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3rd Yr. Students 
To Civil Courts?

An effort is presently underway, in the District of Columbia, to allow law students to represent indigent defendants in the Special Litigation Branch of the D.C. Court of General Sessions. The Special Litigation Branch includes the former Landlord and Tenant Court, and the Small Claims and Conciliation Court. A special committee, organized by Peter H. Wolf of Georgetown’s Institute of Criminal Law and Procedure, has drafted a proposed change to Rule 96 of the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia. Rule 96, which governs the qualifications of persons appearing before the Court, is presently moot on the point of student representation. The suggested amendment proposes that “The District of Columbia Court of General Sessions may permit third year law students currently enrolled in law schools within the District of Columbia and approved by this Court . . .  to appear without compensation on behalf of indigents in that Court under such conditions, and supervision as that court may direct.’’ While this change concerns only the Court of General Sessions, it must win approval of the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia, since the latter is the primary jurisdictional authority for all D.C. courts. Towards achieving Court approval a petition containing the proposed rule change plus points and authorities on the matter has been submitted to the deans of the five area law schools. Endorsement is also pending from the Washington Bar Association and the Women’s Bar Association of D.C. On Friday, February 9, the D.C. Bar Association gave overwhelming endorsement to the petition. Support for student representation is also enthusiastic within the D.C. courts. Chief Judge Green of the Court of General Sessions has said: “I wholeheartedly favor the objectives of the proposed petition . . .  If satisfactory answers (as to details of the program) are reached, I will do all I can to help bring about a program of student participation in our court.”One difficulty which past efforts in this area have faced is the unwillingness of the courts to condone a rule change when confronted with the possibility of a disjointed effort on the part of each law school to implement the rule. Consequently, one of the main functions of the committee headed by Mr. Wolf is to co-ordinate and unify the efforts of the law schools and other legal facilities. To this end the Committee is composed of representatives from each law school, representatives from the Neighborhood Legal Services Project, Judge Tim Murphy of the Court of General Sessions, and other prominent D.C. Bar members. Prof. Addison M. Bowman and Richard Shine, of the Legal Aid Society, represent Georgetown on the Committee.

The actual program, as now envisioned, is three-pronged. First, it would allow thirty-six students from the area’s law schools to represent indigent defendants in the Special Litigation Branch of the Court of General Sessions. These students would be chosen proportionately according to the size of each school (G. U. and George Washington Law School would each select twenty-five percent of the students with the remaining schools each choosing 16 2/3 percent). Students participating must rank in the upper half of their class and must have finished two-thirds of their legal education in order to be eligible. At Georgetown, it is expected that the program would be run by the Legal Aid Society. Second, in addition to participation of 3d year students as counsel, it is thought second year students would participate in areas of legal research, investigation, and observation of actual proceedings. Third, a research component might be established both to compile the results and effectiveness of student participation, and to study the characteristics of the legal process in the court, with a view towards categorizing and eliminating any unsavory or dileterious practices existing in the court. Mr. Wolf, in developing the program, is quick

The New Law Center

to state that there is more to the concept than simply putting students in court. “One of the major emphases,” says Wolf, “will be to settle and conciliate legal matters. This is not a program to try cases for the sake of trying cases. It is a program of legal representation, of which appearance in court may be a part, in cases of limited jurisdiction.”In further discussing the proposed rule change and student program Mr. Wolf clearly points out that student representation will in no way interfere with the representation of clients by bona fide at- (Courts continued page 4)

G.U.L.C. TUITION WILL 
SKYROCKET NEXT YEAR

On Saturday morning, February 
10, a memorandum from Dean Dean 
appeared on Law School bulletin 
boards announcing a tuition in
crease of $280 for the forthcoming 
academic year. This is the second 
increase within two years, last 
year’s being $250. Full tuition at

the Law Center will now be $1,750 
per year.

