
INDEX

ACCOUNTING. See Procedure, 7.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE. See also Citizenship; La-
bor, 1.

Application for approval of merger as to which antitrust proceed-
ing is pending.—When antitrust proceeding because of acquisition of 
stock was pending, Federal Power Commission should not have pro-
ceeded to a decision on merits of application for authorization of 
merger of assets of two natural gas companies under § 7 of Natural 
Gas Act. California v. Federal Power Commission, p. 482.

ADMIRALTY. See also Constitutional Law, VI.
1. Seamen—Maintenance and cure—Damages for failure to fur-

nish—Deduction of earnings.—Seaman discharged from ship with 
master’s certificate to enter Public Health Service Hospital, where he 
was treated for tuberculosis as inpatient for several weeks and then as 
outpatient for more than two years, was entitled to recover for main-
tenance, without deduction of earnings as taxi driver during out-
patient treatment, plus counsel fees as damages for failure to pay 
maintenance without suit. Vaughan v. Atkinson, p. 527.

2. Demise charter—Findings of fact as to existence—Review on 
appeal.—When District Court’s findings of fact as to existence of 
demise charter in admiralty suit by longshoreman to recover for 
damages resulting from unseaworthiness of vessel were not clearly 
erroneous, Court of Appeals erred in reversing judgment based on 
such findings. Guzman v. Pichirilo, p. 698.
AIRPLANES. See Tort Claims Act.

AIRPORTS. See Constitutional Law, II, 5; III, 2; Jurisdiction, 
3; Procedure, 9.

ALASKA.
1. Fisheries—Conservation—Salmon traps—Indians.—Neither the 

White Act nor § 4 of the Alaska Statehood Act authorized, or empow-
ered the Secretary of the Interior to authorize, Indians to use salmon 
traps contrary to state law. Metlakatla Indians v. Egan, p. 45; 
Kake Village v. Egan, p. 60.

2. Fisheries—Conservation—Salmon traps—Metlakatla Indians.— 
The authority to issue regulations governing the Metlakatla Indian 
Reservation, which was granted the Secretary of the Interior by the
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ALASKA—Continued.
Act of March 3, 1891, has not been repealed or impaired, and he has 
power to issue regulations concerning the fishing rights of the Met-
lakatla Indians which would supersede state law; but his present 
regulations authorizing them to use salmon traps did not purport to 
be issued under that authority. Metlakatla Indians v. Egan, p. 45.

3. Fisheries—Conservation—Salmon traps—Permits issued by For-
est Service and Corps of Engineers.—Permits issued by Forest Service 
and Army Corps of Engineers did not exempt Indians’ salmon traps 
from state law forbidding use of such traps. Kake Village v. Egan, 
p. 60.

AMORTIZATION. See Taxation, 2.

ANTITRUST ACTS. See also Administrative Procedure.
Clayton Act—Acquisition of assets—Civil suit—Summary judg-

ment.—In civil action by Government challenging acquisition of assets 
of one corporation by another as violating § 7 of Clayton Act, there 
was genuine issue of fact as to whether acquired corporation was “fail-
ing company,” and grant of Government’s motion for summary 
judgment was improper. United States v. Diebold, Inc., p. 654.

APPEALS. See Constitutional Law, I; Jurisdiction, 1-5, 7; Pro-
cedure, 4-5.

APPORTIONMENT. See Constitutional Law, III, 1; IV, 1-2; 
Jurisdiction, 8; Procedure, 6.

ARBITRATION, See Labor, 3.

AUTHORS. See Procedure, 11.

AUTOMOBILES. See Constitutional Law, V, 2.

BACK PAY. See Labor, 1.

BANKRUPTCY. See also Constitutional Law, V, 2.
Claims against estate—Federal tax penalties—Perfected liens.— 

Section 57j of Bankruptcy Act bars allowance of a claim against 
the estate of a bankrupt in favor of the United States for federal 
statutory tax penalties, even though a lien therefor has been perfected 
prior to filing of the petition in bankruptcy. Simonson v. Granquist, 
p. 38.

BIAS. See Constitutional Law, II, 2.

