chords, when these are not
employed to produce utterances of testimonial value, stands no differently than
that of the arm muscles. See Holt v. United States, 2178 U.S. 245, 252 (1910) ;
8 Wigniore, supra, § 2265 at 396 & n. 9. The bulk of decisions on this subject deal
with what testimony can be given when the defendant has taken the action
directed or what comment can be made when he has refused to take it--not with
what counsel can do to prevent the issue from arising or, if unsuccessful in that,
to see to it that the episode takes place In the most benign form. Mr. Justice
Holnes made this distinction in the Holt case, where the defendant, a soldier
under arrest, had put on a blouse on the order of officers constituting a board of
investigation, and testimony that It fitted was introduced at the trial: "Moreover, we need not consider how far a court would go in compelling a man to
exhibit himself. For when he is exhibited, whether voluntarily or b)y order, and
even If the order goes too far, the evidence, if material, is competent, Adams v.
New York, 192 U.S. 585," 218 U.S. at 253V
The question whether the lack of counsel was prejudicial to Stovall does not
turn on whether forbidden self- [fol. 40] Incrimination occurred. Assuming that
the trip involved no such violation, there were still many things that counsel
might have done. He might have persumuled the prosecutor, in the state's own
interest, if not to forgo the hospital identification, at least to assure conditions
better designed to avoid suggestion. He might have persuaded the judge to direct that Stovall be immediately sent to and then kept in jail pending trial, or
be put before Mrs. Behrendt only under fair conditions such as a line-flp, or be
accompanied by counsel who might question her. See Gontmonwealth v. Brines,
29 Pa. Dist. 1091 (C. P. 1920). Or, as a last resort, he might have advised Stovall
to refuse to go, or to remain silent if taken by force. Granting all this, it remains
true that the chance that counsel's presence would have altered events is considerably less here than in the case of voluntary confessions, where a lawyer's
advice can almost insure that none would be forthcoming. Nevertheless. Stovall's
transportation to the hospital, his modicum of cooperation in the visit and the
nature of the identification procedure. each would have offered counsel an op.portmilty to intervene; taking them all together, in the context of a capital case,
we cannot say his probability of success was so slight that the lack of counsel
was harmless.4 Even if Mrs. Behrendt's condition had been such as to make it
imperative that Stovall be taken to the hospital when and as he was, which the
record does indicate, there was no similar compulsion on the [fol. 41] prosecutor to use the evidence against Stovall, and we think the Sixth Amendment prechuded this.
Even with our Incomplete statement of the massive evidence showing Stovall
to have been the killer of Dr. liehrendt, it would be naive not to recognize that
tile episode of the hospital identification has been overblown to a significance
out of all proportion to anything it could have had at the trial. Indeed, at the
argument in this court, counsel for Stovall stated, with complete frankness, that
at a new trial the defense primarily relied on would be insanity-an issue which
was raised and necessarily found against him at time first trial and on which the
hospital identification had no bearing. A blunder by the prosecutor in offering
the evidence, which had no probable causal relation in the verdict, is thus to reRult in a new trial on the defense of insanity which Stovall has already had a
fair opportunity to establish.5 We do not find our role in bringing this about a
)artleularly congenial one. But the only principle upon which the relative tinimportance of the hospital identification could justify denial of the writ would
be the doctrine of harmless error, applied in United States v. Guorra. 334 F. 2d
138, 144-47 (2 Cir.), cert. denied, 379 U. S. 936 (1964). Here, In contrast to that
• rThe
Holt decision antedated the development. In Weeks v United States, 232 U.S. 383
(1914), of the federal law as to use of illegally obtained evidence. See the comment on
Adams v. New York in the Week8 opinion, 232 U.S. at 394-96.
4 Our Illustrations of what counsel might have done carry no implications whether denial
of any such requests would have violated Stovall's federally protected rights. PreJudcle
exists If lnck of counsel resulted In the loss of rights that the state ml",ht well have
accorded. See Tomkin8 v. Missouri, 323 U.S. 485, 489 (1945). We must await further
enlightenment whether, once the right to counsel has attached, all further Investigational
activity involving some cooperation by the defendaRnt must be with counsel's consent or at
least on notice to him.
SStovall in fact made little effort to show insanity, the pertinent evidence coming
chiefly from the State: but it remniis true that a wholly unrelated error now gives Stovall
a freish chance to present a defense otherwi.e foreclosed.
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vase, where the unlawfully obtained statement was "an abortive attempt to impeach" the defendant "on a minor issue," the statement was inculpatory on the
central question of his presence on the occasion of the crime; Indeed, Mrs.
Behrendt's was the only identification that was testimonial rather than circum[fol. 42] stantial, and the jury asked that all her testimony be reread. A claim
of harmless error as to a conviction must surmount an exceedingly high hurdle,
even on collateral attack, when the error was constitutional and the punishment
is death. See Bruno v. United States, 308 U.S. 287 (1939) ; Kotteakos v. UnliteJ
tates, 328 U. S. 750, 764-65 (1946) ; Stewart v. United States, 366 1). S. 1,t-10
(1961) ; Hamilton, v. Alabama, supra, 388 U. S. 52. The hurdle is too high for
this case.'
Iii view of this ruling, a brief word on the constitutional point argued to the
district judge will suffice. Around 3 P.M. on the afternoon of August 24 police
officer:st, without a search warrant, obtained access to Stovall's own rooms in
Janmaica, Long Island, and seized a shirt, a pillow case, and a bed sheet, which
had the same laundry marks as the shirt left in Dr. Behrendt's kitchen. Before
and during the trial, defense counsel sought a hearing whether these objects,
not offered by the People, had led to the seizure of articles of clothing attendant
[fol. 43] on Stovall's arrest. The trial judge denied such a hearing, erroneously,
see Wong Sun v. United States, 371 U. S. 471, 484-88 (1963), on the basis that
the principle of Mapp v. Ohio, 367 U. S. 643 (1961), did not extend to fruits of
an unlawful search. Judge "Wyatt nevertheless overruled the objection since, as
he found, "There was a source of information," to wit, the man to whom Stovall
had telephoned from the bar, "leading to the arrest of defendant, earlier and
entirely independent of the Jamaica search." Not challenging this finding, counsel
contends that Stovall was nevertheless prejudiced since a Now York judge
might have found differently or have been satisfied with a smaller infiltration
of poisoned sap, and also because, for reasons not apparent to counsel or to us,
Stovall's attorneys in the state trial reacted to the erroneous ruling by themselves
displaying to the jury the results of the Jamaica search. We find It unnecessary
to resolve these contentions, since we are confident that at a new trial a proper
prelilminiary hearing will he had.
The denial of habeas corpus is reversed, with instructions that the writ issue
unless, within a reasonable time, New York affords Stovall a new trial.

M[oonE, Circuit Judge (dissenting): Dr. Frances Behrendt concededly (by
the majority) greviously wounded was in a hospital where she had undergone
extensive surgery. Her husband, Dr. Paul Behrendt, had been killed. The defendant was arraigned on August 25, 1961 and, having requested an opportunity to
get his own lawyer, the court without proceeding further postponed the case
to August 31st. The only person in the world who could exonerate Stovall and
save him from possible execution was Dr. Frances Behrendt. 11er [fol. 44]
words, "Ile is not the man" could have meant life or death to Stovall. Stovall
could wait for s!x days to retain a lawyer. Whether Dr. Frances Behrendt could
wait even six hours was conjectural. No amount of subsequent skillful legal
advice could replace the need for action while she yet lived-action which
required Stovall's immediate presence in the hospital room.
Every defendant in a criminal case Is subjected to identification. Even while
he is presumed to be innocent, in the presence of the jury he is called the

0 The case vividly Illmtrates how mmuch more probative a multiple strrpd of cireumstantiml ewidene iay bo than ittestimonial ilenliffleation. Silo 1 Wlgmore, Evidence § 26
(3d ed. 1940).
" As a contitution)l ntter, there is no obvious reason why a new trial need be held on
fal i.qque "(istict and. separable" from that vitiated by Improper evidence or Instructions.
se, Ga.sollne Prods. ro. v. Chainplin Ref. Co., 283 P S. 494. 500 (191) : and if New
York law permiitted a new trial on the Iss ue of commission excluding insanity, which we
seriously doubt. cf. Code of Criminal Procedure, § 464, 544. we see no reason why that
would not meet federal requirements. Compare United States v. Sh,,twell If g. C6., 355
U. S. 233. 245-46 (1957)'; Jackson v. Denno. 371 U. S. 36. 395-fl (1964). New York
has recently mrovide(l that a conviction of first degree murder be followed by further evidnce im
md
liberation by the Jury to fix the penalty, and the Now York statute provides
that error in the latter phuise has no effect upon tho'conviction. N. Y. Penal Law § 1045-a.
California now reulres that the insanity defense be considered by the Jury in murder
cases after it Iis n turn convicted and fixed sentence, but the statite doeq not speak to
the oumestion of partial new trials 'is between commission and insanity. Cal. Penal Code
§§ 190.1, 1026.
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defeifl1Int. If the (Ii.n( wits of a violent nature, (oid or Imiore police officers
are present. Ile rises for Identification purposes or a witness places a hand on
his shoulder to indicate the person concerning whom testimony is being given.
The majority characterize the prosecutor's action as a "blunder." I wonder
what word they would have used, assuming that Dr. Behrendt had died later that
day, had the police immediately lodged Stovall in jail and failed to take him
to her room while there was still time. It is too easy after the event for appellate
courts to conjure up all the might-have-been possibilities and the hypothetical
steps and maneuvers an attorney might have taken.
I find no error in the identification procedure or th, way it was used u)on the
trial and, hence, would affirm the denial of the writ.

Senatol Er IN. After you and(,hii'eFriendly handed down this
decision in which Judge Xfoore dissented the circuit court sat en bauc
on this case and reviewed your decision, (lid it not?
Judge MI1sT,n. I was not on the court then. I was (lown here.
Senator ERvIN. You were down here?

Judge. MARSHIAL[,. Yes.
Senator ERVIN. Well, anyway, the circuit; court en bane reviewed
the decision which Jld1ge Friendly had originally rendered anl which
you concurred in ?

Judge MAursIATLT. That is correct.
Senator ERvIN. I would like to put in evidence, which I will S
y
photostatic copies of, the report of the case an1d tie opinions il.tle
case as reported in 355 Federal Court, Second Series, beginning at
page 731 and going through page 745.
Senator MCCrI,LAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.
(The document referred to follows:)
UNITED STATES EX

iEL. TIIEoDORE R. STOVALL,

HONORAim.E W!iLFRiEI) DENNO, AS NVAlIEN

APIPELLANT

OF SiNG SING PRISON,

OSSINING,

NEW YORK, APPELLEE
No. 307, Docket 29208
IUnited States Court of Appeals
Second Circuit
Submitted en blan( to this Court oin May 26, 1965
Argued Jan. 21, 1965

Decided Jan. 31, 1966

Habeas corpus. From order of the United States District Court for the Southern District of New York, lazer B. Wyatt, J., denying application, state prisoner
appealed. The Court of Appeals, Moore, Circuit Judge, held that defendant who
had just been arraigned and had advised court that lie wished to obtain his
own counsel rather than accept court-al)pointed counsel was properly taken by
police to hospital room of victim to ascertain whether or not she recognized
him as her attacker.
Affirmed.
Friendly, Waterman and J. Joseph Smith, Circuit Judges, dissented.
1. Criminal Law 0=393(1)
After accused had heen arraigned and had advised court that lie wished to
obtain his own counsel rather than accept court-appointed counsel, police in
taking him to hospital room of victim to ascertain whether she recognized him
-as her attacker did not violate constitutional right against self-incrimination.
U.S.C.A. Const. Amend. 5.

NOMINATION

OF THURGOOD MARSHALL

107

70
2. Arrest
After accused had been arraigned and court had adjourned any further proceedings for six days for purpose of permitting him to obtain his own counsel,
accused remained in lawful custody of police.
3. Criminal Law 0=393(1)
When defendant had been arraigned and court had adjourned for six days
for purpose of permitting defendant to obtain his own counsel, it was incumbent
upon police, in whose lawful custody accused was, to have victim of assault view
him to identify or disavow him as the culprit.
4. Criminal Law 3393(3), 636(1)
Law requires defendant to be present upon his trial and to exhibit his face
for identification purposes. U.S.C.A. Const. Amend. 5.
5. Criminal Law 3=741(2)
Accuracy of identification of accused as attacker of victim made by victim
while she was hospitalized was for jury. U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 5.
6. Criminal Law C339
Method oi! identification inside or outside courtroom would go to weight to
be a ttributed to identification of accused not to admissibility or constitutionality
of testimony relating thereto. U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 5.
7. Criminal Law 0=393(3)
It is legal to require accused to stand up in court for purposes of identification.
U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 5.
8. Criminal Law 3=393(1)
Interests of accused and society alike demand that opportunity for identification of accused by victim be afforded at earliest possible moment and when that
moment exists will of necessity be dependent upon facts and circumstances of
each particular case. U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 5.
9. Criminal Law 0393(1)
Arrested person may be exhibited for identification to person injured by commission of the crime. U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 5.
10. Criminal Law 0=393(1)
Prohibition of 5th amendment relating to self-incrimination is prohibition of
use of physical or moral compulsion to extort communications from accused, not
an exclusion of his body as evidence when it may be material. U.S.C.A.Const.
Amend. 5.
11. Habeas Corpus 9=45.1(1)
Federal court should be loath to interfere with state court evidentiary matters
which go primarily to weight of evidence admitted.
12. Constitutional Law 8257
State identification procedure could be so unfair as to amount to a violation of
14th Amendment's due process guarantee. U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 14.
13. Constitutional Law 0=3266
Where victim was confined to hospital, her attacker had remained in her full
view in brightly lighted kitchen for considerable period after stabbing her and
there was no limitatio:i to cross-examination directed toward weight of her hospital identification testimony, accused was not denied due process on his trial or
deprived of Fourteenth Amendment rights by admission of evidence that victim
had identified defendant in hospital as her attacker. U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 14.
14. Criminal Law t0=641 (1)
Where defendant was advised of right to counsel when brought before magistrate, upon stating that le desired to secure his own counsel he was given an
opportunity by adjournment of proceedings for six days and on sixth day he
informed magistrate that le had not communicated with any relatives to see if
they would get a lawyer for him but lie had been told in jail that one would be
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assigned and magistrate assigned well-known criminal defense lawyer, defendant
was not denied his constitutional rights to counsel. U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 0, Code
Or.Proc. N.Y. § 188
15. Criminal Law 0=641(l)
Defendant was not deprived of right to counsel on basis that after expressing
his desire to obtain his own counsel and adjournment of proceedings for that purpose he had been brought by police to hospital for identification by victim.
U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 6,Code Cr.Proc. N.Y. § 188.
16. Arrest e3=63(4)
Searches and Seizures 0=7(27)
Where articles claimed to have been illegally seized from accused were not
offered in evidence against him by people, but were marked for identification by
defense after district attorney had announced that he would not offer such items,
such items did not lead to his arrest under poison fruit doctrine and articles were
voluntarily turned over to police by sister of accused, no constitutional rights of
accused were violated. U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 14.
17. Criminal Law 0=1134(l)
Capital case requires most careful scrutiny.
Leon B. Polsky, New York City (Anthony F. Marra, The Legal Aid Society,
New York City), for appellant.
Henry P. DeVine, Asst. Dist. Atty. (William Cahn, Dist. Atty., Nassau County,
State of New York), for appellee.

Before LUMBfARD, Chief Judge, and WATERMAN, MOORE, FRIENDLY, SMITH, KAUFMAN, HAYS and ANDERSON, Circuit Judges.
MOOnE, Circuit Judge (.with whomi Judges KAUFMAN, HAYS and ANDERSON
concur; Judge LUMBARD concurs in a separate opinion with which Judge KAUFMAN also concurs; Judge FRIENDLY dissents in a separate opinion with which
Judge WATERMAN concurs; and Judge J. JOSEPH SMITH dissents in a separate
Opinion)

Theodore Roosevelt Stovall appeals from an order dismissing a writ of
habeas corpus. The appeal was argued originally before a panel of this Court
(Moore, Friendly and Marshall, C.JJ.), and an opinion was filed on March 31,
1965, reversing the order of the District Court, Moore, C.J., dissenting. Thereafter, this Court sua sponte on May 26, 1965, ordered en bancconsideration of this
case and six other cases. Upon such consideration, the order appealed from is
affirmed.
Late on the night of August 23-24, 1961, Dr. Paul Behrendt was stabbed to
death in the kitchen of his home in Garden City, Long Island. His wife, Dr.
Frances Behrendt, vainly coming to his assistance, was greviously wounded. The
police, who quickly arrived on the scene as the result of a telephone call for
medical aid which Mrs. Behrendt had managed to make, found many pieces of
telltale evidence. They discovered a key chain with three keys. one of which
was to Stovall's locker in a Brooklyn store where le worked. They also found a
bloody shirt with the identification tag of a laundry used by Stovall. Further
investigation in the morning of August 24th led th police to a bar which Stovall
had visited the previous night. This, in turn, brought them to a man whom Stovall
had called by telephone from the bar; he supplied Stovall's'naine and the address
of Stovall's sister in Hempstead, Long Island. Proceeding to this address around
4:00 P.M., the police found Stovall and also Dr. Behrendt's blood-stained white
coat. They arrested him and seized the coat, a pair of trousers owned by Stovall
which were stained with blood of Mrs. Behrendt's blood type, and his pork-pie
hat. The shirt left in the Behrendt kitchen was similarly stained, but a piece torn
from it, found under Dr. Behrendt's armpit, was colored with blood of the Doctor's type. At the trial, Stovall's sister and a male friend of the sister testified
that when Stovall came to her room in Hempstead at about 12:30 A.M., August
'24th. lie was not wearing the white shirt he had on earlier but instead appeared
with the white jacket, bloody pants and a ,smear of blood on his forehead.
(n the evening of August 24th, Stovall was questioned by the prosecutor at

police headquarters: the statement was almost wholly exculpatory. The next
morning he was arraigned, on a detective's charge of first degree murder, before
a state district court judge. The judge informed Stovall. as required by § 188 of
the Nvw York ('ode of Criminal Procedure, "You have the right to the aid of a

lawyer or council in every stage of the proceedigs and before any further pr)-
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cedings are had"; he then asked, "Do you want to get a lawyer?"; and said, ,Yf
you do, I'll give you time to get one before we proceed at this particular time."
Stovall answered that he did, and on the Judge's further inquiry, "you're getting
your own lawyer; is that right?", responded in the affirmative. The Judge then
announced that he would "put it over to August 31st, next Thursday, for the
purpose of getting an attorney," and directed that Stovall be "remanded pending
further pleading."
Since Stovall had to remain in police custody pending further proceedings on
the adjourned date, he was taken for identification purposes to Mrs. Behrendt's
hospital room where Mrs. Behrendt identified Stovall as her attacker. Thereafter
he was lodged in jail. Stovall was convicted by the jury of murder in the first degree. The jury did not recommend leniency. Stovall was, therefore, sentenced to
death.
The principal point now urged on appeal is the claim (not even presented to
the court below) that the taking of Stovall to Mrs. Behrendt's hospital room for
possible identification violated his Fifth, Sixth and Fourteenth Amendment
rights. No claim is made-nor could any be sustained by the proof-that Stovall's
arrest was without probable cause or that there was any delay in his arraignment which occurred the morning following his arrest.
Nor is any claim made that Stovall at any time made a confession or gave any
statements which were obtained by coercion, trickery or subterfuge-in fact
there were no statements or confessions whatsoever. Thus, the only issue upon
this appeal is: can the police, following an arraignment at which the person
arraigned advised the court that he was going to get his own lawyer, continue
their identification efforts by taking such person to the hospital room of the
victim to ascertain whether or not she recognized him as her attacker? Obviously
the victim of the crime, if he or she had had an opportunity to see the attacker
at the time of the attack, is the person most likely to be able to confirm or refute
the identity of the person arrested. Freedom or further detention may well come
from a "yes" or "no" to the simple question: is this the man who attacked you?
FIFTH AMENDMENT

(SELF-INCRIMINATION)

Appellant challenges the admissibility in evidence of Mrs. Behrendt's hospital
room identification. However, under section 393-b, New York Code of Criminal
Procedure, "a witness who has on a previous occasion identified such person may
testify to such previous identification."
[1-3] What was Stovall's status at the time he was taken to Mrs. Behrendt's
hospital room? Because of appellant's present argument, the spotlight of inquiry
must be focused sharply upon this single period of time. Stovall had just been
arraigned and had advised the court that he wished to obtain his own counsel
rather than accept court-appointed counsel. To give him adequate opportunity
to do so, the court adjourned "any further proceedings" for six days for that
purpose. No plea was entered, no motions had to be made or waived, no rights
were jeopardized. In the meantime Stovall had to remain in the custody of the
police. This was lawful custody. 'To fulfill properly, their d~Mty to make sure that
they had the right man, it was Incumbent upon the pol ce to have the victim of
the assault view the suspected attacker to identify or disavow hhn as the culprit.
Had Mrs. Behrendt not been so seriously Injiled hna hospitalized, Stovall
would have been lodged In the local jail and Mrs. Behrendt could have viewed
him in a line-up or looked at him through the door or gate of his cell. A photograph of Stovall might have been taken and exhibited to her. However, the pi2",e
have to deal with situations as they find them and act expeditiously in the
light of emergencies which confront them. Here was the only person in the world
who could possibly exonerate Stovall. fIetr words, and only her Words, "He Is
not the man" could have resulted in freedom for Stovall. 'he hospital was not
far distant from the courthouse and jail. No one knew how long Mrs. Behrendt
might live. Faced with the responsibility of Identifying the attacker, with the
need for immediate action an'd with the knowledge that Mrs. Behrendt could
not visit the jail, the police followed the only feasible procedure and took
Stovall to the hospital room." Under *thesecircumstances, the usual piinh1ie station
line-up, which Stovall now argues he should have had, was out of the question.

IUndoubtedly, if the police had failed to take Stovall to the hospital and had lodged
him Immediately in jail and Mrs. Behrendt had died, soon appellate counsel would now be
urging ilhe same acts as a ground for reversal, asserting that lie hnd thus been deprived
of a constitutional right.
81-914-67-8
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[4, 5] The hospital room identification 2 was not prejudicial to Stovall because
Mrs. Behrendt, after she recovered, made positive identification in the courtroom. There is no evidence that her hospital room identification on August 25,
1961, affected or influenced in any way her courtroom identification on May 23,
1.962. Any previous identification was but duplicative. She was the only living
person who had seen her attacker. Stovall's counsel used his right of crossexamination to the fullest extent in questioning the identification and dwelt
upon it in summation. Since the law requires the defandent ,to be present upon
his trial and to exhibit his face for identification purposes, it was for the jury
to weigh the accuracy of Mrs. Behrendt's identification.
[6] As a matter of law, the method of identification inside or outside the
courtroom would go to the weight to be attributed to the identification; not to
the admissibility or constitutionality of testimony relating thereto, People v.
Partramn, 60 Cal. 2d 378, 384 P. 2d 1001 (1963), cert. denied, 377 U.S. 945, 84 S.
Ct. 1353, 12 L. Ed. 2d 308 (1964), (defendent forced to try on hat and coat
which did not fit others in line-up) ; People v. Clark, 28 Ill. 2d 423, 192 N.E. 2d
851 (1963), (witness saw one of suspects in police station before line-up);
People v. Boney, 28 Ill. 2d 505. 192 N.E. 2d 920 (1963), (wife raped; husband
knew four of five men in line-up were from State's Attorney office) ; State v.
Hill, 193 Kan. 512, 394 P. 2d 106 (1964) ; Redmon v. Commonwealth, 321 S.W. 2d
397 (Ky. 1959), (claim that police pointed out suspect before line-up) ; (Comnionwealth v. Downer, 159 Pa. Super. 626, 49 A. 2d 516 (1946), (defendant alone
shown to witness), although there are some decisions to the contrary, People v.
Conley, 275 App. Div. 743, 87 N.Y. S. 2d 745 (1949), (defendant appeared alone
and was forced to wear clothing corresponding to witness' earlier description) ;
Johnson v. State, 44 Oki. Cr. 113, 279 P. 933 (1929) (only defendant produced).
Wigmore on Evidence, Vol. 8, 3d ed., § 2265, p. 374, has written:
"Looking back at the history of the privilege [against compelled self-incrimination] (ante, § 2250) and the spirit of the struggle by which its establishment
came about, the object of the protection seems plain. It is the employment of
legal process to extract from the person's om. lips an admission of his guilt,
which will thus take the place of other evidence."
"In other words, it is not merely any and every compulsion that is the kernel
of the privilege, in history and in constitutional definitions, but testimonial compulsiot." (Italics in original.) Thus
"an inspection of the bodily features by the tribunal or by witnesses cannot
violate the privilege, because it does not call upon the accused as a witness, i.e.,
upon his testimonial responsibility."
"What is obtained from the accused by such action is not testimony about his
body, but his body itself (ante, § 1150). Unless some attempt is made to secure
a communication, written or oral, upon which reliance is to be placed as involving
his consciousness of the facts and the operations of his mind in expressing it,
the demand made upon him is not a testimonial one."
[7, 8] The law has made and continues to make a definite distinction between
testimonial evidence and identification. And for good reason. Physical characteristics such as facial features, color of hair and skin, height, weight and even
manner of walk may be observed by all who may be present at the scene of a
crime. A person does not become a witness against himself merely by possessing
these individual characteristics. When it was discovered that the fingerprints
of persons differed one from the other, this form of identification was added to
the list of reliable distinguishing features which the police and the prosecution
may, without violating the privilege, compel a defendant to reveal. Thus for
generations it has been legal to require the accused to stand up in court for
purposes of Identification, State v. Carcerano, 238 Or. 208, 390 P. 2d 923 (1964) ;
People v. Oliveria, 127 Cal. 376, 59 P. 772 (1899). However, the opportunity for
courtroom identification may well first be presented many months after the
occurrence of the crime. Interests of the accused and society alike demand that
this opportunity be afforded at the earliest possible moment. Wen this "moment"
exists will of necessity be dependent upon the facts and circumstances of each
Voice identifleation was requested and Stovall complied but this form of identification
was not used or referred to in the trial and, hence, is not an issue here.
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particular case. No ironclad rules can be or should be laid down. But what
better guides can there by than common sense?"
Helpful guides to decision may be found in other cases, which involved federal
prosecutions. Most recently (September 9, 1965) the Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia had to deal with an identification after arrest problem
(Kennedy v. United States, D.C. Cir. 353 F. 2d 462). There police officers informed by radio of a crime arrived at the scene to find a man being forcibly
restrained by two men who had heard womanly screams and had seen two men
running from a house. The police took the man (Kennedy) into the house where
they found two women handcuffed to a stair rail. The women identified Kennedy
as one of their assailants. Upon the trial they identified the accused in open court
and testified as to their prior identification even as did Mrs. Behrendt here. Upon
appeal Kennedy's counsel urged that the complainants should not have been
permitted to testify against him because the identification had derived (1) from
fin arrest without probable cause; (2) from an illegal detention; and (3) that
his Sixth Amendment right to counsel had been infringed because he had been
without counsel when identified at the scene of the robbery. The court found
probable cause for the arrest and that "Appellant [Kennedy] made no confession
and there is nothing to suggest a police purpose to elicit a confession." The
court noted, after finding that there was probable cause for the arrest, that it
is a policeman's "function to try to minimize the incidence of erroneous detentions and charges; taking Appellant into the presence of the complaining witnesses was entirely appropriate. I-ad the officers not done this Appellant would
have been subjected to continued detention, a trip to the station, to booking
and lineup processes, unnecessarily if the complainants had said he was not one
of the attackers. The police should not have overlooked the possibility of his
exoneration, which could be easily and swiftly resolved by 'quick verification'
in a confrontation." 353 F. 2d 462.
In Copeland v. United States, 343 F. 2d 287 (D.C. Cir. 1965), the appellant
after arrest was taken by the police to the Western Union office where the robbery had occurred to be identified by one of the victims. Then taken to the police
station, he was identified there by a victim of a different and previous robbery.
The conviction was affirmed.
In Caldwell v. United States, 338 F. 2d 385 (8 Cir. 1964), the accused had
been put in a line-up and identified by eyewitnesses. The court held that there
was no self-incrimination, saying at p. 389: "The mere viewing of a suspect
under arrest by eyewitnesses does not violate his constitutional privilege because
the prisoner is not required to be an unwilling witness against himself. There is
a distinction between bodily view and requiring an accused to testify against
himself." And in People v. Gardner, 144 N.Y. 119, 128, 38 N.E. 1003, 1005. 28
L.R.A. 699 (1894) the New York Court of Appeals said: "A murderer may be
forcibly taken before his dying victim for identification, and the dying declarations of his victim may then be proved upon his trial for his identification."
[9] The principle that an arrested person "may be exhibited for identification
to the person injured by the commission of the crime." Downs v. Swann, 111 Md.
53, 61, 73 A. 653, 655, 23 L.R.A. N.S., 739 (1909) is so consistent with fundamental fairness both to the accused and society that there is little point in further
elaboration except to take notice that the law sanctions many methods of identification which do not invade the field of testimonial compulsion such as the use
of fingerprints and photographs. including photographs of body scars. See Bartletta v. MeFeeley, 107 N.J. Eq. 141, 152 A. 17 (1930) ; People v. Smith, 142 Cal.
App. 2d 287, 298 P. 2d 540 (1956) ; State v. Emerson, 266 Minn. 217, 221, 123
N.W. 2d 382 (1963) ; O'Brien v. State, 125 Ind. 38, 25 N.E. 137, 9, I.R.A. (323
(1890.)
[10] The accused may even be forced to perform some physical act such as
putting on eyeglasses, People v. Tomaszek, 54 Il1. App. 2d 254, 204 N.E. 2d 30
(1964) : submitting to a physical examination, McFarland v. United States, 80
U.S. App. D.C. 196, 150 F.2d 593 (1945); having a handkerchief put over his
3 Kamisar, Criminal Justice in Our Time, Magna Charta Essays (University of Virginia
Press 1965), pp. 9-10:
"Here nlst- ideals collide with the grim 'realities' of law enforcement. Here we are confronted, both" with the Constitutional and normative levels, with the mo.,t important
question, or cluster of questions, in the entire field of criminal procedure today.
"'Iam not talking about detention for such purposes as fingerprinting, placing in lineups, confronting victims or witnesses and checking out alibis. Amuning the suspect has
been lawfully arrested, such station house screening is both necessary and desirable."
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face to simulate his appearance at the time of the robbery, see Riss v. State,
204 Ind. '281, 182 N.E. 805 (1932) and Key v. State, 83 Oki. Cr. 92, 242 P. 582
(1925) ; or giving a blood sample. See also Walton v. City of Roanoke, 204 Va. 678,
133 S.E. 2d 315 (1963). In summary, as Mr. Justice Holmes said in Holt v.
United States, 218 U.S. 245, 31 S. Ct. 2, 54, L. Ed. 1021 (1910), the prohibition
of the Fifth Amendment "is a prohibition of the use of physical or moral compulsion to extort communications from him, not an exclusion of his body as
evidence when it may be material" (at 252, 31 St. Ct. at 6).
(DUE PROCESS)

FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT

[11, 12] Since courtroom Identification, which usually takes place many months
after the occurrence of the crime. is permissible, interests of the accused and
society alike demand that the opportunity to identify be afforded at the earliestpossible uioiiient when the likelihood of an accurate identification is greatest.
Of course, in the interests of truth and fairness to the suspect, this opportunity
should bo afforded, where possible, under circumstances most likely to lead to
a disinterested decision by the identifier. When a proper moment exists will of
necessity be dependent upon the facts and circumstances of each particular case.
No ironclad rules can be or should be laid down. Although federal courts should
be loath to interfere with sttite court evidentiary matters which go primarily to
the weight of evidence admitted, it may be that an identification procedure could
be so unfair as to amount to a violation of the Fourteenth Amendment's due
process guarantee.
[13] Ilere, however, defendant was not deprived of due process. A line-up was
out of the question; a show-up could be conducted only where Mrs. Behrendt was
then confined-the hospital. She had had more than a fleeting glimpse of the
attacker. Although stabbed many times, she was not unconscious and the attacker
had reinained in full view in the brightly lighted kitchen for a considerable
period of time after killing Dr. Behrendt and stabbing her. Upon the trial, there
was no limitation to the cross-exanimiation directed towards the weight of her
hospital identification testimony. There Is no basis for holding that Stovall was
not accorded due process on his trial by the State of New York or that lie was
deprived of Fourteenth Amendment rights.
SIXTH AMENDMENT

(RIGIT TO COUNSEL)

[14] Appellant's counsel now argues tuat at the time of arraignment "his
[appellant's] constitutional right to counsel had come into being and that failure
of the arraigning Magistrate to adequately advise the defendant resulted in the
denial of the right." The charge of failure of duty against a judge warrants
factual investigation. When Stovall was brought before the Magistrate on August
25th, lie was advised of his right to counsel and was asked whether he had
counsel or desired to secure his own counsel. He replied that he did so desire.
further
this Oin
opportunity,
the Magistrate
adjourned
To
him 31st.
31st], Stovall
Informed
the proceedings
Magistrate,
untilgive
August
that day [August
In response to the question as to whether Stovall had obtained counsel, that he
had not comnniunicated with any relatives to see If they would get a lawyer for
him, but that he had been told in the jail that "they" said one would be assigned.
The Magistrate then again told Stovall of his rights, "the first of which is the
right to the aid of a lawyer." Turning to a well-known criminal defense lawyer,
the Magistrate asked, "Counsel George Mulry, would you be willing to help this
man protect his 0ghts ili this Court at this time?" Counsel agreed. The court told
Stovall to confer with him and that "lie is a lawyer who will volunteer his
services to help you now protect your rights." A short recess was declared after
which, through counsel. Stovall demanded a hearing which the court set for the
following day "so you [Stovall] could be confronted with the witness and the
judge could decide whether or not a crinie had been committeed." Hlowever,
on August 31st, Stovall was indicted for first degree murder by the grand jury
and the case thereafter came under the jurisdiction of the County Court.
The New York Code of Criminal Procedure § 188 provides that the Magistrate
inform the prisoner of "his right to the aid of counsel in every stage of the proceedings. and before any further proceedings are had." He must "allow the de-
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fendant a reasonable time to send for counsel, and' adjourn the examination for
that purpose." Id. § 189. The Magistrate followed this statute punctiliously. In
the light of this record, the charge of failure, to advise Is completely unsupported
by, and quite contrary to, the facts.
[15] Appellant's reference (in his brief) to his situation as amounting to
"the release-of the accused to his accusers," is equally unwarranted. Stovall was
not so released ; he had been arrested by the police; was in their custody; and,
because of hiU expression of desire to obtain his own counsel, would remain in
their custody until further proceedings were held. While in such custody, the
police could have brought in any potential witness for identification purposes,
including the victim, except for the fact that she, seriously injured, could not he
moved from the hospital room. The only variation because of the necessity of the
situation was the hospital room identification .instead of a police station
identification.............
The record completely refutes .wllhnt's
a
statement (Inbrief) that "from
this denial of right [to counsel.-(a premise which may be nlldL described as
inaccurate) the proaceUtor wag enabled to create evidence' used to lacure conviction at the subsequent trial' (italics In original). There was nd denial of the
right to counsel;the Magistrate in fact honored
iall's request that lle be permitted to obtain his owti attorney. Nor did the cbntinmiton of police efforts to
secure the best evidence of identificatibn before 8tovall haZI an opportunity to
engage his own couyfsel result in-tiny incriminating statements or confesAions
because he made non.
If Stovall had hid counsel, what could couiisel-hae-,done to thwart tile Identtication? He could/not have demand&dft-*;ol's Iiediate release so that tio
one ihight see hiA i. He could not have A(ekig to KANye Stdivall continuously
wear a hood or iask over his face toa ld Identification,.-nor co~ild he havO
ordered the police fortliwith/to'halt their I entlfication a~tirities. Cdunsel would.
not have said "Ohase further efforts a id"tiflctfiion; Strollfall has admitted his'
guilt" because St vall had not done s6.
.
Again advertink to the opldnon in ieelinedy, subra, oii sel could not have prevented the hospital room identificatlionhcause "11 acqkised has no right to b
viewed In a line-up rather thou singly." Here, as In Kehin~d, counsel could no
"have altered the bourse of events" as to"Identfi tIoiI,(hnd silee no confessloh
or "any other evidence respctlig which coiftseb tuld have rightfully advised
Appellant to refutse,to yield" was obtained-thT was
derivatiii of ith
Amendment rights.
t,
I
Lastly, appellant contends that h6 was denied a constlt6itionally adequate searlug on his motion to sitppress. In the Newv. York 'Court 6f Appeals to which an
appeal from Stovall's coil~letlon had been fiiken, the remitiltur was amended to
show that that Court had, passed upon the contention that he hadbeen convicted on evidence obtained b1y, unlawful search and seizure. The Couit held that
his constitutional rights had niot been violated (People v. Stoeiall, 13 N.Y.2d
1178, 248 N.Y.S.2d 56, 197 N.E.2d 543)'.
[16] The District Court was well a('5re-of-the- n1Tiuments appellant now
makes but found that the articles claimed to have been Illegally seized, namely,
a white jacket, a pair of trousers and a hat, were not offered in evidence against
Stovall by the People but were marked for*identification by the defense. This
action was entirely voluntary und must be attributed to defense strategy rather
than a checkmate move because the District Attorney had announced at the opening of the trial that he would offer no Items obtained from the allegedly illegal
search. Nor could the "poison fruit" doctrine have led to the arrest because
there was more than ample evidence to ePstablish an earlier and Independent
source of information. Furthermore, since, as the Court found. "The proof Is
convincing that the articles were voluntarily turned over to the police by the
siter of Stovall" and were not used by the People, the conclusion that "The
record establishes that no constitutional rights of defendant were violated" is
sound.
[171 Although a capital case requires the most careful scrutiny, these requireinets have been met. The highest court of New York has reviewed his case (13
N.Y.2d 10,94. 246 N.Y.S.2d 410, 196 N.E.2d 6-5) ; the District Court considered
and weighed the errors complained of, as has this Court. Upon the law and
the facts, no Infringement of any constitutional right is presented.
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Affirmed.
LuMD, Dl, Chief Judge (with whom Judge KAUFMAN concurs), concurring: I
concur.
I agree with my brother Moore that the hospital rooni show-up did not violate
any of Stovall's constitutional rights. The police found Mrs. Behrendt grievously wounded andl in a state of severe shock at about 1:00 A.M. on August 24.
At that time, in an incomplete and somewhat confused statement made to a
police officer before she was given medical treatment, Mrs. Behrendt Indicated
that she had seen her attacker. The police were not allowed to interview Mrs.
Behrendt on August 24, the day of her extensive surgery, or to present Stovall
to her for identification purposes. They were therefore fully justified in continuing their investigation by bringing Stovall to the hospital at 1:00 P.MN. on
August 2,5, after Stovall's morning arraignment.
'PThe type of emergency facing the police Is relevant to the question of whether
the show-up procedure was so unfair as to amount. to a denial of due process.
1 agree wt-ihm my brother Moore that the method of an Identification normally
goes to the weight of the evidence. Given the circumstances surrounding the
Identification, the full opportunity afforded defense counsel to cross-examine
Mrs. Behrendt at trial, and the positive court room identification made by Mrs.
Behrendt. I find no violation of Stovall's right to due process. Likewise, Stovall's
Sixth Anmendinent right to counsel argument has no merit, particularly since
counsel could have had little or no effect on what took place in the hospital
room.' And 1 agree with the majority's disposition of the Fifth Amendment
claim.
Unlike my brother Friendly, I see not need to Inquire Into whether the police
violated New York law when they failed to deliver Stovall to a sheriff immediately after arraignment. Whether or not there may have been a technical violation of New York law is no grounds for reversal here. No objection was made to
this procedure at trial. Therefore there was no need for the court to inquire into
whether it wvas proper and appropriate for the police to retain custody of Stovall
following his production before the distril court judge. Nor is there a federal
constitutional right to lie committed to a sheriff rather than to the police pending arraignment. Since there was no due process violation in the lmoqital room
identiflation, the police procedure violated none of Stovall's federal rights.
I (liffer with my brother Moore's discussion of the prejudicial error issue, although I agree that the use made of hospital room identification at Stovall's
trial did not amount to prejudicial error even if that identification procedure
itself violated Stovall's rights.
The Supreme Court has prescribed a rigorous standard of prejudicial error
when dealing with police a activities that violate fundamental constitutional rights.
See e. g., Faly v. State of Connecticut. 375 U.S. &5. 84 S.Ct. 229, 11 L.Ed.2d 171,
(1963) : United States v. Guerra, 334 F.2d 138. 143-147. (2 Cir.). cert. denied,
379 U.S. 936. 85 S.Ct. :17, 13 LEd.2d 346 (194). Assuming for the moment that
the hospital room identiflcation violated Stovall's constitutional rights, testimony
as to that identification at trial was reversible error if "there is a reasonable
possibility that the evidence coml)lained of might have contributed to the conviction." Fahy v. State of Connecticut, 375 U.S. at 86-87. 84 S.Ct. at 210.
.Mrs. Behrendt made a positive court room identification of Stovall. and she
indicated that this Ilentification was the product of her recollection of the night

