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Stern New Pres.; SBA Execs. Picked
Several of the major student 

organizations at the Law Center 
have, over the last week, under
gone the customary seasonal 
changes of administrative person
nel. On Friday, April 19, the S.B.A. 
concluded its election of officers 
after being forced to curtail ballot
ing on Friday, April 5, due to the 
Washington riots. The voter turn
out this year, due perhaps to the 
disturbances in the city, was con
siderably than last year. A total of 
495 day and evening students cast 
ballots which amounted to under 
twenty-six percent of those eligible 
to vote.

Don Stem ( ’69), running on a 
platform calling for greater stu
dent involvement in the affairs of 
the Law Center, was elected to the 
office of President of the S.B.A. 
with 248 votes. His nearest rival 
was Charles H. McAuliffe ( ’69), a 
write-in candidate, who garnered 
162 votes. Running third in the 
field was Stu Stiller ( ’69) with 
85 votes. Mike Unger ( ’69) won 
the post of Morning Division Vice- 
President with 235 votes over Rob
ert S. Roper with 152 votes. Ber
nard Bailor ( ’70) was elected Eve
ning Division Vice President. B. 
Kenneth (Ken) Vickers ( ’69) run
ning unopposed won the Treasur
er’s office, and Paul A. Nussbaum 
( ’70), also unopposed won the 
office of Secretary.

The Board of Directors of the 
Legal Aid Society appointed John 
Wintrol ( ’69), presently the Treas
urer of the S.B.A., as the new 
President of the Society to replace 
Alan Freeland. Steve Schachman 
( ’69) was appointed Executive Vice 
President. The newly-appointed 
Board of Directors is composed of: 
Thomas L. Crowe ( ’69), who will 
now head the Legal Aid Agency; 
Jean R. Just, who will head the 
Small Claims Court Project; Wil
liam Roberge ( ’69) who will head 
the Community Center; Jack Ross 
( ’69) who will coordinate the 
Prettyman Intern Programs; Peter 
Strauss ( ’69) who will head the 
Neighborhood Legal Services; and 
Roy Yaffe ( ’69) who will manage 
the Juvenile Court Program.

The International Law Society 
elected its slate of new officers on 
Wednesday, April 24. William T. 
Adams ( ’70) is the new President 
of the Society; Patrice Lyons ( ’69) 
was elected to the office of Vice- 
President; Frank Matthius ( ’70) 
was elected the new Secretary; and 
Rowland Pollard ( ’70) won the 
post of Treasurer.

Propose 
Student Control 
Of Legal Research

On Friday, April 19, a proposal 
from the Student-Faculty Com
mittee calling for the revamping 
of the first year Legal Research 
Program was submitted to the 
Executive Faculty Committee. Ac
tion on the proposal was post
poned by the Committee in order 
to give the Barrister’s Council an 
opportunity to make its recom
mendations.

Central to the proposal is the 
creation of a Board of Student Ad
visers which will be responsible 
for the direction of the Legal Re
search Program. The Board will be 
composed of 45-50 second and third 
year students and will be headed by 
a Student Director chosen by the 
Dean and an Associate Director.

During the first semester third 
year student instructors will con
duct classes meeting two hours 
each week with a proportional 
number of first year students. Dur
ing these meetings the first year 
students will be taught the method
ology of legal research and will 
be introduced to some of the tech
niques of the art of appellate 
advocacy. Also during the first 
semester, the first year students 
will choose a teammate to partici
pate in an oral argument, and to 
write a brief. In addition there 
will be distributed to teams com
posed of two first year students re
cent decisions or cases of interest. 
Deadline for these papers will be 
February 1, 1969.

(Continued on Page 3)

New S.B.A. Officers

Soldiers of the 193d Transportation Battalion, U.S. Army, from Fort Eustice, Va., 
guard the Law Center's hallowed halls.

New School Launched 

A t Groundbreaking Tomorrow
Tomorrow, April 30, the Law 

Center will conduct ceremonies for 
the groundbreaking of the new 
Law Center. An entire calendar of 
events is scheduled for the day in
sofar as the ceremony will take 
the place of the traditional May 
First Law Day festivities. The long- 
awaited groundbreaking itself will 
take place at 10:45 that morning 
at the site for the new Law Center 
between F & G, 1st and 2d Streets, 
N.W. This historic occasion will be 
open to the Georgetown Academic 
Community as well as to numerous 
dignitaries invited by the Law Cen
ter. The Honorable Alan Bible (L 
’34), United States Senator from 
Nevada, will deliver the main ad
dress of the ceremony at the site. 
Following this, at 11:45 a.m., a 
reception will be held at the Wash
ington Hilton Hotel. Tickets to this 
reception, and the luncheon to 
follow, are being sold by the Stu
dent Bar Association for $3.00 per 
person. The highlight of the lun
cheon, apart from the food, will be 
the presentation, of the Student 
Bar Association Annual Awards. 
Former Associate Dean of the Law 
Center A. Kenneth Pye, who is 
currently a Professor of Law at 
Duke University, will receive the 
Outstanding Alumnus Award. Dean 
Pye taught at the Center from 
1955 to 1965 and was Associate 
Dean from 1961 until 1966. While 
at Georgetown Dean Pye was the 
director of the Legal Intern Pro
gram and was a leader in criminal 
justice reform in the D.C. area.

ProfessorRobert Schoshinski has 
been selected to receive the Out
standing Professor Award. In ad
dition, the following individuals 
will receive Alumni Achievement

Awards: Hon. John A. Carver, Jr. 
(Commissioner of the Federal 
Power Commission); Hon. Joseph
M. F. Ryan, Jr. (Judge of the 
D.C. Court of General Sessions); 
Hon. E. Barrett Prettyman (Judge 
of the U.S. Court of Appeals); 
Bamabus F. Sears (Chicago at
torney); Hon. William C. Pryor 
(Judge of the D.C. Court of Gen
eral Sessions); Hon. Luke C. Moore 
(U.S. Marshal for D.C.) ; Hon. 

James A. Belson (Judge of the 
D.C. Court of General Sessions); 
Hon. Frank J. Murray (Judge of 
the Massachusetts Supreme Ju
dicial Court); Jeremiah C. Collins 
(D.C. attorney); Edward L. Wright 
(Little Rock, Ark., attorney and 
active member of the American 
Bar Association).

At 3:30 p.m. the ceremonies of 
the day will shift to the main 
campus for an Academic Convo
cation. This will be held in Gaston 
Hall, in Healey Building on the 
main campus at 37th & 0 Streets,
N. W. At the convocation the Uni
versity will confer honorary de
gree upon three distinguished Law 
Center alumni: Edwin A. Heafey 
( ’23), noted Callifornia attorney 
and past president of the Califor
nia Bar Association; Edward Ben
nett Williams ( ’45), noted Wash
ington attorney, author, and sports 
aficionado; and Edward L. Wright 
( ’28), who earlier in the day re- 
an Alumnis Achievement Award.

The principal address of the con
vocation will be given by Edward 
Bennett Williams. A reception will 
follow the convocation in the New 
South Hall. Both the Academic 
Convocation and reception are

(Continued on Page 7)

Board Nixes 
Students’ Pleas

On Feb. 28 representatives of 
the S.B.A., prompted by the second 
tuition increase in as many years, 
presented a student petition to 
Rev. Thomas R. Fitzgerald, S.J., 
Georgetown's Academic Vice-Pres
ident for consideration by the Uni
versity Board of Directors (Law 
Weekly, Feb. 29, 1968). The peti
tion contained three resolutions: 
(1) the reduction of tuition for 
second year students who have 
faced the brunt of both tuition in
creases; (2) establishment of an 
interest-free supplemental loan 
program for law students; (3 ) 
establishment of a three-year con
tract between students and Uni
versity whereby any future tuition 
in-creases would be applicable only 
to incoming students. On April 10, 
Fr. Fitzgerald, in his capacity as 
Secretary of the Board of Direc
tors, sent the reply of the Board 
of Directors to the petition. The 
Weekly, here prints the text of 
that reply.

“ On April 5th the Board of Di
rectors considered the three peti
tions which had been approved by 
the Student Bar Association and 
transmitted through my office to 
the Board. Unfortunately, the 
Board did not feel that it could 
do much by way of response to the 
requests. It recognized clearly that 
the recent increases would in some 
instances create hardships, but it 
also felt that the deficit financing 
of recent years could not continue 
indefinitely. The Board regretted 
the necessity of the large increase 
scheduled for the coming year, but 
was also aware that this still 
leaves the Law School tuition be
low the level of the other Uni
versity schools.

“ The University itself cannot 
fund a loan program since this 
would require cash resources that 
do not at this time exist. Indeed 
the University has had to bear 
ten percent of all the NDEA loans 
over the past several years and 
now has several hundred thousand 
dollars tied up on that under
taking. The Director of Student 
Aid has been asked to commit a 
heavier portion of next year’s 
NDEA funds to the present law 
students and to indicate any other 
sources for loans.

