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McCa r t h y  h o l d s  o p e n  m e e t in g ;
RESPONDS TO STUDENT DEMANDS 
FOR TUITION INCREASE ACCT’G

International M oot Court team members: Ralph Nickerson, Patrice Lyons and 
Laurence S inger discuss p lans for forthcom ing argument.

INT’ L. LAW SOC. NAMES 
1968 MOOT COURT TEAM

The International Law Society of the Law Center has chosen its intercollegiate moot court team for 1968. Through a series of intramural oral arguments in the Philip C. Jessup International Law Competition Patrice Lyons (’69), Laurence Singer (’69), and Ralph Nickerson (’69) were selected to represent Georgetown in competition this year. These winners were chosen on the basis of their oral presentation and written briefs submitted to a panel of judges consisting of Prof. Don Wallace, Prof. John H. Crabb, and the Hon. Stanley D. Metzger, formerly of the G.U. faculty and currently director of the U.S. Tariff Commission.Georgetown’s team will compete with five other teams in the regional moot court arguments to commence on March 30 in Chapel Hill, North Carolina. The teams in this region, besides Georgetown, are: the University of North Carolina, Howard University, George Washington University, the University of Virginia, and American University. Specifically, Georgetown will face American and George Washington Universities. The team which wins both of its regional arguments will be declared the regional champion. Should more than one team win two arguments, the regional champion will then be decided on the basis of brief scores. The winner from this regional competition will then enter the semi-final and final rounds for the national international law championship to be held in Washington, D.C. The entire tournament is sponsored jointly by the Associated Students of International Law Societies and the American Society of International Law.Unlike other moot court competitions, the student participants are allowed no outside assistance in preparing their arguments. The question being argued this year involves a suit for damages by Egypt against the U.S. The facts are timely in that they concern

last summer’s Arab-Israeli confrontation. Specifically, Egypt has declared a blockade of the Gulf of Aqaba and the United States, consonant with its commitment to the freedom of the seas doctrine, escorts an Israeli vessel into the Gulf. Egyptian shore batteries open fire which fire is returned by the escorting U.S. destroyer resulting in the silencing of the Egyptian guns and the death of five Egyptian soldiers. On these facts Egypt commences an action against the United States.

In response to student requests, Associate Dean McCarthy held an open meeting on the tuition increase followed by a question and answer session. According to the Dean, he received hints that a tuition increase was in the making in January but was not authorized to make this information public. The actual decision was made by the Board of Directors of Georgetown University and their decision was communicated to the Law Center on Friday the 9th with instructions that it be published on the 10th. The reason for the increase—COSTS — namely, Georgetown’s meager endowment and alumni contributions are completely inadequate to meet rising costs of operation and expansion. Dean McCarthy indicated that the in- crease will be spent as follows:
(19% increase in tuition—§300,160) 10% increase in law school administration budget — salaries, printing, Friden copywriter, etc.
$110,000 15% increase in facultysalaries, faculty research assistants salaries, three new faculty members, enlarged curriculum. Also for student activities secretary, legal research assistants, and recruiting and alumni activities.
$33,000 30% increase for libraryexpenses including increased numbers of student library as-

G.U.L.C. Admissions Adjusting 
In Face Of Draft Squeeze

With the recent elimination of graduate school deferments, Georgetown has had to adjust its admissions thinking. Jack Fischer, the Law Center Director of Admissions, reports that he is sending out between twenty and thirty percent more acceptances to applying college seniors. However, both Fischer and Dean McCarthy were quick to note that the increased number of qualified applicants this year hasn’t necessitated any lowering of the Law Center’s high admissions standards.Dean McCarthy noted that the possibility of heavy losses to the draft of prospective and present first year and night students could impose a heavy financial burden on the school. Although student tuition makes up only about 28% of the school’s funds, recent tuition increases testify to its importance in the school’s overall financial picture. At present all budget funded activities are being held to essential expenditures. Should the school be thinned out significantly next year, the funds saved over the summer and the elimination of special projects would help take up some of the financial slack.On the other hand, should the draft calls of law students be light, the school faces the pos

sibility of overcrowded facilities. Although Fischer expressed his confidence that the first year class rooms could handle the additional load, McCarthy indicated that renting additional space and shifting professors from lesser attended electives to first year courses were possibilities, lie assured this reporter that any electives affected would be offered at least in alternate years and all efforts would be made to insure that students in their final year would not be cut out of any courses.Both Fischer and McCarthy characterize the situation as highly unpredictable. As a result all the proposals discussed are contingent upon the effects of the new draft announcements. These effects will not even begin to manifest themselves until summer and probably will only be fully seen after registration in the fall. McCarthy suggests that the availability of deferable armed forces programs and of graduate ROTC (the latter applicable for current first year students only), may cut down on the number of losses.Fischer strenuously warned against the unwarranted assumption that everyone will go and immediately. He noted that nihilism (Continued on Page 4)

sistants. Also $'>0,000 will be spent for new books and periodicals.$2600 11% increase for thePlacement Service which will include expenses of re-decorating interview rooms suitable to the quality of people interviewing and being interviewed.$7300 78% increase in the Budget of Res Ipsa; primarily to provide for new equipment and eight additional pages.$11,000 42% increase for the Law- Journal budget. This will be spent for reprints of Journal articles and will provide for increased printing costs. Necessary because of Journal’s reputation. $7,">00 lf>8% increase in the budget allotted to the SBA. This extra money will subsidize the student directory, exam books, and the Barristers Ball. It will also provide for lecturers’ fees. 50% increase for the Law Weekly. $11,000 127% increase in the overall budget for student activities. This funding will be used for the legal argument program, the International Law Journal, etc.In all, $195,000 of the increase will be spent in direct operating costs. An additional $55,0000 will be spent on indirect costs which include fringe benefit programs, payroll services provided by the University Administration, etc. Together they account for $250,- 000 of the additional revenue to be raised by the tuition increase. Total revenue anticipated from the increase should amount to approximately $300,000. This figure is obtained from the number of full time students (816) and a translation of the number of credits taken per year by evening and graduate students into full time student terms, which would amount to approximately 256 additional full time students.The total budget increase minus planned expenses leaves a residual of approximately $50,000. Dean McCarthy justified the need for this “cushion” in terms of