I Indeed, I wonder whether tihe riiht to counsel doetrine, of Eseohedn v. Ilinois. 0,7 q
201.
A4 q-.Ct. 1199, 12 L. Ed. 2d 246 apply to circumstances which do not ultimately Involve
I.S. 47R. 83 S. Ct. 175S. 12 L,. Ed. 2d 977 and Massinh v. United States. 377 I'..

a clanger of self-inerlninatIon. A person lawfully arrested and detained has no right to
have his lawyer present to supervise 0ll lis aetivitles, that vaine within the realm of prion

or detention house administration. Likewise. I should think that the police can search

the defendant and his effects in the absence of counsel. Only when pollee conduct threatens to violate a personal right of the defendant that retains vitality during detentione.g., the privilege against self-inerimnation-or when police practices unfairly prevent
ti defense nttornov from preparing his case--a literal deprivation of the right to counsel-nmnst a court interfere to guarantee that the right is properly preserved. Viewed In
this light, tommon sense finds a clear distinction between the case supposed by Judge
Friendly in is dissent, where counsel is excluded from a court room identification aft
trial, and the failure to appoint counsel to accompany an accused to a pre-trial identiflcation. Cf. United States v. Cone, 354 F. 2d 110, n. 13 (2Cir. 1965).
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of the crime.2 It seems highly probable that the use made of the hospital rooIn
procedure at trial did not influence this court room identification.. Under these
circumstances, the impact of testimony as to the hospital room incident was
cumulative.
Nevertheless there remains the possibility that Mrs. Behrendt's ability reliably
to identify Stovall at trial was in fact psychologically colored by the impact of
the previous confrontation in the hospital room. This "prejudice" does not depend
upon whether there was testimony as to the hospital room identification. And the
only way to eliminate this aspect of prejudice would have been to exclude the
hospital room identification and to prohibit Mrs. Behrendt from making any
identification at trial. I am unwilling to hold that so broad an exclusionary rule
should flow from a constitutionally infirm pre-trial identification because the
likelihood that an unbiased court room identification can still be made seems
great and because eye witness evidence, despite its human frailties, plays a vital
role in criminal prosecutions. I am particularly unwilling to exclude all identification in this case because Mrs. Behrendt's testimony seems reliable and because
the alleged police improprieties were unintentional and technical. It was proper
to admit this evidence and to allow the jury to weight its reliability.
If Mrs. Behrendt should be permitted to make a court rnom identification,
then use of the hospital room identification becomes cumulative and harmless.
More significantly, it is fairer to Stovall to permit testimony and full cross-

examination concerning the hospital room procedure because only then can the

jury know that the unequivocal court room identification may be the product of
previous police persuasion rather than an accurate recollection of the night of
the crime. At Stovall's trial. these considerations are evident; outside of the
prosecutor's opening address. the first mention of the hospital incident came during the cross-examination of two policemen who accompanied Stovall to the
hospital. And defense counsel concentrated heavily on this incident in his crossexamination of Mrs. Behrendt while the prosecutor only brought it out casually.
Consequently, I conclude on the facts of this case that the use made of the
hospital room identification not only was harmless error but indeed was the
fairest method of handling Stovall's trial.
FRIEND.Y, Circuit Judge, with whom AVATERMAN,

Circuit Judge, joins (dis-

senting)
21Relevant

portions of Mrs. Behrendt's direct testimony are as follows:

tall
"Q.What did you observe or what did you hear from that point on? A. I saw le Iwas
jumped
and strong and medium color, a medium brovn. and I qaw his face clearly because
was already

down and I
at him head on, and then a umonient later whmi lie stabbed me *I fell
* *
on the floor when my husband-when I saw ny husband dead
see hin before that
ever
you
did
saw.
you
that
of,
speak
you
that
"Q. Now. this man
night? A. No.
"Q. Have you ever seen him since? A. Yes.
'Q. Are you able to point out who he is? A. Yes.
"Q. Wlll'you do so? A. This Negro sitting there (indieating .
''Tie Court. Indicating the defendant. "A. (Continuing) In the light coat.
"The Court: Indicating the defendant.
"The Witness: What?
"The Court : Indicating the defendant. you say ?
"The Witness: Yes.
"Q. Did you ever see him anywheres before you saw him here In court today': A. Yeis. in
the hospital.
"Q. Do you know who he was accompa'iled by at that time? A. By several detectives.
I think.
"Q. Do you know approximately when this was with relation to the time that you went
into the hospital? A. I'm not quite sure. It was a few days after the operation when I was
fully crscious. [It was In fact one day.1"
This was the only reference In Mrs. Behrendt's testimony to the hospital roomn identification until defense counsel's thorough cross-examination onl that subject.
SMrq. Behrendt testified that she had not sewmt Stovall since the hospital room Identification. Likewise, the prosecutor in his opening statement mentioned the existence of the
hospital room Incident but he said that he could only speculate as to whether Mrs.
Behrendt would be able to make a court room Identiflcati(v2. Since Mrs. Behrendt was
excluded from the court room (as a witness) when the Incident was brought out during
the cross-examination of two policemen, and since no mention was made of it duri'.c her
direct testimony until after her court room identification, it seems doubtful that the use
made of the hospital incident at trial colored her court room Identiflcati(vm.
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"7'he facts giving rise to the issue here were stated as follows in the panel

'"n
o of March 31, 1965:
t on 19'2 of New York's Code of Criminal Procedure prescribes, so far as
V,
""I
net, tlqt 'If an adJournment be had for any cause, the magistrate must
here
commit tie defentdant for' examination,' and § 193 adds that the commitment shall
be to the sheriff, save In 1'vew York City where it is to be to the c(roniissioner of
correction. We were told at the argument that the sheriff of Nassau County does
not have a representative available in the arraigning courts and that responsibility for placing committed defendaihts In his hands rests with the police. After
th arraignment but apparently before Stovnll was handed over to the sRhriff,
two detectives took him, handcuffed to one of them, to the hospital where Mrs.
Behrendt had undergone extensive surgery, and into her room. Three high police
officers and two prosecutors were also there. One of the police officers asked Mrs.
lBehrendt whether Stovall was 'the man'; she said he was. At some time one of
the officers usked Stov'all 'to say a few word for voles identification'; he did-Just what does not appear."
The lpinel recognized that "the privilege [of the Fifth Amendment against velf..
incrimination] does not- invest a defendant with Immunity from exposing him.
self to identification, oven if this includes some movement, such as going from the
jail to tie courtroom for trial or rising, if called upon * * * find it may well be
argued that use of the vocal chords, when these are not employed to produce utterances of testinonial value, stands no differently from that of the arm
muscles." I But thifs truism does not settle whether Stovall was deprived of his
Sixth Amendment right to counsel; although the two rights often overlap, they
are not congruent. No one would suppose, for example, that because the Fifth
Amendment does not protect a defendant from being compelled to stand up in
court and try on a garment fotmnd at the scene of tho crime, the prosecutor'could
require defense counsel to absent himself during such an episode. It is beyond
dhpute that the prellminitry hearing was part of a "criminal prosecution," that
Stovall had become an "accused," and that hevwas thus entitled "to have the
Assistance of Counsel for Ids defence." hTmillton v. State of Albama, 368 U.S.
N2, 82 S.(It. 157, 7 L.14d. 2d 114 (1901) : White v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 59, R3 S. Ct.
1050, 10 L. 11)d. 2d 193 (19 3). This distinguisles Kennedy v.United States, 853 F.
2d 462 (I).C. Cir. 190W), and other cases of identilcation during the Investigative stage, oil which the majority rely. I fail to understand why, In the interval
betweeln preliminary heartng and trial, a d(efenl(lant is not entitled to tile (ssistance of counsel when tile state wishes to make use of him to obtain evidence that
will have independent testimonial value.-particularly when Massiah v. United
States, 377 U.S. 201, 84 S. Ct. 1109, 12 L. 1l. 2d 246 (1964), has obliterated any
distinction between Judicial and extra-Judicial action by the police once the
"cyrininal prosecution" has begun.'
'

I Tho statement of the majority that this claim was "not oven presented to the court
below" is not wholly accurate. As the panel opinion explained, It was raised In Stovall's
hand-written petitlon but was not considered by Judge Wyatt since in the listict court
coniksol had relied entirely on the point dealt with in the final paragraphs of this court's
opinion. The panel opinion also noted that the Assistant District Attor ey, onomlndably
had not rolled on the falluro of Stovall's counsel to argue the. point to Judge Wyatt and
sought disposition by us on the merits.
saThe reference to moving the arm muscles was followed by citation of MV Justice
Holmes' well-known opinion in Holt v. United States, 218 U.S. 245, 252, 81 .t, 2, 54
L.Rd. 1021 (110).
U1 see no basis for Chief Judge Lumbard's "wonder whether the rAgt to counsel
doctrines of Niscobedo v. Illinois and Massiah v. United States aoply to ceuatancqi
which do not ulthnataly involve a danger of, self-incrimination," Once it has bo n beld,
as theRo cases clearly 4id, that the Sixth Amendment may apply outside the courtroom
and when, as in Massiah. the accused did not even know of- the presence of the police or the

prosecutor. I see no escape from the conclusion that, Itthe right has attached, the accused
ia entitled to the assistance of counsel when vhe roseeutor attempts to use him as a means
of procuring evidence to be offered at the trial. I cannot believe my brothers would go
or Indictment, counsel could be excluded
to tNe extent of saving that, after arraignment
while the defendant was being subjected r to medical examination or blood or handwriting
tests, If counsel cannot be excouded from such procedures, common sense does: not supply
me with a satlsfactory answer why he can be barred from an identifieation which his client

Is compelled to attendI-although no one would dream of excluding him from a less meaningful one In the courtroom ; the ar nment that, although excluded from the former, he will
have an opportunity to attack both identifications at trial, does not seem sufficient for
preventing him from rendering all possible asistapee to the accused before the witness'

lmpreosion hardens. I fear that my brothers simply have not been able to adjust their
sights to the Supreme Court's new concept that the right to the assistance of counsel
embraces activities outside the courtroom.
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The majority say that after Stovfill's appearance before the'state Jdidgb *he
"had to remain in (police]'custody " a
tha6t his custody Ws lMWful. I see fl0
basis for these statemehts: NeW io~k pMb6erly 'reeogniii that, after th-4 preliminary hearing, the prisoner coihe under a new legai regiknb Mid lith lawful
c.ustodian is the libliff, not the polic; jhe 6hfl thing the 'pllit-doild )$opekly
do 0tth Stovall at thhfi time, see § 109 of the New Y6ik OdW1 of CO1iitti Protedute; was to place hith In the hands of he custodial authorltles just as oon as
possible. Thos6 dthb,t$eS *6xtld have beeti bOund not only to 1revent Stotal
fronm removing himself 3iit also tb event his
inig rlMfved br nmblesed bY
anyone else. The assumpton, ilhpiicit in the court's 6pihlibk, that 'such a PViSOnet
is subject to' the beck and call of the police is surely wrong, see Judge Finletter'O
fihe opilhion M 0oomithot*ealth v. lflhe's, 2) Pa.flist. 1(1 (10.P.1bI0). Once
Stovall was in the sheriff's custody, the lateik could not lawfully release him to
tho police without an order of the cotirt; If tho pr6secutibn lkhd sOught such an
order, buhsel could have been appointed and -the dileulfty that
s here arisen
would have been avoided'
Other argUkments advanced by the
Ity-are.euJally unconvincing. They
saO the pollee could have taken "jfiev to the h0ASital tOr<4dentification before
arraignment despite the abserof counsel, so why laot the heater? But many
things can be done in the
Oi$sence of counsel in the inVegattiso state before
the "rimlnal prosecutill9
begins whci cannot lawfilly be dlo" later, as
tassa~h v. United Sta)&, supra, plhinly sho .i.hetqric
qu thon as to
what counsel could h e done was anwe ed ii \the JaleLoDhion inainpnonthb
ago:
/
I
"\
"Ie might have persuaded the r oseeur, in ,be statI 6wh |ht6t,
not
to forego 'the bosital Iden 1flcolon at ]eak t hmAvr6 t0 ildt lfs Cttk' designeo to avoli suggestion. He- ilkh h.
.' u ,
jat
',dl.t
tovall be 1mm'elately pent to And'ili
ht I
h J
t#' P. be at
before Mrs. Bell endt only Under fait
I(
a
e-ilp
tch
acco .
panted b$,coun
wh0, iM it questo /i
*
,Oot'
rx orr
e m'ig t
hv advised $ 0v{l to t Ob6
-6'
oio hen
su, tifk
r fOre4.'.
T
he
qet
, be rs 7
bnl
1
i 'M itRgney.
were. notified o the inten 19A to pAl.
C
n k'.i
At lliie-up
ti der srupulo ly fair
WO)itiobs
41 p
nt. We ha/e been to d
i
o fncertaln erms that i tIIit
&pit
a, tS val's
at te time,' we ie hot tA,
ul e
u eWsimlted fromi
absence of couns 1, Hamilton t. thte
Ai,
'tS : it, 5 ,8,
~
~ d~'geb.~'ud
ae.
~ WOi ur
Ie. 6aMnn
k -be~ko
.
Stit. 157, at 1591 pre, s~ there,
'the
kn
My 'brothers al o\ntiwate that tje- Q!ile an the p sueut Owe
tonf
t
withi -an emergency
d that theyK~iay htve th ught t e'
tt to the hos tl(ito
be In Stovall's own hterest. The Xfter.argumnt ign ro the huge. a Qunt of
circumstantial identifiatibn the ek(elen 1i(
Investigain had
Uced:
moreover, t the state ofivals were motivated by such NblieitndeXhe natural
course would have been t&sk Stovall whether he wanted too.
The emergency argument fails both on the facts and on the law Grivofiq as Mrs. Behrendt's injuries had been, nothing ilktle record Indica
t'liat her life was any
longer considered to be I 1*rIl whei--to"v1l-l-Vblought Wefot her; the
presence of five police officers and prosecutors in her Htosplfit ioom would argue
to the contrary-and also tend to negate the suggestion that Stovall had to
be brought in alone. If Mrs. Behrendt's condition had been as serious as my
brothers suppose, nothing prevented the prosecutor from Informing the state
district Jhdge at thb preliminary hearing that 15t6vhll hid to 'be taken: Immediately before her, and suggesting 'that counsel be Assigned forthwith for
the limited purpose of advising hith in that regard-rather than standing silent
when Stovall told the judge of his desire when Stovall bold the Jidge of Wo
desire to have counsel and then carting him off to a
o66d
atiton by the
victim which counsel might haV6 done solb thin t mitigate.
My brothers also asK~ert that io any event admission o the bopsital identification was cumulative and therefore not prejudicial to Stovall, aithouth they
do not altogether agree on the grounds. Addressing itself to this point the
panel said:
4 It.ts unnecessary to decide in this case the manner and extent to which Stovall could
have been exposed to viewiuR in the course of normal jail routine. Of. Morris v. Crumlish,
239 F.Supp. 498, 499 (E.D.Pa1905).
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"Ti
statement was Inculpatory on the central question of his presence
on the occasion of the crime; indeed, Mrs. Behrendt's was the only Identifleation that was testimonial rather than circumstantial, and the jury asked that
all her testimony be reread. A claim of harmless error as to a conviction must
surmount an exceedingly high hurdle, even on collateral attack, when the error
was constitutional and the punishment is death. See Bruno v. United States,
308 U.S. 287 [00 S.Ct. 198, 84 L.Ed. 2571 (1939); Kotteakos v. United States,
828 U.S. 750, 764-65 [60 S. (t. 1289, 90 I,.Ed 15571 (1946); Stewart v. United
States, 806 U.S. 1, 9-10 [81. S.Ct. 941, 6 L.Ed2d 84] (1961); Hamilton v. State
of Alabama, supra, 368 U.S. 52 [82 S.Ct. 157]. The hurdle is too high for this
case."
Despite the labored attempt to prove the contrary, the hospital identification,
featured in the prosecutor's opening, must have had a far greater effect on
the Jury than the Identification in court some months later; common sense
supports Dean Wiginore's observation, "After all that has intervened, it would
seldom happen that the witness would not have come to believe inI the person 's
identity." 4 Evidence § 1130 at 208 (3d ed. 1940). Tit self-created dilemma
of the concurring opinion, that exclusion of the hospital identification would
prevent identification at the trial, is illusory; exclusion of the former would
simply have required the prosecutor to rest on Mrs. Behrendt's memory of
the night of the dreadful crime and on her courtroom identification. If,in
this posture, defense counsel had brought out the hospital identification, as
no experienced counsel would, he would have had only himself to blame.
Although there can assuredly he a waiver of the right to counsel between
arraignment and trial, no one had seriously suggested that we could find
that, when, without any previous discussion, this Negro, of low mental (apacity,
was taken to the hospital by a detective to whom lie was handcuffed. I scarcely
regard Stovall as a sympathetic character, and I am glad that the crime was
recent enough to permit an effective retrial. But I continue to believe that, III
the absence of overriding necessity or consent, a mai wiho has been brought
before a Judge on a charge of a capital crime, and has expressed his desire
for counsel, is entitled under the Constitution to be let alone until he gets one.
That is all JTudge Marshall and I decided last March, and I adhere to it.
3. ,osmaru SMiTh, Circuit Judge (dissenting):
I dissent. I agree with Tudge Priendly that "in the absence of overriding
necessity or consent, a man who has been brought before a judge on a charge
of a capital crime, and has expressed his desire for counsel, Is entitled under
the Constitution to be let alone until he gets one."

Senator ERviN. Did not the circuit. court, sitting en bane, reverse the
ruling of Tfudge Friendly in which you had concurred and hold that
the evidence she gave at the trial, was perfectly competent,?
Judge MARSrALT,. With a dissenting opinion.
Senator ri.viN It sustained the dissenting opinion of Judge Moore,

did it,
not,?

Judge MAnSHALL,. That is right, but thisSenator ERVIN. And they said tht tie question of whether or not
this evidence of Mis. Bhrendt, identifying the defendant, at, the trial,
whether it was trite or false, was a quetion for the jury and not for

the court?

Judge MARsuALLr. I think that is correct. I do not remember.
Senator EnviN. And it also said that from time inmemorial evidence of identification of the accused had been admi&ible in evi-

dence did it notl
Jidgo MAIRItTAT,. I think that is true.
Senator EIviNo. Now, this camse went on up to the Supreme Court,

did it not?
Judge MARSHTATA,. Yes, sir.
Senator FAiviiN. And on June 12, 196T, the opinion in it was handed
down.
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Judge MNIISiALL. I think so.
Senator EitVIN. And at the same time the Supreme Court handed
down two other decisions, did it not?
J udge MAIISHALL. Yes, sir.
Senator ERViN. Gilbert and Wade?
Judge MASIHALL. Yes, sir.
Senator ERVIN. In the Gilbert and Wade cases, the majority of the
Supreme Court held that where an eyewitness was permitted to look at
an accused in the absence of the accused's counsel, the eyewitness could
not testify in the courtroom to the identification of the accused unless
the trial judge first conducted a preliminary inquiry and ascertained
by clear and convincing evidence that the look which the eyewitness
took at the accused in the absence of accused's counsel did not ever
in any degree into the testimony of the witness given at the trial, that
the witness positively identified the accused as a perpetrator of the

crime.

Judge MARSHALL. I think that is correct.
Senator EJiVIN. Do you not think that that ruling is in violation of

the fundmental principle that the credibility of witnesses is for
juries and not for judges?
Judge MARSnAIL,. Not necessarily sir. The usual result, when you
are about to testify to a conf-msion, tle coutt holds an in camera hearing before you testify before the jury.
Senator inIirN. That is for the purpose of determining whether it
is voluntary or involuntary.

Judge MAIRSIALTJ. That is right.

Whether it is admissible or not they hold it in camera.
Senator EiViN. Do you not know the majority opinion in the circuit
court in the Stoval case, where it said that the best ruk to follow in
this is commonsense?
Judge MAusHAr,. Thai; is what they said.

Senator ERvIN. When a witness sits on the witness stand and testifles positively that this witness was present when the accused was alleged to have committed the crime and saw the accused commit it, do
you not think commonsense would say whether that witness is telling
the truth is a question for the jury ?
Judge MARSTIAU,. I do notknow whether it is commonsense, but the
Supreme Court has said that is what the Constitution requires.
Senator EVinr.
Yes; but it never said that until the 12th day of
June 1967, did it?
Judge MARsH[AL. I think you are substantially correct.
Senator EavIN. And that provision of the Constitution, as I said
before, has been in the Constitution since June 15, 1790. Do you not
tlink it is rather queer that nobody else had ever found it there?
Judge MASHALL. I cannot comment one way or the other.
Sentitor TYDINOs. Is the Senator assimtng that the witness has not
been coached?
Senator Envnr. I 'have not said anything about the witness being

coached.

Senator TYmDINs. There is a big difference between whether a witness has been coached for hours, as to whether the accused was going
to be-
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Senator ERVIN. There is no evidence that Mrs. Behrendt.had been
coached for hours.

Senator

T"DINGS.

The jury should know that.

Senator ERVIN. That is right, and they should bil'ifig that. out.
Senator TYDINOS. And there should be a protection against coachin so there should be a true identification.
Senator EItvIN. The reason the majority of Supreme Court, assigned
for making this newly invented rule on the 12ti day of last month
was because officers might suggest the identification. If that is so, then
the Constitution requires that couilsel for the accused be present when
the prosecuting attorney talks to tho prosecution's witnesses, because
the prosecution attorney might suggest something.
Whether there was any suggestion or not would be a question for
cross-examination ?
Judge MAUsITAtL. I do not think so. I agree with the fact that, the
Supreme Court considered the point and came out. with that as the
answer.
Senator VinviN. Do you think that the judge should have to, as
Judge Mlack says, assume the role of psychologist, and invade the
innermost recesses of the witness' mind for the purpose of determining
whether or not the witness' identifieation is influenced in part by the
view which the witness took of the accused in the absence of the
accused's lawyer?
Jtudgo MATsuIALL. No, sir; I do not agree.
Senator ERVIN. That is the result of the decision that we have been
discussing
Mr. C airman, I would like to have printed in the body of the
record these newly invented rules, these rulks that were invented by the
majority of the Supreme Court of the United States for the first time
on June 12, 1967, in the Wade, the Gilbert, and tl Stovall cases. I
will furnish photostatic copies of them.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Without objection they will be printed in the
record.
,(The documents referred to follow:)
Supreme Court of the United States
No. 834.-October Term, 1960
UNITED STATES, PETITIONER
V.

BILLY JOE WADIE

Ott writ of iiertforaH to the United States ourt of Appeals for the Fifth Olrouft
[June 12, 1907]

MR. JU8TxcE BRENlrAN delivered the opinion of the Court.
The qti;estion here is whether courtroom identification of an accused at trial are
to be excluded from evidence because the accused was exhibited to the witnesses
before trlal at a post-indictment lineup conducted for identification purposes without notice to and in the absence of the accused's appointed counsel.
The federally insured bank in Eustace, Texas, was robbed on September 21,
1904. A man with a small strip of tape on each side of his face entered the bnnk,
pointed a pistol at the female cashier and the vice president, the only persons
in the bank at the time, and forced them to fill a pillowcase with the bank's
money. The man then drove away with an accomplice waiting in a stolen car
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outside the bank. On March 23, 1965, an indictment was returned against
respondent Wade and two others for conspiring to rob the bank, and against
Wade and the accomplice fdr the robbery itself. Wade was arrested on April 2,
and counsel was appointed to represent him on April 20. Fifteen days later an
FBI agent, without notice to Wade's lawyer, arranged to have the two bank
employees observe a lineup made up of Wade and five or six other prisoners and
conducted in a courtroom of the local county courthouse. Each person in the
line wore strips of tape such as allegedly worn by the robber and upon direction
each said something like "put the money in the bag." the words allegedly uttered
by the robber. Both bank employees identIfied Wade in the lineup as the bank
robber.
At trial, the two employees, when asked on direct examination if the robber
was in the courtroom, pointed to Wade. The prior lineup Ideptitlcation was then
elicited from both employees on cross-examin4tion. At the close of testimony,
Wade's counsel moved for a judgment of acquittal or, alternatively, to strike
the bank officials' courtroom ihentitlcations on the ground that conduct of the
lineup, without notice to and in the absence of his appointed counsel, violated
his Fifth Amendment privilege against self-incripination anq b14 Sixth Amendment right to the assistance of counsel. The motion was denied, an4 Wade was
convicted. Tite Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit reversed the conviction
anId ordered a new trial at which the in-court identification evidence was to be
oxpluded, holding that, tliough thp lineup did not violate Wade's Fifth Amendnient rights, "the lineup, held as it was, inthe absence of counsel, already chosen
to represent appellant, was a violation of his Sixth Amendment rights * * *."
358 F. 2d 557, 500. We granted certiorari, 385 U.S. 811, and set the case for oral
argument with No. 223, Gilbert v. California, pot,and No. 254, Stovall v. Denne,
post, which present similar questions. We reverse the judgment of the Court of
Appeals and remand to that court with direction to enter a new judgment vacatIng the conviction and remanding the case to the District Court for further
proceedings consistent with this opinion.
I
Neither the lineup itself nor anything shown by this record that Wade was
required to do in tho lineup violated his privilege against self-incrimination.
We have only recently regaffrmed that the privilege "protects anl accused only
from being compelled *to,testify against himself,, or otherwise provide the State
with evidence of a testimonial or communicative nature * * *."Rohmorber v.
Californiq, 384 U.S. 757, 761. We tilre held that compelling a suspect to submit
to a withdrawal of a sample of his blood for analysis for alcohol content and
the admission in evidence (ifthe analysis report was not compulsion to those
ends. That holding was supported by the opinion in Holt v, united Stqtef, 218
U.S. 245, in which case , question arose as to whether a blouse belonged to the
defendant. A witness testified at trial that the defendant put on the blouse and
it bad fit him. The defendltit argued that the admission of the teitipiony was
error because conpoling hm,to put on the blouse wqs a vllation of iis
privilege. The Court rejected the claim as "an extravagant extension of the
Fifthl Amendment," Mr. Justice Holmes saying for the Court:
"[T]he prohibition of compelling a man in a crimnltiq court to be witness
against himself is a prohibition of the use of physical or moral compulsion
to extort conmuncatif)1ps from lif, not an exclusion of his body as evidence
when it may be material." 218 U.S., at 252-253.
The Court in Holt, however, put 0sde any constitutional' questions which
might be involved In compelling an accused, as here, to exhibit himself before
victims of or witnesses to ain alleged crime; the Qourt state, "[we need not
now consider how far a colu-t would go in compellih'g'a
mah to exhibit hit1
self." Id., at 253.1'
We have no doubt that compelling the accused merely to exhibit hiq person for
observation by a prosecution 'witness prior to trial involves no compulsioi of
the accused to give evidence having testimonial significance. It is compulsion
Holt was decided before Weeks v. United States, 282 U.8 888 fnsh|aied the rule ex-

cluding illegally obtained evidence In a federal prosecution. T1e dourt therefore followed

Ada vNeo "York, 192 U.S., O8 , in holding that, in any event, whenhn he Is exhibited,
whether voluntarily or by order, and even if the order goes too far, the evidence, It material,
is competent." 218 U.S., at 258.
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of the accused to exhibit his physical characteristics, not compulsion to disclose any knowledge he might have. It is no different from compelling Sehmerber
to provide a blood sample or Holt to wear the blouse, and, as in those instances,
it is not within the cover of the privilege. Similarly, compelling Wade to speak
within hearing distance of the witnesses, even to utter words purportedly uttered by the robber, was not compulsion to utter statements of a "testimonial"
nature; he was required to use his voice as an identifying physical characteristic,.
not to speak his guilt. We held In Schmerber, Rupra, at 761, that the distinction
to be drawn under the Fifth Amendment privilege against self-incrimination is
one between an accused's "communications" in whatever form, vocal or physical,
and "compulsion which makes a suspect or accused the source of 'real or physical evidence,'" Schmerbcr, 8tipra, at 764. We recognized that "both federal and
state courts have usually held that * * * [the privilege] offers no protection
against compulsion to submit to fingerprinting, photography, or measurements,
to write or speak for Identification, to appear in court, to stand, to assume a
stance, to walk, or to make a particular gesture." Id., at 764. None of these
activities becomes testimonial within the scope of the privilege because required
of the accused in a pretrial lineup.
Moreover, It deserves emphasis that this case presents no question of the
admissibility In evidence of anything Wade said or did at the lineup which
Implicates his privilege. The Government offered no such evidence as part of its
case, and what came out about the lineup proceedings on Wade's cross-examina.
tion of the bank employees Involved no violation of Wade's privilege.
II
The fact that the lineup involved no violation of Wade's privilege against
self-incrimination does not. however, dispose of his contention that the court
room identifications should have been excluded because the lineup was conducted without notice to and in the absence of his counsel. Our rejection of the
right to counsel claim in Sohtncrber rested on our conclusion In that case that
"no issue of counsel's ability to assist petitioner in respect of any rights he did
possess is presented." 384 U.S., at 760. In contrast, in this case It Is urged tMat
the assistance of counsel tit the lMieup was Indispensable to protect Wade's most
basic right as a criminal defendalnt-his right to a fair trial at which the witnesses against him might be meaningfully cross-examined.
Wole Framer of the Bill of Rights envisaged a broader role for counsel than
under the practice then, prevailing In England of merely advising his client In
"matters of law," and eschewing any responsibility for "matters of fact." 9
The constitutions In at least 11 of the 18 States expressly or Impliedly abolished
this distinction. Powell v. Alabama, 287 U.S. 45, 00-60; Note 78 Yale L.J. 1000,
1030-1033 (1964). "Though the colonial provisions about counsel were in accord'
on few things, they agreed on the necessity of abolishing the facts-law distinction; the colonists appreciated that If a defendant were forced to stand alone.
against the State, his case was foredoomed." 73 Yale L.3., supra, at 1033-1034.
This background Is reflected in the scope given by our decisions to the Sixth
Amendment's guarantee to an accused of the assistance of counsel for his defense. When the Bill of Rights was adopted, there were no organized police
forces as we know them today.$ The accused confronted the prosecutor and
the witnesses against him, and the evidence was marshalled, largely at the trial
Itself. In contrast, today's law enforcement machinery involves critical confrontations of the accused by the prosecution at pretrial proceedings where the
results might well settle the accused's fate and reduce the trial Itself to a mere
formality. In recognition of these realities of modern criminal prosecution, our
cases have construed the Sixth Amendment guarantee to apply to "critical"
stages of the proceedings. The guarantee reads: "In all criminal prosecutions,
the accused shall enjoy the right * * * to have the Assistance of Counsel
for his defence." The plain wording of this guarantee thus encompasses counsel's assistance whenever necessary to assure a meaningful "defence."
As early as Powell v. Alabama, supra, we :recognized that the period from
arraignment to trial was "perhaps the most critical period of :the proceed2See Powell v. Alabama, 287 U.S. 45, 00-65; Beaney, Right to Counsel 8-26.
See Note, 73 Yale L.J. 1000, 1040-1042 (1964) ; Note, 53 Calif. L. Rev. 337.
(1965).
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wings * *
Id., at 57, during which the accused "requires the guiding hand
i,"
of counsel * * *,"id., at 69, if the guarantee is not to prove an empty right.
That principle has since been applied to require the assistance of counsel at
the type of arraignment, for example, that provided by Alabama, where certain
rights might be sacrificed or lost: "What happens there may affect the whole
trial. Available defenses may be irretrievably lost, if not then and there asserted, * * *" Hamilton v. Alabama, 368 U.S. 52, 54. See White v. Maryland,
373 U.S. 59. The principle was also applied in Massiah v. United States, 377
U.S. 201, where we held that incriminating statements of the defendant should
have been excluded from evidence when it appeared that they were overheard
by federal agents who, without notice to the defendant's lawyer, arranged a
meeting between the defendant and an accomplice turned informant. We said,
quoting the concurring opinion in Spano v. New York, 360 U.S. 315, 326, that
"anything less * * * might deny a defendant 'effective representation by counsel at the only stage when legal aid and advice would help them.'" 377 U.S.,
at 204.
In Iscobedo v. IlinoM, 378 U.S. 478, we drew upon the rationale of Hamilton
and Mas8iah in holding that the right to counsel was guaranteed at the point
where the accused, prior to arraignment, was subjected to secret interrogation
despite repeated requests to see his lawyer. We again noted the necessity of
counsel's presence if the accused were to have a fair opportunity to present a
defense at the trial itself:
"The rule sought by the state here, however, would make the trial no more
than an appeal from the interrogation; and the 'right to use counsel at the
formal trial (would be] a very hollow thing [if], for all practical purposes, the
conviction is already assured by pretrial examination' * * * . 'One can imagine
a cynical prosecutor saying: Let them have the most illustrious counsel, now.
They can't escape the noose. There is nothing counsel can do for them at the
trial.'" 378 U.S., at 487-488.
Finally in Miranda v. Arizona, 884 U.S. 430, the rules established for custodial
interrogation included the right to the presence of counsel. The result was rested
on our finding that this and the other rules were necessary to safeguard the
privilege against self-incrimination from being jeopardized by such Interrogation.
Of course, nothing decided or said in the opinions in the cited cases links
the right to counsel only to protection of Fifth Amendment rights. Rather
those decisions "no more than reflect a constitutional principle established as
long ago as Powell v. Alabama * * * ." Ma,8siah v. United States, en4pra, at4
205. It is central to that principle that in addition to counsel's presence a trial,
the abused is guaranteed that he need not stand alone against the State at
any stage of the prosecution, formal or informal, In court or
out, where counsel's
absence might derogate the accused's right to a fair trial.6 The security of that
right is as much the aim of the right to counsel as it is of the other guarantees
of the Sixth Amendment-the right of the accused to a speedy and public trial
by an impartial jury, his right to be informed of 'the nature and cause of the
accusation, and his right to be confronted with the witnesses against him and
to have compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in his favor. The presence
of counsel at such critical confrontations, as at the trial itself, operates to
assure that the accused's interests will be protected consistently with our adversary theory of criminal prosecution. Of. Pointer v. Texas, 880 U.S. 400.
In sum, the principle of Powell v. Alabama and succeeding cases requires
,that we scrutinize any pretrial confrontation of the accused to determine whether
the presence of his counsel is necessary to preserve the defendant's basic right
to a fair trial as affected by his right, meaningfully to cross-examine the witnesses against him and to have effective assistance of counsel at the trial itself.
It calls upon us to analyze whether potential substantial prejudice to defendant's
rights inheres in the particular confrontation and the ability of counsel to help
avoid that prejudice.
III
The Government characterizes the lineup as a mere preparatory step in the
gathering of the prosecution's evidence, not different-for Sixth Amendment

' See, e g. Powell v.Alabama, 287 U.S. 45; Hamilton v. Alabama. 868 U.S 52: White V.
Marylta, 878 U.S. 59; Esoobedo v. Illinofe, 878 U.S. 478; Massoah v. United states. 87?
U.S. 201.
5 See cases cited note 4, eupra; Avery v. Alabama, 308 U.S. 444, 440.
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purposes--from various other preparatory steps, such as systematized or scientific analyses of the accused's flngprprints, blood sample, clothing, hair, and the
like. We think there are differences which preclude such stages being characterized as critical stages at which the accused has the right to the presence of his
counsel., Knowledge of thV techniques of science and technology is sufficiently
available, and the variables in techniques few enough, that the accused has the
opportunity for a meaningful confrontation of the Government's case at trial
through the ordinary processes of crossO-eamlnation of the Government's expert
witnesses and the presentation of the evidence of his own experts. The denial of
a right to have his counsel present at such analyses does not therefore violate
the Sixth Amendment; they are not critical stages since there is minimal risk
that his counsel's absence at such stages might derogate his right to a fair trial.
IV
But the confrontation compelled by the State between the accused and the
victim or witnesses to a crime to elicit identification evidence is peculiary riddled
With innumerable dangers and variable factors which might seriously, even
cuclally, derogate from a fair trial. The vagaries of eyewitness identification
are well-known; the annals of criminal law are rife with instances of mistaken
identiflcation.6 Mr. Justice Frankfurter once said: "What is the worth of identification testimony even when uncontradicted? The identification of strangerS is
proverbially untrustworthy. The hazards of such testimony are established by a
formidable number of instances in the records of English and American trials.
These instances are recent-not due to the brutalities of ancient criminal procedure." The Case of Sacco and Vanzetti 30 (1)27). A major factor contributing
to the high incidence of miscarriage of Justice from mistaken identification has
been the degree of suggestion inherent in the manner In which the prosecution
presents the suspect to witnesses for pretrial Identification. A commentator has
observed that "the influence of Improper suggestion upon identifying witnesses
probably accounts for more miscarriages of justice than hny other single factorperhaps it is responsible for more such errors than all other factors combined."
Wall, Eyewitness Identification in Criminal Cases 20. 7Suggestion can be created
intentionally or unintentionally in many subtle ways, And the dangers for the
suspect are particularly grave when the witness' opportunity for observation was
insubstantial, and thus his susceptibility to suggestion the greatest.
Moreover; "it is a matter of common experience that, once a witness has
picked out the accused at the line-up, he is not likely to go back on his word
later on, so that in practice the issue of identity may (in the absence of other
relevant evidence) for all practical purposes be determined there and then,
before the trial.",
The pretrial confrontation for purpose of identification may take the form
of a lineup, also known as an "identification parade" or "showup," as in the
present case, or presentation of the suspect alone to the witness, as in Stovall
V. Donno, post. It is obvious that risks of suggestion attention either form of
confrontation and increase the dangers inhering in eyewitness Identification.'
But as is the case with secret interrogations, there is serious difficulty In
depicting what transpires at lineups and other forms of identification confrontationi. "Privacy results in secrecy and this in turn results In a gap in our knowledge as to what in fact goes on * * *. Miranda v. Arizona, 8ttpra, at 448. For
the same reasons, the defense can seldom reconstruct the manner and mode of
OBorchard, Convicting the Innocent; Prank & Frank, Not Guilty; Wall, Eyewitness
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lineup identification for judge or jury at trial. Those participating in a lineup
with the accused may often be police officers; 10 in any event, the participants'
names are rarely recorded or divulged at trial.' The impediments to an objec-

tive observation are increased when the victim is the witness. Lineups are
prevalent in rape and robbery prosecutions and present a particular hazard that
a victim's understandable outrage may excite vengeful or spiteful motives.'2 In
any event, neither witnesses nor lineup participants are apt to be alert for
conditions prejudicial to the suspect. And If they were, it would likely be of
scitnt benefit to the suspect since neither witnesses nor lineup participants are
likely to be schooled in the detection of suggestive influences. 3 Improper influences
may go undetected by a suspect, guilty or not, who experiences the emotional
tension which we might expect In one being confronted with potential accusers.
Even when lie does observe abuse, if he has a criminal record he may be reluctant
to take the stand and open up the admission of prior convictions. Moreover, hny
protestations by thO suspect of the fairness of the lineup made at trial are
likely to be in va '; " the jury's choice Is between the accused's unsupported
version and that of the police officers present.' In short, the accused's inability
effectively to reconstruct at trial any unfairness that occurred at the lineup may
deprive him of his only opportunity meaningfully to attack the credibility of the
witness' courtroom identification.
What facts have been disclosed in specific cases about the conduct of pretrial
confrontations for identification illustrate both the potential for substantial
prejudice to the accused at that stage. and the need for its revelation at trial.
A commentator provides some striking examples:
"In a Canadian case * * * the defendant had been picked out of a line-up of
six men, of which he was the only Oriental. In other cases, a blackhalired suspect
was placed upon a group of light-haired persons, tall suspects have been made to
stand with short non-suspects, and, in a case where the perpetrator of the crime
was known to be a youth, a suspect under twenty was )laced in a lineup with
live other persons, all of whom were forty or over." 17
in Sep Wall supra n 0, 57-50; see, e.g., Peplo v. Bonell 28 111. 2d 505 192 N.E. 2d
iJ2t) (19(18) : Plefple v. ,Jam~oe, 218 Cul. App. 2d 1061
82 Cal. ltptr. 288 (1OBS.
AtHet, Itol mh, Personal Identity 50: "The bright Iurdeii of Identity,
at these parades, Is
tifk~pd from the innocent pflrticiipiifts to hover about the suspects, leaving the rest featureleJ and unknown and without Interest."
2 901,

Williams & itaminmolnann, Identification Parades, Part II, [1903] Crim, L. Rev.