"The Board would very much 
like to be able to indicate to an 
entering student what the precise 
tuition costs are going to be during 
each year of his schooling. Present 
factors beyond the Board of Di
rector’s control do not at this time 
permit this type of prediction. In 
particular, the uncertainties con
cerning the military draft make it 
impossible for the Board to pre
dict with accuracy Law School en
rollments for the next couple of 
years. Thus the Board cannot at 
this point foresee each year’s level 
of income and it is conceivable that

(Continued on Page 3)
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The long-awaited groundbreaking of the new Law Center 
represents what hopefully will be a new era of progressive 
thought. Unfortunately the building alone will accomplish 
little toward this end if the calibre of students within the 
center does not increase. It is not that Georgetown’s law 
students are less than brilliant; academically they are peer
less. Rather it is their total lack of concern for the Center, 
except for what they can take away from it. It is only too 
clear that Georgetown students have the intellectual and 
social capacity of a fog-bound steam-ship. All too often the 
courses taught fall on ears interested only in hearing the 
magic phrase, “necessary to pass the bar exam.” This 
single-minded purpose (some call it dedication) has de
stroyed the law students’ interest in the proper functioning 
of the Law School community. And if law students neglect 
the community in which they now live, most assuredly they 
will neglect the community in which they later practice. 
With a new Law Center building under construction the 
Weekly fervently hopes that the law students will take time 
to reconstruct their outlook on Law School and positively 
contribute to the new Law Center by actively participating 
in and concerning themselves with the many activities of the 
Center.

This being the final issue of the year, the Law Weekly 
wishes to announce the appointment of John E. Swift as 
Editor-in-Chief for Volume III. And many many thanks to 
those who contributed to the pages of the Weekly over the 
past year.

Canned Briefs
LBSSOK/S from HISTORY?- PASSOVER /%% On Sunday, May 5, the Dean’s 

Reception for senior law students 
will be held in the Faculty Lounge. 
Cocktails from 4:00 p.m. to 
6:00 p.m.

* * *

In honor of the groundbreaking 
ceremonies there will be no morn
ing and afternoon classes tomor
row, Tuesday, April 30. Evening 
classes will be held as scheduled.

♦ * *

The Legal Aid Society desperate
ly needs individuals who are So
ciety members or would like to 
become members and who could 
spare some time THIS SUMMER 
for work in D.C. either on the ex
panding Juvenile Court Program 
or with the Prettyman Internship 
Program. Interested students 
should contact John Wintrol or 
leave a message in the Legal Aid 
Society Box in the Registrar’s 
office.

* * *

Students are reminded to leave 
with the Registrar’s Office the ad
dress to which grades should be 
forwarded this summer.

LETTERS TO
Riot Aftermath

Editor:
On behalf of the members of 

our full and part time faculty, our 
legal interns, our research fellows 
and the hundreds of other volun
teer attorneys, we wish to thank 
the scores of Georgetown law stu
dents who gave long hours of time 
and effort to assist the legal proc
esses of this city during the riot 
crisis. Their efforts were essential 
to the functioning of the law. 
Among the many experiences we 
all shared on that weekend, this 
demonstration by the law students 
of their understanding of the legal 
profession’s commitment to society 
must rank among the most gratify
ing.

Sincerely,
Dean McCarthy,

Dean Molleur

Impressions
Dear Sirs,

As a transfer student from 
Yale Law School, I am grateful 
to Georgetown Law Center for ac
cepting me after an absence from 
school of five years.

The following reflects two im
pressions Georgetown has made 
upon me.

During the period from Septem
ber to April one of the strongest 
emotions noticed among the stu-

THE EDITOR
dent body was the intense dis
satisfaction with the school and its 
administration. I heard and read in 
the Law Weekly constant com
plaints about the curriculum, stu
dent-faculty relations, and admin
istration intransigence. As one of 
the down-trodden, of course I sym
pathized with the students.

Then came the SBA Elections— 
at last, a chance to organize for 
change. But, sad to report, of the 
students who filled to over-flowing 
the auditorium to hear Senator 
Mark Hatfield speak (on the im
portance of education and student 
participation to the future of our 
country), only about 35 students 
remained to hear the two SBA 
candidates present their positions.

Maybe the SBA is a weak and 
unsatisfying organization through 
which to effect change. Yet there 
seems to be no strong desire on 
the part of the students to orga
nize either through the SBA or 
outside of it, to force the adminis
tration to listen to them. Rather 
the students seem to find their 
satisfaction in complaining. If that 
is all they are willing to do, per
haps they richly desevve exactly 
what they are getting from the 
administration and faculty.

The second impression was 
formed in Friday, April 6th, the 
day after Martin Luther King Jr. 
was killed and the first day of the

Washington, D.C., disturbances.
Although somewhat surprised at 

the holding of class at all on that 
day, I went as did most of the stu
dents (at least in my one class of 
the day).

The Professor, far from giving 
any sort of eulogy (as did one 
Professor) did not even acknowl
edge that an event of rather large 
implication had taken place. The 
name Martin Luther King was not 
spoken—instead he plunged into 
his discussion of exams and his 
subject. During the first hour of 
the two hour class, it became ap
parent from the sound and direc
tion of sirens outside that trouble 
was occurring fairly near the 
school. Students were becoming 
restive and uneasy. The Professor 
went right on. At the break it was 
discovered that in fact the disturb
ances had spread to within two 
blocks of the school, at which point 
taking caution to be the better 
part of valor, I left.

I have since learned that, al
though notified of what was hap
pening, this professor valiantly de
sired to teach on, but cooler heads 
prevailed and the class was, over 
his protests, dismissed. Apparent
ly the Professor having himself 
either ignored or refused to accept 
Dr. King’s death was also prepared 
to ignore its aftermath even at the 
risk of possible danger to his 
students.

Here is a Professor who is con
stantly reminding us that one day 
we will be lawyers too— thereby 
implying the specialized role of the 
lawyer in our society as a respon
sible, active, but most of all con
cerned individual. Yet this same 
Professor can dismiss so totally 
and with such unconcern the death 
of a man who, at the very least, 
certainly embodied these very 
qualities.

With this kind of example to 
emulate, perhaps student apathy 
at Georgetown is somewhat under
standable.

Sincerely,
Jane R. Walinsky

FORUM
Mr. Brian Paddock received his 
B.A. from San Jose State in 1963 
and his J.D. from Georgetown in 
1966. He is currently a research 
fellow at the Institute of Criminal 
Law and Procedure at Georgetown. 
During the current semester Mr. 
Paddock has conducted the S.B.A. 
course on Selective Service Law.

<£rurg?tmmi Cam lUrrklg
EDITORIAL BOARD 

Editor in Chief —  Chad Hickey
Managing Editor John Swift Associate Editor Michael Gragcrt 
Feature Editor Matt Black Business Manager Larry Berman

CONTRIBUTORS
Cartoonist ................ Jiff Gitner

John T. Durfee, Steve Owcndoff, Frederick L. Miller. Jr.. 
John Peak, Donald Tobin.

The Georgetown Law Weekly is published every two weeks except during 
vacation and examination periods. The views expressed herein are those of the 
newspaper and do not necessarily reflect those of the Student Rody, Administra
tion or Faculty unless otherwise specifically stated.

Mailing address: Georgetown University Law Center. 606 E Street, N.W.. 
Washington, D. C. 20001.

Brian H. Paddock

Three Hour Holding Peroid To Create 
More Problems For Police And Courts

by BRIAN PADDOCK
Segments of the American public, particularly the Bar and the 

Judiciary, have debated the limits of proper police interrogation at 
least since the Wickersham Commission studies in the 1930's on police 
brutality during interrogation. For the most part, this debate was 
ignored by police officials except for those few who joined their prosecu
torial brethren in claiming that their “hands would be tied” if they 
could not use the most direct and forceful methods of questioning. 
Perhaps the most blatant example of this is Brown v. Mississippi, 
297 US 278 (1936). In this case the police took the position that using 
a metal-studded leather strap was a proper method of interrogating a 
Negro suspect. However, the States were generally not restricted either 
by their own legislatures or by the State or Federal judiciary. What 
few curbs existed were honored mainly in the breach.

Then came the debate of the Fifties on the Mallory Rule (Mallory v. 
United States, 354 U.S. 449 (1951)) and currently the arguments 
rages over Escobedo v. Illinois, 378 US 478 (1964) and Miranda v. 
Arizona, 384 US 436 (1966). The importance of these later cases is 
that they both rest on Constitutional underpinnings. Escobedo, at 
minimum, protects the defendant’s 6th amendment right to the presence 
of retained counsel during police questioning. Miranda places an 
affirmative duty on the police to give adequate warnings during ques
tioning, to provide counsel to indigents if requested. They should not 
interrogate if they cannot fulfill these requirements.