As justification for the raise, the 
Dean’s memorandum cites the past 
year’s operating deficit of $1,500,- 
000 for the entire University. In a 
memoradum to all administrative 
officials, the President of the Uni
versity, Father Campbell, indicated 
that even with the tuition increase

S.B.A And Law  Journal Proposals  
Ask Overthrow Of Grading System

Two student organizations, the S.B.A. and the Law Journal, have presented separate proposals, to the Academic Affairs Committee, for sweeping changes in the Law Center grading system. Committee Chairman, Prof. Edwin J. Bradley, termed the reports as “interesting and helpful . . . both are very carefully thought out and should be of great benefit to the Committee.” Since the Committee has not had the opportunity to officially discuss the proposed revisions, Bradley would not commit himself on the question of whether either draft would be adopted and would only remark that he was ‘‘very impressed with both presentations and hope we can find a solution that is congenial to all.”
The S.B.A. prefaced its report with the observation that “the harshness of the (present) grading system is a factor in bringing about the resentment that students feel toward the school and its professors. A first step in overcoming this alienation would be the humanizing of the present grading system. If students felt less threatened by the grades they receive, they would look more favorably on their law school experience.”
The principal revision urged by

the S.B.A. was the adoption of a standardized curve of non-numer- ical marks. Under thas plan, achievement would be ranked into five areas: a. distinguished—10% of the class; b. excellent—30%; c. good—40%; d. qualified—15% and e. fail—0-5%. The report also advocated changing the criterial for “flunking out” from a yearly average of 70 or below to a set number of courses failed during the year.
The report suggested that this number be set at 2 full year courses and further proposed that any person so “flunking out” would retain the right to re-enter the law school after a year with the only requirement for graduation being the successful completion of 80 credit hours. This proposal was supported by the S.B.A. contention that “after a student has invested two years of his life at the law school, he should be given the right to complete his studies and graduate. Two years is a long time to take from a person’s life and to give him nothing in return.”
The Law Journal proposal, more subdued in its criticism of the present system, called for four major revisions in the grading system. The report was based on the prem

ise “that sole reliance upon an individual’s rank in class is an inaccurate reflection of his legal abilities or potential upon graduation from the Law Center.”
The Law Journal, in its major revisions, posited the oft discussed, controversial suggestion of abolishing all letter or number grndes and instituting an honors, pass, or fail system. The proposal suggested that if such a plan is feasible, a partial no-grading system could be inaugurated to pave the way for the total program.
The second revision, in the alternative, urged by the Law Journal, was the adoption of letter grades which would help to reduce the number of grade variables in the present 50-100 point range to the 4 letter categories. In the event that the numerical grade system is retained, the Law Journal suggested that class standing be published only as to the top twenty percent of the class with the remainder to be ranked only by “top 50%” and “top 100%.” A final revision urged in the Law Journal report was that a paper should be required in any non-seminar course that would constitute 33%- of the class grade.

that has been applied to all schools, 
he still expected a deficit of about 
$800,000 for the current academic 
year. Student fees at Georgetown 
only cover about 28 percent of the 
University’s expenditures.

In comparison with other law 
schools, Georgetown’s tuition does 
not appear excessive. The new 
charge of $1,750 will bring the Law 
Center close to parity with such 
schools as Harvard—$1,845, Stan
ford—$1,880, Boston University— 
$1,850 and Chicago—$1,980.

During the past year the tuition 
at the Law Center has been lower 
than that of any other school at 
the University. The undergraduate 
schools pay $1,800, the Graduate 
School $1,550 and the Medical 
School $1,900,

Figures are unavailable as to 
the amount of tuition paid by law 
students which is spent only on the 
Law Center. One informed source 
has said, however, that he believes 
that most of the law tuition is 
spent at the Law School with only 
a small amount of it going into a 
general fund for university admin
istration.
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The proposed change in D.C. Court rules to allow third year law students to represent indigent defendants in the Court of General Sessions is a welcome indication of a new trend in legal education. The final year of law school, so often looked upon as a frustrating limbo between legal education and actual practice, may be made more productive by this marriage of legal theory with practical experience. The Weekly feels that this change should be adopted and a program of student participation quickly implemented. With success in this, the concept could then be extended to other fields to make the final year of law school one of greater value. The petition embodying this change is currently on the desk of Dean Dean. The Weekly fervently hopes that the petition receives the Dean’s quick approval.
• • •