545, 54(:, Borchard, Convicting the Innocent, 807.
"An additional Impediment to the detection of such Influences by participants, inclding
tihr suppect, Is the physical conditions often surrotnnding the conduct ofthe lineup In
ntny, lights shine on the stago in such a way that thn suspect cannot see the witness.
See Gilbert v,United States, 360 F. 2d (C.A. 0th Cir. 1960). In some a one-way mirror
isutsvid and what is said on the witness', stand cannot be heard. See Rigney v. Hendrick
355 F. 2d 710, 711, n. 2 (C. A. 3d Cir. ID05).; Aaron v. State, 273 Ala. 837, 139 go. 2d
1
809 (1061.).
' Williams & itnnelnumnii Part I, supra, n.8, at 480', Napley, aupra, n. 8, at 909.
"'See In re Uroban, 352 13,8. 330, 840 'BrAcK, J., dissenting). The difficult position
of defendants in attempting to protest the manner of pretrial identification is Illustrated
by the many state court cases In which contentions of blatant abuse rested on their unsupportable allegations, usually controverted by the police officers present. See, e.g., Peole
v Shields, 70 Ca AI). 2d 028 034-035 101 P 2d 475 478-479 (1045); People v.Hc8
22 III. 2d 364, 170 N.E. 2d 810 (196Y) ; State v. Will 108 Kan. 51, 804 P. 2d 106
(1004) ;.Redmon v, Oommonivealth, 821 S.W. 2d 397 (ky. Ct. App. 1969); Lubineki v.
State, 180 Md. 1 8, 22 A. 2d 459 (1941). For a striking case in which hardly anyone
agreed 287
upon
lineup, including who identified whom, see Johnson v.
State,
Md.what
288, occurred
208 A. 2d at
188the
(1005).'
' An instructive example of the defendant's predicament may be found in Prootor v.
State, 223 Md. 394, 164 A. 2d 708 (bOjO). A prior iqdentificatlon is admissible in Maryland only under the salutary rule that it cannot have ben made "under conditions of
utnfairness or unreliability." )o., at 401, 164 A.2d. at 712. Against the defendant's contentie! that these conditions had not been met, the Court stated :
"In the instant case, there are no such kact as, in our judgment would call for a finding
that the identification *.* *was made under Conditions of unairness or unreliability.
Tite relatively large number of persons put into the room together for [the victim] to look
at is one circumstance indieatng fairness, and the fact that tl.o police officer was unable
to remember the appearances of the others and could' not recall if they had physical
characteristics similar to [the defendant's] or not Is at least suggestive that they were
not of any one type or that they all differed markedly in looks fr0 the defendant. There
is no evidence that the Police Sergeant, gave the complaining witness any indication as to
which of the thirteen men was the defendant; the Sergeant's testimony is simply that
he asked [the victim] If he coull identify [the defendant] after having put the thirteen
men in the courtroom."
V Wall, Eyewitness Ide tificatlon In Criminal Cases 53., For other such examples see
flouts, From Evidence to Proof 25; Frankfurter, The Case of'Sacco and Vanzetti, 12-14,
80-82; 8 Wigmore, Evidence I 786(a)' ht 104, n. 2: Paul, Identification of Accused Persons, 12 Aust, L.J. 42, 44 (1988) ; Rolph, Personal Identify, 34-43.
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Similarly state reports, in the course of describing prior identifications admitted as evidence of guilt, reveal numerous instances of suggestive procedures,
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for(ement. He is merely carrying out what he is sworn to do under his oath-to
protect to the extent of his ability the rights of his client. In fulfilling this responsibility the attorney plays a vital role in the administration of criminal justice
under our Constitution."
In our view counsel can hardly' impede legitimate law enforcement; on the
contrary, for the reasons expressed, law enforcement may be assisted by preventing the infiltration of taint in the prosecution's identification evidence,
That result cannot help the guilty -avoid conviction but (an only help assure that
the right man has been brought to justice."
Legislative or other regulations, such as those of local police departments,
which eliminate the risks of abuse and unintentional suggestion at lineup proceeding.s and the impediments to meaningful confrontation at trial may also remove the basis for regarding the stage as "critical." 80But neither Congress nor
the federal authorities has seen fit to provide a solution. What we hold today
"in no way creates a eonstitution-al straitjacket which will handicap sound efforts
at reform, nor is it intended to have this effect." Mirandav. Arizona, 8s1pra, at 47.
V
We come now to the (Juestiol) whether the denial of Wade's motion to strike
the courtroom Identification by the bank witnesses at trial because of the absence
of his counsel at the lillul) required, 'as the Court of Appeals held, the grant of a
new trial at which such evidence is to be excluded. We do not think this disposition can be Justified without first giving the Government the opportunity to
establish by clear and convincing evidence that the in-court ilentilications were
biaed upon observations of the supi)e(.t other thian the lineup Identification. See
Alrphy v. W1'aterfront ('ommlaslon, 378 U.S. 52, 79, n. 18."' Where, as here, the
admissibility of evidence of the lineup identification itself is not Involve',, a
per me rule of exclusion of courtroom identification would be unjustified.u See
Nardone v. United Statc, 308 U.S. 338, 341. A rule limited solely to the exclusion
of testimony concerning identification at the lineup itself, without regard to admisibillty of the court Identification, would render the right to counsel an
empty one. The lineup Is most often used, as in the present case, to crystallize
the witnesses' identification of the defendant for future reference. We have already noted that the lineup identification will have that effect. The State mty
then rest upon,the witnesses' unequivocal courtroom Identification, and not men0 Concern is also expressed that the presence of counsel will force divulgence of the
Identlt of government witnesses whose Identity the Government may want to conceal. To
the extent that this Is a valid or significant state Interest there are police practices commonly used to effect concealmeht for example, masking the face.
SMost other nations surround the lineup with safeguards against prejudice to the supet In England the suspect must be allowed the presence of his solicitor or a friend,
Na plev, upr
,
at 98-99, Germany requires the presence of retained counsel ; France
forbIdo the confrontation of the suspect in the absence of his counsel ; Spain, Mexico, and
Italy provide detailed procedures prescribing the conditions under which confrontation
must occur under the Aupervision of a Judicial officer who sees to it that the proceedings
are officially recorded to assure adequate scrutiny at trial. burray, The Criminal Lineup
at Home and Abroad, 10,!0, Utah L. Rev. 610, 621-627,
g Thirty years ago Wigmore suggested a "scientific method" of pretrial Identification
"to reduce the risk of error hitherto inherent in such proceedings." Wigmore, The Science
of Judicial Proof 541 '(3d ed. 1937). Under this approach, at least 100 talking films
would he prepared of mien from varioUs occupations races etc. Each would b photographed in a number of stock movements, with and without hat and coat, and would, read
loud a standard ppdfoge. The suspect would be filmed In the same manner. Some 25 of
be rlms would be shown In succession in a special projection room in which each witness
would be provided an electric button which would activate a board backstage when pressed
to indicate that the witness had identified a given person. Provision would be made for
the degree of hesitancy in the identification to be indicated by tme number of presses, Id.,
at 540-541. Of course, the more systematic and scientific a process or proceeding, including one for purposes of identification, the less the impediment to reconstruction of the
conditions bearing upon the reliability of that process or proceeding at trial. See discussion
of fingerprint and like tests, Part IiI, supra, and of handwriting exemplars in Gilbert v.
aliforna,
ppat.
It See Goldstein v. United States, 316 U. S. 114, 124, n. 1 (Murphy,
. dissenting).
,fAlfter an accused sustains the initial burden imposed by Nardone v. United States,
A8 V3. S. 338, of proving to the satisfaction of the trial Judge in the preliminary hearing
that wire-tapping was unlawfully employed, as petitioners did here, It is only fair that the
burden should tIen shift to the Government to convince the trial judge that the proof
had an independent origin."
I"We reach a contrary conclusion in Gilbert v, Califorfa, post, as to the admissibility
of the witness' testimony that lie also Identified tb accused at the lineup.

NOMINATION

OF THURGOOD MARSHALL

129

tion the pretrial identification as part of the State's case at trial. Counsel is
then in the predicament in which Wade's counsel found himself-realizing that
possible unfairness at the lineup may be the sole means of attack upon the unequivocal courtroom identification, and having to probe in the dark in an attempt
to discover and reveal unfairness, while bolstering the government witness' courtroom identification by bringihg out and dwelling upon his prior identification.
Since counsel's presence at the lineup would equip him to attack not only the
lineup identification but the courtroom identificationias well, limiting the impact
of violation of the right to counsel to exclusion of evidence only of identification
tit the lineup itself disregards a critical element of that right.
We think it follows that the proper test to be applied In these situations is
that quoted in Wzong Sun v. United State8, 371 U.S. 471, 488, "Whether, granting
establishment of the primary illegality, the evidence to which instant objection
is made has been come at by exploitation of that illegality or instead by means
sufficiently distinguishable to be purged of the primary taint." Maguire, Evidence of Guilt 221 (1959). See also Hoffa v. United State,t 395 U.S. 2)3. 301).
Application of this test in the present context requires consideration of varous factors; for example, the prior opportunity to observe the alleged criminal
act, the existence of any discrepancy between tiny pre-lineup description and
the defendant's actual description, any identification prior to lilleup of another
person, the Identification by picture of ti defendant l)rior to the lineup, failure
to Identify tie defendant on a prior occasion, and the lapse of time between
the alleged act and the lineup identification. It is also relevant to consider those
facts which, despite the absence of counsel, are disclosed concerning the conduct
of the lineup. 3"
We doubt that the Court of Appeals applied the proper test for exclusion of the
in-court identification of the two witnesses. The court stitted that "it cannot he
said with any certainty that they would have recognized appellant at the tine
of trial if this intervening lineup had not occurred," and that the testimony
of the two witnesses "may well have been colored by the illegal procedure and
was prejudicial." 358 F. 2d, at $60. Moreover, the court was persuaded, in part,
by the "compulsory verbal responses made by Wade at the instance of the Special
Agent." Ibid. This iml)lies the erroneous holding that Wade's privilege against
self-incrimination was violated so that the denial of counsel required exclusion.
On the record now before us we cannot make the determination whether
the in-court identifications had an Independent origin. This was not an issue at
trial, although there Is some evidence relevant to a determination. That Inquiry is most properly made In the District Court. We therefore think the al)prol)riate procedure to be followed is to vacate the conviction pending a hearIng todeterinine whether the In-court identifications had an independent source,
or whether, in any event, the introduction of the evidence was harmless error,
Ohapmta v. Californla, 386 U.S. 18, and for' the District Court to reinstate the
conviction or order a new trial, as may be proper. See United State8 v. R1oitwel
Mff /. Co., 355 U.S. 233, 245-246.
The judgment of the Court of Appeals is vacated and the case is remanded
to that court with direction to enter a new judgment vacating the conviction
and remanding the case to the District Court for further proceedings consistent
with this opinion.
It 18 8o ordered.
Tui Cintr
.TUBTICE Joins the opinion of the Court except for Part T, from
which he dissents for the reasons expressed in the opinion of MIR, JUSTICEn FORTAS.
1.R. JusTnE DouOLAs joins the opinion of the Court except for Part I. On
that phase of the case he adheres to fhe dissenting views In Solimerbor v. Caliyota,384 U.S. 757, 772-770, that compulsory lineup violates the privilege ftginst
self-incrimination contained in tile Fifth Amendment.
L Thus it is not the ease that "lilt matters not how well the witness knows the suspect,
whether the witness is the suspect's mother, brother, or long-time associate, and no matter
how long or well tie witness observed the perpetrator at the scene of the crime." Such
factors will have an important bearing upon the true basis of tm withOss' in-court
Identification. Moreover, the State's inability to bolster the witness' courtroom Identifiestion, by introduction of time lineup identification Itself, ee Gilbert v. Cali ornia, poat, will
become less significant the more the evidence of other opportunities of the witness to
observe tie defendant Thus where the witness Is a "kidnp victim who has lived for days
with his abductor" the value to the Stato of admission of the lineup Identification Is
indeed marginal, and such identification would be a mere formality.
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Supreme Court of the United States
No. 334.-October Term, 19.IG
UNITED STATES, PETITIONER
IV.

BILLY JOE WADE

On Writ of Certiorarito the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth,Circuit
[June 12, 1967]
MR. JUSTICE CLARK, concurring.
With reference to the lineup point involved in this case I cannot, for the life
of me, see why a lineup is not a critical stage of the prosecution. Identification of
the suspect-a prerequisite to establishmiept of guilt-occurs at this stage, and
with Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 430 (1966), on the books, the requirement of
the presence of counsel arises, unless waived by the suspect. I dissented in
Miranda but I am bound by it now, as we all are. Schmcorber v. California,384
U.S. 757 (1966), precludes petitioner's claim of self-incrimination. I therefore
Join the opinion of the Court.
Supreme Court of the United States
No. 334.-October Term, 1966
UNITED STATES, PETITIONER

BILLY JOE WADE
On Writ of Certiorar to the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit
[June 12, 1967]
Mn. JUSTICE BLACK, dissenting in part and concurring in part..,
On March 23, 1965, respondent Wade was indicted for robbing a bank; on
.April 2, he was arrested; and on April 26, the court appointed a lawyer to represent him. Fifteen days later, while Wade was still in custody, an FBI agent
took him and several other prisoners into a room at the courthouse, directed each
to participate in a lineup wearing strips of tape on his, face and to ,speak the
words used by the robber .at the bank. This was all done in order to let the bank
employee witnesses look at Wade for Identification purposes. Wade's lawyer was
neither notified of nor present at the lineup toprotect his client's interests. At
Wade's trial, two bank employees identified him in the courtroom. Wade objected
to this testimony, when, on cross-examination, his counsel elicited from these
witnesses the fact that they had seen Wade in the lineup. He contended that by
forcing him to participate in the ,lineup, wear strips of tape on his face, and
repeat the words used by the robber, all without counsel, the Government had
(1), compelled him to be a witness against himself in violation of the Fifth
Amendment, and, (2) deprived him of, the assistance of counsel for his defense in
violation of the Sixth Amendment.,"
The Court in Part I of Its opinion rejects Wade's Fifth Amendment contention. From that I dissent In:Pgrts.II-IVof its oplnion,.the Court sustains Wade's
claim of denial of right to counsel in the out-of-court lineup, and in that I concur.
In Part V, the Court remands the case to the District Court to consider whether
the courtroom identification of Wade was the.fruit of' the Illegal,ltneup, and if
it were, to grant him a new trial unless the, court concludes that the courtroom
.identification was harmless error, I'would reverse the Court of Appeals', reversal
of Wade's conviction, but I would not remand for further proceedings. Since the
prosecution did not use the out-of-court lineup Identification against Wade at his
trial, I believe the conviction should be affirmed.
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In rejecting Wade's claim that his privilege against self-incrimination was
violated by compelling him 'to appear in the lineup wearing the tape and uttering
the words given him by the police, the Court relies on the recent holding in
Sorhmerher v. Ualffornia, 384 U.S. 757. In that case the'Court held that taking
blood from a man's body against his will in order to convict him of a crime did
not compel him to be a witness against himself. X dissented from that holding,
384 U.S., at 773, and still dissent. The Court's reason for its holding was that
the sample of Schmerber's blood taken in order to convict him of crime was
neither "testimonial" nor "communicative" evidence. 1 think it was both. It
seems quite plain to me that the Fifth Amendment's Self-incrimination Clause
was designed to bar the Government from forcing any person to supply proof
of his own crime, precisely what Schmerber was forced to do when he was forced
to supply his blood. The Government simply took his blood against his will and
over his counsel's protest for the purpose of convicting him of crime. So here,
having Wade in its custody awaiting trial to see if he could or would be convicted of crime, the Government forced him to stand in a lineup, wear strips on
his face, and speak certain words, in order to make it possible for government
witnesses to identify him as a criminal. Had Wade been compelled to utter these
or any other words in open court, it is plain that he would have been entitled
to a new trial because of having been compelled to be a witness against himself.
Being forced by Government to help convict himself and to supply evidence
against himself by talking outside the courtroom is equally violative of his constitutional right not to be compelled to be a witness against himself. Consequently,
because of this violation of the Fifth Amendment, and not because of my own
personal view that the Government's conduct was "unfair," "prejudicial," or
"impitoper," I would prohibit the prosecution's use of lineup identification at
trial.
ii
I agree wtt the Court, in large part because of the reasons it gives, that
failure to notify Wade's counsel that Wade was to be put in a lineup by government officers and to be forced to talk and wear tape on his face denied Wade
the right to counsel in violation of the Sixth Amendment. Once again, my reason
:for this conclusion is solely the Sixth Amendment's guarantee that "the accused
shall enjoy the right * * * to have the assistance of counsel for his defence."
As this Court's opinion points out, "[t]he plain wording of this guarantee thus
encompasses counsel's assistance whenever necessary to assure a meaningful
'defence.'" And I agree with the Court that a lineup is a 1"critical'stage" of the
criminal proceedings against an accused, because it, is, a stage at which the
Government makes use of his custody to obtain crucial evidence against him.
Besides counsel's presence at the lineup being necessary. to protect the defendant's
specific constitutional rights to confrontation .and the assistance of counsel at
the trial. itself, the assistanc- of counsel 't tihe lineup is also necessary .to
protect the defendant's in-custody assertion ofhis privilege,against self-incrimtnation, Miranda v. Arizona#384 U.S. 486, for contrary, to khe C,ur 'I believe that
counsel may, advise the defendant not to participate in thq, ,,nXpupor to'participate only under certain conditions.
I agree with the Court that counsel's prqfep ce,'#t the li'uep .is necessary to
protect the accused's right to a 'fair trial,"; oly,, if by,*"fair trial" the Court
means a trial in accordance with the "!law, of the" land .,as,,speflci!y ,set out
in the Constitution. But there ,are implications in the, Cd#gfs, opinion that by
a "fair trial" the Court means a trial' which a majority 'of. this Court deems, to
be "fair" and that, a, lineup is a "critical stege' only, because. the Court, 'now
assessing the "innumerable dangers": which, inhere in it, tilhs0t .s quch. That
these implications are 'justified is evidenced, by the , Court',4 ugge tio. ,&ik_"t
"legislative or other regulations *** which elimnnatetlAe. abuse * * * at li eup
proceedings * * may also remove the basis for :regarding the stage, as 'critical.'
And it is clear from the Court's opinion. in Giber$v;. Valfornia,,0s't,tliat'it is
wfllig to make the Sixth Amendment's guarantee oe rigbt to counsel dependent
on the Court's own vlbw of whether a particular stage of the p6ceedIngs-,-thQugh
"critical" in the sense, of the prosecution's gathering of evidence!-Is "critical"
to the Court's ownview' of a "fair trial." I am wholly unwilling to make 'the
specific constitutional right of counsel dependent on judges" ,vague and transitory
nations of fairness and their equally transitory, though "practical," assessment
of the "risk that * * * counsel's absence * * * might derogate from a fair trial."
See Pointerv. Texas, 380 U.S. 400, 412 (concurring opinion of Goldberg, J.),
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III
I would reverse Wade's conviction without further ado had the prosecution at
trial made use of his lineup identification either in place of courtroom identification or to bolster in a harmful manner crucial courtroom identification. But the
prosecution here did neither of these things. After prosecution witnesses under
oath Identified Wade in the courtroom, it was the defense, and not the prosecution, which brought out the prior lineup identification. While stating that "a
per se rule of exclusion of courtroom identification would be unjustified," the
Court, nevertheless, remands this case for "a hearing to determine whether the
in-court identifications had an independent source," or were the tainted fruits
of the invalidly conducted lineup. From this holding I dissent.
In the first place, even If this Court has power to establish such a rule of
evidence, I think the rule fashioned by the Court is unsound. The "taint"-"fruit"
determination required by the Court involves more than considerable difficulty.
I think it is practically impossible. How is a witness capable of probing the
recesses of his mind to draw a sharp line between a courtroom identification
due exclusively to an earlier lineup and a courtroom identification due to memory
not based on the lineup? What kind of "clear and convincing evidence" can the
prosecution offer to prove upon what particular events memories resulting In
an in-court identification rest? How long will trials be delayed while judges
turn psychologists to probe the subconscious minds of witnesses? All these
questions are posed hut not answered by the Court's opinion. In my view, the
Fifth and Sixth Amendments are satisfied if the prosecution is precluded from
using lineup identification as either an alternative to or corroboration of courtroomn identification. If the prosecution does neither and its witnesses under oath
identify the defendant inI the courtroom, then I can find no justiflcation for
stopping the trial in midstream to hold a lengthy "taint"-"fruit" hearing. The
fact of and circumstances surrounding a prior lineup identification might he
used by the defense to impeach the credibility of the in-court identifications,
but not to exclude them completely.
But more important, there is no constitutional revisionn upon which I can
rely that directly or by Implication gives this Court power to establish what
amounts to a constitutional rule of evidence to govern, not only the Federal
Government, but the States in their trial of state crimes under state laws in
state courts. See Gilbertv. California,post. The Constitution deliberately reposed
in States very broad power to create and to try 'crimes according to their own
rules and policies. Spencer v. Texas, 385 U. S. 554. Before being deprived of this
power, the least that they can ask is that we should be able to point to a federal
constitutional provision that either by express language or by necessary implication grants us the power to fashion this novel rtile of evidence to govern their
criminal trials. Cf. Berger v. New York,- U.S.(BLAcK, J., dissenting).
Neither Nardone v.United States, 308 V. S. 339, nor Wong Sun v. United States,
371 U. S. 471, both federal case and both decided "III other contexts," support
what the Court demands of the States today.
Perhaps the 0ourt presumes to write this constitutional rule of evidence on the
Fourteenth Amendment's Due Process Clause. This is not the time or place to consider that claim. Suffice it for me to say briefly that I find no such authority In
the Due ProcesS Clause. It undoubtedly provides that a person must be tried in
accordance with the' "Law of the Land." Consequently, it violates due process to
try it' person in a way prohibited by the Fourth, Fifth, or Sixth Amendments of
our written Constltuto'n. But I bave never been able to subscribe to the dogma
that the Due Process ClauSe empowers;this Court to declare any law, including a
rule of evidence, unconstitutional which it believes is contrary to tradition,
deckncy, fundamental Justice, or any of the other wide-meaning words used by
'judges to claim power under the Due Process Clause, See, e. g., Rochn v. California, 342 U. S. 165. I have an abiding idea that if the Framers had wanted to
let judges write the Constitution on any such day-to-day beliefs of theirs, they
would have said so instead of so carefully defining their grants and prohibitions
In a written constitution.' With no more authority than the Due Process Clause
I am wholly unwilling to tell the state or federal courts that the United States
Constitution forbids them to allow courtroom identification without the prosecution first proving that the identification does nipt rest in whole or in part on al
illegal lineup. Should I do so, I would feel 'that we are deciding what the Constl-
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tution is, not from what it says, but from what we think it would have been
wise for the Framers to put in it. That to me would be "Judicial activism" at Its
worst. I would leave the States and Federal Government free to decide their own
rules of evidence. That, I believe, is their constitutional prerogative.
I would affirm Wade's conviction.
Supreme Court of the United States
No. 334.-October Term, 1900
UNITED STATES, PETITIONER
V.
BILLY JOE WADE

On Writ of Certiorarito the Unitc States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Citrcttt
[June 12, 1967]

'

Mr. JUSTICE WHITE, whom Mr. JUSTICE HARLAN and Mr. JUSTICE STEWART
Join, dissenting in part and concurring in part.
The Court has again propounded a broad constitutional rule barring use of
a wide spectrum of relevant and probative evidence, solely because a step in its
ascertainment or discovery occurs outside the presence of defense counsel.
This was the approach of the Court in Miranda v. Arizona. I objected then to
what I thought was an uncritical and doctrinaire approach without satisfactory factual foundation. I have much the same view of thQ present ruling and
therefore dissent from the judgment and from Parts II, IV, and V of the Court's
opinion.
The Court's opinion Is far reaching. It proceeds first by creating a new per se
rule of constitutional law: a criminal suspect cannot be subjected to a pretrial
identification process in the absence of his counsel without violating the Sixth
Amendment If he is, the State may not buttress a later courtroom identification
o' the witness by any reference to the previous identification. Furthermore, the
courtroom identification is not admissible at all unless the State can establish
by clear and convincing proof that the testimony is not the fruit of the earlier
identification made in the absence of defendant's counsel-admittedly a heavy
burden for the State and probably an impossible one. For all intents and purposes, courtroom identifications are barred if pretrall identifications have occurred without counsel being present,
The rule applies to any lineup, to any other techniques employed to produce an
identification ,and a fortiori to a face-to-face encounter between the witness and
the suspect alone, regardless of when the identification occurs, in time or place,
and whether before or after indictment or information. It matters not how well
the witness knows the suspect, whether the witness is the suspect's mother,
brother, or long-time associate, and no matter how long or well the witness
observed the perpetrator at the scene of the crime. The kidnap victim who has
lived for days with his abductor is in the same category as the witness who had
had only a fleeting glimpse of the criminal. Neither may identify the suspect
without defendant's counsel being present. The same strictureq apply regardless
of the number of other witnesses who positively identify the defendant and
regardless of the corroborative evidence showing that it-was the defendant who
I, ,
has committed the crime.
The premise for the Court's rule is not the general unreliability of eyewitness
Identifications nor the difficulties inherent, in observation, recall, *and recognition. The Court assumes a narrower evil as the basis for its rule-improper'
police suggestion which contributes to erroneous identifications., The Court apthat'a
parently believes that improper police procedures are so widespread
broad proplylattie rule must bo laid down, requiring the presence - of counsel at,
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all pertralil identifications, In order to detect recurring 'instances of' police
misconduct. 1 I do not share this 'pervasive distrust of all official Investigations.
None of the mliterials the Court relies upon supports it.,' Certainly, 'I would
bow to solid fact, but the Court quite obviously does nothave before It any
reliable, comprehensive survey of current police practices on which to base its
new rule. Until it does, the Court should - avoid excluding relevant evidence
from state criminal trials. Cf. Washington v. Texas, U.S. -.
The Court goes beyond, assuming that a great majority of the country's police
departments are following improper practices at pretrial identifications. To find
the lineup a "critical" stage of-the proceeding and to exclude identifications
made in the absence of counsel, the Court must also assume that police "suggestion," if it occurs at all, leads to erroneous rather than accurate identifications
and that reprehensible police conduct will have an unavoidable and largely undiscoverable impact on the trial. This in turn assumes that there is now no
adequate source from which defense counsel can learn about the circumstances
of the pretrial identification in order to place before the Jury all of the considerations which should enter into an appraisal of courtroom identification evidence.
But the.e are treacherous and unsupported assumptions,8 resting as they do on
the notion that the defendant will not be aware, that the police and the witnesses
will forget or prevaricate, that defense counsel will be unable to bring out the
truth and that neither jury, judge, nor appellate court is a sufficient safeguard
against unacceptable police conduct occurring at a pretrial identification procedure. I am unable to share the Court's view of the willingness of the police and
the ordinary citizen-witness to dissemble, either with respect to the identification of the defendant or with respect to the circumstances surrounding a pretrial
identification.
There are several strlklhg' aspects 'to the Court's holding. First, the rule does
not bar courtroom identificdtions where there hae been no previous identifications in the presence of the police, although whefi identified in the courtroom,
the defendant is known to be in custody 'and charged with the commission of a
ctime. Second, t9e Court seems to say that if suitable' lUgislittive standards were
adopted for the conduct of pretrial identifliationis, thereby lessening the hazards
in such confrontations, It would not insist on the presence of counsel. But if this
is true, why does-not'the Court siiply'fnshionwhht it deems to be constitutionally acceptable procedures f6r 'the authorities to f9llow? Certainly the, Court is
correct in suggesting thot 'the new iule'will be'whi6Jly inhpplicable wherepolice
departments themselves ha'e bstablished'sditabie safucgtaids.'
TP.rd, courtroom ldentifigation ma, , e barred, absent' counsel at a prior
identification, regardless of the extento'f counsel's information concerning the
etrctdmstances of the previous confi-'ntato i betWa en witness and defendaftifapparently even 'it'there *cte recording. or 'sfindmovles ofth events ag they
66tiried.' But if the'rule i preiisied 6rn the' defendhfit's right to have his coiih'.el
'O~V,' there 'ieem. little baiPs' fbr not Ac~etiingother means.' to infoim. A disseem ad-'
wouldd
interested observer, recordings, photogranh,%-hh'v one 6f them
quate to fuitish the bhais for a menthiiil'r6ss examindition df the eye-witfiss
who identiflesthe defi6fdaft In the coui-rdo0m.
I'etiIstovafl V. 'D nno, -'
P . S.
.th Cotrt 'recogizei that Improper. police
conduct in the identification process has not been'so widespread as to Justify full retro-,
activity for it new rule,
,.
,.:'.;
,
2 In Miranda v. Arizon4,f $84 ITS. 436, 449, the Cour't noted that 'O'Hara, Fupdamentals
of Crhhinal Investgatin (1956) Is a text that'.has enjoyed( extensive use tnmonc law
enf6rcem6at agencieS and, Adhbilk'tudents' of'oolite science. The qUallty'tif the work was
said to. rest n the ajithor's long vsurvice as .observer,' lecturer, in. police science, and work
a
Waf~deral crime inveotig.toi.
oO'Hara.does not suggest that the police should or do upe
iMentifcation mftleherv. 14
_,rperly
instead he argues for techniques that would, increase the' reliability, of''eyewitness ldentflctioti
. a'd there is no reason to' Suggest that
,
Q' Tara's views are, not. shared, and practiced, by the majority, of police departments
through out the land.
I The instant case and.1ts companions. Gilbert v. 0alifornia, U. 'S. -,
Stov411
v. Denno, U. S. -.- -, certalibly lend 'n& support to th Court's assumptions.and
The rblice
conduct deemed improper by the Courtin the.three cases seems to have come to light
at'
trial in the orhimary course of events. One can' ask what more counsel would have learned'
at the retrial identifieations that would hn*6 been relevant for truth determination at
trial. When the Court Orentlles ifs constitutional rule on police conduct so subtle as to
ef.v descrintion and subsequent disclosure It deals in pure speculation.
conduct is
Intentionally veiled, the poiee will know about it, 'an l I am unwillingIf.topolice
speculate that
defense' cotinge at triti . ' 1) be unable to' reconstritet'the known eircuimstances
of the
pretrial identification. And if the "unknown" Influence on identifications Is "innocent."
the Court's general uremise evaporates and the problem is simply that of the Inherent
shortcomings of eyewitness testimony.
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I share the Court's view that the criminal trial, at the very least, should aim
at truthful" ftictfinding,, inciudi!t;, accurate eyewitness identifications. I doubt,
however, ,on the basis of our present information, that the tragic mistakes which
liaje occurred in criminal trials are as much the product of improper police
conduct
the6'*are
the consequence
the difficulties
testimonyasaidin
'resolving
6ridentiaryofconfilts
-by Icourtinherent,
or Jury.,inI eyewitness
doubt that
the Court's new rule will obviate these difficulties, or that the situation Will be
metsurably improved by inserting defense counsel into the investigative processes
of'police departments everywhere.
But, it may be asked, what possible state! interest militates against requiring
the presence of defense counsel at lineups? After all, the argumentgoes, hemay
do some good, he' may upgrade the quality of identification evidence in state
courts and he can scarcely do any harm., Even if true, this is a feeble foundation
for fastening an- ironclad constitutional rule upon state 'criminal procedures.
Absent some reliably established constitutional violation, the processes by which
the States enforce 'their criminal laws are their own prerogative. The States do
have an interest in conducting their own affairs, an interest which cannot be
displaced simply by saying that there 'are no valid arguments with respect to
the merits of a federal rule emanating from this Court.
Beyond this, however, requiring counsel at pretrial identifications as an invariable rule trenches on other valid state interests. One of them is Its concern
with the prompt and efficient enforcement of its criminal laws. Identifications
frequently take place after arrest but before indictment or information is filed.
The police may have arrested a suspect on probable cause but may still have the
wrong man. Both the suspect and the State have every interest in a prompt
identification at that stage, the suspect in order to secure his immediate release
and the State because prompt and early identification enhances accurate identification and because it must know whether it is on the right investigative 'track.
Unavoidably, however, the absolute rule requiring the presence of counsel will
cause significant delay and it may very Well result In no pretrial identification at
all. Counsel must be appointed and a time arranged convenient for him and the
witnesses. Meanwhile, it may be necessary to file charges against the suspectwho
may then be released on bali, in the federal system very often on his own recognizance, with neither the State nor the defendant having the benefit of a properly
conducted identification procedure.
Nor do I think the witnesses themselves can be' ignored. They will hiow be required to' be present at the convenience of eoungel 'rather than their bwn. Many
may be much less willing to participate if the iditificatl6n stage is transformed
into an adversary proceeding not under the control of a judge. Others may fear
for there own safety If their identity is known at an 'early date, especially when
there is no Way' f knowing until the lineup occur whether or not the police
..
really have the right man.'
Finally, I'flnk the Court's new rule, is vulnerable in terms of its own unimpeachal>e,-purpose of increasing the reliabiity 'bf'identIfic6tioti testimony.
Law enforcement officers have the obligation to convict the guiltyrind to make
sure they .d, not convict th innocent. They, must be dedicated to making the criminal triLatS procedure for the .scertainmetit of the true facts surrounding the commission of the 'crime. To this extent, our so-called adversary system is not adverAry 'at all , nor"should it be. But defense counsel has'no comparable obligation
to asceratnfor resent 'the truth. Ou'r systeih 'assigns him a differentmipsion. He
must be and is interested-in not convicting the innocentibut, -absent-a voluntary
plea 'of guilty, we also 'insist that he defend his client whether he is innocent or
.4 I would not have thought that the State's interest regarding its sources of identificatln is any less than its interest in protecting'informftnts, especially those who may aid

