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Hr. Justlioe
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Owen J. Hoberts,

Hugo Lafayetts Alack,
Atanley Forman Reed,
Felix Frankfurter,
»illiem Q. !ouglas,
James rencis Byrnes,
Hebart N, Jackson.
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APPEARANCER
On bDehalf of Petitinoners:
Colonel Cassius M. Dowell, U. 3. Army,
Colonel Xenneth C. Royall, Armies of the
Uniced States.
Co behalf of the Rospondent :
Bonorable Fransie Biddle, The httorney Oeneral
of the United itates,
Major Oensral Myron C. Cramer, U. B, hey
The Judge Advocate General,
Attorneys for the Respondent.

Osoar cox,
Assistans Solioisor General,

Colonel Arwin M. Treusah, 7. 8. A.,

Coergs Thomas Weshington,
fobert S. Steveas,

Nyres S. MoDougsl,
Lloyd R. cutler,
0f Counsel.

PROCREDINGS
The Chief Justice. My. Attorney Ueneral, you may procesd.

ARGUMENT OX BREALF OF THE RUSPONDENT (Resumed)
THHE A?:gkm ORNERAL

The Attorney Oeneral. lay 1t pleass the Court: I desire
te point cut one olight serrection in =y brief. On page 53
of my brief, in the second paragraph froa the end, the figure
"8" should eome out. In the sentence begimning

"Under Artioles of War 8, 15 and 38"
the "8" should come out; 1t is an insorrect reference.

In answer %0 a question by Mr. Justice Roberts with
Fospeot to the Weseels aase, T fing shat that case came up
fros the dissries cours to she Suprems Court and was dismissed

¥y etipulacion of the Suprome Cours, snd the sours delow,
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Nanton sisting in the dissriot Sours, sensidered it solely en
the petition and a1d nog &% into the evidense, stating thas
the sole 1nquiry was the Jurisdtesion ofr e ssurs.

1 should 1ike te state a fov additional fasts, still 1
sonnection with tha Oeverament's slaim Shat theme Petiticners
have 2o righs, as enemies of Shis ceuntry, g file a petitiea.
I think 1% should e remsmbered that net only were they ia-
vaders; they were all bern ia Germany; they all Aved for a
certain numder of years in She United States; end they ald
went baok, Spparently for permanent reosidenee in Oermany,
3cmetime befere war was declared. I shink the latess arrival
in Germany was the petisioner Eaups, who arrivesd e the day of
Pearl Harner.

I thiak 1s alee should e renenbered--and 1 aa not soriain
te what extens I have brought tils sut~-thag Shese man were
directed, in the sabetags sehesl whieh Shoy asteaded, %o ehange
their milisary uniferms, shich were the fatigue uniferms of
the Uermen marines and whish they were ca the sutmarine, afser
they had landed, so thas if during the iavsefon Shay were
faced by troops neting in defanse, they sould be taken as
Prisoners ef war. The murpess of the prisoners, lhoro'ron.
in landing in theip fasigue uniforms and in sending baek
their fat!gue uniforms--is ene sase they were burtied; ia the
other case they were sens bask--wvas se that if they had been
apprehsndsd in the Very acs of landing, Shey would have had
the advantages of priscners of war, whieh they, of course,
forfeited the moment they shanged inso olvilian clothes and
wont behind the iines for the purposes for whieh they were
inatructed.
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I think another eignificant faot 19 that most of thess
Petitioners traveled Baok to Gormany at ths oxpense of the
German Government, with Boney furuished thea by the sensul;
and n;. petiticner Haupt, the only one who i, sven alleged to
bave retained hie oitisenship, traveled on & German passport.

Mr. Justiae Prankfurter. You S8Y, Hr. ittorney Oeneral,
Shat sthess petitioners have no rignt to r11e & petition or
babeas corpus. 71 underatand you Yontarday to agree upon the
‘Jurisdiasion of this Court, whieh implies--or does 1t not3--
that thers 1, propriesy here in determining whathepr they heve
a ﬁdn.

The attorney Osnsra). Yos. I wan Spsaking of theip
rights and not of your Jurisdiotion.

ir. Justies Prankfurter. 1 understand that, but there
_muet be, Shorefors, acosss to the Court to ascertain shether
they can sesure o habseas corpus. am I righs about thatt |p
other words, we are hers disoussing it.

The AtSoarney Oeneral. You are here discuseing 1t. nug
I 40 pat shtnk they have any righte tn this Cours. I am sure,
leeking at the Proclamation, thag ths Cours has no Jurisdtction
at all,

Take the case of prisoners of war. These nen are pris-
oners of way, not in the technical senss, whioh helps them,
Sul 1a the aense of being persons eaptured, belonging to the
foreign forees; amd Sherefere, surely, ir Prisoneras of war have
B® rights for habeas Sorpus, 1t sesms to me o follow a
fortiort shag Sheze men have no Pights. 1 think §3 1s
perfectly alsar, sertainly under the Inglish onses, thag
Mrisazers of war have no rights %e go in ARd ask the ald o
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oivil eourts whea they have Been saptured by the Army.

