
INDEX

ACCESS TO MARKET. See Antitrust Acts, 4.

ACCOUNTING METHODS. See Taxes, 2.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE. See Contempt, 3; Federal 
Trade Commission, 1-2; Government Contracts, 1-3; Juris-
diction, 3; Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935.

ADMIRALTY. See also Government Employees; Venue.
1. Jones Act — Venue— Corporate employer. — Provision fixing 

venue of actions under Jones Act in district where employer resides 
or his principal office is located is expanded by general venue statute 
so that a corporation, in absence of contrary statutory restrictions, 
may be sued in district where it does business. Pure Oil Co. v. 
Suarez, p. 202.

2. Suits in Admiralty Act—Employees on government vessels— 
Tucker Act.—While the Suits in Admiralty Act was enacted after 
the Tucker Act and would repeal the latter in case of conflict, the 
jurisdiction of the Court of Claims over wage actions by government 
employees was unchallenged at least until 1960, and in amending 
both statutes then Congress did not indicate that it wished to deprive 
government-employed claimants of their rights under the Tucker 
Act. Amell v. United States, p. 158.

ADMISSIONS. See Constitutional Law, III; VIII, 1, 3-4; Crim-
inal Law, 2-4.

AFFIDAVITS. See Criminal Law, 1; Grand Juries; Procedure, 1.

ALABAMA. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1; Jurisdiction, 2.

ALARM SYSTEMS. See Antitrust Acts, 5-7.

ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; X-XI.

ALL WRITS ACT. See Federal Trade Commission, 1; Juris-
diction, 3.

AMERICAN FLAG SCHOOLS. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; 
Voting.

ANTITRUST ACTS. See also Federal Trade Commission, 1-2;
Jurisdiction, 3.

1. Clayton Act—Concentration of market—Beer.—The Act is 
concerned with arresting concentration of the economy in its incip-
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ANTITRUST ACTS—Continued.
iency, and the Government has no duty to show that the trend 
towards concentration in the beer industry is due to mergers. 
United States v. Pabst Brewing Co., p. 546.

2. Clayton Act—Merger of retail grocery companies—Concentra-
tion of market.—Merger of two of the largest and most successful 
retail grocery companies in a market area characterized by a steady 
decline, before and after the merger, in the number of small groceries, 
combined with significant absorption of small firms by larger ones, 
is a violation of § 7 of the Clayton Act. United States v. Von’s 
Grocery Co., p. 270.

3. Clayton Act—Mergers—Section of the country.—A violation 
of § 7 of the Act would be proved by evidence showing that com-
petition may be substantially lessened in one or more sections of 
the country, and failure to prove a relevant economic or geographic 
market is not adequate ground for dismissal. United States v. Pabst 
Brewing Co., p. 546.

4. Sherman Act—Conspiracy in restraint of trade—Automobile 
dealers.—Joint collaborative action by automobile dealers, associa-
tions and manufacturer to eliminate a class of competitors by 
terminating dealings between them and a minority of automobile 
dealers and to deprive franchised dealers of their freedom to deal 
through discounters if they so choose, constitutes a classic conspiracy 
in restraint of trade. United States v. General Motors, p. 127.

5. Sherman Act—Geographic market—National market.—While 
the main activities of an individual central station protective service 
may be local, the business of providing such service is operated on 
a national level, with national planning and agreements covering 
activities in many States, and the District Court properly found 
that the geographic market is national. United States v. Grinnell 
Corp., p. 563.

6. Sherman Act—Monopoly—Market share.—Existence of monop-
oly power may be inferred from the predominant share of the 
market, and where defendant company and its affiliates have 87% 
of the accredited central station protective service business there is 
no doubt they have monopoly power. United States v. Grinnell 
Corp., p. 563.

7. Sherman Act—Monopoly—Relief.—Adequate relief in a monop-
olization case should terminate the combination and eliminate the 
illegal conduct, and render impotent the monopoly power found to 
be in violation of the Act. United States v. Grinnell Corp., p. 563. 

APPEALS. See Constitutional Law, II, 2; III; VI, 1; Federal
Rules of Criminal Procedure; Jurisdiction, 1-2.
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APPORTIONMENT. See Constitutional Law, II, 1; Voters.

ARBITRATION. See Labor; Transportation.

ARIZONA. See Constitutional Law, I, 1; V; VIII, 3; Criminal 
Law, 3.

ARRANGEMENTS WITH CREDITORS. See Bankruptcy Act; 
Taxes, 3-4.

ATTORNEYS. See Constitutional Law, I, 1; VII; VIII, 2-3; IX;
Criminal Law, 3.

ATTORNEY’S FEES. See Federal-State Relations, 1; Taxes, 1.

AUTOMOBILE DEALERS. See Antitrust Acts, 4.

AUTOMOBILES. See Constitutional Law, VII; VIII, 2.

BANKRUPTCY ACT. See also Taxes, 3-4.
Trustee in bankruptcy—Liability for interest on unpaid taxes— 

Liability for penalties for failure to file tax returns.—Where taxes 
were incurred by debtor in possession during proceeding under 
Chapter XI of the Bankruptcy Act, trustee who was appointed 
after bankruptcy petition filed is not liable for interest on taxes 
incurred prior to but due subsequent to his appointment, but is 
liable for penalties for failure to file the required tax returns. 
Nicholas v. United States, p. 678.

BEER. See Antitrust Acts, 1, 3.

BLOOD SAMPLES. See Constitutional Law, VII; VIII, 2.

BOARD OF CONTRACT APPEALS. See Government Con-
tracts, 1-3.

BREACH OF CONTRACT. See Government Contracts, 1, 3.

BREACH OF PEACE. See Constitutional Law, I, 3; Criminal 
Libel.

BREEDING LIVESTOCK. See Taxes, 2.

BREWERS. See Antitrust Acts, 1, 3.

BURGLAR ALARMS. See Antitrust Acts, 5-7.

CALIFORNIA. See Constitutional Law, VII; VIII, 2; Criminal
Law, 3.

CAPITAL GAINS. See Taxes. 2.

CENTRAL STATION PROTECTIVE SERVICE. See Antitrust 
Acts, 5-7.