1) uncertain enrollment and therefore uncertain revenue due to the draft problem.2) inaccuracies which arise in every budget, no matter how well planned.3) necessity of a reserve fund to meet emergencies such as price increases by West Publishing Co. (now being investigated by Anti-trust Division of the U.S. Department of Justice).
After Dean McCarthy’s explanation of the whys and wheretos of the increase, he faced a barrage of questions from his audience. Student grievances centered primarily on the “lack of notice” issue and the issue of contributions by the Law Center to the general university administration fund. Dean McCarthv maintained that the tuition should have been raised significantly long ago and then allowed to remain at a reasonable level. It was not so raised in the past because the Administration and Board of Directors are basically “humanitarian” in outlook and are sympathetic to the burdens this would impose on parents and students. However, necessity decreed that “humanitarian” feelings be overruled two years in a row. The Law Center’s tuition will still be belowr that charged by such schools as Harvard, Yale, Stanford, Penn, Columbia, etc., and the tuition increase will better Georgetown’s competitive position with these schools in providing faculty, services, and education. Personally, Dean McCarthy felt that student opinion should have been obtained on the question of the increase and he regretted that this was not done by the Board of Directors. He agreed with the proposal advanced by one student that tuition should be, if possible, remain at the same level during all three years at the Law Center or at least, that a prospective student realize upon entering, that the tuition would increase, at the max-

(Continued on Page 4)
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Dean M cCarthy  answ ers student queries on the tuition increase.
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The editorial in the last issue of the Weekly took the position that the recent increase in tuition appeared to be justified in light of the shortage of funds which has been plaguing the Law Center. We still adhere to that view.What we do take exception with is the lack of foresight evidenced by those responsible for the increase. The manner in which the increase was carried out showed a total lack of concern with the interest of the students affected. One would have thought that after last year’s experience and because this was the second increase in the neighborhood of $250, special attention would have been paid to the thoughts of those who were going to have to pay. Not so!Sometime in January the Law School Administration learned that there was a possibility of a tuition increase as the University was still in financial straits in spite of last year’s tuition raise. The students were not apprised of this by the Deans at the Law Center for they were not authorized to say anything about it. The coup came on February 10 when the Law School Administration received a letter informing them that the Board of Directors had just voted an increase for the Law Center. A notice to that effect was shortly posted making the fact public. Many students not being at the Law Center on Saturday had to learn about the increase from the Sunday morning papers. The University Administration had released the information to the papers, typically, before they knew that the students were aware of the raise.Such a poor handling of public relations has caused, and rightly so, much embitterment among a great number of students at the Law Center. It is precisely this lack of consideration for students which often returns to haunt a school years later when an administration wonders why its alumni contributions are so low. This is something which the University Administration has not yet been able to grasp in spite of a succession of similar incidents. One can only surmise how long it will take!This paternal and authoritarian attitude of the powers in control of University Administration is also reflected by the pervasive secrecy surrounding the use of the tuition from the Law Center. Again the Law School Administration can only parrot the approved line that all monies come back to the Center, with a certain percentage going to “General” University operations. Nothing more is said about The General because the Law School Deans are “not authorized to speak on the subject.” In the eyes of University officials the Law Center obviously has not the maturity to handle its own affairs. Of course one cannot but indulge in skepticism towards that type of “maturity” enjoyed by the University administrative apparatus which so totally alienates its prospective alumni. Arid yet the pitiful aspect of this whole problem is that it would take little effort by the University Administration to improve relations. A little more consideration of the value of public relations and a little more concern for the interests of the students by the University might make future tuition increases more palatable. The Deus ex machina theory of education has ended, although this may come as a surprise to some in high places. The days of an educated, responsive, and sensitive student body are upon the world of the university, and this world includes Georgetown, like it or not. Of course the University can continue to ignore the Law School students, but, since turnabout is fair play, the University will have little cause to complain as the students- alumni continue to ignore the University.
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VO LTAIRE

Canned Briefs
E. D. White competitors: Briefs for theoral argument are due in the Registrar’s office. Talking about new law journals: Columbia’s Law School has just inaugurated a new law review. The Title: Columbia Survey of Human Rights Law. The Subject: individual rights & liberties, criminal law & procedure, rights of the poor. . . Barristers’ Council is now accepting nominations for new members. Forms available in Registrar’s office. . . March 6, P.A.D. fraternities of the D.C. area will sponsor their annual Judicial Reception for brothers and distinguished members of the bar and bench. . . Of general interest: March 8 at 8:30 p.m. the Roller Derby, Washington Coliseum; D.C. Shakespeare Society presents Dr. Faustus on weekends beginning March 2. For info call 277-7506; Catholic University Theatre presents Orson Welles’ unusual Moby Dick Rehearsed March 1. For reservations call LA 9-6000, x358; Pete Seeger (folk singers’ folk singer) at Lisner Auditorium, G.W. University, on Sunday March 3 at 3:00 p.m. only; Ringling Brothers et al. circus comes to Washington Coliseum March 14. . .

BAR REVIEW

g .u .l .c . a n d  t h e  t r i m e s t e r

JABERWOCKY
Sir:'‘Democracy and the Rule of Law” (Georgetown Law Weekly, February 15, 1968, at 2, col. 4) seems to me to have made, at least implicitly, a disturbing and curious argument either (a) for the exercise of violence in “anti-war protests, demonstrations and urban riots” or (b) against efforts to control violence in these cases. Either conclusion might be drawn, but the difference is probably of only theoretical interest; the results advocated are the same.Assuming that my view does not read too much, and hopefully not too little, into the article, the argument rests upon several leaps in logic, which I for one think are fallacious.In the first place, the author says that “what is commonly understood by (the) term (‘rule of law’) today is that the government must regain control of its subjects.” Aside from the rhetorical effect of forcing the argument into terms favorable to a view of the government as oppressor and the protestors, etc. as oppressed, the statement is debatable on its face. One might as fairly and accurately say that what is meant by the much being said about the rule of law today is that government must assure that all of the citizens are able to enjoy all of the rights to which they are entitled, that the protestor is free to protest without state interference, but ha he ciizen whose views differ is just as free, for example, to enter a public building and conduct his legitimate and lawful business.Even assuming that the term has been used today to mean that the government must “regain con- (Jaberwocky Continued on Page 5)

By Prof. Edw in Bradley

The editors of the LAW WEEKLY have invited me to briefly 
outline the trimester system of scheduling law school curriculum. 
I am happy to have the opportunity to do so, but I have never been 
able to be brief.