BOND PREMIUMS. See Taxation, 2.

BURDEN OF PROOF. See Procedure, 4.
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CALIFORNIA. See Administrative Procedure.

CAUSE OF ACTION. See Constitutional Law, II, 5; III, 1; IV, 1.

CERTIORARI. See Jurisdiction, 3, 6; Procedure, 1-2.

CITIZENSHIP.
Denial of right of citizenship—Person outside United States— 

Remedies.—A person outside the United States who has been denied 
a right of citizenship is not confined to the procedures prescribed by 
§ 360 (b) and (e) of the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 
but may sue under the Declaratory Judgment Act and Administrative 
Procedure Act for declaratory and injunctive relief. Rusk v. Cort, 
p. 367.
CLAYTON ACT. See Administrative Procedure; Antitrust Acts; 

Procedure, 8.

COMMERCE. See Jurisdiction, 5; Procedure, 3; Transportation.

COMMUNISM. See Contempt.

COMMUNITY PROPERTY. See Constitutional Law, V, 1.

CONFLICTS OF LAWS. See Constitutional Law, V, 1-2; Labor, 
3; Procedure, 3; Tort Claims Act.

CONGRESSIONAL INVESTIGATIONS. See Constitutional Law, 
II, 6; Contempt.

CONSERVATION. See Alaska, 1-3.

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. See also Jurisdiction, 1-5, 8; Proce-
dure, 3, 6, 9-10; Transportation.

I. Double Jeopardy.
Directed verdict of acquittal—Appeal—New trial.—When District 

Court having jurisdiction of person and subject matter under valid 
indictment directed verdict of acquittal and entered judgment of 
acquittal before Government completed presentation of its evidence, 
Court of Appeals acted contrary to guaranty of Fifth Amendment 
against double jeopardy when it granted writ of mandamus, vacated 
judgment and ordered new trial. Fong Foo v. United States, p. 141.
II. Due Process.

1. State criminal cases—Right to counsel—Waiver.—When per-
son charged in state court with serious noncapital offense is incapable 
of conducting his own defense, he is entitled under Fourteenth 
Amendment to counsel unless such right is intelligently and under- 
standingly waived; such waiver may not be presumed from silent 
record. Carnley v. Cochran, p. 506.
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued.
2. State criminal trials—Prejudicial publicity.—Petitioner con-

victed in state court of grand larceny from union of which he was 
president, after voluminous and intensive adverse publicity, failed 
to sustain burden of showing that the grand jury which indicted him 
or the petit jury which convicted him was improperly impaneled or 
was biased or that his indictment, trial and conviction otherwise 
violated Due Process Clause of Fourteenth Amendment. Beck v. 
Washington, p. 541.

3. State courts—Contempt conviction—Hearing.—Contempt con-
viction in state court of labor union counsel for advising union to 
resist that court’s injunction against peaceful picketing, without op-
portunity for him to show that state court was acting in field reserved 
for National Labor Relations Board, violated Due Process Clause of 
Fourteenth Amendment. In re Green, p. 689.

4. State police power—Taking of private property—Restrictions 
on mining sand and gravel.—Town ordinance limiting depth of exca-
vations for mining sand and gravel was valid exercise of police power 
and was not so onerous or unreasonable as to result in a taking of 
property without due process of law, though it stopped mining oper-
ations which had been going on for over 30 years. Goldblatt v. Town 
of Hempstead, p. 590.

5. State action—Taking of private property — Maintenance of 
municipal airport—Low flying air traffic.—Maintenance and operation 
of municipal airport where planes landing and taking off passed at 
low altitudes over private property took an air easement over such 
property for which municipality must pay just compensation under 
Fourteenth Amendment. Griggs v. Allegheny County, p. 84.

6. Federal courts—Contempt of Congress—Refusal to answer ques-
tions—Pending state criminal trial.—When witness before congres-
sional investigating committee did not plead privilege against self-
incrimination but refused to answer pertinent questions, his conviction 
under 2 U. S. C. § 192 did not violate Due Process Clause of Fifth 
Amendment merely because answers to the questions might have 
been used against him in pending state criminal trial. Hutcheson v. 
United States, p. 599.