CERTIORARI. See Procedure, 2.
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CIVIL CONTEMPT. See also Contempt, 2.
Refusal to testify before grand jury—Sentences—Discharge of 

grand jury.—Though courts have power through civil contempt to 
enforce compliance with lawful orders, justification for imprison-
ment for such contempt depends upon contemnor’s ability to comply 
with court order, and where grand jury has been finally discharged, 
the witness can no longer be confined since he cannot then purge 
himself of contempt. Shillitani v. United States, p. 364.
CIVIL RIGHTS. See Federal-State Relations, 2; Removal, 1-3. 
CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964. See Jurisdiction, 4; Removal, 1. 
CLAYTON ACT. See Antitrust Acts, 1-3; Federal Trade Com-

mission, 1-2; Jurisdiction, 3.
COERCION. See Constitutional Law, VII; VIII, 2-4; Criminal 

Law, 2-4.
COLLATERAL ATTACK. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 1; 

Criminal Law, 2.

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS. See Labor; 
Transportation.

COMMERCE. See Antitrust Acts, 1-3; Constitutional Law, I, 4; 
X-XI.

COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVENUE. See Taxes, 2.
COMMON CARRIERS. See also Labor; Transportation.

Embezzlement by employees—Individual proprietorships as 
“firms.”—The provisions of 18 U. S. C. § 660 prohibiting embezzle-
ments by employees of ‘'any firm, association, or corporation engaged 
in commerce as a common carrier,” held to apply to employees of 
individual proprietorships in view of legislative history, the broad 
meaning of the term “firm,” and lack of reason to exclude from its 
protection the large number of common carriers operated as indi-
vidual proprietorships. United States v. Cook, p. 257.
COMMUNISM. See Contempt, 1.

COMMUNIST PARTY. See Constitutional Law, V; Criminal 
Law, 1; Grand Juries; Procedure, 1.

COMPETENCE TO STAND TRIAL. See also Constitutional 
Law, I, 1.

Waiver of counsel—Re-examination—Due process.—Question 
whether a hearing on accused’s competence to stand trial was suffi-
cient to determine his competence to waive his right to assistance 
of counsel, or whether trial judge had a further protecting duty, 
should be re-examined in light of Pate v. Robinson, 383 U. S. 375. 
Westbrook v. Arizona, p. 150.
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COMPETITION. See Antitrust Acts, 1-7; Federal Trade Com-
mission, 1-2; Jurisdiction, 3; Public Utility Holding Company 
Act of 1935.

CONCENTRATION OF MARKET. See Antitrust Acts, 1-3, 5-7.

CONFESSIONS. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 1-4; Criminal 
Law, 2-4.

CONFRONTATION. See Constitutional Law, IX, 1.

CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES. See Contempt, 1.

CONSENT. See Constitutional Law, VII; VIII, 2; IX, 1.

CONSPIRACY. See Antitrust Acts, 4; Criminal Law, 1; Grand
Juries; Procedure, 1.

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. See also Competence to Stand Trial; 
Contempt, 3; Criminal Law, 2-4; Criminal Libel; Federal- 
State Relations, 2; Jurisdiction, 1-2; Removal, 2-3; Voters; 
Voting.

I. Due Process.
1. Competence to stand trial—Waiver of counsel.—Question 

whether a hearing on accused’s competence to stand trial was suffi-
cient to determine his competence to waive his right to assistance of 
counsel, or whether trial judge had a further protecting duty, should 
be re-examined in light of Pate v. Robinson, 383 U. S. 375. West-
brook v. Arizona, p. 150.

2. Fair trial—Massive publicity.—Massive, pervasive, prejudicial 
publicity attending petitioner’s prosecution on murder charge pre-
vented him from receiving a fair trial consistent with the Due 
Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. Sheppard v. Max-
well, p. 333.

3. Overly broad construction of state law—Limiting construction 
on appeal.—Where an accused is convicted under a broad construc-
tion of a state law which would make it unconstitutional, the con-
viction cannot be sustained on appeal by a limiting construction 
which eliminates the unconstitutional features of the law. Ashton 
v. Kentucky, p. 195.

4. State liquor legislation—Maximum prices.—Imposition of state 
maximum liquor price legislation to deal with previous resale price 
maintenance system under which distillers had exclusive price-fixing 
powers did not constitute an abuse of legislative discretion in viola-
tion of the Due Process Clause. Seagram & Sons v. Hostetter, p. 35. 
II. Equal Protection of the Laws.

1. Apportionment of state legislature—Multi-member districts— 
Population basis.—The Equal Protection Clause does not require 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued.
that at least one house of a bicameral legislature consist of single-
member districts, nor does it require, as a population basis, the 
use of total population figures derived from the federal census as 
the only standard to measure substantial population equivalency. 
Burns v. Richardson, p. 73.

2. Repayment of cost of trial transcript—Withholding of prisoner’s 
pay.—State statute requiring an unsuccessful appellant to repay, 
cost of transcript used in preparing his appeal which applies only 
to one incarcerated but not to others constitutes invidious discrim-
ination in violation of the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment. Rinaldi v. Yeager, p. 305.

3. Voting Rights Act of 1965—English literacy requirement.— 
Section 4 (e) of the Act, which prohibits disfranchisement for inabil-
ity to read or write English of anyone who completed the sixth 
grade in accredited Puerto Rican schools, 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). Katzen-
bach v. Morgan, p. 641.

III. Fifth Amendment.
Self-incrimination—Dismissal of indictment—Evidence.—The in-

dictment should not have been dismissed because even if the Gov-
ernment had acquired incriminating evidence in violation of 
appellee’s Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination, ap-
pellee would at most be entitled to suppress the evidence and its 
fruits if they were sought to be used against him at trial. United 
States v. Blue, p. 251.

IV. Fourteenth Amendment.
Appropriate legislation—Section 5.—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 
the nature of legislation to secure the Amendment’s guarantees. 
Katzenbach v. Morgan, p. 641.