The Congress in its wisdom has decided to inject a new element into 
this picture—Title III of Public Law 90-226 enacted December 27, 1967, 
which provides:

Any person arrested in the District of Columbia may be 
questioned with respect to any matter for a period not to exceed 
three hours immediately following his arrest. Such person shall 
be advised of and accorded his rights under applicable law respect
ing any such interrogation. In the case of any such arrested person 
who is released without being charged with a crime, his retention 
shall not be recorded as an arrest in any official record.

(Continued on Page 8)
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Dean Dean Says:

G. U. "Unbeguiled By The 
Trumpet Of The False Progressive "

The Law Weekly has extended this 
invitation to the Dean to share 
with the student body his views on 
the position of Georgetown in the 
present structure of legal educa
tion—Ed.

Dean Paul R. Dean

LETTERS—continued

Sir:
Managing Editor John Swift in 

his article “ Barristers Not on 
Ball” , April 2, 1968, found exactly 
the right term to describe the 
failure of the Barristers’ Ball 
(“ Cynical attitude” ) but applied it 
to the wrong group. In my opinion, 
this failure is due to the short
sighted cynical attitude of the 
S.B.A. Administration and the Ball 
Committees.

I served the Barristers’ Ball 
Committees for three years and at
tended all of these three. This 
year, because of the Evening Divi
sion scheduling setup, I am a reg
ular Saturday class attendant. All 
night students taking a full load 
(10 credits) must take Saturday 
classes due to the Executive Facul
ty’s decision to force a weeknight 
ofF. Many night students have four 
class hours on Saturday. Needless 
to say, most also have Friday 
night classes.

Because of my three prior years 
as First and Second Year S.B.A. 
Class Representative and as a 
Night School Vice-President last 
year, I am fully aware of the 
“apathy” of the Night School to
wards GULC functions. However, 
the Barrister’s Ball has always 
been well attended by night stu
dents with their attendance being 
usually higher than their relative 
proportion in the total number of 
law students. However, when faced 
with Friday class until 7 :45 p.m. 
and Saturday class at 9:30 a.m. 
this year’s Ball was relegated to a 
“ day school” only function to be
gin with. S.B.A. communication 
with the night school this year has 
hit a low new ebb with the “ powers 
(power-?) that be” seemingly 
unable to correspond even with 
duly elected representatives.

As a weekday worker I can un
derstand why students with Satur
day employment would skip this 
year’s Ball. I can also commis- 
serate with those students who 
normally would want to have out 
of town girl friends attend the 
Ball with them and this year found 
that they could not get their dates 
in town in time.

In summary, it was not apathy, 
cynicism or pedestrian tastes that 
made this year’s Ball a flop— it 
was lousy planning. Keep the Bar
rister’s Ball, get a new Barrister’s 
Ball Committee.

Ronald L. Grudziecki ( ’68)

DIRECTORS—continued
in the next year the Law School, 
depending upon enrollment, might 
be in the black or might he criti
cally in the red. As national condi
tions become more stable, the gov
erning Board will make every 
effort to respond to the proposal 
that entering students be offered 
in effect a contract spelling out 
the tuition levels of each year.

“ Last year’s heavy deficit made 
it necessary for the University to 
liquidate over a million dollars in 
securities. Were such a practice to 
be several times repeated, the Uni
versity would exhaust its reserve 
of undesignated funds and would 
find itself insolvent. It is this 
danger that has made it necessary 
for the Board to establish the 
large tuition increases of 1967 and 
1968.”

It may fairly be said that nowadays there are two basic 
approaches to a law school curriculum. They are not polarized; 
the good law school may find itself in the grey category. I think 
Georgetown has been and is now unique in its ability to chart its 
own course unbeguiled by the trumpet of the false progressive and 
unrestrained by the prophets who equate change with doom.

We shall label the current approaches to curriculum thinking 
the modern and the traditional. The modern approach is charac
terized by such labels as “ progressive” , “ relevance” , “ responsive
ness” , “ interdisciplinary” , “clinical” , “ skills” , “cross-fertilization” , 
“ pervasive” , “ ferment” , and “ free flowing re-evaluation” . Toss in 
“ student participation” and you have some idea of the mix in
volved in the formation of modern curriculum. Each member of 
the law school community, student, faculty, and administrators 
at law school and university level are encouraged by this approach 
to determine whether the law school’s program responds to the 
needs of the profession and the society it serves. The vital concern 
of the modern approach is the place of the lawyer in today’s society 
caught in the convulsive urban economic and international crises. 
Is he a lawyer qua lawyer, or should he seek reforms as judge, 
legislator, or member of the bar not only in the administration of 
civil and criminal justice but also in other institutions in our 
society? Should he be concerned with our welfare system, job- 
discrimination, unfair installment purchase practices? Should he 
study building codes, leasing procedures and zoning practices? 
What about group legal services to insure there is even-handed 
justice to all members of our society? What about an ombudsman 
system at each stage of our government, city, county, state and 
federal? Can we provide the specialists needed in an increasingly 
complex society? Should we familiarize lawyers with computers? 
Can we expand legal education and increase its support so that 
more students from the disadvantaged groups can be admitted? 
Can we do all this in three years, or must we insist that under
graduate schools do their share? With what skills and knowledge 
should the law school equip a graduate? The modern approach 
calls for a willingness to experiment with new courses, to add and 
drop courses as objective need is demonstrated. It calls for im
perturbable administrators, imaginative faculty and hard working 
dedicated students. It calls for the consideration of new proposals 
whenever and wherever they originate. However, it does not pre
clude long-range curriculum planning which utilizes a “ retro-fit” 
principle.

The traditional approach enjoys or suffers from such labels as 
“ tried and true” , “time tested” , and “ orthodox” . It insists that a 
law school must be a repository of the law and for this it needs a 
program. It must avoid fragmentation and obsession— fragmenta
tion resulting from the whim of the professor or student; obses
sion resulting from his frantic desire to be the modern man. It 
must avoid instant capitulation to student leaders or a student 
poll which declares this or that subject to be “ relevant” . It means 
law students must acquire a high degree of proficiency in the 
analysis of legal concepts and an appreciation of the values which 
give greatness to the law. This approach calls for a return to 
Blackstone, to his orderly thought, his admirable arrangement. 
This approach emphasizes the obligation of the law schools to train 
lawyers as “generalists” . This approach premises that the past has 
substance, that we not aspire to a condition of collective amnesia. 
Proponents feel that modern people appear to resent the past and 
seek to deny its substance for either of two reasons: (1) it con
fuses them, or (2) it inhibits them. If it confuses them, they 
have not though enough about it; if it inhibits them, we should 
look with a curious eye upon whatever schemes they have afoot. 
It should be remembered, according to them, that people of the 
past generations lived and had their being amid circumstances 
just as solid as those surrounding us. Recently in a long conversa
tion with perhaps the finest law professor I ever met he remarked: 
“ Rule by revolt is the order of the day, in politics, the arts, even 
in religion. It is as if repudiating the past had in and of itself 
some positive value. It is not surprising to find this idea carried 
into the law and teaching the law. It is somehow thought to be a 
virtue for a law school not to have a program for teaching law.” 
I suggested, of course, that he was not implying a return to the 

(Continued on Pape 4)

Legal Argument
Winners

Allis Takes Beaudry
On Wednesday evening, April 3, 

the Barristers’ Council presented 
the annual Beaudry Cup Competi
tion finals for first year students. 
The Competition faced a certain 
degree of apathy on the part of 
first year students who apparently 
felt excessive pressure from con
flicting legal research assignments 
and upcoming first semester ex
aminations (Law Weekly, March 
14, 1968). Despite this, sufficient 
first, year students participated to 
render the Competition a success. 
The final round consisted of two 
teams of two contestants each. 
While the contestants argue in 
teams they are judged solely on an 
individual basis. The final round 
of competition was won by Nicho
las R. Allis, representing the But
ler Law Club, in a split decision 
by the three-judge panel. Mr. Allis 
received two votes as Best Advo
cate while Lawrence W. Hicks, 
representing the Carroll Law Club 
of the evening division, received 
the vote of a lone dissenting judge. 
This victory marks the third 
straight year the Butler Law Club 
has swept the Competition. Mr.