III. Equal Protection.
1. Unequal representation in state legislature—Cause of action.— 

In suit by voters under 42 U. S. C. §§ 1983 and 1988 to redress denial 
of constitutional rights, complaint claiming that unequal representa-
tion in state legislature violated Equal Protection Clause of Four-
teenth Amendment presented justiciable cause of action upon which 
plaintiffs were entitled to trial and decision. Baker v. Carr, p. 186.
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued.
2. Racial discrimination—Municipal airport restaurant.—Racial 

segregation in privately operated restaurant on premises leased from 
city at its municipal airport violated Equal Protection Clause of 
Fourteenth Amendment. Turner v. City of Memphis, p. 350.

3. State criminal trials—Prejudicial publicity.—Petitioner con-
victed in state court of grand larceny from union of which he was 
president, after voluminous and intensive adverse publicity, failed to 
sustain burden of showing that his indictment, trial and conviction 
violated Equal Protection Clause of Fourteenth Amendment. Beck 
v. Washington, p. 541.

IV. Judicial Power.
1. Scope—Justiciable questions—Apportionment of state legisla-

ture.—In suit by voters under 42 U. S. C. §§ 1983 and 1988 to redress 
denial of constitutional rights, complaint claiming that unequal repre-
sentation in state legislature violated Equal Protection Clause of 
Fourteenth Amendment presented justiciable cause of action upon 
which plaintiffs were entitled to trial and decision. Baker v. Carr, 
p. 186.

2. Scope—Apportionment of State Senate.—Judgment of Supreme 
Court of Michigan dismissing petition for mandamus to restrain state 
election officials from conducting state senatorial election under pro-
vision of State Constitution, claimed to violate Equal Protection and 
Due Process Clauses of Fourteenth Amendment, vacated and case 
remanded for further consideration in light of Baker v. Carr, ante, p. 
186. Scholle v. Hare, p. 429.
V. Supremacy Clause.

1. Savings bond regulations — Survivorship — State community 
property law.—By virtue of Supremacy Clause, Treasury Regula-
tions creating right of survivorship in U. S. Savings Bonds registered 
in co-ownership form preempt any inconsistent provision of state 
community property law. Free v. Bland, p. 663.

2. State Motor Vehicle Safety Act—Conflict with Bankruptcy 
Act.—Utah’s Motor Vehicle Safety Responsibility Act, providing for 
suspension of automobile registration and operator’s license for failure 
to satisfy judgment based on negligent operation of automobile and 
that they shall not be restored until judgment is satisfied, notwith-
standing discharge in bankruptcy, not void as in conflict with § 17 of 
Bankruptcy Act. Kesler v. Department of Public Safety, p. 153. 
VI. Trial by Jury.

Liability of stevedoring contractor—Diversity of citizenship—Re-
determination by Court of Appeals of facts found by jury.—Even 
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though stevedoring contract is a maritime contract, suit by long-
shoreman in Federal District Court based on diversity of citizenship 
carried right to trial by jury, and redetermination by Court of Ap-
peals of facts found by jury violated Seventh Amendment. Atlantic 
& Gulf Stevedores v. Ellerman Lines, p. 355.

CONTEMPT. See also Constitutional Law, II, 3, 6.
Contempt of Congress—Sufficiency of indictment—Statement of 

question under inquiry.—Under 2 U. S. C. §§ 192 and 194, an indict-
ment for refusal to answer questions asked by congressional committee 
must state the question under inquiry at time of defendant’s refusal 
to answer. Russell v. United States, p. 749.

COPYRIGHTS. See Procedure, 11.

CORPORATIONS. See Administrative Procedure; Antitrust Acts.

COUNSEL. See Constitutional Law, II, 1.

COUNSEL FEES. See Admiralty, 1.

COURTS OF APPEALS. See Admiralty, 2; Constitutional Law, 
I; VI; Jurisdiction, 7; Labor, 1; Procedure, 3-5.