Er. Justise Prankfurter. Is 18 your view Sha$, haviag
vead the Freslamtieon referred te, we should at omse say thas
96 cammet listen 88 any more talk?

The Attermey Gemerel. Thet 1s my view; but I hope that
Jou will listen te mere talk, for this resson: I shink shat
the ease of ix Parte illigan 1s very bad law and shes iSe
effeos 208 only on the ceurts but en the Army 1s harmful. I
hepe very definitely that sven sheuld you desfde that the
Preclamation stends in the way of any further setisn, you may
think 1% advisable %o consider whether now you shall not, at
leass, overrule that pertiea of the epimies of the ms jority in
Bx Parte Nilligan which says that where oivil ssurts are
sisting under the eirecumstances in the Milligsn ecsse, there
ean be ne Srisl by milisery comaigssion.

ir. Justice Frankfurter. Is 1t not nscessary %o go beyond
ths Proclamasica {n order to ascertain whether the petision
and the return bring the magter within the Proslamssion?

The Astorney General. It seems to me RoS. It seems ¢o
e that the 7roelamation itsclf is sufficient to bar thesse
persons from any rights in this tourt.

Nr. Justioe Roberts. The Proclamstion and the Order
state the subject maSter of the lNilitary Commission's juris-
diotion, do they not?

The sttorney Osnoral. Yes.
Mr. Justice hoberta. itould you contend that if on their

face the charges and specifications were ocutside the President’s

Proslemation, wve ocould not exsmine?

Ths Attorney (sneral. 1 had sssumed that Mr. Justise
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Frankfurter inoluded the charges. When he says "on she face
of the Iroslamation,” I shink this Court should look st the
presspt and the Proclamation filed--ghould lsck st the papers.

Nr. Justies Praakfurter. ¥here do we ge% this froa
oexeept froa the pleeadinge? .

The Astorney Oentersl. Wall, you can leok at ths pleadings,
I suppose.

. Jussise Prankfurter. Then, we do have to entersaia
the ssse, if I may use that sSerm, at leset to the extent of
finding shothesr it 1is within the Proslammtion?

Ths AStorney UJeneral. Yes. That seems to ms to be no
more than saying shats you have & right to leck at the law in
s preliminary way $o see whether thess persons have any rights.

The Chief Juatise. NeS oanly she right to leek at the
Proclamation to ses whether it is within the lawe-I mean all
ths lawe--

The Attorney OGensrsl (interposing). Of course, the law
is not & matter of preof; it is a master of all your imowledge.
You know what the law 183 you do not have %o leck st it. Having
that imowledge, you can resch she determination.

The Chief Justioce. If we know 1%, we have wsated a grest
deal of Sime. (Laughter.)

The Astorney (enorsl. MNr. Chief Justice, I shink that
Nr. Justies Frankfurter's question was directed to a highly
technical and exaot mastsr, and 1t seems to ms that 1t le not
unfeir to sssume Shat the Court knew tho law for that purpose.
I am not assuming shat you kmow the law for any other purpoas.

The Chisf Justios. Y¥hat you are now discuseing, I take 1t,

is quite apart from your sontsation that an allen cnemy may not
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apply for habesss corpus in any court?

The Attorney Ueneral. Yes; and may I earry thay a little
mnﬁor. NMr. Chief Justice, now that you have mentioned $t?
You said yesterday that we should not leok st tho nature of
the writ but sheuld see what the sofusl purpose wss--sctually
loek to the purposs of the form.

The Chief Justice. The purpose of ths writ 1a defensive?

The Attorney Oensral. [Lefensive.

The Chiaf Justice. What I was relsing is whather when &
man has a right to make a defonse, and thet lncludes the court
in whieh he nhoul& be triad, he ia forsalosed from making that
defense by way of habeas corpus becsuse he is an alien snemy.

The Attornsy General. Yss. It seems to me, ¥r. Chief
Justise, that there are two possidle distinstions: one ia»
whether an alien should be Sroated diffsrently in being
peraitted %0 come in for a defensive purposs to collect a olais.
As Nr. Justiee Jackson has said, aliens are treated differently
for many different purposes in time of swar.

The Chief Justiee. He may appear as a plaintiff in order
to got an affirmetive judgment. He may defend sgalnes judgment
being taken againss him. Thess men ars engaged in defense of
their 1iberty, and they are using this process as sn instrumsnt
of defense.

The Attorney Gemsral. Let us first take the question of
shother or Dot aliens are treated difforently for the purposes
of offensive action, if I may use that oxpression, or dafensive

aetion.

IS seams %0 me Shat the Colonns asase i exnatly in point.

I em B0t now treasing the differsnce betwean oriminal snd civil
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casesi I am Treating whather or not thay came into court to
ssk for ralief or whather or not they ars defending themselves.

Epr. Justice Robarts. You say GColonna was defending his
possesaion of the ship’

The attorney General. .xactly. The two rights are
precisely the same. 3hy is not that ap answer to the sug-
gestion of the Chiaf Justice that tho distinction should lie
thers, when the Italien dovernnmont came in and said, “"You
have taken my boat; 1 have the prerogative of a soveralgn.”