V. Freedom of Association.
Loyalty oaths—State employees—Subversive organizations.—The 

Arizona loyalty oath statute is not confined to those who join a 
subversive organization with the specific intent to further its illegal 
aims, and because it is not “narrowly drawn to define and punish 
specific conduct as constituting a clear and present danger” it un-
necessarily infringes on freedom of political association. Elfbrandt 
v. Russell, p. 11.
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW-Continued.
VI. Freedom of the Press.

1. Alabama Corrupt Practices Act—Editorial on election day.— 
State statute making it a crime for a newspaper editor to publish 
an editorial on election day urging people to vote in a particular 
way flagrantly violates the First Amendment, a major purpose of 
which was to protect free discussion of governmental affairs. Mills 
v. Alabama, p. 214.

2. Fair trial—Massive publicity.—Though freedom of discussion 
should be given the widest range compatible with fair and orderly 
administration of justice, it must not be allowed to divert a trial 
from its purpose of adjudicating controversies according to legal 
procedures based on evidence received only in open court. Sheppard 
v. Maxwell, p. 333.

VII. Searches and Seizures.
Arrest for drunken driving—Taking of blood sample.—Under the 

facts of this case, taking of blood sample over objection of petitioner 
who was arrested for drunken driving did not violate his right to 
be free of unreasonable searches and seizures. Schmerber v. Cali-
fornia, p. 757.

VIII. Self-incrimination.
1. Confessions—Retroactivity of admissibility.—Neither Escobedo 

v. Illinois, 378 U. S. 478, nor Miranda v. Arizona, ante, p. 436, which 
set down guidelines for the admissibility of confessions, is to be 
applied retroactively. Johnson v. New Jersey, p. 719.

2. Drunken driving—Taking blood sample over objection.—The 
privilege against self-incrimination is not available to the petitioner 
who, accused of drunken driving, had blood sample taken over his 
objection, as there is no shadow of compulsion to testify against 
himself, or otherwise provide evidence of a testimonial or communi-
cative nature. Schmerber v. California, p. 757.

3. In-custody interrogation—Procedural safeguards.—In the ab-
sence of other effective measures, the following procedures to safe-
guard the privilege against self-incrimination must be observed: a 
person in custody must be advised, prior to interrogation, that he 
has the right to remain silent, and that anything he says will be 
used against him in court, that he has the right to consult with a 
lawyer and to have the lawyer with him during questioning, and 
that, if he is indigent, a lawyer will be appointed to represent him. 
Miranda v. Arizona, p. 436.

4. Voluntariness of confessions—Admissibility.—Petitioner’s con-
fessions after 16 days of detention and interrogation were the in vol-
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued.
untary end product of coercive influences and thus constitutionally 
inadmissible in evidence. Davis v. North Carolina, p. 737.

IX. Sixth Amendment.
1. Confrontation and cross-examination—Waiver by counsel.— 

Petitioner’s constitutional right to plead not guilty and to have a 
trial where he could confront and cross-examine adversary witnesses 
could not be waived by his counsel, by agreeing to Ohio “prima facie” 
trial, without petitioner’s consent. Brookhart v. Janis, p. 1.

2. Right to counsel—Objection to blood sample.—Petitioner’s 
limited claim that he was denied right to counsel by virtue of with-
drawal of blood over his objection on counsel’s advice is rejected, 
since he acquired no right merely because counsel advised that he 
could assert one. Schmerber v. California, p. 757.
X. Supremacy Clause.

Assembling liquor price information—Robinson-Patman Act.—Bare 
compilation of price information on liquor sales does not of itself 
violate the Supremacy Clause by conflicting with the Sherman Act 
or the Robinson-Patman Act. Seagram & Sons v. Hostetter, p. 35.
XI. Twenty-first Amendment.

State liquor regulation—Liquor prices.—The Twenty-first Amend-
ment affords wide latitude to the States in the area of liquor con-
trol, and New York’s requirement that liquor prices to domestic 
wholesalers and retailers be as low as prices offered elsewhere is not 
unconstitutional. Seagram & Sons v. Hostetter, p. 35.
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS. See Government Contracts, 1-3.
CONTEMPT. See also Civil Contempt.

1. Contempt of Congress—Refusal to testify—Subject of inquiry.— 
Specific, properly authorized subject of inquiry is essential element 
of offense of contempt of Congress under 2 U. S. C. § 192, and if 
contempt occurs before a subcommittee, line of authority from the 
House to the Committee and then to the subcommittee must plainly 
appear in terms of a delegation with respect to a particular, specific 
subject matter. Gojack v. United States, p. 702.

2. Refusal to testify before grand jury—Sentence of two years 
or release if questions answered—Civil contempt.—Where petitioners 
who refused to testify before grand jury under immunity were sen-
tenced to two years with earlier release provided for if questions 
were answered, the character of the actions and their purpose to 
obtain answers for the grand jury rendered the proceedings ones for 
civil contempt, for which indictment and jury trial are not consti-
tutionally required. Shillitani v. United States, p. 364.
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CONTEMPT—Continued.
3. Violation of court order—Sentence—Jury trial.—Petitioner’s 

six months’ sentence for contempt for violating Court of Appeals’ 
order, despite his demand for jury trial, is affirmed. Cheff v. 
Schnackenberg, p. 373.

CONTRACTS. See Government Contracts, 1-3.

CORPORATIONS. See Admiralty, 1; Venue.

COSTS. See Constitutional Law, II, 2; Federal-State Relations, 
1; Taxes, 1.

COUNSEL. See Competence to Stand Trial; Constitutional Law, 
I, 1; VIII, 2; IX; Criminal Law, 3; Procedure, 2.

COURT OF CLAIMS. See Admiralty, 2; Government Contracts, 
1-3; Government Employees.

COURTS. See Constitutional Law, I, 2; VI, 2; Jurisdiction, 4; 
Removal, 1.

COURTS OF APPEALS. See Federal Trade Commission, 1; 
Jurisdiction, 3.

CREDITORS. See Bankruptcy Act; Taxes, 3-4.

CRIMINAL CONTEMPT. See Contempt, 3.

