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Zf] t;helA.rm%r in Iflme of peace. The Senate had already conceded what they called

what w e might accept as the principle, but they had stricken out the penalty
and had stnc}:en out the word *‘ expressly,”” so that the Army might be used in ali
c]j.ses where ¢mplicd authority might be inferred. The House committee planted
tlzm}zf-l::ahs_ﬁ]infﬂy upon the doct.rine that ra‘her than yield this fundamental princi-
113 -1, ! ich for .three years this House had struggled, they would allow the bill to
ail, not_vw ithstanding the reforms which we had secured, regarding these reforms as
of but l.lttlf-b consequence alongside the great principle that the Army of the United
18;:;&5, glfttgi: 1c>f peace, should be under _th@ control of Congress and obedient to its
that. e ongi;lfmd prot.racted negotlatl?n, the Senate committee have conceded
s P:m kp eina 1E.b lerfgth and Dbreadth, including the penalty, which the Senate
ad stricken out. We bring you back, therefore, a report, with the alteration of a
:;]lg;; x;(c:).rdl, '.;hlchht.h; laW}];ers assure me is proper to be made, restoring to this bill

iple for which we haw ich i i

n‘ghffs andpliberties S ;1; :tlze:r:ontended so long, and which is so vital to secure the

* 3
% o

: Tpus ha\:e we this (?ay secured to the people of this country the same great pro-
ection against a standing army which cost a struggle of two hundred years for the
Commons of England to secure for the British people. :

?‘r?m this brief review of the subject it sufficiently appears that under
eiustmg laws- there can be no military interferencé with the elections
No case of such interference has, in fact, occurred since the passage of
the act last referred to. No soldier of the United States has a‘ g;rel
under orders at any place of election in any State. No ccnmhlai?ft)ec 7 (
of the presence of United States troops has been made in alliv ua': .
It may therefore be confidently stated that there is no necesq'{t\flfor telr.
?nactment‘ ;)If section 6 of the bill before me to pI’E'\-'El-lt nlilgta}t' :intef

ren 7 ecti : i ;
rzqi ;:dt};tr : ;:‘f;l&.ctlous. T'he laws already in force are all that is
: But that part of section: 6 of this bill which is significant and vitally
Ifnportant is the clause which, if adopted, will deprive the civil autt :
tx'es of the United States of all power to keep the peace at the C ;0“"
fsional elections. The Congressional elections in every district 1'1'10;.1 b-r ‘3‘3
important sense, are justly a matter of political interest auld Co =
thrgughout the whole country. Each State, every political pa fcl{fer'n'
ent_ltled to the share of power which is conferred by the legal auflcf . ,'tl‘b
tut}mlal suffrage. It is the right of every citizen possessing th LO”;{;‘
ca}t10ns prescribed by law to cast one unintimidated baliot bamdetqufL 1 '-
his balllot honestly counted. So long as the exercise of this 0 ek
the enjoyment of this right are common and equal, practicallvp ; T“ e'r limd
formally, submission to the results of the suffrage will be aci 51“@ e
ally and cheerfully, and all the departments of C?overnment c'?l?fﬁd g
true vigor of the popular will thus expressed. T b

Two provisions of the Constitution authorize legislation by C ;
for the regulation of the Congressional elections, o e e

Section 4 of Article I of the Constitution declares—

The times, places, and manner of holding elections for Senators and R 5
epresenta-

tives shall be prescribed in each State by the legislature thereof; but the C
y ongress
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may at any time, by law, make or alter such regulations, except as to the places of
choosing Senators.
The fifteenth amendment of the Constitution is as follows:

SEc. 1. The right of citizens of the United States to vote shall not be denied or
abridged by the United States or by any State on account of race, color, or previous

condition of servitude.
SEc. 2. The Congress shall have power to enforce this article by appropriate legis-

lation.

The Supreme Court has held that this amendment invests the citi-
zens of the United States with a new constitutional right which is within
the protecting power of Congress. That right the court declares to be
exemption from discrimination in the exercise of the elective franchise
on account of race, color, or previous condition of servitude. The power
of Congress to protect this right by appropriate legislation is expressly
affirmed by the court.

