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Fitzgerald Answers 
Student Petition

A lum ni House: Out From U nderneath?

Group Considers Forming 
G.U.L.C. Alumni Association

On March 15, 1968, Rev. Thomas 
R. F itzgerald, S.J., Academic Vice 
President of Georgetown U niver
sity, in a memorandum to the Dean 
of the Law Center, issued an in
terim  report to the student delega
tion which had met w ith him Feb
ru ary  28 on the progress of the 
“tuition - student representation” 
petition. Although many of the 
issues raised by the petition m ust 
aw ait the next meeting of Board 
of D irectors on April 5th, the re
port from F r. F itzgerald released 
financial inform ation heretofore 
unavailable to the student body.

Based on the projections made 
for the Law School budget in Au
gust 1967 fo r the academic year 
1968-69, the following figures were 
released in the report:
INCOME
T uition and F e e s _______________ $1,625,678
Endow m ent, g ifts , alum ni con

tribu tions and o th er__________  62,459
G ran ts and C o n t r a c ts __________  388,514

$2,076,651
EX PEN SES
D irect Academic E xpenses______$1,108,419
S tuden t Services and A ctiv ities_ 101,133
Housekeeping, M aintenance, etc. 208,371
Staff Benefits _________________  143,000
I n s u r a n c e ______________________ 6,500
G eneral A dm in istra tion  & In sti

tu tiona l _____________________  202,160
G ran ts and C o n trac ts : D irect

Expenses ___________________  349,663
$2,120,246

Commenting on the projected 
budget, F r. Fitzgerald  said th a t he 
expected tuition and fees to be 
about $40,000 below the above fig
ure. Furtherm ore, he noted th a t 
the Law Center’s share of the Gen
eral Adm inistration costs have been 
running around 12%. Though a 
study will soon be made to re
view the allocation of this cost, it 
is not expected to result in any 
significant change.

In addition to the release of the 
above information, the memoran
dum invited student officers to ex
amine the external audit of the 
U niversity in its entirety , if they 
so wished.

The other topics covered by the 
student petition, specifically, an 
equitable reduction in the amount 
of the tuition increase for second 
year students, the implementation 
of a supplem ental loan program , 
and the establishm ent of a three- 
year contract for entering students, 
have been held in abeyance pend
ing consideration a t the meeting 
of the Board of Directors.

Also in the interim  report was 
the expression of opinion by the 
U niversity President, Rev. Gerard 
J. Campbell, S.J., tha t he did not 
foresee any difficulty w ith the in
clusion of students on the Presi
dent’s Student Advisory Council 
and the University Budget Commit
tee. Final determ ination, however, 
on appointm ent of law students to 
these committees m ust aw ait the 
return of Fr. Campbell from vaca
tion.

Fr. F itzgerald also indicated th a t 
he approved of the idea of students 
a t the Law Center determ ining the 
budget for student activities. This 
is the procedure by which the Stu
dent Activities budget is deter
mined on the Main Campus. He 
noted, however, th a t any decision 
on this m atter m ust come from the 
Law Center but he hoped “th a t 
appropriate procedures will be 
worked out . . .  as soon as possible.”

Concerning the increased finan
cial burden th a t law students m ust 
carry, Fr. Campbell said th a t he 
has directed the attention of the 
D irector of Student Aid to this 
m atter. He suggested th a t a larger 
p art of NDEA loan funds and 
W ork-Study funds be allocated to 
the Law School as they become 
available.

In closing, Fr. Fitzgerald turned 
to the problem of the draft. He said 
th a t the U niversity had done all 
th a t it could to establish a two- 
year R.O.T.C. program  and th a t 
final word rested with the D epart
ment of Defense. For those whose 
studies are interrupted by m ilitary 
service, he said th a t the University 
would be prepared to offer credit 
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On Friday, March 15, a group, 
representing the student body, the 
alumni, the faculty and the admin
istration met with the Executive 
Board of the U niversity Alumni 
Association to discuss the possibili
ty  of establishing a separate alumni 
organization for Law School g rad 
uates.

The basic proposal called for 
the creation of a separate alumni 
association for the Law Center 
which would operate under the gen
eral am bit of the present Alumni 
Association which groups together 
the alumni of all the schools of the 
University. It was suggested a t  the 
meeting th a t a feasibility study be 
first made before the implementa
tion of a new association. This 
proposal received the unanimous 
approval of the Executive Board.

The Board agreed to appoint a 
special committee to undertake a 
study on a separate association for 
the Law School and to report back 
to the Board of Governors of the 
Alumni Association when the 
Alumni Senate meets in May. In 
the meantime the Executive Board 
directed th a t a prelim inary report 
be made by the special committee 
in two weeks on the progress th a t 
it is making. [Though it was not 
known who all the members of the 
committee would be, Peter O’Con
nell, an alumnus and one of the 
members of the group meeting with 
the Board was named to the Com
mittee.]

When the group m et with the 
Board, they were able to show 
faculty and adm inistration approv
al of their proposal by the follow
ing resolution which had been 
passed unanimously the same day 
by the Executive Faculty Com
m ittee:

BE IT RESOLVED tha t the 
faculty of Georgetown University 
Law Center requests th a t the 
Alumni Association of Georgetown 
University favorably consider and 
determine without delay the feasi

bility of establishing a Law Center 
alumni unit within the ambit of 
the University Alumni Association, 
w'hich unit wrould have its own 
adm inistrative staff devoted solely 
to servicing the law alumni and 
would be closely allied to or under 
the direction of the Law Center.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED 
tha t the Law Center offers full co
operation in assisting and expedit
ing this determination.

This resolution had been present
ed to the Faculty by Dean Dean 
and was the outgrowth of a meet
ing held Monday, March 11, be
tween the students, alumni, faculty 
members and Dean Molleur.

This meeting had been called by 
Richard Walsh (’68), chairman of 
the S.B.A. Committee making the 
study on the separnte association, 
to sound out the faculty and ad
m inistration positions on the pro
posal prior to the meeting with the 
Executive Board.

This success of the student com
mittee in obtaining a hearing be
fore the Board represents the cul
mination of several years of ef
fo rt on the p a rt of the students. 
For some time, many have been 
aware th a t the inclusion of the 
Law School alumni within the Uni
versity Alumni Association has not 
allowed the full development of 
the potential contributions which 
the Law School alumni can make to 
the Center. Although under the 
present arrangem ent there are 
certain ties between alumni and 
the Law Center, (such as Res Ipsa 
Loquitur, the Dean’s Reports, ami 
special law alumni events) the 
basic responsibility for the alumni- 
Law School relationship rests with 
the general U niversity Alumni As
sociation.