Distasteful as any tuition increase must be, this one appears to be of utmost necessity even though it follows upon an increase of $250 last year. The continued operating deficit which Georgetown has recently sustained has very much affected the implementation of new programs and ideas at the Law Center. The failure to obtain funds for the creation of a new law journal, the apparent unavailability of money to initiate the Negro scholarship program and the lack of funds to publish an examination booklet, are but a few of the indicators of how much the Law Center has suffered. In other areas such as higher teachers’ salaries or administrative personnel, one can only guess at the effect the deficit has had.The present increase must also be looked at from the perspective of the new Selective Service Regulations. At the present time only those now in their second year of school will be deferred next year. Thus, there is the threat that there will be a reduction in the number of students at the Law Center during the next academic year which in turn will mean less revenue.Certainly in comparison with other law schools of high caliber, Georgetown’s tuition increase is not excessive. The fact that the schools cited in the article on the tuition raise found elsewhere in this paper have had higher student fees than Georgetown for sometime may even indicate that the administration has been negligent in not charging enough to maintain a first rate school.It is to be hoped that this year’s increase will mean more to the Law Center than did last year’s $250 increase. The effects of that one appear to have been almost negligible.Many students looking at the added cost will wonder what it means for them. Harvard and Yale may have tuition fees of $1,800 plus, but are we getting the same quality education as these schools offer? A in tuition onlyacceptable if it produces results.The added funds alone do not answer such questions about the quality of education at Georgetown. Such answers can only be supplied by the administration in the use of the money available. Thoughtful and judicious use of the added funds as well as of those already available is a necessity if Georgetown is to be counted among the first rate law schools of this country, and if the students are to leave Georgetown with the feeling of having spent three worthwhile years there.
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Canned Briefs
P.A.D.—Inns of Court, Friday at 8:15 at the National Lawyers Club, members and guest invited to attend. A panel discussion of a negligence suit for trial.Follow the leader: George Washington Law School has just adopted the Juris Doctor degree in place of the LL.B.Briefs for the E. D. White Law Argument are due in to the Registra r’s Office by 5:45 p.m., Monday, Feb. 26, 1968 . . . Georgetown University undergrads will compete, on television, on the G. E. College Bowl, Sunday, February 18 at 6:00 p.m ., . . Essay Time: several essay contests, offering cash prizes, are currently open to G.U. law students. Details on front bulletin board. Among those up for grabs: Burkan Memorial Copyright Competition—$1,500; Lasser Tax Competition—$1,500; Women Lawyers Competition—vacation in England; Eastman Arbitration Competition —$500.June Commencement: changed from Monday, June 10 to Sunday June 9 . . .  Contrary to expectations Frederick L. Miller, Jr., former editor of The Weekly, has located a girl that will marry him. Congratulations . . .

S.6.A, By John Lively

j2ive£y ’6 3 a z
The SBA met last Thursday evening and for two hours managed to cover quite a bit of ground. In a rather “newsy” way, here’s what happened.The delegates voted to allow Fr. Lucey’s Legal Research notes to be published once again as a concession to the need of the students in the first year program. Great dissatisfaction was voiced with the program as it is now run.A motion to have writing ability as a criterion of admission to the Law Journal, in addition to academic standing, was passed by the delegates after a great amount of debate as to who should set policy for the Law Journal. This new idea for admission would have writing as an equal measure of a man’s legal ability.A questionnaire is to be sent to all of the Alumni asking them three rnther basic questions: Would you like a separate Alumni Association for the Law Center? Would you be willing to spend $5.00 towards it? Would you like the idea of continuing legal education here at Georgetown?The question of curriculum reform was brought up and rather thoroughly gone over. Should there be a paper in some of the courses offered in which the paper would go towards some of the student’s grade: about 1/2 or 1/3? A resolution was posed asking for a paper of this type on an optional basis in courses now offered. The fact that this paper is optional has the good quality of not forcing a situation to arise where a person with 5 courses also has 6 papers due. This would be a disaster for all concerned.The final point discussed was the most heated point of the entire evening. SBA President Dubofsky asked for a resolution from the delegates condemning General Her- shey’s order to reclassify and induct anyone who participates in anti-draft demonstrations. The
(Lively continued on page 4)

