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Thank you very muc~, IIIr. President, \le are proud to claim you 

as all alumnus of' the Department of Justice. If you look around your da.is 

you will see that not much work is being done over in the Department of 

Justice today. But everJbody is allmled 15 minutes extra for lunch .. 

that accounts for their being here. I am delighted to be back in the 

Press Club whe~e I started out as a s~eaker 12 years ago. Knowing your 

~euchant for non-controversial subjects so that you can digest your food 

after this lunch, I have chosen tl~ subject of the Administration's 

civil rights program to talk about for a few minutes. I want to talk 

to you about it against the background of a governmental system that is 

ca.lled dual sovereignty. That J s what the la.wyers call it but in layman r s 

language that means against the background of states' rights. 

No"W, you know our system of dual sovereignty has certain very 

overwhelming advantages. One of them is that we have respect for local 

self-sovernment which is the keystone of our form of government and has 

the flexibility which has enabled our system, I believe, to continue 

uninterrupted since the founding of our country. And, secondly, it has 

an overwhelming advantage because it prevents tyranny by dividing the 

powers of government among 49 units throughout the countr,y. But while 

this states' rights, federal-state dual jurisdiction has tremendous 

a.dvantages for the average man and woman in this countryJ I must con:f'ess 

that in the field of law enforcement which is my particular responsibility 

at the present time, the system of dual sovereignty has very serious 

problems and complica.tions. For example, oftentimes you hear and we hear 

demands that the federal government should step into and act in the field 

of law enforcement in some case which, under the law, is guite clearly 

outside the field of federal jurisdiction. And sometimes , even in the 



international field, we ha.ve misundersta.nd1r~s develop with other countries 

because of their failure to grasp the meaning and the significance of our 

federal system where, as I say, the powers eJe divided between the federal 

and sta.te governments 1n the field of la"; enforcement. 

And so to try and dramatize this, I am going to read a few 


lines from a letter that we wrote to a lady out in the Middle West 


recently who ~las naturally distressed because of the disappearance of 


. lhel" daughter and she "Trote this letter in to the Department of Justice 

and asked !II am writing to find out just why the FBI, representing the 

federal government, has not entered this case. n And we had to explain to 

her aome of the technicalities and some of the lines of division that 

are inherent in our federal system. tie sa.id: 

!tAs you know, very intensive investiga.tion of your daughter's 

disappeara.nce has been ma.de to date by state and local investigative 

.':" agencie a • 

tiThe FBI has done all that it could to assist them toward a. 

solution of this crime and I do not believe that there is anything that 

the FBI has not done along this line that it could have done. But the 

FBI has not entered the case in the sense of assuming sale responsibility 

for the investigation to the exclusion of state and local investigative 

agencies. But this doesn1t mean that the FBI bas been indifferent to 

its solution or has failed to render every possible assistance within 

the limits of its jurisdiction. 

nIf the circumstances surrounding the crime require that it 


be prosecuted in the federal court, it is important that it be investi 


gated by federal agencies. If the circumstances surrounding the crime 


require that it be prosecuted in the state court, it is equally important 




that it be investigated by the appropriate state agencies. The FBI is 

limited to the investigations of certain federal laws and it does not 

have the jurisdiction to investigate crimes, however repulsive, that 

violate state law only. In other words, of necessity also, FBI 

investigations are always made with a view to eventual prosecution in 

the federal courts, and when the FBI assumes responsibility for investiga

tion, it necessarily takes charge of the case to the exclusion of state 

and local investigative agencies. 

IIIn other words, the Bureau never investigates a case for 

prosecution in a state court for this ia the bUSiness of state and local 

investiga.tive agencies. If the FBI were to do otherwise and were to 

take over any investigation which involved a violation of state law alone, 

it would not only be usurping jurisdiction without authority of law but 

"ould necessarily, and this is important too, impede the investigation 

by getting 1n the way of the proper law enforcement agencies. II 

Now the best example that comes to my mind of that particular 

situation where there is local law enforcement responsibility and no 

authority for a federal agency to go in is the case of Emmett Till, 

"hieh, of course, you all know, caused international repercussions in 

the P&st year. Till was that teen-age negro boy, a resident of Chicago, 

who '\'lent down to M.ississippi, and w~a taken from a home by t,V'o white 

men and his body was found three days later in the adjoining county. 

It was the so-called "wolf-whistle" ca.se. 