Realizing the inadequacies of the 
present situation, S.B.A. president 
Frank Dubofsky, appointed the stu 
dent committee under W alsh’s di
rection a t the beginning of the 
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N ig h t - D ay  
Students To Be 

G raded Together
On Wednesday, March 13, the 

Academic Standards Committee 
of the Law Center, chaired by 
Prof. Edwin J . Bradley, unani
mously approved a proposal to 
rank Day and Evening Division 
students together. The proposal 
was then subm itted to the Execu
tive Faculty  Committee which fu r
ther endorsed the plan, thus mak
ing it effective w ith the 1968-1969 
academic year. The specific pro
posal is to rank together day stu
dents who have completed two 
years and evening students who 
have completed three years, and 
to rank together all graduates 
from both day and evening.

The Executive Faculty  Commit
tee fu rth e r adopted, as a transi
tional step, a proposal th a t rank
ing for this y ea r’s g raduating  
class and fo r the present second 
year day students and third year 
evening students be done on a 
separate basis as has been the 
policy a t  the Center in the past, 
but th a t a combined cumulative 
ranking will be placed on the 
tran sc rip t of those students who 
expressly request it.

One of the underlying motives 
for the ranking change exists in 
the fact th a t the Law Center has 
established and operates a single 
program  of legal education which, 
the Faculty feels, offers instruc
tion of comparable value in both 
the Day and Evening Divisions. 
As Prof. Bradley says, “There is 
no persuasive argum ent th a t the 
educational program  and opportu
nities in the Day and N ight Divi
sions differ to any substantial de
gree.” The Academic Standards 
Committee pointed out in endors
ing the proposal, th a t all the stu 
dents are taugh t by a faculty th a t 
is essentially the same. While 
there are  more ad junct professors 
teaching in the Evening Division, 
this is changing and day students 
attend most of the courses taugh t 
by these adjunct professors. In 
addition to the fact th a t the 
faculty is essentially the same, the 
Committee felt th a t instructional 
methods, exam ination content, and 
grading criteria  were basically the 
same in each division. The situa
tion of a few years ago has 
changed. Where night students a t  
one time took different courses 
than the day students, a t different 
speeds, and with g rea t d isparity  in 
m atriculation, today the N ight 
School has developed into a co
hesive and well-integrated p a rt of 
the Law C enter’s educational struc
ture. With all these considerations 
in mind, then, the most reasonable 
conclusion, in the Committee’s 
view, was to group the whole stu 
dent body together for the purpose 
of m easuring relative perform ance.

One argum ent voiced in opposi
tion to the new change was that, 
despite the apparen t sim ilarity be
tween day and evening program s, 
there does exist a definite disparity  
between the grades of the two 
divisions the net effect of which 
being tha t “ B” averages have tend- 
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The administration has taken the position that those students who have their studies interrupted by military service will be readmitted to the Law Center upon written request to the Dean if their absence is not for a period exceeding three years. However, no policy has been established as to reimbursement of tuition or as to the giving of credit where the student has completed more than half a course but was precluded from taking an exam because of the draft.It is important that the Law Center make a policy decision on these matters in order that students might have a clearer picture of what their options may be.There is another very important aspect of the draft situation which has not been settled. This refers to the status of those students who prefer to run the risk of criminal prosecution rather than submit to the draft because the dictates of their consciences will not allow them to participate in a war that they consider to be immoral or unjust.It has been argued that to admit or readmit such students would be a futile gesture because they would not gain admission to the bar. Such an argument only avoids the issue. The choice belongs to the individual who chooses to defy the draft as to what he will do with his legal education and if he wishes to take the chance that he might not be admitted to the bar. It does not belong to a law school administration.What the law school can is to adopt a policy whereby it will admit or readmit those students who have been criminally prosecuted for reasons of conscience. It also can use its influence to bring pressure to bear on the American Bar Association and on the Association of American Law Schools to bring about a change in bar admission policy.

Canned Briefs
LET  HM THAT MOULT) Mcy£ TflE rteftiDj 
FtAST MOVe H/HfSEcf , ,,

So cAATES

Congratulations to Associate 
Dean David J. McCarthy, Jr., Pro
fessor Sherman L. Cohn, and Pro
fessor Peter Weidenbruch for their 
promotion to the position of Pro
fessors of Law with Tenure. The 
promotions, effective July  1, 1968, 
were approved by U niversity Rank 
and Tenure Committee.

* * *
Congratulations to John Wintrol 

( ’69) fo r his accession to the office 
of President of the Legal Aid So
ciety. W introl will take office April 
1, to succeed Alan Freeland. Steve 
Schachman has been chosen by 
W introl as the Society’s Executive 
Vice President. Other appointments 
to the Executive Board are still 
forthcoming.

* * *
Congratulation to Sen. Mark 0. 

Hatfield of Oregon for agreeing to 
speak a t the Law Center. The not
ed congressional dove will give an 
address on April 3, a t  11:30 in 
John Carroll Auditorium.

Shortly the Executive Faculty Committee will be called upon to vote on a hotly debated proposal for the placement of students on the Library Committee and on the Committee on Co-curricular Activities and Student Affairs. At the same time the faculty will vote on a proposal for the creation of a sub-committee of the Committee on Academic Standards composed of students and faculty to carry on a continuing study and evaluation of the curriculum and to make recommendations thereon.Though there are some faculty members who feel that students should be excluded from taking an active role in the policy making at the Law Center, as evidenced by the weak and conciliatory proposal above, the time has passed where students will sit by and allow policy for their education to be imposed from above. The interest of students in the kind of education that they receive is too vital not to be able to have a part in the decision making. There is also the very important fact that the students can bring a great deal in the way of ideas, creativity, and energy to the areas concerned. Without continuing flow of ideas and criticism, it is much too easy for the faculty to get bogged down in a rut of complacency and stagnation.To a certain extent the students have already made concessions to the faculty by limiting the number of committees on which they wish to be included and by allowing the faculty members on the concerned committees to determine what students will be on the committees.This year the students have shown through their participation on the Student-Faculty Committee that they can make a positive and creative contribution to the Law Center. The undergraduate school has recognized that the students have a substantial interest in the educational policy of the school by including students on many of the faculty committees, many more indeed than is proposed at the Law Center. If the undergraduate school will allow its students to participate, surely the Law School dealing with older and more mature students can do so too.
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LETTERS TO
Sir:

Mr. Diaz’s letter [Law Weekly, 
Feb. 29, 1968] on the limits of 
protest is strong on logic, though 
perhaps not a logic suited to cur
rent conditions.