Nolo Contendere

Democracy and the Rule of Law
Magna Carta, the fountainhead of freedom in the English- speaking world, was signed over seven centuries ago. In those seven centuries, countless myths and interpretations have been added like barnacles to the story of what actually happened at Runnymede. R. Stringham, Magna Carta: Fountainhead of Freedom (1966). But lately, it would seem, the central meaning of that historic event his finally been lost and forgotten, no longer recognizable under the distortions of the meaning of freedom in our time.In the wake of the anti-war protests, demonstrations, and urban riots, much has been said of “the rule of law”. What is commonly understood by that term today is that the government must regain control of its subjects. All sorts of repressive measures against protesters, demonstrators and rioters are being urged, all in the name of the re-establishment of the “rule of law.” The idea of the rule of law is fundamental to American democracy. But the phrase “rule of law” has never meant, until recently, that citizens must obey whatever their legislature chooses to command.The basic idea of the rule of law in the affairs of men grew out of Magna Carta. The principle sought to be expressed by that phrase was not that subjects must always obey whatever the sovereign commands, but rather that there is a limit to what the sovereign can command. Stated in its clearest terms, the rule of law means that “there is a body of law, and rights of the subject and the community, to which a king must submit, and force can be used to make him submit.” See W. McKeechnie, Magna Carta (2d ed. 1914) ; and 2 W. Holdsworth, A History of English Law 121-43 (3d ed. 1937).When we look to the grievances which led to the confrontation at Runnymede, we find that “wicked” King John had all the law on his side. King John had not done anything to these protesting nobles which was not sanctioned by the customary law of England. See J. Holt, Magna Carta (Oxford 1965). Note that I said “customary law.” The nobles were not protesting the arbitrary fiats of a tyrant, but the enforcement of the established law of the realm. The men whom we call the founders of freedom and constitutional government were protesters, demonstrators and outlaws who took the law into their own hands. The nobles had previously protested and tried every kind of peaceable presentation of grievances to change that law. But when protest failed, they resorted to violence to force the king and his judges to respect their rights.

(Nolo continued on page 3)
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Student Report Urges 
Recruiting of Negroes

On Friday, February 9, a student proposal calling for increased recruiting at predominantly Negro colleges was presented to two members of the Admissions Committee, Professor Gordon and Thomas Fischer, Director of Admissions. A major innovation was the active role it assigned students to undertake in the program.The two members of the Admissions Committee enthusiastically accepted the proposal and said that they would present it to the entire Admissions Committee when it met the following Tuesday. It is expected that approval will be quick in forthcoming and that the plan can be implemented very soon.The proposal which was drawn up by Don Stem and Willie Cook grew out of a meeting held be- teen interested students, Professor Gordon and Mr. Fischer the previous Wednesday. This meeting was called by Frank Dubofsky in light of the recent proposal adopted by the Executive Faculty Committee which called for the increasing participation of Negroes at the Law Center along with ten scholarships and a summer program. Those responsible for this program have feared that it might not be gotten underway this year because of the lack of funds which has been recently plaguing the University.This new proposal, however, is not a substitute for the other program. Its purpose is to interest Negro students who might get into Georgetown under present admissions procedures and financial requirements, in the possibility of law as a career and the possibility of coming to Georgetown.At the Wednesday meeting Mr. Fischer admitted that very little had been done in the way of active recruiting at Negro campuses. He explained that because there is limited amount of money and time available, the admissions policy in the past has been to visit only those schools which send the greatest number of students to Georgetown. During the normal year this means that only about 25 to 30 schools are visited. For the rest, and this includes some Negro colleges, the Admissions Office relies upon cir