CRIMINAL LAW. See Constitutional Law, I; II, 1-2, 6; III, 3; 
Contempt; District of Columbia; Jurisdiction, 7; Procedure, 
2, 4.

DAMAGES. See Admiralty, 1-2.

DECLARATORY JUDGMENT ACT. See Citizenship; Procedure, 
11.

DEDUCTIONS. See Taxation, 1-2.

DEMISE CHARTERS. See Admiralty, 2.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE. See Alaska, 3; Jurisdic-
tion, 9.

DISTRICT COURTS. See Antitrust Acts; Constitutional Law, 
III, 1; Jurisdiction, 3-4, 8-10.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.
Criminal law—Acquittal on grounds of insanity—Mandatory com-

mitment—Procedure.—D. C. Code § 24-301 (d), which provides that 
person acquitted of crime solely on ground of insanity shall be com-
mitted to mental hospital, applies only to defendants who rely on 
defense of insanity; when defendant claimed to be sane, it was error 
to refuse guilty plea, acquit him on grounds of insanity and commit 
him. Lynch v. Overholser, p. 705.



INDEX. 899

DIVERSITY OF CITIZENSHIP. See Constitutional Law, VI; 
Procedure, 3.

DOUBLE JEOPARDY. See Constitutional Law, I.

DUE PROCESS. See Constitutional Law, II.

EASEMENTS. See Constitutional Law, II, 5.

EJECTMENT. See Jurisdiction, 9.

ELECTIONS. See Constitutional Law, III, 1; IV, 1-2; Jurisdic-
tion, 8; Procedure, 6.

ENGINEER CORPS. See Alaska, 3.

EQUAL PROTECTION OF LAWS. See Constitutional Law, III. 

EQUITY. See Procedure, 7.

EVIDENCE. See Jurisdiction, 7.

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION. See Administrative Proce-
dure.

FEDERAL RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE. See Jurisdic-
tion, 7.

FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS. See Alaska, 1-3; Constitu-
tional Law, II, 1-5; III, 1-3; IV, 1-2; V, 1-2; Procedure, 3; 
Tort Claims Act.

FIFTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, I; II, 6. 

FISHERIES. See Alaska, 1-3.

FLORIDA. See Constitutional Law, II, 1.

FOREST SERVICE. See Alaska, 3; Jurisdiction, 9.

FORUM NON CONVENIENS. See Procedure, 8.

FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, II, 1-5; 
III, 1-3; IV, 1-2.

GAS. See Administrative Procedure; Procedure, 3. 

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES. See Procedure, 11. 

GRAND JURIES. See Constitutional Law, II, 2. 

HUSBAND AND WIFE. See Constitutional Law, V, 1. 

IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY ACT. See Citizenship. 

INCOME TAX. See Taxation, 1-2.

INDIANS. See Alaska, 1-3.

INDICTMENTS. See Constitutional Law, II, 2; Contempt.
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INDIGENTS. See Procedure, 4.

INJUNCTIONS. See Citizenship; Constitutional Law, II, 3; III, 1.

INSANITY. See District of Columbia.

INTERNAL REVENUE CODE. See Taxation, 1-2.

INTERSTATE COMMERCE. See Jurisdiction, 5; Procedure, 3;
Transportation.

JUDICIAL POWER. See Constitutional Law, IV.

JURIES. See Constitutional Law, II, 2; VI; Procedure, 7.

JURISDICTION. See also Constitutional Law, III, 1; IV, 1-2; 
Procedure.

1. Supreme Court—Direct appeal—Judgment of Federal District 
Court holding federal statute unconstitutional.—Under 28 U. S. C. 
§ 1252, Supreme Court had jurisdiction of direct appeal from decision 
of Federal District Court holding federal statute unconstitutional. 
Rusk v. Cort, p. 367.

2. Supreme Court — Direct appeal from three-judge District 
Court—Judgment sustaining constitutionality of state statute.—Su-
preme Court had jurisdiction under 28 U. S. C. § 1253 of direct 
appeal from judgment of three-judge District Court holding state 
statute not void as in conflict with Bankruptcy Act and denying 
injunction against its enforcement. Kesler v. Department of Public 
Safety, p. 153.