Last fall the Student Bar Association addressed itself to the 
question of a formal program of practice examinations for the 
first year. The resolution which was adopted by the SBA on the 
matter was transmitted to the Executive Faculty which referred 
it to the Committee on Academic Standards. That commitee is 
now studying the overall educational problem to which practice 
examinations are one possible response. The problem I refer to is 
of course the presence in the first year of several year-long 
courses which culminate in a formidable battery of examinations. 
The degree of student preparation for examinations by adequate 
indoctrination into the formal and substantive mysteries of law 
examinations; whether other modes of measuring student capacity and performance should be used instead of or in addition to those 
examinations; whether a reading time should be established be
tween the end of the classes and the first examination; whether 
courses should be scheduled so as to end at the end of a semester; 
these and other questions deserve the careful study of the faculty 
but are quite beyond the scope of this article.

The demanding and congested examination period in May for 
first year students creates educational problems with which the 
faculty is concerned. The matter has not been tossed off as merely 
involving a traditional crucible which purifies the first year class 
of the incompetent and the lazy. The problem may not be alto
gether onesided, however, and the system may not have a mo
nopoly on fault if that is the right word for the factors which 
contribute to an alarming attrition rate.

The present method of scheduling courses in the first year may 
not be the best approach and a fundamental structural change 
may well be advisable. Any attempt to re-introduce a semester 
system is severely handicapped by having to schedule as many as 
six hours per week in some courses in order to have them termi
nate at the end of the semester. This would mean that fewer 
courses could be taken during the initial semester, and study 
would be concentrated on a few courses. The retention of the 
existing schedule of courses in the first year with the addition of 
mid-year examinations would be a deplorable mistake because of 
the heavy toll on faculty time from grading the examinations, 
because of the heavy loss of classroom time and, most importantly, 
because examinations at that point are premature in the light of 
the student’s development and the structural unity of the first year 
courses.My purpose here is to describe an alternative which I believe 
is w'orth consideration in the search by faculty and students for

(Bar Review continued on Page 3)
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ways of improving the educational program at the Law School.
The trimester system which I have reference to is based on a 

division of what we now know as our academic year into three 
instead of two segments. In other words, it is not an accelerated 
program which utilizes the facilities year round on the basis of 
three four-month segments. Nor is it an optional summer pro
gram what is meant. The trimester system which I mean involves 
a division of a nine month, more or less, academic period into three 
constituent curriculum periods, called trimesters.

The first year shall be dealt with exclusively, and in the day 
school only, for it is clearer to me that the trimester system is a 
viable alternative to other programs as a way of coping with the 
educational problems of the first year than for the later years. 
Installing the trimester system in the first year only is assumed 
to be feasible if we decide that it may be effective there and not 
in the years beyond. In addition, illustration is obviously easier 
using the first year because of the required courses. But my main 
reason for applying it to the first year is my belief that it supplies 
a way of eliminating from the first year the problems touched 
on above without introducing new difficulties.

But, first, may I interject what may be a commercial for the 
establishment.

The first year courses are almost all scheduled over the full span 
of the first year with an examination in each of them in May. Is 
that a wholly mistaken approach to legal education? Is it in 
disregard of basic principles relating to how people learn? Does 
too much depend on a few examinations with little meaningful 
opportunity to learn from experience about taking examinations 
and to improve one's performance?

The program at Georgetown in the first year is common to the 
great majority of law schools. The legal educators who devised 
this system and those who perpetuate it were not and are not 
merely heedless or ignorant of the learning problems built into 
that arrangement. The separation of "law" into "subjects” is 
wholly artificial, whether viewed functionally or conceptually. The 
law, to coin a phrase, is a seamless web. The classic curriculum 
divisions, at least in the first year, represent only the best effort 
to sort out different aspects of the law on the basis of what is 
conceptually fundamental or conducive to training in legal analysis. 
Subjects are artifically created for the sake of mounting an 
organized, orderly and systematic study of law as a theoretical 
discipline. But these subjects have to be pursued over an extended 
period of time before the student can be expected to grasp the 
interrelationships and comprehend the perspectives which are the 
goals of an academic training in law.

Some research into why people learn has told us that the student 
should know early what it is he is supposed to be learning and 
that a healthy and effective learning situation necessitates imme
diate reinforcement for the learner. Reinforcement takes the form 
of the intellectual satisfaction from finding out that the correct 
discovery has been made, that is, that the “right” response to the 
stimuli presented has been given. The "right” response is of 
course the one intended by the teacher, man or machine. Granting 
the validity of this and the possibility of its application to law school students, it remains the fact that the law student cannot 
be told in twenty five words or less in an orientation program 
what it is he is expected to learn, not at least in any meaningful 
way. Nor is it feasible to examine early and frequently and 
provide appropriate rewards when your educational goals are not 
informational and when the student is in too early a stage of 
development to make testing valid.

These problems are not easy of solution. An improved student 
teacher ratio, greater faculty accessibility, use of programmed 
materials where possible to allow for differences in learning pace 
and a more dedicated student commitment might well improve the 
learning situation. But, as long as the objective of the first year 
of law school remains predominantly theoretical and academic, 
programs which invite a lapse into "rule” oriented education must 
be resisted.

I do not advance the trimester suggestion as a cure-all. The 
advantages it offers are procedural and not substantive. Under 
its approach the student finds his courses ending in a staggered 
manner, and there is built into the program great flexibility for 
examining the student at various stages to the extent deemed 
worthwhile. A greater number of classroom hours are realized 
than under the present program with ample time for study for 
examination after the end of classes.

The trimester system may also mean for the professor periods 
when his class schedule is heavier than now and others when it is 
markedly less. Concentrated and sustained research or participa
tion in co-curricular programs may be enhanced as a result.

The model which follows is a simple adaptation of the trimester 
idea. The insight of others may suggest ways of shaping the 
program to increase its utility to us. The system has great 
flexibility, I believe.