culars mailed out and upon contacts with the pre-legal advisors at these colleges. In the past according to Professor Gordon, representatives from Georgetown have only visited Morgan State. At the meeting on Wednesday, Mr. Fischer indicated that though he had not been to any Negro colleges last year, he has already made plans this year to visit Morgan State and for the first time Howard University.The proposal submitted on Friday calls for three visits to six area schools: Howard, D.C. Teachers College, Virginia State, Hampton, Lincoln University and Morgan State.The first visit would be made by a team of professors and students. The professors would speak on the opportunities in law and what is done at Georgetown to prepare a student for a legal career. The students, on an informal basis, would offer their own impressions of law school and explain why they were motivated to choose law as a career. The aim of this first visit will be to bridge a communications gap in trying to interest Negro students in the law as an outlet for their professional aspirations.The second visit would be undertaken by someone from the Admissions Committee, probably Mr. Fischer, accompanied by one or two students. This time the team would focus on particular applicants who might have expressed an interest in coming to Georgetown.The final visit would be by the students alone. The goal of this trip would be to allow college students to further question law students about any special interest that they might have in the law and to discuss the difficulties involved at the law school as well as the opportunity for extra-curricular activities.Next year the program will be begun earlier so that the number of schools visited may be expanded. Other ideas expressed at the meeting on Wednesday to be tried next year include holding an open house at the Law Center and the staging of appellate arguments at some of the campuses to be visited.
L.S.C.R.R.C. To Interview 
Summer Work Applicants

At its last meeting on February 7, the Law Students’ Civil Rights Research Council announced that it would begin to accept applications for its summer intern program. Peter Elliston, the president of L.S.C.R.R.C. at Georgetown, indicated that interviews would be held by Henry Rucker on the following Monday, February 12.
The particular type of work that an intern might be involved in during a summer ranges from working with private attorneys to assisting southern civil rights organizations and community programs. Elliston, speaking of the diverse opportunities, told of the experience of one intern who spent the past summer doing research on the defendant’s right to bail in a military criminal proceeding. This was done in connection with the trial of Captain Levy.
Though the larger part of the positions available are in the

South, Elliston thought that there would be some positions open to students from Georgetown in the Washington area.During the meeting an announcement was made that L.S.C.R.R.C.’s Permanent Welfare Coordinator in the New York office, Mr. Steve Rutledge, would speak to interested students at 4 p.m. on Thursday, February 15. The topic to be discussed by Mr. Rutledge will be the welfare advocate program in the District of Columbia.For the last two years L.S.C. R.R.C. has been becoming increasingly involved in the problems of the welfare recipient. Because under the applicable statutes, it is not necessary that a lawyer represent welfare clients at hearings, it is hoped that out of the meeting with Mr. Rutledge a program will be developed whereby interested students from Georgetown will appear with welfare clients at their hearings.

Spoof night cast, left to right, Larry Berman, Marilyn Brown, and 
Brian Connelly.

Sometime during the month of April, the Student Bar Association will present a Spoof Night. The evening, which will include a dance, 
will center around a series of skits 
put on by students and professors. 
The skits will provide an opportun
ity for professors and students to 
act out in public some of those 
things that they have been saying 
privately during the year. Third 
year students should well remem
ber what they learned on the pro

fessors’ attitudes towards the students from the skits they saw at the last affair.Brian Connelly, chairman of the evening, is looking for participants, professors and students alike, to display their talents on Spoof Night. Any one interested or any one with any ideas for the program should contact Connelly. They may also get in contact with other members of the Committee: Marilyn Brown, Judy Braun, Larry Berman and Bill Davis.