in identification but who will not be used as witnesses. See MeOray v. Illinois,

-

, ",,e United States Attorney is the representative'not of an ordinary party to a con.
troversy, but of 'a sovereignty whose obligation 'to govern impartially is as compelling as'
its obligation to govern at all; and whose interest. therefore in a criminal prosecution
is not that it shall'win a case, but that justice shall be done. As such he is in a peculiar
and very definite sense'the servant of the law, the twofold aim of which is that guilt shall
not escape or tnnodence suffer. He may progecute, with earnestness 'and vigor-indeed, he
Phnuld do so.. But, while he may strike hard blows; he is' not at liberty to strike foul ones.
It is as much ils duty to refrain from improper methods calculated to produce a wrongful
conviction as it is to use every logitlmate means to bring about a just one," Berger v..
United States, 295 U, S. 78. 88. See also Mooney v. Holohan 294 U., & 108 ; Pyle v. Kansas,
817 U. 5. 213: Aloorta v. T~raS, 855 U. 8. 28' Napue v. jlfnofs;e860 U. S. 264z Brady v.
Maryland, 873 U. a. 83; Giles v. Maryland, U. S. ; Miller v. Pate,U. S.-.
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guilty. The State has the obligation to present the evidence. Defense counsel need
present nothing, even If he knows what the truth is. He need furnish no witnesses to the police, reveal any confidences of his client, nor furnish any other
information to help the prosecution's case. If he can confuse 'a witness, even a
truthful one, or make lii appear at a disadvantage, unsure or indecisive, that
will be his normal course.6 Our interest in not convicting the innocent permits
counsel to put the State to Its proof, to put the State's case in the worst possible
light, regardless of what he thinks or knows to be the truth. Undoubtedly there
are some limits which defense counsel must observe " but more often than not, defense counsel will cross-examine a prosecution witness, and impeach him if he
can, even if he thinks the witness is telling the truth, Just as he will attempt to
destroy a witness who he thinks is lying. In this respect, as part of our modified
adversary system and as part of the duty imposed on the most honorable defense,
counsel, we countenance or require conduct which in many instances has little,
if any, relation to the search for truth.
I would not extend this system, at least as it presently operates, to police
investigations and would not require counsel's presence at pretrial identification
procedures. Comsel's Interest is in not having his client placed at the scene of the
crime, regardless of his whereabouts. Some counsel may advise their clients to
refuse to make any movements or to speak any words in a lineup or even to appear
in one. To that extent the impact on truthful factfinding is quite obvious. Others
will not only observe what occurs and develop possibilities for later crossexamination but will hover over witi esses and begin their cross-examination
then, menacing truthful fact-finding as thoroughly as the Court fears the police
now do. Certainly there is an implicit invitation to counsel to suggest rules for
the lineup and to manage and produce it as best he can. I therefore doubt that the
Court's new rule, at least absent sonic clearly defined limits on counsel's role,
will measurably contribute to more reliable pretrial identifications. My fears are
that it will have precisely the opposite result. It may well produce fewer convictions, but that is hardly a proper measure of its long-run acceptability. In my
view, the State is entitled to investigate and develop its case outside the presence
of defense counsel. This includes the right to have private conversations with
identification witnesses, Just as defense counsel may have his own consultations
with these and other witnesses without having the prosecutor present.
Whether today's judgment would be an acceptable exercise of suervisory
power over federal courts is another question. But as a constitutional matter,
the judgment in this case is erroneous and although I concur in Parts I and III
of the Court's opinion I respectfully register this dissent.
a One point of view about the role of the courtroom lawyer appears in Frank, Courts on
Trial 82-83. "What is the role of the lawyers in bringing the evidence before the trial
court? As you may learn by reading any one of a dozen or more handbooks on how to try
a law-suit, an experienced lawyer uses all sorts of stratagems to minimize the effect on
the Judge or Jury of testimony disadvantageous to his client, even when the lawyer has
no doubt of the accuracy and honesty of that testimony. * * * If such a witness happens
to bp timid, frightened by the unfamiliarity of court-room ways. the lawyer, in his crossexamination, plays on that weakness, in order to confuse the witness and make it appear
that he is concealing significant facts. Longenecker, in his book Hints On The Trial of a
Law Suit (a book endorsed by,the great Wigmore),, in writing of the 'truthful, honest,
over-cautious' witness, tells how 'a skilful advocate by a rapid cross-examination may ruin
the testimony of such a witness.' The author does not even hint any disapproval of that
accomplishment. Longeneeker's and other similar'books recommend that a lawyer try to
prod an irritable but honest 'adverse' witness into displaying his undesirable characteristics
In their most unpleasant form, in order to discredit him with the judge or jury. 'You
may.' writes Harris, 'sometimes destroy the effect of an adverse witness by making him
appear more hostile than he really is. You may make him exaggerate or unsay something
and say it again.' Taft says that a clever cross-exminer dealing with an honest but
egotistic witness, will 'deftly tempt the witness to indulge in his propensity for exaggeration, so as to make hin "hang himself." And thus,' adds Taft 'it may happen that not
only is the value of his testimony lost, but the side which produces him sufters for seeking aid from such a soure'-although, I would add, that may be the only source of evidence
of a fact on which the decision will turn.
"'An intimidating manner. in putting questions,'* writes Wigmore, 'may so coerce or
disconcert the witness that his answers do not represent his actual knowledge on the subpct. So also, questions which in form or subject cause embarrassment, shame or anger in
fhe witness may unfairly lead him to suchdemeanor or utterances that the impression
produced by his statements does not do justice to its real testimonial value.' "
7 See the materials colleted In c. 3of Countryman and Finman, The Lawyer In Xrodern Society; Joint Committee on Continuing Leghl Education of American, Law Institute
and the American Bar Association, The Problem of a Criminal Defense (1961), pp. 1-46,;
Stovall, Aspects of the, Advoeate'S Dual Responaibility, 22 The Alabama Lawyer 66- Gold,
Split Loyalty: An Ethical Problem. for the Criminal Defense Lawyer, 14 Clev.-Mar. L.
Rev. 15; Symiipoalum onf'Professional Ethilcs, 64 Mich. L, Rev. 1469-1408.
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SUPREME COURT OF TIlE UNITED STATES

No. 334.-October Term, 1966
UNITED STATES, PETITIONER V,, BILLY JOE WADE

On Writ of Certiorarito the United States Court of Appeals for thc Fifth Clrcuit.
rJune 12, 1907]
Mr. JUSTICE FORTAS, with whom THE CHIEF JUSTICE and Mr. JUSTICE DouGLAs

join, concurring in, part and dissenting. in part.:
1. I agree with tJ-e Court that the exhibition of the person of the accused at a
lineup is not itself a violation of the privilege against self-incrimination. In itself,
it i4 no more subject to constitutional objection than the exhibtion of the person
of the accused in the courtroom for identification purposes. It is an incident of the
State's power to arrest, 4ifd a reasonable libdJustifiable aspect of the State's
custody resulting from arrest. It does not require that the accused take affirmative, volitional action, but only that, ':hivin4 been dufy arrested he may be seen
for identification purposes. It is, however, a "critical stage" in the prosecution,
and I agree with the Court that th6 op1$O)'flIttot haVe'counsel present must be
made available.
2. In my view, however, the accused may not be compelled in a lineup to speak
the words uttered by the person Nwho committed the crime. I am confident that it
could not be compelled in court. It cannot be compelled in a lineup. It is more than
passive, mute assistance to the eyes of the vfqtiiu or,of witnesses. It is the kind of
volitional act-the kind of forced cooperation by the accused-which is within
the historical perimeter of the privilege againstcompelled self-incrimination.
Our history and tradition teach and command that an accused may stand mute.
The privilege means Just that; not less than that. According to the Court, an
accused may be jailed-indefinitely--until lie is willing to say, for on, Identifying
audience, whatever was said in the course of the conuilssion of the crime. Presumably this, would include, ,"'our money or your life"-or perhaps, words of
assault in a rape case. This is intolerable under our constitutional system.
I completely agree that the accused must be advised of and given the right to
counsel before a lineup-and I join in that part of the Court's opinion; but this
is an empty right,unless we mean to insist upon the accused's fundamental constitutional immunities. One of these is that the accused may not be compelled to
speak. To compel him to speak would violate the privilege against self-incrinlnation, which is incorporated in the Fifth Amendment.
This great privilege is not merely a shield for the accused. It isalso a prescription of technique designed to guide the State's investigation. History teaches us
that self-accusation is an unreliable instrument of detection, apt to inculpate
the innocent-but-weak and to enable the guilty to escape. But this is not the end
of the story. The privilege historically goes to the roots of democratic and religious principle. It prevents the debasement of the citizen which would result
from compelling him to "accuse" himself before the power of the state.,The roots
of the privilege are deeper than the rack and the screw used to extort confessions.
They go to the nature of a free man and to his relationship to the state.
An accused cannot be compelled to utter the words spoken by the criminal in
the course of the crime. I thoroughly disagree with the Court's statement ,that
such compulsion does, not violate the Fifth Amendment. The Court relies upon
Schmerber v. Calffornia%384 U.S. 757 (1960),, to support this. I dissented in
Sohtmerber, but if it were controlling here, I should, of course, acknowledge its
binding effect unless we were prepared to overrule; it. But Sohmorber ,which
authorized the forced extraction of blood from the veins of an unwilling human
being, did not compel the person actively to cooperate-to accuse himself by a
volitional act which differs only in degree from compelling him to act out the
crime, which, I assume, would,:be rebuffed by the Court. It is the latter feature
which places the compelled utterance by the accused squarely within ,the history
.
and noble purpose of the Fifth Amendment's commandment.
To permit Sohmerbr to apply in any respect beyond its holding is, in my
opinion, indefensible. To permit its insidious doctrine to extend beyond the invasion of the body, which it permits, to compulsion of the will of a man, is to deny
and defy a precious part of our historical faith and to discard one of'the most
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profoundly cherished ilItrunlent4 by which we have established the freedom
and dignity of the individual. We should not so alter the balance betwevi1 tile
rights of the individual and of tile state, achieved over centuries of conflict.
3. While the Court holds that tile accused must be advised of and given the
right to counsel at the lineup, it makes tle privilege meaningless in this important
respect. Unless coutisol has been waived or, being present, has not objected to
the accused's utterance of words used in the course of committing the crime, to
compel such an utterance is constitutional error.*
Accordingly, whille I Join the Court in requiring vacating of the judgment
below for a determination as to whether the Identification of respondent was
based upon factors independent of the lineup, I would do so not only because of
the failure to offer counsel before the lineup but also because of the violation of
respondent's Fifth Amendment rights.
Supreme Court of the United States''

N%~ 23&--Oetber Term, 1908
JESas

JAMse

GILET, PETITIONER.

STATE OF OALIVORmA

On Writ of Oertforari to the Stprome Oourt oj' 0alforisia
[June 12, 1907]
Ma. JulmnoE Ba-NAN delivered the opinion of the Court.
This case was argued with United States v. Wade, ante, and presents the
same alleged cmtitutional error in the admission in evidence of in-court identifications there considered. In addition, petitioner alleges constitutional errors
in tite admission of evidence of testimony of some of the witnesses that they
also identified him at the lineup, in the adndssion of handwriting exemplars
taken from him 'after his arrest, and in the admission of a co-defendant's outof-court statement mentioning petitioner's part in the erines, which stateuent,
on the co-defendant's appeal decided with petitioner's, was held to have been
improperly admitted against the co-defendant. Finally, he alleges that his Fourth
Amendment rights were violated by a policee selure of photographs of him front
his locked apartment after entry without a search warrant, and the admission
of testimonyof witnesses that they identified him front those photographs within
hours after the crime.
-Petitioner was convicted In the Superior Court of California of the armed
robbery of the Mutual Savings and Loan Associationof -Alhambra' and -tie
murder of a police officer who entered during the course otYthe: robbery. There
were separate guilt and penalty stages of th trial before the sanie jury, which
rendered, guilty verdict and impmed the death penalty. he,altfornia Supreme
Court affirmed,'03 Cal.; 2d 090, 408 P 4 2d,6,. 'We gmnted certiorarl, 884 U.S.
)85, and, set the ease for argument with ,Wiadb and with Stovall v Denino, post.
If our holding today in Wade is applied 'to thlsvese,' tIe Issue whothor admission
of the In-court, and iileup Identifications is constitutional error whlchitb requires
a new brial' could be resolved, on! this record only' after further proceedings in
the California, court& We must therefore first dotemine whether petitioner's
other contentions warrant any greater relief.
•
1. TME HANDWRIMTEN EXEMILAR,8

Petitioner was arrsted in Philadelphia .by an FBI agent and refused to
answer questions about the Alhambra robbery without the advice of counsel.
He later did answer questions of another agent about some Philadelphia robbories in which the robber used a handwritten note demanding that money bo
*'While it Is conceivable that legislation might provide a metiotlo
lnoup procedure
which woul sci4S1
s constitutionol requirements, I do not ngrme with the Court that this
would "remove the hasis for regarding tile [line-up] altnge as eritiea.'"
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handed over to him, and during that Interrogation gave the agent the handthat
writing exelniplars. They were admitted in evidence at trial over objectionrights.
Amendmtent
Sixth
and
Fifth
petitioner's
of
violation
they were obtained In
the sole
The California Suprene Court upheld admission of the exemplars on
not to
ground that petitioner had waived any rights that he might have had
not
would
exemplars
the
that
Gilbert
tell
not
did
agent]
furnish them. "(The
that his
be used In any other Investigation. Thus, even df Gilbert believed
exemplars would not be used in California, it does not appear that the authorities
Improperly Induced such belief." 03 Cal. 2d, at 708, 408 P. 2d, at 376. The court
did not, therefore, decide petitioner's constitutional claims.,
We pass the question of waiver since we conclude ,that the taking of the
exemplars violated none of petitioner's constitutional rights.
Firat. The taking of exemplars did not violate pet$tIpner's Fifth Amendment
of
privilege against self-Incrimiuation. The privilege reaches only compulsion
"an accused's communications, whatever form they might take, and the compulion of responses which are also comn~unicatlons, for example, compliancea
with a subpoena to produeg one's papers," iknd not "compulsion wbich makes v.
suspect or accused the source of °real or physical evidence' * * *."Sohnrber
California, 384 U. S. 757, 703-704, Ones voice and bandwriting are, of course,
means of communication. It by no means follows, however, that every compulsion
of an accused to use lie voice or, waite compels a communication within the
cover of the privilege. A were handwriting exemplar, -in contrast to the content
of what is written, like the voice,gr body itself, Is an Identifying physicalNocharacclaim
teristic outside Its protection. United S'tves v. Wade, ante, at-.
Is made that the content of the exemplars was testimonial or communicative
matter. Cf. Boyd v. United States, 116 U. S. 016.
Second, The taking of the exemplars was not a "critical" stage of the ouriminal
proceedings entitling petitioner to the assistance of counsel. Putting aside the
fact that the exemplar. were taken before the Indictment and appointment of
counsel, there Is minimal risk that the absence of counsel might derogate his
right to a fair trial. Of. United States v. Wade, ante. If, for some reason, an
unrepresentative exemplar Is taken, this can be brought out'and 1corrected through
the adversary process at trial since the accused can make aii unlimited number
of additional exemplars for analysis and comparison by government and defense
handwriting experts. Thus, "the accused had the opportunity for a meaningful
of
confrontation of the (Wate's] case at trial through, -the ordinary processes the
croes.examination of the [State's] expert handwritingin] witnesses and
presentation of the evidence of his own (handwriting] exzpwft" United States
iVadv, ante, atII. ADMISSION OF co-DEFENDANT'S

STATEMENT

e~titionor contends that he was denie l due process of law by' the admission
during the guilt stage of the trial of he accomplice's pretrial statement to the
police which refered to petitioner 109 tImes In the coure of r.1iting petitioner's
role in the robbery and murder. 'The statement was inadmissible hearsay as to
lp)tlt~oner, and was lield on king's a ,)t of this appeal to be improperly obtained
from him and, therefore to be indnzissible against him under California RoW,
03 Cal. 2d. qt 099-701 ; 408 P. 2d;,at 870w71.
2 U.S. 232
Petitioner Would have us r0e4n1sid)r Dell( Pao4 v. XUtitet Statc,
suffice to
would
Jury
the
to
instructions
appropriate
that
(where the court-held
prevent prejudice to a defendaoot frop the -references to him in a co-defendant's
mt gaied a
statement), at le E a1 applied to a s, as hqro,w*eie the co'defendef
no occasion
have
We
statements
the
of
admission
improper
the
of
because
reversal
to pass upon this contention. The California, Supreme Court has rejected the
f
Paoli rationale, "and relyIng at least in part on the reasonng of the DeUa
Dolo
Paoli dissent, regards cautionary Instructions as Inadequate to cure prejudice.
Peoplav. Aratda, 68 Cal. 2d 118,, 40T P. 2d 2(5. The California court applied
Aranda In this eont but held that any ,error as to Gilbert In the admissionof
King's statement was harmless. The harmless error standard applied was that
"there is no reasonable posstbtlity that the error In admitting King's statements
and testimony might have contributed to Gilbert's conviction," a standard derived by the court from our decision In Fahy v. Oonneoticut, 875 U.S. 85.1 Fahy
"* * * the erroneous admission of King's
' The California Supreme Court also held that
was not prejudicial on the question of Glbert's
statements at the trial on the issue of guilt
penalty," again citing Fahy,03 Cal. 2d, at 702, 408P. 2d, at 872.
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was the basis of our holding in Chapman v. Califorda, 386 U.S. 18, and the
standard applied by the California court satisfies the standard as defined in
Chapman.
It may be that the California Supreme Court will review the application of its
harmless error standard to King's statement if on the remand the State presses
harmless error also in the introduction of the in-court and lineltp identifications.
Ilowever, this at best implies an ultimate application of Aranda and only confirms that petitioner's argument for reconsideration of Della Paoli need not be
considered at this time.
111, TlHE SEARCH AND SEIZuMIE CLAIN'
The Callfornia Supreme 'Court rejected Gilbert's challenge to the admission of
'certain photographs tttken from his'apattient lbirsuant to a warrantles search.
The court ItUstifled thb.ezitiry into the ipiptment under the irctimstances on the

"basis of so-called "hot pursuit" aiid',:jexigent circumstances" excej~tloios to the
"Warrant requrement . We granted c ri oia to cdisidei the important question of
•'the extent to which such exceptionS imay lrmit Warrhntllss searches without
*Violation of the Fourth Amendment. A clisel examination of the record than was
possible when certiora'ri Was granted reveals that the 'fatts do not appear With
* ufficient clarity tO enable us to decide that question. See Aoppendix to this opin-

ion; compare Wai dem v. Hayden,

-'

U,.,

-.

We therefore vacate certiorari

on this Issue as'linprovidently .grantei. The M;Aftr'ba V. (Jarbon-Plack Export, Ic.,
.359 U.S. 180, 184.
. "' "
IV. THE IN-COURT AND LINEUP' IDENTIFWIATIONS

Since none of the petitioner's other contentions warrant relief, the issue
becomes what relief is required by application to this case of the principles
today announced in' United States v. Wade, ante.
Three eyewitnesses to the Alhambra crimes who identified Gilbert at the guilt
stage of the trial :had observed him at a lineup conducted without notice to: his
counsel in a Los-Angeles auditorium 16'days after his 'indictment and after appointment of counsel. The manager of the apartment house in which incriminating
evidence was found, and in which Gilbert allegedly resided, both identified Gil*bert In the courtroom and testified, in substance, to her prior lineup identification
on examination by the State. Eight witnesses who identified him in the courtroom at the penalty stage were not eyewitnesses to the Alhambra crimes but to
other robberies allegedly committed by him. In addition to their in-court
identifications, these witnesses also testified that they identified Gilbert at the
same lineup.
The lineup was on a stage behind bright lights which prevented those in the
line from seeing the audience. Upwards of 100 persons were in the audience,
each an eyewitness to one of the several robberies charged to Gilbert. The record
is otherwise virtually silent as to what occurred at the lineup.'
*The record in Gilbert V. United States, 866 F. 2d 923, Involving the federal prosecutions of Gilbert, apparently contains many more details of what occurred at the lineup.
The opinion of the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit states, 366 F 2d at 935:
.'The lHneup occurred on March 26, 1904, after Gilbert had been indicted and had obtained counsel, It was held in an auditorium used for that purpose by the Los Angeles
police. Some ten to thirteen prisoners were placed on' a lighted stage. The witnesses were
assembled in a darkened portion of the room, facing the stage and, separated from it by a
screen, They could see the prisoners but could not be seen by them. State and federal
officers
also preStiht and one of them acted as 'moderator' of the proceedings.
"Eachwere
man in the lineup was identified by number, but not'by name. Each man was
requred to stp, forward Into a marked circle, to turn, presentin both profiles as well as
4 ace And bac view to walk to put on or take oft certain artcles of clothing. When a
man's 'umber whis called and e was'directed to step into'the circle, he was asked certain
questions: where he Was picked up, whether he owned a car, whether, when, arrested;, he
was armed, where he livyd. Each was also asked to repeat certain phrases, both. in a loud
and in a soft voice phrases that witnesses to the crime had, heard the robbers use:
'Freeze, this is 'a stick up', this is a 'holdupVinpty yotgr cash drawer; this is'a heist;
'don't anybody move."',
"Either wbile the men were on the stage r after they were;taken from it, it is not clear
which, the assembled witnesses were askedIf there* were any that they would like to see
agaIn 'and told that If they had douibts. now was tho time to resolv 'them. Several ',kaVe
the numbers of men they wanted to see, Including Oilbprt's. While the other prisoners were
no longer present, Gilbert and 2 or 3 others were again put through a similar procedure.
Some of the witnesses asked that a particular prisoner, say a particular phrase, or walk
a particular way. After the lineup, the withesses talked to each other; it is not clear that
they did so during the lineup. They did, however, in each other's presence, call out the
numbers of men they could identify."
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At the guilt stage, after the first witness, a cashier of the savings and loan,
identified Gilbert in the courtroom, defense counsel moved out of the presence
of the Jury to strike her testimony on the ground that she identified GMlbeiL
at the pretrial lineup conducted in the absence of counsel in violation of the
Sixth Amendment made applicable to the States by the Fourteenth Amendmient.
Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335. He requested a hearing outside the presence
of the jury to present evidence supporting his clairn that her in-court identification was, and others to be elicited by the State from other eyewitnesses would
be, "predicated at least in large .part upon their identification or pu'Ported
identification of Mr. Gilbert at the showup * * **" The trial judge denied the
motion as premature. Defense counsel then elicited the fact of the&ca.hier's
lineup identification on cross-examination and again moved to strike het identification testimon'. Without. passing Qn the merits of the Sixth Aunendm"Int claim,
on,'tle grou'44d that, assuming a,itvloa n, it
the' trial. Judge dealed the mQt
would not in any' event entitle Gilbeit to suppressi ii of the ih-court identification. Defense counsel thereafter elected the fact of lineup identifications from
two other eyewitnesses who on direct examinationn identified Gilbert in the
courtroom. Defense counsel unsuccessfully, objected at; the penalty, stage, to the
testimony of the eight witnesses to the other robberies that,; they, identified
,
Gilbert at the lineup.
The admission of the in-court Identification:without first determining that they
were. not tainted by the illegal lineup, but were of iependelt origin wao eonstitutional error. United States v, Wade, anto. We there.held that a Post Indictmeit pretrial lineup at which the. accused. is exhibited to. identifying witnesses
is a ,critical stage of the criminal pl-osecution ; that police conduct of Iuch a
lineup without notice to and in the absence of hi4 counsel denies the accused
his Sixth Amendment right to counsel and calls In question the admissilbility at
trial of the in-court identifications of the accused by witnesses who. ;attInded
the lineup. However, as in' Wade, the record does not permit .an infoined Judgnient whether the in-court identifications at the two stages of the trial had an
independent source. Gilbert is therefore entitled only to a vacation of hi conviction pending the holding of such -proceedings as the California Supreme
.Court may deem appropriate to afford the State the opportunity to. establish
that thIe in-court identifications had an independent source, or. that their intro;
duction in evidence was in any event harmless error.
Quite different considerations are involved as to the admission of the testimony
of the manager of the apartment house at the guilt phase and of the eight witnesses at the penalty stage that they Identified Gilbert. at the lineup. That
testimony is the direct. result of the illegal lineup "come at by, exploitation of
[the primary] illegality." Wong Sun v.. United:States,371 U.S. 471. 488, The State
is therefore not entitled to an opportunity to show that that testimony had an
independent source. Only a per se exclusionary rule as to such testimony can be
an effective sanction to assure that law enforcement authorities will respect the
accused's constitutional right to the presence of his counsel at the critical lineup.
In the absence of legislative regulations adequate to avoid the hazards to 6 fair
trial which inhere in lineups as presently conducted, the desirability of deterring
the, constitutionally objectionable practice must prevail over the undesirability
*.

3
There is a splt among the States 'concerning' the, admissibility of prior extrajudicial
identifications, as independent evidence 6f identity, both by the witness and third parties
present at the prior identification. See 71 ALR 2d 440. It has been held 'that "the!prior
idehtification is hearsay,' and, wben admitted*through the testimony, 6f the Identifier, is
prior
merely, a prior consistent statement. The recent trend, however, is to admit the,
6
ldentI1Ication under the exception that admits as substantive evidence'a prior, co x*unIiter
'trial.
See
5
A
R-2d&
at
is
available
for
croti-6xamlnation.
by
a
witness
who
cation
,Case Service 1225-1228; That is the California rule. 'In 'People v Gotld, 54 Cal. 2d,0421,
0626, 854 P. 2d 8605, 867 the Court said : i ,
...
..
.
I ....
_'. ,.
..'1vide, ce, of an exfrajudiclal deptifteation is admissible, not only to eorr&b Mte n'
211),
IdeniIfteai'on made at*tne tril (People v. Sloolon, 81 Cil: 21'555, 0W) [191 1'2&
but as' independent evidence of Identity. Unlike other testimony that cannot be corrobol'ated
evidttwi of an
by proof of prior consistent statements unless it is first imp.ached ,* *
extrajudIcMal.Identiflcation Is admitted regardless of whether the testimonial Ideht ficAtion
it Impeafthed, because the earlier Identfleation has greater probatVe value than an: idkit-fication made in the courtroom after the suggestions of'others and the' circunmstancoq of
the trial may have intervenedto create.a fancied recognitionin.the wittass' mind *- , #.
The failure of the witness to repeat the extrajudicial identification in court d0os not
destroy its probative value . for such' failure may be explained by loss of memory or other
circumstances. The extraiidIClal identification tends to conitect: the defendant. with the
crime, and the principal danger of admitting hearsay evidence Is not present
' the
" since
witness is available at trial for cross-examination."
New York deals with the subject in a statute. See N.Y. Code Crim. Proc. §'378-b.

81-914-67-10
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of excluding relevant evidence. Cf. Mapp v. Ohio, 367 U.S. 643. That conclusion is
buttressed by the consideration that the witness' testimony of his lineup identification will enhance the impact of his in-cdurt identification on the Jury and seriously aggravate whatever derogation exists of the accused's right to a fair trial.
Therefore, unless the California Supreme Court is "able to declare a belief that It
wah harmless beyond a reasonable doubt," Chapman v. 0alifornia,386 U.S. 18,
24, Gilbert will be entitled on remand to a new trial or, if no prejudicial error
is found on the guilt stage but only in the penalty stage, to whatever relief
California law affords where the penalty stages must be set aside.
The Judgment of the California Supreme Court and the conviction are vacated,
and the case is remanded to that court for further proceedings not inconsistent
with this opinion.
It is so ordered.
THE OHIEF JUSTICE JOinS this opinion except for Part III, from which he
dissents for the reasons expressed in the opinion of MR. JusTicE DOUGLAS.
APPENDIX
Photographs of Gilbert Inbroduced at the guilt stage of the trial had been
viewed by eyewitnesses within hours after the robbery and murder. Officers had
entered his apartment without a warrant and found them in an envelope on the
top of a bedroom dresser. The envelope was of the kind customarily used in
delivering developed prints, with the words "Marlboro Photo Studio" imprinted
on it. The officers entered the apartment because of information given, by an
accomplice which led them to believe that sone of the suspects might be inside
the apartment. Assuming that the warrantless entry into the apartment was
Justified by the need immediately to search for the suspect, the issue remains
whether the subsequent search was reasonably supported by those same exigent
circumstances. If the envelope were come upon in the course of a search for
the -suspect, the answer might be different from that where it is come upon,
even though in plain view, in the course of a general, indiscriminate search of
closets, dressers, etc., after It is known that the occupant is absent. Still different considerations'may be presented where officers, pursuing the suspect, find
that he is absent from the apartment but conduct a limited search for suspicious
objects in plain view which might aid in the pursuit. The problem with the record
in the present case is that it could reasonably support any of these factual conclusions upon which our constitutional analysis should rest, and the trial court
made no findings on the scope of search. The California Supreme Court, which
had no more substantial basis upon which to resolve the conflict than this Court,
stated that the photos were come upon "while the officers were looking through
the apartment for their suspect ** * ." As will appear, a contrary conclusion
is equally as reasonable.
(1) Agent Schlatter testified that immediately upon entering the apartment
which le pttt at "approximately 1:05," the Officers made h:quick search for the
occupant, which took at most a minute, andI that the continued preseno,'of the
officers became 1amater of stake-out under the assunmption that the ersbn 'or
Peisons'invlved would come back." He testified that the officers wh6 f6ud the
photographs, Agent Crowley, bad entered the alfrtmeft ' with him.: Ageht' Schldtter's testimony might support the California Supreme Court's view of-the scope
of search; (2) Agent ( rowley testified that 'he arrived within five minutes itfter
Agent Schlatter, "around -1,:30' give or ake a few miniltes eith
way,", that
the apartment had already been searched for the suspects, and that he .was
'instrUcted "to look through the apartment for anything we could fir -1 that we
could' use to identify or continue the pursuit of this person Without conduting
a detailed search." Crowley's further testimony was that the search, pursuant
to which the photos were found, was limited in this manner, and that he metcily
inspected objects in plain eight which would aid In identificatin. "Ie' stated
that a detailed search for guns and money was. not conducted until after a warrant had issued over three hours later. (8) Agent Townsend said he arrived at
the apartment "sometime between perhaps 1:30 and 2:00," and that "well within
an hour" he, Agent Crowley, another agent and a local officer conducted a detailed search of the bedroom. He stated that they "looked through the bedroom
closet and dresser and I think * * * the, headstand." A subqtanttnl sum of
money was found in the dresser, Townsend could not "specifically say" whether
Crowley was in the bedroom at the time the money was found. This testimony

NOMINATION OF THURGOOD MARSHALL

143

might support a finding that the officers were engaged in a general search of the
bedroom at the time the photos were found.
The testimony of the agents concerning their time of arrival in the apartment
is not inconsistent with any of the three possible conclusions as to the scope
of search. Taking Townsend's testimony together with Crowley's, it can be
concluded that the two arrived at about the same time. Agent Schlatter's testimony that Crowley arrived with him at 1:10, however, supports a conclusion that
Crowley bud begun his activities before Townsend arrived. Then there Is the
testimony of Agent Kiel, who did not enter the apartment, that he obtained the
photos while talking with the landlady "approximately 1:25 to 1:80," about
the same time that both Crowley and Townsend testified they arrived. In sum,
the testimony concerning the timing of the events surrounding the search is both
approximate and itself contradictory.