The (hief Justice. it would raise a rather nice yuestion
there; but, as I tske 1t, this ship wuo seizad not out cf the
possession of the ltalian Jovernmsnt but out of private
possession, and the itallan Uovernmont cams in to satahlish
title to the property which had naot been in ita poesssaion.

The Attormey Jeneral. Tut 17 we can look through the
form, suroly he was defending himsel? against neizure.

"he Lhisf Justioce. 1 asoume that the Itslian Jovermment
could not bring sult to Qquist title in our courts, but that
1f 1t wore in posssesiocn and 1its prerogative were talng
sssailed, that might be heard as a dafense.

The atsorney (eneral. hEut ere we not basing this looking
through forms and seeiny whethsar 1t 1s offensive or defsnsive?

The Chief Justiae. freoisely. I think iv {8 the duty
of the Lourt im cosing sbreast of habasas corpus to look
through foru.

The Attornay (iensral. The necond and more interesting
question i» shother or not aliens during time of war should
be trented differently in crininal casss than in oivil oasas.

I xnow nf nothing in ths law whioh suys so. For the purposaes

of waging war, the importance of the power of the :ixscutive




and of Longrass over control of rllons is certainly us

important over control of thelir psrsons oA it 1s ovor eontrol
of thair property. 5o, I can find no dif’erence nn tnst Laesis,
elther in logle or in the cussa, which says thet awliens shall
be parmitrai to defond thamsalves in criminal casus.

it 18 true that slisns ars permitied asv to do, but how
ars they permnitted? They are permitted under the lawa of the
Uniteu .tatos, as evidenced in certain inatances by the
proclsmations of the “resident, und the basic reuson for that--
the raason suggestsd yesterdsy by Kr. Justice Jacksosn in con-
nection with snother matter~-1s that we hove that o.r citizans
who are allsns in another country will be g var ths anae rigzhus.
*or inatanes, during wer it is the licanass or privilagn of an
8lier who hus lived for many yasrs !n tha country--it ia
asnerally aliowed hla--to ocoms in arnd enjoy the rishts in the
courts as a residant of the country. That can be changed by
statute by Congresa at any time. sc constitutionsl question
is lnvolved.

The qu~stion saems to me to Le, ~hat is Lke law with
respect to allens? :or that lawm we leoi to the ,ct of 117,
e# drou;ht back in thie war, we look to tre ict wkich i Juoted
yoatorday, the ict of 1793, nnd we lock %o the “reas'dent's
‘roclamstion. Thsare sre one or two cusss which © ghould like
to “oint out, wnlch <A@y throw sous 11 ht o: 1t.

hre dustlen “acel. “ofpors you nass that, sy [ wak s
quention, -r. ttorney :iaparal?  You soesk 04 the ' ihr 4 un
oreny Ln cowms inte coirt, and y0u wlwo conract thart with the

Srder r” the “resldant. .0:.1! you taka the samse positiorn &f

thern ware not a velid order of the Sraslaent?
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The Attorney Gensrsl. 1 think that there ia nothing in
the statute whioh permits them to coms into court without the
proclamation.

¥r. Justigs Heed. iithout ths proclemetion.

The Attornsy Uenarsl. Therafors, I think that at oommon
law and under the statutes to which I have referred they have
no right; but to close any possibility, the Prsaident aigned
s proclamation.

The Chief Justice. sasuxe that your opponents ara right
in saying that there is no Jurisdiction in & military court to
try the sass of thase psopls on 1t# morits. Would s proclams-
tion ohange Shat?

The Attornsy (enersl. Oh, 1 think not.

The Chief Justice. S0, we some down to the question
shether or not thess men, in the circumstancss of this case,
vere following what has been called here the Law of “ar and
whether Mﬂ- the Lav of War thay sre subject to summary
disposition by the ailitary authorities?

The attorney OGenersl. That is *ight.

The Chief Justice. That is really the erux of your case?

The Atsorney Gensrsl. Yea. I think, Mr. Chief Justloe,
thas perhaps I anawered your qusstion a little teo quiokly.

1 think 1t ia conceivable, as I just pointed out in the opening
of this argument, that the powers of waging war, of relsing
armies, of oaking regulations governing the srmiss, and the
pewers of the President as HExecutive and Commander-in-Chief=-
those pewers in she Constitution expresa all the powers of the
Rxseutive and of the Lagislasive.

I% 48 esnceivadle that if Sthers wers ns stagute, or sven
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1f the stasuve, as ia the Nilligan cawse, specifically previded
that these msn under sertaln cirsumstanses sould not be sried
by & military Sridumal, the Presidens, in the exeraolise ef his
great authority as the Commander-in-Chief during the war and
in the protecsion of the pesple in the United States, might
1ssue sush proclamatiens whieh no Cengress sould set aside,
Bogause 1% might bLe scnsidered that Shose proslamstions were
& proper expression of his execusive power; bus, as I said
nolcﬁhy--

l’h. Chlef Jussise (interposingl). ©e do not have to come
te thas?