Although the FBI and the Department of Justice followed 

developments in this case closely, no formal federal jurisdiction wa.s 

ever entered for the simp~e reason that, as I explained a few minutes 

ago, no federal jurisdiction existed. The civil rights laws were not 



applicable because it was a type of crime committed by persons who did 

not hold public office. And, furthermore, no kidnaping, interstate, 

was involved because, as I said, the body was found in the adjoining 

county within three days so that the federal power to prosecute that 

case did not exist. As you know, the state authorities went in and they 

were acquitted of murder and the grand jur,y failed to indict as to 

intrastate kidnaping so no follow-up was taken after the commission of 

this crime" 

I mention this particular case because of the fact it did have 

international repercussions. As you know, the international communist 

propaganda machine ground out reams and reams about the failure of the 

United States Government to act in this~atter. But it was a case of 

exclusive local jurisdiction and we tried to be meticulous in maintain

ing the dual sovereignty of wbich I spoke 1n the beginning. 

Now, of course, 1n addition to those cases, and this you also 

run up against in your everyday reporting here in the Nation's Capital, 

sometimes a crime is committed over which both the federal and state 

governments have jurisdiction. Now ordinarily when this happens and 

the crime 1s serious enough, the same people are sometimes prosecuted 

in the federal and state courts. 

Hell, 'irhat happens in such a case" If I may now return to the 

ans'''er we gave the lady in the Middle l:lest, ,.,here a crime is cOlllJllitted 

under circumstances which make it perfectly plain from the beginning that 

the state law has been violated but at the same time the guestion of whether 

a federal law has been violated remains obscure. That's the tough one. 

And this vas the case, we wrote to the mother, with respect to the crime 

committed against her daughter. 



"Sufficient is Itnovtn concerning the circumstances of your 

daughter's disappearance to leave no slightest doubt that the most 

important of state la,{s, with the severest sanctions and penalties, has 

been violated. It seems clear that your daughter could not have been 

kidnaped for ransom reward for no demand of any kind for payment has 

ever been made to you. Indeed the circumstantial eVidence connected with 

her disappearance, some of which are mentioned in your letter to us, makes 

it very doubtful that she was kidnaped at all and it seems probable, as 

you have pOinted out, that she was not alive when her body was taken 

from the house. 

t'The FBI must conSider all these circumst8..t."1ces and probabilities 

before stepping 1n and taking over the sale responsibility for the case. 

So the wisest course would appear to be that which is being followed of 

leaving the major responsibility for investigation to the investigative 

agenCies of the state whose courts in all probability will have exclusive 

jurisdiction to try the criminal or criminals while the FBI stands by to 

be prepared to render any assistance within its jurisdiction to help in 

the solution of the cl"ime." 

Well, now, I pointed out these two examples, as I said, in an 

endeavor to show you the meticulous care with which the Depaltment of 

Justice tries to ma.intain the spirit of' our constitutional system - the 

balance bet,·reen the federal and state governments. 

And as an aside I would like to say this: that I would like to 

thank the ivashington correspondents for their almost une.nimous acceptance 

and appreciation of these limitations under which we operate. Sometimes 

it is not clear to the layman but we've had wonderful cooperation from 

the men covering the cases here in Hashington. And, of course, I need 



not add that there are great frustrations, so far as we are concerned, in 

some of these heart-rending cases. But the overwhelming advantage to our 
,; 

na~ional ~elfare of having this 
". 

dual jurisdiction seems to us so important 

that it is necessary to be the central fact which ~e keep in mind in the 

investigation and prosecution of any case. 

I know, continuing in my aside, that you realize that the 

functions of the Department of Justice usually do not lend themselves to 

public disclosure at the time that t~~y would be the most newsworthy. 

That creates complications for you and it creates complications for us. 

For example, in this area of investigation that I was talking about, any 

premature disclosure of the facts which might lead to criminal prosecution 

might very well cause disappearance of the suspect, or the disappearance 

of key w:i.tnesses, or the destruction of' important eVidence. 

These are the most obvious conSiderations, but there are others. 

Not all persons who were investigated were found to have committed a crime. 

Some of those, after investigation, are found to be entirely innocent, 

perhaps the victims of mistaken identity or of an accusation that was 

based entirely on malice, so that such persons, i~ is quite obvious, would 

suffer irrepax'able harm if there was publicity incident to the investiga

tion at the ver,y outset. 