Supreme Court of the United States
No. '223.-October Term, 1966
JE.SSE JAMES GILwERT, PETITIONUR

STTEt OF CALrFoRNiA
On Writ of Oertforarf to the Supreme Court of 0aliforni,
[June 12, 1967]
MR. JUSTroB DOUGLAS, concurring.
While I agree with the Court's opinion except for Part I,* I would reverse and
remand for a new trial on the search and seizure point. The search of the petitioner's home is sought to be justified by the doctrine of "hot pursuit," even
though the officers conducting the search knew that petitioner, the suspected
criminal, was not at home.
At about 10:30 a.m. on January 3, a California bank was robbed by two aimed
men; a police officer was killed by one of the robbers. Another officer shot one
of the robbers, Weaver, who was captured a few block from the scene of the
crime. Weaver told the police that he had participated in the robbery and that
a person known to him as "Skinny" Gilbert was his accomplice. He told the
officers that Gilbert lived in Apartment 28 of "a Hawaiian sounding named apartment house" on Los Feliz Boulevard; This information was given to the Federal
Bureau •of Investigation and was broadcast to a field agent, Kiel, who was
lnstruvted to find the apartment.,Kiel located the "Lanai,", an apartment on Los
Feliz Boulevard, at about 1 p.m,, informed the radio control, and engaged the
apartment manager in conversation. While they were talking, a man gave a
key to the manager and told. her that he was going to San Francisco for a few
days. Agent Kiel learned from the manager that Flood, one of the two men who
had rented Apartment 28 the previous day, was the. map 'wh0 had Just turned in
the key and left by the rear exit. The agent ran out into the alleyway but, saw
no one.
In the meantime, the federal officers learned from, Weaver that Gilbert
was registered under the name of Flood.They also. learned that three men
manyhave been involved in the robbery-the two whontered the bank and a
third driving the getaway car. About 1:10 pm., additional federal agents arrived
at the apartment, in response, to agent Kiei' radio summons. Kiel told them
that the! resident of Apartment 28 was a Robqrt. Flood who had just left. Th .
agents obtained a key from the manager, entered the apartment and searched
for a person or a hiding place for a person. They found no one. But they did find
an envelope containing pictures of petitioner; the pictures were seized and
shown to bank employees for identification. The agents also found a notebook
containing a diagram of the area surrounding the bank, a clip from an automatic
pistol, and a bag containing rolls of coins bearing the marking of the robbed
bank. On the basis of this information, a search warrant was issued, and the
*On that phase of the case I agree with MR. JUSTICE BLACK and

IR. JUSTICE FORTAS.
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automatic clip, notebook and coin rolls were seized. Petitioner was arrested in
Pennsylvania on February 26. The evidence seized during the search of his
apartment was introduced In evidence at his trial for murder.
The California Supreme Court justified the search on the ground that the
police were in hot pursuit of the suspected bank robbers. The entry of the apartment was lawful. The subsequent search and seizure were lawful since the
officers were trying to further identify suspects and to facilitate continued
pursuit. 63 Cal. 2d 690, 47 Cal. Rptr. 909.
I have set forth the testimony relating to the search more fully in the Appendix to this opinion. For the reasons stated there, I cannot agree that "the facts
do not appear with sufficient clarity to enable us to decide" the serious question
presented.
Since the search and seizure took place witliut a warrant, it can stand only
if it comes within one of the narrowly defined exceptions to the rule that a
search and seizure must rest upon a'validly executed search warrant. See, e.g.,
United. States v. Jeffers 342 U.S. 48, ,1; Joiws v. United States, 357 U.S. 493;
Rios v. United Statei, 364 U.S. 253, 261; Sto 'et'v? ValifbrOnia, 376 U.S. 483, 486.
One of these exceptions is thlit ofllcers,having probable cause to arrest may
enter a dwelling to make the'arrest and conduct'* contemporaneous search of
the place of arrest "in: order to. find, and, sele things connected with the crime
as its fruits or as the means by which it is committed, as well as weapons and
other things to effect an escape from custody." Agnello v. United States, 269 U.S.
20, 30. This, of course, assumes that an arrest has been made, and that the search
"is substantially contemporanecius with the arrest and is confined to the immediate vicinity of the arrest" Stoner v. (7aliornia,.supra,at 486. In this case, the
exemption is not applicable since' the arrest Was made many days after the
search and at a location far removed from the search.
Here, the officers entered the apartment, searched for petitioner and did
.not find hin. Nevertheless they continued searching the apartment and seized
the pictures; the Inescapable conclusion is that they were searching for evidence linking petitioner to the' bank robbery, not 'for ,the suspected robbers. The
court below said that, having legally entered the apartment, the officers "could
properly look through the apartment for anything that could be used to identify
the suspects or to expedite the pursuit." 63 Cal. 2d, at 707; 47 Cal. Rptr., at 911.
Prior to this case, police could enter and search a house without a warrant
only incidental to a valid arrest. If this judgment stands, the police can search
a house for evidence, even though the suspect is not arrested. Tihe purpose of the
search is, in the words of the California Supreme Court, "limited to and incident to the purpose of the officers' entry"-that is, to apprehend the suspected
criminal. Under that doctrine, the police are given license to search for any evidence linking the homeowner with the crime. Certainly such evidence is well
calculated "to identify the suspects," and will "expedite the pursuit" since the
police can then concentrate on the person whosehome has been ransacked.
Aflirmance on the search and seizure point violates another imitation, which
concededly the ill-starred decision in Harris v. United States, 331 U.S. 145,
flouted, viz., that a general search for evidence, even when the police are in "hot
pursuit" or have a warrant of arrest, does not make constitutional a general
search of a room or of a house (United States v. Leftkowitz, 285 U.S. 452, 463-464).
If it did, then the police, acting without a search warrant, could search more
extensively than when they have a warrant. For the warrant must, as prescribed by the Fourth Amendment, "particularly" describe the "things to be
seized." As stated by the Court in United States V. Leftkowit, 8'upra, p. 464:
"The authority of officers to search one's house or place of business contemporaneously with his lawful arrest therein upon a valid warrant of arrest certainly is not greater than, that conferred by' a search warrant issued upon
adequate proof and sufficiently describing the premises and the things sought to
be obtained. Indeed, the informed and deliberate deterkminations of magistrates
empowered to issue warrants as to what searches and seizures are permissible
under the Gonstitution are to )e preferred over the hurried action of officers and
others who may happen to make arrests. Security against unlawful searches is
more likely to be attained by resort to search warrants than by reliance upon
the caution and sagacity of petty officers while acting under the excitement that
attends the capture of persons accused of crime." •
Indeed, if at the very start, there had been a search warrant authorizing the
seizure of the automatic clip, notebook, and coin rolls, the envelope containing
pictures of petitioner could not have been seized. "The requirement that warrants shall particularly describe the things tolbe. seized * * * prevents the seizure of one thing under a warrant describing another. As to what is to be taken,
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nothing is left to the discretion of the officer executing the warrant." Marron v.
U ited Sftates, 275.U.S. 192,196.
The modern llice technique of ransacking houses, even to the point of seizing,
their entire content as was done in Krematn. v. Unttcd, States, 353 U.S. 346, Is a
shocking departure from the phlo,.phy of the Fourth Amendment For the kin4:
of search conducted here was indeed a general search. And if the Fourth Amendment was aimed at any particular target it was aimed at that. When we take th4t
step, we resurrect one of the deepest-ikooted complaints that gave rise to our
Revolution. As the Court stated in Bogd v. United States, 116 U.S. @16, 625:
"The practice had obtained in the colonies of issuing writs of assistance to the
revenue officers, empowering them, in their discretion, to search suspected places
for smuggled goods, which James Otis pronounced 'the worst instrument of arbitrary power, the most destructive of English liberty, and the fundamental
principles of law, that ever was founo in an English law book' ;since they placed
'the liberty of every, man in the hands of every petty officer.' This was in February, 1761, in Boston, and the famous debate In which it occurred was perhaps
the most prominent event which inaugurated the resistance of the colonies to
the oppressions of the mother country. 'Then and there,' said John Adams, 'then
and there was the first scene of the first act of opposition to the arbitrary claims
of Great Britain. Then and there the child Independence was born.'"
I would not allow the general search to reappear on the American scene.
APPENDIX

As fl, C 'it notes, there is some confusion in the record respecting the timing
of evei - .,romiding the search and the. breadth of purpose with which the
search was conducted. The confusion results from the testimony of the agents involved.
Agont Kiel testified that Agents Schlatter and tnsgard arrived at the apart-,
ment at about 1 :10 and entered the apartment a minute or two after their arrival. Kiel received the photographs from Agent Schlatter between 1:25 and'
1:30.
Agent Schlatter testified that he, Agent Onsgard and some lpcal police arrived
at the apartment about 1:05 and that Agent Crowley and one or two local police
officers arrived in another car at the same time. Schlatter briefly talked to Kiel
and the apartment manager and then entered the apartment. Upon entering he
saw no one. He "made a very fast search of the apartment for a person or a*
hiding place of a person and * * * found none." This search took "a matter
of seconds or a minute at the outside" and aftertr we had searched for a person
or persons, and no one was there, it then became a matter of a stake-out under the
assumption that the person or persons involved would come back." It "seem [ed]
to [Schlatter that] an agent had [the photograph] in his hand," when he first
saw it, that it "was in the hands of an agent or officers," and Schlatter had "a
vague recollection that [the agent or officer told him he had found it] in the
bedroom. * * *" There were a number of photographs. Schlatter took the photographs out to Kiel and instructed him to take one of them to the savings and
loan and see if anyone there could recognize the photograph. Schlatter testified
that he was in the apartment for about 30 minutes after making the search and
left other agents behind when he left.
Agent Crowley testified that he entered the apartment "around 1:30, give or
take a few minutes either way" and that he would say that the other officers
had been in the apartment less than five minutes before he entered. He believed
that "the officers and the other agent who had been with [him] at the rear of the
building when the first entry was made, entered with [him]." When Crowley
entered the apartment it "had already been searched for people." He received
"instructions * * * to look through the apartment for anything we could find
that we could use to identify or continue the pursuit of this person without
conducting a detailed search." In the bedroom, on the dresser, Crowley saw an
envelope bearing the name "Marlbodo Photo Studio"; it appeared to him to be
an envelope containing photos and he could see that there was something inside.
Crowley opened ' the envelope and saw several copies of photographs, He discu ,sed' the matter with "Onsgard who was in charge in' the building and he
instructed [Crowley] j, givo it to another agent for him to utilize in'pursuing
the Investigation, and [he] was reasonably certain that that agent was Schlatter." Ths Was about !J :30 'according to 1&owley. In the course, of his .search
which tUrhed up the photogriphs, CroWley "tnined over items] 'to 'see whit
Was on the reverse, stch as business card, saeoslips from"local stores, that srt
of item which might'haVe been f dled and
4W'Q'.d
appear to p
:ssibly
contain: In-,
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formation of value to pursuit."' He relayed the Information obtained In this
manner to the man coordinating the operation. Crowley, remained in the apartment until the next morning.
Agent Townsend testified that he arrived at the, apartment "sometime between
Perhaps 1:80 and 2:00." Within an'hour, of his arrival, he began a search. Townsend testified that he, Agent Crowley, another agent and a local officer "looked
through the bedroom closet and dresser and I think * * * the headstand." This
was after it was known that no one', other than agents and' police officers, was
in the apartment. TOwnsend stated that the agents aid officers were !I[I]n and
out; of the bedroom," that he found. money in the bedroom dresser about an hour
after he arrived in the apartment,: and that he could not "specifically say"
whether Crowley was there at that time.
Thus, there is some conflict regarding the times at which the events took place
and with respect to the nature of the searches conducted by the various officers.
The way I read the record, however, it is not in such a state "that the facts do
not appear with sufficient clarity to enable us to decide" the question presented.
Crowley's testimony that he came upon the photographs while searching "for
anything * * * that we could use to identify or continue the pursuit" stands
uncontradicted, as does his testimony that the apartment had already been
searched for a person prior to his search uncovering the photographs. Schlatter's
testimony that the operation "became a matter of a stakeout" after the unsuccessful search for a person does not contradict Crowley's testimony. A search
for identifying evidence is certainly compatible with a "stake-out." And Crowley
best knew. what he was doing when he discovered the photographs. Nor does
Townsend's testimony that he and others, perhaps including Crowley, conducted
a detailed search conflict with Crowley's testimony. First, the record indicates
that the detailed search was conducted after the photographs had been found.
According to the testimony of Kiel and Sehlatter, Schlatter gave the photographs
to Kiel at about 1:80; according to Townsend, he arrived sometime between 1:80
and 2. Second, even if the detailed search took place before Crowley found the
photographs and Crowley participated in that search, that does not indicate that
Crowley's search which turned up the photographs was more limited than Crowley claimed. If anything, it would indicate that his search was more general than
he stated. Finally, Townsend's testimony as to the general search does not conflict with Schlattera' testimony that the operation became a "stake-out" after the
suspect was not found. As I have said, a "stake-out" does not preclude a detailed
search for evidence. And, the, record indicates that Schiatter was not in the apartment' when Townsend and the. others conducted the detailed Search.
The way, I read the record, the photographs were discovered in the course
of a general, search for' eieidnce., But, even if Crowley is not believed and his
testimQnY, relating to the naturee of, his search is, thrown out and' it is simply
assumed that he came upon the envelope in the conrsp o'f a search for the suspect,
there was no reason to pry into the envelope and Seize the pictures--other than
to obtain evidence. An envelope would contain neither the suspect nor the weapon.

Supreme Court'df the' United States
No. 223.--Ocober Term, 1966
'JEssE JAMEs GILBERT, PETITIONER

14TATE 0OF CAFORNIA

On Writ of (ertiorari to the supreme Clourt of (alffornia
[June 12,1967]
MR. JUST1ca BLACK, concurring in part and dissenting in' part.
Petitioner was convicted of robbery and murder partially on the basis of
handwriting samples he had given to the police while he was in custody without
counsel and, partially on evidence that'he had b'een identified by eyewitnesses at
a lineup identification ceremony held by California officers in a IOs Angeles
auditorium without notice to bs counsel. The Coort's opiilon shows that the
officers'took Gilbert to the auditorium while he was a prisoner, formed a lineup
of Gilbert and other persons, required each onto step forward, asked them certain
questions, and ieuired them to 'repeat certain phrases, while eyewitnesses to this
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and other crimes 'lpked at them In efots ' 4o 'idlnify them as the cil minals. At
his trial, Gilbert objected to the handwriting samples and to 'the identification
testimony given by witnesses who saw him at the auditorium lineup on the
ground that the admission of this evidence would violate his Fifth Amendment
privilege against self-incrimination and Sixth Amendment right to counsel.
It ip well-established now, that the Fourteenth Amendment makes both the
Self-incrimination Clause of the Fifth Amendment and the Right-to-counsel
Clause of the Sixth Amendment obligatory on the States. See e.g., Malloy v. Hogan,
878 U.S. 1; Gideonv. Wainwt'igbt, 372 U.S. 355.
(a) Relying on Schmerber v. Oalifornfa,884 U.S. 757, the'Court rejects Gilbert's
Fifth Amendment contention as to both the handwriting exemplars and the lineup
identification. I dissent from that holding. For reasons set out in United States v.
Wade, ante, as well as for reasons set out in my dissent to Schmerber, 384 U.S.
at 773, I think that case wholly unjustifiably detracts from the protection against
compelled self-incrimination the Fifth Amendment was designed to afford. It rests
on the ground that compelling a suspect to submit to or engage in conduct the
sole purpose of which Is to supply evidence against himself nonetheless does not
compel him to be a witness against himself. Compelling a suspect or an accused
to be "'the source of real or physical evidence * * *," so says Scthmerber, 384
U.S., at'764, is not compelling him to be a witness against himself. Such an artificial distinction between things'thatare In reality the same is in my judgment
wholly out of line with the liberal construction which should always be given
to the Bill of Rights. See Boyd v. United States, 116 U.S. 616.
(b) The Court rejects Gilbert's right-to-counsel contention in connection with
the handwriting exemplars on the ground that the taking of the exemplars "was
not a 'critical' stage of the criminal proceedings entitling petitioner to the assistance of counsel." In all reality, however, It was one of the most "critical" stages of
the government proceedings that ended In Gilbert's conviction. As to both the
State's case and Gilbert's defense, the handwriting exemplars were just as important as the lineup and perhaps more so, for handwriting analysis, being, as
the Court notes, "scientific and systematic," may carry much more weight with.
the Jury than any kind, of , lineup identification. The Court, however, .suggests
that absence of counsel when handwriting exemplars are obtained will'not Impair
the right of cross-examination at trial. But just as nothing said In ourpreyious
opiqiins "inks theright of count s' only to protection of Fifth Amendment riglits,"1
United tates V. "Wade'40d, at-,
nothing has, been said which Justifies linking
the right to counsel only to the protection of other Sixth Amendment rights. And
there Is nothing in te. C0sttution to Justify considering the, 'right to"ounsel
as a second-la§, subsidary 'right wIch attaches only when the Court ;4ems
other specific rights in j66phirdy. The 'real basis for the Court's holding thaat the
stage of obtaining handwriting exemplars is not "critical," is its statement
that "there Is minim4 l risk that te absence of counsel might derogate hrisrht

to a fair trial. ',.The'Court ebnsiders the "right'to a faIir trial" to be tile overrid lug

"aim 'of the right toicounsel," United States v. Wade, ante, at, and somehow
believes that this Court has the power to balance away the constitutional guarantee of right to counsel when the Courtbe)Jeves it unnecessary to provide what
the Court considers a "fair trial." But I think this Court lacks constitutional
power thus to balance away a defendant's absolute right to counsel which the
Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments guarantee him. The Framers did not declare
in the Sixth Amendment that a defendant is entitled to a "fair trial," nor that
he is entitled to counsel on the condition that this Court thinks there is more
than a "minimal risk" that without a' lawyer his trial will be "unfair." The Sixth
Amendment settled that a trial without a lawyer is constitutionally unfair,
unless the court-created balancing formula has somehow changed it. Johnson v.
Zerbst, 304 U.S. 458, and Gideon v. Wainwright, 872 U.S. 335, I thought finally
established the right of an accused to counsel' without balancing of any kind.
The Court's holding here illustrates the danger to Bill of Rights guaranties
in the use of words like a "fair trial" to take the place of the clearly specified
safeguards of the Constitution. I think It far safer for constitutional rights for
this Oourt to adhere to constitutional language like "the accused shall * * *
have the Assistance of Counsel for his defence", instead of substituting the words
not mentioned, "the accused shall have the 'assistance of counsel only if the
Supreme Court thinks it necessary to assUre a fair trial." In my judgment the
guaranties of the Constitution with its Bill of Rights provide the kind of "fair
trial" the Framers sought to protect. Gilbert Was entitled to have the "assistance
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of counsel" when he was forced to supply evidence for the Government to use
against him at his trial. I would reverse the case for this reason also.
II
I agree with the Court that Gilbert's case should not be reversed for state
error in admitting the pretrial statement of an accomplice which referred to
Gilbert. But instead of squarely rejecting petitioner's reliance on the dissent In
Della Paoli v. United States, 352 U.S. 232, 246, the Court avoids the issue by
pointing to the fact that the California Supreme Court, even assuming the error
to be a federal constitutional one, applied a harmless-error test which measures
up to the one we subsequently enunciated in Ohap)man v. Califor'nia,'386 U.S. 18.
And the Court then goes on to suggest that the California Supreme Court may
desire to reconsider whether that is so upon remand.
I think the CAurt should clearly indicate that neither Della Paoli nor Chapman have any relevance here. Delta Paoli rested on the admissibility of evidence
in federal, not state, courts. The introduction of evidence in state courts is exclusively governed by state law unless its introduction would violate some federal constitutional provision and there is no such federal provision here. See
Spncer v. Tcvas, 385 U.S. 554. That be i g so, any error in admitting the accomplice's pretrial statement is only an error of state law, and Chapman, providing a federal consitutional harmless-error rule, has absolutely no relevance
here. Instead of looking at the harmless-error test applied by the California
Supreme Court in order to ascertL in whether it comports with Chapman, I would.
make it clear that this Court is leaving to the States their unbridled power to
control their own state courts in the absence of conflicting federal constitutional
provision.
'II
Obe wlttn(,s who Identified Gilbert at the guilt stage of is trial and eight witnesses who Identified him at the penalty stage testified on direct examination that
they had Identified him in the auditorium lineup. I agree with.the Court that the
admission 'of this testimony was constitutional error and that Gilbert is entitled
to a new trial unless the state courts, applying Chapman, conclude that this error was harmless. However, these witnesses also identified Gilbert in the courtroom and two other witnesses at the guilt stage identified him solely in the
(ourtroom. As to these, the Court holds that "the admission of the in-court
Identification without first determining that they were not the fruit of the Illegal
lineup was constitutional error." I dissent from this holding in this case and in
Wade v. Un ted States, post, for the reasons there given;
For the reasons here stated, I would vacate the judgment of the California
Supreme Court and remand for consideration of whether the admission of the
handwriting exemplars and the out-of-court lineup identification was harmless
error.*
*The Court dismisses as Improvidently granted the Fourth Amendment search and

seizure question raised by Gilbert In this case. I dissent from this, because I would decide
that question against Gilbert. However, since the Court refuses to decide that question, I

see no reason for expressing my views at length.

Supreme Court of the United States
No. 223.-October Term, 1966
JESSE JAMrES GILBERT, PETITIONER
V.

STATE

OV CAr1IMNrA

On Wr'It of Certiorali'to the Stprtw6e Court of Calffornla
[June 12, 1W]
Mkr. JIUSTI(,E VHIITE, wholn Nfr. *T!RTICE lIAYrAN and Mr. JUsTWe, STrEVART
joli, concurring in part and dissenting In part.
I,concur in Parts I, Ir, and III of; the Court's opinion, but for the reasons
stated in my dissenting opinion in ,United Ptates V. Wade, - J.S. - ,I dissent from Part.IV. of the Court's opinion and would therefore affirm the judgment.
of the Supreme Coirt of California.
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Supreme Court of the United States
No. 223.--October Term, 1066|
JESSE JAMES GIUIAERT, PETITIONER
V.

STATE OF CArIFORNIA

)

1'rit of (cNrtiorari to thc 811pru'C Court of California
[Juno 12, 1967]

Mr. JUSTICE lORTAR, with whom T E CHrIFF JUS'rICE Joins, concurring in part.
and dissenting in part.
I concur in the result-the vacation of the judgment of the California Suprenie Court and the remand of the case-but I do not believe that it is adequate. I would reverse and remand for a new trial on the additional ground
that pletitioner was entitled by the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to ib
advised that he had a right to counsel before and In connection with his response
to the prosecutor's demand for a handwriting exemplar.
1. The giving of the handwriting exemplar i a "critical stage" of the proceeding, as my Brother BLACK states. It is a "critical stage" as much as is a
lineup. See United Statos v. Wade, ante. l)epending upon circumstances, both
may be inoffensive to the Constitution, totally fair to time accused, and entirely
reliable for the administration of Justice. On the other hand, each may be conIstitutionally offensive, totally unfair to the accused, and prejudicial to the ascertiainient of truth. An accused whose handwriting exemplar is sought, needs
counsel: Is he to write "Your money or your life?" Is he to emulate the holdup
note by using red ink, brown paper, large letters, etc.? Is the demanded handwriting exemplar, in effect, an ineulpation--a confession? Cf. the eloquent arguments as to the need for counsel, in the Court's opinion in United State.s v. l1'ado,
aIn te.

2. The Court today appears to hold that an accused may be compelled to give
handwriting exemplar. Cf. Schnmerber v. California, 384, U. S. 757 (1966). Presunably, le may be punished if he adamantly refuses. Ufnlike blood, handwriting
cannot be extracted by a doctor from an accused's viens while the accused is subJected to physical restraint, which Sohnwrber permits. So presumably, on the
l asis of the Court's decision, trial courts may hold an accused in contempt and
keep him in jail-indefinitely--until he ghies a handwriting exemplar.
This decision goes beyond Sehtnmerber. Here the accused, In the absence of ainy
warning that'he his a right to counsel, Is compelled to cooperate, not merely to
submit; to engage ',i a volitional act, not merely to suffer the inevitable consequences of arrest aod state custody; to take affirmative action which may not
merely identify him, bA tie him directly to the crime. I :dissented In Solrnerber.
For reasons stated in ny dissent in United. States v. Wade, ante, I regard the
extension of Schmet-ber as impermissible.
In Wade, the accused, ivho is compelled to utter the words used by the criminal
in the heat of his act, haj at least the comfort of counsel-even if the Court denies
that the accused may re use to speak the words-because the compelled utterance
occurs in' the course of a lineup. In the present case, the Court deprives him of
even his source of comfort and whatever protection ebufisel's Ingenuity could
provide in face of the Colirt's opinion. This Is utterly insupportable, in my respectful opinion. This is not like fingerprinting, measuring, photographing-or even
blood-taking. It is a process involving the use of discretion. It is capable of abuse.
It is in the stream of inculpation. Cross-exaimfination can play only a limited role
in offsetting false inference or misleading oicidence from a "stacked" handwriting exemplar.1 The Court's reference to the efficacy of cross-examination in
-this situation is much more of a comfort to an appellate court than a source of
solace to the defendant and his counsel.
3. I agree with the Court's condemnation of thelineup identifications her6.and
the consequent in-court identifications, and I join in this part of its opinion, I
would also reverse and remind for a new trial because of the use of the liandwriting exemilar which was unconstitutionally obtained in the absence of advice
,to the accused as to.the availability of counsel.- I could not conclude that the violation of the privilege against self-inertminittion Implicit in the facts relating to
the exemplar was waived in the absence of advice as to counsel. In the Matter of
(1967) ;Mirandav. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 (1906).
U.S. -,
Gault, -
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SuPRME COURT OF Tim UNITED STATIFS
No. 254.-October Term, 10(60.
TitEiwOiOR,

STOVALL, PEITIONER

IV.
W
VLFhir

D1,NNO, WTAIuDEN

(OnlWrit of eertiorari to the Un it(l states Cor of Appeals for the Secod (irclilt
[Juno 12, 1)67]
Mn. JUSTICEilRlnNNAN delivered the opinion of the Court.

This federal lleas corpus proceeding attacks colbterally a st, te criminal
convictionn for the smie alleged constit titional errors in the admissions of allegedly
tainted idezztilicatioz evidence that were before us on direct review of the (!oilvictions Involved in Unitedd States v. 1iade, anto, and Gilbert v. Oallf(wnia, anto.
This case tbrefore provides i vehicle for deciding the extent to which the rules
announced IIn
W17adet
and Glbert--requirIng the exclivixon of identification evidence
which Is tainted by exhibiting the accused to Identifying witnesses before trial
ti the absence of his counsel-are to le applied retroactively. See Linkictt e v.
lValker, 381 U. S. (118; Tchan v. Nhott, 382 U. S.406; Johnsou. v. New Jerscy, 884
U. S. 719.' A further question is whether in any event, on the facts of tile particula-r confrontation involved in this case, petitioner was dented due process of
!aw in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment. Cf. DaP1s v. North Carolina,384
U. S. 737.
Dr. Paul Behrendt was stabbed to death in the kitchen of his home in Garden
City, Long Island, about midnight August 23, 1961. Dr. Behrendt's wife, also a
physician, had followed her husband to the kitchen and Jumped at the assailant.
lie knocked her tothe floor and stabbed her 11 times. The police found a shirt
on the kitchen floor and keys in a pocket which they traced to petitioner. They
arrested him on the afternoon of August 24. An arraignment was promptly held
but was postponed until petitioner could retain counsel.
Mrs. 'Behrendt was hospitalized for major surgery to save her life. The police,
without affording petitioner time to retain coAmsel, arranged.with her surgeon to
permit them to bring petitioner to her hospital room about noon of August 25, tile
day after the surgery. Petitioner was handcuffed to one of fiye police officers who,
with two members of the staff of the District Attorney, brought him to the
hospital room. Petitioner was the only Negro in the room, Mrs. Behrendt Identified
him from her hospital bed after being asked by an officer whether he "was tile
man" and after petitioner repeated at the direction of an officer a "few words
for voice identification." None of the witnesses could recall the words that were
used. Mrs. Behrendt and theoficers testified at the trial to her identification of
tie petitioner in the ,o0pital room, and she also made an in-court identification
of petitioner in the courtroom.
Petitioner was colvited and sentenced to Oqath. The New York Court of
Appelal affirnied without opinion.' 13 N,. Y. 2d. 1094, 190 N. E.,2d 65. Petitioner
prom sought federal habeas corpus in the Dist-rict Court for tho.Sputhern District
of New York. Ile claimed that among other constitutional, rights allegedly denied
him at his trial, the adniission of Mrs. .elrendt's identification, testimony, vielated his rights ujpler the Fifth, Sjxth, and Fourteenth Amendments because he
had been compelled tq ubnit to the hospital room confrontation without the help
of *'cniseland unler circumistauces which unfairly focused the witness' attentloi oi him as th ivan believed by tljo police to he the guilty person. Tho District
Court dismissed the ,petition after hearing argument on an unrelated laim
of an alleged invalil search and seiz~re. On appeal to the Court of Appeals for
the Second Circp1t ,a panel of that court inittlly reversed the dismissal after
reaching the is.uo Of ti admissilbility of MTrs, fcll)rendt's ideiltification evidence
and holding it IlialI 10lssble on the groulid that the hospital room identifleatlon
violated petitioner's constitutional right to the assistance of counsel, The Court
of Appeals thereafter heard the' ease em bano. vacatedthe panel decision, and
,affirmed the District, Court. 8r5 F. 2d 731. We granted ctrtliir 1, 184 U. S.. 1000,
nnd set the case for argument with. Wade ad 01b1rt. We hld that Wade and
I.Altbol|h respondents did not rale. the barof retroacnivity, the attorney, Gepera of tho
StMte of New York, as ammoi o,:rfde, extensively b ieted the ise otwetronttvity And potilioner. In big reply brit, addremed himself to this uetion. Compare Mapp V. Ohio, 867
U.. 048, 040, n.
.
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(Jilbert affect only those cases and all future cases which involve confrontations
for identification -purposes conducted in the absence of counsel after this date. The
rulings of Wadu and Gilbert are therefore inapplicable in the present case. We
think also that on the facts of this case petitioner was not deprived of due process
of law in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment. The judgment of the Court
of Appeals is, therefore, affirmed.
I
Our recent discussionq of the retroactivity of other constitutional rules of
criminal procedure make unnecessary any detailed treatment of that question
here. linkcttier v. lValker, aupra;7'chan v. Shott, supra; Johnwson v. Neow Jcrsey,
8utpra. "These ('nses establish the principle that in criminal litigation concerning
constitutional plains, lhe Court may in the Interest of justice make the rule
prospective * * * where the exigencies of the situation require such an application' * *
Y" ,Johnson, supre, 384 U.S., at 72(-727. The criteria guiding resolution of the question Inplicate (a) the purpose to be served by the new standards, (b) the extent of the reliance by law enforcement authorities on the old
standards and (e) the effect on the administration of justice of a retroactive
application of the new standards. "['V]he retroactivity or nonretroactivity of a
rule Is not automatically determnined by the provision of the Constitution on
which the dictate Is based. Each constitutional rule of criminal procedure has
its own distinct functions, its own background of precedent, and its own Impact
on the administration of justice, and the way in which these factors combine
must inevitably vary With the dictate involved." Johnston, supra, at 728.
Wade and OfIbert fashion exclusionary rules to deter law enforcement authorities from exhibiting an accused to witnesses before trial for identification
purposes without notice to and in the absence of counsel. A conviction which rests
on a mistaken Identification is a gross miscarriage of justice. The Wado and
Gilbert rules are aimed at minimizing that possibility by preventing the unfairness at the pretrial confrontation that experience has proved can occur and
assuring meaningful examination of the identification witness' testimony at trial.
Does it follow that the rules should be applied retroactively? We do not think so.
It is true that the right to the assistance of counsel has been applied retroactively at stages of the prosecution where denial of the riglt must almost Invariably deny a fair trial, for example, at the trial itself, Gideon v. Waittiright,
872 U.S. 335, or at some forms of arraignment, Hamilton v. Alabama, 368 US.
52, or on appeal, Douglas v. California, 372 U.S. 853. "The basic purpose of a
trial is the determination of -truth, and It is self-evident that to deny a lawyer's
help through the technical intricacies of a criminal trial or to deny a full 'opportunity to appeal a conviction because the accused i poor is to impede that
purpose and to infect a crlmlmal proceeding with the clear danger of convicting the
Innocent." Tehan v. Shot, supra,at 416. We have also retroactively applied-rUleg
of eriminal procedure fashioned to correct serious flaws in the fact-finding process
at trial. See for exathple Jaek8on v. Denno, 378 U.S. 868. Although the Wade and
Gilbert rules also are aimed at avoiding unfairness at tie trial by enhancing
the reliability of the fact-finditig process in the area of identification' evidence,
"the question whether -'constitutlonal rule of crinitnal procedure does or does
not enhance the reliability of the fact-fivding process at triAl is necessarily a
matter of degree."' JohhnSO v. Noe Jersey, qupra, at 728-729. The extent to which
a condemned practice infects the integrity' of the truth-determining process at
trial is a "question of probabilities." Ibid. Such, probabilities must In turn be
weighed against the prior justified reliance upon the old standard and the impact
of retroactivity upon the administration of justice.
We have outlined in Wade the dangers and unfairness inherent In confrontiations for Identification. The 'posibility of unfarhess at that point is great, both
because of the manner in which confrontations tire frequently'conducted, and
because of the likelihood *that the accused will often be preceded from r-econstructing What occurted' and thereby from obtaining a full hearing ol thie
identification Issue at trial. The presence of counsel will significantly promote
fairness at the conftontation end i full hearing at trial on the issue of Identification. We have, therefore, concluded that. the confrontationn is a "critical stage,"
and that counsel is required at all confrontations. It must be recognized, however, that, unlike cases in which counsel Is absent at trial or on appeal, it may
confidently be assumed thfa confrontations, for Identification can be and Often
have been conducted in the absence of counsel with scrupulous fairness and
without prejudice to the accused at trial. Therefore, while we feel that the
exclusionary rules set forth In Wade and Gilbert are justified by the need to
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assure the integrity and reliability of our system of justice, they undoubtedly
will affect cases inI which no unfairness will be present. Of course, we should
also assume there have been injustices in the past which could have been averted
by having counsel present at the confrontation for identifleation, just as there
are injustices when counsel is absent at trial. But the certainty and frequency
with which we can say in the confrontation cases that no injustice occurred
differs greatly enough from the cases involving absence of counsel at trial or on
appeal to justify treating the situations as different in kind for the purpose of
retroactive application, eslKcially in light of the strong countervailing interests
outlined below, and because It remains open to all persons to allege and prove,
as Stovall attempts to do In this case, that the confrontation resulted iln such
unfairness that it infringed his right to due process of law. See Palmer v.
Peyton, 359 F. 2d 199 (C.A. 4th Cir. 1966).
The unusual force of the countervailing considerations strengthen our conielusion in favor of prospective application. The law enforcement officials of the
Federal Government and of all 50 States have heretofore proceeded on the premise
that the Constitution did not require the presence of counsel at pretrial confrontations for identification. Today's rulings were not foreshadowed in our
cases; no court announced such a requirement until Wade was decided by the
Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit, 358 F. 2d 577. The overwhelming majority
of American courts have always treated the evidence question not as one of
admissibility but as one of credibility for the jury. Wall, Eyewitness Identification in Criminal Case 38. Law enforcement authorities fairly relied oin this virtually unanimous weight of authority, now no longer valid, in conducting pretrial
confrontations in the absence of counsel. It is, therefore, very clear that retroactive application of Wade and Gilbert "would seriously disrupt the administration of our criminal laws." Johison v. New Jersey, supra, at 731. In Tehan
v. Shot, 8upra, we thought It persuasive against retroactive application of the
no-comment rule of Griffin v. Valifofnia, 380 U.S. 609, that such application would
have a serious Impact on the six States that allowed comment on an accused's
failure to take the stand. We said, "To require all of those States now to void
the conviction of every person who did not testify at his trial would have an
impact on the administration of their criminall law so devastating as to need
no elaboration." 382 U.S., at 419. That impact is Insignificant coml)ared to the
impact to be expected from retroactivity of the Wade and Gilbert rules. At the
very least, the processing of current criminal calendars would be disrupted while
hearings were conducted to determine taint, if any, in identification evidence, and
whether in any event the admission of the evidence was harmless error. Doubtless, too, inquiry would be handicapped by the unavailability of witnesses and
dim memories. We conclude, therefore, that the 1Wade and Gilbert rules should
not be made retroactive.
We also conclude that, for these purposes, no distinction is Justified between
convictions now final, as in the instant case, and convictions at various stages
of trial and direct review. We regard the factors of reliance and burden on the
administration of Justice as entitled to such overriding significance as to make
that distinction unsupportable. We recognize that Wade and Gilbert are, therefore, the only victims of pretrial confrontations in the absence of their counsel
-o have -the benefit of the rules established in their cases. That they nmist be
given that benefit is, however, an unavoidable consequence of the necessity that
constitutional adjudications not stand as mere dictum. Sound policies of decisionmaking, rooted in the command of Article III of the Constitution that we resolve
issues solely in concrete cases or controversies,$ and in the possible effect upon
the incentive of counsel to advance contentions requiring a change in the law,"
militate against denying Wade. and Gilbert the benefit. of today's decisions.
Inequity arguably results from according the benefit of a new rule to the parties
In the case in which it Is announced but not to other litigants similarly situated
in the trial or appellate process who have raised the same Issue.' But we regard
Note Prospective Overruling and Retroactive Application in the Federal Courts, 71
Yale L. i. 907, 980-983 (1062).
80 See Mishkin, Forward, The Supreme Court 1964 Term, 79 Harv. L. Rev. 56, 60-61
(1905).
lSeeMlshkin. n. 3, supra, at 61. n. 23: Bender, The Retroactive Efect of an Overruling
Constitutional Decision: Mapp v. Ohio, 110 U. Pa. L. Rev. 650. 675-078 (102) ; Schwartz,
Retronctivity, Reliability, and Due Process: A Reply 'to Professor Mishkin, 33 U. Chl. L.
Rev. 719, 764 (1966).
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the fact that the parties involved are chance beneficiaries as an insignificant cost
for adherence to sound principles of decision-making.
II
We turn now to the question whether petitioner, although not entitled to the
aI)plication of Wade and (ilbert to his case, is entitled to relief on his claim that
in any event the confrontation conducted in this case was so unnecessarily suggestive and conducive to irreparable minstaken Identification that he was denied
due process of law. This is a recognized ground of attack upon a conviction independent of any right to counsel clfiim. Palmer v. Peyton, 359 F. 2d 199 (C, A. 4th
Cir. 19(6). The practice of showing suspects singly to persons for the purpose of
identification, and not ap part of a lineup, has been widely condemned.' However,
a claimed violation of due process of law in the conduct of a confrontation depends
on the totality of the circumstances surrounding it, and the record in the present
case reveals that the showing of Stovall to Mrs. Behrendt in an Immediate hospital
confrontation was imperative. The Court of Appeals, en bane, stated, 355 F. 2d,
at 735,
"Ihere was 'the only person in the world who could possibly exonerate Stovall.
Her words, and only her words, 'He is not the man' could have resulted in freedom
for Stovall. The hospital was not far distant from the courthouse and jail. No
one knew how long Mrs. Behrendt might live. Faced with the responsibility of
identifying the attacker, with the need for immediate action and with the knowledge that Mrs. Behrendt could not visit the Jail, the police followed the only
feasible procedure and took Stovall to the hospital room. Under these circumstances, the usual police station lineup, which Stovall now argues he should have
had. was out of the question."
The judgment of the Court of Appeals Is affirmed.
It 18 8o ordered.
IR. ,JUSTICE DOUGLAS is of the view that the deprivation of the right to counsel
in the setting of this case should be given retroactive effect asit was in Gideor.v.
Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335, and Douglas v. California, 372 U.S. 356. and see
Linkletter v. Walker, 381 U.S. 618, 640 (dissenting opinion) ; John8on v. New
Jersey, 884 U.S. 719, 736 (dissenting opinion).
MR. JUSTICE FOITAS would reverse and remand for a new trIal on the ground
that the State's reference at trial to the improper hospital identification violated
petitioner's Fourteenth Amendment rights and was prejudicial. We could not
reach the question of retroactivity of Wade and Gilbert.
Supreme Court of the United States
No. 254.-October Term, 1966
Tn~oaoai STOVALL, PETITIONER

WILFRED DENNO, WAR-DEN

On Writ of Oerttorarl to the Unite(g

tate8 Oourt of App.eal8 for the

SecondZ Circuit
(June 12, 19b7]Mn. JuSTICE WHITE, whom M. lusTrom HARLAN andM&. JustlcE -STEWARTJoin, concurring in thd result.
,For the reasons stated in my dissenting opinion in UntdZ States v. Wade,
U.S. , I perceive no constitutloial, efror in the identification procedure to
which the petitioner was subjected. I concur In the result and in that portln of
the Court's opinion which limits application of the new Sixth Amendment rule.

$See Wall, EyeWitness Identification in' Criminal Cases 26-40; Paul, Identification of

'Accused Persons, 12 Aust. L.J. 42, 44 (1988)' Willims & Hamwuelmann, Identification
Parades,. Part I, [1903] Crim. L. Rev. 480-481; Frankfurter, The Case of Sacco and

Vanzettl 31-32.
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Supreme Court of the United States
No. 254.--October Term, 196
THEoDORE SToVALI.