Nicholas R. Allis, with the Beaudry Cup

Allis, with his partner Michael J. 
Walsh (representing the Miller 
Law Club), argued for the appel
lee in a civil case involving the 
immunity of government officials 
from libel and slander suits for 
statements made by them in the 
context of their official positions. 
Mr. Hicks was joined by Joseph B. 
Valdor, representing the Miller 
Law Club, in arguing the appellant 
side. The panel of judges consisted 
of Leonard I1. Walsh, U.S. District 
Court Judge; Nathan J. Paulson, 
Clerk of the United States Court 
of Appeals, I).C. Circuit; and Rob
ert Stanford, a prominent I).C. at
torney. Mi*. Stanford said of the 
four contestants that “ . . .  overall, 
all the arguments were presented 
very, very well.” Mr. Stanford 
pointed out that in determining 
the winner the court “ . . . relied 
to a great extent on the response 
to questions and oral advocacy on 
the key points.” Mr. Paulson vol
unteered that the arguments were 
excellent and that he had “ . . . 
heard arguments here tonight that 
were better than some lawyers 
argue before the Court of Ap
peals.” Judge Walsh, as the chief 
judge for the Competition said of 
the contestants that “ . . . it is 
extremely surprising that you are 
as equipped as you are in your 
first year of law school.” Winner 
Allis will receive a trophy for his 
victory, a $25 honorarium, plus in
scription of his name on the Beau
dry Cup— symbol of the highest 
achievement in oral advocacy in 
the first year.

Named
Craft Wins White

The finals of the Edward Doug
lass White Public Law Argument 
were held Wednesday evening, 
April 24, in the U.S. Court 
of Military Appeals. The Com
petition is open to senior law 
students of both morning and 
evening divisions. This year’s final
ists were Randal R. Craft, Jr., of 
the Barristers’ Council and Robert 
Fabrikant of the Georgetown Law 
Journal. Mr. Craft was also the 
winner of the Beaudry Cup in his 
first year. After considerable de
liberation the distinguished court, 
composed of the Hon. Edwin D. 
Steel, Jr., Judge of the United 
States District Court for the Dis
trict of Delaware, Hon. John Lewis 
Smith, Jr., and Hon. Joseph C. 
Waddy, both Judges of the United 
States District Court for the Dis
trict of Columbia, declared Mr. 
Randal Ft. Craft the winner. The 
trophy which the winner will re
ceive is named in honor of Edward 
Douglass White, one of George
town Law Center’s most distin
guished alumni. White was Chief 
Justice of the Supreme Court of 
the United States from 1910 to 
1921.

Cohn and Cys 
Win Leahy

On Wednesday evening, April 17, 
three judges from the United 
States District Court for the Dis
trict of Columbia handed down the 
final decision of the 1968 William 
E. Leahy Competition for second- 
year students. The impressive U.S. 
Court of Military Appeals and the 
poignant questions from Judges 
Oliver. Gasch, Howard F. Corcoran, 
and William B. Bryant of the 
United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia combined 
to produce a simulated atmosphere 
of courtroom tension, which was 
relaxed only after the awards were 
presented and the Court adjourned. 
This competition, unlike the 
Beaudry, awards the best team of 
advocates. After hearing the argu
ments of the appellants Joel M. 
Freed and Donald L. Logerwell 
and the appellees Michael L. Cohen 
and Richard L. Cys, the Court, in 
a two to one decision, selected the 
appellees as the best team. The 
three judges commented favorably 
on the proficiency of the perform
ance of all the contestants, and 
stressed the difficulty in deciding 
upon a single team.

Mrs. William E. Leahy presented 
the trophy and individual awards 
the Messrs. Cohen and Cys at the 
close of the argument. Mi's. Leahy 
is the widow of the emminent 
Washington attorney for whom the 
competition is named.

Michael l. Cohen and Richard L. Cys,
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Hatfield
Vietnam
Senator Mark 0. Hatfield, Re

publican liberal leader, future pres
idential prospect and law school 
flunk-out, addressed an overflow 
crowd of students on April 3, in 
John Carroll Auditorium. Hatfield, 
whose appearance was sponsored 
by the Law Center Young Repub
licans, spoke generally on the rea
sons behind his anti-Vietnam war 
position.

The Senator appeared to capti
vate his audience which interrupts 
his speech at numerous points with 
applause and which capped his pre
sentation with a standing ovation.

Although some may well ques
tion the logos of Hatfield, the 
ethos or character of the man 
appeared, at least at first impres
sion, beyond reproach. He spoke 
smoothly, sincerely and seemingly 
with deep conviction. The elocu
tionary capacities of the well-known 
dove have long been recognized by 
his colleagues who awarded him 
with the position of Keynote 
Speaker at the 1964 Republican 
National Convention.

Hatfield opened his attack at a 
point of immediate, personal in
terest to his listeners—the effects 
of the Asian conflict on American 
graduate schools, being careful to 
note that there will be a “a 64% 
reduction in first year law stu
dents.”

According to the Senators, “We 
are in the process of dismantling 
graduate school institutions in this 
country . . .  we are paying a price 
today—a price far beyond what we 
are being told that we are paying.”

From his introductory remarks 
on the effects of the Vietnam war 
on the educational processes, Hat
field moved, with some ambiguity 
of transition, to an attack on the 
overall merits of the American 
role in the Viet struggle. The crux 
of his comments was that American 
participation shouldn’t be.

“ No patriotism is greater,”  said 
the Senator, “Than that of getting

our men out of Vietnam—out of 
that bottomless pit . .

Hatfield proposed that this na
tion “ re-examine its priorities” so 
that it will desist from further 
participation in the Asian struggle 
and instead divert the resources 
and attention earmarked for Viet
nam into the allegedly insufficient 
war on poverty and inequality.

“ We can find $30,000,000,000 a 
year to kill people but we can’t 
find sufficient money to provide 
. . . decent opportunities for the 
needy and deprived people of our 
land.”

After Hatfield completed his 
formal presentation, the floor was 
opened for questions. The first 
query, based on Hatfield’s well- 
known opposition to the candidacy 
of Richard Nixon, was to the na
ture of the Senator's position if 
Nixon was successful in capturing 
the G.O.P. nomination. Hatfield 
replied: “ I believe a person can be 
much more effective within his own 
party. If my party will not, through 
its platform and candidates, refuse 
to take a responsible position on 
Vietnam, I will keep my options 
open. If the Democratic party of
fers the people a better hope for 
Vietnam . . . than the Republican 
party, we must support them (the 
Democrats).” Hatfield concluded 
his answer somewhat paradoxi
cally, “ I do not resign myself to 
the inevitable that you speak of— 
the nomination of Nixon.”

Among the other questions, one 
concerned Hatfield’s solubion to 
the Vietnam problem. Hatfield con
tended that if the elimination of 
the Communist threat was of such 
importance to the allied nations of 
S.E. Asia—then let them fight the 
war by themselves.

“ I would give the opportunity to 
other interested parties in the S.E. 
Asian area to fill any vacuum that 
might be caused by our with
drawal.”

Law Journal To Emerge 
From Ivory Tower Aura

The Georgetown Law Journal, 
as with many Georgetown Law 
Center activities and institution!, 
has lain hidden away in a world 
all its own. Communication as to 
Journal activities, except through 
friends who may hi* on the staff, 
has been minimal. In the last sev
eral years, however, communica
tion networks have begun to take 
hold ami the law student at George
town is finally becoming aware of 
the varied aspects of the Law Cen
ter outside of the classroom. To 
aid in this awareness the Law 
Weekly will from time to time pre
sent pertinent information on the 
Journal.

Planned for publication in the 
final issues of Volume 5(5 are sev
eral articles and notes that at
tempt to integrate legal, sociologi
cal, and economic problems. These 
articles will include: a student note 
on parole revocation; a lead article 
on the shortcomings of the present 
legal education in the United 
States; a lead article on the in
vestigation of jurors; a student 
note on the Office of Economic 
Opportunity grants and legal serv
ices; a student note on “ wrongful 
life”—liability of a physician for 
negligent sterilization; a student 
note on confrontation—exceptions 
to the hearsay rule and conflict

with the Sixth Amendment right to 
confrontation; a student note on 
slum leases as illegal contracts; 
Connor V. ColU’jo Valley Dev. Co., 
a recent decision on the liability of 
a finance company for the negli
gent construction of homes it has 
financed; a lead article on Nurem- 
burg defenses; Mutual Shares v. 
Geneseo, a recent decision involv
ing standing to sue under # 10(b) 
(5) of the SEC Act. Projected for 
the initial issues of Volume 57 are 
a criminal law circuit note and a 
note on the right to community— 
the right of persons displaced by 
urban renewal and highway con
struction to bo relocated in their 
own neighborhood.

The Georgetown Law Journal 
has come to be known and respect
ed for the high quality of mate
rial that it presents. With a view 
toward improving this quality and 
toward making the Journal avail
able as a forum for more George
town Law students, the Journal 
this year is encouraging the sub
mission of articles by any student 
for possible publication. This in
novation should dispel the Ivory 
Tower aura that has surrounded 
the Journal in the past. Interested 
students may submit articles writ
ten individually or as part of the 
legal writing program, publication

Sen. Mark O. Hatfield of Oregon

LETTERS—continued

Barristers Bawl

Dear Editor:
Inasmuch as an article appeared 

in the last issue of the Weekly 
criticizing the student participa
tion in the Barrister’s Ball, I think 
that the subject is now open for 
general comment and criticism. As 
one who has attended the last two 
of these events, I would like to 
point out what I thought were the 
major flaws in this year’s produc
tion. These flaws were the result 
of the Ball Committee not taking 
into consideration several obvious 
realities. My criticisms are as fol
lows:

(1) The event was held on Fri
day night. Many upperclassmen 
have classes that evening. Many 
others have them the next day. 
Saturday evening is a much more 
reasonable time. If the ballroom 
used could not be rented on that 
night, then the Committee should 
have gone elsewhere.