National legislation to provide safeguards for free and honest elections
is necessary, as experience has shown, not only to secure the right to vote
to the enfranchised race at the South, but also to prevent fraudulent
voting in the large cities of the North. Congress has therefore exercised
the power conferred by the Constitution, and has enacted certain laws to
prevent discriminations on account of race, color, or previous condition
of servitude, and to punish fraud, violence, and intimidation at Federal
elections. Attention is called to the following sections of the Revised
Statutes of the United Statez, viz:

Section 2004, which guarantees to all citizens the right to vote, without
distinction on account of race, color, or previous condition of servitude.

Sections 2005 and 2006, which guarantee to all citizens equal opportu-
nity, without discrimination, to perform all the acts required by law as a
prerequisite or qualification for voting.

Section 2022, which authorizes the United States marshal and his depu-
ties to keep the peace and preserve order at the Federal elections.

Section 2024, which expressly authorizes the United States marshal
and his deputies to summon a posse comitatus whenever they or any of
them are forcibly resisted in the execution of their duties under the law
or are prevented from executing such duties by violence.

Section 5522, which provides for the punishment of the crime of inter-
fering with the supervisors of elections and deputy marshals in the dis-
charge of their duties at the elections of Representatives in Congress.

These are some of the laws on this subject which it is the duty of
the executive department of the Government to enforce. The intent
and effect of the sixth section of this bill is to prohibit all the civil
officers of the United States, under penalty of fine and imprisonment,
from employing any adequate civil ferce for this purpose at the place
where their enforcement is most necessary, namely, at the places where
the Congressional elections are held. Among the most valuable enact-
ments to which I have referred are those which protect the SUpervisors




|
1
s
i
i ¢
it
|
1
;,

il
‘I‘f
1

528 Messages and Papers of the Presidents

of Federal elections in the discharge of their duties at the polls. If the
proposed legislation should become the law, there will be no power vested
in any officer of the Government to protect from violence the officers of
the United States engaged in the discharge of their duties. Their rights
and duties under the law wfill remain, but the National Government
will be powerless to enforce its own statutes. The States may employ
both military and civil power to keep the peace and to enforce the laws
at State elections. It is now proposed to deny to the United States
even the necessary civil authority to protect the national elections. No
sufficient reason has been given for this discrimination in favor of the
State and against the national authority. If well-founded objections
exist against the present national election laws, all good citizens should
unite in their amendment. The laws providing the safeguards of the
elections should be impartial, just, and efficient. They should, if pos-
sible, be so nonpartisan and fair in their operation that the minority—
the party out of power—will have no just grounds to complain. The
present laws have in practice unquestionably conduced to the preven-
tion of fraud and violence at the elections. In several of the States
members of different political parties have applied for the safeguards
which they furnish. It is the right and duty of the National Govern-
ment to enact and enforce laws which will secure free and fair Congres-
sional elections. 'The laws now in force should not be repealed except
in connection with the enactment of measures which will better accom-
plish that important end. Believing that section 6 of the bill before me
will weaken, if it does not altogether take away, the power of the National
Government to protect the Federal elections by the civil authorities, I am
forced to the conclusion that it ought not to receive my approval.

This section is, however, not presented to me as a separate and inde-
pendent measure, but is, as has been stated, attached to the bill making the
usual annual appropriations for the support of the Army. It makes a vital
change in the election laws of the country, which is in no way connected
with the use of the Army. It prohibits, under heavy penalties, any person
engaged in the civil service of the United States from having any force at
the place of any election, prepared to preserve order, to make arrests, to
keep the peace, or in any manner to enforce the laws. This is altogether
foreign to the purpose of an Army appropriation bill. The practice of
tacking to appropriation bills measures not pertinent to such bills did
not prevail until more than forty years after the adoption of the Consti-
tution. Tt has become a common practice. All parties when in power
have adopted it. Many abuses and great waste of public money have in
this way crépt into appropriation bills. ‘The public opinion of the coun-
try is against it. The States which have recently adopted constitutions
have generally provided a remedy for the evil by enacting that no law
shall contain more than one subject, which shall be plainly expressed
in its title. The constitutions of more than half of the States contain
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substantially this provision, The public welfare will be promoted in
many ways by a return to the early practice of the Government and to
the true principle of legislation, which requires that every measure shall
stand or fall according to its own merits. If it were understood that to
attach to an appropriation bill a measure irrelevant to the general object
of the bill would imperil and probably prevent its final passage and
approval, a valuable reform in the parliamentary practice of Congress
would be accomplished. The best justification that has been offered for
attaching irrelevant riders to appropriation bills is that it is done for con-
venience’ sake, to facilitate the passage of measures which are deemed
expedient by all the branches of Government which participate in legis-
lation. It can not be claimed that there is any such reason for attach-
ing this amendment of the election laws to the Army appropriation bill.
The history of the measure contradicts this assumption. A majority of
the House of Representatives in the last Congress was in favor of section
6 of this bill. It was known that a majority of the Senate was opposed
to it, and that as a separate measure it could not be adopted. It was
attached to the Army appropriation bill to compel the Senate to assent
to it. It was plainly announced to the Senate that the Army appropria-
tion bill would not be allowed to pass unless the proposed amendments of
the election laws were adopted with it. The Senate refused to assent
to the bill on account of this irrelevant section. Congress thereupon
adjourned without passing an appropriation bill for the Army, and the
present extra session of the Forty-sixth Congress became necessary to
furnish the means to carry on the Government.