CRIMINAL LAW. See also Civil Contempt; Common Carriers; 
Competence to Stand Trial; Constitutional Law, I, 1-3; II, 
2; III; VI, 1-2; VII; VIII, 1-4; IX; Contempt, 1-3; Fed-
eral Rules of Criminal Procedure; Federal-State Relations, 
2; Grand Juries; Jurisdiction, 1-2, 4; Navigable Waters; 
Obscenity; Procedure, 1-2; Removal, 1-3.

1. Indictment—Conspiracy to defraud the United States—Non-
Communist affidavits.—Indictment which charged concert of action 
and specified the culpable role of each petitioner in the filing 
of false non-Communist affidavits under § 9 (h) of the National 
Labor Relations Act, as amended, properly charged a conspiracy to 
defraud the United States under 18 U. S. C. §371. Dennis v. 
United States, p. 855.

2. Self-incrimination — Confessions — Retroactivity of admissi-
bility.—Neither Escobedo v. Illinois, 378 U. S. 478, nor Miranda v. 
Arizona, ante, p. 436, which set down guidelines for the admissibility 
of confessions, is to be applied retroactively. Johnson v. New Jersey, 
p. 719.

3. Self-incrimination—In-custody interrogation—Procedural safe-
guards.—Prosecution may not use statements stemming from ques-
tioning initiated by law enforcement officers after person has been 
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CRIMINAL LAW—Continued.
taken into custody unless it demonstrates use of procedural safe-
guards effective to secure the privilege against self-incrimination, 
Miranda v. Arizona, p. 436.

4. Self-incriminatio?i — Voluntariness of confessions — Admissi-
bility.—Petitioner’s confessions after 16 days of detention and inter-
rogation were the involuntary end product of coercive influences 
and thus constitutionally inadmissible in evidence. Davis v. North 
Carolina, p. 737.

CRIMINAL LIBEL. See also Constitutional Law, I, 3.
Vague standard — Audience reaction—Unconstitutionality. — Be-

cause the offense of criminal libel was defined at trial as publication 
of a writing calculated to disturb the peace, petitioner was judged 
by an unconstitutionally vague standard which required calculations 
as to the reaction of the audience to which the publication was 
addressed. Ashton v. Kentucky, p. 195.

CROSS-EXAMINATION. See Constitutional Law, IX, 1; Crim-
inal Law, 1; Grand Juries; Procedure, 1.

DEBTOR AND CREDITOR. See Bankruptcy Act; Taxes, 3-4.

DEBTOR IN POSSESSION. See Bankruptcy Act; Taxes, 3-4.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. See Obscenity.

DISCOUNT HOUSES. See Antitrust Acts, 4.

DISCRIMINATION. See Federal-State Relations, 2; Jurisdic-
tion, 4; Removal, 1-3.

DISPUTES CLAUSE. See Government Contracts, 1-3.

DISTILLED LIQUORS. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; X-XI.

DIVESTITURE. See Antitrust Acts, 2, 5-7; Federal Trade
Commission, 1; Jurisdiction, 3; Public Utility Holding Com-
pany Act of 1935.

DRUNKEN DRIVING. See Constitutional Law, VII; VIII, 2;
IX, 2.

DUE PROCESS. See Competence to Stand Trial; Constitutional 
Law, I; Criminal Libel; Jurisdiction, 4; Removal, 1.

ECONOMIC MARKET. See Antitrust Acts, 1, 3.

EDITORIAL COMMENT. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1.

ELECTIONS. See Constitutional Law, II, 1, 3; Voters; Voting.
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ELECTRIC UTILITY SYSTEM. See Public Utility Holding 
Company Act of 1935.

EMBEZZLEMENT. See Common Carriers.

EMPLOYEES. See Common Carriers.

EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEE. See Admiralty, 1-2; Labor;
Transportation; Venue.

ENGLISH LANGUAGE. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; IV; 
Voting.

EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS. See Constitutional 
Law, II; Voters; Voting.

EVIDENCE. See Constitutional Law, III; VIII; Criminal Law, 
2-4.

FAIR TRIAL. See Constitutional Law, I, 2; VI, 2.

FEDERAL OBSCENITY STATUTE. See Obscenity.

FEDERAL OFFICERS. See Federal-State Relations, 2; Re-
moval, 2-3.

FEDERAL RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE. See also 
Civil Contempt; Contempt, 2.

Rule 37 (a) (#)—Appeals—Motion for new trial.—The time within 
which to take an appeal under Rule 37 (a)(2) is enlarged by a 
motion for a new trial which is filed within the 10-day period 
provided therein albeit not timely under Rule 33. Collier v. United 
States, p. 59.

FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS. See also Constitutional Law, 
II, 3; IV; Jurisdiction, 4; Mineral Leasing Act of 1920; 
Removal, 1-3; Taxes, 1; Voting.

1. Federal tax lien—Priorities—Mortgage foreclosure proceeding.— 
To allow the priority of federal tax liens to be determined by the 
various rules of the different States in mortgage foreclosure proceed-
ings would contravene the policy of uniformity in the federal tax 
laws. United States v. Equitable Life, p. 323.

2. Removal under 28 U. S. C. ^1^3(1)—Administration of 
criminal law.—Section 1443 (1) does not work a wholesale disloca-
tion of the historic relationship between the state and federal courts 
in the administration of the criminal law, as the line of decisions 
from Strauder v. West Virginia, 100 U. S. 303, to Kentucky v. 
Powers, 201 U. S. 1, makes clear. Greenwood v. Peacock, p. 808. 

FEDERAL TAX LIENS. See Federal-State Relations, 1; Taxes, 1.
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FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION. See also Contempt, 3; Juris-
diction, 3.

1. Clayton Act—Merger agreement—All Writs Act.—It would 
stultify Congress’ purpose in entrusting FTC with Clayton Act 
enforcement and granting it power to order divestiture if the FTC 
did not have power to ask courts of appeals to exercise their au-
thority under the All Writs Act to grant preliminary injunctions 
to prevent consummation of merger agreements. FTC v. Dean 
Foods Co., p. 597.

2. Unfair competition—Franchise stores program—Authority of 
the FTC.—FTC acted within its authority in declaring shoe manu-
facturer’s franchise stores program an unfair trade practice, as it 
has power to arrest restraints of trade in their incipiency without 
proof that they are outright violations of antitrust provisions. 
FTC v. Brown Shoe Co., p. 316.

FIFTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, III; VIII;
Criminal Law, 2-4.

FINAL JUDGMENTS. See Jurisdiction, 2.

FIRE ALARMS. See Antitrust Acts, 5-7.

FIRMS. See Common Carriers.

FIRST AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, V-VI; Crim-
inal Libel; Federal-State Relations, 2; Jurisdiction, 2, 4; 
Removal, 1-3.

FORECLOSURES. See Federal-State Relations, 1; Taxes, 1.

FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. See Competence to Stand Trial;
Constitutional Law, I—II; IV-V; VIII; Criminal Law, 2-4;
Criminal Libel; Federal-State Relations, 2; Jurisdiction, 2, 4; 
Removal, 1-3; Voters; Voting.

FOURTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, VII; VIII, 
2; IX, 2.

FRANCHISED DEALERS. See Antitrust Acts, 4.
FRANCHISE STORES. See Federal Trade Commission, 2.
FREEDOM OF ASSOCIATION. See Constitutional Law, V.
FREEDOM OF THE PRESS. See Constitutional Law, VI.
GASOLINE. See Navigable Waters.

GAS UTILITY SYSTEM. See Public Utility Holding Company
Act of 1935.

GEOGRAPHIC MARKET. See Antitrust Acts, 1, 3, 5-7.
GEORGIA. See Jurisdiction, 4; Removal, 1.
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GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS.
1. Board of Contract Appeals—Contractor’s claims—Findings of 

fact.—Although the Board of Contract Appeals here lacked author-
ity to consider claims for delay damages, it did have authority to 
consider requests for time extensions under specific contract pro-
visions, and these requests called for findings of fact which, if they 
meet Wunderlich Act standards, are conclusive on the parties under 
the contract terms and in court for breach of contract. United 
States v. Utah Constr. Co., p. 394.

2. Court of Claims—Board of Contract Appeals—Consideration 
of the merits.—Where Court of Claims held that contractor’s appeal 
to the Board of Contract Appeals was timely and that the Board 
erred in holding otherwise and not considering the merits, it should 
have returned the dispute to the Board in accordance with the 
contractual agreement of the parties and not remanded it to its 
trial commissioner. United States v. Grace & Sons, p. 424.

3. Disputes clause—Breach of contract claims.—Government con-
tract “disputes clause” does not extend to breach of contract claims 
not redressable under other clauses of the contract. United States 
v. Utah Constr. Co., p. 394.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES. See also Admiralty, 2.
Wage claims by seamen on government vessels—Tucker Act.— 

As demonstrated by statutes concerning wages of other government 
employees, Congress has traditionally treated employees like peti-
tioners, who work aboard government vessels, as public servants 
rather than as seamen. Amell v. United States, p. 158.

GRAND JURIES. See also Civil Contempt; Contempt, 2; Crim-
inal Law, 1; Procedure, 1.

Examination of minutes—Prosecution witnesses—Trial testi-
mony.—Petitioners were entitled to examine the grand jury minutes 
relating to trial testimony of the prosecution witnesses and to do 
so while the witnesses were available for cross-examination. Dennis 
v. United States, p. 855.

GROCERY COMPANIES. See Antitrust Acts, 2.

HABEAS CORPUS. See Procedure, 2.

HAWAII. See Constitutional Law, II, 1; Voters.

HEARINGS. See Competence to Stand Trial; Constitutional
Law, I, 1.

HOLDING COMPANY. See Public Utility Holding Company 
Act of 1935.
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INCOME TAXES. See Constitutional Law, III; Jurisdiction, 1; 
Taxes, 2.

INDICTMENTS. See Constitutional Law, III; Contempt, 1; 
Criminal Law, 1; Grand Juries; Jurisdiction, 1; Procedure, 1.

INDIGENTS. See Constitutional Law, II, 2.

INDIVIDUAL PROPRIETORSHIPS. See Common Carriers.

INJUNCTIONS. See Federal Trade Commission, 1; Juris-
diction, 3.

INSANITY. See Competence to Stand Trial; Constitutional Law, 
I, 1; Procedure, 2.

INTEGRATED UTILITY SYSTEM. See Public Utility Holding 
Company Act of 1935.

INTEREST. See Bankruptcy Act; Taxes, 3-4.

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE. See Constitutional Law, III;
Jurisdiction, 1.

INTERROGATION. See Constitutional Law, VIII; Criminal 
Law, 2-4.

INTERSTATE COMMERCE. See Constitutional Law, I, 4;
X-XI.

INTOXICATION. See Constitutional Law, VII; VIII, 2; IX, 2.

INVESTIGATIONS. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 3; Contempt, 
1; Criminal Law, 3.

JONES ACT. See Admiralty, 1; Venue.

JUDGES. See Competence to Stand Trial; Constitutional Law,
I, 1-2; VI, 2.

JUDICIAL REVIEW. See Government Contracts, 1-3.

JURISDICTION. See also Admiralty, 1-2; Constitutional Law, 
III; Contempt, 1; Federal-State Relations, 2; Federal Trade 
Commission, 1; Government Employees; Procedure, 2; Re-
moval, 1-3; Venue.

1. Supreme Court—Motion in bar—Dismissal of indictment.— 
Appellee’s motion to dismiss the indictment for violation of his Fifth 
Amendment right against self-incrimination was a motion in bar 
since the dismissal by its own force would end the cause and excul-
pate the defendant, and the sustaining thereof by the District Court 
permits direct appeal to the Supreme Court. United States v. 
Blue, p. 251.
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JURISDICTION—Continued.
2. Supreme Court—State criminal trial—Finality of judgment.— 

The Supreme Court has jurisdiction over the appeal, notwithstand-
ing the remand for trial by the state court, as the judgment below 
was “final” under 28 U. S. C. § 1257 in view of appellant’s inevitable 
conviction in any subsequent trial. Mills v. Alabama, p. 214.