This is tl~e not only so far as our work is concerned in the 

field of investigation of crimes, but it also is true in the prosecution 

area where we have certain limitations which cannot be overstepped by 

reason of the fact that lawyers are officers of the court. ¥le must have 

a decent respect for the function and authority of our court system 

which demands that there should be objectivity and calm appraisal at the 

time leading up to the trial and during the course of the trial, so that 



lIe have to pay respect to the opinion of the judge 'Iho is going to try 

the case and the canons of ethics of our OlTn profession. 

Right a.t this point I \{ould say that there is a. matter of 

e:ctreme CUl"rent interest to you snd to us lrhich is invclved in the 

drawins of a line between the freedom of the courts from outside influences 

and the freedom of the press. And that is involved in the case where a 

man is arrested. 

It has been thought up to this time tha.t it was perfectly 

proper for the public authorities to issue a statement - a background 

statement - at the time of the arrest giving the facts surrounding the 

arrest and also giv1ng the history of the persons ,-r110 "rere involved. 

But recently, there has beer. a disposition on the part of certain 

federal jUdges to say that that is overstepping the line and interfering 

,dth the orderly conduct of the judicial system. So, in the months to 

come, I think you will hear quite a lot of debate as to just ho\Y' far 

we may furnish information to the press a.bout the circumstances and the 

histcry of the men who are under arrest without interfering with the 

orderly processes of the court. 

And, one other point within our jurisdiction in the Department 

of Justice and that is the area of legal advice. There are certain 

Itwitations there when we give advtce to the President or to the heads 

of' agencies in the Execut1 ve Branch on confidential LJatters. We cannot 

ourselves release that information to the press at the time, because we 

are acting in a professional ca.];l8.city. It is up to the tlclientU to 

decide lihether or not and '\-Then that news should be made publiC, and in 

what manner. But I Just want to complete this aside by repeating that 



I think on the whole, and almost unanimously, the correspondents here in 

Washington have recognized the professional limitations on our work and 

have cooperated 100 percent ,dth the Department of Justice information 

officers in hewing to tha.t line. 

Now, if I can return to my main theme, and that is the proper 

federal and state area in the fieJ.d of civil rights. For we believe 

that it is not only important to carefully respect the proper area of 

state law enforcement, of which I was talking a few minutes ago, but it 

is also just as important to see to it that the federal government bas 

the proper legislative and p~osecutive tools to enable it to vigorously 

protect those civil rights that are in the proper area and jurisdiction 

of the federal government. And, of course, as law enforcement officers 

we are required and we do fo110'\y the yard of the Supreme Court as to the 

final word as to where to draw this line. 

Now we believe that at the present time there are certain 

deficiencies and loopholes in the federal laws which make it im,possible 

for the federal government adequately to protect the civil rights of 

our people under the present law. ~erefore, we have advocated before 

the Congress a four-point program to change the federa.l civil rights 

laws to try and give us the proper tools to enforce these constitutional 

rights Which from the beginning have been guar~~teed to our citizens, 

ever since the adoption of the 13th, 14th and 15th Amendments. 

The first one of these four proposals would, as some of you 

are already familiar, create a Presidential Commission of six persons, 

three ReIJublicans and three Democra.ts, to be appointed by the President, 

with subpoena powers to investigate allegations that have been 

increa~ingly made and with considerable force during the past few months, 

that in certain areas of our country the Negro citizens have, on a 
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wholesale basis, been denied the right to vote either through quirks in 

the registration laws or practices, or actual debarring physically from 

the polls on election day. So we have advocated and urged the Congress 

to set up this Commission to establish the facts not only to complete 

the public's education in this area but to find out whether new federal 

laws sllall not be necessary in order to eliminate this practice which 

would seem clearly unconstitutional if proved. 

Secondly, we have advocated the creation in the Department of 

Justice of a Civil Rights Division. And the reason for that will come 

to your mind quite quickly, I thinlt, and that is that in the past 

couple of years we have had the Supreme Court decision in the school 

segregation cases, we have had the S~reDe Court decisions in the golf 

club and bathing pool cases" and the hotel cases. We have had Interstate 

Commerce Commission decisions in the transportation field in interstate 

commerce. 

Altogether there is drawing up a whole new area over which the 

Department of Justice will be called upon to study and perhaps talte action. 

We are not set up for that sort of law enforcement job at the present 

time. Therefore, we are asking for Presidential appointees to be appointed 

by the President, confirmed by the Senate, who will take over all of the 

responsibility of the federal government in the civil rights area. 