The Atterney Jenersl. You do not have %o come to thas;
that £5 a1l I seid. Bus I wanted %0 be perfeetly sscurate in
Ry anower.

The Chief Justiee. 4A» relating te Shat, I sall your
aStention to the faot Shat you seid it might have been argued
ia the Milligan case--

The Attorney Gsneral. Yes, but 1t was not.

The Chief Justise. Yeu referred just a moment ago o the
part of the mejority opinion in the Milligan case whish sald
that there oculd de no sontrol by & sommission as long as the
ssurta werse open.

The Astorney Oenarsl. Yes.

he Chief Justice. Was that said with referance to the
suspension of the wris under the martial law provisions of the
Conssisusion? In other words, was the oourt doing more than

addressing itself to whother that was @ proper case for mertisl

law?
The Astormey Oeneral. I think mo%, Mr. Chiof Justice; I
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think the sourt wens very mieh further, and I think thas
kr. Chief Juetice Chsse's deeieion--

The Chief Justice (interpesing). This men was syied
sccording to the lawe of wer?

The Astornsy OQeneval. Yes, but 1% was hald that She
laws of war did not apply fa s peaceful ocommunity like Iadisme
snd that the invasion, which had eseurred s Foor or 80 before,
%83 not suffiolent to permit the tSest under whiich marsisl law
could apply.

The Chief Justice. Was he an sneny?

The Attermey Osnersl. Ne, Milligan was s citisen of
the United 3tates. '

The Chief Justise. I suppese s sitiszen uight be an easmy?

The Aktorney Oeneral. Pires, you asked, was he s eitisent

The Chiof Justice. Yes.

The Attorney Generel. I do nos Shink thet he was an
enemy was proved in the esse. 1 thimk clesrly he was an snsay.
Clearly he was an enemy en whatever side of the line Jou waat
to dravw.

¥r. Justiocs Prankfurter. NeiSher the Milligan nor the
Merryxan sase went under the snemy ooneeps?

The ittorney Ueneral. Be, sir.

Mr. Justioe Prenkfurter. Thas was not the atmosphers of
those caaes?

fhe sttorney Gensral. lo.

kr. Justioce Black. He was not sharged with being a spyt

The Attorney Genersl. HNo. The speoifis sharges were

that he entared into & oonspiracy umder shich he was goimg to

relinsve Confederets prisoners and, having done se, was going to
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get into the arsenals to ocbtain ordnance for the Confederste
Army. I do not think thers was a spocific charge of spying
in the lilligan case.

Nr. Justics Blasck. In view of the statute, .rticles 81
snd 82, do you think thet mekes any difference?

The sttormey Usneral. No, I do mot think so, bscsuse i
think that irrespective of Articles 31 and 82, had they not
oxisted-~

Nr. Justioce Black. io you think the fect that they do
oxist now and that thers was a ocharge that these men were
engaged--

. The Attornsy Jeneral. I do not think that adds, bacuuae
1f they did not exist now, ws could have tried them on the
same charges under the lewa of war. It just happens that the
laws of war wors codificd, and thers they are.

ur. Justice Prankfurter. The sugpestion is that by
implicaticn it negetives or restricts the area?

The Attorney (leneral. Yeas.

Kr. Juatice Frankfurter. That 1s the suggestion?

The Attorney (enersl. Yes. You mesn the proolamstion.

Mr. Justice Frankfurter. Lo you say that irticles 31 and
82, being eaplioit, impliedly exclude the generality of the
law of war, just ap in the Nilligan case?

The Attorney Oenersl. “Articla 81. Relieving,

Corresponding With, or Alding the nemy."

Because this article derfines a certsin typs of apying, !
de not shink it necassarily exoludes other sots of persons
seming shreugh eneny lines for the purposse of militery sots
against the Uniged States.

Mr. Jussioe Prankfurter. DBessuse you derive thias fron
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fmplications of the Commander of the hAvmy?

The Astorney Osmoral. Yes.

Mr. Justice Plack. 'hether or mot it daid, 1s 1% your
sonstruotion of your charges that shey gome wighin the acepe
of either Artisle 91 or Arsisle 821

The istormey General. Clearly. I do not went to labor
$his teo mush, but I think I should yesd Arsiole 81 again:

"Yhosoaver relisves or agttempts to relieve the
ensay with arms, ammunition, supplies, uoney, or other

Shing, or kmowingly harbors or protects or holds corre~

spondence with or gives intelligense %o the ensmy,

either directly or indiresily, shall suffer death

o » o"

The Questien 1s, Is Shat offense sharged in those speci-
fieations?

Charge 3, on page 7, of the petiticners' brief reads:

"In shat, during the month of Jume, 1942, Zdward

John Xarling (and others), being enemies of the Uniged

Ssases and aeting for and on behalf of the OGerman Redeh,

& belligeront snemy nasion, wsre, ia tine of war, feund

lurking or seting as spies in or absut the forsifisations,

posts, and encampuenss of the srmies of the Unised

8%2100 and eleewhers”--
tepe—

"and seoresly and coversly."