Book Series To Center
On Concepts of

A group of students, under the auspices of the Student Bar Association, has initiated a group discussion program which will ex-

Legal Aid Society 
Inaugurates 56

The Legal Aid Society announced last week that 56 candidates were accepted into the Society as members for their work during the Fall Semester. Membership is predicated upon a minimum qualification of at least 20 hours of satisfactory work each semester in one of the six programs offered by the Society.Those fulfilling membership requirements receive credit on their transcripts under a program initiated earlier this year.Society President Alan Freeland expects many of the 90 candidates still active in Society work to fulfill membership qualifications in the Spring Semester. A new President and Board of Directors will be selected in the coming months to facilitate the change of command on April 1, the cut-off date for membership in the Society.

Utopia
amine the long range social and political goals of a developing society. The subject matter will focus on the different concepts of utopias as developed by various authors.Plans call for interested students to meet every two or three weeks. Discussions, led by students, will center around a specific book chosen by the participants prior to each meeting. There will be no lectures or rigid program to follow, rather the discussions will go in the direction the participants wish.In addition to law students, those responsible for the program hope the faculty members as well as outside guests will attend the sessions. If the demand warrants a number of separate groups will be formed in order to insure the small size of each group.

Some of the hooks which have tentatively been suggested are: Walden Two by B. F. Skinner, Path to Utopia by Martin Buber, and Black Power: The Politics of Liberation in America by Stokely Carmichael and Charles V. Hamilton.The time and place for the organization meeting will be posted on the bulletin boards at the Law Center.

NOLO continued—
This idea that the “rule of law” is a concept that applies to the government and not to the governed was fully embodied in Article 61 of the original Magna Carta. Article 61 established a committee of 25 barons to watch over the King to see that he obeyed the law. And it specifically gave this committee the responsibility and the power to issue a call to arms against the King if he overstepped his bounds.The fundamental principle was established that government derives from the people, and that the people are the ultimate arbiters of their own freedom. If their rights, or their consciences, are violated by the government, they have the right to protest. And if their protests fall on the deaf ears of their government, they have the right to resort to arms to enforce their rights. This principle was reaffirmed in England’s “Glorious Revolution”, and in our own Declaration of Independence.

The Law Weekly is in need of additional first and second year students to fill positions on the staff. Reporters, photographers and advertising salesmen are needed as well as assistants to the editors. Though prior experience is beneficial, it is not required. Interested students should leave a message in the W box in the Registrar’s Office addressed to the editor or they may contact directly, Chad Hickey, John Swift or Michael Gragert.
Petition Demands 

War Reduction
Twelve full time members of the Law Center and over one hundred and fifty students have endorsed a petition urging “a prompt reduction in the scope of land and air operations by American forces, to signify our intention to limit our political and military aims in South Viet Nam.”The petition was initially drawn up by several prominent legal educators and is being circulated at all law schools throughout the country. The petition will be released simultaneously by the individual law schools to the local newspapers on February 15th.The thrust of the statement is to show “that lawyers can play a particularly significant role in showing that opposition to the present policy is not limited to a few extremists, but comes from many moderate citizens at all levels of society and all political views. We therefore urge lawyers who share our concerns to work for a change in that policy in every legitimate way they can, including the support of candidates committed to such a change.”Faculty members who signed the petition are Professors Gallagher, Bowman, Noonan, Burrus, Scheflin, Schwartz, Bradley, Bulman, Crabb, Murphy, Jacoby and Father Snee.

Student To Give 
Vietnam Lecture

The Student Bar Association plans to sponsor a series of lectures dealing with the legal questions and issues raised by the war in Viet Nam. The first two lectures, and possibly a third, will be given by Mr. Lawrence Lunardini, a third year student at the Law Center.The first lecture will treat the problems in American constitutional luw created by the war in Asia, and will be based upon a paper Mr. Lunardini wrote entitled: “Viet Nam and the Constitutional Process.” During the summer of 1967 this paper was used extensively by the staff of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in connection with an investigation by the Committee into what legally constituted a commitment of the United States. Senator Fulbright remarked concerning Mr. Lunardini's paper: “It is a lucid and compelling work of scholarship, and I am inserting it in the published record of the Committee hearings on S. Res. 151, to which it will be a valuable addition.”This lecture will be followed by one examining international law as it affects the American war in Asia. The lectures, followed by an open question and answer period, will be presented on successive Wednesdays at the Law Center beginning at 12:30, February 21 and 28. The rooms will be announced at a later date.
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FROM THE BENCH