I. L. S. Law Journal 
Seeks Staff Members

In memory of Andrew H. Erd- reich, Georgetown Law Class of 1969, who died unexpectedly in January of this year at the Washington Hospital Center, a Memorial Fund has been established by his friends to provide an Annual Award to the Outstanding Debater of Poughkeepsie (N.Y.) High School. Andy had been president of that high school’s Forensic Society. Those wishing to contribute may send donations to:The Andrew' H. Erdreich Memorial Fund c/o Morton Berger East Bank—New Hamburg New York

Organization meetings to form the staff for a new law journal at the Law Center will be held on March 6 in Hall VI. To enable all interested students to attend, two meetings have been scheduled—at 12:00 noon and at 7:30 in the evening. First, second, third year, and graduate students and faculty members are invited to attend.
Financing for the new' journal is provided in the Law Center’s recently announced 1968-69 budget. The drive to obtain funds for a

second Georgetown journal was carried out by an ad hoc committee of the Scott Society of International Law. Presently chaired by Patrick Heinninger, the committee is composed of Stuart Forsythe (a past chairman), Bob Haggerty (president of the Scott Society), Bruce Butler, Russ Coupland, Ward Hamilton, Patrice Lyons, Jim Michael, Barry Saltz, and Henry Staudinger. The committee has been advised by Professor Wallace.
Although the journal will specialize in law and policy toward international business, staff and editorial positions, will not be limited to students with a background or special interest in international law. One of the reasons for creating the new journal is to offer to all students an additional opportunity to gain journal experience. The value of this experience does not derive from the student’s being exposed to the substantive material treated in the journal but rather from the rigorous and exacting training in research, writing, and editing that is provided.
It is anticipated that two issues will be published during the 1968- 69 academic year. In order to get the first issue to press by December 1968 as planned, a great amount of organizational and promotional work must be done this semester. Lead article authors must be contacted, student writing assignments must be made, an advisory board must be recruited and consulted, business arrangements must be made, a subscription program must be launched, and countless other functions must be initiated. Students willing to contribute in any of these efforts are encouraged to join in creating a journal which seeks to become a vital force in the growing area of international law and business.

New Law Profs. Hired 
For '69 School Year

At this date three law professors have been hired for teaching positions at the Law Center for the 1968-1969 academic year. These include: Joseph A. Page, William A. Stanmeyer, and Keith G. Meyer.
Mr. Page comes to Georgetown from the University of Denver College of Law where he has held the position of assistant professor of law since 1964. Mr. Page’s specialty areas include: torts, insurance, damages, workmen’s compensation. Mr. Page is a Harvard University graduate, having received his A.B., LL.B., and LL.M. degrees from that school. A well- published author, Mr. Page has contributed articles both of legal and non-legal content in several noted publications. In the area of legal publication Mr. Page has written several law journal articles in the fields of damages and workmen’s compensation. Of a non-legal nature Mr. Page has spent several months in poverty- stricken areas of South America and has published several articles on this subject in Atlantic Monthly, Reporter, and New Reporter magazines. A friend of the controversial consumers’ crusader, Ralph Nader, Mr. Page has also pub-

(Continued on Page 4)

TRIMESTER MODEL
Note: The following instructional hours are now allocated to the various first year courses: (The total hours shown includes the examination period.)Contracts, 90 hours (3 hrs. per week, 30 weeks)Torts, 75 hours (3 hrs./15 weeks; 2 hrs./15 weeks) Procedure, 90 hours Property, 90 hoursCriminal Justice I, 30 hours (2 hrs./15 weeks)Criminal Justice II, 45 hours (3 hrsTlS weeks)

TRIMESTER "A”
Note: In 1967-1968, this trimester would begin on September 11, the actual starting date this year. The trimester would end on November 26 or later depending on how the question of examinations is resolved. That is a period of at least eleven weeks. Classroom time extends over a full ten weeks. 2Criminal Justice I, 30 hours (3 hrs./week) (course ends). Contracts, 40 hours. (4 hrs./week).Torts, 30 hours (3 hrs./week).Property, 20 hours (2 hrs./week).Procedure, 20 hours (2 hrs./week).Criminal Justice is the only course which comes to an end at the end of this trimester. Study time would extend from November 18, to the first examination, perhaps the only examination, in Criminal Justice I, which could then be given on Wednesday, November 22. In order to introduce the student more broadly to the examination process and to provide an opportunity for him to measure his progress, an examination in one of the other courses might be given, in Property, for example, or in different courses each year. Ample reading time could be arranged by some modest curtailment of the Christmas break which now is inordinately long and which under this proposal would not be needed for study for examinations shortly thereafter.Note: The purpose of the trimester is not to teach a particular course in the shortest possible time. The values of a diversified legal curriculum ought not to be lost. The student begins his study of law under a comprehensive program so there is no sacrifice of perspective.

TRIMESTER "B”
November 27-February 27, or thirteen and one-half weeks, including a two-week Christmas break, as now, and a one-week examination period for two examinations.Contracts, 5 hours per week (course ends).Torts,* 4 hours per week (course ends).Property, 3 hours per week.Procedure, 2 hours per week.•Classroom time extends one day into the eleventh week in order to allow for four additional hours in Torts, on Saturday February 17 and Monday, February 19.Classes end on February 19. Study time extends from then until February 22, inclusive. An examination in Torts would be given on February 23. Study time would begin again after that examination and would extend until February 26, inclusive. The examination in Contracts would be given on February 27.The Spring break would begin after the Contracts examination and would extend until March 5.

TRIMESTER “C”
(Classroom time extends from Wed., March 6 to Thurs., May 16, with allowance for the Easter break.)Procedure 5 hours per weekProperty 4 hours per week•Crim. Jst. II 5 hours per week (for nine weeks)Exam in Procedure May 21. Exam in Property May 25.Exam in Crim. Just. II May 29.•No classes in Criminal Justice until second week.Easter vacation classes rescheduled for May 13-16.Study time: May 17, 18, 19 and 20.Study time: May 22, 23, and 24.Study time: May 26, 27, and 28.Note: Scheduling may be on a one-hour or two-hour basis or a combination of these methods may be used. Saturdays may have to be used if space limitations demand. The model assumes that there will be three sections of the first year class and that courses will be weighted as now.
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FROM  THE BENCH