The righ t to conduct one’s daily 
business w ithout forceable in ter
ference is fundam ental to a plural
istic and orderly society, and the 
disquiet about persons who take it 
upon themselves to deny this right 
to others (such as students block
ing a Dow Chemical Co. recruiting 
room) is most understandable. But 
the righ t has lim its; as an extreme 
illustration, no one would g ran t 
Murder, Inc. a righ t to conduct 
even its peaceful office business. 
The real issue is whether the sov
ereign should ever be forced to 
accept such limits, and whether we 
ever choose to g ran t "standing” to 
an individual to work to lim it any 
affairs of the sovereign against its 
consent. Our opinion reasonably de
pends on our judgm ent of which 
course best leads to the kind of 
society in which we w ant to live.

Many, w ithout questioning the 
necessity of government and law, 
are coming to believe th a t the or
ganized, system atic violence of 
modern governments is the g rea t
est th reat to the human race today. 
Surely the vast bulk of twentieth- 
century violence and killing has 
been done by persons obeying their 
governments, not by those defying 
them. The ghastly  parade of hor
rors from U. S. laboratories for use 
on people in Vietnam, and the in
sane disproportion of nuclear 
stockpiling viewed on the back
ground of w hat it can do, outclass 
all the horrors of spectacular, mo
tiveless, or sadistic murders by 
criminals.

Then where do we go besides 
anarchy ?

The ancient Greek concepts of 
hubris and nemesis, overweening 
pride followed the divine retribu 
tion, concern a need for outside 
limits which is characteristic of

THE EDITOR
both human personalities and sov
ereign political organizations. The 
very nature of sovereign control 
creates a need for hard limits to 
break up destructive patterns at 
the highest level of control, which 
has no higher level within the or
ganization to set it right. W ithout 
effective limits, the organization be
comes progressively more arrogant 
and destructive until it clashes with 
an outside reality  which it cannot 
control, and suffers the retribution 
of defeat. The result may be a 
death and rebirth of the "ego”, an 
imposed restructuring of the high
est level of control; or it may be 
true death, in which the actual sub
stance of the person or nation is 
destroyed. An approaching death- 
rebirth is characteristically feared 
as death or destruction, but its 
effect is liberation from outgrown 
patterns.

Which way for America — the 
death-rebirth of defeat and humil
iation, and then insight, purifica
tion, and rebuilding beyond the di
vide — or the true death of nuclear 
w ar? Sincerely yours,

John S. James 
Evening Division, 
Class of 1971

Dear Sir:
This is an unsolicited le tter to 

the editor w ritten with a depth of 
feeling and from a reservoir of 
emotion not oft plumbed by the 
likes of man. The th rust of my 
letter, the gravam en of my com
plaint, dear sir is directed against 
the ADMINISTRATION whom we 
all know to be a collection of fas
cist child slayers and defilers of 
sacred places. (Yes it is against 
these evil purveyors of badness 
and evil, these storm troopers of 
wrong and disgust, these minions 
of beelzebub himself tha t I th rust 
my pure lance of dispassionate 
argum ent in the cause of right and 
justice for all.)

And you ask is it general 
malaise, the loss of all the good 

(Continued on Page 4)

S .B .A . By John  L ive ly

JiiveCtf’t  3 a z
Although there was not a 

quorum present a t  the last SBA 
meeting, the members present 
aired a few of the more salient 
topics on the ir minds and these 
will now be shared with you.

To get righ t down to the nitty- 
g ritty , the all too true opinion 
relative to the relative filth of the 
Law Center was expressed. I t  has 
been my experience to walk into 
the lounge and to seem to be 
treated  to a vista-like view of the 
Canarsie dump in Brooklyn. To 
trip  on the s ta irs  can be an ex
perience which is a very dusty one. 
I t  would seem th a t fo r all the 
janito rial staff which is seen about 
the building, a bit less animated 
conversations in the maintainance 
room and a b it more on the job 
scouting would resu lt in a cleaner 
building. ’Nuff said?

As a token of good fa ith  and an 
act of good example, the SBA 
budget will be posted for all to 
see shortly. Every little b it of 
budget helps. Speaking of finances, 
it was suggested th a t the SBA go 
big time in the law book business 
and do away with the intellectual 
strong-arm  tactics th a t people are 
all too often subjected to. I t  would 
seem th a t used books would be the 
strong point to s ta rt. I think it 
would be of g rea t value from  the 
point of view of F irs t  Y ear stu 
dents if they had competent advice 
on which books to buy and which 
not to. We’ll see w hat will happen. 
Your reaction would be appreci
ated.

The question of scholarships 
came up and the main criticism 
seemed to be th a t there was not 
enough emphasis placed on need 
and th a t there was too much em
phasis placed on scholarship. The 
cut-off of funds, it was pointed 
out, ought to be on a percentage 
basis, ra th er than on a total sever
ance. More research is needed into

(Continued on Page 3)
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Course Evaluation Study 
Shows Desire For Reform

The following is the result of the General Survey conducted by 
the S .B .A . Committee on Course Evaluation. The editors o f the 
L a w  W e e k l y  have extended the space to the Committee in order to 
insure the widest possible distribution. The results of the survey 
conducted on individual professors will be given to them at the end 
of the semester when the grades have been turned in and then will 
shortly thereafter be made available to the student body.

The response to the General Survey was overwhelming; in all, 
573 students replied. This figure represents a substantial m ajority of 
the Day School. I t  is believed th a t the opinion of nearly 600 Day 
students will not be dismissed as the complaints of a few “cranks." 
The results, question by question, are as follows:

1.) Would you favor mid-term exams in the first year of law school?
YES NO438 13277% 23%

The large percentage who favored exams indicates a change is nec
essary. In general, those who wanted the exams did so because they 
felt too much “rode” on the finals, and th a t a student does not know 
where he stands until it is too late. Those who opposed the change, 
did so on the “traditionalist” grounds tha t a complete command of 
the whole course was desirable. Nevertheless, the votes for a 
change were three times as heavy, and perhaps a review of “tradition” 
is in order. The exams need count for only 25%, or less, and could 
be given anytime from December to January. Since the finals would 
be reduced commensurate with the mid-terms, the added “load” on 
professors would not be staggering. It is hard to see why a change 
cannot be put into effect.