3. Supreme Court — Direct appeal from three-judge District 
Court—Racial segregation of public facilities.—Three-judge District 
Court not required to pass on constitutionality of racial segregation 
in publicly operated facilities. Therefore, Supreme Court did not 
have jurisdiction of direct appeal under 28 U. S. C. § 1253; but it 
granted certiorari prior to judgment of Court of Appeals under 28 
U. S. C. §§ 1254 (1) and 2101 (e) and disposed of case. Turner v. 
City of Memphis, p. 350.

4. Supreme Court — Direct appeal from three-judge District 
Court—Racial segregation of transportation facilities.—Three-judge 
District Court not required to pass on validity of state requirement 
of racial segregation of interstate or intrastate transportation facili-
ties. Therefore Supreme Court did not have jurisdiction of direct 
appeal under 28 U. S. C. § 1253; but it did have jurisdiction to deter-
mine authority of court below and to make such corrective order 
as might be appropriate to enforcement of the limitation which that 
section imposes. Bailey v. Patterson, p. 31.
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5. Supreme Court—Appeal—Judgment of Court of Appeals hold-

ing state law unconstitutional.—Supreme Court had jurisdiction under 
28 U. S. C. § 1254 (2) of appeal from judgment of Federal Court of 
Appeals holding municipal license code invalid under Commerce 
Clause. United Gas Pipe Line Co. v. Ideal Cement Co., p. 134.

6. Supreme Court—Certiorari—Final judgments—Highest state 
court.—Even though petition for rehearing en banc could have been 
filed (but was not), decision of one of the Departments of the Su-
preme Court of Washington was final judgment of State’s highest 
court, within meaning of 28 U. S. C. § 1257. Teamsters v. Lucas 
Flour Co., p. 95.

7. Courts of Appeals—Criminal cases—“Final decisions”—Orders 
granting or denying motions to suppress evidence.—An order of a 
Federal District Court granting or denying a p re-indictment motion 
under Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 41 (e) to suppress the 
evidentiary use in a federal criminal trial of property alleged to have 
been procured through an unlawful search and seizuure is not appeal-
able—even when rendered in a different district from that of trial. 
DiBella v. United States, p. 121.

8. District Courts—Suits to redress denial of constitutional rights— 
Unequal representation of voters in state legislatures.—District Court 
had jurisdiction of subject matter of suit by voters under 42 U. S. C. 
§§ 1983 and 1988 to redress denial of constitutional rights, claiming 
that unequal representation in state legislature violated Equal Pro-
tection Clause of Fourteenth Amendment. Baker v. Carr, p. 186.

9. District Courts—Suit to eject federal officer—Land claimed by 
Government.—Common law action against Forest Service Officer to 
eject him from land claimed by United States was action against 
United States, and District Court was without jurisdiction in absence 
of Government’s consent to such action. Malone v. Bowdoin, p. 643.

10. District Courts—Suits for violations of labor contracts.—Sec-
tion 301 (a) of Labor Management Relations Act, 1947, which confers 
on Federal District Courts jurisdiction over suits for violations of con-
tracts between employers and labor organizations representing em-
ployees in industries affecting interstate commerce, applies to a suit 
to enforce a strike settlement agreement between an employer and 
local labor unions representing some, but not a majority, of its em-
ployees. Retail Clerks v. Lion Dry Goods, p. 17.

11. State courts—Suits for violation of labor contracts.—Section 
301 (a) of the Labor Management Relations Act, 1947, which confers 
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on Federal District Courts jurisdiction over suits for violations of con-
tracts between employers and labor organizations representing em-
ployees in industries affecting interstate commerce, does not divest 
state courts of jurisdiction over such suits. Teamsters v. Lucas 
Flour Co., p. 95.

LABOR. See also Constitutional Law, II, 2-3, 6; Jurisdiction, 
10, 11.

1. National Labor Relations Act—Board order requiring reinstate-
ment with back pay—Enforcement by Court of Appeals.—In deny-
ing enforcement of Board order requiring reinstatement of employees 
with back pay, Court of Appeals erred in applying special rule that 
employer’s statement under oath as to the reason for their discharge 
must be believed unless he is impeached or contradicted. Labor 
Board v. Walton Mfg. Co., p. 404.