And then, third, strange as it may seem, over the years the only 

authority that the Department of Justice has had in this area of civil 

rights within the federal jurisdiction is to prosecute criminally_ ~s, 

as you can well imagine from your o~r.n experience, has brought the federal 

government in direct clash and conflict with state and local public 



officials. And it seems just about the most backward and the most foolish 

and nonsensical way of trying to establish a cooperative effort on the 

part of federal and state officials in the enforcement of civil rights. 

So our third proposal to the Congress this session is that the 

Department of Justice shall be given authority to prosecute civilly, stay 

out of the criminal courts, bring injunction actions and try to prevent the 

violationa of c1vil rights before they happen, which I am sure will appeal 

to you as an entirely sensible approach to the problem. 

Finally, another loophole in the civil rights laws at the present 

time is that we can prosecute only where persons acting under color of 

law, in other words, which means public officials, and we cannot stop 

under our present powers the deprivation of one citizen by another private 

citizen of his civil rights. So we have asked that the law be changed to 

eliminate this loophole. 

That is the four-point program which we believe is essential 

if the federal government is to carry out 1ts part of the problem of 

assuring our citizens their constitutional rights. 

And the point I would like to make DOW is that we think the 

critical time bas come tor action on tbese bills. I know that anyone 

who speaks about this subject in an election year 1s perhaps likely to 

raise an eyebrow or two as to his motives. But I want to say this: 

As far as I am concerned and so far as the Administration is 

concerned, we are not inclined to fence about these matters. In other 

words, the purpose of the Administration this year and so long as we are 

authorized to act, is to be given the authority to bring about respect 

for law at the point where it can be quickly meaningful and at the time 

where the civil rights can be preserved. And if that is to be done 



the processes of the pa.st need to be cha.nged in a.ccorda.nce trlth present 

needs. 

He are nov talking largely about members of the Negro race 

who need to be safeguarded from haters and opportunists, from those 

with sick minds, as well as those who have so long been exposed to the 

poisonous force of untruths that ther would deny the inalienable rights 

of these citizens. 

We also need to face up to the ugly fact that irresponsible 

action, if left uncurbed, tends to become a progressive, more Violent, 

chain reaction that tends to get out of bounds; one that callously 

tramples 00 everything - life, liberty, and propertr - that mar stand 

in the way of its force. 

If a government of free people is to be worthy of its heritage 

and its obligation to this generation and future generations, important 

chOices must now be made and they must be made pretty soon. We must 

deCide, quite particularly and openly, whether to continue and 

encourage inhumanities and defiance of law. We must recognize once 

and for a.ll that the inalier~ble right of a citizen of the United States 

consists in important part of being permitted the free and honest choice 

of those who will make the laws governing his 11fe l and his liberty and 

his happiness" 

I truly believe that we have come to s great moment in 

American history. There are infinite creative possibilities in this 

present enlarged view ot human rights and privileges and once again this 

nation can demonstrate to the vorld its assumption of those large moral as 

well as legal responsibilities which make for more useful and prosperous 

living among all of U'S. Thank you very much. 



Mr. Frank Holeman, President of the National Press Club: 

Thank you very much, Mr. Attorney General, And now we come 

to the question and answer period. I would like to explain before 

we go into this, Sir, that I don't write these questions. I just ask 

them and we have got some real beautiec here, I want to warn you. 

Just as a sample of the easy ones: Mr. Attorney General, if you had 

it to do over again, would you make that speech about Harry Dexter 

Wh1te and Harry S. Truman? 

Mr. Brownell: Well, I have been asked that before a. number 

of times so it doesn r t exactly come in the category of news. But my 

answer to that is this: Among the jobs that I was assigned when this 

A4ministration came to Washington, alld it was part of my official 

duties, was to try and to prevent a repetition of the tragic era in 

which our most secret government documents and atomic secrets were 

disclosed by government officials and by others to the enemy. The 

incalculable losses involved there are well known to you. And one of 

the ways, it seemed to me, one of the indispensable wa.ys I of' turning 

the tide in that matter and trying to set up a system under which, to 

the greatest extent possible, it could not repeat itself was to disclose 

the defects of the system that went before. And that was my purpose 

in showing what we called the blindness of the previous administration 

toward the handling of the communist problem here at home. So to 

accomplish that objective, to answer your question, I'd do it again. 