3. Courts of Appeals—Preliminary injunction—Merger agree-
ment.—Courts of Appeals have jurisdiction to issue preliminary 
injunctions at the FTC’s behest to prevent consummation of merger 
agreement upon showing that an effective remedial order would 
otherwise be virtually impossible once merger had been implemented. 
FTC v. Dean Foods Co., p. 597.

4. Removal from state to federal courts—Denial of civil rights— 
Civil Rights Act of 196^.—Removal of state court trespass prosecu-
tions can be had under 28 U. S. C. § 1443 (1) upon allegation in 
the removal petition that the prosecutions stem exclusively from 
respondents’ refusal to leave places of public accommodation covered 
by the subsequently enacted Civil Rights Act of 1964 when they 
were asked to leave for purely racial reasons. Georgia v. Rachel, 
p. 780.

JURY TRIAL. See Contempt, 3.

KENTUCKY. See Constitutional Law, I, 3; Criminal Libel.

LABOR. See also Criminal Law, 1; Transportation.
Railway Labor Act—Strike—Departure from collective bargaining 

agreement.—When all procedures under the Act for settlement of 
labor dispute were exhausted, unions were warranted in striking 
and self-help was available to the carrier; and the right of self-help 
plus the carrier’s duty to operate allow for departures from the 
collective bargaining agreement without first following the Act’s 
lengthy negotiation and mediation procedure. Railway Clerks v. 
Florida E. C. R. Co., p. 238.

LAWYERS. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 2-3; IX, 1-2; Crim-
inal Law, 2; Federal-State Relations, 1; Taxes, 1.

LEASES. See Mineral Leasing Act of 1920.

LEGISLATURES. See Constitutional Law, II, 1; Contempt, 1;
Voters.

LIBEL. See Constitutional Law, I, 3; Criminal Libel.

LIENS. See Federal-State Relations, 1; Taxes, 1.

LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. See Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure.
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LIQUORS. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; X-XI.

LITERACY. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; IV; Voting.

LIVESTOCK. See Taxes, 2.

LOS ANGELES. See Antitrust Acts, 2.

LOUISIANA. See Mineral Leasing Act of 1920.

LOYALTY OATHS. See Constitutional Law, V.

MAILS. See Obscenity.

MALAPPORTIONMENT. See Constitutional Law, II, 1; Voters.

MEDIATION. See Labor; Transportation.

MENACE TO NAVIGATION. See Navigable Waters.

MENTAL COMPETENCE. See Competence to Stand Trial;
Constitutional Law, I, 1; Procedure, 2.

MERGERS. See Antitrust Acts, 1, 3; Federal Trade Commis-
sion, 1; Jurisdiction, 3.

MILK. See Federal Trade Commission, 1; Jurisdiction, 3.

MINERAL LEASING ACT FOR ACQUIRED LANDS. See
Mineral Leasing Act of 1920.

MINERAL LEASING ACT OF 1920.
Oil and gas lease—Applicability of state law—Federal-state rela-

tions.—State law, which generally controls the dealings of private 
parties in an oil and gas lease validly issued under the Act, governs 
the controversy here, there being no threat to or conflict with any 
identifiable federal policy or interest and the state law being not 
unreasonable or inadequate. Wallis v. Pan American Pet. Corp., 
p. 63.

MISSISSIPPI. See Federal-State Relations, 2; Removal, 2-3.

MONOPOLY. See Antitrust Acts, 5-7.

MOOTNESS. See Voting.

MORTGAGES. See Federal-State Relations, 1; Taxes, 1.

MOTION IN BAR. See Jurisdiction, 1.

MOTIONS. See Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure.

MULTI-MEMBER DISTRICTS. See Constitutional Law, II, 1;
Voters.

NARCOTIC CONTROL ACT OF 1946. See Civil Contempt;
Contempt, 2.
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NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT. See Criminal Law, 1;
Grand Juries; Procedure, 1.

NAVIGABLE WATERS.
Discharge of gasoline—Refuse matter—Rivers and Harbors Act 

of 1899.—The discharge of commercially valuable gasoline into 
navigable waters is encompassed by § 13 of the Act, since petroleum 
products, whether useable or not, when so discharged constitute a 
menace to navigation and pollute rivers and harbors. United States 
v. Standard Oil Co., p. 224.

NEGROES. See Federal-State Relations, 2; Removal, 1-3.

NEW JERSEY. See Constitutional Law, II, 2; VIII, 1; Crim-
inal Law, 2; Federal-State Relations, 1; Taxes, 1.

NEWSPAPERS. See Constitutional Law, I, 2; VI, 1-2.

NEW TRIAL. See Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure.

NEW YORK. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; II, 3; IV; VIII, 3;
X-XI; Criminal Law, 3; Voting.

NON-COMMUNIST AFFIDAVITS. See Criminal Law, 1; Grand 
Juries; Procedure, 1.

NORTH CAROLINA. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 4; Crim-
inal Law, 4.

OATHS. See Constitutional Law, V.

OBSCENITY.
Federal obscenity statute—Governmental prosecutorial policy— 

Solicitor General’s motion to vacate.—Solicitor General’s motion to 
vacate granted, based on ground that federal obscenity statute viola-
tion charged against petitioners, a married couple who allegedly 
sent obscene matter through the mails in circumstances not aggra-
vated, contravened the Government’s prosecutorial policy. Redmond 
v. United States, p. 264.

OHIO. See Constitutional Law, I, 2; VI, 2; IX, 1.

OIL AND GAS LEASES. See Mineral Leasing Act of 1920.

PACKAGED MILK. See Federal Trade Commission, 1; Juris-
diction, 3.

PENALTIES. See Bankruptcy Act; Taxes, 3-4.

PETROLEUM PRODUCTS. See Navigable Waters.

PETTY OFFENSES. See Contempt, 3.

PLEADINGS. See Constitutional Law, IX, 1.
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POLICE INTERROGATION. See Constitutional Law, VIII;
Criminal Law, 2-4.

POLITICAL ASSOCIATION. See Constitutional Law, V.

POLLUTION. See Navigable Waters.

PRICE COMPETITION. See Antitrust Acts, 4.

PRICES. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; X-XI.

“PRIMA FACIE” TRIAL. See Constitutional Law, IX, 1.