PETITIONER

IV.
WILFRED DENNO, WARDEN

On Writ of (ertiorari to the United States Court of Appeal8 for the
Second Circuit
[June 12, 1967]
MR.JusTICE BLAocK, dissenting.
In United States v. Wade, ante, and Gilbert v. California,ante, the Court holds
that lineup Identification testimony should be excluded' if it was obtained, by
exhibiting an accused to identifying witnesses before trial in 'the absence of his
counseL. I concurred, in those holdings as to'out-of-court lineup identification on
the ground that the right to counsel is guaranteed in federal courts by the Sixth
Amendment and In state courts by the Sixth and Fourteenth, Amendments. The
first' question in this ease is whether other defendants, already ih prison on such
unconstitutional evidence shall be'accoided the benefit of the rule. In this case
the Court holds that the petitioner here, convicted on such unconstitutional
evidence, must remain in prison, and that besides Wade and Gilbert, who are
"chance beneficiaries," no one can invoke the rule except, defendants exhibited
in lineups in the future. I dissent from that holding. It keeps people serving
sentences who were convicted through the use of unconstitutional evidence. This
is sought to be justified'on tht,ground that'retroactive application of t66 holding
In Gilbert and Wade would somehow work a "burden on the administration of
justice" and-, would not 'gerve the Court's purpose "to deter law enforcement
authorities." It seems to me that to deny this petitioner and others like him the
benefit of the new rule' deprives' them of a 'constitutional trial and perpetuates
a rank discrimination against'them. Once the Court determines what the Constitutloin says,"I do not 'bielleve ,it 'has the power, by weighing "countervailing
interests," to legislate a tinietable bty -which the Constitution's, provisions shall
become effective. For reasons stated in my dissent in Linkletter v. Walker, 881
U.18. 618, 640, I would hold that the-petitioner here and every other person in
jail under convictions based on unconstitutional evidence should be given the
advantage of today's newly' ann'6uced constitutional riles.
The Court goes on, however, to hold that ,even though its new constitutional
rule about the Sixth Amendment'S' tight to'ebunselcaniiot help this petitioner, he
is nevertheless entitled to a consideration of his clairp, "independent of any right
to counsel claim," that his' identify cito'n by onhe'of the victims of the robbery was
made under circumstances so "unfair" that he was denied "due process of law"
guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment. Although the Court finds petitioner's
claim without merit, I dissent froM its holding that a general claim of "unfairness" at the lineup is "open to' All persons 'to allege and prove." The term "due
process of law, is a direct descendaau
of !agna Charta's promise of a, trial
according to the "law bf the land"' ag ithas been established by the lawmaking
agency, constitutional or legislative. No 'one has ever been able to point to a word
in our constitutional history that slow the Framers ever intended that the Due
Process Clause of the Fifth or Fourteenth ' Ainendment was designed to mean
any more than tat defendants charged with cimes should be entitled to atrial
governed by the laws, constitutional and statutory, that are ili existence at the
time of the commission, of the crime and the time of the triaL .Theconcept of due
process under which the ,Court purportfi todecide this question, however, is that
this Court looks at "the totality of,circumstances" of a particular case, to determine on Its own judgment whether, they comport with the Court's notion of
decency, fairness, and fundamental justice, and if so, declares they comport with
the Constitution,, and if -not,declares they are forbidden by the Constitution. See,
e.g., Rohin. v. United States, 842 U.S. 165. Such a constitutional formula substitutes this court's judgment of what is right for what the Constitution declares
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shall be the supreme law of the land. This due process notion proceeds as though
ourwritten Constitution, designed to grant limited powers to government, had
neutralized tj, limitations by' using the Due Process Clause to authorize this
Court to override its written limiting language by substituting the Court's view
of what powers the Framers should have granted government. Once again I dissent from any such vieW of the Constitution. Where accepted,' its result is to
make this Court not a Constitution-interpreter, but a day-to-day Constitutionmaker.
But even if the Due Process Clause could possibly be construed as giving such
latitudinal powers to the Court, I would still think the Court goes too far in holding that the courts can look at the particular circumstances of each identification
lineup to determine at large whether they are too "suggestive and conducive to
irreparable mistaken identification" to be constitutional. That result is to freeze
as constitutional or as unconstitutional the circumstances of eich case, giving the
States and the Federal Government no permanent constitutional standards. It
also transfers to this Court power to determine what the Constitulon should say,
instead of performance of its undoubted constitutional power to determine what
the Constitution does say. And the result in this particular case is to put into a
constitutional mould a rule of evidence which I think Is plainly within the constitutional powers of the -States in creating and enforcing their own criminal
laws. I must say with all deference that for this Court to hold that the Due
Process Clause gives it power to bar, state introduction of lineup testimony on its
notion of fairness, not because it violates some specif4q constitutional prohibition,
Is an arbitrary, wholly capricious action.
I would not afirm this case but would reverse and remand for consideration
of whether the out-of-court lineup identification'of petitioner was, under Chaptkanv.v Oaliforv a, U.S. -- , harmless error. If it was not, petitioner is
entitled!to a new trial because of, aj denial of the right t. counsel guaranteed
by the Sixth Amendment which the Fourteenth Amendment makes obligatory
on the States.
$inator MCQ
XLLAN.,Now, the Chair has in..,mind to advise the

members piesen't that 'we do n ot have permissionto sit Nvhile the
Senate is in session. However, we have a few txminutes of the morning
hour. I intend to continue for another 15 or 20 minutes. And at that
time I will recess until tomorrow morning.,
Senator HART.I wonder if you could,.odif Io_that,
to during
permit
to sit
, Ordereven
your leaving and let Senator Ervin peslde
the morning hour we d? no ,equire permision.
Senator CCLLL'Ai. Iwas going to sit'anotherfew minutesI may
say to Members of the Seniate present that 1, was not scheduled to,preside this morni ig. IliadrTo notice of it 'inti1 just a few minutes before
I *came in here. I had other' plans which, I' sacrificed, arrangedd or
deferred. I do recall that this afternoon at. some tin- I have, iorgotteh the hour-there is a Pemocratic caucus.
.
Senator TyDrixs. ,That is at 3:30, Mr. hai an.,
SR 9tor MCC(LELAN. Yu
o hive a conferen e being scheduled
and just wo,derejl about 4ie prpriety of trying to ,holdearings
this afternoon. , d'rst9,n that:C rman Eastl ndsent his request
to adjourn over until tomorrow moiming.
We will proceed :or afew r!nutesmore.,
Senator ERViN. The reasonn, Iam conducting this, examination is
because I have a solemn responsibility as a Member of, the Senate in
passing on and determining, whether or not-I shall, vote for the conirmation ofithe nominee toithe. Supreme Court. My personal, opinion
is, and I say it with reluctance,.but I say, it because I believe it;to'be
true, that the roa4 to destruction of cnstitutiona! government in the
United States is being paved by- - the good intentions of. the, judicial
. ... i:.. .. : : ,. ,.,
' ! i!
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activists, who, all too often, constitute a majority of the Supreme
Court. A judicial activist, in my book, is a man who has good mtentions but who is unable to exercise the self-restraint which is inherent
in the judicial process when it is properly understood and applied,
and who is willing to add to the Constitution things that are not in it
and to subtract from the Constitution things which are in it. I am
much concerned, because the easiest way to destroy the Constitution of
the United States is to have it manned by judges who will not exercise
judicial self-restraint. As Chief Justice S tone said, the members of
the Supreme Court have the power under the Constitution to restrain
the President and the Congress in their actions, but there is really no
power on earth to restrain the members of the Supreme Court in their
action except their own self-restraint.
That is not exactly his words, but that is the substance of what he
said.
Senator HART. Mr. Chairman, could I inquire of the Senator from
North Carolina if this concludes his interrogation of the witness, subject only to the development of other aspects?
Senator ERVIN. I think this is the last question I will ask of this
nominee.
Senator HART. Thank you.
K-enator MCCLELLAN. Mr. Nominee, may I ask you this question? I
want to develop this one point, and I will hurry on, because I know
others want to question.
Something that gives me a little concern-this does not pertain to
I you directly any more than to other members of the Court. We regard
Supreme Court decisions interpreting the Constitution as being the
law of the land; do we not?
Judge MARSHALL. Yes- sir
Senator MCCLEllAN, Whatever they say the Constitution is, we in-

sist that is the law of the land?
Judge MARSHALL. I think that is correct; yes, sir.

Senator MCCLELLAN, And we hold, t6o, that all citizens should be

amenable to the law of the land?
Judge MA.StALL. AbsOlutely.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Now,,'do you feel that that applies to everybodyexcept Supreme Court Justices?,
Judge MARSHALL. I think that the Supremeib Court Justices must be
more responsive to their oath than dny' Other judge because of that.
Senator McCLEl 4 AN.i Then hw can they consistently overrule a
former decision holding an act constitutional or an act unconstitutional
and then say they have beenamenable to the law of the land ?
Judge MARSHALL." I believe, if you are speaking 6f stare dedisis as
such, that the Supreme Court and every member of it has a responsibility, when -there is a decision that is up for reconsidoration, a sort of
a'flag to slow down and take a real good look and realize what you are
actually doing.
Senator MCCLEL,
I
. Then may Iask you, Do you feel that they are
free to reverse previous decisions that involVe constitutional questions?
'Judge MARSHALL. Yes they are free to do it.

Senator MoCLFLLAN. If yOu feel they are fie, would you have any

hesitancy in overruling the Mirandadecision when it came-up for consideration if you became convinced that that decision was wrong?
I
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Judge MARSHALL. If I became convinced that, the Mirandadecision
was wrong, I would, of course, vote my conscience, which would say
yes.
Senator McCLELLAN. Then the previous court decision does not bind
you,
although
it is the Itlaw of the land?
Judge
MARSHALL.
binds the Supreme Court as well as it binds
everybody else in the lanqd.
Senator McCLELLAN. That is an inconsistency, is it not? Is that
not an inconsistency? I have to obey it because the Supreme Cout
says so, but tomorrow, when you reconsider that decision, in your
capacity you do not have to conform to it; you can overrule it and
you can change the law of the land. Is that not so?
Judge MARlSHALL. I think that is the job of the Supreme Court.
Senator MCCLELLAN. To change the law of the land?
Judge MARSHALL. No, sir. You did not let me finish. I thinkSenator MCCLELLAN. I do not think so. I think it is indulging it too
frequently and too of-ten.

Judge MARSHALL. But, SenatorSenator MCCLELLAN. I think that changing the law of the land in
the fashion it is doing it is bringing chaos and confusion to our system of justice. One judge-I think it is Judge Lumbard

Judge MARSHiALL. Chief Judge Lumbard.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Yes, Chief Judge Lumbard testified before
another subcommittee of this committee, the Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and Procedures that today when he is trying a criminal case,
he feels like he is in a topsy-turvy world because he does not know
what the law is and what the Supreme Court is going to say it may
be, and he is absolutely in a state of confusion. The correspondence and
testimony received by that subcommittee shows that Judge Lumbard's
feeling is shared by many courts of the land.
It is a tragic situation. The instability, the unreliability on what
the Court. said yesterday as being the law of today.
Judge MARSIALL. I can say this, Senator: No. 1, I hope you do not
interpret me to say it is the duty of the Court to reverse decisions.
It is the duty of the Court to keep stability of the law.
Senator MCCLELLAN. To what?
Judge MAIRSHALL. To keep stability of the law.
Senator MCCLELLAN. How do you keep it when one year you hold
one thing in the Court and next year hold something else? Is there
any stability in that?
Judge MARSHAL. It happens often in the exact same Court.
Senator MCCLELLAN. That is not stability, is it? You do not interpret
that. as stability, do you?
Judge MARSHALL. Yes, sir.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Then your interpretation and definition of
the word "stability" is that one day it is one thing and another day
iti s something else.
Judge MARSHALL. You would not need the Supreme Court any more.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Unless it reversed itself?
Judge MARSHALL. Sir?

Senator McCLELTw. Except that it reverses itself you would not
need it?

81-914-67-11
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Judge MARSIALL. No, sir; I think the Constitution as a. living
document needs somebody to interpret it.
Senator MCCLELLAN. But once you interpret it, it becomes the law
of the land, when the Supreme Court interprets it. You admitted that.
Judge MARSHALL. Yes, sir.
Senator McCrLLAN. Now you say you can change the interpretation at will -.nd give it another interpretation.
Judge MARSHtALL. Yes, sir; and that becomes the law of the land.
Senator ERVIN. If the gentleman will yield, I am always intrigued
by this statement that the Constitution is a living document and,
therefore, must change. That statement does not mean to me that the
Constitution is a living document; it means that the Constitution
is dead and we are ruled by the personal notions of the temporary
occupants of the Supreme Court.
Judge MARSHALL. I do not agree with your constantly referring
to the Judges' personal views.
Senator MCCLELLAN. I have concluded for the moment. I yield to
you gentlemen.
Senator HART. Just this comment, that also involved here is a
realization that the assignment of the Court is not the pursuit of certainty but of justice, and sometimes justice requires overruling of
previous decisions.
Senator McClellan.
Senator MCCLELLAN.. Will the Senator yield?
Senator HART. Yes.
Senator McCLELTAN. Can you make any justice out of turning a
criminal loose because some policeman failed to give him a lawyer?
Senator HART. If he is found to be a criminal by reason of ignoring the constitutional safeguards, yes; just as we say we do not like
the rack because
Senator MC.LAN. Why not punish the officer who violated the
Constitution instead of turning the criminal loose?
Senator HART. I am for both.
S.... or lRviN. I think the beautiful words inscribed over the
Supreme Court Building say "Equal Justice Under the Law," not
justice according to the personal notions of the temporary occupants
of the building.
Senator McCLELLAN. Very well, gentlemen.
Do you have any questions, Senator?
Senator HART. No.
Senator McCLELLAN. Then we are recessed until 10:30 tomorrow
morning.
(Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m. the subcommittee recessed to reconvene
at 10:30 a.m., Wednesday, July 19,1967.)
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IT.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,

Wa8hington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to call at 10:45 o'clock a.m., in
room 2228, New Senate Office Building, Senator James 0. Eastland
(chairman) presiding.
Present: Senators 'Eastland (presiding), McClellan, Ervin, Hart,
Kennedy, Tydings, and Thurmond.
Also present: John H. Holloman, chief clerk.
The CHAnMMAN. The committee will come to order.
Judge STATEMENT OF HON. THURGOOD MARSHALL, SOLICITOR GENERAL
OF OF THE UNITED STATES-Resumed
Judge MARSHALL. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN (continuing). Do you think the Supreme Court is

an instrument of social change?
Judge MARSHALL.Do I think that the Supreme Court is undergoing
a social change? No, sir.

The CHAMAN. And you don't think that a judge, a Justice of the

Supreme Court, should be controlled by his own personal opinionsJudge MARSHALL. I don't think any judicial officer should beThe CHAIRMAN (continuing). In rendering a decision?
Judge MARSIALL. I don't think any judicial officer should.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, the American Bar News-you know what the

American Bar News is?

Judge MARSHALL. Yes, sir.
The CHAIMAN. Volume 11, No. 5, dated May 15, 1966, gives some

quotations from you at a speech which they said was made by you at
the University of Miami on Law Day, 1966.

Did you make a speech at the University of Miami on Law Day?
Judge MARSHALL. Yes, sir; I made a speech in 1965. It was the University of Miami and the bar association, whole group together.
The CHAIRMAN. You are quoted in this article as having said that
your concern was not with those who "resist any change in the status
quo with fury," but those "whose criticism of recent Supreme Court
doctrine stems from a more intellectual level."

You are quoted as having stated that this "intellectual or professional criticism reflects a profound element of misunderstanding. It
reflects a refusal to accept a new concept of law, to shake free of the
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19th century moorings and to view law, not as a set of abstrac. and

socially unrelated commands of the sovereign, but as effective instruinents of social policy."
Now, did you make that statement?
Ju(lge MARSHALL. I think that's accurate
I50 CHAIRMAN'. Yes.

MAR[,usHaLrL (continuing). As I renienber it.
The CIIAIIirAN. Well, then, doesn't that reflect that-isn't the meaning of that that the U.S. Supreme Court is an instrument and should

Judge

be an instrument of social change?
Judge MARSluAL. I don't, think I was talking about the Supreme
Court. I was talking about the people in general and especially the
bar.
The ChIAIM ArN. I see.
Judge MARSHALL. The lawyers of the bar.
Tie CH,
4 IwrMN. Now, you have stated that you have no objection
to telling the committee about your judicial philosophy.
I wish you would state your philosophy of the Ctonstitution of the
United States and the general principles which will guide you in your
interpretation thereof.
Jlud,ge MARSTAL. Well I would make my every effort to read the

Constitution of the UniteA States, to read it all, and to apply it to the
facts as I get them with emphasis on applying the law to the facts
without regard to any personal predilections one way or the other.
The CIIAI MAN. And do you agree that you can't have any-that the
Constitution of the United'States meant in the 19th century just what
it means in the 20th century?
.TudgA MATISITATT,. The words means the same; yes, sir.
The CIAIRMAN. In deciding cases will you make a selection between

constitutional principle base(l'on your own sense of right and wrong?
Judge MARSHALL. Well, my own sense of right and wrong is the
Constitution itself.
The CHAIRMAN. In other words, what you say is that you would
follow the real meaning of the Constitution of the United States as
you see it?
Judge MARS ISr r, As I interpret it as an individual, after careful
study of the briefs and argument and the consultation with the other
members of the Court in conference.
The CHAIRMAN. Will you decide cases on the basis of asking yourself
the question, "is this a fair proposition?"

Judge MARSHALL,. Not my own-I would-let me put it this way,

Senator.
I would hope that my own ideas of fairness are based entirely on
the Constitution, and I would not under any circumstances find-where
the Constitution says this and my "personal feelings" say that, I would
go with the Constitution. I am obliged to.
The C 1ArANr. You would go with this.

Judge MARsHALL. Sir
AW. You would go with what you said is this, the

The CrAn

Constitution.
Judge MAmrSALL. The Constitution, absolutely.
Now, you have been in al ot of institutions in the
The CrAm xAI.
Southern States.
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Judge MARSHALL. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Are you prejudiced against white people in the
South?
Judge MARSHALL. Not at all. I was brought up what I would say

way up South in Baltimore, Md. And I worked For white people all
my life until I got in college. And from there most of my practice, of
course, was in the South, and I don't know, with the possible exception of one person that I was against in the South, that I have any
feeling about them.
The CIIAII_[AN. Now, if you are approved, you will give people in
that area of the country and the States in that area of the country
the same fair and square treatment that you give people in other areas
of the country?
Judge MARSHALL. No question whatsoever.
The CHArIMAN. Senator Thurmond?
Senator THURmOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Judge Marshall, in view of the fact that your law practice, for
the many years, before you came with the Federal Government was
Conee(l'ned with the l13th And 14th amendments, primarily, I would like
to ask you some questions in your area of expertise.
Do you know who drafted the 13th amendment to the U.S.
Constitution?
Judge MARSHIArL. No, sir; I don't remember. I have looked it up
time after time, but I just don't remember.
Soiiator nIuwT. rON. Do you know f rom what. provision of the prior
law the language of this amendment was copied?

Judge

MARSHALL.

I do not.

Senator TiTun3aoND. Of what legal significance is it that this amendment was copied from a prior legal provision?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't know which prior legal provision you are
talking about, Senator.
Senator THURMOND. Turning to the provision of the 13th amendment
forbidding involuntary servitude, are you familiar with any pre-1860
cases which interpreted this language?
Judge MARSHALL. Well, Senator,I might say frankly, I don't know
of any case I had that involved the 13th amendment. My research on
it would be very limited on the 13th amendment.
Senator THumRxoD. Does the provision against involuntary servitude, in your view, abolish all compulsory labor for the benefit of a
private person, and if not, what limitations would you read into this
language, and on what legal basis would you establish such limitation?
Judge MARSHALL. If such a question came before me, I would research the background of the 18th amendment, the language of the 13th
amendment, and apply it to the facts. I haven't had an opportunity to
do that.
Senator TnR1n%0XoD. Do you agree with an article by Prof. Alfred
Avins in the Cornell Law Quarterly of 1964 that the provision against
involuntary servitude in the 13th amendment prevents either Federal or State legislation which requires any person to render personal
services to any other private person, whether the refusal to render
such services is motivated by racial or religious discrimination or for
any other reason, and if you do not agree with this view, why do you

162

NOMINATION

OF THURGOOD MARSHALL

think that the provision against involuntary servitude does not forbid
legislation requiring personal services?
Judge MARSHALL. I am not familiar with the article, and I am not

at this time ready to give an opinion because I haven't researched it.
Senator THURMOND. What kind of legislation would, in your estimation, be forbidden b the provision against involuntary servitude?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't know.
Senator THURmOND. Are you familiar with the initial difficulties in

obtaining a two-thirds vote in the House of Representatives in favor
of the proposal of the 13th amendment?
Judge MARSHALL. No, sir.

Senator THURMoND. What is the significance, if there is any in your

view, in the interpretation of the 13th amendment, that it was first
rejected by the House of Representatives, which did not have a twothirds Republican majority, and finally proposed only because of a
switch of votes of a group of Union Democrats?
Judge MARSHALL. I am not familiar with whether the facts are correct, and I have no opinion on it.
Senator Tnvmowm. Do you believe that the Civil Rights Act of

1866 was constitutional before the ratification of the 14th amendment?
Judge MARSHALL. I am in the middle on that. I researched that when
the school cases were up, and I consider it unimportant because the
amendment was adopted and they were reenacted. But there was an
argument made that-that your statement was true. It was made on
the floor of the Congress.
Senator THURmOND. Under what legal theories was the constitu-

tionality of the Civil Rights Act of 1866 supported by its proponents?
Judge MARSHALL. I think it was based on the 13th amendment, if
I remember correctly. I could be wrong. That I don't remember. My
last real digging on that was more than 10 years ago.

Senator THURMOND. To what extent was the constitutionality of this

act supported by reference to the privileges and immunities clause
of article IV, section 2 of the original Constitution?
Judge MARSHALL. It was argued.
Senator THURMOND. I didn't catch your answer.
Judge MARSHALL. It was so argued on the floors of Congress.
Senator THURMOND. What theories were then current in the Repub-

lican Party which gave support to the position that the Civil Rights
Act of 1866 could be constitutionally passed by Congress to enforce
the privileges and immunities clause of article IV. section 2 of the
original ConstitutionI
Judge MARShTALL. I don't remember.
Senator THu-Riro n. Of what significant do you believe it is that in

deciding the constitutional basis of the Civil Rights Act of 1866, Congress copied the enforcement provisions of this legislation from the
fugitive slave law of 1850?
Judge MARSITALL. Senator, I just don't remember those debates,
which were very voluminous, and I have not looked at them and have
not researched that point since either 1953 or 1954. I have not been
called upon to do so.
Senator THUrMOND. Does the case of Priggv. Pennsylvania,handed

down in 1842, cited by the Republicans in 1866 in support of the con-
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stitutionality of the Civil Rights Act of 1866, help us in assessing the
basis for the constitutionality of this bill?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't know. I do know that the constitutionality
of those bills had been litigated over and over again, and they have
been found to be constitutional. And if I was called on again, I would
do additional research and make up my mind and vote accordingly.
Senator THURMOND. What constitutional difficulties did Representative John Bingham of Ohio see, or what difficulties do you see in congressional enforcement of the privileges and immunities clause of
article IV, section 2 through the necessary and proper clause of article
I, section 8 ?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't understand the question.
Senator TiUtmROND. What constitutional difficulties did Representa-

tive John Bingham of Ohio see, or what difficulties do you see, in congressional enforcement of the privileges and immunities clause of
article IV, section 2, through the necessary and proper clause of article
I, section 8?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't see that anySenator KENNEDY. Could we just have some further clarification so

all of us can benefit? I really don't understand the question myself. I
was just wondering if the Senator, so we could all benefit from both
the question and response, if we could have some further clarification
of the question, because I really am confused as to what actually you
are driving at, and I would like to hear the answer of the person that
is called upon to answer.
Senator THuMoND. Well, I repeated the question twice. Would you
like me to repeat it again?
Senator KENNEDY. I thought rather than repeating the question
maybe there was some other way that you could arrive at it.
Senator THURMOND. I don't think I can make it any plainer, if you

know the answer.
Senator

Senator
answer.

KENNEDY. I

THURMOND.

see.
It is just a question of whether you know the

Senator KENNEDY. I see. Could you tell us how the Solicitor isSenator THURMOND. Well, I could tell you that article IV, section 2,

did not set forth the powers vested in the United States. That's the
answer.
Senator KENNEDY. That's the answer. I see. [Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. Let's have order. Proceed.
Senator THURMOND. What did the term "civil rights" mean in 1866,

and what rights were included thereby?
Judge MARSHALL. The rights included in the pharse "civil rights" in
1866 meant the rights that were considered civil rights at that time.
The delineation of them is not clear as of this day.
Senator THURMOND. Anything else you-wish to add to that?
Judge MARSHALL. No, sir.
Senator THURMOND. What provisions of the Slave Codes in existence

in the South before 1860 was Congress desirous of abolishing by the
civil rights bill of 1866?
Judge MARSHALL. Well, as I remember, the so-called Black Codes

ranged from a newly freed Negro not being able to own property or
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vote to a statute in my home State of Maryland which prevented these
Negroes from flying kites.
i'enator THRMOND. Is there anything else you wish to add?
Judge MARSHALL. No, sir.

Senator

THURMOND.

Senator

TiTURMOND.

Now, on the 14th amendment, what committee

reported out the 14th amendment and who were its members?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't know, sir.
Senator T1IUR-MOND. Why do you think the framers of the original
version of the first section of the 14th amendment added the necessary
and proper clause from article I, section 8, to the privileges and immunities clause of article IV, section 2?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't know, sir.
Senator TinURMOWD. What purpose did the framers have, in your
estimation, in referring to the incident involving former Representative Samuel Hoar in c harleston, S.C., in December 1844, as showing
the need for the enactment of the original version of the 14th amendment's first section?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't know, sir.
Senator THURNMOND. Why do you think the framer said that if the
privileges and immunities clause of the 14th amendment had been in
the original Constitution the war of 1860-65 could not have occurred?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't have the slightest idea.

Why do you think the equal protection clause

of the original draft of the first section of the 14th amendment required equal protection in the rights of life, liberty, and property
only?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't know.
Senator T-umro-xD. Did you understand that question?
Judge MARSHALL. Yes, sir.
Senator TrTuLmiOND. What objections were made to the original
draft of the first section of the 14th amendment in February 1866,
which caused the framer to redraft it into its present form?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't know.
Senator THURMOND. In the Congressional Globe, 39th Congress,
first session, at page 1065, on February 27, 1866. the following colloquy is found in reference to the original draft of the first section of
the 14th amendment, and I quote:
Mr. HAL... this amendment is intended to apply solely to the eleven States
lately in rebellion, so far as any practical benefit to be derived from it is concerned. The gentleman from Ohio can correct me if I am again in error.
Mr. BINOITAM ... It is to apply to other States also that have in their constitutions and laws today provisions in direct violation of every principle of our
Constitution.
Air. ROOERS ...
I suppose the gentleman refers to the State of Indiana?
Mr. BINOHAM ... I do not know, it may be so. It applies unquestionably to the
State of Oregon

Now, what were the constitutional provisions of Indiana and Oregon which it was the purpose of the framer of the first section of the
14th amendment to override; and why did the framer say the Oregon
constitution violated the U.S. Constitution as it then stood; and how
would proposal and ratification of the first section of the 14th amendment, either in the original draft or the final draft, have overridden
the Indiana and Oregon constitutionsI
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Judge MARSHIALL. I dor 't know.
Senator THmmoN. Where do you believe the privileges and im-

munities clause of the 14th amendment was'derived from?

Judge MARSHALL. Offhand, I am not sure. There was debate on both

sides, and I am not certain. But I do remember considerable debate
on it, but at this moment I don't remember.
Senator TnmuImoD. What do you think the framer's purpose was

in including the privileges and immunities clause in tie 14th
amendment?
Judge MARSHALL. That point has been litigated, and I am not certain yet what the answer is.
Senator Tnmmio . What do you believe the privileges and immunities of citizens of the United States are, which no State shall
make or enforce any law abridging?
Judge MARSHrATL. That would vary as to the particular facts. I

wouldn't be able 'or capable of making any broad general guidelines
on it,
I would have to apply it as a particular case cameup.
"Senator THURMOND. Now, as to the due process and equal protection clauses, why do you think the word "citizen" was used in the
privileges and immunities clause of the 14th amendment but the word
"person" was used in the due process and equal protection clauses?
Judge MARSHALL. Well, the first section said that any person born
or naturalized in the United States was a citizen of the United States
and the State wherein he resides, so "person" and "citizen" became
pretty close. It said any person born-I mean I do not have this verbatim, but it says any person born or naturalized in the United States
is a citizen of the United States and the State wherein he resides,
which was the flist place in the Constitution to give citizenship on a
U.S. basis.
Senator TIunMOND. Anything else you wish to say on that?
Judge MARSHALL. No, sir.
Senator TnURMIOND. Do you think that the privileges and immunities

case was meant by the framers to encompass greater rights, lesser
rights, or different rights than the 'due process and equal protection
clauses, and which rights were intended to be embodied in each of the
clauses which differs from the other?
Judge MARSHALJ. i am unable to give an opinion as to an abstract
question of that type.
Senator THUnmOND. Do you understand the question ?
Judge MARSHALL. I understand it; yes, sir.
Senator THTuIMtOND. From what provision existing before 1866 was

the due process clause of the 14th amendment copied, and what was
the purpose of copying it ?
Judge MARSHAtL. I don't know.

Senator THtJRNOND. In the equal protection clause, what is the reason for limiting equal protection to persons within the jurisdiction of
'the State?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't know any reason for that. It applies to
everybody in the United States.
Senator THuRMOND. What do the words "protection of the laws"
mean, and how do they differ, if at all, from the words "benefit of the
laws" or !rights granted' by law" or "privileges granted by law"?
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Judge MARSHALL. That point recurs every term of every court in

the country, and I don't know the metes and bounds of that either.
Senator THunmOND. Well, would you give us the Supreme Court's
interpretation of that?
Jud.ge .MARSHALL. The Supreme Court has interpreted it over and
over again, and they have applied it to each individual case.
Senator THURMOND. Are you satisfied with that answer?
Judge MARSHALL. I am satisfied with my answer.
Senator THURMOND. On March 7, 1870, the framer of the equal protection clause said, as reported in the Congressional Globe, 41st Congress, second session, at page 1747, that the equal protection clause
requires States to grant the equal protection of the law, not of its law,
not of the law of the State, but of the law, the great law of the Republic, found in the written Constitution of the fathers.
Do you believe that this statement is reconcilable with Supreme
Court cases banning discrimination in State law, and if so, how would
you reconcile this statement with decisions forbidding discrimination
in State laws rendered since 1954?
Judge MARSHALL. Well, Senator; I would respectfully request that
I not be asked to comment on broad general principles of law apparently or allegedly decided by the Supreme Court period.
Senator THuR MoN. Well, probably you would not like for me to
ropound any questions to you, but as an appointee by the President,
think as a Senator who has to advise and consent, Ihave a responsibility to do this.
Judge MARSHALL. I appreciate that, Senator, and I respectfully re-

quest that you appreciate my position of not prejudging lawsuits before I am sent them.
Senator THURmON. During the argument in Katzenbach v. Morgan
in the U.S. Supreme Court you stated, and I quote:
I was also most interested, since some have been delving into these debates,
that the equal protection clause was for the purpose of protecting Chinese people
in San Francisco-and I don't believe I remember a single one of the cases that

interpreted the Fourteenth Amendment from Slaughterhouse through Plessy V.
Ferguson that have had anything to say about the Chinese in San Francisco.
To the contrary, this court says over and over again what the purpose of the
equal protection clause was for-to protect the newly freed slaves.
Do you still believe your statement to be correct?
Judge MARSHALL. Y es, sir.

Senator THmUmON.

In introducing the 14th amendment into the

House of Representatives, Representative Thaddeus Stevens of Pennsylvania, declared, and I quote:
This proposition is not all that the committee desire. It falls far short of my
wishes, but it fulfills my hopes. I believe it is all that can be obtained in the
present state of public opinion.

On June 13 1866, Stevens added that the amendment contained,

and I quote, II am bound to admit, the omission of many better

things." He added: "I do not pretend to be satisfied with it."
Stevens also said:

Do you inquire why, holding'these views and possessing some will of my own,
I accept so imperfect a proposition? I answer, because I live among men and
not among angels; among men as intelligent, as determined, and as independent
as myself, who, not agreeing with me, 'do not choose to yield their opinion to
mine. Mutual concession, therefore, is our only resort, or mutual hostilities.
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Why do you think that Stevens was so dissatisfied with the 14th
amendment?

Judge MARSHALL. I don't know, sir.
Senator THUImoND. Now, do you believe that the Bill of Rights
has been made applicable to the States by way of the 14th amendment,

and if so, through which clause of the 14th amendment?

Judge MARSHALL. Well, I think individually, not as a whole, but

sections of the Bill of Rights have been taken into the 14th amendment to be applied to the States. And, of course, it would be under
article-I mean section 1.
Senator THURmOND. How much of the Bill of Rights has been made
applicable to the States?
Judge MARSHALL. I am not certain as of the present time just how
much. But certainly, in recent years certain have been clearly applied

to the States.

Senator THURMOND. On April 11, 1862, Representative John A.
Bingham, of Ohio, speaking of the privileges and immunities clause of
article IV, section 2, which provides the citizens of each State shall be
entitled to all privileges and immunities of citizens in the several
States, declared, and I quote:
The Constitution does not read, as I have heard it quoted upon this floor, that

the citizens of each State should be entitled to the privileges and communities of
citizens of the several States. No, sir, the word used In the Constitution in this
clause is not of, but in, the several States. "All privileges and immunities of

citizens of the United States in the several States" is what is guaranteed by the
Constitution. There is an ellipsis in the Constitution, as gentlemen doubtless
know, which must be supplied to express clearly its meaning.

This is from the Congressional Globe of the 37th Congress, second
session, page 1639.
Now, do you think that this asserted ellipsis in the privileges and
immunities clause of article IV, section 2 of the Constitution has any
relevance to the question of incorporation of the Bill of Rights in the
14th amendment by its framer, and if so, what relevance does it have?
Judge MARSHALL. I fail to see the relevance at all.
Senator THuROND. Do you believe that the first section of the 14th
amendment protects the right to vote, and if so, which clause of this
amendment do you believe was intended to protedt political rights?
Judge MARSHALL. If I may restrict my answer to the right to vote,
the first section of the 14th amendment has been construed to prevent
a State from setting up voting regulations which discriminate against
any group of people. The broad right against discrimination is, of
course, in the 15th amendment, but the equal protection clause has
been recognized by Congress as protecting the individual against a
State law which does not give equal protection in the State's voting
qualification requirements.
Senator THURMOND. Would you care to answer now which clause of
this amendment do you believe was intended to protect political
rights?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't think any of them were intended to protect political rights, because I am not certain as to what are political
rights. I said if-you mean the right to vote, I can' answer that. But I
don't know what political rights are.
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Senator TIIURMNOvD. On February 11, 1859, as reported in the Congressional Globe, 35th Congress, second session, page 985, Representative John A. Bingham, of Ohio, said, and I quote:
This Government rests upon the absolute equality of natural rights amongst
men. There is not, and cannot be, any equality in the enjoyment of political or
conventional rights, because that is impossible. . . . No sane man ever seriously
proposed political equality to all, for the reason that it is impossible.

On April 11, 1862, Bingham added, and I quote:
The right to vote does not involve the right to citizenship. Neither are the rights
of men or citizens to protection under the law dependent upon the right of
suffrage in them. Are not children natural-born citizens of the United States?
Are not they entitled to protection as citizens everywhere in all the States
of the Union?

Now, do you believe that these passages are relevant to interpreting
the scope of the equal protection clause as originally understood and
intended by the framers in regard to the right to vote ?
Judge MARSHTALL. I agree that they are relevant, but not controlling.

Senator

TiIURMOND.

In 1862, the laws of Ohio barred Negroes from

voting, intermarrying with white persons, or attending school with
white children. On April 11, 1862, Bingham was asked what rights
Negroes had under Ohio law, and in particular, whether they could
vote or engage in miscegenation. Bingham replied, and I quote:
The laws of Ohio fully provide for the protection of the right of every citizen
of the United States, whether black or white.

Keeping in mind that Bingham was an experienced Ohio lawyer
and legislator who had been at the bar for 20 years, and was talking
about the statutes of his home State, do you find this remark relevant
in interpreting the equal protection clause as it applies to the right
to vote, enter desegregated schools, or engage in miscegenation?
Judge MARShAL-L. i certainly agree that it's relevant, but certainly
not controlling. All of this was litigated in the Brown case. Both sides,
everybody, researched it. The Supreme Court found that there was
nothing clearly derived from those debates.
Senator TIIURMOND. On June 8, 1866, Senator William P. Fessenden,
of Maine, chairman on the part of the Senate of the Joint Committee
of Fifteen, in Senate Report No. 112, 39th Congress, first session, submitted for the majority of the committee a report justifying the submission of a 14th article of amendments to the U.S. Constitution,
before the 11 Southern States could be admitted to representation
in Congress. This report called for the constitutional amendment to
secure the civil rights of all citizens of the Republic. The report further declared, and I quote:
Doubts were entertained whether Congress had power, even under the amended
Constitution, to prescribe the qualifications of voters in a State, or could act
directly on the subject. It was doubtful. It was doubtful, in the opinion of your
committee, whether the States would consent to surrender a power they had
always exercised, and to which they were attached. .

.

. This-

Speaking of the amendmentit was thought would leave the whole question with the people of each State,
holding out to all the advantage of increased political power as an inducement
to allow all to participate in its exercise.
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Now, do you find this committee report to accompany the. 14th
amendment relevant to the question of whether it protects the right
to vote?

Judge MARSHALL. I consider it relevant but by no means controlling.
Senator THURmOND. What do you think the term "civil rights"
means in the foregoing report?
Judge MARSHALL. f don't know. I cannot at this time say what the
Senator meant when he said "civil rights."
Senator THURmOND. On March 1,1866 Representative James F.
Wilson chairman of the House Judiciary Committee, defined the term
"civil rights" as follows, and I quote:
It provides for the equality of citizens of the United States in the enjoyment
of "civil rights and immunities." What do these terms mean? Do they mean
that in all things civil, social, or political, all citizens, without distinction of

race or color, shall be equal? By no means can they be so construed. Do they

mean that all Citizes shall vote in the several States? No; for suffrage is a politi-

cal right which has been left under the control of the several States, subject to
the action of Congress only when it becomes necessary to enforce the guarantee

of a republican form of government. Nor do they mean that all citizens shall
sit on the juries, or that their children shall attend the same schools. These

are not civil rights or immunities. Well, what is the meaning? What are civil

rights? I understand civil rights to be simply the absolute rights of individuals,

such as the right of personal security, the right of personal liberty, and the
right to acquire and enjoy property. The definition given to the term "civil rights"
in Bouvier's Law Dictionary is very concise, and is supported by the best authority. It is this: "Civil rights are those which have no relation to the establish-

ment, support, or management of government."

Now, do you think that this definition is helpful in defining the term
"civil rights" as understood in 1866 and as embodied in the report of
the committee which reported out the 14th amendment?
Judge MARSHALL. I consider it as relevant as being the statement
of a chairman of a committee in voting out a bill, but not controlling.
And if I might be specific, he says there is no right to serve on
juries. It was a very few years later, when the Supreme Court said
certainly that right was included just a few years later.
Senator THURMHOND. On March 8, 1850, Senator Andrew P. Butler,
a South Carolina Democrat and a lawyer, who was John C. Calhoun's colleague in the Senate, stated, and I quote:
A free man of color in South Carolina is not regarded as a citizen by her laws

but he has high civil rights. His person and property are protected by law, ahl
he can acquire property, and can claim the protection of the laws for their protection . . . but they are persons recognized by law, and protected by law.