It 10 an acoepsed prineiple of courte~martial and of
military tribunals that the charges do not have 1S be spelled
out in the minute way in whioch they have te be spelled eus In
thoss states vhers indiotuents sre most liberally construed.

I bave not She slightest deuds that shat rether gemersl eharge,
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using tho langusge of the statuts, is amply aufsiciant.

Nr. Justice . rankfurtse. The charge shest purports very
#xplicitly to charge an offenss under Article 01 and apother
ons under .rtiole 02, does 1t mot?

The sttorney Uansral. Yos.

Hr. Justice Flaek. Assuming that that section 1s fully
88 we understend i1t to be, that the charge is passed on, that
the charge is mads, why 1s 1t nsgossary frox your standpoing
to seok to overrule the military or %o modify 1t in sny manner
whatever?

The ittorney Ueneral. I think only the fuct that the
%1114gan cavms 13 bad law and that the Milligan case would
definitely thror !t out on the conssitutionality of that
statute. The 21l1igan case would say, I take 1t, that that
atatute 1f applieod to the oiroumstances of this csne s
unconstitutional.

Mr. Justics 3Jlack. Would it say that as to splea?

The sttorney OGsnoral. It would aay it 1f Killigan hed
beon ocharged as o spy, because the esaence of the M2lligen case
was the tarriterisl limitation of mertial law and the torri-
terial limitation of the rights of military tridunals.

Kr. Justice Frankfurter. Do you mean that there could
not hsve bsen sples in Indiana in 18637

The ~ttorney General. Jurely, but they would have said,
Ho !s o soy who shall be triec by & court of law, not a
ailitar? court.”

¥r. Justics Jackson. I undsrstood both froam your brief

and Trom your argumsant yesterday that it was Jour purpcse to

Bug:eat thst the k1111uan sase was so far diffarant from the
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fects of this case that 1t did not constitute a praqad«nt to
which we would be likely to defor.

The .ttorney :laneral. That !a true, kr. Juatice Jackson.
You oan satinfy all the rejulrsmsanta of this cess without
toushing & halir of the #111igen ouse; bur this petition woulu
not hava been in this {ourt nxcept for the %11ligen oase.

¥r. Justios :rankfurter. You want to toieh the hesd as
well as the hair?

The nttorney (lanaral. Yas.

The Chiaf Justice. That dapands, X supposs, on whether
tju statament by tho mejority 'n tha K11ligan oane wrs one or
dictum or wxs one of the Krounds of the daolision.

The ~ttornsy Usneral. - oould not say whethar a thing ls
dlotum. It oould have bean decided on the narrower {assue,
but ths Lourt decided it on the brosder issue. it the
definition ts dictum, &8s the narrower fground must be, or whioh
the whole Court agress, then it wass3 but I do mot think {¢t is
& definition of dictum. I think dictum is that form of
expression which was not the basis of the desision of the
csse. 3ut whether you call {t dietum or not, thera it is as
atrong law.

Mr. Justice Jaokson. Do You not think it is time for us
to consider whether the Hilligen case ought to bs overruled?
%e would know at lsant what ia proposed to be done if the
N1lligan sase intsrferss with 1¢.

The Atsorney General. I think, Mr. Juatice Jackeon, that
that 1a a mukter of the policy of the Lourt--whether the
8uprems Court thinks it is aa importunt at this time to knook

out a case whigh obviously by its implications interferes with

she appropriate exsousion of orders of the Commander-in-Chisf
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under atatutes of Congress during war. T7That sesas to me to be
a matter of polioy snd perhaps need not be decided solely on
the narrover ground.

Mr. Justice Jackson. Unlass you show whare it interferes,
we do not know shat you want to do. The diffficulty I have {n
deciding » osse in the derk, as to what you want to do, 1is just
that. If wo are to set aside the lMilligan case, we ought to
mow what ve are sotting it aside for.

The attomey Oencral. It 3s argusd by the petitiocner
that the Milligan ease applies here. To think 1t does. . But
even Lif 1% does apply, it i not very geod law,

I8 1s 2 1little Asifficult to know what rights aliens have
ocutside of the statute. Jithout ladoring the point too much--
1 spent most of my argusent on it yestorday--I wish to say s
word or two more. If you will refer %o page 17 of my
opponent's bdrief--

Nr. Justice Reed. Are you reforring to an alien or an
esnsuny?

The Attormey Ganeral. I am referring to alien enemies.
Is that what you ask?

Hr. Justice Reed. Whethor it was aliens or cnemies.

The Attornoy UJsnorel. The language ususlly $s alien
enemios, snd in most ceses that is the problem. 7Ths prodlea
alsost aluays is whas rights alien enemioss have, and it somes
up in that way. Bus the basic argument goos to the fact that
they are onenios.

My. Justice Jackson. That does not appear on the face of
the petition. The appellant's petition does not show that.

The Atterney Oemeral. The facts alleged in the petition

¢ stipulated $0 be true.
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"re vustice Juckson. ‘he gquestion {w whether we should
cei.alder those fietn on the motion for laave %o fils the
sstition or wnsthor, on lenve tc “i1ls, wa should consatluer a
mstter wrich ia orly, wa I underetand, rrur etipulation, in
casns 1% “s “1lec.