2.) Would you favor mid-term exams in the second and third year? YES NO285 23554% 46%
The sharp drop in those favoring exams is significant; nearly twice 
as many students are opposed to such exams in the second and third 
year as were in the first year. The feeling among those who voted 
“no” was th a t th a t upperclassmen were capable of handling full year 
exams, and tha t mid-terms would be a “nuisance” when coupled with 
finals in the semester courses. Those in favor of the tests did so on 
the same grounds as in the previous question. Thus the students 
favor mid-term exams, although they “demand” them in the first 
year and only “support” them in the second and third years (a 
change of only 26 voted would have defeated the proposal in the 
second and third years).

3.) Would you favor switching completely to the semester or trimester system?
YES NO269 25751% 49%

U nfortunately, this question was poorly worded; it was impossible to 
tell exactly w hat a student was voting for or against (the Chairman 
takes full responsibility for this, not only because of protocol, but 
also because this maladroit verbiage is indeed his!). Nevertheless, 
some general trends are obvious. More than half of those who an
swered, responded favorably to a m ajor change in the school calen
dar. In addition, many students who voted “no” did so because they 
felt they did not know what was a t issue. These students evidenced 
a willingness to be convinced. Since this poll was taken before Pro
fessor Bradley’s trim ester plan was published, it is not known how 
many were convinced by a tangible alternative calendar. Yet anyone 
interested in the change can count on wide support already, with a 
substantial number of students willing to be convinced by publication 
and presentation of concrete “trim ester” or “sem ester” plan.

4.) Have you ever experienced an exam that did not substantially reflect the subject matter of the course, either in what was covered or stressed ?
NEVER ONCE MORE THAN ONCE73 152 10123% 46% 31%

The staggering number (more than three quarters) who experienced 
such an exam is indicative of a failure of communication between 
faculty and students th a t canot be cavalierly ignored. The Committee 
is fully aware th a t many professors purposely demand m aterial not 
covered in class be dealt with on exams. This is a viable and accept
able way of giving exams, but clearly a point is reached when reason
ableness gives way to absurdity. There simply is no way a student 
can “reason to” a knowledge of the Internal Revenue Code or the 
S tatu te of Frauds. Yet all too often the student hears the warning: 
“We will not cover the United States Code Annotated in class, but 
you will be responsible for it on the exam.”

The students were asked to list professors whom they considered 
“offenders” in this category. A note is necessary on these results. 
F irs t of all, it was decided not to list professors who received less 
than five votes; in this way the usual “cranks” were eliminated. 
Those with more than five votes though less than ten were reluctantly 

(Continued on Page 4)

Joseph Rauh, noted W ash ington a tto rney and  chief M cC arthy ite , exp lo re  a politics- 
1968 to an overflow  audience in H a ll 2 .

D.C. Politico Pushes Gene; 
Blasts LBJ A ll The Way

For a short time, a t least, the 
Law Center was on top of the la t
est political news in the Nation’s 
Capital. This zenith was reached 
on Wednesday, March 20, 1968, 
when Joseph Rauh, co-chairman of 
the now-defunct peace coalition of 
Eugene McCarthy and Robert Ken
nedy, spoke to a uniquely over
flowing audience in Hall Two. Mr. 
Rauh was the form er chairman of 
the Americans for Democratic Ac
tion, form er chairman of the D.C. 
Democratic Central Committee, and 
central figure in 1964’s controver
sial Mississippi Freedom Party. A t
torney Rauh spoke to the crowd as 
Senator M cCarthy’s D.C. campaign 
manager, a position since neutral
ized by the Senator’s refusal to 
join a D.C. ticket bearing Senator 
Kennedy’s name. At the time, how
ever, the a ir was burgeoning writh 
feverish excitement as the prospect 
of confronting the Establishm ent 
on “The Vietnam Question” be
came a practical reality for the usu
ally fog-bound law students. Mr. 
Rauh’s short address dealt p rim ar
ily with the McCarthy-Kennedy 
coalition, however, the underlying 
theme of the coalition—obtaining 
peace in Vietnam—will continue to 
activate Washington peace politi
cos until November. The basic prac
tical effort to which Mr. Rauh’s 
energies have been devoted is the 
unseating of President Johnson. 
Mr. Rauh’s speech emphasized this 
point in calling for a unified ef
fort to defeat pro-Johnsonites in 
the May 7 D.C. prim ary. Toward 
this end Mr. Rauh urged those 
students who were interested to 
work actively in the local voter 
registration drive which was to be 
held on March 22 and 23. Student 
volunteers from the Center can
vassed the nearby sections of 
Southeast W ashington to poll the 
residents’ feelings on the conduct 
of The W ar and domestic relations 
and to assist voters in registering 
a t the various precincts.

A fter his brief address, Mr. Rauh 
answered questions concerning the 
Hatch Act, the entrance of Senator 
Kennedy into the presidential pool, 
and the possibility of a withdrawal 
of Senator McCarthy from the na
tional race. Mr. Rauh stated that, 
under the Hatch Act, federal gov
ernm ent employees are forbidden 
to actively campaign for any can
didate, but he was quick to point 
out, in true political fashion, th a t

the Act does not limit the amount 
of financial assistance which a gov
ernm ent employee may donate.

Further, as to the erstwhile New 
York Senator from M assachusetts, 
Mr. Rauh voiced his feeling tha t 
the form er’s entrance into the pri
mary circuit would not handicap 
Senator McCarthy. As long as both 
men abstain from bloodying their 
swords on one another and reserve 
their venom for the present Ad
ministration. Political in-fighting 
could serve no purpose other than 
to divide the Democratic party.

Finally, as to a McCarthy w ith
drawal because of Senator Ken
nedy's entrance, Mr. Rauh repeated 
THE Minnesota Senator’s own 
words tha t he “. . . was in the race 
to stay.” But if a fte r the first bal
lot a t the convention McCarthy saw 
th a t he could not win the nomina
tion, he would release his delegates. 
With the subsequent withdrawal of 
McCarthy from the D.C. prim ary, 
some students feel tha t the cham
pion of New Hampshire has al
ready started to release his dele
gates.

A ll student* interested in serv ing  on the 

Student-Faculty Com m ittee should subm it 

a b rie f statem ent (2-3 pages, p re fe rab ly  

type-w ritten ) to the S B .A . box in the m ain 

office by W ed nesd ay , A p ril 10, at 5 :00  

p.m . This statem ent should contain  the 

student's ideas on w h a t d irection the la w  

School should be taking  and  other specific 

recom m endations to im prove the q u a lity  

of the la w  Center.

Three m em bers w ill be chosen by the 

Com m ittee and tw o  by the President of 

th S .B .A .