2. National Labor Relations Act—Duty to bargain—Unilateral 
action on matters being negotiated.—Employer’s unilateral change in 
conditions of employment while subject of negotiations with union 
violated § 8 (a) (5) by frustrating policy of collective bargaining. 
Labor Board v. Katz, p. 736.

3. Suits in state courts for violation of labor contracts—Compulsory 
arbitration agreement—Strike to settle dispute.—In suits in state 
courts for violation of labor contracts affecting interstate commerce, 
incompatible doctrines of local law must give way to principles of 
federal labor law; strike to settle dispute which collective bargaining 
agreement requires to be settled by arbitration constitutes violation 
of agreement, even in absence of no-strike clause. Teamsters v. Lucas 
Flour Co., p. 95.

LEGISLATURES. See Constitutional Law, II, 6; III, 1; IV, 1-2; 
Contempt; Jurisdiction, 8; Procedure, 6.

LICENSES. See Procedure, 3.

LIENS. See Bankruptcy.

LONGSHOREMEN. See Admiralty, 2; Constitutional Law, VI.

MAINTENANCE AND CURE. See Admiralty, 1.

MANDAMUS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2.

MEDICAL EXPENSES. See Taxation, 1.

MENTAL HOSPITALS. See District of Columbia.

MERGERS. See Administrative Procedure; Antitrust Acts.

MICHIGAN. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2.
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MINING. See Constitutional Law, II, 4.

MISSOURI. See Tort Claims Act.

MOTOR VEHICLES. See Constitutional Law, V, 2.

MUNICIPALITIES. See Constitutional Law, II, 4-5; III, 2;
Procedure, 9-10.

NATIONALITY. See Citizenship.

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT. See Constitutional Law, 
II, 3; Labor, 1-2.

NATURAL GAS. See Administrative Procedure; Procedure, 3.

NAVY. See Procedure, 11.

NEGLIGENCE. See Constitutional Law, V, 2; Tort Claims Act.

NEGROES. See Constitutional Law, III, 2; Jurisdiction, 3-4; Pro-
cedure, 9-10; Transportation.

NEW TRIAL. See Constitutional Law, I.

NEW YORK. See Constitutional Law, II, 4; Tort Claims Act.

OHIO. See Constitutional Law, II, 3.

OKLAHOMA. See Tort Claims Act.

PASSPORTS. See Citizenship.

PAUPERS. See Procedure, 4.

PENALTIES. See Bankruptcy.

PENNSYLVANIA. See Constitutional Law, II, 5.

PERSONAL INJURIES. See Admiralty, 2.

PICKETING. See Constitutional Law, II, 3.

PIPELINES. See Procedure, 3.

POLICE POWER. See Constitutional Law, II, 4; V, 2.

POLITICAL QUESTIONS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1-2.

PRE-EMPTION. See Constitutional Law, V, 1-2.

PREJUDICE. See Constitutional Law, II, 2.

PROCEDURE. See also Administrative Procedure; Admiralty, 2; 
Antitrust Acts; Citizenship; Constitutional Law, I; II, 1-3, 6;
IV, 1-2; VI; District of Columbia; Jurisdiction; Labor, 1.

1. Supreme Court — Certiorari — Dismissal as improvidently 
granted.—When it became apparent that case presented no substan-
tial federal question, writ of certiorari to State’s highest court dis- 
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missed as improvidently granted. Benz v. New York State Thruway 
Authority, p. 147.

2. Supreme Court—Certiorari—Significance of denial.—Denial of a 
writ of certiorari does not mean that the Supreme Court approves the 
decision below nor, in state criminal proceedings, that the petitioner is 
necessarily precluded from obtaining relief in some other appropriate 
proceeding. Davis v. Balkcom (memorandum of Warren, C. J.), 
p. 811.