“hn sttornay Canaral. I dc nov think the stipulation
nerrows ‘t “o its avallablilicy irn caze it ia “41ad. The
stipulaticr. pro—tdes, 1 think, that 1t !s stipulactad and
u:read by ami betwssn counssl that tho following facts shall
ta deamed to be trus for sll purnoses on the hearinyg of thease
causes., is wnot thias the hearing of the crusaes?

dr. Jugtlice .Jaskson. +<ell, I suppose 1t 1s, vut | Juse
wondered what counsel intended to state.

The »tiorney uonnrsl. Counsel cleerly intendsd that on
th!s argument todny we could refer to all the racords

risht, Zolonel loyull? 8 sould refar to ths record
sr¢. use the stipulation in this argument that wa ars now en-
gk "od in?

Colorel oyall. "o tha extant that the iLourt thinks it
13 matarinl s relevant.

"he  tuornsy .ueneral. ell, o” couras.

i muy Lo osermittad to ¢o back to this anexy quostion,
o, page 17 o: tha petiticnnrs'! brief it saoms to wmu theat the
sutheritisa ct ad Ly iy opponent avre Lu'roritiee srecirely
‘er my nositicn in thls. .t the top of the puys he yuotas
coonrelrle Tpen the Yarversd Lew heview, .nieh snys:
AN avar T, w4 the cuarty sre raluctant
to A u aTLo tarlL et denery nliere {n comisrciel

crasse ttdone, the: «rcould an i n*r srocect tholr

betll, ascurity ~-
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~ertainly; then look 4t the circumstuncegsse

‘until poslitiv: .xesutive action to'tha cor.Lrary es
which huz bear. taitan hore.

-0 ulso Ji the 2wss o .uu”man v. Yaonberg, in 2
kew York lupplement (2ridj. .uoting froo the oviniun nf the
~ourt, tha .ourt aail!

Tt 18 =y view thut uatii 1t ir manirastea

by logialntive or presidontial Jronouncement that

the right o & rn:ildsit allen « + u,"

1 think it han besn protty cloarly anncancez ty *ho
.roclamntion.

If yoeu will rafar to nace 17 ¢ my Brint, ! should lixe
to add @ case whioch I think tha . onrt wou’: wliah to rawnd.

Although 1t slants ausilnst ne, - think 1t ia onms o’ those

cazas which ashoul:d be nxan&n&d. it 48 not citsl in the brier.

It 1a the oann of Mrge “orhes .owpeny ar/Rinst .aye. “hae

citation 18 251 UJe 3. 317. That was @ Qnry intarasting onin-
ion by #r. Juatice Holmes. In that C&Re & .iaresn Cotton
broker befors the outbreak of the last war ha: obtainea a
Judgment against an smarican cotton exporter. On appeal from
the Judgmaont, and war havin; broken out bafore ths apnenl was
arguad, 1t was argued that thse judpgment should be revarssd in
favor of the alien, on the ground that he wes sh alien. wp.
Juatics ilolmes declded ezainst thet arguicent and asla that
thore waes nothing pertisularly or mystariously noxious to the
Judgment, but buased his dacisior, i think pratty ¢learly, on
the fact thar the .lovernaent was protectsd bacause tho monaey
would have %o bs paid te the iAlion Custotisn and that thare

¥a: no rassor 0 public poliey which <hould in any way leusd

the <ourt to oven ac xmodify ths judgment that 1 tharo had bean




020

176

any suck policy found in the .roclumation, or othorwise, the
Court might not have tuken the ssame joslition.

Thare {8 ons other case ::jol, though in a state court,
it seoms to ma to ha perhaps worth lookiny ut, and that is a
oase which 5@ not in the brief and mizht ba put psrhaos on
the some pago. .t 18 the case of Xrachanaks arainat .ome
Kanufecturing Company. [t 1 “ound in 175 North Carolina L35
or 955 “astarn 351, 1® that !s more convanisnt.  think the
decision was wrong 1n that cass.

The court stayod u csae for perscaal injury browht by
an salten. I think the court waa nlistaken in sthut, but the
interesting thing is that tha court stayed un-iar language
of President silson's “roclammtion, or ruthor 1irn apite of the
language of Presidunt %Wilson's rfroclemution, which sald that:

"an xlien shall be sacorded tho conaidsration

dus sll pessceabls and law-gbiding persona except so

far an rastrictions may be neceasary for thelir pro-

tection and for the safety of the United itates.”

I think clearly the ”roolammtion under thoss words should
have permitted the suit. But thars ere twe reanons why I cite
the case. irst, %he courts, in looking to the jolicy, as i
said yeatorday, look a% the executive actlon in the odlams-
tion of the Presidenti eecond, those words in the #ilson
Proclamstion were omittod in the ?roclamstion of 2residant
Hoosavslt immadiatsly after Paarl ‘iarbor. : do not think 1t
1 very importsnt, but 1 think it $a 4 slant in the case.