Matt "Black

When the Supreme Court reconvenes Monday, March 11, 1968, it will deliver a number of important decisions and will hear oral argument on some equally pressing issues. One interesting problem to be heard by the high court is that of community antenna television (CATV). Two cases will be argued; in the first, United Artists Television, Inc., represented by Louis Nizer, inter alia, is trying to enjoin the Fortnightly Corporation, which has two large antennas near Clarksburg, W. Va. and which has CATV subscribers in over half the households in the area which it serves, from infringing its copyright of public motion pictures. The defendant CATV corporation has lost at trial and on appeal (377 F.2d 872) and is now urging the Supreme Court to rule that there is no copyright infringement because defendant’s operation (which consists of a large coaxial cable from the central antenna and smaller direct cables to television sets of individual subscribing households which could not otherwise pick up the major broadcasts from Pittsburgh, Wheeling, and other cities) involves no visual or audible reproduction of the motion pictures. Defendant argues that it is not “publicly performing motion pictures.” Thereafter, the CATV contends that even if it is publicly performing they have an “implied license” to do so. The argument might be characterized like this: the signals are in the air; the folks at home in the valleys can't get ’em with their small antennas; the Federal Communications Act recites its underlying purpose as being “to secure the maximum benefits of radio and television to all the people of the United States;” so whoever does the job has a “constructive license” to do it.
This case probably will be argued in the week of March 11 as will its companion case which raises the issues of whether the F.C.C. has jurisdiction to regulate non-microwave CATV and, if it has, whether it has power to enjoin CATV from expanding its operation pending a hearing to determine the local economic e f fects of introducing signals from other parts of the country.
Three important civil rights cases will be argued: (1) son v. Johnson,871 F.2d 84, inwhich a Tennessee rape conviction is sought to be vacated on habeas corpus proceedings on grounds of systematic exclusion of Negroes from both grand and petit juries; (2) Newmanv. Park Enterprises, (377 F.2d 483) asks whether Negroes who are denied access to public accommodations, in violation of Title II of the Civil Rights Act, can recover counsel fees only by showing subjective bad faith; (3) U.S. v. Johnson in which the question is whether a conspiracy to deter Negro use of a restaurant is punishable under Section 241 of the Federal Criminal Code as well as grounds for civil relief.
Finally, the Court will hear argument as to whether imprisonment for public drunkenness of a victim of chronic alcoholism (a disease) amounts to cruel and unusual punishment. Powell v. Texas (36 LW 3069).

(PROFS, from Page 3)
lished several pieces on health and safety hazards. At Georgetown Mr. Page will replace the retiring Prof. Gaghan in torts. He also plans courses in consumer problems and protection, and urban affairs.Mr. Stanmeyer comes to Georgetown from Loyola University of Chicago where he held the position of instructor in philosophy. He is a graduate of Xavier University (A.B.) and Loyola University (M.A.) and received his J.D. degree from DePaul University College of Law in 1966. Mr. Stanmeyer has written and lectured extensively on church/state First Amendment problems. In the law Mr. Stanmeyer's interests include: constitutional law, criminal law, real property, estate planning, equity, and legal philosophy. At Georgetown Mr. Stanmeyer will probably teach in the area of constitutional law, with a view towards restructuring the jurisprudential course offerings at the Center.Mr. Meyer comes to Georgetown from Iowa University Law School by way of a clerkship position with the U.S. Court of Appeals. While not having engaged in teaching before, he is highly recommended for his teaching potential by the Appeals Court. At this date further information on Mr. Meyer is not available for publication.

(Admissions from Page 1)
regarding chances of avoiding the draft long enough to finish school is growing and is a troublesome tendency. He advised that all students, both prospective and matriculated, investigate all the possibilities before resigning from law school and premature enlistment. He noted the possibility that some local boards may find law students at least de facto deferable even if they cannot be granted official student deferments.Although the school has not taken an official position on the draft system, the American Association of Law Schools has urged that nineteen year olds be selected as the primary age group and that a national random selection system be instituted. The AALS position is based on a fear, shared by the Law Center officials inter
viewed, that the quality and availability of graduate schools could seriously be effected were they decimated in the succeeding year. 
One bright note, however, is the increasing number of returning veterans who are applying for places in next year’s entering class. As their number increases in succeeding years, the dangers of empty class rooms and underworked professors should be decreased.
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Clerkship Comm. Hopes On 
Successful Ct. Program

Early returns filtering in from this year’s nationwide competition by third-year law students for the highly-prized Federal and State court clerkships already clearly indicate that the Law Center’s Clerkship Committee, chaired by Professor Cohn, is going to top last year’s excellent showing.Out of approximately 55 final- year students who were recommended to the courts of their choice by the Committee, some 35 have already been notified of acceptance. Last year, the Committee sent 32 letters of recommendation to courts across the country; out of the 20 accepted, over half were in federal courts of appeal berths.The Committee, formed in 1960 to increase the scope and effectiveness of the traditional informal practice of recommendations made to judges by individual professors, serves a triple function. It operates as a mechanism to acquaint the student with clerkship opportunities for which he may be qualified; it provides a welcome and now widely accepted screening service for judges seeking clerks; and the Law Center’s reputation is enhanced by the success of those dual efforts.Students requesting the Committee’s assistance should rank high in their class and possess a

proven ability for research and legal writing. Federal circuit courts of appeal, some district courts and outstanding state courts look first to Law Journal members, but experience in Legal Aid, Moot Court, and in writing research memoranda for professors also carries valuable weight.The Committee has requested that interested students expecting to graduate in June of 1969 submit full resumes to Professor Cohn’s office by September 1, 1968. Early applications to the courts are strongly suggested. Upon notification of application, and subce- quent to interviews, the Committee may follow the application with a letter of recommendation.Other positions in the courts are available for part-time and summer work. Second-year-men are eligible for night junior clerkships. These positions become open at indeterminate times, depending upon the needs of the court, and specialization in particular areas is often stated as a prerequisite.There are far fewer summer clerkships than annual junior clerkships as the courts usually handle only a light workload between May and September. In addition, judges tend to try to avoid adding summer help to the payroll as the time available is too short for the training necessary. How-

Dash Into P.A.D.
Tonight Phi Alpha Delta legal fraternity begins its new lecture series “Law and the Community. The feature speaker for tonight’s program is Professor Samuel Dash of Georgetown’s Institute of Criminal Law and Procedure. Professor Dash is one of the nation’s most distinguished experts in the field of criminal law.Professor Dash will talk on “The Rights of Society versus The Rights of the Accused in the Administration of Criminal Justice —Is there a Conflict?”The purpose of the series is to highlight those areas of community living which give rise most frequently to competing legal interests and to study how deep a conflict there really is and if competing segments of society can be brought closer together within our legal framework.The lecture begins at 8:00 p.m. in John Carroll Auditorium. A special feature of the evening will be the installation of Professor Dash as an honorary brother of Taft Chapter of Phi Alpha Delta. All students and faculty members are cordially invited to attend the lecture and reception which follows.

ever, summer clerkship experience could be an invaluable asset in making later application for a full clerkship. Although the Clerkship Committee is prevented by lack of manpower from locating possible openings, it will send letters of recommendation.
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Nolo Contendere

IN  DEFENSE OF SPOON-FEEDING
Georg® Parry

Steve Rutledge and  Peter Elliston discuss welfare rights program  at Georgetown.