The ground upon which the action of the House of Representatives is
defended has been distinctly stated by many of its advocates. A week
before the close of the last session of Congress the doctrine in question
was stated by one of its ablest defenders as follows:

It is our duty to repeal these laws. It is not worth while to attempt the repeal
except upon an appropriation bill. The Republican Senate would not agree to nor
the Republican President sign a bill for such repeal, Whatever objection to legisla-
tion upon appropriation bills may be made in ordinary cases does not apply where
frée elections and the liberty of the citizens are concerned. * * * We have the
power to vote money; let us annex conditions to it, and insist upon the redress of
grievances,

By another aistinguished member of the House it was said:

The right of the Representatives of the people to withhold supplies is as old as
English liberty. History records numerous instances where the Commons, feeling
that the people were oppressed by laws that the Lords would not consent to repeal
by the ordinary methods of legislation, obtained redress at last by refusing appro-
priations unless accompanied by relief measures.

That a question of the gravest magnitude, and new in this country,
was raised by this course of proceeding, was fully recognized also by its
defenders in the Senate. It was said by a distinguished Senator:

Perhaps no greater question. in the form we are brought to consider it, was ever
considered by the American Congress in time of peace; for it involves not merely
M P—vorL viI—34
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the merits or demerits of the laws which the House bill proposes to repeel, but
involves the rights, the privileges, the powers, the duties of the two branches of Con-
gress and of the President of the United States. It is a vast question; it is a ques-
tion whose importance can scarcely be estimated; it is a question that never yet has
been brought so sharply before the American Congress and the American people
as it may be now. It is a question which sooner or later must be decided, and the
decision must determine what are the powers of the House of Representatives under
the Constitution, and what is the duty of that House in the view of the framers
of that Constitution, according to its letter and its spirit.

Mr. President, I should approach this question, if T were in the best possible condi-
tion to speak and to argue it, with very grave diffidence, and certainly with the uimost
anxiety; for no one can think of it as long and as carefully as I have thought of it
without seeing that we are at the beginning, perhaps, of a struggle that may last as
long in this country as a similar struggle lasted in what we are accustomed to call
the mother land. There the struggle lasted for two centuries before it was ulti-
mately decided. It is not likely to last so long here, but it may last until every man
in this chamber is in his grave. Itisthe gquestion whether or no the House of Repre-
sentatives hasa right to say, ‘“We will grant supplies only upon condition that griev-
ances are redressed. We are the representatives of the taxpayers of the Republic.
We, the House of Representatives, alone have the right to originate money bills. We,
the House of Representatives, have alone the right to originate bills which grant the
money of the pPeople. The Senate represents States; we represent the taxpayers of
the Republic. We, therefore, by the very terms of the Constitution, are charged
with the duty of originating the bills which grant the money of the people. We
claim the right, which the House of Commons in England established after two cen-

T.uries of contest, to say that we will not grant the money of the people unless there
is a redress of grievances.”’