During the past ye a r the Student-Faculty 

Com m ittee has: (1 ) instituted student as- 

sistantsh ips in the Legal Reseorch Program , 

(2 ) dea lt w ith  the question of recru itm ent 

and  adm ission of Negroes to the la w  

C enter; (3) exam ined  ranking  d ay  and 

even ing  students together; (4 ) recom 

m ended that students be p laced on ce r

ta in  fa cu lty  com m ittees; (5 ) proposed a 

revam ping  of the le g a l Research Program .

In terv iew s fo r the Student-Faculty Com 

mittee w ill be conducted some time a fte r 

the tenth of A p ril.

BARRISTERS 
NOT ON BALL

By John S w ift
On Friday, March 15, the Bar

ris te rs’ Ball was held a t the Grand 
Ballroom of the Mayflower Hotel. 
The Ball Committees presented a 
non-stop evening of entertainm ent 
which was m arred only by rather 
spotty attendance. Committee of
ficials planned the evening with a 
minimum of three hundred couples 
in mind. Barely half this number 
actually attended the Ball. Because 
of the am azing indifference and in
ertia of the student body, particu
larly the first year students, the 
entire evening lost the Student Bar 
Association $1,050. Because of the 
lack of interest it is fe lt th a t per
haps the Ball should be cancelled 
next year and perhaps perm anent
ly. Committee members voiced 
am azem ent a t  the cynical attitude 
which many students bore towards 
the affair. A pparently the attitude 
of the student body could not ac
cept the fac t tha t the dance was 
run as close to cost as was human
ly possible. The poor showing of 
the students a t this, the Law Cen
te r ’s only scheduled social event, is 
fu rth er amplified by the fac t tha t 
several professors, adm inistrative 
officials, hearing of the financially 
precarious situation in which the 
Ball found itself, quietly offered 
to donate money on behalf of the 
Ball. An indeed unfortunate con
clusion to an otherwise magnificent 
evening. Perhaps in the fu ture a 
B arristers’ Mixer would be more 
in line with the pedestrian tastes 
of the average Georgetown law 
student.
(SBA—Continued from Page 2)
the mechanics of the situation, I 
think, before any definite pro
nouncements are made.

As you all know, the elections 
for the SBA are coming up. P a r
ticipation in these, it seems to me, 
is a very healthy sign for any law 
school. Since Georgetown is not 
just any law school, our partic ipa
tion ought to be way above the 
average level.

Congratulations ure in order for 
all of the beautiful people who 
turned out to make the B a rriste rs’ 
Hall the memorable evening th a t it 
was. A ren’t  you sad you passed it 
up?

Also discussed a t the meeting 
was the need for a fourth dean a t 
the Law Center. This topic was 
brought up by President Dubofsky 
who pointed to a feeling of alien
ation tha t many of the faculty 
members have with the present ad
m inistration as the underlying 
reason for such an innovation. 
Dubofsky added th a t many stu 
dents feel th a t there is a lack of 
dynamism on the p a rt of the ad
m inistration which too often 
seems to be bogged down in rou
tine affairs and the building of 
the new law school to assert the 
intellectual leadership needed a t 
the Law Center. This m atter re
ceived a favorable reaction from 
the delegates in the ensuing dis
cussion. However, because of the 
lack of quorum, no action could 
be taken.
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(SURVEY—Continued from Page 3)
included in w hat m ight be called a “m arginal” area—too few votes to 
determ ine w hether the criticism is widespread, but too many to omit. 
On the o ther hand, when a professor's vote to tal reaches twenty, 
th irty , or even more, something is amiss. Finally, only the upperclass
men answered this question thus the figures will seem small. If 
professor X receives 32 votes out of the 320 cast, this seems a mere 
10% and hardly  significant; yet it is significant indeed, since any 
given professor probably had no more than one-half of the students 
who replied—or even less. Thus if professor X got 32 votes and 
only tau g h t 50 students the results are dram atic. The professors, 
w ith vote to tal in parenthesis, were: Antieau (48), Schmertz (43), 
Sobbelof (39), Cohn (33), Snee (25), McManus (17), Jacoby and 
Shoshinski (16 each), M cCarthy (8), Bulman, Bradley, and Jaeger 
(6 each). The professors a t the very top of the list may choose to 
find fau lt with the students if they like, or they may look for fault 
elsewhere; the Committee considers the results a serious criticism. 
As one student complained: “ I do not say the exam did not tell the 
professor something, but I am unable to see how it related to the 
course.” In cases like this giving one student a grade of 50% and 
another an 80% is unfair, and giving one student 71% and another a 
70% is absurd.

5.) Do you think papers are as valid a test of legal ability as exams?
YES NO289 17063% 37%

Here again the results are hardly surprising. Most students favored 
papers because they reflect w hat is happening "in the real world.” 
Research and w riting are the lawyers tools, not reaction to a usually 
unbelievable and unrealistic fact pattern . Those who do not favor 
papers, do so because co-operation is impossible to avoid, and exams 
give needed training in “quick” thinking. Perhaps a compromise is in 
order; many professors have done just th a t and are supplementing 
the ir exams with papers. One warning to professors: a significant 
num ber of students find papers a “ pain” when announced in the 
middle of the course catching everyone off guard. Several professors 
did this last semester; announcement of assignm ents a t the beginning 
of the course would be appreciated.

6.) How would you evaluate the present administration at the Law Center?
EXCELLENT GOOD FAIR POOR16 149 192 1513% 30% 37% 30%
The results do not augur well for the adm inistration in the days 
ahead. Over two-thirds of the students gave the adm inistration a 
“fa iling” grade of poor-fair. The “good” votes cast do not surpass 
either the “fa irs” or, ominously, the “poors.” Some points of hope 
are present, however. The “good” votes cast by freshm en were 
significantly g reater than those of the upperclassmen, in addition a 
substantial number of students (5-10%) thought things were getting 
better. Lest the adm inistration “see the light a t the end of the 
tunnel,” it should be pointed out th a t those sighting improvement 
changed their votes from “poor” to “fa ir.”

The general criticism leveled a t the adm inistration was th a t 
they “lacked charism a,” “were not progressive,” “behind the tim es,” 
“undynamic,” etc. etc. It is difficult for the Committee to tell the 
adm inistration w hat to do about its image, and it will not even try . 
But the criticism remains.