(2) The price of the entrance to 
the Ball was the same last year 
as this year, except that last year’s 
price included liquor. A set num
ber of bottles and types of liquor 
were allocated to each table, and 
this was more than sufficient for 
everyone there to “get a good buzz 
on.” This small difference in cost 
may have increased the cost of the 
evening to the point at which it 
became widely unattractive.

Several other criticisms might be 
mentioned, but suffice it to say 
that cancellation of the Ball should 
not be based on this year’s show
ing, since it was not solely the 
product of poor student interest. 
I believe that opinions other than 
those of the organizers should be 
consulted before any attempts to 
change or eliminate this event are 
seriously considered. Admittedly, 
this is not the burning issue of 
our time, but it should be given 
some serious thought by those in
volved in next year’s planning.

Neal A. Jackson ( ’68)

subject to approval by the Jour
nal’s editorial board. Further in
formation, such as to possible 
topics, may be obtained by contact
ing the Georgetown Law Journal 
offices or the managing editor, 
Robert Williams.

DEAN—Continued from Page 3
highly structured, narrow curriculum which was in vogue in the 
thirties. He agreed but warned against change for the sake of 
change. He stated that it is considered very smart and very 
modern (the ultimate compliment) to operate by endless seminars, 
wherein the professor plots out the course as he goes along. This 
is quite popular with the student—he can think and talk and listen 
as much or as little as he wishes. The professor can display his 
wit and humor or talk about his early life and struggles with en
trancing interest. All this makes for a lively class. The difficulty 
though is that it substitutes entertainment for hard thought. We 
pay for the easy seminar by lack of intellectual growth. And yet, 
ironically, it is on the theory that discussion produces thought 
that the system is defended. It may in some rare instances, where 
conducted by a master. But frequently it is a mere outlet for in
dividualism. But is revolt not a form of individualism? The 
traditionalist answers yes and views the individualism with 
skepticism.

The Law Center has long since recognized its responsibility to 
expose students to key challenges in our society, in order to instill 
in the graduate a sensitivity to the social and ethical implications 
of the law. It has sought to innovate where needed and at the 
same time to preserve traditional courses essential to the formation 
of a lawyer trained to think like a lawyer.

I will not speak at this time of our nationally recognized re
search and demonstrated projects and their pervasive effect on our 
curriculum.

In the undergraduate school, curriculum additions in the 1966- 
67, 1967-68 academic years reflected the continued concern of the 
Law Center that it produce graduates equipped professionally to 
cope with the changing problems of the society they serve. In 
recent years, as we are aware, the most serious problem of the 
individual before the law has been the administration of criminal 
justice from source to solution, in all of its ramifications: poverty, 
juvenile delinquency, crime in the streets, the first contact with 
the suspected criminal, the question of bail, the question of mental 
responsibility, the deficiencies of defense and the chronology of 
defense so vividly assailed in Gideon, Escobedo and Miranda. Sec
ond only in importance and accelerating daily in public concern 
are the problems which industrialization has forced upon our 
society: the sophistication of means for the invasion of the privacy 
of the individual, the pollution of our air and our rivers, and many 
allied problems. As a constant theme, the growth of the ad
ministrative power and the consequent proliferation of the legal 
techniques essential to effective utilization of or protection against 
such power have been in the forefront of much thinking on cur
riculum revision. We have chronicled our efforts through 1966 in 
the annual Dean’s Reports. In the last year and a half the Faculty 
scrutinized the entire curriculum with particular attention being 
paid to certain aspects of the business, criminal, constitution and 
commercial law segments. This study continues at the present 
time.

The first notable result of the recent study was the creation of 
a new program as part of the required course core. The program 
consists of Criminal Justice I and II and is designed as a perspec
tive course which also introduces our students to allied disciplines. 
It traces the evolution of the crime concept, of society’s governance 
of its members’ conduct, and the prospective development of these 
concepts. It examines how society deals with one who violates its 
rules, his constitutional rights and limitations. A designedly 
salutary effect is to expose all students no matter what their 
career orientation to a basic problem area of the law in which all 
members of the bar ought to share an interest. The course intro
duces a different methodology in the first year, and, incidentally, 
lessens some of the coverage burdens of the traditional Evidence 
and Constitutional Law courses.

The more advanced aspects of our criminal justice curriculum 
were also expanded. In projects, commissions and the like, law
yers and others are engaged in empirical research leading to law 
reform. The Law Center, a pioneer in such research, introduced 
into its curriculum an advanced Seminar on Problems and Methods 
of Empirical Research of the Criminal Law Process. In this 
seminar, lawyers and sociologists examine existing and proposed 
methods, engage in actual empirical projects and write proposals 
for future research.

Responding to a felt need to acquaint business orientated stu
dents with the interrelationship of business and taxation, a “team 
taught” course in Business Planning was offered. Simultaneously, 
we revised the basic business materials to include the relevant 
portions of the former Agency course, Partnerships and Close 
Corporations. Thus, students will study Business Associations, 
Corporations (the public issue corporation), Corporate Finance, 
Anti-trust, Securities and Exchange Commission, Corporate Prob
lems, Federal Individual and Corporate Income Taxation and 
Business Planning.

Two areas of the curriculum were found to be unrealistically 
positioned. The presentation of Professional Responsibility was 
found to be inextricably interwoven with the expertise of a variety 
of subject areas. Accordingly, we experimentally adopted the 
pervasive approach, charging each of its members with the duty 
of discussing, in the context of each of the courses, the problems 
of professional conduct incident to those courses. Also the tradi
tional Constitutional Law course was the subject of expansion and 
realignment. The aspects related to the criminal process were 
incorporated in the new Criminal Justice Program. Those related 
to the power of the federal courts were merged with the tradition
al course in Federal Courts and the Federal System. The areas 
of federal-state relations and individual rights and liberties were 
provided separate course structures for more intensified treatment.

* (Continued on Page 5)



April 29, 1968 Georgetown Law Weekly Page Five

(DEAN—Continued from Page 4)
As the study progressed it soon became apparent that retention 

of the traditional curriculum and the expansion of the studies 
of the law's societal relationships were resulting in an artificial 
conflict. This conflict resulted from our system of requirements 
absorbing seventy percent of the students’ credit hours in a 
chronology that was no longer responsive to either proper tradi
tional or modern legal training. Accordingly, we abandoned many 
of the requirements and transformed the curriculum into a largely 
elective one. The core courses, Contracts, Torts, Procedure, 
Property and the new Criminal Justice Program retained a “ re
quired” status. In addition, the retention of a prerequisite re
lationship between some electives and seminars and basic courses 
ensured a proper hierarchy of values within the new structure. 
Finally, reliance was properly placed upon the mature judgment 
of students aided by our advice concerning the selection of courses. 
Subsequent semester records have attested to the validity of our 
assumption.

The retro-fit principle may be illustrated by the Law Center’s 
willingness and ability to respond immediately to legitimate cur
riculum needs and opportunities.

During the Fall Semester, 1967-68, five courses and seminars 
were added to the Spring Semester 1968 offerings. The new 
courses demonstrated our willingness to offer students in their 
final year a further opportunity to relate their substantial training 
and study in the law to the pressing problems of modern society.

Because the Fall seminars dealing with the law and the prob
lems of poverty were heavily oversubscribed, it was decided to add 
the course in Law and the Urban Poor for those students who 
could not enter the Fall seminars. The course examines three 
major areas of the law’s relationship to the poor: public entitle
ment, including welfare and public housing; private housing prob
lems, including the present landlord-tenant relationship and legisla
tive and judicial changes affecting this relationship; and selected 
problems in the area of consumer law, with emphasis on proposed 
legislative changes. The requirement that the courses in Com
mercial Paper and Sales be completed prior to participation in this 
course served to ensure that this course did not become a substi
tute for more general and necessary legal training.

Continuing the experimental restructuring of the constitutional 
law training, the course in Discrimination: Rights and Remedies, 
was offered. The course examines the constitutional and statutory 
guarantees combatting racial, religious, sex and other discrimina
tions in education, housing, employment, public accommodations, 
and health, welfare, and other governmental services. Thus, the 
course serves both the need for more intensified examination of 
First and Fourteenth Amendment areas and the desirable objec
tive of relating student knowledge to existing societal problems. 
This twofold objective was realized as well in the institution of 
three seminars. The Seminar on Advanced Aspects of Internation
al Trade combines an advanced study of the international economy 
with a fresh evaluation of its legal organization. A comparative 
approach explores the present function of national and internation
al legal institutions, conflict of laws, arbitration, corporations, 
patents and trademarks, antitrust and other laws.