Upon the assembling of this Congress, in pursuance of a call for an
extra session, which was made necessary by the failure of the Forty-
fifth Congress to make the needful appropriations for the support of the
Government, the question was presented whether the attempt made in
the last Congress to ingraft by construction a new principle upon the
Constitut.ion should be persisted in or not. ‘This Congress has ample
opportunity and time to pass the appropriation bills, and also to enact
any political measures which may be determined upon in separata bills
by the usual and orderly methods of proceeding. Bui the majority of
both Houses have deemed it wise to adhere to the principles asserted
and maintained in the last Congress by the majority of the House of
Representatives. That principle is that the House of Representatives
has the sole right to originate bills for raising revenue, and therefore has
the right to withhold appropriations upon which the existence of the
Gm.'ernment may depend unless the Senate and the President shall give
their as?ent to any legislation which the House may see fit to attach to
appropriation bills. “To establish this principle is to make a radical,
d.angerous, and unconstitutional change in the character of our institu-
tions. The various departments of the Government and the Army and
the Navy are established by the Constitution or by laws passed in pur-
suance thereof. Their duties are clearly defined and their support is
carefully provided for by law. The money required for this purpose has
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been collected from the people and is now in the Treasury, ready to be
paid out as soon as the appropriation bills are passed. Whether appro-
priations are made cr not, the collection of the taxes will go on. 'The
public money will accumulate in the Treasury. It was not the intention
of the framers of the Constitution that any single branch of the Gov-
ernment should have the power to dictate conditions upon which this
treasure should be applied to the purpose for which it was collected.
Any such intention, if it had been entertained, would have been plainly
expressed in the Constitution.

That a majority of the Senate now concurs in the claim of the House
adds to the gravity of the situation, but does not alter the question at
issue. ‘The new doctrine, if maintained, will result in a consolidation of
unchecked and despotic power in the House of Representatives. A bare
majority of the House will become the Government. The Executive
will no longer be what the framers of the Constitution intended—an
equal and independent branch of the Government. It is clearly the
constitutional duty of the President to exercise his discretion and judg-
ment upon all bills presented to him without constraint or duress from
any other branch of the Government. To say that a majority of either
or both of the Houses of Congress may insist upon the approval of a
bill under the penalty of stopping all of the operations of the Govern-
ment for want of the necessary supplies is to deny to the Executive that
share of the legislative power which is plainly conferred by the second
section of the seventh article of the Constitution. It strikes from the
Cousti*ution the qualified negative of the President. It is said that this
should be done because it is the peculiar function of the House of Repre-
sentatives to represent the will of the people. But no single branch or
department of the Government has exclusive authority to speak for the
American people. The most authentic and solemn expression of their
will is contained in the Constitution of the United States. By that Con-
stitution they have ordained and established a Government whose powers
are distributed among coordinate branches, which, as far as possible con-
sistently with a harmonious cooperation, are absolutely independent of
each other. The people of this country are unwilling to see the suprem-
acy of the Constitution replaced by the omnipotence of any one depart-
ment of the Government.

The enactment of this bill into a law will establish a precedent which
will tend to destroy the equal independence of the several branches of
the Government. Its principle places not merely the Senate and the
Executive, but the judiciary also, under the coercive dictation of the
House. The House alone will be the judge of what constitutes a griev-
ance, and also of the means and measure of redress. An act of Congress
to protect elections is now the grievance complained of; but the House
may on the same principle determine that any other act of Congress, a
treaty made by the President with the advice and consent of the Senate,
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a nomination or appointment to office, or that a decision or opinion of
the Supreme Court is a grievance, and that the measure of redress is
to withhold the appropriations required for the support of the offending
branch of the Government.

Believing that this bill is a dangerous violation of the spirit and mean-
ing of the Constitution, I am compelled to return it to the House in
which it originated without my approval. The qualified negative with
which the Constitution invests the President is a trust that involves a
duty which he can not decline to perform. With a firm and conscien-
tious purpose to do what I can to preserve unimpaired the constitutional
powers and equal independence, not merely of the Executive, but of
every branch of the Government, which will be imperiled by the adop-
tion of the principle of this bill, I desire earnestly to urge upon the House
of Representatives a return to the wise and wholesome usage of the
earlier days of the Republic, which excluded from appropriation bills all
irrelevant legislation. By this course you will inaugurate an important
reform in the method of Congressional legislation; your action will be
in harmony with the fundamental principles of the Constitution and the
patriotic sentiment of nationality which is their firm support, and you
will restore to the country that feeling of confidence and security and the
repose which are so essential to the prosperity of all of our fellow-citizens.

RUTHERFORD B. HAYES.