Student comments ranged from the vitriolic: “willful, wanton 
and reckless misconduct” ; to the sarcastic: “too responsive to student 
dem ands” ; to the charitable: "they are doing the best they can” (per
haps this belongs in the vitriolic ca tego ry?). Yet, a surprisingly 
high number of students would be placated by relatively easily made 
changes. The main points of “unrest” were: 1). Make the size of 
the classroom correspond to the size of the class. It hardly takes 
the adm inistrative skill of Robert McNamara to figure this one out. 
2). End the system of scheduling huge “gaps” in the day. This is 
done to create the "proper atm osphere” for the study of law, and 
to prevent students from holding jobs. That the la tte r purpose is 
not achieved is well-known. As for the form er, despite the “proper 
atm osphere” a t Georgetown, students withdraw and flunk out a t 
an a ttrition  rate  surpassed only by the Second Battle of the Marne. 
The reasons for the rule no longer exist, the rule should depart as 
has its basis. 3). Charges for late course changes and registration 
should be dropped along with other “nuisance” charges. There is 
e ither a rule or not; it is senseless to allow a change in schedule 
and then charge $10 for it. All this does is upset everybody. 4). Em 
barrassing  though it may be, many students are highly critical of 
the upkeep of the building. The floors could be waxed, windows 
cleaned, and hallways kept in order. The “ rest rooms” to quote 
Bonnie Parker: “ain’t  particularly  deluxe.” 5). Many students bemoan 
the loss of “good” professors and their replacem ent with “bad” 
professors. 6). The legal research program  was buried under the 
abuse it so richly deserves. 7). The library.

Peripheral though these complaints may, a t times, seem, their 
elimination m ight go a long way to improving the image of the ad
m inistration. Having done this, perhaps the adm inistration will have 
“charism a,” become progressive, march in step with the times, and 
achieve dynamic leadership. Then again maybe it won’t. But ignoring 
such easily met demands of the students will insure another year of 
the same this fall. The opportunity is there. That this year was better 
than  last is academic, the question is: will next year be better than 
this one? The Committee believes it can be by following the recom-

M a siive  student interest is exh ib ited  to w ard s the upcom ing Poor People's M arch as 
Rev. Je fferson  Rogers speaks out on the subject.

S.C.L.C. LEADER SCORES 
NEED FOR CONFRONTATION

Rev. Jefferson Rogers, a long
time member and leader of the 
Southern Christian Leadership 
Conference, spoke a t the Law Cen
ter March 13th to outline the ra 
tionale and plans for M artin 
Luther King’s Poor People’s March 
on W ashington.

The basic purpose of the march 
is to focus attention on the poverty, 
starvation  and hopelessness in this 
country and to provoke action by 
Congress in response to these prob
lems. “The march is envisioned,” 
said Rev. Rogers, “as a creative 
confrontation which will demand a 
response.”

Theoretically, the march is noth
ing new, it being, in many re
spects, a repetition of the famous 
Selma march. However, the Selma 
campaign and earlier dem onstra
tions were concerned with the 
problems of the denial of rights. 
To solve them gave the country a 
good, righteous feeling because the 
solution was free and easy.

“ But now,” Rev. Rogers continued, 
“ the demands are for a real change 
in privileges and power. The coun
try  m ust be forced to look a t to
day’s problems and to see for 
themselves w hat they are, for only 
in this way will a response be 
brought about. Merely being told 
about the problems does nothing,” 
Rev. Rogers added. I t  is too easy 
to believe th a t they have been 
exaggerated and it’s too easy to 
forget about the whole thing when 
one goes back to his own com
fortable home. Sympathy is easy 
to get; concern and action almost 
impossible. Though the march it
self will not necessarily affect the 
needed change, the dram atization 
for the need m ust be escalated. 
Congress will not face up to its 
responsibilities. But neglect will 
only result in chaos and destruc
tion of the country. Congress and 
the people must be made to recog
nize the problems of the poor. The 
march will bring poverty stricken, 
unemployed, and starv ing  people

to the doorstep of W ashington so 
th a t Congress and the people will 
have to look a t them and see the 
real condition of the nation.

The people who will set out for 
W ashington on April 22d have 
been selected from fifteen areas of 
the country, both urban and rural. 
They have been trained for ten 
weeks in non-violence and they are 
committed to it. In themselves, 
they present no danger to W ash
ington. Acts of civil disobedience 
are probable, but they will be non
destructive. There are  other groups 
who w ant to make trouble, and 
there is danger, but, as Rev. 
Rogers put it, “We’ve already got 
trouble.”

The poor are cut off from any 
possibility of normal participation 
in the good life. For them, the 
promise of America is a mockery. 
These conditions m ust resu lt in 
frustra tion  which will explode. 
Historically, it has been com
pressed, but th a t’s no longer pos
sible. Hopefully, this march will 
provoke a release of frustra tion  
which may communicate to  the na
tion tha t there m ust be a change. 
They are  invisible; they have noth
ing to lose. Theirs is the “language 
of the unheard”, the voice of the 
riots. This is the only creative an
swer, the only other method of 
communication.

The first group of m archers will 
consist of approxim ately 3,000 
poor people. They will la ter be re
placed by additional groups, in
cluding poor whites. The local of
fice a t  1401 U St., N.W. is cur
rently making plans to feed and 
house them. Rev. Rogers said tha t 
money and m aterials are still badly 
needed. P artic ipan ts will encamp 
in tents outside of W ashington and 
will probably be fed in churches, 
civil halls, etc. They will come into 
Washington to campaign and de
luge the offices of legislators with 
steady visits. There will be no new 
program s proposed, but rather, 

(Continued on Page 5)

(LETTERS— Cont. from Page 2)
professors, the tuition hike, o r the 
general degradation of life tha t I 
complain about. None of these dear 
sir. (R ather it is the events of re
cent weeks which raise my hackles 
and generate my plaint. I t  is the 
troop of first year students gently, 
aye pastorically, bucolicly waiting, 
like the proverbial sheep of the 
proverbs, outside the SBA book
store for their $1.00 cheap mimeo
graphed pablum th a t catalyzed my 
essential elements into this up
roar. The ADMINISTRATION is 
of course the creators of the  occa
sion (you will remember from your 
to rts  class the spaciousness of the 
distinction between cause and oc
casion in the case of a  consciously 
evil defendant) fo r this seasonal 
and immense popularity for the 
works of the good Fr. Lucey. But 
be not misled. This is no le tter of 
altruism . I have no deep sym
pathies other than  by memory 
(surely a vicarious other than by) 
for my jun ior colleagues in this 
theatre  fo r the portrayal of the 
life and death of the Grand M ar
quis. No ra ther this was just the 
triggering  event much like th a t 
bolt of lightning in 1913 which 
struck the tree and so weakened it 
tha t in 1967 it fell thereby injuring 
a coach and four and attendants 
thus leading to the famous $600,- 
000 recovery for the N.A.P.C.A.)