L.S.C.R.R.C. ESTABLISHES WELFARE FRONT 
WILL AID RECEPIENTS IN HEARINGS

In general terms, a modern, formal legal education is structured to impart first, a fundamental knowledge of the major areas of discussion in legal theory and second, a working knowledge of the methodology used in the researching and marshalling of the actual law. The basic tool used in legal research is the time honored case method of study and analysis. The teaching of the case method is both an end and a means. It is an end in that the ability to find and analyze case law is essential to the working attorney as well as the legal scholar, and it is a means in that it introduces the student to the major areas of discussion in legal theory. It has been argued quite convincingly, however, that no matter how efficacious the study of the case method might be as an end of legal education, its use as a means of introduction to legal theory is, at best, clumsy and time consuming. Consequently, a tension is growing between the law schools’ dual purposes. That is to say given a set period for the acquisition of a legal education, the time consuming study of case methodology necessarily limits the number and the extent of areas in legal theory to be covered. Moreover, this tension is a function of the increasing academic sophistication of today’s law students and the broadened law school curriculum designed to meet this sophistication. Thus, as more avenues of inquiry into the nature of legal theory are opened to the student, he is forced to ask at what point along the line of tension does the case method cease to be a per se learning exercise (i.e. when is a working knowledge of case methodology acquired) and instead become a hindrance to the other basic purpose of legal education?
To answer this question, a normative determination must be made. If it is decided that at the end of the first year the law student has acquired the ability to analyze cases, then it would appear that continued use of the case method for the remaining years of law school is a repetitive exercise somewhat akin to the teaching of torts to the student every year he is in school. If it is decided that at the end of the first year the student still lacks the ability to adequately analyze cases, then a weighing must be made of the importance to the student of obtaining a wider grasp of legal theory relative to the adequate learning of the case method while still in school.
A basis in legal theory is important to the student in that it gives him a skeleton of legal knowledge which can then be supplemented by the student himself in his studies for the bar or his practice. In this regard, the student is encouraged to take certain courses so he will have a theroeti- cal basis in certain areas of the law in order that he be able to pass the bar. Furthermore, while the opportunities for covering a great many areas of legal theory appear to be rare outside law school, the same cannot be said for the consideration of the case method. As the basic tool of the attorney and legal scholar, the

case method would seem to be constantly before the student and consequently its mastering may apparently be had at any time in the course of a legal career.
Thus far, the case method and the teaching of legal theory have been treated as dual goals of legal education. There is another view of legal education which holds that there is but one pre-eminent goal to law school and that is to teach students how to think precisely. To this end the case method is held to be indispensable. The advocates of this view argue that the case method of studv has a built-inmprecision in setting forth the practical applicability of legal theory. This is the classic concept of legal education. The student sharpens his mind by pouring over a gaggle of cases and considering the possible alternative courses of action suggested by the detailed factual situations while simultaneously distilling the broad legal questions (and, presumably, their answers) raised in the cases. But, conceptually speaking, before the student can consider possible alternatives he must know the parameters of the problem area being treated. So it is that the case method of study is analogous to teaching a tyro the game of golf by handing him the ball, telling him to study it and consider what can be done with it, pointing out that it is similar to a grapefruit only smaller, and then introducing him in subsequent lessons to the club,

(Letters from Page 2)
trol” of its subjects, so what? Some element of "control” is inevitable in any form of government, except the government of no form, anarchy. The real question here is, of course, whether saying that “the government must regain control of its subjects” is the logical equivalent of “citizens must obey whatever their legislature chooses to command.” The two phrases are not equivalent, and the author makes a mistake in logic to imply, as he does, that they are.Nor is the second phrase even a necessary corollary of the first. A democratic government may well “control” its subjects in the exercise of those police powers with which it has been endowed by the citizens so that they may enjoy their fundamental rights, and at the same time continue to provide safeguards against oppressive or illegal commandments of the legislature. The implication that these safeguards do not exist today because a disaffected minority cannot get the serious attention, and even less change the mind, of the present administration on the subjects of war and poverty and their relative importance and morality is a non sequitor.In the second place, the author says that “The men whom we call the founders of freedom and constitutional government were protestors, demonstrators and outlaws who took the law into their own hands.” Very well, but again, so what? The author again mixes classes, by reversing the conse-

On Thursday, February 15, Steve Rutledge, the Welfare Coordinator for the Law Students Civil Rights Research Council (LSCRRC), spoke to the Georgetown LSCRRC chapter on welfare and the law student in Washington. Mr. Rutledge stressed the need to develop a welfare rights movement of local origin and scope. Such a program would then be more responsive to the needs of Washington’s poor. Instead of channeling resources through the national office of the Poverty Rights Action Center, which currently administers the welfare rights effort, this local movement would engage students to work directly with four local groups. Three of these groups are located in Southeast Washington and one in Northwest. To help organize the

quent; to say that “founder of freedom” equals “protestor” is very definitely not to say, as the author implies, that “protestor” equals “founder (or defender) of freedom.” Protestors today may or may not be defenders of freedom, and that is the whole issue neatly avoided in the argument of the article.The fact is that the great majority of Americans today support the war in Vietnam, politically and morally. Anti-war demonstrators are very clearly in the minority, and their protests have fallen on admittedly heedless ears. Does this then mean that their situation is analagous to that of the nobles at Runnymede? Should they now resort to violence because their “consciences . . . are violated by the government . . . and their protests fall on . . . deaf ears?" And, if violence is acceptable, even the sacred duty, of one such minority, should it not be so for other minorities, and a fortiori, for the majority?I think today’s protestors and rioters are far from a position in which violence is defensible. Frustrated, angry, even right they may be, but nobles at a twentieth century Runnymede they are not.Appeals to, or rationales for, violence are logically untenable and pollute even more the distressingly foul air of suspicion and acrimony in America today.
Yours truly,
Gregory T. (Tom) DiazSec. E. Class of 1971