To the House of Represeniatives:

After a careful consideration of the bill entitled ‘‘An act to prohibit
military interference at elections,”’ I return it to the House of Repre-
sentatives, in which it originated, with the following objections to its
approval:

In the communication sent to the House of Representatives on the
29th of last month, returning to the House without my approval the bill
entitled ‘‘An act making appropriations for the support of the Army for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1880, and for other purposes,’’ I endeav-
ored to show, by quotations from the statutes of the United States now
in force and by a brief statement of facts in regard to recent elections in
the several States, that no additional legislation was necessary to pre-
vent interference with the elections by the military or naval forces of
the United States. The fact was presented in that communication that
at the time of the passage of the act of June 18, 1878, in relation to the
employment of the Army as a posse comitatus or otherwise, it was main-
tained by its friends that it would establish a vital and fundamental
principle which would secure to the people protection against a standing
army. The fact was also referred to that since the passage of this act
Congressional, State, and municipal elections have been held throughout
the Union, and that in no instance has complaint been made of the pres-
ence of United States soldiers at the polls.
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Holding, as I do, the opinion that any military interference whatever
at the polls is contrary to the spirit of our institutions and would tend to
destroy the freedom of elections, and sincerely desiring to concur with
Congress in all of its measures, it is with very great regret that I am
forced to the conclusion that the bill before me is not only unnecessary
to prevent such interference, but is a dangerous departure from long-
settled and important constitutional principles.

The true rule as to the employment of military force at the elections is
not doubtful. No intimidation or coercion should be allowed to control or
influence citizens in the exercise of their right to vote, whether it appears
in the shape of combinations of evil-disposed persons, or of armed bodies
of the militia of a State, or of the military force of the United States.

The elections should be free from all forcible interference, and, as far
as practicable, from all apprehensions of such interference. No soldiers,
either of the Union or of the State militia, should be present at the polls
to take the place or to perform the duties of the ordinary civil police
force. There has been and will be no violation of this rule under orders
from me during this Administration; but there should be no denial of
the right of the National Government to employ its military force on any
day and at any place in case such employment is necessary to enforce
the Constitution and laws of the United States.

The bill before me is as follows:

Be il enacled, elc., That it shall not be lawful to bring to or employ at any place
where a general or special election is being held in a State any part of the Army or
Navy of the United States, unless such force be necessary to repel the armed enemies
of the United States or to enforce section 4, Article IV, of the Constitution of the
United States and the laws made in pursuance thereof, on application of the legisla-

ture or executive of the State where such force is to be used; and so much of all
laws as is inconsistent herewith is hereby repealed.

It will be observed that the bill exempts from the general prohibition
against the employment of military force at the polls two specified cases.
These exceptions recognize and concede the soundness of the principle
that military force may properly and constitutionally be used at the place
of elections when such use is necessary to enforce the Constitution and
the laws; but the excepted cases leave the prohibition so extensive
and far-reaching that its adoption will seriously impair the éfficiency of
the executive department of the Government.

The first act expressly authorizing the use of military power to exe-
cute the laws was passed almost as early as the organization of the
Government under the Constitution, and was approved by President
Washington May 2, 1792. It is as follows:

SEC. 2. And be it further enacted, That whenever the laws of the United States
shall be opposed or the execution thereof obstructed in any State by combinations
too powerful to be suppressed by the ordinary course of judicial proceedings or by

the powers vested in the marshals by this act, the same being notified to the Presi-
dent of the United States by an associate justice or the district judge, it shall be
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lawful for the President of the United States to call forth the militia of such State
to suppress such combinations and to cause the laws to be duly executed. And if
the militia of a State where such combination may happen shall refuse or be insuffi-
cient to suppress the same, it shall be lawful for the President, if the Legislature of
the United States be not in sessjon, to call forth and employ such numbers of the
militia of any other State or States most convenient thereto as may be necessary;
and the use of militia so to be called forth may be continued, if necessary, until the
expiration of thirty days after the commencement of the ensuing session.

In 1795 this provision was substantially reenacted in a law which
repealed the act of 1792. In 1807 the following act became the law
by the approval of President Jefferson:

That in all cases of insurrection or obstruction to the laws, either of the United
States or of any individual State or Territory, where it is lawful for the President of
the United States+to call forth the militia for the purpose of suppressing such insur-
rection or of causing the laws to be duly executed, it shall be lawful for him to em-
ploy for the same purposes such part of the land or naval force of the United States
as shall be judged necessary, having first observed all the prerequisites of the law in

that respect.