Rather, no sir, my complaint 
erupts from the very bowels of my 
being. It touches personally upon 
my very existence. I t  puts in ques
tion my very afterlife  (both 
eschatological and legal if the dis
tinction may be made).

The ADMINISTRATION, whose 
evil has already been noted (I 
mean afte r all one has only so 
much energy fo r Homeric list
ings in such a short le tter and 
life), has perpetrated upon me and 
many of my fellow sympathizers 
with the GOOD and the JUST, a 
second year legal w riting  require
ment. N B  those of you who read 
Latin, this is not a legal w riting  
program. No! This is a require
ment. Should the subtly of this dis
tinction escape any of you non
partic ipants, let me amplify.

This requirement, much like 
those famous southern laws pro
scribing “acts unnatural before 
God and man and too horrific to 
enum erate” , is sadly lacking in 
standards. As in the case of the 
southern law, however, one may go 
to a professor, any professor, for 
elucidation. And if  one is very 
ambitious, one may go to all the 
professors for elucidation. And 
here now is the distinction between 
the aforesaid southern law and the 
LWR. From each professor one 
will receive and fulsome answer 
regarding the southern law. If 
one judiciously chooses, well but 
tha t is a subject for another Sun
day isn’t i t  (They all do have a 
full list of relevant citations you 
know) ?

But as to the LWR, there is al
most a complete divergence of 
opinion as to w hat is required, who 
requires it, and why anyone could 
possibly require w hatever it is tha t 
is required by those who are in the 
business of requiring.

Were there a sim ilarity between 
the LWR this year and last, were 
there simply a try  again twice 
next year if you blow it this year 
philosophy, I would have no more 
than the normal m urrm urred mut- 
terings m anifesting malcontent 
w'ith a malicious m isappropriation 
of my time. However, like super 
versions of those now famous

(Continued on Page 6)

mendations the students suggested in reply to the questions they 
were asked. Further, the Committee hopes the adm inistration, faculty, 
and students will indeed meet these problems, so tha t in a short time 
“unrest” W’ill be ancient history.
Committee on Course Evaluation 

Michael Kalberer 
Daniel L. Twer

Michael Mullen
L arry Lunardini (Chairm an)
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S.B.A. Pres. Candidates Give Views

S t u a r t  S t i l le r
Following is the statem ent sub

m itted to the Weekly by S tuart 
Stiller.

As the days of the present law 
school come to an end and the 
promise of the new structure be
comes reality , we the students, are 
being placed in a very uncomforta
ble position. Dust accumulates; 
desks and chairs break and stay 
unfixed. As the physical plant de
teriorates, psychological attitudes 
deteriorate. Many look upon the 
proposed new law center as a 
panacea for our present and fu 
ture ills. I t  may very well tu rn  out 
to be a panacea for some fu ture 
classes, but rig h t now, as every
one looks forw ard, we are over
looked.

The present SBA leadership has 
done much tow ard changing a tti
tudes of the adm inistration, fac
ulty and students alike. Unlike 
last year, there is an increasingly 
favorable atmosphere for real stu
dent involvement in the George
town Law Center’s life. Now we 
m ust begin to coalesce student ac
tivities w ith a view tow ard enlist
ing more student participation. 
Due to our peculiar situation, this 
is the kind of race in which we 
have to run fa s t ju s t  to keep up.

Given our position there are 
some things a SBA President 
cannot and should not do. W itness 
the recent tuition increase. I t  is 
clear th a t any student involve
ment would result only in notifica
tion of the increase before the 
W ashington Post. In fac t it was a 
fa it  accompli. I do not relish the 
idea of rubber-stam ping a fa it  
accompli.

As we look on the mysterious 
ways of the “powers th a t be”, 
there is a tendency to become fru s 
tra ted  and tu rn  into the “nine-to- 
fivers” th a t many students have 
already become. Considering the 
deteriorating buildings, it is easy 
to think only of those tim es when 
we can leave it.

By subm itting to these f ru s tra 
tions, we lose. This is not under
g raduate school where there is 
much to learn in the dormitories 
alone. I t  is not enough to go to 
classes and then home to books and 
T rinity  girls. If  our degrees are  
going to mean anything we m ust 
develop an  intellectual and profes
sional atmosphere a t  the Law 
Center.

I propose to enlist the aid of

The Law W eekly has invited  
the candidates fo r  the office of 
President o f the S.B .A . to sub
mit their platform s for publica
tion. The following, then, are 
the random ruminations of otir 
fu ture  leaders. In addition, the 
S.B .A . candidates will address 
the student body on April S in 
John Carroll auditorium imme
diately following the address by 
Sen. Hatfield.

the faculty in sponsoring lectures, 
discussion groups and non-credit 
courses. We m ust tu rn  the lounge 
into a place where discussions can 
be held instead of Northwest’s an
swer to the Kenilworth dump.

Student activities like the Legal 
Aid Society, B a rriste r’s Club, 
LSCRRC, etc., m ust be brought 
together in order to reach the most 
students.

There should be a central budget 
committee to coordinate the fund
ing of all student activities.

Learning occurs twice as fas t 
and runs twice as deep when a 
student practically applies class
room principles to the real world. 
Similarly, legal research comes 
alive when one m ust w rite a brief 
and then argue the point before a 
panel. If  all first year students 
were required to  argue in moot 
court instead of subm itting mean
ingless legal research papers and 
the upper-class moot court pro
gram s were better known and 
more glamorous, then g reater p a r
ticipation would be assured.

I propose to do all I can to in
volve all students in the many 
opportunities th a t will exist for 
students to distinguish themselves 
and the school. It will be an uphill 
fight, but I believe th a t with the 
proper leadership and cooperation 
from faculty  and students we as 
Georgetown Law Students, can 
make a meaningful contribution to 
the community, the profession and 
ourselves.

The election for the representa
tives to the S.B.A. House of 
Delegates has been postponed 
until a fter the Spring recess. 
This does not change the date 
of elections for the officers of 
the S.B.A. which wiLI be held on 
Friday, April 5th as previously 
scheduled.

Petitions for candidates to the 
House of Delegates may be 
picked up in the R egistrar’s 
Office. They must be filed by 
Friday, April 19th. The election 
will then be held on Wednesday 
the 24th of April.

FURMANS
CARRY-OUT CAFETERIA

Famous for Kosher 
Style Sandwiches and

Prime Brisket of Beef

810 D Street, N.W.
347-1230

The following statem ent was 
submitted to the W eekly by Don 
Stern.