Hr. custice 3lack o yosterday asked ce quastion which

I felt porhana was not surfiolently answered, ani that was,

#hat bady, 1f i understood correctly~-who?--had the sctual
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test of the facte? . mean what body could determine this ques-
ticn. Xy answer is that in ¢ims of war 1t 1s for the President’s
determination, and that the President having delegated it to

his Comalsnion, the exact juriedlosional faot whieh must be

detoramined s for the Coamisoion to doternine.
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The Chiaf Justice. What fact are "5u reforsing to?

Ths Attorney General. Ths Jurisaiuiicnal fast of
vhether or not these persans coms under ths proalasation. .

Am I correct in stating the Qusestian? 1 thought that vas
vhat you had in mind, Mr. Justice Biack,

Kr. Juatice Blask. The question I asied vas vhare the
charge 18 made that & citizen is doing & certain thing, and
that 18 given a» the basis for a military sommiselond Jurts-
diction, vwho determines 1t? You got down to the Question of
vhether he has & right to have any particular fact determinsd
in a oivil court or whother it is to bo detormined by the
ailitary commission.

The Attoraoy General. Our position is that he has no
right to have any fact determined by & civil sourt. Tast is an
extrome position end not necessary for the detsrmination of this
oase. - .

The Chief Justice. We 40 not have to deal with that,

The Attornsy Goneral. You do not have to deal vith that
at ail,

The Ohief Justice. Jn your argument you sey that the
stipulated fasts plus the chargos estadblish the suthority of
the President, under the iav of war, and that le can apply it
under tha Constitutiont

The Attorney Oensrel. And that 13 why I aay it 1s an
oxtroms that {5 unnscessary for me to assums; but, having
answered the Question, that io By ansver. In other vords, this
case does not deprive & man--

Mr. Justioe Roberts. What is the difforence, il we ook

at the facts, vhether they are controverted or stipulated?
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The Attorney Generai. I do not think there 1s any.

Hr. Justice Roberts, Ve are sxamining the fsauts that
appesres dofore the Coumission hoaring the case, are we not?

The Attorney General. That 1o right.

Ar. Justice Roberta. The question is hov far ve go, 1f
we go at all.

The Attorney General. It may be that you vill look at
nothing but ths charges themsolvos.

He. Justice Black. The Guestiocn in the final anaiysis
is vhat tribunal has the right under the Constitution to i
determine gquestions of the guilt or imnocence as charged.

The Attormey Gensral. Precisely. !

The Chief Juastice. Vould you say that the sourts could
not look to ses whethor thewe vas any foundation vhatsver for
the charges?

The Attorney Genoral. If you push me to that extress, 1
vould say that I will say that; but it is unnscessary for me
to say thot.

My, Justics Roberts. What do you say about & gourt
martisl, if @ man is ia the niiitary service? The Constitu-
tion recognises the miistary jurisdiction?

The Attorney Gensral. 1 &= to assune that thore is no
war and that the Question assumes that there in peace?

NP. Juetice Roherts. The military 1aw ia tho same vhether
there i» war or not. It hoa admipiotration 8s against offiocers
end eniisted men of the United Statss Army.

he Attorney Gunaral. Yes, dut thoce alrcumstandes

under which s special corczipsion mAy ocust all other oitisen

tribunals in time of var should be considored, it seems to me.




It seems to @0 then that the question here is aot whether

this aan should be permitted to exereise his Fight, The
Quastion is, WVhat tridunal 19 properly somstituted ia whish
be 18 going to exereise it? Therefore, it seems te ms not
1ogic to say mzumummmuuusm
any rights of persans takem under these csharges. Mg, as 2
say, that is & position Whteh it is aot meeessary te reash iIn
this particular case.

Nr. Justice Jacksoa. Vhy 1o 1% aseensary, if vo may
donsider the stipulasted £20ts &g Srus, te g0 into oither e
President 's proclamstion or the Nililgen case? You have the
stipulated facts, and you hawe 3 military operation agaiast sthe
United States.

The Attommey Oemerel. That £s Sywe.

Hr. Justice Jackson. Unless ve ehoose te substitute eur
Judgment that these pecple Yere really refugoss.

The Attorney Gemeral. That 1s true.

MNr. Justise Jasksom. New, if that 1o Srwe, you take the
position thet they did mot have any rights in the eiviy seurts,
and, of course, the Presideat's preciamatiom hes taken Rothing
avay from them in that ocase, and we do mat meed to consider 1t?

The Attorney Gemeral. That s righs.

Mr. Justice Jackson. Are 20% We making somothing terribly
complicated here that reslly 1s nott

Tho Attornsy General. Yas; or you might oimpiify it in
snother direotion. You might zay that, the Preaident’s
proclamstion having stopped at the thresheid, you 4o aot oare
to look at the fasts. That might de simpler. Ve urge that,

from our view, ss more prectical.
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Nr. Justioe Jaokoon. 3uppose it appeared that there vas
8 reancnable range of dulbt' as to vhethsr they were refugees.