By this act it will be seen that the scope of the law of 1795 was
extended so as to authorize the National Government to use not only
the militia, but the Army and Navy of the United States, in “‘causing the
laws to be duly executed.’’

The important provision of the acts of 1792, 1795, and 1807, modified
in its terms from time to time to adapt it to the existing emergency,
remained in force until, by an act approved by President Lincoln July
29, 1861, it was reenacted substantially in the same language in which
it is now found in the Revised Statutes, viz:

SEC. 5298. Whenever, by reason of unlawful obstructions, combinations, or assem-
blages of persons, or rebellion against the authority of the Government of the United
States, it shall become impracticable, in the judgment of the President, to enforce
by the ordinary course of judicial proceedings the laws of the United States within
any State or Territory, it shall be lawful for the President to call forth the militia
of any or all the States and to employ such parts of the land and naval forces of
the United States as he may deem necessary to enforce the faithful execution of the
laws of the United States or to suppress such rebellion, in whatever State or Terri-

tory thereof the laws of the United States may be forcibly opposed or the execution
thereof forcibly obstructed.

This ancient and fundamental law has been in force from the founda-
tion of the Government. It is now proposed to abrogate it on certain
days and at certain places. In my judgment no fact has been produced
which tends to show that it ought to be repealed or suspended for a sin-
gle hour at any place in any of the States or Territories of the Union.

All the teachings of experience in the course of our history are in favor
of sustaining its efficiency unimpaired.

: On every occasion when the
supremacy of the Constitution has been resisted and the perpetuity of
our institutions imperiled the principle of this statute, enacted by the
fathers, has enabled the Government of the Union to maintain its author-
ity and to preserve the integrity of the nation.
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At the most critical periods of our history my predecessors in the exec-
utive office have relied on this great principle. It was on this principle
that President Washington suppressed the whisky rebellion in Pennsyl-
yania in 1704. ;

In 1806, 0n the same principle, President Jefferson broke up the 'Burr
conspiracy by issuing ‘‘orders for the employment of S].lC]l force, eltl-zelr
of the regulars or of the militia, and by such proceedings of the civil
authorities, * * * as might enable them to suppress effectually the
further progress of the enterprise.”” And it was under the same .author-
ity that President Jackson crushed nullification in South Carol‘m-a at-ld
that President Lincoln issued his call for troops to save the Union in
1861. On numerous other occasions of less significance, under prob-
ably every Administration, and certainly under the present, ?his power
has been usefully exerted to enforce the laws, without objection b‘y any
party in the country,and almost without attracting public attention.

The great elementary constitutional principle which was the fOlll]dfl-
tion of the original statute of 1792, and which has been its essence in
the various forms it has assumed since its first adoption, is that the
Government of the United States possesses under the Constitution, in
full measure, the power of self-protection by its own agencies, altc:gether
independent of State authority, and, if need be, against the hostlht}f of
State governments. It should remain embodied in our statutes unim-
paired, as it has been from the very origin of the Government. It
should be regarded as hardly less valuable or less sacred than a pro-
vision of the Constitution itself. o)

There are many other important statutes containing provisions t%mt
are liable to be suspended or annulled at the times and places of holding
elections if the bill before me should become a law. I do not under-
take to furnish a list of them. Many of them—perhaps the most of
them—have been set forth in the debates on this measure. They relate
to extradition, to crimes against the election laws, to quarantine Te:gula-
tions, to neutrality, to Indian reservations, to the civil rights of C1Flzens,
and to other subjects. In regard to them all it may be safely said that
the meaning and effect of this bill is to take from the General Govern-
ment an important part of its power to enforce t‘he-lawls. -

Another grave objection to the bill is its discrimination 11 favor of the
State and against the national authority. The presence or employment
of the Army or Navy of the United States is lawful under the terms of
this bill at ihe place where an election is being held'in a State to uph?l-d
the authority of a State government then and there in nc;ed 01{ such mili-
tary intervention, but unlawful to uphold the authority of the. QOV-
ernment of the United States then and there in need of such military
intervention. Under this bill the presence or employment of the Army
or Navy of the United States would be lawful and might belnec.:essary
to maintain the conduct of « State election against the domestic violence