Question: And another one, Sir, were instructions ever 

issued in your Department to go easy on Murray Chotiner? 



Mr. Brownell: Well, the McClellan Committee has asked that 

same question. I will say this I that in due course we will -- that 

we have given some information to the McClellan Committee with respect 

to the Chotiner aituation and that haa been made public. The balance 

of the information for which we have been asked we are now giving 

consideration to and in a short time we will have some material ready 

for the McClellan Committee. I have told the men who are covering the 

Justice Department a couple of weeks ago that I personally did not 

ever issue any such instructions as to that. As to whether any 

further information along that line will develop we will., of course., 

know in connection with our preparation of our answers to the 

MCClellan Committee. 

Question: And nowJ SirI what was the purpose of your recent 

visit to Governor Shivers? Was it social, or political? 

Mr. Brownell: Well, it was social. I really had a good time. 

I'll tell youJ I have been doing this Texas trip, you know, for some 

time. My wife is a Texan. Everytime we go down, we visit Mary Alice 

and Allen Shivers and when they come to Washington they Visit us. I 

always get a little repercussions from my visits with the Shiverses. 

I remember two years ago when Shivers was running for re-election as 

Governor, As you know I he became the first person down south of 

importance and. on a statewide basis who had ever bolted the Democratic 

ticket to be re-elected the next time. And he was running against a 

man named Yarborough. And Yarborough noted I yent down ~dth Mrs. 

Brownell and called on the Shiverses and so he devoted almost an 

entire speech to :this problem., and he said: "WhyI this man Shivers 



is not fit to be Governor of the great State of Texas because he 

allowed the Attorney General of the Unit~d States to sleep in 

Sam Houston's bed for three consecutive nights." 

Question: What is your opinion of the proposed legislation 

to require five years' service as a federal judge for appointment to 

the United States Supreme Co~t and the fact that only two present 

members meet that requirement? 

Mr. Brownell: Well, that little zinger on there would seem 

to indicate that I would have to be careful not to bring any person

alities into this situation. And so I'll try without respect to 

:persona.lities either of the high court or the lower courts to express 

my viewI which is this: That limita.tions of this kind very often 

bring results that cannot be foreseen. And I think that under our 

system the responsibility for appointment of federal judges rests 

primarily on -the President and that he should have freedom of choice 

to pick the person and combination of persons whom he thinks will 

give this country the best JudiCial decisions. And, therefore, 

geographic, or age, or previous particular kinds of e~rience 

limitations of that sort - would, I am inclined to believe, in the 

long run end up by doing more damage than good. 

Question: What will you do if any state, including all 

its top officials, defies the SUpreme Court order on segregation? 

Mr. Brownell: Well, I have I as you perhaps know from a 

statement I made out in Arizona a couple days ago, been conferring 

with a majority of the Attorneys General of the southern and border 

states on some of the problems that grow out of the present situation 
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respecting segregation in the schools. I consulted with them as to 

the progress thatts been made to date and the further progress which 

they expect to be made, beginning in September a.t the school term 

then, the status of litigation on civil rights in their areas, and 

as to whether or not they think that a formal conference of Governors 

or Attorneys General in this field would be a proper way to approach 

this problem~ I'll make a report to the President on that in due 

course It Bq.t my impreSSion is this: Over the past 12 months, 259,000 

negro children have been successfully integrated in the public schools 

in this country. And, according to my view, progress is still being 

made so that I think it is unwise at this time to discuss the problem 

in the terms of this particular question. I believe that we may look 

forward to steady progress in this area. It is going to take good 

will on the pa.rt of everybody concerned. There will be a lot of heart

aches involved. There will be more litigation. But the big thing 

is to see to it that extremist statements are avoided; that we be 

sure that just because we disagree with one particular Supreme Court 

decision, we do not carryon to a point where we are attacking the 

system which has served us so well in the past l65 years, and, above 

all, that we keep our eye on the progress that is being made. 

Question: Is it true, Sir, that the Justice Department is 

opposed to any large-scale admission of Russian visitors to this 

aountry~ and why? And the second question in the same field, what 

is the Department·s position on the fingerprinting requirement for 

Soviet visitors to the Uhited States? 