The Seminar on Poverty, Consumer Credit and Retail Install
ment Sales studies abuses in the tripartite arrangement of finance 
company, merchant, and buyer commonly involved in connection 
with the extension of credit to the poor in retail installment sales. 
Special consideration is given to the problems arising from the 
use of promissory notes, particularly as part of a single printed 
form constituting the sales contract and note, wherein the finance 
company seeks the status of holder in due course. The development 
of remedial legislation is discussed.

Possibly the most advanced curriculum idea in the nation was 
effectuated in the Seminar on Evidentiary Problems in Forensic 
Science Methodology. Here again, the confluence of several de
sirable objectives made this a natural curriculum extension. The 
most advanced scientific investigative techniques—those most like
ly to affect prosecutorial investigation’s post -Miranda resurgence 
—are coming from the Forensic Science Project of Georgetown’s 
Institute of Criminal Law and Procedure and the Project Gemini 
research at NASA. This course is an advanced application of our 
policy of introducing relevant allied disciplines into the curricu
lum. Finally, the training of the law student in the area of real or 
demonstrative evidence is enhanced. This seminar brings together 
complex subject matter, advanced students, a forensic science 
specialist and a nuclear engineer in an exciting atmosphere of 
critical evaluation.

During the 1967-68 academic year, we have continued our long 
range evaluation and planning in the perspective courses, con
stitutional law, commercial law and urban problem areas. Thus, 
such experiments as continued restructuring of constitutional law 
offerings and the merging of the courses in creditors’ rights and 
bankruptcy have been approved. In addition, the continued de
velopment of the international law business curricula has seen the 
institution beginning in 1968-69 of a course in International Busi
ness Transactions. In my judgment, the most significant result is 
the approval of an intermediate limited enrollment course struc
ture coupling traditional course and seminar trappings with ex
perimental methodology in presentation, written assignments, 
examination form and the like. The structure lends itself particu
larly to such curriculum areas as terminal courses in fields of 
specialization (e.g., Business Planning, Estate Planning, Urban 
Planning, International Finance), areas in which broader material 
is constricted within the seminar structure, and courses whose 
subject matter demands more intimate student involvement.

Legal education is never static. Constantly we must evaluate 
objectives and the means of achieving or implementing them. Dur-

A YEAR'S PROGRESS; 
A BACKWARD GLANCE

The Honorable Charles W. Halleck

Halleck Criticizes 
Bail Reform Act

On Wednesday, April 24, the 
Honorable Charles W. Halleck 
(L’57) of the District of Columbia 
Court of General Sessions spoke to 
a spirited gathering of students 
in Hall II. The lecture, sponsored 
by Delta Theta Phi fraternity, con
cerned the 1966 D.C. Bail Reform 
Act.

Judge Halleck contends that the 
drafters of the Act looked at only 
one side of the picture— the de
fendant’s—when they created the 
personal recognizance section of 
the Act. The judge is not 
authorized to consider the needs 
and conditions of the community 
in granting personal recognizance 
bond, but, rather, is to consider 
only whether the individual has 
sufficient ties to the District. Judge 
Halleck argues that the Act should 
be repealed or modified to allow 
judges to consider other pertinent 
factors in determining the question 
of bail. Society at large has 
the right to be protected from 
“ undesireable citizens” and if re
leasing individuals on personal rec- 
ogizance will not serve to protect 
society, as was the case with the 
D.C. looters, then these individuals 
should not be released.

In concluding Judge Halleck 
said in order to balance these con
flicting rights the answer, at this 
time, lies in the ability of judges 
to exercise greater discretion in 
individual situations.

By Chad Hickey
As the end of the academic year 

rapidly approaches, the time has 
come to look back over the events 
of the past year to assess the 
changes which have come about. 
Perhaps the most crucial factor 
during the year has been the wil
lingness of the students, Faculty 
and Administration to work to
gether. This is best exemplified in 
the successful operation of the 
Student-Faculty Committee which 
has routed the proposals of the 
students, after careful study and 
deliberation, to the Executive Fac
ulty Committee and to the Ad
ministration.

One of the most important pro
grams emanating from the Stud
ent-Faculty Committee has dealt 
with the problem of the presence 
of minority groups at the Law 
Center. Three related undertakings 
in this area have been begun. The 
first is the allotment of three of 
the existing scholarships for Ne
gro students qualified for admis
sion to the Law Center. An addi
tional request for three scholar
ships made by the students directly 
to the Board of Trustees was, how
ever, turned down. Second, the 
Faculty passed a proposal calling 
for the creation of a special pro
gram for the admission of Negro 
students based upon work done in 
a pre-law school summer program. 
Funds are being sought for under
writing this program which means 
that the program will not be in
stituted for another year at least. 
Finally the students brought about 
a policy of increased recruiting at 
negro colleges in the area. Groups 
comprised of students, Faculty 
and members of the Admissions 
Committee made visits to five 
schools in the area. Plans next year 
call for the expansion of this pro
gram with an increase in the num
ber of visits and the number of 
colleges visited.

Another proposal to come out of 
the Student-Faculty Committee 
has been the use of student assist
ants in the first year Legal Re
search Program. This was seen as 
a temporary measure to attempt 
to alleviate some of the short
comings of the program. At the 
present there is a new proposal 
pending which will radically 
change the program by combining 
the legal writing aspect of the pres
ent program with instruction in 
oral advocacy and by putting the

entire program under the direction 
of a Student Board of Advisers.

At the direction of the Dean the 
Academic Standards Committee 
in cooperation with the Administra
tion  is presently making a com
plete study of the grading system 
at the Law Center. In furtherance 
of this objective both the Law 
Journal and the Student Bar As
sociation have submitted to the 
Committee different proposals for 
modifying the present system. It 
is hoped that the Committee will 
be able to come up with a system 
that more adequately reflects a 
student’s achievement in law 
school.

In this same area, a proposal 
was implemented this year where
by Night and Day Students will 
be rankl'd together in the future.

Beginning next year, a new in
termediate course structure will be 
put into effect. It will permit ex
perimental presentation metho
dology, written assignments, take 
home examinations and other 
forms of experiments in a limited 
class enrollment setting. This will 
be particularly aimed at terminal 
courses in curriculum specialties, 
courses wherein more intimate 
student involvement is deemed ne
cessary and courses in which re
striction to a seminar would con
strict the material.

A new calendar will be insti
tuted next year putting exams at 
the end of the first semester prior 
to Christmas vacation. This will 
allow for a three week Christmas 
vacation free from exam worries 
and will permit time for a reading 
week prior to examinations at the 
end of the second semester.

During the past year second and 
third year students were allowed 
for the first time a free choice in 
the courses taken. Due to Ad
ministration initiative new courses 
were added to the curriculum in 
the areas of Forensic Science, 
Business Planning, Criminal Jus
tice, International Business Trans
actions, International Trade, and 
in Poverty Law and Consumer 
Rights. At the urging of the stu
dents new courses were offered in 
Law and the Urban Poor and in 
Discrimination; Rights and Reme
dies. A non-credit course was also 
sponsored by the students in Selec
tive Service Law. Due to the stu
dent response to this course, a 
proposal is being studied to make 
this a part of the regular curri- 
culem at the Law Center,

Two other things pertaining to 
the course structure at the Law 
Center are: a Con sortium arrange
ment instituted between George
town’s Graduate School of Law 
and the Graduate School of Public 
Law of George Washington Uni
versity whereby students in each 
school will be allowed to take a 
limited number of courses in the 
other school for credit; and the 
advent of two special proposals 
presently being studied to enlarge 
the institute ami research opera
tions of the Liw Center—one deal
ing with African Law and the 
other with Judicial Administration.

A Journal of International Law 
sponsored by students was estab
lished and funded at the Law Cen
ter this year. Operations are al
ready underway and the first issue 
should appear during the next 
academic year.

A proposal initiated by the Stu
dent Bar Association for the crea- 

(Confinued to Page 7)

ing the last ten years this has not been a routine procedure but 
has emerged from extended discussion of new needs and the avail
able resources for resolving them. We have not merely redistri
buted the time allocation of a particular subject matter. Our cur
rent curriculum at Georgetown is the result of a searching, in- 
depth analysis of the place of the lawyer in our society and the 
prerequisites for leadership— not only professionally, but in the 
affairs of society and of government. We have looked for his
torical and jurisprudential perspective, for independent research 
and writing, for critical analysis of the emerging problems of con
temporary society, for practical skills and business training. We 
have retained the hard core courses— Torts, Contracts, Property, 
Procedure and Criminal Justice— designed to sharpen analysis, 
synthesis and self-expression. We intend to continue this hard- 
headed, hard-nosed scrutiny of the curriculum and to plan as far 
as possible with the retrofit principle, i.e., deliberate scheduling 
gaps created as receptacles for new problem, seminar or survey 
courses determined by the law school community to be needed.