Now, do you believe that this passage shows that the State of South
Carolina, while a slave State, was the national leader in giving "civil
rights" and "protection of the laws" to colored people, or does it show
that these terms had a different meaning a century ago that the Supreme Court has recently given them?
Judge MARSHALL. Well, I don't agree that at that time South Carolina was the leader in giving Negroes their rights.
Senator TmUmtoND. On January 14, 1867, Representative John A.
Bingham, of Ohio, who drafted the privileges and immunities, due
proq , and equal protection clauses of the 14th amendment, declared,
and I quote:
I
It is a guaranteed right of every State in this Union to regulate for Itself the
elective franchise within its limits.
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Bingham also said that a clause of the bill admitting Nebraska to
statehood, which ],rovided, and I quote, "there shall be no denial of
the elective franchise or of any other right on account of race or color,"
was "in utter conflict with one of the provisions of the proposed constitutional amendment," referring to the second section of the new
14th amendment.
Now, do you find this relevant in determining whether Congress has
any power to determine the qualifications for voting in the States?
Judge MARSHAALL. I don't consider that relevant as to the constitu-

tional power of Congress. That is to be determined by a court.
Senator THumRo-D. Anything else you want to say?
Judge MARSHALL. No sir.

Senator TnumloNm. 6 n January 27, 1869, Representative Bingham
introduced the following proposed constitutional amendment, which
was never enacted, and I quote:
No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge or deny to any
male citizen of the United States, of sound mind, and over twenty-one years of
age, the equal exercise of the elective franchise in such State wherein he shall
have actually resided for a period of one year next preceding such election.

Now, do you find this relevant to a determination as to whether the
14th amendment was intended by its framer to give all citizens an equal
vote at all elections?
Judge MARSHALL. I consider that relevant with the restriction that
it is no more relevant than other any other, legislation where provisions are proposed but not adopted.
Senator THU MoND. In section 4 of a bill reported on May 16, 1870,

House
of the and
chairman
of Ohio,
Bingham,
Representative
by
so
amendment
the 15th
both then
to enforce
Committee,
Judiciary
much of article I as gives Congress power over the manner of elections
of U.S. Representatives, Representative Bingham provided, and I
quote:
That in case the constitution or law of any State shall require the assessment
or payment of a tax as a qualification of an elector, if any officer or member or
any court, or other body of officers authorized or required by the laws of such
State to make or correct any assessment of persons or property for the purpose of
such taxation, or authorized or required by the laws of such State to assess or
levy any such tax, shall refuse or willfully neglect to assess or levy any such
tax upon the person or property of any colored citizen of the United States he
shall for every such offense be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor.

Now, in slightly altered form, this provision became part of the
Enforcement Act of 1870, of which you said in your brief in Katzenbach v. Morgan,at page 37, and I quote:
Contemporaries, and many of them participants in the drafting of the Amendment, their understanding of the enforcement clause is entitled to deference.

Do you believe that this bill helps to understand whether the 14th
amendment was intended to abolish poll taxes as a prerequisite for
voting?
Judge MARSHALL. I think it is relevant but certainly not controlling.
Senator THURMONND. On February 9, 1869, when the proposed 15th

amendment was on its way toward passage in the third session of the
40th Congress, the Senate, which included many Members who had
voted for the 14th amendment, altered it to forbid discrimination based
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on nativity, property, education, and creed. In spite of the endorsement of Representative Bingham, of Ohio, the house of Representatives rejected this proposed Senate amendment by a vote of 37 yeas
to 133 noes, and the 15th amendment took the form it now has, banning
discrimination based only on race, color, and previous condition of
servitude.
Now, do you think that this fact is relevant to determine whether
Congress has constitutional power to invalidate State-imposed literacy
tests for voting under either the 14tlh or 15th amendments, and why ?
Judge MARSHALL. I think that whether or not Congress has constitu-

tional power to pass legislation is vested in the Constitution, and the
body of authority to determine that is the U.S. Supreme Court.
Senator THURMOND. On January 20, 1870, the following colluquy
occurred between Senator William Stewart, of Nevada, and Senator
Jacob Howard, of Michigan. Both of these Senators were lawyers,
both were former State attorneys general, both were Republican members of the Senate Judiciary Committee, and both had voted for the
14th and 15th amendments.
Mr. STEWART. We do not want the admission of the Senator from Michigan; it
may come up in debate hereafter. Does he think a State can pass any law or
make any device whereby ninety-nine hundredths of the black population can be
disenfranchised? Would it not be In violation of the Constitution, so as to give
Congress the power to interfere?
Mr. HowARD. I know no clause in the Constitution of which it would be a
violation. The States have exercised the power of controlling, regulating, and
restricting popular suffrage from the commencement of the State governments
down to the present time. It is one of the rights reserved to the States and is to
be exercised in its fullness and in its plenitude without any control on the part
of Congress or any question being put by Congress to them; and that will be
the case until the fifteenth amendment shall have been adopted, that amendment
relating only to color, race, and slavery, not to property, not to educational
qualifications, or anything except these three specific subjects. I insist that as
to the black population this fifteenth amendment is of very little value if the
State sees fit to take away the right of suffrage by affixing property qualifica.
tions, or any qualifications whatever that do not relate to race, color, or slavery.

Now, do you think that this sheds light on whether Congress can
abolish State-imposed literacy tests under the 14th amendment or
15th amendment, and why?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't think it sheds any light at all, and the

reason I don't think it sheds any light is because the very, not the same
Congress, but Congress did do just that, and so I don't know which
Congress I would rely upon.
Senator THummowru. How does the Supreme Court's decision in
United States v. Cassio affect the right of States to set qualifications
for voting?
Judge MARSHALL. The United States v. (lasszc said that you could
not discriminate in the primary elections. It was strictly on the ques-

tion of a primary election, as to whether that was actually an election

in 7a,.wiic.
Senator THuaMO-D. On February 24, 1870, Senator Stewart, of

Nevada, reported from the Senate Judiciary Committee, which included several Republicans, including himself, a bill to secure to all
persons equal protection of the laws. This bill provided as follows:
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Be it enaoted-

And so forthThat all persons within the jurisdiction of the United States, Indians not taxed
excepted, shall have the same right In every State and Territory in the United
States and to make and enforce contracts, to sue, be parties, give evidence, and
to the full and equal benefit of all laws and proceedings for the security of person
and property as is enjoyed by white citizens, and shall be subject to like punishments, pains, penalties, taxes, licenses, and exactions of every kind and none
other, any law, statute, ordinance, regulation, or custom to the contrary notwithstanding. No tax or charge shall be imposed or enforced by any State upon
any person emigrating thereto from a foreign country which is not equally imposed and enforced upon every person emigrating to such State from any other
foreign country, and any law of any State in conflict with this provision is hereby declared null and void.

Now, why do you think that the members of the Judiciary Committee who had voted for the 14th amendment rep 3rted a bill to enforce
the equal protection clause which was thus limited to protection of
existing rights?
Judge MAVSHALL. I don't have any idea why they did it. I don't
know their motives or their reasons.
Senator TnURiN[OND. Now, a few questions on constitutional interpretation.
Do you believe that the Supreme Court is bound, in construing the
Constitution, to refrain from amending it in the guise of interpreting
it?
Judge MTARSHALL. I agree.
Senator TLitURmONb. Do you agree that if the Constitution was intended by the framers, those who wrote it, to mean one thing, the
Supreme Court is not entitled to hold that it means something else?
Judge MARSHALL. I would say I am in general agreement with that
statement.
Senator TURMOND. Would you care to specify or explain any

further?
Judge MARSHALL. Well, I would just say I am in general agreement.
Senator THURmOND. Do you think that the Supreme Court inust

adhere to the original understanding of the Constitution as set forth
by its framers, or may it ignore the intent of the framers and hold
that a provision of the Con.Itituti6n means whatever the Court chooses
to have it mean at the moment?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't agree with that statement at all, because
I know of no instance where the Supreme Court has done what you
said.
Senator THUR31OND. Well, which way did you answer the question ?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't agree with the end of your statement that
the Supreme CoUrt has a right to interpret the'Constitution any way
they see fit at that moment. I don't agree with that.
Senator THUIMOND. So you do agree that they are bound to adhete
to the original understanding of the Constitution as set forth by itg
framer?9
'Judge MARSHALL. As set forth by its framers and I am not trying
to get around the question. My point is that I take the position; which
I think is contrary to what you' intend in your question, that this is a
living Constitution, and its-you can't expect the Court to apply the
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Constitution to facts in 1967 that weren't in existence when the Con-

stitution was drafted. That I think is how it differs.

Senator TnuvrtioiN. If the Court is bound by the intent of the framers, in what sources would you look to ascertain that intent?
Judge MARSHALL. The whole history of the adoption of the 14th
amendment-I don't mean the 14th amendment-of the Constitution
and the Bill of Rights, the whole history.
Senator THtURMOND. Insofar as an amendment to the Constitution
is concerned, to what sources would you look to ascertain the original intent of the framers?
Judge MARSHALL. I think you originally go to Congress, and fr6m
there you go to the several States.
Senator TiHURM0OND. In what sources would you look to ascertain
the intent of Congress in proposing an amendment?
Judge MAIRSHALL. To the Congressional Record.
Senator THUrMOND. What do you think the relative value of congressional debates and State legislative debates are, in construing an
amendment?
Judge MARSHALL. I think they are very relevant, and they are due
the greatest of respect, but they are not controlling.

Senator

THURMOND.

Do you think that the Supreme Court is en-

titled to amend the original understanding by Congress of the 13th,
14th, and 15th amendments, to make them mean something other than
they meant in 1865, 1866, or 1869, or are they bound by the original
intent?
Judge MARSHALL. They are bound by the original intent, but the
original intent is not restricted to what one Senator or one Congressman or one group, or one Congressman or Senator said in debate.
Senator THunmow Where would you find the original intent of the
13th, 14th and 15th amendments?
Judge kARSHALt. From the historical writings that have come
about, and, of course, primarily on the Globe.
Senator THURMOND. Now, Judge Marshall, I want to advert to the
theory you propounded last week that the Constitution is a living document which does not have to be interpreted historically, but may be
construed in accordance with the needs of the hour. The Constitution
gives Congress the power to issue letters of reprisal in article I, sec:
1
tion 8.
If your theory is followed, if Congress is not bound by the historical
meaning of the clause, may Congress give the President authority to
take reprisals on rioters, for example, by shooting them on sight?

Judge

MARSHALL.

Certainly not.

Senator THunmnoND. Supposing the Justices of the Supreme Court,
knowing that the Constitution was intended by it framers to mean
one thing, should declare in their opinions that it means something
else, and should deliberately come to a Conclusion which was contrary
to the meaning its framers meant to give' to the Constitution what
remedy, other than the laborious path of a constitutional amenhnent,
would the'country have for such a deliberate error?
Judge MARSHIALL. Well,, without agreeing with your factual basis,
I repeat. what I said before, that the Supreme Court of the United
States makes its decisions as to the interpretation of the U.S. Consti81-914---67--12
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tution. And under the present existing Constitution there is no appeal
from their judgment. Congress is free to legislate after an opinion of
the Supreme Court, but not to try to upset the constitutional determination.
Senator THURHOND. Well, the question that I propounded I think
is a little different from the answer you gave. Let me ask it again.
Supposing the Justices of the Supreme Court, knowing that the
Constitution was intended by its framers to mean one thing, should
declare in their opinions that it means something else, and should deliberately come to a conclusion which was contrary to the meaning its
framers meant to give to the Constitution, then what remedy, other
than the laborious path of a constitutional amendment, would the
country have for such a deliberate error?
Judge MARSHALL. I would agree with you if you would permit me
to say that it is impossible for me to conceive of the Supreme Court
ever doing that.
Senator THURM1OND. If they did, what remedy would the country

have other than the laborious path of a constitutional amendment?
Judge MARSHALL. If they by any chance did it, you are correct.
Senator THURtioN. Correct in what?

Judge MARSHALL. The only recourse would be a constitutional

amendment, but I can't conceive of a Supreme Court, having taken an
oath, to violate its oath and do that.
Senator THURMOND. Congress would have no power concerning the
judges?
Judge MARSHALL. Not that I know of. I have difficulty with the ques-

tion because I can't conceive of that possibility. The question you propose requires that Justices of the Supreme Court violate their oath, and
that I can't suppose.
Senator THURMOND. No, I said, and I thought I made it clear, that
if the Justices of the Supreme Court, knowing the Constitution was intended by its framers to mean one thing, should declare in their
opinions that it means something else and deliberately, intentionally
come to a conclusion contrary to the meaning of its framers then what
remedy does the country have other than the laborious path of a constitutional amendment?
Judge MARSHALL. I stand by my answer.
Senator THuPowD. And you do not feel the Congress has any power
to exercise over the judges?
Judge MAwEsm. Think we have a separation of powers, the
legislative, the executive, and the judicial. That's the framework of
our Government.
Senator THUROND. Supposing it should be material to the decision

of a case who was President of the United States during the period
1861 through 1865. Further, suppose the U.S. Supreme Court Justices
should be presented with evidence such as statements in the Congressional Globe like presidential messages that Abraham Lincoln was
President. Moreover supposing that, to paraphrase several recent
cases, the Supreme &urt Justices should declare that this evidence
throws some light on who was President, but is not conclusive and
that, based on the fact that in the estimation of the Supreme Court
the country was Democratic during 1861 through 1865, the Supreme
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Court declares that the President during this period was Stephen A.
Douglas. Should the Supreme Court make a decision based on this
declaration, what remedy would there be for such a wilful error?
Judge MARSHALL. Again, I can't suppose that statement of facts.
Senator THURMOND. My question was suppose they did do it.

Judge MARSHALL. Well, I say, respectfully, Senator, I can't suppose
it. I think that Government officials who take their oaths obey their
oaths, and that goes for all Government officials.
Senator THURMOND. Do you know of any specific evidence relating
to antimiscegenation laws which was presented to the Supreme Court
in Loving v. Virginia which contradicted the historical evidence of

the Commonwealth of Virginia that the 14th amendment was not intended to affect antimiscegenation laws, and if you do not know of
such evidence, how do you justify the Court saying that the historical
evidence was not conclusive?
Judge MARSHALL. I am not familiar with the case. I am only familiar
with the opinion. I did not read the record in that case.
Senator THuRMOND. That's a recent caseJudge MARSHALL. Yes, sir.
Senator TIHURMOND (continuing). That was handed down.
Judge MARSHALL. It was one of 150 this term, 150-odd, and I can't
read the records of all of them.
Senator TLURMOND. It sets a new precedent, of course.
Judge MARSHALL. I don't know whether it is a new precedent.
Senator THURMOND. On January 31, 1866, in the Congressional
Globe, 39th Congress, first session, page 537, Representative Thaddeus
Stevens, leader of the House Radical Republicans, and chairman on
the part of the House of the Joint Committee on Reconstruction, said
as follows about the then proposed 14th amendment, and I quote:
I had another proposition which I hope may again be brought forward. It Is

this: All national and State laws shall be equally applicable to every citizen,

and no discrimination shall be made on account of race or color. There is the

genuine proposition; that is the one I love; that is te one which I hope, before
we separate, we shall have educated ourselves up to the idea of accepting, and

that we shall have educated our people up to the point of ratifying. But it would

not be wise to entangle the present proposition with that one. The one might
drag down the other; and although I have not obtained what I want, I am content to take what, after comparing ideas with others, I believe we can carry

through the States; and I believe we can carry this proposition.

Do you know of any case in recent years in which the Supreme
Court has held that a State discriminatory law, based on race or color,
does not violate the 14th amendment; have you ever urged that any
such law does not violate the 14th amendment; can you give us an
example of such a discriminatory law which does not violate this
amendment; and if the answer to this is in the negative, why does the
position that such laws violate the 14th amendment not in effect constitute an alteration of the limited scope of the 14th amendment about
which Thaddeus Stevens complained a century ago f
Judge MARSHALL. As I said before, the statements made by Mr.
Stevens were statements made by a Member of Congress and they are
not controlling on the Supreme Court or anybody else. They are made
in debate, and I don't think they are controlling at all. I think you
have to take all of the debate, all of the statements and draw from
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that the intent of Congress at that particular time on that parictular
piece of legislation.
Senator TIUJITIMOND. IS there anything else you wish to say on that
point?
Judge M ARSIS ALL. No, sir.
Senator TITtIRAOND. Afr. Chairman, that is all. I wish to thank the

Cha irinan.

Tiank you, Judge Marshall.

.Judge MAISHALL. Thank you.
The CHARMAN. You were a judge of the U.S. Court of Appeals for

the Second Circuit.

Judge MARSHALL. Yes, sir.
The CIAIRIAN. Did you write a dissenting opinion in the case of
People of New York v. dalamison,342 F. 2d-

Judge

MARSrIALL.

Yes, sir.

The CAIIMAN (continuing). Page 255?
Judge MARSHALL. Yes, sir.
The CHAIR-MAN. In that opinion did you make the following statement found at page 279:
First, peaceful protest, speech and petition, is a form of self-help not unknown
during the era of Reconstruction when Section 1443 (2) was forged?

Judge MARSHALL. I think so. I don't have the opinion before me,
Mr. Chairman.
The CHAmrMAN. Did you cite a book as authorityJudge MARSHALL. I don't remember the book.
The CHAIRMAN (continuing). By a man named Aptheker, "A Documentary History of the Negro People in the United States"?
Judge MARSHALL. I think I did.
The CHATRMAN. Well, now, of course, I don't want to leave the imression that you have ever been a Communist or anything like that,
ut did you know that at the time you cited this work the author of
that book, Herbert Aptheker, had been for many years an avowed
Communist and was the leading Communist theoretician in the United
States?
Judge MAIRSrALL. I positively did not know that.
The CHAIRMAN. In fact, if you had known that, would you have
cited him as an authority?
Judge MARSHALL. I certainly would notThe CIIAIMAN. Well, do you thinkJudge MARShALL (continuing). Have done it.

The CITMRAN. Do you think it's proper to cite a book that's written by somebody as authority for any decision?

Judge MARSHALL. I thin when you are in a decision and you are

giving a historical background to it, you have a right to cite it, but
Shoul not let thftt book influence your judicial opinion. It's sort of
factual background that you need in considering it, but certainly I
didn't rely on that book.
Senator KUNNEDY. Can we ask, Mr. ChairmanJudge MARSHALL. I relied on the Suprqme Court's decisions, about

six of them.
Senator KnN DY. Mr. Chairman, could we ask what references were
rhade in the Justice's opinion? Did he quote that? Did he have some
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quotation out of it? Did he cite a certain observation? And, if so, what
was the observation so at least we have some idea of what the reference is being, what is being made.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, th e question was, was the book the basis,
citing it as authority for a court decision.
Senator KENNEDY. Is that the basis that youJudge MARSHALL. No, sir. Senator, the basis of that opinion was the

New York law requiring the oatl of college professors. And the small
question before me was as to whether or not a three-judge court should
have been convened and I said it should have. And in requiring it I
only had to decide the point that it was of sufficient constitutional importance to require a three-judge court. And in deciding it, I relied on
about six Supreme Court cases which I thought were directly in point.
And the case went back to a three-judge court, and the three-judge
court denied the relief. And the Supreme Court reversed the court.
So there was sufficient constitutional basis.
The CH ARMAN.

Any further questions?

Senator Eywr. I would like ask one I omitted.
Judge MAMHALL. Yes, sir.
Senator ERviN. I do not have access to anything in the Gilbert and
Wade cases which were handed down on the 12th of June except the
advance slips, I believe they call them. They do not give the names of
counsel who appeared in those cases.
Judge MAitSHALL. In the Wade case I was'-I disqualified myself
in the Wade case and had nothing to do with the case. It was handled
by the first assistant, Mr. Ralph Sprintzer.
The reason I disqualified myself, because I had participated in' the
Stovall case and the same point was up, and 'I though it would be
improper for me to handle it.
Senator EnviN. Did ou appear in the Gilbertcase?
Judge MARSHIALL. NO, sir. No, sir. I think Gilbert was another State
case. I didn't appear in any of them. That I am sure of.
Senator EnviN. I didn't know whether you appeared in the Gilbert'
case as an amicus or not.
Judge MARSHALL. No, sir; I don't.think we did.
Senator E,'Vin. So far as you can tell, the Solicitor General's Office

did not file a brief in this case?
Judge

MARSHALL.

I don't think so; no, sir.

Senator E vIm. I am concerned about the point the chairman raised'
a while ago.
I read so many opinions, for example2 the Chief Justice's opinion in
Miranda, where virtually all of the opiniosi as far'as any questions
of fact. are concerned consist of the reference to different books and
articles and observations made by various writers who were not witnesses in the case when it was tried and who were not cross-examined
at all.
I have always had the feeling as a lawyer and as a judge that all
decisions made by appellate courts ought to be based on the record
which was made in the trial courts and that decisions should be made
on thati; basis rather than upon observations in books and pamphlets
and magazine articles written by men who were not witnesses at the
trial and who were not subject to cross-examination by anybody.

178

NOMINATION OF THURGOOD MARSHALL

I came to the conclusion that the majority opinion in the Miranda
case was based on observations of writers, who, so far as anybody
knows, had no special competency for writing about the things they
wrote about.
Judge MARSHALL. Well, to the contrary, Senator, those cases were

very carefully briefed, and there was--amici were in there. There
were thorough and full arguments. There were four cases, and we covered the whole spectrum, I think, of the law, so it wasn t just a side
issue at all. But as of this morning, after hearing from the chairman,
I think I should be very careful on that particular point.
Senator ERvN. Yes, sir. I was just struck when I read that.
Judge MARSHALL. Sometimes you learn the hard way.
Senator ERVIN. Most of the articles referred to and quoted at length
on a number of pages in the majority opinion dealt with denunciations
of police in general and the methods allegedly used by police in general. It contained the writings of men wiho did not testif and who
as the majority opinion was concerned had no personal knowledge
of the things they were writing about and no special competence in
the field they were writing about. It ignored virtually everything
the police did who had Miranda in custody.
That's my reaction to the opinion. I wanted to ask you if you had
any comment on it.
Fudge MARSHALL. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions

I
Senator HART. Does this conclude the hearing, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. No, sir. We have got opposition.

First, I am going to place in the record a statement from Senator
Long of Missouri which endorses the nominee.
(The statement of Senator Long referred to follows:)
STATEMENT BY SENATOR EDWARD V. LONG

Mr. Chairman, President Johnson is to be commended for his nomination of
Thurgood Marshall to be an Associate Justice of the Supreme Court
Mr. Marshall is uniquely qualified to be a member of our highest court. Not
only has he had several years of experience on the federal Court of Appeals
bench, he also has argued 51 cases before the Supreme Court. His won-loss record
is 43-8, an enviable record Indeed.
Objection has been raised to this nomination on the ground that Mr. Marshall was so closely identified with the NAACP for so many years. I totally disagree with this position. If Mr. Marshall had not possessed extraordinary legal
ability he could not have retained the position of director-counsel of the NAACP
Legal Defense and Educational Fund for so many years.
The proof of this ability is found not only in his 29 victories before the Su-

preme Court during these years, but also in his subsequent record as a federal
appellate judge and as Solicitor General.
The American people are indeed fortunate that the President has sent this
nomination to the Senate. Mr. Thurgood Marshall has my full support.

The

CHAIRMAN.

Now, i u derstand the Liberty Lobby-you may sit

back, and then if you want to reply to anything that is said in the

KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, while the .Justice isThe CHATIMAN. Wait jUst aminute, please. le has the right, if he
Rnnator

desires, to reply to the, testimony in Opposition. He has the right to
reply to it.
Senator KENNEDY. Before
leaves, I would just like to make a
comment.
Did you want to say something I
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Senator HART. Simply this. Mr. Chairman, unless recalled, the
nominee is leaving us. I think all of us were impressed by the research
that Senator Thurmond has done. The questions he raised were interesting. I will have to get his answers before I know what the
answers are to most of them. I did learn that there was a Michigan
Senator I never heard of before who said something a hundred-years
ago which time has proved probably would have been wrong. But I
want to say that, for one, I am satisfied with the responses that the
nominee has made. Based on his record as a lawyer before the Supreme
Court, with a batting average that exceeds most members of the American bar, probably most members of this commitee, certainly mineyou had 29 out of 34, something like that?
Judge MARSHALL. That was before I went on the Solicitor General's
staff.
Senator HART. Lawyers always feel you have a lead, about an unfair
advantage on the Solicitor General.
Judge MAMSHALL. I agree. I agree.
Senator HART. But as a practitioner before that Court, Tour record
of success is magnificent. Based on that and your experience as an
appellate judge in the Federal system and your experience as a
Solicitor General, I am satisfied that you will be professionally skilled
and decide wisely any case in which any element of any of those
questions becomes relevant, has been briefed und argued. I hope that
we will soon recommend favorably your nomination.

Judge MARSHALL. Thank you, Senator.

Senator KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, Judge Marshall, I want to also
state that it is at least my belief that it is our responsibility as
members of the committee to which the recommendation has been
made by the President, in advising and consenting, that we are challenged to ascertain the qualifications and the training and t.he experience and the judgment of a nominee and that it is not our responsibility to test out the nominee's particular philosophy, whether we agree
or disagree, but his own good judgment, and beig assured of this good
judgment, that we have the responsibility to indicate our approval or,
if we are not satisfied, our disapproval.
I think at least I feel supported in that feeling by the recent hearings that this committee hail with Mr. Fortas, and looking through
the course of those hearings I saw at one place where a distinguished
member of the minority, Senator Fong, asked now Justice Fortas
about the Reynolds v. &.im case, and Mr. Fortas--asking whether he
understood the question and understood certain words of that case
and in response now Justice Fortas said, "My profession is words."

And Senator Fong said, "Yes, I understand that." And Mr. Fortas
said "And I have the greatest respect for them and the greatest fear
of them, and there are very few words that are simple. And I don't
want to answer your question, Senator-" And Senator Fong said

"You do not want to answer it?" Mr. Fortas says, "Because it would

be idle because I have not studied it, and there is no point in my giving
you "And Senator Fong s.id, "I appreciate your position." Mr. Fortas
said, "An uninformed reaction."
And later on, just actually a few minutes later, Senator Hruska,
who is a member of the committe, in referring to this set of c'ircumstances says:
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Notwithstanding that and nothwithstanding my sympathy for the questions
in Senator Fong's mind I want to say that I feel the nominee has given the
only answer that he could give when he said he does not have an opinion on it.
We have always felt that it would be unfair to ask any nominee for any
Judicial office to give a legal opinion on the basis of a hypothetical question.
Obviously if a question of this kind arose it would be well briefed, it would
be voluminously and extensively researched, and it would be argued at great
length, so the answer that Mr. Fortes has given, in my judgment, is in compliance
with the only course of action open to him.

And then our distinguished colleague, Senator Ervin, 'remarked,
"And as a lawyer, will you not agree with me, that judges are more
competent of handing down a decision after they heard the facts?"
Mr. Justice, I think that during the course of the various exchanges
which have taken place in the course of the hearings, I think you certainly demonstrated, to my own satisfaction, good judgment, articulateness in your legal understanding, and it is going to be a pleasure'
to cast my favorable vote here in tie Judiciary Committee and also
on the floor of the Senate.
Judge MAISIIALL. Thank you, Senator.
Senator EItviN. Mr. Chairnian, I would just like to inject myself
at this point. I do not agree with Senator Kennedy's position that the
philosophy of a mani who is an appointee to the Supreme Court is immaterial and not to be investigated. I agree with him that it is the
duty. of a Senator to determine for his own satisfaction whether a
nominee possesses sufficient legal learning and has sufficient legal experience. At the time the question on ratification of the Constitution
was being debated, two great lawyers Elbridge Gerry and George
Mason pointed out that tliere were no limitations in the Constitution
applying to the Supreme Court, and asserted that in the exercising
of their function to interpret the Constitution, it would be po-sibie
for the judges to substitute their personal notions for the true meaning
of the Constitution. Alexander Hamilton replied that this, suggested
da mger was a phantom, tlat only few men would be qualified for the
station of judges in the government of laws estaIblished by the Constition and these would be men who were familiar with the precedent
to and who would feel that they were bound by the precents and would
follow the precents. I think that in passing upon the qualifications
of an appointee to the Supreme Court, it is not only important for a
Senator to determine whether the nominee has sufficient knowledge
of the law or sufficient legal experience, but also to determine whether
he is able and willing to exercise that judicial self-restraint which is
implicit in the judicial process when that process is properly understood and applied by this I mean whether or not he will base his
decisions upon what the constitution says rather than upon what he
thinks the Constitution ought to have said.
And so I think that the question of the philosophy and the power
of self-restraint of a nominee constitutes the most important considoration. As I said yesterday, Chief Justice Harlan F, Stone said that
the Court can restrain a President and Congress, but there is no restraint whatever upon the Court except the self-restraint of its
members.
Thank you.
The CHAIRMA N. Senator Tydings?
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Senator TyDiNoS. Mr. Chairman, I would like to associate myself

with the remarks of the distinguished Senator from Michigan. I
might add that we in Maryland are very proud of Judge Marshall
having been nominated for the Supreme Court of the United States.
H-e will be the first Marylander to serve on the Supreme Court.
I might comment that I agree with Senator Ervin on the importance
of judicial restraint and note that Judge Marshall's performance during the last 2 days, I think, is a great testimony to his judicial restraint and hope that the committee promptly acts on his nomination.
The CRAIRMAN. Mr. Jaffe, do you have a statement?
Mr. JAFTE. Yes, sir, we do, Mr. Chairman. We do have a written

statement which will be here momentarily. I apologize for the delay in
getting that over here.
The CITAIRMAN. You may proceed. Identify yourself.
STATEMENT OF MICHAEL D. JAFFE, GENERAL COUNSEL, LIBERTY
LOBBY
Mr. JAFAE. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Michael D.
Jaffe, general counsel of Liberty Lobby. I am appearing here on behalf of W. B. Hicks, our executive secretary, who is unavoidably
detained.
Now, we are appearing here today to present the views of our 12,000member board of policy, on behalf of the 170,000 sUbscribers to our
monthly legislative reportThe CiIAnIMAN. You talk so fast I can't understand you.
Mr. JAFrE. I am sorry, sir.
On behalf of the 170,000 subscribers to our monthly legislative re-

port, Liberty Letter.
Liberty Lobby is strongly opposed to the confirmation of Mr.
Marshall's nomination to the highest court in our Nation. Our opposition is based both on his lack of qualifications, and on the unfortunate
attitude toward the law of the land which has marked his public
career. Decisions handed down by the Supreme Court over the past 15
or so years revolutionizing virtually every area of American life have
created a genuine crisis of public confidence in the impartiality and
objectivity of the judicial branch of our Government. The confirmation of Thurgood Marshall can only aggravate this situation, and we
feel that this committee, and the Senate, can make a vitally important
contribution to the strengthening of our constitutional system of government by refusing to consent to this nomination.
Now, members of the committee, rightfully upset at Mr. Marshall's
refusal to answer relevant and important questions concerning his
prospective duties as a Justice of the Supreme Court, could have anticipated such conduct by examining the past record. of the nominee.
After hearing the facts we will present to this committee, no reasonable person could deny that his is a record of duplicity and arrogance
.unparalleled by that of any nominee to high judicial office in recent
times.
Now, the major accomplishment of the nominee's legal career wis
-his role in securing the 1954 Supreme Court decision outlawing school
'segTegation. It is therefore highly important that the real nature of
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his role in this matter be carefully considered. Mr. Marshall at that
time counsel for the NAACP, secured the aid of Dr. Alfred I. Kelly
of Wayne State University in the preparation of a research paper on
the intent of the framers of the 14th amendment concerning school
segregation.
In a speech before the American Historical Association on December 28, 1961 Dr. Kelly, perhaps inadvertently, exposed the method of
operation of the man now proposed as a Justice of the Supreme Court.
Dr. Kelly at first proposed that the NAACP's historical argument "be
cast in very generalized terms with adeliberate avoidance of the particular." However, Mr. Marshall replied, "I got to try these cases and
if I try this approach those fellows will shoot me down in flames."
Therefore, to quote bDr. Kelly:
The problem we faced was not the historian's discovery of the truth, the whole
truth, and nothing but the truth. It is not that we were engaged in formulating
lies; there was nothing as crude and naive as that. But we were using facts,
emphasizing facts, sliding off facts, quietly ignoring facts, and, above all, interpreting facts In a way to do what Marshall said we had to do--"get by the boys
down there."

Now, Mr. Marshall has not, to our knowledge, either denied or satisfactorily explained this arrogant disregard of elementary legal ethics.
We can only wonder whether he will continue sliding off facts and
quietly ignoring facts when sitting as a Justice of the Court. And I
might add that while Liberty Lobby has frequently criticized decisions
handed down by the Supreme Court we have never been so contemptuous as to refer to the Court as "the boys down there." Any individual
with this kind of an attitude is clearly unfit to serve on the Supreme
Court.
Now, the nominee's cavalier attitude toward the law he is sworn to
uphold, is further demonstrated by his failure to obtain a license before beginning the practice of law. The late Senator Olin Johnston of
South Carolina stated-this is from the Congressional Record of September 11, 1962In studying the background of Thurgood Marshall we discovered that, although
he had practiced law in the State of New York, he had never been licensed to
conduct this practice in that State even though he had served as legal counsel
for the NAACP there since 1938. In other words, for 24 years, or nearly a quarter
df a century, the nominee practiced law in a State where he had never been
licensed. The practice of law without a license by Thurgood Marshall certainly
denotes a careless attitude toward the law of the land.

Further, a report of the Texas attorney general's office indicates that
Mr. Marshall intentionally obstructed an investigation that office was
conducting into the NAACP's illegal solicitation of clients to institute
lawsuits. The report states:
Thurgood Marshall refused to permit the authorized representative of the
Attorney General to examine certain letters and correspondence, but while sitting
at his desk mutilated such documents by cutting out signatures and addresses
and then delivering said mutilated copies to the representative of the Attorney
General.

A further example of Mr. Marshall's antagonistic attitude toward
the rule of law is seen in his behavior at a meeting of the House of
Delegates of the Episcopal Church, hold in St. Louis on October 20,
1964. A resolution was presented stating that some laws are "in basic
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conflict with the concept of human dignity under God. This church
recognizes the right of any person for reasons of conscience to disobey
suchlaws or social customs."
Now, this resolution, which was designed to sanction illegal demonstrations, was defeated. And when it was defeated, Mr. Marshall is reported to have stormed out of the hal in protest.
Now, Mr. Marshall's associations with groups of questionable loyalty is clearly relevant to his fitness to serve as a Justice of the Supreme
Court, and we believe that the committee should give these matters
serious consideration. This unfortunate penchant for associations with
organizations of a subversive nature runs throughout the nominee's
career.
I would like to point out that we are in no way challenging Mr.
Marshall's loyalty. -We are merely pointing this out as far as his lack
of judgment in his association with groups which would clearly disqualify him for this position.
Now, the Daily Worker of November 24, 1947, reports that Thurgood Marshall was among a group of attorneys who sent a telegram
to New York Congressmen as ing them to oppose the contempt citations in the case of the so-called Hollywood 10; that is, individuals who
refused to answer questions as to Communist Party membership before a congressional committee.
Now, the National Lawyers Guild has been cited by the House Committee on Un-American Activities as a Communist front which, to
quote, "is the foremost legal bulwark of the Communist Party, its
front organizations and controlled unions," and which, "since its inception has never failed to rally to the legal defense of the Communist
Party and individual members thereof, including known espionage
agents."
Mr. Thurgood Marshall was shown to be an associate editor of the
Lawyers Guild Review in the May-June 1948 issue. He was a member
of the executive board of the National Lawyers Guild at least as
recently as December 1949. Now, the Washington Star of February
8, 1949, shows that he spoke at a public forum held in Washington by
the National Lawyers Guild and criticized the Federal loyalty
program.
Now, Mr. Marshall was also an active member of the TIternational
Juridical Association, which has been described by the House Committee on Un-American Activities-that's Report No. 1311 of 1944-as
a Communist front and an offshoot of the International Labor Defense.
Mr. Marshall's entire legal career has been spent as a pleader for
the narrow special-interest group. Without at all going into the merits
of Mr. Marshall's struggle for civil rights, it.seems right that this narrow focus of his activities and interests should disqualify him from
serving in a position where he wGuldbe .required to serve all of the
people. The nominee's concentration. on civil rights matters may also
be responsible for his failure to obtain a working knowledge of other
areas of the law,' essential to the perforrhnnce of his duties.
Now, in an otherwise favorable article discussing Mr. Marshall's
performance on the Court of Appealsi the New York Times of August
22, 1965, quotes a Government attorney as stating:
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In some of the early tax cases, Thurgood's lack of knowledge was embarrassing.
I recall one case where a question he asked indicated that he didn't even understand the concept of a corporation. It was not a nice moment for anyone In that
courtroom.

Now, in an examination of Mr. Marshall's record, then, would indicate that his defiant attitude before this committee is no new departure, but, rather, is on a par with his conduct throughout his public
career. We agree with Senator Ervin, who told the nominee:
If you don't have any opinion on what the Constitution means, you ought not
to be confirmed.

The American people have a right to know the record and the legal
philosophy of a man appointed to a position with the awesome powers
and responsibilities of a Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court. and we

commend this committee for attempting to bring these matters into the
open.
Thank you.
The CHA RMrN. We will adjourn now subject to the call of the Chair.
Senator HART. Mr. Chairman, on that-before the witness leaves, I
would suggest that we incorporate, either by reference or in fact, the
testimony given in connection with the hearing of this committee on
the nomination of Thurgood Marshall to be judge of the second circlilt court where Dr. Kelly discusses the matter raised by the witness.
We reviewed this the last'time the committee recommended the nominee. I hope we will this time.
The CITAIRTMAN. You want it copied in the record, or as an exhibit ?
Senator HART. Well, I would be satisfied, Mr. Chairman, to have
only an excerpt of the testimony given by Dr. Kelly at that time,

found at the top of page 182, running for about eight paragraphs.
The CHtAIRM5A. Well, let's take the whole testimony as an exhibit.
(The material referred to follows:)
STATEMENT

OF ALFRED H. KELLY, PROFESSOR OF HISTORY, WAYNE STATE
UNIvERsITY,

DETROIT,

M[ICii.