new program four Georgetown students were enlisted. These include: Betsy Singstad, HenryRucker, Roger Rosendahl, and Chad Hickey. They will be responsible for coordinating Georgetown efforts with the other law schools in the area, as well as for recruiting additional volunteers from the Center.
Mr. Rutledge next outlined some of the specific areas where law students could be of unique assistance. One such area was that of administrative hearings. Law students, with the interest of youth and expertise of law school, are uniquely qualified to help insure the fairness of the hearings which welfare recipients must undergo. Mr. Rutledge expressed the feeling that while these hearings were originally intended as administrative redresses for the poor, they have instead taken on the form of a criminal process directed against the poor. Mr. Rutledge emphasized that this would “not be a chance to practice debating skills.” Rather the students would be brought to face the intense pressure which welfare recipients must experience on a day to day basis. In New York law schools many students have gained valuable experience in this area, but Washington ha syet to mobilize student participation. The New York example has shown that the student gains experience not only from his individual work, but also by working in close cooperation with lawyers on hot hsides of the welfare fence.
Another area where student assistance is needed is in research. Particularly, study groups are needed to examine the probable effects of the new Social Security Act. Many experts feel that the bill is an impediment to social welfare rather tha nan aid. Mr. Rutledge quoted Daniel P. Moynihan, the former Assistant Secretary of Labor for Policy, Planning, and Research, who considers the Act “the first deliberate anti-civil rights measure of the present era.” No one knows how many people this Act will affect and Mr. Rutledge felt that law students could make a contribution by analyzing possible effects.
In summation Mr. Rutledge pointed out that a coordinated effort of law students in the. welfare rights area would be of immense value in making Congress deal with welfare irghts in a more equitable manner than it did last session.

Tuition Petition 
Presented to Deans
In response to the unexpected raise in tuition a group of second year students have circulated a petition which expresses disapproval of the increase and the manner in which it was handled.Specifically, the petition was broken down into three areas. The first asked that there be some reduction for those students who have had to undergo an increase for the second time two years running. If this would not be possible, the petition proposed that students be given loans to cover the increased amounts.
The second proposal that the petition made called for the implementation of contract whereby entering students would know the cost of their legal education. This would mean that any increase in tuition would only be applied to entering students and not to those already enrolled.
The third area with which the petition dealt was the lack of communication between the law school and the University Administration. It cited the improved relations at the law Center between the Administration and the students, but said that something needed to be done to better the relations with the Hilltop.
On Friday, February 23, Don Stern, John Wintrol and Steve Schuchman presented the petition to Dean Dean. Though the Dean was not optimistic about any reduction in tuition because of the financial straights in which the University is now in, he did think that there was a definite room for improvement in communication between the Law School and the University Administration.
In furtherance of the aims of the petition, students were scheduled to meet with Father Fitzgerald on Wednesday 28.

(Tuition from Page 1)
imum, $100/year during his three years and therefore, he would be able to budget accordingly before entering Georgetown. However, McCarthy felt that students do not come to Georgetown because of low tuition but because of its quality and therefore, a tuition increase would not discourage prospective students from coming to
G.T7.With reference to the Law Center’s contributions to the General University Administration Fund, the Dean stated that this is a fixed percentage amount which he is not authorized to reveal, but that in his opinion it is not significant and that a Law Center separately incorporated from the University would definitely not be cheaper. Speculation was advanced as to how much of the contributions of Law Center Alumni is diverted to the rest of the University. Dean McCarthy stated that the Law Center receives $40,000/year in alumni contributions and that much of the money for the Law Center’s programs and the building fund of the new school is coming from friends of the University and from alumni of the Georgetown undergraduate schools who are not graduates of the Law Center.Second year students seemed particularly concerned about the increase which represents a 43% increase in their tuition over a (Continued on Page 6)

(Continued on Page 6)
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HONOR FRATERNITY CONVENES 
TO DRAFT NEW MEMBERS J2iveCy& 3 az

The present student members of Lambda Rho Theta National Honorary Leadership Society chose the new candidates for tapping into the Society on last Monday night. L.R.T. was initiated at Georgetown last year for the purpose of providing public recognition of those individuals at the Law Center whose leadership qualities in vari- out areas of law center life is considered, by the present L.R.T. members at the Law Center, to represent an outstanding contribution to the activities or endeavors in which they are involved, and to the Law Center in general.The Society’s Alpha Chapter is at Georgetown, and progress is being made in establishing new chapters in the Washington area, other east coast schools and, on a limited basis, across the nation. The members who were chosen last year, and who have now graduated from Georgetown are: James Dowd, Ronald Grudzecki, Otto Koenig, Louis Mauro, Brian McGhee, David Huot, Michael D’Alessandro, Anthony Manzella, Paul Pineo, Leonard Goldstein, Lawton Rogers, Kenneth Lezin, John McGrath, Richard Porter, Jonathan Ross, Thomas Luning, Thomas Moore, Farrel Griffin and John K. Moore. The Honorary Faculty members, also chosen last year

Edward George Casey, a graduate student at the Law Center died Sunday, February 25, at Washington Hospital Center. Mr. Casey, a resident of Suitland, Maryland, received his Bachelor of Law degree from Georgetown in 1966. At the time of his death he was employed by Morgan, Lewis and Bockius.

PHI Alpha Delta has 
McCarthy for lunch
On Wednesday, February 21st, Phi Alpha Delta Law Fraternity held a luncheon at the Continental Hotel. The speaker, Dean McCarthy of the Law Center, suggested the brothers enjoy their lunch in a leisurely, very leisurely fashion before beginning a discussion in the area of his specialty, complaints about Iho University. Strategically seated between the door and fourteen brothers the Dean commenced an analysis of Law Center finances.In the hour that followed, the well prepared Dean engaged in a justification of the recent tuition increase and the circumstances surrounding it. No clouds of dust were raised or feathers ruffled and the focus of the discussion shuffled from point to point for a half an hour. Interest was kept high by the Dean’s personality and the novelty of obtaining information from a source other than rumor.Those who attended the luncheon would probably agree that two main lessons could be drawn from it. First, both the University and Law Center are actively seeking improvement. And, secondly, those panhandlers outside are Jesuits secretly engaged in the University's most profitable fund raising scheme.