The Attorney General. It doss not maie any difference.

Nr, Justice Jackson. It night vary well be seid that the
Commander in Ohief should deal vith it, in viev of the aation's
safaty, rether than mviev--

The Attomey Gonsiel. I would put it much more narroviy
than a "resscnable rengo.” I would say 1f there was any
evidance,

Hr, Justico Jaokson. You do not have to say that. It Sa
sacugh to say i it 1is reasonable.

Nr. Justios Prankfurter.. If you go an that lins,

Nr. Attormney Genersl, then you revert to the argument you msade
a Tov minutes ago, namely, that the burdsn of the exercise of

his military povere under the Coanstitution could provide that

all Gerwan alisnas entering this sountry are detrimental to the
condast of this var, and thersfore u«.u to the courts would
Yo doaled thesm, refugess or not?

The Attorney General. OCertaialy.

He. Justice Praakfurter. That 10 a very different line,

The Attorney General. That is & very different line.

A». Justice Frexkfurter. 7Z2ese pecple have entored the

tofanaive Gouniaries of this coumtyy and have therefore dean
sagaged ia miiitary oporaticns and san be doslt vith in &
nilitary vay?

2he AStorney Gencral. Presisely.

Ur. Justise Prankfurter. That is & very differeat
qeedtion.

The Attezmey Generel. That is very differaat, 8nd, as




Mr. Justice Jeoksoa said, vhen we spoke of aliems, you treat

them differently sccording to vhet the circumstances of the
aliens are. 7That 10 perfootly obvicus. We have been doing it
right along.

Mr. Justice Reed. We are mot testing some other prosla-
matian,

The Attorney Gensrel. Noj it is this. Howsver, of
soures, the President is interested in this Court's sustaining
to the limit the power of the Presidont in oourt, to whiech I
have 80 constantly referred.

1 think I won't argus, whioh 1s in ths brief, ths Questiaon
of whether theseprisoners some uader this proaslsmstion. It
gecms to me 3O Odvisus that they do that it is Mardiy vorth
vasting any time on thet argument.

How a word £irst about the offenses themseivos. These
offenses ¥e claim are offenses not only undsr the Articlss dt
under the common lavw of war. Then & vord sbout the offemders.
Eao theCommission jurisdistion over the offenses and over the
offenders?

At I have aaid alresdy, the landing in the case refers to
a common lay of war., Nr. Justice Jacksom ssked me yesterday
if I oould give him scme oltations with respeot to the lav of
var. There are many in the brief.

Hr. Justico Jeckson. I reforred to socmothing in perticu-
iar that I did not find and vhich I thought was fn one of the
coaventions--the Loss of yights suffered by appearing vithout
uaiform. I thought it was in there and I 4id not fisd 1t, and
I did ot know vhether you might have ihe oitatica, but you

need not bothey.
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The Attorney General., I think it is found {n the foot-
noto 2n Haged D1 and 32, May I look st it for a momsnt?

Bow, all of this lavw, Nr. Justice Jackson, of sourse 1is
not found in comman ilav reports., It i1s found in history, in
bsoks And treatised, in opinions of the Judge Advocate Gensral,
and in acosunts Of what actuslly tosk place on the dattlefield,

In ansver to your questicm, oir, 1 aa resding the footnote
on page 3l

“Thus viore certain persons made their vay early in

the late war from Sootliand to Ssuth Carolina™--

Hr. Justice Jaokson. Mo ono Questions it. I thought it
vas ombodied in the conventions to vhich Germany was & party,
tha country of whioch these persons are nationals. I 414 not
find it, and I 4id not knov wvhether you aight have the oitation
vhich I had overiocoked.

The Attorney Genersl. I think I am right in sayiag that
The Haguo Coavention is not binding, bdecause, &8 1 remsaber The
Hague Convention, it i3 not binding unless signed by all the
sountries at var. The resson ¥e refsrred to The Hagus Convea-
ticn i3 that it embodied and summarised a certain lav of war.

1 do not remsnbor whether it is found im thatConventioa. It s
found, of course, in the Rules of lLand Varfare, thich I have
cited in tho bdrief.

Hr. OCox points out that tho Rules of Land Warfawd had
beon edopted, as wo zet forth, by The Hagus Oonvention. Thet
is found on page 32 of our deief.

Ve thsn refer to tho Hules of Land Warfare. I do not

mean the rules in the senss of this dook that is used as a




manual for the Army, sut that ths definiticn that vas adoptad,

as 1 understand, by The Hague Convention was thon mace a part
of the manual of tho text book for the Army. However, that
ceme ocut of The Hague Convantion. ‘

Mr. Juatice Jackson. The definition of bdelligerence is
the ssme in both.

The Attosney Gensrel. Yas,

Mr. Justice Reed., Does The Hague Convention undertaie to
sodify the rules in tresting those ¥ho are not ;riscnars of
var or vho have forfeited the rights of prisoners of var?

The Attornsy Genoral. Yoo, jprecisely.

"Hp. Justice Reed, Loes it deal vith that affirmatively
or doas it deal with that only negetively, by saying thot they
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