First, let me emphasize very strongly my firm belief in the integrity, honor,
and decency of Judge Thurgood Marshall.
It is my opinion that he is a man of the highest professional standards and
ideals, and that he is a credit to the American bar and to the Federal judiciary.
I had the privilege of working with him and observing him, at intervals, over
a period of some months, while he was engaged in the preparation of the briefs
in the now-celebrated case of Brown V. Board.
In that time I at no time heard him give expression to any unprofessional
ambition, standard, ideal, or objective. If the paper I read last December to the
American Historical Association conveyed to anyone the faintest implication
to the contrary, I can only say that this was not my intention and it is certainly not Judge Marshall's responsibility. In fact, a good portion of that paper
was devoted to expressing my open admiration for Marshall's remarkable personality and vast abilities. The paper can be construed in no other fashion, unless it is misunderstood, misread, or quoted out of context.
Let us come now to a particular point in the paper which may have been construed, quite honestly by some people, as touching unfavorably upon Judge
Marshall's professional ethics. The paper speaks of the preparation of the Brown
brief as involving, among other things, the development of a very ex parte antgument.
The phrase used was "emphasizing facts, bearing down on facts, sliding off
facts," and so on.
Now it must be remembered that this paper was prepared for an audience
of professional historians. The analysis attempted to emphasize the profound
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difference in the way a lawyer develops an argument in a brief, making the
best he can of his facts by, careful selection, emphasis, quiet omission, and so
on, from the way a historian handles evidence.
It is a vastly different technique than that which historians use, I assure you.
The argument in the brief was not history; it was advocacy. It was, in short, a
lawyer's brief, and the plp6r attempted to make that clear to an audience of
historians.
This does not mean that the brief falsified facts, that it lied, or even that it
necessarily reached false conclusions. Within a large sense, most Reconstruction
historians believe It did not, again as the paper of last December tried to make
it clear.
Now the important point here is that within the ethics of the legal profession,
Thurgood Marshall's professional obligations required him to handle his available evidence in this fashion.
Again, he was functioning as an advocate, not as a historian. As one prominent
lawyer In Michlgan told me:
"If I de eloped an argument for a client in any other fashion, I would be derelict in my duty."
I have discussed this point with a great niany responsible members of the
bar in the last few years and never did inquiry elicit other than emphatic agreemient upon this point.
In all probability, there is no lawyer now present in this room who disagrees
with this proposition. In short, to imply that because Marshall and his l)rofesslonal associates did not write professional history when they prepared their
brief in Brown v. Board, that they were thereby guilty of professional miialfeasance, is grossly to misconstrue the modus operandi of the legal profession.
It may be worth while to observe, by the way, that the brief prepared by the
late Mr. John W. Davis for the respondents in Brown v. Board is, from a technical historical point of view, every bit as far from a balanced constitutional
history of reconstruction as is the NAACP brief,
Again, Mr. Davis' brief was not history; it was advocacy. Yet no one has
indicted Wim for having argued his case adequately for his clients. No doubt he
would have been open to a charge of professional dereliction and malpractice had
lie done otherwise.
Now as to possible factual discrepancies between certain of the details presented by Judge Marshall in his recent testimony before this subcommittee and
the points raised In my paper of last winter: Not a one of these so-called discrepancies, if they are that, has any significant substantive quality or reflects in
any way on Judge Marshall's character. They are trifling-one is tempted to say
piffling. However, let me dispose of them as best I can.
First, Judge Marshall denies that he left the now-famous September conference
to raise money in Philadelphia. So be it. I used the plhrase, at one point in this
account, "it is my recollection that * * *." I had intended to check this point
specifically with NAACP officials in New York before my paper reached the
public domain: unauthorized and unforewarned publication of the paper by the
Waslhington Star made that iml)ossible.
I am sure Judge Marshall's knowledge on this point !s better than mine, and I
clherfully accept any correction he may make.
Let mie touch also on his point iII testimony that "we did not buy his argument * * *" [meaning Kelly's argument in the original paper of September 19531.
This is perfectly correct.
In my paper of last December, I myself made this point very clearly and
emphatically. In fact, the argument finally used in the brief was developed and
refined after two or three tentative earlier arguments had been set up and
rejected.
The basic final historical argument, which I described last December as containing a measure of actual historical truth, 'was the v+'drk of a great many minds.
If it was even in pait mine, I am very proud. But Judge Marshall is in a better
position than anyone else to assess the contribution of the numerous persons
who'lent their efforts tO the preparation of thebrief last fall.
Finally, I observe" with some astonishment and incredulity that some serious
attention has been paid to a Marshall anecdote incorporated in the 1961 paper.
the paper, In the course of relating a series of anecdotes, tells how Marshall
on one occasion assured me in a moment of humorous irritatl6n that "when we
colored folks take over, every time a white man draws a breath, he'll have to
pay a fine."
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Judge Marshall has said solemnly that this does not represent his philosophy,
that he does not even recall making that remark. I do recall the remark. But the
remark was mordant humor, given exclamation by a man possessed of a powerful
sense of humor, and who expresses something of the excitement of verbal exchange in humorous hyperbole of this kind. The paper related this incident
merely as one of a series of anecdotes which attempted to portray something
of the nuances and coloration of a truly remarkable personality. To lift the remark out of context and treat it as a threat or even a philosophical observation
is absurd, even grotesque, in its bizarre distortion of reality.
It may be worth observing here that I have also head Marshall express personally his powerful conviction that communism and Marxism are fatal pitfalls
for the American Negro which must be avoided like the plague. I have heard him
speak also of the extreme care which he and other NAACP officials have used
to keep their organization free of Communist and Marxist contamination. On
more than one occasion Marshall in my presence bespoke his intense conviction
that the destiny of the American Negro is to be fulfilled in terms of the Amerian constitutional system.
What he wanted for the Negro, he made clear, was first class citizenship. I
have heard him say, "We want no more; we will not take less."
That, gentlemen of the Senate Judiciary Committee, is Judge Marshall's philosophy as I have understood it.
Let me say in closing that I am proud to have known Judge Marshall and
proud of my small contribution to the Brown brief. I believe this case involved
one of the great steps forward in the fulfillment of the American democratic
dream.
It is my conviction that Thurgood Marshall's victory in Brouw v. Board,
consistent as it was with the highest ethics of the legal profession, has already
earned hin a permanent position of honor in American history. And as a constitutional historian, I believe strongly that in his new capacity as a Federal
judge, he will prove to b an outstanding and preeminent judicial figure.
Gentlemen of 02 w,.!committee, I thank you very much for your patience.
Senator KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, could we have some idea, if we

are going to adjourn, when we could expect a continuation of the
hearings?
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I have just had a request from a committee
member that he desires to ask some more questions. He is not ready
yet. As soon as he is ready, within a reasonable time we will call the
committee.

Senator KENNEDY. Would you expect that to be any time within
the rest of this week?
The CHAIRMAN. I cannot answer that question. I would expect it
to be in the next day or so.
Senator TmINGS. Mr. Chairman, could we have the witness come
back then, too, because I may have some questions I will want to
ask him.
The CHAIRMAN. Sure. Do you want to now?
Senator TyDINGs. No.

The CHAIRMAN. You meanSenator TYDINOS. That's right.
The CHAIRMAN (continuing). Mr. Jaffe?
Senator TYDINGS. That's right.
The CHAIRMAN. OK. Fine. And can we expect copies of your statement, Mr. Jaffe?
Mr. JAFFE. Yes, sir. They will be here momentarily.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman
(Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the committee adjourned subject to the
call of the Chair.)
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U.S. SENATE,
COmm]ITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,

Wa8hington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:45 a.m., in room 2228,
New Senate Office Building, Senator James 0. Eastland, chairman,
presiding.
Present: Senators McClellan (presiding), Ervin, Hart, Kennedy,
and Thurmond.
Also present: John H. Holloman, chief clerk.
Senator MCCLELLAN. The committee will come to order.
STATEMENT OF HON. THURGOOD MARSHALL-Resumed
Senator MCCLELLAN. I note the presence of the photographers. Let
me ask you, Mr. Solicitor, if the snapping of these pictures in any way
bothers you.
Judge MARSHALL. No, sir.
Senator MCCLELLAN. I understand when Senator Eastland presides
he doesn't permit it. But when I hold hearings, as long as they do not
interfere or interrupt the proceedings, I have always been very generous toward the press and the photographers.
If you have no objection, as long as they do it very quietly, they
may continue.
.
Very well. We will proceed.
\
Mr. Solicitor, last Wednesday, during the last day of hearings I
requested of the Chair that if there was no indication of any further
questioning at that time-which I anticipated there would be--that
I be granted an opportunity to ask a few more questions.
I had received, during the proceedings that morning, information
concerning an article in which you had discussed wiretapping; but
I did not have the article, and therefore I could not question you about
it at that time. Since then I have procured it. I will let you have a copy
of it, if you wish to follow it, as I interrogate you about it. I had a

copy made.

I am very concerned, as many other people are, about a condition
that prevails in our country today, not only with respect to crime
generally, but with respect to the tools that are made available to, or
withheld from, law enforcement officers to use in their efforts against
crime. And wiretapping or electronic surveillance has become a matter
of national concern; but I think it is something that is vital. I think
under proper regulations and court direction that it is absolutely indispensible to an effective war on organized crime and on some of the
more heinous crimes that are committed.
187
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And for that reason, I wanted to ascertain your views because apparently you have given a public statement which was quoted in the
press. I refer particularly to an article carried in the Washington
Evening Star of Thursday, December 1, 1966, headlined, "Marsiall
Tells Investigators Bugging Is Out," and subtitled, "Solicitor General
Cites Recent Ruling by Supreme Court." The article is by Lyle Denniston. I am concerned about it and want to know, if you will tell this
committee, whether in your own mind you now entertain the fixed
belief or conviction that wiretapping or electronic surveillance, where
authorized by a court under proper statutes and guidelines, and so
forth, whether you have already concluded that the act itself would be
an invasion of privacy, that it violates the constitutional rights of the
individual.
Judge MAIIstHALL. Senator, first on the article itself: I thought in
my discussion with these investigators that I made it clear that if
there was a trespass on a man's property, electronic surveillance is not
usable in a court. The article does not mention the trespass point at
all. I don't blame the writer of the article. But my position at that
time was clearly stated, that if you trespass upon a man's home or his
office or any place which means going into his place without permission, and set up an electronic device, it was my interpretation of the
Supreme Court decisions that that would be a violation of the man's
rights under the fourth amendment.
rAN.
And that is irrespective of the procedures by
Senator McCm
court order directing it under authority of a
of
a
irrespective
statute,
statute, you would still believe that it is unconstitutional?
Judge MARShIALL. Senator, I was speaking, as I remember, to Federal investigators.
Senator MCCLELLAN. I don't care whether it is Federal or State. We
can talk about Federal as far as I am concerned.
Judge MARSHAL . Under the rules the Federal investigators are not
allowed to trespass except on security matters.
Senator MCCLELLAN. I am talking about a statute.
Judge MARSTIALL. Well, Senator, I would respectfully refer to the
latest decision of the Supreme Court, which was the last decision, I
think, of Mr. Justice Clark, in the New York case of Berger, in which
the decision left open to the legislature, the Congress and the State
legislature the authority to set up regulations by which eavesdropping
(oild be dlone y State order, the decision.
Senator MCCIJELLAN. Are you saying that you do not subscribe to
the, doctrine or the belief that it is unconstitutional to provide by
statute for such surveillance?
.Tutl&e AMRSITALL. I have not. made lip my mind on that one way or
the other. I am only guided by the Supreme Court's decision in the
Beraer case at thi time. And I think the matter is open. I believe that
the "American Bar Association is working like mad on it, with several
committees. There are other committees that are working on it. I
believe the legislahures, and I am sure the Congress, will come up with
lefiqlation. And T have no fixed view one way or the other how that
legislation would stand up against the Constitution. I would have to
look at the act once it.is passed.
Senator MCrCLET, A. Well, of course, it would depend upon the act,
but I am talking bout in principle, could you draw an act that would
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be constitutional? What I am trying to ascertain, do you think one
could be drawn that is constitutional?
Judge MAntsHAL, I think one cah be drawn that is constitutional.
Senator MaCLxurm. That would permit surveillance under a court

order?

Judge MAUSHALL. Not just that. It Would have to be more.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Hlow much more?
Judge MARSHALL. I don't know. That is my whole point, Senator.
Senator McCLL'LAN. That is what we get to. I know we get criticized for trying to find out the philosophy of a nominee for the Supreme Court of the United States. But they are possessed, of and they
ari exercising a power that is lethal in my judgment to the security
of this Nation. And if we can't get some idea of the nomini2e's views
with respect to the Constitution of the United States, theit .)w am I
to exercise my judgment and meet my responsibility in passing upon
the suitableness of that nominee? It has gotten to this point. If we
can't find out some of the philosophy with respect to the Constitution,
what will be constitutional and what will not be, in a matter as grave
as the crime crisis in this country, I am in a quandary. What function
can I perform if all I am going to do is just confirm the nominee because he is a nice fellow, or because he has training? I perform my
function-if there is a clash of philosophies, one of which is dangerous to the country in my viewpoint, and the other makes the country
safe, and I have got to choose between them, and I can't find out the
philosophy of the nominee, how am I going to function?
It becomes that simple, and I am trying to elicit an answer so that I
can make a judgment.
Senator HAT. Mr. Chairman, if I could.
I think the question, how much more than just a court order before
a tapping goes on, is not a question of philosophy, it is a question that
calls for an opinion, and a very tough one, on a constitutional question
which the nominee may be confronted with if he is confirmed. I think
there is a lot of difference between philosophy and how much more
than a court order is connected With a thing like that.
Senator MCCLELLAn. The Senator can have his own opinion and he
can rationalize the thing as he wants to. But I know there is a crisis
in this country, a crime crisis. And I know that the philosophy of the
Supreme Court one way or the other on these vital issues is going to
be of untold consequence, and has already been in my judgment, of
serious consequences to the crime situation. And if there is going to
be no change, if there is going to be a continuation, and if you subscribe to the belief that you can't use a weapon like this, I would just
simply like to know it. 6f coupe the nominee can say that he doesn't
know what he will do until the time comes, but I have got to act before
that time comes. I have voted once or twice against confirmation of
Supreme Court Justices, and at other times I have voted for them. I
have yielded and leaned over. And I have been greatly disappointed in
some instances and surprised in others. And here I am confronted
again with a critical situation in this-colntry, And a Court divided five
and four, as it has been on many of these issues. And I thikdc that division--Zand I have said it publicly many times in addresses, and I say
it anywhere in the presence bf anyone-A4 think that division has
militated against society, and has served the welfare of the criminal.
81-914-67-18
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And I regret to say it. But I feel that way, and! I feel deeply about
it. And if there is going to be no change except-to strengthen and reinforce that philosophy, which I think is dangerous to the countrr.ythen
I have no alternative-that is: why I wanted to talk to you. I mean
that from he very depth of my being. I am concerned. I don't think we
can treat this thing indefinitely, continuously, and let the crime rate
continue to pyramid and expect society to survive or our Government
to survive.
You talk about democracy and liberty and all these things; I think
they are in jeopardy today in this country. Look at the riots everywhere. A sentiment has been built up over the country to the point
where some people feel that, if you don't like the law, violate it. And
the Supreme Court takes the position that at its whim it can reverse
decisions on constitutional issues, on constitutional questions, constitutional laws that have been the law of the land for a century. And
they can change the law. They don't feel very strongly bound to enforce it, to observe it and to follow it. No wonder the fellow out in
the street, thinks that, if the Supreme Court has no regard for precedent in law, and can change it when it wants to, why can't I do as I
please?
Ve have an intolerable situation in this country, and I would like
to find some way to check it. I would like to start at the top, for I think
that is where you need to start.
You may lecture me if you want to. I have told you what I think.
Judge MARSHAL,. Far be it from me to attempt to lecture you, sir.
I appreciate what you said, and appreciate your problem. And at.
the same time I am equally certain that you would not want me to
prejudge a case that is certain to come tip to the Court.
Senator MCCLELLAN. 'I don't want you to prejudge a case, I want
you to prejudge the Constitution that is here before us and tell me
whether the Constitution permits it or not.
Judge MARSHALL. The question, as I understand it, what type of

legislation could Congress pass.

Senator MCCLELLAN. That is only one of the questions. I am trying
to find out if you believe that a law can be written within the Constitution with proper safeguards that will permit court directed surveillance'in criminal cases.
Judge MARSHALL. I think it is possible, but I am not certain by any
means. I cannot be certain until I see the law.
Senator MCCLEMAN. Well, your uncertainty is going to leave me

pretty certain. I don't say any given statute, of course you can't pass
a given statute until you see it.,
Judge MARSHALL. I must havg misunderstood your question. I

thjmght your question was, could a :statute -be drawn that would be
cohistitutional.
senatorr MCCLELLAN. Yes.
Judge MARSIIALL. That is:speaking in the future.
Senator MCCLELLANT.r. Well, the constitutional document is not new,

it's over 178 years old. It is not talking' in the future to say what you
think the document means or what it pprnits or doesn't permit.
Judge MARSITAL. I said, Senator, that I believe -a'bill could be
drawn which would have the necessary constitutional safeguards in it.:
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I have 'not said that it could not bedrawn. But in saying that, I reserve
the right to look at the bill.
Senator McCLELLAN. Of course, anyone should reserve the right.
No one questions that.

I would like for this article, without objection, to be printed in the
record.
(The article follows:)
[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, Dec. 1, 1906]
ALL EAVESDROPPING CALLED ILLEGAL-M-IARSHALL TELLS INVESTIGATORS BUGGING IS
OUT-SOLIcITOR GENERAL CITES RECENT RULING BY SUPREME COURT

(By. Lyle Denniston)
Solicitor General Thurgood Marshall today warned U.S. prosecutors that all
eavesdropping is illegal, no matter how it is done.
He told them not to become involved in any form of eavesdropping if they
want to win cases. "Eavesdropping is eavesdropping in my book," the government's top legal advocate said in a, speech here.
"According to the latest Supreme Court decision," Marshall said, "the evil
is in the eavesdropping and not in the device being used."
He apparently was referring to the high court's decision last month in the
case of Washington lobbyist Fred-G. Black, Jr.
The case, and the pending criminal case against Bobby Baker, prompted the
Justice Department to order an "extensive review" of old' and new federal
criminal cases.
AIMED AT BUGGING

The review is designed to eliminate the- effects of electronic eavesdropping,
or "bugging."
This could mean that many cases may have to-be tried, again or dropped.
Speaking off the cuff, Marshall told the Association of Federal Investigators:
"It is unfair to U.S. prosecutors and the government for investigators to make
legal moves which may crop up years later in court and prevent what otherwise
would'be a solid conviction."
Revelations of bugging by FBI agents already have led to Supreme Court
reversal of Black's conviction on tax evasion charges; a government proposal
that one other tax evasion conviction be wiped out, anda disruption of a government prosecution of a federal estate tax case.
Marshall's interpretion of the meaning of the high court ruling in the Black
case suggested that the justices had adopted a new doctrine on the validity of
eavesdropping.
Since 1961, the legal rule that had applied was that eavesdropping Was illegal
if the device used had physically penetrated private property-as, for example,
the penetration of a wall by a "spike mike."
However, the solicitor general's comments indicated he now understands the
law to be that all eavesdropping is unlawful.
Marshall spelled out that understanding by giving a broad definition of eavesdropping. He said it was "listening to the conversation of someone who speaks
in such a manner that he is under the impression that only the person to whom
he is talking hears what he is saying."
The Supreme Court's majority opinion in the Black case did not say, in so
many words, that the justices were following a new legal rule.
However, Justice John M. Harlan, in a dissent said:
"The only basis I can think of for Justifying this decision (to reverse the
conviction) is that any governmental activity of the kind here in question autoinatically vitiates-so as at least to require a new trial-any conviction occurring
during the span of such activity."
Marshall, in a memorandum filed at the high court last night, disclosed that
the "extensive review" is going ahead on past and pending cases that might
have been based on evidence gitthered by bugging.
The review could either confirm or refute the belief held widely here that'
bugging has been used widely by the FBI and other agencies.
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Justice Department aides indicated that the review is not restricted to any
time period, so the new look at old cases may be reaching well into the past.
However, these aides said "we don't think this will lead to wholesale reopenings," of settled cases. "It will affect only a relatively few cases, maybe one in
thousands," one source said.
If the review shows that eavesdropping has been done in any past case, and if
it reveals that the evidence obtained that way was actually used for prosecution,
courts will be asked to re-examine and perhaps throw out the conviction.
In cases that have not yet been tried, the solicitor general said, the government will not prosecute until it is sure it will be making no use-direct or indirect-of evidence "obtained in violation of a defendant's protected rights."
Marshall said the review "will necessarily be a time-consuming process but will
be diligently pursued to completion."
He also disclosed that acting Attorney General Ramsey Clark last month told
all U.S. attorneys-the government's chief prosecutors--that they "must never
proceed with any investigation or case which includes evidence illegally obtained
or the fruits of that evidence."
Disclosure of this approach and the broad review of cases came as Marshallfor the second time this year--confessed to the Supreme Court that a case already
disposed of there had involved bugging.
Last month, the justices refused to review the tax-evasion conviction of a
Brooklyn man, Joseph F. Schipani.
The court had made up its mind on the basis of legal papers which did not
mention the bugging that the solicitor general reported yesterday.
Marshall told the justices that he became aware of the bugging of Schipani
"since Nov. 21"-two weeks after the court refused to hear Sehipant's appeal.
The solicitor general's admissions to the court were similar to those he had
made in the Black case. Then, for the first time in history, the government voluntarily reported it had used an electronic bug to spy on a suspect.
The revelation in the Schipani case was different in this respect. Marshall said:
"We cannot say in the instant case that none of the evidence used by the government at his trial was obtained, either directly or indirectly, from an improper
source."
Marshall urged the court to nullify the Schipanl conviction and to send the case
back to a lower court "for a new trial, should the government seek to prosecute
petitioner (Schipani) anew." In the meantime, Schipani will not be ordered to
begin a 3-year prison term to which he had been sentenced.
The bug used in the case was identified only as a microphone installed at "a
place of business" visited frequently by Schipani.
It was understood that the microphone was installed Jan. 10, 1961.
Marshall'o mu morandum said that the FBI had approved the installation, just
as he had said the FBI was responsible for the Fred Black bugging.
And, as in that case, other department aides disputed that the FBI alone was
responsible.
The solicitor general said a microphone in the Schipani case was put in because
the FBI believed that the business establishment "was being utilized for purposes
connected with organized crime."
Marshall reported that Schipant himself was not the subject of the eavesdropping by FBI agents but that he did take part in "various conversations electronically monitored on a number of occasions in 1961."
The memorandum also revealed that agents of the Treasury's Alcohol and
Tobacco Tax Division had bugged another place visited by Schipani. Investigation
of that is still going on, Marshall said, but "it appears that the surveillance lasted
for a brief period and that no relevant information relating to him was obtained."

Senator MCCLELLAN. You are quoted in the first paragraph of this
article as follows:
Solicitor General Thurgood Marshall warns U.S. prosecutors that all eavesdropping is illegal, no matter how it is done.

Is that a true statement?
Judge MARSHALL. The statement, Senator, was qualified by, if there
is an unlawful trespass.
Senator MCCLELLAN. I don't see that in here.
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Judge MARSHALL. That is what I said. That is the basis of it.
Senator MCCLELLAN (reading) :
Ile told them not to become involved in any form of eavesdropping if they
want to win cases.
"Eavesdropping is eavesdropping in my book," the Government's top level advocate said, in a speech here.

Any qualification on that?
Judge MARSHALL. On the same qualification, if it is by trespass.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Well, let's see what you mean by the word

"trespass." Do you regard it as a trespass to use any device to penetrate
through the walls of a building, to listen in on the conversation that
takes place in there?
Judge MARSHALL. If it is a man's home or his private office, or any
place that is his own as of today, it is my understanding that under
the decision of the Supreme Court, that is a trespass.
Senator McCr LLAn. Well, it may be, without any statute authorizing it.
Judge MAR13HALL. Yes, as of today.
Senator McCLELLAN. Without any statute authorizing it. But the

question is, under those circumstances where there is a law authorizing
it, if it is constitutional, would you call that trespassing, and wouldn't
that be there under all circumstances?
Judge MAIRSHALL. I can't comment on the law to be passed.
Senator MCCLELLAN. The article continues:
Marshall spelled out-

That is on the second page thereMarshall spelled out that understanding by giving a broad definition of eavesdropping. He said it was "listening to the conversation of someone who speaks
in such a manner that he is under the impression that only the person to whom
he is talking hears what he Is saying."

Now, would that apply to all circumstances where a man might
think le is talking to another in confidence and someone happeneto
be in a position without the knowledge of the party talking to hear
what he said, would that come under the head of eavesdropping, even
though he is there for the purpose of trying to hear?
Ju ge MARSHALL. No. As witness our brief in the Hoffa case.
Senator MCCLELLAND. This didn't clarify that. That is why I asked.
Judge MARSHALL. No, sir, it doesn't. You asked my position, and that
is my position. It was stated in the Hoff a case.

Senator

MCCLELLAN.

That is why I have been trying to get your

position on some of these things.
We are confronted with this device. And I have no hesitancy in saying that in my judgment, a ain, it is a weapon that is imperative-if
we are going to be successful in the war, particularly, on organized
crime, and in combatting other serious crimes in this country, I think
the law enforcement officials are going to have to be equipped with it.
I cannot support the nomination of anybody I don't care who he is
from a brother up and down, who I think wii not sustain the right o
the sovereign to protect itself against internal danger, especially with
the Constitution authorizing a reasonable search and seizure. I think
this is an issue that we have got to settle. And if I can't get some satis-
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faction, I cannot support the confirmation of any nominee who would
not sustain properly safeguarded wiretapping or electronic surveillance as an essential weapon against crime.
Judge kARSTALL. Senator, I think it was the original statement that
the unreasonableness is the point that is to be decided. Is it? I think
our only difference is as to prejudging what safeguards will be put in
what legislation.
Senator MCCLETLAN. I haven't tried to enumerate a single one. I just
used the word "adequacy."
Judge NIAIISIIAL . I think if a bill can be drawn with adequate constitutional safeguards, of course it would be all right. I don't see any
problem with it. But we get to the questionSenator MCCLELLAN. You have some doubt?
Judge MAIRsALL. In approaching the future of this country I have

very little doubt as to what we can o. We can meet situations as they
come up and we can meet them in a constitutional fashion.
Senator MCCLELLAN. We haven't been meeting the crime situation

very successfully.

,J
udge MARSHALL. I agree.
Senator
MCCLELLAN. Very well.
.... ry-s-tions
?

Senator EJivun. I have one or two questions.

It is always dangerous to attempt to quote a constitutional pro-

vision. But is not, fair to say that the fourth amendment merely states

that the right of the people to be secure in their persons and houses
and papers an(d effects against unreasonable searches and seizures
shall be inviolate, and no warrants shall be issued except upon probable cause supported by oath or affirmation particularly describing

the person or thing to be seized. Isn't that substantially what. the
fourth amendment said?
Judge MAi S11ALL. Yes, sir.

Senator ERviVx. Now, if there is no trespass, the search and seizure
is not unreasonable within the purview of the fourth amendment.
J0idge MARtsHALr. I have no quarrel with that.
Senator ETiViN. And it is well recognized by courts that, officers of
the law may be empowered by search warrants issued by the court
ul)On probable cause to enter upon the premises of a person against
the will of the person, and search for and seize articles which are illegal or articles which can be used for evidence found on those premises, isn't that, true?
Judge MARSHALL. We have stated that in one of the latest cases in
the.Supreme Court. And the Solicitor General filed a brief of amicus
eurmiae in the case involving the use of evidence seized by special

warrant.

Senator Eiix. Does not the 'ecent decision excluding evidence obtained by an eavesdropping device hold that if the use of the eavesdropping device involves trespass upon the premises of the accused,
the use of such evidence is unconstitutional; isn't that the effect of it?
In other words, if officers search upon their own authority, or, rather,
use an eavesdropping device upon their own authority, and their use
of the eavesdropping device entails the trespass upon tile property of
the individual, then the search is unreasonable under the fourth amendment, isn't it?

NOMINAPION OF THURGOOD"MARSHALL

195

Judge MARSHALL. Generally, that is correct.
Senator ERvIN. Now, is it not implied in the fourth amendment that
a statute which authorizes the use of electronic devices to obtain evidence relevant to a crime, or relevant on the trial of an accused, which
is supported by a showing of probable cause, would be permitted?

Judge

MARSHALL.

Judge

MARSHALL.

Senator, the Berger case held that the order signed

by the judge was too broad. And that was the fundamental basis. That
case said that the statute was too broad, but left open the opportunity
of any State to pass a statute which would not have the effect of the
New York statute, and an order that would not have the breadth
of the New York order.
Senator EnvIN. But is there any valid distinction between a search
and seizure in which officers seize papers of the owner of a property
under a search warrant based upon probable cause and the use of
electronic devices to seize the conversation of the inhabitant of the
house, if the use of an electronic device for that purpose is based upon
tho warrant issued upon probable cause?
Judge MARSHALL. I think that point was left open in the Berger
case. I think there will have to be some further litigation and clarification on it.
Senator ERvIN. Of course, in many cases the seizure of papers in
one's house is for the use of those papers as evidence, is it not?

Yes, sir.

Senator ERVIN. And it is quite conceivable, is it not, that officers can
seize the conversation of a person by an eavesdropping device for the
purpose of using it as evidence, isn't t?

Judge MARShIALL. It is conceivable.

Senator ERviN. And is there anything in the Constitution that
would prevent that, provided it is done pirsuant to a warrant issued
upon probable cause showing the relevance of it to some cause?
Judge MARSHALL. I say at this time I don't know, because the Berer
case left it open. And I am not too sure which way the Constitution
calls on that.
Senator E-viN. I can't see any difference in principle between seizing a tangible thing and seizing an intangible thing. Unreasonable
searches and seizures of the person are forbidden, but reasonable
searches and seizures of the person are allowed. And after all, a man's
voice is nothing more than part of his person, like his hand.
I have undertaken to quote a statement made by Chief Justice Stone
when he was Associate Justice of the Supreme (0ourt. He was speaking of the failure of the Constitution to put any limitation upon himsefC and his associates on the Supreme Court. He said this:
While unconstitutional exercise of power by the Executive and the Legislative
Branches of the Government is subject to Judicial restraint, the only check

upon our exercise of power is our own sense of self-restraint.

I think Chief Justice Stone made a statement of absolute truth when
he said that. Although the Constitution provides that Congress and
the States may change a decision of the Supreme Court by a constitutional amenlment, it is practically impossible to obtain a constitutional amendment because it takes two-thirds of the vote of each
house of Congress, and three-fourths of the States to do so. And it
is exceedingly Iifficult to get the necessary support to circumvent a
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Supreme Court decision. For some reason too strange for me to fathom,
people who are very much inclined to condemn unwarranted exercise
of constitutional power by the President or by the Congress seem to
regard the exercise of such power by the Supreme Court as something
rather sacrosanct.
It is often said that the President of the United States is the most
powerful public official in the world. I am inclined to question that

statement. The President can be restrained by the Supreme Court, and
he can be restrained in some ways bythe Congress. But I know of no
power on earth that can restrain a Supreme Court Justice in an effective manner except his own self-restraint. A Supreme Court Justice who writes or concurs in opinions which add something to the
Constitution which is not there, or subtracts something from tlhe Constitution which is there is not exercising the self-restraint which is

necessary for the preservation of a constitutional government in
America. That is what concerns me. What gives me concern is this:
As a Member of the Senate I have a highly important responsibility.
The American people have the right to be governed by the constant
and certain principles of the Constitution, rather than by the incon-

stant and uncertain wills of Supreme Court Justices or any other
public officials. And I have responsibility to do everything I can to
see that the American people are not deprived of that right. And I

intend to perform my duty in that regard, because I realize that Jus-

tice Sutherland stated a very tragic truth when he said, in essence,
that the saddest epitaph for the loss of a right is that those who had
the power failed to stretch forth a saving hand while there was yet
time. I am deeply concerned about this matter. I want to be just to
the nominee, and I want to be faithful to my trust to the American

people as a U.S. Senator.

I love the Constitution. I am absolutely convinced that the faithful
observance of the principles of the Constitution by the President, by
the Congress, and by the Supreme Court is essential to the preservation of constitutional government in America. Apart from the Constitution, our country and all the human beings in it are without any
security against anarchy on the one hand and tyranny on the other.
And that is the reason that I have made these inquiries at length.
That is all.
Senator MCCELLAN. Any other questions?
Senator Thurmond, any questions?
Senator THURMOND. Mr. Chairman, I just want to make this observation. The Congress does have some power over the Supreme
Court. They can limit the appellate power of the Supreme Court. Do
you agree to that?
Ju(Ige MANSHA, LLI didn't hear-limit?
Senator THtT1RMND. They can limit the appellate power of the Supreme Court; the Constitution provides that.
Judge MARSHALL. Yes, that is the way I understand it.
Senator THURMOND. You agree to that. And Congress does have
power over the Supreme Court to the extent that they can impeach a
member of the Supreme Court. Do you agree with that?
Judge MARSHALL. Certainly.
Senator THURMOND. I realize that the way Congress is now constituted that the latter would be practically impossible, but the time
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may be coming when public opinion is going to crystallize to such an
extent that Congress will have the courage to limit the appellate power
of the Supreme Court, aind that it will have the courage to impeach
members of the Supreme Court if they flagrantly violate the Constitution. And if they flagrantly violate the Constitution, do you feel
that they ought to be impeached?
Judge MARSHALL. That is up to Congress. I think that the impeachment is leftSenator THURMOND. I understand. But I am asking you, though,
that if the members of the Supreme Court do not follow the Constitution, do you feel that it is the duty of Congress to impeach them?

Judge

MARSHALL.

If they violate the Constitution. But I don't be-

lieve congress has the right to impeach any Judge if in the opinion of
some Congressman they wrongly interpret the Constitution.
Senator THURMOND. I am not speaking of some Congressman. You
know that impeachment would have to originate with the House, they
would have to bring the impeachment proceedings. The Senate would
sit as a jury and act upon the proceedings. So you would have the
House originating the proceedings and the Senate acting by a twothirds majority to convict on the impeachment. But I just wondered
what your thinking was, if a Supreme Court member does not follow
the Constitution, if you felt he ought to be impeached.
Judge MARSHALL. I have no position on that, because I can't conceive of a situation you are talking about. If you mean that a Supreme
Court Justice, or indeed the Supreme Court itself, interprets the Constitution differently from the way Congress wants it interpreted, that
Congress has a right to impeach, I don't believe that.
Senator THURMOND. I was afraid you would take that position.
I have no more questions.
Senator ERVIN. I can't forbear making some observations at this
point.
We had a great law teacher in North Carolina: Dean Mardeca of
Trinity College, now Duke University. He said that the law makes
strange requirements of different people; that it requires the layman to
know every jot and tittle of the law; and that it requires the lawyer to
know a reasonable amount of the law, but that it does not rc'quire the
judge to know a damned thing. I have to differ with my friend from
South Carolina about the power of impeachment. I don't think the
House can impeach a member of the Supreme Court because of his
ignorance of law or because of his lack of fidelity to the meaning of the
Constitution when he undertakes its interpretation. The Constitution
authorizes the House to impeach public officials for high crimes and
misdemeanors. I don't believe a Supreme Court Judge's ignorance of
the Constitution or his lack of ability to interpret'tie Constitution
correctly is a high crime or a misdemeanor regardless of its serious
consequence to the nature.
I am also troubled about what the Supreme Court might do in the
future about the provisions of the third article of the original Constitution which apparently has given Congress the power to curtail the
appellate jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. The Supreme Court
might hold an act of Congress doing so unconstitutional, and I don't
know what the country could do in that case. Consequently, I don't
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outside the self-restraint of the members
think we have any protection
I
Court.
the
of
Senator THUIMOND. I might make a statement on this interpretation part, Mr. Chairman.
I think when a Supreme Court Judge blatantly violates the Constitution it isin a different category than just an ordinary case of interpretation. And I want to make that distinction.
Senator MCCLELLAN. Very well. If there are no other questions, the

acting chairman will make this observation and announcement.
I understood this hearing was called this morning so that I:might
interrogate the nominee further. I did not know that I would be expected to chair the committee this morning until shortly after the
committee convened. And I am making this statement as a premise to
what I am now about to say. There has appeared here this morning a
gentleman who wishes to testify by the tnime of George 1W. Williams,
of Baltimore. I have not talked with him and I do not know what his
statement will be, of course. He advises, that he does not have a prepared statement. And I understand that he would prefer not to submit
a statement for the record. But I don't feel at liberty to permanently
deny him the right to appear. And, therefore, I am going to leave that
matter to the discretion of the chairman.
I have no instructions from the chairman about closing the hearing,
or adjourning it. So I am simply going to recess the hearing, subject
to the call of the chairman. I would suggest to the gentleman here
that he prepare a statement for the record. If he doesn't want to do
that, then lie should take the matter up with the chairman of the
committee.
I don't know the intentions of the chairman. I haven't talked to him.
I thought he would be here this morning.
Thank you very much, Mr. Nominee.
The committee will stand in recess, pending such action as the chairman may direct.
(Thereupon, at 11:25 a.m. the committee adjourned, subject to the
call of the Chair.)
(Senator Dirksen requested that the following letter be made a part
of the record:)
DISTRICT OF COLU-MBIA REPUBLICAN COIrMITTEE,

Washington, D.C., July 114, 1967.
CHAIRMAN, SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SiR: We are hopeful your Committee will favorably report and approve
the nomination of Thurgood Marshall to be Associate Justice of the Supreme

Court of the United States.

Both In private practice and in public office he has demonstrated those qualities
which we admire in members of our highest Judicial tribunal; i.e., moderation,
reasonableness, a Judicial temperament, and a balanced approach to controversial
and complicated national problems.
At a time when race relations In the United States seem to be regressing to a
point where we may join the historical pattern of perpetual racial hostility
similar to that that exists between Greeks and Turks in Cypress, or French an(d
English In Canada, or Arabs and Jews in the Middle East, or French and Algerians in North Africa, it Is important to the Nation to have a qualified member of
the Negro community sitting on the Supreme Court.
Respectfully yours,
CARL L. SITIPLEY,

Chairman.
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