PRIORITIES. See Federal-State Relations, 1; Taxes, 1.

PRISONERS. See Constitutional Law, II, 2.

PRIVILEGE. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 3; Criminal Law, 3.

PROCEDURE. See also Admiralty, 1; Civil Contempt; Compe-
tence to Stand Trial; Constitutional Law, 1, 1-2; II, 2; III;
VI, 2; IX, 1; Contempt, 2; Criminal Law, 1-4; Federal Rules 
of Criminal Procedure; Federal-State Relations, 2; Govern-
ment Contracts, 1-3; Grand Juries; Jurisdiction, 1, 4;
Obscenity; Removal, 1-3; Venue.

1. Challenge to statute—Circumvention of the law.—Claim of 
unconstitutionality of statute will not be heard at the behest of 
petitioners who have been indicted for conspiracy by means of false-
hood and deceit to circumvent the law which they seek to challenge. 
Dennis v. United States, p. 855.

2. Supreme Court — Mental competence of petitioner—With-
drawal of certiorari petition.—Where Supreme Court was advised 
by petitioner’s counsel that evidence cast doubt upon the mental 
competence of his client who ordered him to withdraw his cer-
tiorari petition, the Court, in aid of its certiorari jurisdiction, in-
structed the District Court to judicially determine petitioner's 
competence and report the findings to it. Rees v. Peyton, p. 312.

PROPERTY PROTECTION. See Antitrust Acts, 5-7.

PROSECUTION WITNESSES. See Criminal Law, 1; Grand
Juries; Procedure, 1.

PROSECUTORIAL POLICY. See Obscenity.

PROTECTIVE SERVICES. See Antitrust Acts, 5-7.

PSYCHIATRIC EXAMINATIONS. See Procedure, 2.

PUBLIC DOMAIN. See Mineral Leasing Act of 1920.

PUBLICITY. See Constitutional Law, I, 2; VI, 2.
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PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1935.
Integrated utility system—Loss of substantial economies—Dives-

titure.—The SEC was warranted in ruling that the Act prohibits a 
public utility holding company from retaining an integrated gas 
utility system in addition to its integrated electric system unless 
the gas system could not be soundly and economically operated 
independently of the principal system. SEC v. New England Elec-
tric, p. 176.

PUERTO RICO. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; IV; Voting.

QUALIFICATIONS TO VOTE. See Constitutional Law, II, 3;
IV; Voting.

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION. See Federal-State Relations, 2; 
Jurisdiction, 4; Removal, 1-3.

RAILROADS. See Labor; Transportation.

RAILWAY LABOR ACT. See Labor; Transportation.

RANCHES. See Taxes, 2.

REAPPORTIONMENT. See Constitutional Law, II, 1; Voters.

REFUSE MATTER. See Navigable Waters.

REGISTERED VOTERS. See Constitutional Law, II, 1; Voters.

REGISTRATION. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; IV; Voting.

REGULATORY PROCEDURE. See Constitutional Law, I, 4;
X-XI.

“RELATED PERSONS.” See Constitutional Law, I, 4; X-XI.
RELIEF. See Antitrust Acts, 5-7.

REMOVAL. See also Federal-State Relations, 2; Jurisdiction, 4.
1. Removal to federal courts—Denial of civil rights—Civil Rights 

Act of 1964-—Removal of state court trespass prosecutions can be 
had under 28 U. S. C. § 1443 (1) upon allegation in the removal 
petition that the prosecutions stem exclusively from respondents’ 
refusal to leave places of public accommodation covered by the 
subsequently enacted Civil Rights Act of 1964 when they were asked 
to leave for purely racial reasons. Georgia v. Rachel, p. 780.

2. Removal under 28 U. S. C. § 1^3 (1)—Denial of federal rights.— 
Section 1443 (1) permits removal only in the rare situation where 
it can be clearly predicted by reason of the operation of a pervasive 
and explicit law that federal rights will inevitably be denied by the 
very act of bringing the defendant to trial in the state court. 
Greenwood v. Peacock, p. 808.
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REMOVAL—Continued.
3. Removal under 28 U. S. C. § 1443 (#)—Applicability to federal 

officers.—Individual petitioners had no removal right under § 1443 (2) 
since that provision applies only in the case of federal officers and 
persons assisting such officers in performing their duties under a 
federal law providing for equal civil rights. Greenwood v. Peacock, 
p. 808.

RESTRAINT OF TRADE. See Antitrust Acts, 4; Federal Trade
Commission, 2.

RETAILERS. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; X-XI.

RETAIL GROCERIES. See Antitrust Acts, 2.

RETROACTIVITY. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 1; Criminal 
Law, 2.

RIGHT TO COUNSEL. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 3; Crim-
inal Law, 3.

RIVERS AND HARBORS ACT OF 1899. See Navigable Waters.

ROBINSON-PATMAN ACT. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; X-XI.

RULES. See Civil Contempt; Contempt, 2; Federal Rules of 
Criminal Procedure.

SALES. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; X-XI; Taxes, 2.

SEAMEN. See Admiralty, 1-2; Government Employees; Venue.

SEARCHES AND SEIZURES. See Constitutional Law, VII.

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. See Mineral Leasing Act 
of 1920.

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION. See Public 
Utility Holding Company Act of 1935.

SELF-HELP. See Labor; Transportation.

SELF-INCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, III; VIII;
Criminal Law, 2-4; Jurisdiction, 1.

SENTENCES. See Civil Contempt; Contempt, 2-3.

SHERMAN ACT. See Antitrust Acts, 4—7; Constitutional Law,
I, 4; X-XI; Federal Trade Commission, 2.

SHOES. See Federal Trade Commission, 2.

SINGLE-MEMBER DISTRICTS. See Constitutional Law, II, 1;
Voters.

“SIT-IN” DEMONSTRATIONS. See Jurisdiction, 4; Removal, 1.



INDEX. 1051

SIXTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, IX; Contempt, 
3; Criminal Law, 3.

SOLICITOR GENERAL. See Obscenity.

STATE EMPLOYEES. See Constitutional Law, V.

STATE LEGISLATURES. See Constitutional Law, II, 1; Voters.