Legal education has not kept 
pace with the needs of modern 
society, nor has it adapted to the 
different tem peram ent of today’s 
student. Georgetown is undoubted
ly one of the better examples of 
traditional legal education. But so 
long as it responds in a haphazard 
manner, is hesitant to turn its crit
ical eye upon itself and dutifully 
looks to other schools for leader
ship, it will be more fatigu ing  
than necessary and only fain tly  re
semble legal reality. Three years 
of law school is tacitly  accepted 
as an unpleasant experience one 
must endure to achieve fu ture 
goals.

Yet, all th is exists in the face 
of clear indications th a t w hat stu 
dents desire, and w hat society 
needs, is for law school to be more 
practical and relevant. More than 
ever before law students are in
volved in outside activities. For 
many, these diversions are  the 
most rew arding p a rt of their legal 
education.

I do not mean to imply th a t all 
th a t is arduous and uninteresting 
should be discarded. I t  does seem, 
however, tha t we might be sacrific
ing a genuine quest fo r legal in
sight fo r th a t elusive “legal dis
cipline” we hear so much about.

I feel strongly th a t the Law 
Center should begin to undertake 
a total re-examination of its cur
riculum. This should involve a 
fresh look a t  teaching methods and 
course structures. I t  should be 
geared not ju s t to shifting or offer
ing a few more courses, but to a 
willingness to look a t legal educa
tion and devise more exciting and 
rew arding ways of achieving de
sired goals.

I am not suggesting th a t this be 
done a t the expense of Bar prepa
ration, only th a t such preparation 
can be achieved in different ways. 
Nor do I suggest change for its 
own sake. I am suggesting th a t the 
Law Center strive for leadership 
in the academic community; th a t 
the adm inistration, faculty, and 
students consider the re -s truc tu r
ing of our legal education.

One of the p itfalls of w aiting 
expectantly for a new building is 
to lazily assume it will eradicate 
existing problems and account for 
fu ture ones. It seems more appro
priate  to reexamine w hat we are 
doing, so th a t by 1970 we will 
have a new Law Center, not merely 
a new law building.

The following are a few examples 
of w hat might be considered, to 
indicate the direction, I believe, 
this re-structuring  should take:

1— the establishm ent of a four 
year work-study program.

2—  creation of inter-disciplinary

combination law-m asters pro
gram s.

3— adapting the G raduate Pret- 
tyman program  to the la tte r 
p a rt of law school.

4— a trim ester system for all 
years.

Proposals which can be institu t
ed in the more immediate fu ture 
might include:

1— form ation of an S.B.A. law 
school to sponsor courses and 
discussion groups

2— S.B.A. sponsored week-end 
conferences on timely areas 
of the law. (e.g. landlord- 
tenant)

3— revision of the present g rad 
ing and ranking system.

4— use of papers to substitute 
fo r or, a t  least, augm ent final 
exams.

5—  a comprehensive combination 
legal research-legal argum ent 
course given for credit.

Any change which occurs a t the 
Law Center will be somewhat self- 
defeating unless students are in
volved in the planning and decision 
making. For this reason, and be
cause of the encouraging success 
of the Student-Faculty Committee 
this year, I strongly support the 
proposal which goes before the 
Faculty next month—the placing 
of students on a variety  of other 
Faculty committees and the crea
tion of a new committee on the 
curriculum . The injection of a stu 
dent voice is healthy and neces
sary. The resulting exchange of 
ideas can only fu rth e r our com
mon goal: the development of an 
atmosphere and the creation of 
program s which insure quality 
education.

The need for student involve
ment is magnified when one con
siders th a t the adm inistration, 
both a t  the main campus and a t 
the Law Center, have not adequate
ly provided creative leadership 
and in-depth planning. (The con
tinued loss of some of our best 
faculty is a grim rem inder of 
th is). We should be inquisitive, 
constructive and impatient.

The recent tuition petition and 
its possible results are encourag
ing signs. Student representation 
on the U niversity Finance Com
mittee would be one of the most 
im portant reform s in recent years. 
Students would be able to be in
formed on financial developments 
and vote where decisions are ac
tually made. As initia to r of the 
tuition drive, and as one of the 
student representatives to meet 
with the Board of Directors April 
5, I am optimistic we will get such 
representation and possibly other 
proposals which come before the 
Board (e.g. increased loan funds, 
tuition contract, tuition reduc
tions).

During the week of the cam
paign I will clarify my position on

D o n  S te rn
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for such interrupted  work within 
w hatever lim its the Association of 
American Law Schools will allow. 
Concerning the policy of readm is
sion of those who m ust complete 
the ir m ilitary  service prior to g rad
uation, Fr. Fitzgerald  said th a t this 
m a tte r should be taken up by the 
Student-Faculty Committee and by 
the Executive Faculty  Committee.

The students (M essrs. Dubofsky, 
Schachman (’69), Stern (’69) and 
W introl (’69)) who m et w ith Fr. 
F itzgerald have been invited by 
him to have lunch w ith the Board 
of Directors on April 5th. This is 
the first occasion students from 
the Law School have had the op
portunity  to meet directly with 
members of the Board.

According to Don Stern, orga
nizer of the student drive, “The 
students will ask th a t the projec
tion of income and expenses be 
broken down fu rth e r and th a t in
form ation relevant to the financial 
relationship of the Law Center to 
the U niversity be supplied.” In 
general the student represeoAg^ves 
who met w ith Fr. F itzger^^i and 
who will meet w ith the Board of 
Directors in April viewed the re
sults as encouraging but as only 
the beginning of improved com
munications between the Law Cen
te r  and the Main Campus and re
form.
(ROGERS—Cont. from Page 4) 
they will push for the enactm ent 
of legislation which has already 
been suggested, especially a g u ar
anteed income. A variety  of other 
types of demonstrations are being 
planned.

In closing, Rev. Rogers said: 
“We are appealing to the country 
to save it. This is an act of faith  
in America; one las t chance to 
avoid the otherwise inevitable vio
lence. We are here to see th a t 
something is done and we are  stay
ing until things begin to move.”

the issues I have outlined here 
and on others not mentioned be
cause of space lim itations (e.g., 
bookstore, Negro adm issions). I t  
will be an exhaustive (although I 
hope not exhausting) statem ent on 
the m ajor issues, with my sugges
tions for improvements. I t  is not 
offered to give something for every
body, but ra th e r as a definitive 
statem ent of where I think we 
should be moving. I t  presupposes 
the students’ desire to vote intel
ligently and on the basis of issues.