Mr. Brownell: The answer to the last part of the question, 

first. The Department has taken the position before the appropriate 

Congressional Commdttees that we believe that fingerprinting as a man

datory requirement for all immigrants should be eliminated" and that 

discretion should be given to the Secretary of State and the Attorney 

General to decide in any particular case or group of cases whether or 

not fingerprints should be required. Now I "Is the Justice Department 

opposed to any large-scale admission of Russian visitors to this 

country" and why?" Well l I think it is obvious to all of you that 

the more of these visitors that come in from behind the Iron CUrtain, 

the larger are the internal security problems that are created for the 

investigative and prosecutive units in the Department ot Justice. It 

is our particular problem to present to the Administration that aspect 

of the matter. However" we do not take any position in opposition to 

tilis so far. If the Administration decides that that is a wise policy, 

if that policy should be adopted by the Administration, then our 

response would be one of complete cooperation, although we would un

doubtedly have to ask for additional funds by reason of the enlarge

ment of our internal security problems. 

Question: What is the present Justice DepartIr.ent attitude 

toward return of vested enemy alien property? 

Mr. Brownell: The attitude of the Department of Justice is 

that the property that has been vested should be processed through the 

administrative procedures and through the courts. And that the property 

which is found to be enemy-owned or enemy-tainted should be retained by 

the United States. As you knowl the present laws provide that money 



shall go primarily to reparations for persons who were mutilated or 

da.ma.ged in any way in person or property in Japanese prison camps or 

otherwise suffered damage during the war. A great deal of the money 

collected on these claims has already been turned over for that 

,PUrPose. More money will have to be spent and we think that pursuant 

to the Execut1 ve Agreements entered into shortly after the war that 

this should continue to be the policy of the United states. Now this 

question does give me a chance to put in a plug for a piece of legis

lation which we and the State Department have before the Congress at 

the present time. There is one restriction on selling this property 

for the reparation of these persons on our side who suffered during 

the war. And that is that if there is litigation involved, such as 

there is in the General Aniline and Film case, then we cannot sell 

the property and get the Government out. of business and use the proceeds 

appropriately under the Act. Furthe~, in this $IOO,OO~,OOO corpora

tion.. General Aniline and Film, the Government has to continue to 

operate that, although we think it would be much wiser to have it 

in private hands. Because of the fact tha.t litigation is :pending 

and the law says that as long as the litiga.tion is pending we can

not dispose of the assets and hold the proceeds. We are a.dvoca.ting 

that that restriction be removed so that we can get the Government 

out ot these businesses and hold the proceeds for the benefit of 

the persons whom the courts decide are entitled to it. 

Question: Now, Mr. Attorney General, here is an inquiry 

from a personal friend of yours out there, I gather, who wants to 

lmow something a.bout your own future. He says I "What line are you 

going into, come January?" 



Mr. Brownell: I wish I lmew, and so does my family. But I 

have no plans beyond January. Itve lasted longer than some of my 

predecessors and I think that is all I can say at the present time. 

Q,uestion: Repre.sentative Jack Brooks accuses the Depart

ment of a cover-up in the Mansure case. Would you comment on it I 

Sir , please, and tell us when, if ever, the documents will be given 

to Congress? 

Mr. Brownell: Well, that has been answered at press con

ferences by the President and I'll try to answer tha.t myself. It all 

evolves on this particular policy which has been a policy uniformly 

of my predecessors over the years and which I propose to continue; 

and that is that when the Department of Justice gets into an investi

gation, an active investigation, such as 18 involved in this case, 

we retain the papers and the information which we have received until 

we have completed our investigation. And then we make proper disposal 

ot them, depending upon the tacts. As I tried to point out in my 

speech, sometimes these investigations turn out that no -- that there 

was no wrongdoing involved and we do not want to smear anybody that 

may turn out to have been innocent in the matter. On the other hand, 

if they are guilty, we Will prosecute them and, of course, the infor~ 

matioo would come out at that time which is the proper time from the 

law enforcement aspect. So, to answer the question, in summary, so 

long as the active investigation is in process in the Department of 

Justice, we will hold the pa.pers and information, to use them in our 

best judgment either for prosecution or dismissal ot the charges. 



Question: Here's a question out of your political back

ground" Mr. Attorney General. It says: "As a. politician" do you 

believe that Vice President Nixon will lose votes for the GOP ticket 

in November? n 

Mr. Brownell: Well., tha.t is stepping out of my role a 

little bit today. But I'd say that the best possible ticket that 

the Rej;lublican Party can have in the campaign corning up is that one 

that we had in 1952. I think that it is a. tremendously strong ticket 

and" unless something goes wrong, it will be a. successfUl ticket. 