Dean Bayless Manning of the Stanford Law School at a March 
joint meeting of the American Assembly of Columbia University 
and leaders of the American Bar Association levelled the charge 
that law schools were “ in lockstep with each other. . . . The cadence 
for the lockstep . . . w-as set more than half a century ago . . . ” I 
submit that Georgetown is in the vanguard moving with measured 
pace and deliberate speed into its second century of service to the 
nation. I assure you that it will continue to be.
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Washington Bums: A  View Taken . . .
On Thursday evening, April 4, sistance. In the Northeast part of closed off for the use of military

Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.f of the city, around H Street, the area vehicles. D Street, N.W., in front
the Southern Christian Leadership was open, by early afternoon, to the of the Municipal Building was of- 
Conference was killed by an as- whim of looters. As early as 1:00 ten impassable for the armored
s&ssin’s bullet as he stood on the p.m. police cruisers reported that vehicles, troop carriers, and heli-
balcony of The Lorraine Hotel in the situation in Northeast, and on copters stationed in the vicinity.
Memphis, Tenn. In reaction to this upper 14th Street, N.W., was out By Saturday evening officials at
murder violence erupted in fifty of hand and requested that troops the riot control center were able to
cities across the United States, be called in. offer statements of guarded op-
Rioting and burning reached its Troops were finally called in at timism on the situation. In fact, by 
worst degree in the cities of Pitts- 4:00 p.m. At that time President early Palm Sunday morning, April 
burgh, Chicago, Baltimore, and Johnson signed an executive order 7, the violence had fairly burnt it- 
Washington, D. C. authorizing the entry of federal self out.

In Washington, the rioting be- troops into the city. It was not, By Monday evening, April 8,
gan early Thursday evening with however, until after 6:30 p.m. that when all but scattered incidents
scattered fire bombings. By dawn the first troop units began to filter were at an end, 5,372 persons had 
on Friday, April 5, 200 people had into the worst riot areas of police been arrested. Of these slightly 
been arrested on looting charges precincts 2, 9, 10, and 13. By this over one thousand were arrested 
and sixty persons injured. Yet by time the main areas of disturbance on burglary charges; three thou- 
dawn officials evidently felt that had polarized with centers on 14th sand arrests were for curfew vio- 
the trouble was subsiding because Street, N.W., between Park Road lations; thirty were for criminal 
the night shift police force was on the north and New York assaults; nearly eight hundred 
relieved at 10:00 a.m. The violence, Avenue on the south, on 7th Street, arrests were for disorderly con- 
however, did not subside and by N.W., between Florida Avenue on duct. The remainder were for 
1:00 p.m. all off-duty policemen the north and E Street on the charges including larceny, destroy- 
were being called back to their sta- south, and H Street, N.E., between ing private property, receiving 
tions. The rioting continued. At 2:00 2d Street on the west and 15th stolen property, and carrying dead- 
p.m. Commissioner-Mayor Walter Street on the east. Other areas of ly weapons. Approximately 1,100 
E. Washington announced that heavy damage were N. Capitol persons were injured seriously
1,000 D.C. National Guardsmen Street between Pennsylvania Ave. enough to require hospital treat-
had been put on "standby alert.” & Michigan Ave., 8th Street N.E. 
At 2:30 p.m. a formal riot control & S.E. between Virginia Ave., S.E., 
authority was set up in the Muni- and F Street, N.E. The troops were 
cipal Building. However, this body deployed, however, before dark 
did not begin functioning smoothly with the result that by Saturday 
until after 6:00 p.m. since many morning over 6,000 federal troops 
of the involved officials were still were on duty in the city with 
in offices at scattered points several thousand more on alert on 
throughout the city. the outskirts of Washington. D.C.

By 3:00 p.m. on Friday random National Guard troops were not 
gangs of looters had branched out sent into the streets until after the 
to the downtown shopping area federal troops mainly due to the 
centered on F & G streets, N.W. difficulty in organizing the Guard 
where amazed crowds of both units which were not on active 
whites and blacks looked on in duty.
helpless disbelief as jewelry and Around 5:00 p.m. Mayor Wash
clothing stores were, one by one, ington issued a series of riot edicts 
ransacked. In response to all this including a ban on the sale of 
Public Safety Director Patrick V. gasoline and explosives, and a cur- 
Murphy issued orders that the few from 5:30 p.m. until 6:30 a.m. 
police were to use restraint in all Saturday morning. On the first 
dealings with citizens lest events night of the curfew police were 
turn for the worse because of a directed not to strictly enforce the 
few indiscriminate actions by in- time limitations by making arrests, 
dividual officers. As a result of this On subsequent nights, however, 
restraint no policemen were killed police enforcement of the curfew 
or wounded by gun fire and only became more strict, 
two persons were killed by the The looting and burning con- 
polioe—one of which was acci- tinued its pace throughout Friday 
dental. night and early Saturday morning

As the situation deteriorated in with the result that additional fed- 
the afternoon, businesses began eral troops were required. At peak 
releasing their employees early, strength there were 11,600 army 
Between two and four in the af- and marine troops on Washington 
ternoon virtually everyone was streets with 2,000 additional troops 
sent home from work. The result- waiting outside the side. The White 
ant traffic jam was one of the worst House and Capitol were encircled 
in the city’s history. As the work- by troops. Playgrounds and col
ors crowded the streets the city’s lege campuses became bivouac 
2800 police found it increasingly areas for the transient soldiers, 
difficult to respond to calls for as- Entire sections of streets were

(Continued on Page 7)

—Washington Evening Star Photo 
Army troops by-pass 7th Street inferno

. . .  IN THE STREETS
Washington, D. C., was a strange to looters and the newly arrived 

city Friday night, April 5, and troops were little more than grim 
Saturday, April 6. During this ornamentation. Consequently the 
period the city was faced with the inner city became one large self- 
most severe part of the rioting service department store. There 
which gripped sections of the inner were few fights and skirmishes 
city for four days. Lootings and that night. As one auto mechanic 
fire bombings seemed to run un- said in passing, laden with an arm- 
checked throughout the major Ne- f«l of 45 rpm records and cartons 
gro i frequented commercial sec- of toothpaste, "there’s too much 
tions. Yet despite the trappings of eise to do to mess with (fighting).” 
violence this was not a riot in the Or as another Negro youth from 
true sense of the word. The streets Phelps Vocational, School said, 
were filled, but not with angry "This  ̂ is it, man, this is THE 
mobs of Negroes screaming, loot- place!” 
ing and burning as a gesture of 
revolt against established society.

At one poimt this reporter was 
standing directly in front of a cut-

Rather the atmosphere was one of rate drug store when the front 
carnival or mardi gras, water- plate-glass window was shattered 
soaked by the fire hoses and im
pregnated with the smoke of burn
ing property, but nevertheless a

by a new pitch fork which had 
evidently come from a gutted hard
ware store across the street. In

carnival. Only occasionally did one stantly about ten young men hop- 
hear voices rise with the cries of Pe  ̂ through the window and into 
Black Power, except perhaps as a store. Inside one could see them 
greeting between two soul brothers scurrying around for the best 
and then only in a spirit of joyful values, much like maggots to ca- 
excitement. Instead the people were ri°n- A police cruiser approached

to give chase. The whine of the 
siren tipped the looters of the im-

IN THE BUSINESSES

caught up in a whirlwind of profit
able enthusiasm. The police seemed 

—Washington Evening Star Photo either to be too preoccupied or too pending danger and out they 
Banana Republic? disinterested to give strong chase poured, back onto the street. As

three policemen jumped from their 
squad car the group dispersed and 
within seconds was an integral part 
of the milling crowd, indistinguish
able even with their loot.