3. Courts of Appeals—Diversity of citizenship—Interpretation of 
state law.—When relevant state law had not been interpreted by state 
courts and declaratory judgment procedures were available, Federal 
Court of Appeals, in case based on diversity of citizenship, should not 
have relied on its own interpretation of state law in ruling on consti-
tutionality of municipal license code relative to sales of natural gas. 
United Gas Pipe Line Co. v. Ideal Cement Co., p. 134.

4. Courts of Appeals—Appeals in forma pauperis—Good faith.— 
Applications under 28 U. S. C. § 1915 for leave to appeal in forma 
pauperis should be considered to have been made “in good faith” if 
applicant seeks appellate review of any issue that is not frivolous; 
indigent defendants entitled to same rights of appeal as those able to 
pay costs; correct procedure; burden of proof. Coppedge v. United 
States, p. 438.

5. Courts of Appeals—Review of findings of fact—Not “clearly 
erroneous”—Existence of demise charter in admiralty suit.—When 
District Court’s findings of fact as to existence of demise charter in 
admiralty suit by longshoreman to recover for damages resulting from 
unseaworthiness of vessel were not clearly erroneous, Court of Ap-
peals erred in reversing judgment based on such finding. Guzman v. 
Pichirilo, p. 698.

6. District Courts—Suit to compel reapportionment of state legis-
lature—Standing to sue.—Qualified voters had standing to sue under 
42 U. S. C. §§ 1983 and 1988 to redress alleged denial of constitu-
tional rights by unequal representation in state legislature. Baker v. 
Carr, p. 186.

7. District Courts—Case presenting both legal and equitable issues— 
Right to trial by jury.—Where both legal and equitable issues are 
presented in a single case, any issues of fact bearing upon the legal 
issues must be submitted to a jury, if timely and proper demand for 
trial by jury is made. Dairy Queen v. Wood, p. 469.

8. District Courts—Transfer of civil action to another district—Per-
sonal jurisdiction over defendants.—Under 28 U. S. C. § 1406 (a), 
the power of a District Court to transfer a civil action to another
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district is not limited to cases in which the transferring court has 
personal jurisdiction over the defendants. Goldlawr, Inc., v. Heiman, 
p. 463.

9. District Courts—Challenge to constitutionality of state statute— 
Three-judge court—Racial segregation of public facilities.—That no 
State may require racial segregation of publicly operated facilities 
is so well settled that it is foreclosed as litigable issue, and three-judge 
court not required to pass on that issue under 28 U. S. C. § 2281 ; 
also no occasion for abstention from decision pending interpretation of 
state statutes by state courts. Turner v. City of Memphis, p. 350.

10. District Courts—Challenge to constitutionality of state statute— 
Three-judge court — Racial segregation of transportation facili-
ties.—That no State may require racial segregation of interstate or 
intrastate transportation facilities is so well settled that it is fore-
closed as a litigable issue, and a three-judge court is not required 
to pass on that question under 28 U. S. C. § 2281. Bailey v. Patterson, 
p. 31.

11. District Courts—Declaratory judgments—Sufficiency of rec-
ord—Questions affecting public interest.—In action under Declaratory 
Judgment Act for determination of rights of Vice Admiral with respect 
to speeches delivered while in active service, record held unsatisfac-
tory basis for discretionary grant of declaratory relief relating to 
claims to intellectual property arising out of public employment. 
Public Affairs Press v. Rickover, p. 111.

PUBLICITY. See Constitutional Law, II, 2.

PUBLIC LANDS. See Jurisdiction, 9.

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, III, 2; 
Jurisdiction, 3-4; Procedure, 9-10; Transportation.

REAPPORTIONMENT. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1-2; Juris-
diction, 8; Procedure, 6.

REMEDIES. See Citizenship; Procedure, 6.

RESTAURANTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 2; Jurisdiction, 
3; Procedure, 9.

RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE. See Jurisdiction, 7.

SALMON. See Alaska, 1-3.

SAND AND GRAVEL. See Constitutional Law, II, 4.

SAVINGS BONDS. See Constitutional Law, V, 1.

SEAMEN. See Admiralty, 1.
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SEARCH AND SEIZURE. See Jurisdiction, 7.