are: David McCarthy and Thomas O’Toole. The present members, now third year students at Georgetown are: Randal Craft, Henry Staud- inger, James Krueger, Fred Miller, and Gene Hines. Shep Abell, also chosen last year and a member of the Class of 1968, is not in attendance at the Law Center this year.The four areas within which students may specifically qualify for membership are: Legal Argument, Scholarship, Student Government and Extracurricular Activities, and Publications. A prospective member may be especially involved in one area or in two or more, but there are no absolute preferences given to one area over another. Any member, however, should have good academic standing for qualification. Only second and third year students are qualified for membership in the Society.The choices made last week have been carefully considered by the present members and the tapping ceremony, at which candidates will be asked to join the Society, will be held in March.
Fellowship Comm. Opens 
To Aid Law Graduates

The Law Center’s embryonic Fellowship Committee, established this past fall to supplement the function of Professor Cohn’s successful Clerkship Committee, announced last week that the “hear- ening” response to its endeavors in advising Georgetown final- year men and former graduates who seek fellowships and legal teaching positions has led to a decision to intensify the program next year.While the returns from this initial year’s efforts are not complete, Professor Sobeloff stated, “We have enough to indicate that the program is indeed helping to fulfill a great guidance need.” The Committee offered assistance in locating initial legal teaching positions to the top twenty graduates of the last five or six years’ classes, and the “good response” has resulted in Committee plans to broaden its efforts in this direction also.Committee Chairman Sobeloff urges prospective 1969 graduates considering further graduate work to register with the Committee this spring through the Registrar’s Office.Graduate law schools, constrained by a relative paucity of fellowship funds, are tending to reach their final decisions long aftter selections have been made by firms and by courts seeking men to fill clerkships.The Fellowship Committee is not confining itself to searching out available legal fellowships but is offering assistance to those planning graduate study in other fields such as business administration and government. Also, Professor Sobeloff indicated that there are a number of foreign fellowships available (including the two St. Peter Canisius awards offered by the Law Center). Fellowship program announcements have been posted on the placement bulletin board, and graduate law school catalogs, books on study abroad and foreign fellowship appointment. opportunities are available at the placement office.

NOLO continued—
the greens, the tees and so forth in the same manner. The tyro is then to assemble all of his ruminations on each element of the game, form an overall picture of golf, and upon graduation join the Professional Golfers’ Association. Howr much better would it be to introduce the beginner to golf in terms of generalities (i.e. placing the ball on the tee, hitting it with the club so it will go onto the green, etc.) and then leave the remainder of the game to subsequent lessons and the individual’s own development?
W’hat is being suggested is an overall view of the area under scrutiny so that should a practical problem be raised for the student’s consideration a great many fruitless and time consuming alternatives can be eliminated and a great deal of tedium can be removed from the stating of relatively fundamental legal theoretical propositions.

Finally, the exact nature of the structure of legal education suggested here should be posited. To serve the end of the dual purpose and single pre-eminent purpose concepts of legal education while freeing the student as much as possible from the case method impediment, a course of studv could be established with the following characteristics:
1. The first year would be devoted as it is now entirely to the case method,
2. The learning of the case method in the upper division years would be supplemented by legal research and writing assignments, and
3. The use of the case method in all upper division courses shall be held to a minimum wherever possible.

This is necessarily a rough outline of the shape the change would take, but it should be noted that the practical problems of implementing this change can be overcome in much the same way the problems surrounding the implementation of the case method were overcome so many years ago.
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S.B.A. By John Lively

The S.B.A. held a rather hurriedly called meeting last Wednesday to hear all about the petition to the Administration on the tuition increase. Although, as usual, the meeting was open to the entire student body, the attendance was very meager.The petition, which was signed by some 350 students, asks for two things, mainly. First, it asks the administration for a more equitable reduction of the increase for current second year students who are now being subjected to their second increase in as many years. Opposition was voiced to this portion of the petition by First Year

President Frank Dubofsky and  Secretary 
happen at S.B.A. meeting.

delegates who did not feel that first year students ought to be left out of this and that there should be some soothing equiable balm applied to their financial wound. This would explain, I believe, the reason why the petition was accorded S.B.A. approval by the vote of 9-6.The second major part of the petition is that it asks the administration for some permanent machinery to insure that the surprise of this current increase is not to happen again. In brief, it asks for a louder student voice and more student consultation of the fiscal affairs of the Law Center. As is known, no one knew of the current increase until it was abrogated. This led to a discussion by the delegates that the student body is still in the dark about the budget of last year and that we ought to be apprised of where the money is going. So, the delegates passed a resolution asking the Administration to make public an itemization of the budget and also an itemization of where the Student Activities Fee goes. This, it seems to me, is a question that has long been due for an answer.
The petition, as it was, was 

passed, as I mentioned, by a vote 
of 9-6. Two amendments were 
added: one about the itemization 
of the budget and a second asking 
for more equitable relief for cur
rent first year students. The pro
ponents of the bill were very dis
pleased with the vote in that it 
was not unanimous. They felt that

350 student signatures warranted a unanimous S.B.A. approval. But, as was pointed out by Frank Dubofsky, there are various other proposals that are of greater weight than the current one that was defeated.Finally, there was a resolution, towards the end of the meeting stating that the S.B.A. would support a student movement not to pay the proposed increase in tuition if there were not specific answers forthcoming from the Administration. This was defeated, but its defeat was laid to its being too premature and not that it is beyond the realm of possibility.

(Tuition continued from Page 5)
three year period. And as one student expressed it “What are we getting for it besides eight more pages of Res Ipsa since the school’s reputation is going down and we just lost our best teachers in the past year or so?” Dean McCarthy stated that current students were receiving many benefits paid for by previous students, such as library books, and that students would see directly some of the benefits of the increase next year. He felt that there was no other alternative method of raising the additional funds needed, especially since the alumni are currently being asked to donate for the new Law Center. (No part of the tuition increase will go to finance the new law center.) Apparently, the administration had considered and broached the idea of exempting second year students from the increase but this plan was unfeasible because revenue from the two other classes would be insufficient to meet the extra costs and total revenue will probably be lowered in any event due to the draft. Another second year student requested that their class be allowed to sign notes for the amount of the increase and pay for it after graduation. Dean Mol- leur replied that the money was needed for current expenses and that the University’s experience with poor payment of NDEA loans indicated that allowing $300 “loans” for a large part of the class would be impractical and unrealistic.

Peter Hartogensis w a it for som ething to