STATE REGULATIONS. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; X-XI.

STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. See Admiralty, 2; Government
Employees.

STRIKES. See Labor; Transportation.

SUBCOMMITTEES. See Contempt, 1.

SUBVERSIVE ORGANIZATIONS. See Constitutional Law, V.

SUITS IN ADMIRALTY ACT. See Admiralty, 2; Government 
Employees.

SUPREMACY CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; IV; X;
Voting.

SUPREME COURT.
1. Amendments to Rules of Civil Procedure, effective July 1, 1966, 

see 383 U. S. 1039.
2. Amendments to Rules of Criminal Procedure, effective July 1, 

1966, see 383 U. S. 1095.
3. Proceedings in memory of Mr. Justice Minton, p. v.

TAXES. See also Bankruptcy Act; Constitutional Law, III;
Federal-State Relations, 1; Jurisdiction, !.•

1. Federal tax liens—Priorities—Attorney’s fee in foreclosure 
proceeding.—Federal tax lien recorded before the mortgagor’s default 
has priority over a mortgagee’s claim for an attorney’s fee in the 
subsequent foreclosure proceeding. United States v. Equitable Life, 
p. 323.

2. Ranching operations—Sale of breeding livestock—Accounting 
methods.—Taxpayers employing an accrual method of accounting 
for their overall ranching operation may not apply the cash method 
of accounting to sales of breeding livestock. United States v. Catto, 
p. 102.

3. Trustee in bankruptcy—Liability for interest on unpaid taxes.— 
Where taxes were incurred by debtor in possession during proceeding 
under Chapter XI of the Bankruptcy Act, trustee who was ap-
pointed after bankruptcy petition was filed is not liable for interest 
on taxes incurred prior to but due subsequent to his appointment. 
Nicholas v. United States, p. 678.
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TAXES—Continued.
4. Trustee in bankruptcy—Liability for penalties for failure to 

file tax returns.—Trustee in bankruptcy, as representative of bank-
rupt estate and successor in interest to debtor in possession, was 
obligated to file tax returns, even though taxes were incurred by 
debtor during arrangement proceeding, and is liable for penalties 
for failure to file. Nicholas v. United States, p. 678.

TAX RETURNS. See Bankruptcy Act; Taxes, 3-4.

TEACHERS. See Constitutional Law, V.

TERRITORIES. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; IV; Voting.

TESTIMONY. See Criminal Law, 1; Grand Juries; Procedure, 1.

TIMELINESS. See Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure.

TRANSCRIPTS. See Constitutional Law, II, 2.

TRANSPORTATION. See also Common Carriers; Labor.
Strike by railroad employees—Maintenance of service.—A rail-

road, though not under an absolute duty to operate, must make 
reasonable efforts to maintain public service even during a strike. 
Railway Clerks v. Florida E. C. R. Co., p. 238.

TREASURY REGULATIONS. See Taxes, 2.

TRESPASS. See Jurisdiction, 4; Removal, 1.

TRIAL. See Competence to Stand Trial; Constitutional Law,
I, 1-2; VI, 2; Contempt, 3.

TRIAL TESTIMONY. See Criminal Law, 1; Grand Juries; Pro-
cedure, 1.

TRUSTEE IN BANKRUPTCY. See Bankruptcy Act; Taxes, 3-4.

TUCKER ACT. See Admiralty, 2; Government Employees.

TWENTY-FIRST AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, XI. 

UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES COMMITTEE. See Contempt, 1. 

UNCONSTITUTIONALITY OF STATUTE. See Criminal Law,
1; Grand Juries; Procedure, 1.

UNFAIR COMPETITION. See Federal Trade Commission, 2.

UNIONS. See Criminal Law, 1; Labor; Transportation.

VAGUENESS. See Constitutional Law, I, 3; V; Criminal Libel.

VENUE. See also Admiralty, 1.
Jones Act suits—Corporate employer.—Provision fixing venue of 

actions under Jones Act in district where employer resides or his
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VENUE—Continued.
principal office is located is expanded by general venue statute so 
that a corporation, in absence of contrary statutory restriction, may 
be sued in district where it does business. Pure Oil Co. v. Suarez, 
p. 202.

VOLUNTARINESS. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 3-4; Crim-
inal Law, 2-4.

VOTERS. See also Constitutional Law, II, 1.
Substantial population equivalency—Registered voters—State citi-

zen population.—Use of a registered voter basis for reapportion-
ment of Hawaii’s senate is acceptable for an interim apportionment 
plan in view of District Court’s conclusion that its use substantially 
approximated that which would have occured if state citizen popu-
lation had been the guide. Burns v. Richardson, p. 73.

VOTING. See also Constitutional Law, II, 3; IV.
Registration to vote—English literacy requirement—Voting Rights 

Act of 1965.—Even if §4 (e) of the Act did not specifically cover 
appellant, New York courts should determine whether the State’s 
English literacy requirement remains valid in light of that enact-
ment. Cardona v. Power, p. 672.

VOTING RIGHTS ACT OF 1965. See Constitutional Law, II, 
3; IV; Voting.

WAGE CLAIMS. See Admiralty, 2; Government Employees.

WAIVER. See Competence to Stand Trial; Constitutional Law,
I, 1; VIII, 3; Criminal Law, 3.

WHOLESALERS. See Constitutional Law, I, 4; X-XI.

WISCONSIN. See Antitrust Acts, 1, 3.

WITNESSES. See Civil Contempt; Constitutional Law, IX, 1;
Contempt, 1-2; Criminal Law, 1; Grand Juries; Procedure, 1.

WORDS.
1. '‘Any firm.”—18 U. S. C. § 660. United States v. Cook, p. 257.
2. “Refuse matter.”—§ 13, Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, 

33 U. S. C. § 407. United States v. Standard Oil Co., p. 224.
3. “Without loss of substantial economies.”—§ 11 (b)(1)(A), Pub-

lic Utility Holding Company Act of 1935, 15 U. S. C. § 79k (b) 
(1)(A). SEC v. New England Electric, p. 176.

WUNDERLICH ACT. See Government Contracts, 1, 3.
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