M att “Black

Upon its reconvening on March 4, 1968 the Supreme Court is expected to pronounce on some difficult cases which raise vital issues affecting the coexistence of government and individuals in our society. Specifically, the cases which have been argued and await opinion include many criminal law and procedure problems, quite a few cases involving federal commercial regulation, as well as some miscellaneous cases of interest.
Perhaps the most crucial of the pending decisions involves draft card burning. In O’Brien v. U.S., the Court will decide whether the First Circuit was correct in holding that the First Amendment protects an individual, as making “symbolic speech” by his burning, from conviction under 50 U.S.C. App. 462(G)(3), legislation enacted (very arguably) for the purpose of stifling dissent against the war. The interest of the case is compounded by a due process problem, namely, the fact that the First Circuit held that while the defendant was not guilty under the anti-burning section (462(b)(3)), he was guilty under 462(b)(6) which punishes to the same extent the non-possession by a registrant of his draft card; however, the defendant was neither charged, nor tried nor did the government argue on appeal that he was guilty of non-possession. Thus, the court will presumably decide whether non-possession of a draft card is a lesser included offense of burning and whether a defendant can stand convicted of it by “appellate fiat,” so to speak.
There are three “stop and frisk” cases which have been argued and await decision (Sibron v. N.Y., 18 NY 2d 603; Peters v. N.Y. 36 LW 3245; and Terry v. Ohio, 214 NE 2d 114). Basically, these cases raise the challenges first that “stop and frisk” statutes are unconstitutional on their face, and secondly, that, at least as enforced by police who stop a person without probable cause for arresting him, frisk him and seize evidence Inter used for conviction, there is a 4th Amendment violation.
Protecting minors from obscenity is a third problem which particularly reflects the values of a healthy society, and two cases in point await decision. Ginsberg v. N.Y. (Jan. ’67, N.Y. Sup. Ct.) asks whether a state statute is uncon- stitutionallly vague where it prescribes distribution of literature which predominantly appeals to “prurient, shameful, or morbid interests of minors” and that is “harmful to minors.” And in a Texas case (402 SW 2d 770) the constitutionality of a Dallas ordinance which requires classification of motion picture films as “suitable” and “not suitable” for minor, will be decided.
Amongst the remaining cases to be pronounced upon are three which were mentioned in this column in anticipation of oral argument thereon. These three are U.S.v. Jackson in which it was contended that the Federal Kidnapping Statute violates the 6th Amendment guarantee of the right to a jury trial by authorizing the death penalty only if the jury recommends it; Biggers v. Tennessee, in which the

COURTS continued—

tomeys. “It is,” Mr. Wolf says, “not a question of representation by law students versus representation by lawyer but is a question of representation of no representation at all.” This statement is corroborated by statistics which show that in the first seven months of 1967, 86% of all plaintiffs before the Small Claims Branch of the Court of General Sessions were represented by counsel while only 1.3% of all defendants had counsel. This alone shows the need which, admittedly, the D. C. Bar is not able to fill. Student representation, then, not only will serve an educational function but will supply a reservoir of legal talent to Washington’s indigent defendants.The entire concept proposed by the Wolf Committee is not new. Thirteen jurisdictions, including Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Michigan have adopted variations of this idea. Massachusetts has had a student representation program since 1940 which has proven so successful that third year students are