SEAWORTHINESS. See Admiralty, 2.
SEVENTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, VI.

SHERMAN ACT. See Procedure, 8.

SPEECHES. See Procedure, 11.

STANDING TO SUE. See Procedure, 6.

STEVEDORES. See Constitutional Law, VI.

STRIKES. See Labor, 3.
SUMMARY JUDGMENTS. See Antitrust Acts.

SUPREMACY CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, V.
SUPREME COURT. See also Jurisdiction, 1-6; Procedure, 1-2.

Retirement of Mr. Justice Whittaker, p. vn.
Appointment of Mr. Justice White, p. xi.
Allotment of Justices among the Circuits, pp. v, vi.

SURVIVORSHIP. See Constitutional Law, V, 1.

TAFT-HARTLEY ACT. See Jurisdiction, 10.
TAXATION. See also Bankruptcy.

1. Income tax—Deductions—Medical expenses—Rent of apartment 
in Florida.—Under § 213 of Internal Revenue Code of 1954, taxpayer 
ordered by physician to spend winters in Florida may not deduct as 
medical expense rent paid for apartment there. Commissioner v. 
Bilder, p. 499.

2. Income tax—Deductions—Amortization of premiums on bonds.— 
Under Internal Revenue Code of 1939, taxpayer who had bought at 
premium corporate bonds callable on 30 days’ notice, either at “gen-
eral call price” or at a lower “special call price,” was entitled to 
deductions based on 30-day call period and “special call price.” 
Hanover Bank v. Commissioner, p. 672.
TENNESSEE. See Constitutional Law, III, 1-2.
TEXAS. See Constitutional Law, V, 1.

TORT CLAIMS ACT.
Multistate tort actions—Which law governs—Wrongful death in 

interstate airplane crash.—In multistate tort actions under Tort 
Claims Act, federal courts must look to law of State where acts of 
negligence occurred, including its choice-of-laws rules. Application 
of this principle in actions for wrongful deaths in crash of airplane 
in Missouri while en route from Oklahoma to New York. Richards 
v. United States, p. 1.
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TRADEMARKS. See Procedure, 7.

TRANSFER OF SUITS. See Procedure, 8.

TRANSPORTATION. See also Constitutional Law, II, 5; III, 2;
V, 2; Jurisdiction, 3-4; Procedure, 9.

State regulation—Interstate and intrastate facilities—Racial segre-
gation.—That no State may require racial segregation of interstate or 
intrastate transportation facilities is so well settled that it is fore-
closed as a litigable issue. Bailey v. Patterson, p. 31.

TREASURY REGULATIONS. See Constitutional Law, V, 1.

TRIAL. See Constitutional Law, I; II, 1-3; VI; Procedure, 7, 9-11.

UNIONS. See Constitutional Law, II, 2-3, 6; Labor, 1-3.

UNSEAWORTHINESS. See Admiralty, 2.

UTAH. See Constitutional Law, V, 2.

VENUE. See Procedure, 8.

VOTERS. See Constitutional Law, III, 1; IV, 1-2; Jurisdiction, 8;
Procedure, 6.

WAIVER. See Constitutional Law, II, 1.

WASHINGTON. See Constitutional Law, II, 2; Jurisdiction, 6.

WHITE ACT. See Alaska, 1.

WITNESSES. See Constitutional Law, II, 6; Contempt.

WORDS.
1. “Amount payable ... on earlier call date.”—Internal Revenue 

Code of 1939, § 125. Hanover Bank v. Commissioner, p. 672.
2. “Contracts.”—Labor Management Relations Act, 1947, § 301 (a). 

Retail Clerks v. Lion Dry Goods, p. 17.
3. “In good faith.”—28 U. S. C. § 1915 (a). Coppedge v. United 

States, p. 438.
4. “Labor organization representing employees.”—Labor Manage-

ment Relations Act, 1947, § 301 (a). Retail Clerks v. Lion Dry Goods, 
p. 17.

5. “Medical care.”—Internal Revenue Code of 1954, § 213. Com-
missioner v. Bilder, p. 499.
WRONGFUL DEATH ACTS. See Tort Claims Act.
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