Question: And if you vTOuld take just one more step in the 

political field, Sir" as a former national chairman, do you think 

that Senator Joe MCCarthy should be used as a speaker for the Party 

in the Presidential campaign? 

Mr. Brownell: If I were to get into that question I would 

be stepping on Chairman Len Hall 1 s toes. I an} going to let him 

answer that one. 

Question: Well, about the business world, will the Depart

ment follow up on antitrust investigations started under Judge Barnes 

after be leaves? 

Mr. Brownell: Yes, Judge Barnes and I have sung the same 

tune now for something over three years and we have never had a disa

greement, a major disagreement, on any enforcement policy of the De

partment. He has participated actively in the selection of his 

successor and is just as enthusiastic as I am. To answer the question 

specifically: \tle believe that the prosecutions which Judge Barnes 

started are in the public interest and they will be prosecuted vigor

ously. 



Question: Another one along the same lines, Sir, will the 

Department of Justice file its antitrust suit against the General 

Motors bus and coach division before Judge Barnes leaves? 

Mr. Brownell: I guess I'd have to go into a huddle on that 

one. I would not, of course, seriously be able to make any announce

ment about what the Department will do or will not do in pending in

vestigations. It is public knowledge tha.t this matter is under 

investigation at the present time. 

Question: Two questions on Judge Sabeloff. How do you feel 

about the delay of almost 11 months on getting a vote on the Sobeloff 

nomination? Second" is it true that Solicitor General Sobelo!f may 

be shifted to a less controversial federal judgeship? 

Mr. Brownell: I am very unhappy a.bout the undue delay that 

has been involved in the consideration by the Senate Judiciary Com

mittee on the nomination presented to them by President Eisenhower 

for Judge Sobeloff to go on the Court of Appeals for the Fourth 

Circuit. As the question indicates, the matter has been before the 

Committee now for nearly a. year and no vote has been taken I although 

recently the subcommittee has acted favorably upon the nomination. 

This gives me an opportunity to say wilat I'd like to have said before 

-- and which I believe is in no way any interference with the work of 

the Committee -- that the charges that were, I think were rather 

recklessly brought against Judge Scbelof! in connection with his 

nomination have been disproved - disproved completely and 100 percent. 

And they have been disproved at the hearing out of the mouths of the 

persons who were involved in the particular transaction of the Balti

more Trust Company some 20 years ago. And, therefore, it seems to me I 



that it is a disservice to the judicial system and to Judge Sobelof! 

to keep harping on these same charges which have been, according to 

the Chairman of the SubCOmmittee, Senator O'Mahoney, so completely 

disproved. I believe, in other words" that the time bas come for a 

vote on the matter" and I sincerely hope that it will come soon. Now, 

I don't know where this other question came from, nIs it true that 

Solicitor General Sobeloff may be shifted to a less controversial 

federal judgeship from the one to which he has been named?" The 

only thing I can think of that may have been involved there was that 

at the time he was known as being considered for nomination by the 

President there "Tas also a vacancy in the Court of Appeals for the 

District of Columbia. There was some pUblic speculation at that 

time that he might be nominated for that Circuit rather than for the 

Fourth Circuit which is his home district, he coming from Maryland, 

which is part of the Fourth C1rcui t. But as you know another nom.. 

nation was sent up on/or about the same time for the District of 

Columbia vacancy_ So, to answer the question, briefly, it is not 

true that he may be shifted to a less controversial federal judge

ship. 

Question: Just got time for a couple more questions. Is 

Judge Vic Hansen of Los Angeles to be Judge Barnes' successor? 

Mr. Brownell: \olell, the nomination for a successor tor Judge 

Barnes, of course, would be a Presidential nomination and, in accord

ance with long-standing custom, any announcement of a successor to 

him would come from Jim Hagerty's office. 



Mr. Holeman: I want to thank you very much, Mr. Attorney 

General, for the address this afternoon and for handling these tbugh 

questions. I'd like to present to you our Certificate of Appreciation 

for your performance and ask a final question: 

Is the present tight money situation later to be loosened 

for political purposes? That may have been left over from Humphrey, 

I must say. 

Vir. Brownell: Well" I'll reter that one to my good friend, 

George Humprhey. But I do deeply appreciate this Certificiate and I 

enjoyed very much being here with you today. 