G.U. Prof. Named 

To UN Commission
Seymour J. Rubin, Adjunct-Professor at the Law Center has been designated as the United States Representative on the United Nations Commission on International Trade Law for a period of three years.
Professor Rubin has been associated with Georgetown since 1966. During that time he has taught the course in international organizations.
Since receiving his LL.B. and LL.M. from Harvard University, Mr. Rubin has served with the Department of State as Deputy Director of the Office of Economic Security Policy and as Assistant Legal Adviser for Economic Affairs. In 1961 and 1962, he was General Counsel of the International Cooperation Administration and the Agency for International Development. Presently he is a partner in the Washington law firm of Surrey, Karasik, Gould and Greene.
On the United Nations Commission Mr. Rubin will be charged with helping to promote the progressive harmonization and unification of the law of international trade.

defendant contends that he was denied both 5th and 6th Amendment protections when he was compelled to say at a line-up, without counsel, the words allegedly spoken by the defendant at the time of the crime, to wit: “Stop, or I’ll kill you”; and the Peoria Indian case in which the tribe contends that it entitled to recover interest on their claim (which has been established) against the government for its breach of 1854 treaty by which the President was authorized to invest the proceeds of the sale of their Indian lands for them as beneficiaries as a form of trust. (This writer would appreciate being told by a law student-accountant what the interest on c. $180,000 since the Civil War is.]

currently permitted to prosecute minor criminal cases in open court. Should the D. C. experiment win approval and prove successful, the proposed amendment to Rule 96 is broad enough to allow similar student participation in D. C. Criminal cases. But this is not envisioned in the near future. On the subject of criminal cases, Mr. W'olf emphatically states that “we (the Committee) are not about to start out on a criminal program at all or at least not until this program proves itself.”Once endorsed by the Washington legal community and the local law schools, the proposed rule change must be approved by the U.S. District Court for D.C. Assuming such approval the program under the new rule will require implementation. It is hoped that the program will be guided for the first year or two by the present committee under Mr. Wolf, with the financial assistance of a foundation grant. After this it is expected that the law schools will assume control and direction of the program.
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Nixon Committee Formed 
To Revamp "Loser" Image

“Law Students for Nixon” held its initial organizational meeting on Wednesday, and laid out its format for the ensuing Presidential campaign. Demonstrating the extent of Mr. Nixon’s qualifications to serve as President of the United States was considered the Committee’s primary objective. Similar organizations have been established at Harvard, Rutgers, and the University of Virginia Law Schools, with more seen to follow. They represent an attempt by Nixon partisans to demonstrate and publicize the former Vice President’s popularity among American students, and to rekindle the enthusiasm which existed among a good deal of the youth in the 1960 campaign.Skip Kurmay, Chairman of the Nixon Committee at the Law Center stressed the importance of their work: “Within the year, Americans will have charged one man with the awesome task of securing world peace and domestic tranquility. Six chaotic years have passed since Lyndon Johnson assumed that responsibility; and what does the world have to show for it? How imminent is world peace — how likely a tranquil summer? American voters will soon respond to these questions and will decide whether we can tolerate another four years of ‘The Great Society.’ Yet, they must be given a realistic alternative; the Republican Party promises to do just that.”Mr. Kurmay was quick to concede the problem of overcoming the “loser” image, which has

plagued Mr. Nixon’s political comeback from the very beginning, but he added: “A great deal will be at stake in this election and a great deal depends on how thoughtfully we all consider the alternatives before us. Passing Dick Nixon off as a chronic loser and not even bothering to assess his capabilities is indicative of the intellectual immaturity from which I hope we are all immune.”
LIVELY continued-
condemnation of this action would be from the legal point of view in that it violates due process: is the draft to be a form of punishment and can a person be sentenced to two years in the service without a judge or a jury?Well, delegates were soon taking verbal action against the resolution. It is not, in my judgment, within the scope of representative government on the student level for elected delegates to vote on an issue with moral overtones. As a result of this line of thought, there will be a student referendum asking the students whether or not they would like to send this condemnation of General Hershey’s order to General Hershey and President Johnson. So, students, it is going to be up to you. This referendum should be taken shortly.The meeting was then drawn to a hasty conclusion since the Georgetown Security Cop was locking the doors on the Law Center.That’s all, folks!
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