At the corner of 8th and L 
Streets, N.W. a diner had been 
broken into. Inside were four or 
five people probably searching for 
the liquor supply. At this point 
one old gentleman sidled up to the 
broken window, looked in and 
asked the looters if they were 
open for business and could he get 

(Continued on Page 7)

Commercially, the persons hard- in which troops were called into 
eat hit by the rioting and looting the area. "We knew around here 
in Washington during April 4-6 Friday noon,” says one owner of 
were the store owners and small an electrical shop off 7th Street, 
businessmen in the riot area. The “ that the situation was going to 
Redevelopment Land Agency has get worse than it was and the cops 
estimated that over 900 commercial knew it too— they knew it Thurs- 
establishments were destroyed or day night.” “ The troops were on 
damaged by the fires and looting, the B&W (Baltimore & Washing- 
for a loss of over $13 million. This ton Parkway) Friday early and at 
loss figure, according to the Ameri- 14th Street bridge but the officials 
can Insurance Association, will wouldn’t let them into the bad 
rise to nearly $20 million when the areas,” says another liquor store 
loss in inventories of these estab- owner on 14th Street sweeping 
lishments is added to the $13 mil- broken glass from the remains of 
loan total for buildings. Such his fire-gutted shop. Some persons 
figures place the Washington disas- affected by the damage were more 
ter as the third worst civil riot violently condemnatory of the city’s 
falling below the damage totals restraint with the looters. "It was 
for Los Angeles (Watts) and De- as though they (the looters) had 
troit (1967). While most of this a special license. I know—I saw 
property was insured much was them running from that store over 
insured for less than its full value, there with police just outside and 
and even with full insurance many the police completely ignored 
businessmen will find the cost of them.” Some felt that the troops 
reconstruction restrictive. were purposely not called into the

With such catastrophe the con- inner city until late Friday after- 
cerned businessmen find it difficult noon because of pressure by in
to constrain their bitterness. Sev- surance companies. “ The longer 

—Wo*hington Evening Star Photo eral ex-storekeepers in different the Mayor held off calling this an 
STUDY IN CONTRASTS: Palm Sunday procession inarches dawn battle-scarred 14th P&rts of 7th Street have voiced emergency area, says one printer Fireman prepares to fight flames in grocery 
Street, below Park Road on April 7. contempt for the manner and time (Continued on Page 7) store at 14th and Euclid.

—Washington Evening Star Photo
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. . AND IN THE COURTS
by John T. Durfee, Catholic University Law School

Responding to an appeal broad
cast on television for lawyers to 
come to the General Sessions in 
Washington, hundreds of area law 
school students, including this re
porter, ventured into the rioWom 
District. At 12:30 a.m. only the 
soldiers and the acrid smell of 
smoke testified to the events in 
Washington. But upon entering 
the General Sessions, the confusion 
of the riot could be observed in 
the courts that were loaded down 
with hundreds of people arrested 
for burglary, arson and curfew 
violations.

There was little organization at 
the court and the full time staff 
was like a switchboard sending the 
temporary recruits here and there 
to interview, verify records, get 
coffee, etc.

Among the attorneys there also 
seemed to be considerable con
fusion. Several attorneys were vo
cally upset over the suspension of 
certain legal safeguards by D.C. 
judges bent on keeping the people 
arrested from returning to the 
streets. Generally at issue was the 
1966 Bail Reform Act which was 
designed to prevent lengthy de
tention of individuals who cannot 
raise money for bond. The Act 
calls for the release of such indi
viduals on personal recognizance 
bond provided the court is assured 
that such individuals will not use 
their freedom to flee from trial. 
This requirement is met by show
ing ties with the District such as 
residency and employment. -The 
D.C. judges, however, informally 
decided to ignore the Act and hold 
individuals in custody by establish
ing high money bail. Several at
torneys thought the refusal of the 
courts to grant personal recogni
zance bond and their setting high 
money bonds, even if the courts felt 
it was in the public interest to 
keep these people from returning 
to the streets to continue looting, 
was illegal, unconstitutional, and 
unethical.

There was further confusion 
among government-employed at
torneys who came down to the 
courts to volunteer their services. 
There is a federal regulation for
bidding government employees 
from privately representing clients 
in court. Evidently where the Bail 
Reform Act could be suspended, 
federal regs could not.

And there was even racial 
trouble among the lawyers. Mem
bers of the Negro Washington Bar 
Association voiced protest at the 
fact that the courts had contacted 
only the predominantly white D.C. 
Bar Association in seeking volun
teer workers. As a result, the 
Washington Bar Association boy
cotted the entire proceedings.

Law students were pressed into 
working for the D.C. Bail Agency. 
It was our job to interview those 
arrested and then verify the inter
view so that the Judge could have 
some background on the cases 
presented to him. It was from our 
information together with the ar
rest record that decided whether he 
was to be released on personal 
recognizance, allowed to post bond 
or held over.

We interviewed people in two 
places, the main cell block in the 
basement and in the barred corri
dors between the court chambers 
and the temporary cells.

The interviewers were given a 
large printed form which included

the name and case number. On the 
form were questions relating to 
residency, education, health, crimi
nal record, employment record, 
etc. Under normal circumstances 
this criteria was most useful to 
the judge in determining his deci
sion to release the individual on 
bond. Most of the people I inter
viewed were, as the Washington 
Post reported, about 29, held 
steady jobs, married and had 
little, if any, criminal record be
hind them. I first interviewed a 
girl of 19 who was a high school 
graduate, had gone on to IBM 
school and then had worked for 
GHI for two years. She spoke well 
and I felt that she was no different 
from the college students arrested 
in Fort Lauderdale for raising hell, 
except that she was in the locale 
of the riot and was black. The 
next person I interviewed was 
down in the cell block. He was at 
the opposite extreme from the girl 
I had just interviewed and was in 
no way typical of those arrested. 
He did not know his telephone 
number. He was not married but 
had eight children “ so they tell 
me,” and had been convicted for 
possession of narcotics. He had 
over the past several years been 
employed as a laborer with dif
ferent construction companies. He 
had been arrested for burglary II.

The interviews continued in 
much the same vein. Every once 
in a while they would make all the 
lawyers and law students leave the 
cell block because there was too 
much confusion or they would be 
bringing in another group of 
prisoners. I did not see any brutal
ity at all, but I did notice some 
blood on the wall as though it had 
been smeared there by a cut hand. 
It was there, no doubt, because 
there was no one to clean it, but I 
felt, as I am sure the prisoners 
did, that it was a sign of what 
might happen if anyone got out of 
line.

At about 6 a.m. everyone in the 
cell had been interviewed and was 
anxious to get up to the court 
and be released or have his bond 
set. There were kids who were 
worried about their parents and 
fathers who were worried about 
their families and jobs. They kept 
on asking me when they would get 
out, but I could only tell them with 
an uncomfortable smile that I did 
not know and that if they wanted 
me to, I would call their parents 
and tell them they were safe. My 
last job was to get the master 
sheet of all those arrested and call 
ofF their names so that we could be 
sure that everyone had been inter
viewed. The fifth name down on 
the list was Abraham Lincoln and 
when I called it out on the bull 
horn, several voices shot back in 
laughter born out of a desperation 
for normalcy—“ Hell man, he’s 
dead.”

GROUND BREAKING—continued 
from Page 1)

open to the public, although tickets 
are required. Such tickets may be 
obtained, free: of charge, from the 
Student Bar Association.

In the event of inclement weather 
the groundbreaking ceremony will 
be held at the present Law Center 
in John Carroll Auditorium.

Gutted furniture store on 7th Street, N.W.

BUSINESS— continued
“the lower the rates the insurance 
companies would have to pay for 
any damage. It’s bad but it's in the 
policies.” In the aftermath of all 
this one group of businessmen, the 
Midtown Business Association, 
which is composed of businesses in 
the Shaw area of D.C. (around 
7th and R.I. Ave.), has taken steps 
in preparation for filing a suit 
against the D.C. government for 
inadequate protection of their 
property. On this same theme one 
involved attorney pointed out that 
D.C. residents, including business 
enterprises, pay property taxes 
for the express purpose of main
taining their fire and police pro
tection. If the fire departments are 
inadequate and if the police depart
ments ignore looters, then the 
D.C. government seemingly has 
failed in its obligation to provide 
that for which it collects taxes.

Businessmen already ruined or 
hurt by the riot have been further 
harrassed, they claim, by the D.C. 
government which has sent orders 
to several business owners demand
ing that they immediately clear 
away the rubble caused by the 
riot. The question in these men’s 
collective mind is: how does one 
go about immediately removing 
tons of bricks and steel girders 
from his property when he hasn’t 
even enough cash on hand to con
sider another business. One irate 
shopowner related the tale of a 
similar incident in another city. 
In that case "the storeowner re
moved the rubble from his property 
by pushing it into the street. Of 
course the city fined him for litter
ing ($15) but this was far less 
than the couple of hundred it 
would have cost him to have it 
hauled away—and now the city 
sanitation department had to re
move it to boot.”

One clergyman interviewed on 
15th and Euclid St. summed up 
the mood of the business com
munity when he said that “of 
course the city will have to re
build, but the question is how and 
when. I’m not certain that it will 
be possible to convince the small, 
one-shop entrepreneur to reinvest 
in a community which did this to 
him. And even if these people are 
willing to try again, I’m afraid 
the insurance money will be slow 
in coming and probably won’t cover 
an individual’s whole financial loss. 
And even with Small Business 
(Administration) loans or other 
loans the time it will take to re
build may be just too long for 
men with families to feed and 
clothe.”

IN THE STREETS—continued
a drink. In return he speedily re
ceived, gratis, three or four bottles 
of beer through the window. All 
these smashed on the sidewalk; 
he never did get his drink.

At another point this reporter 
stopped a man in his mid twenties, 
dressed in a dark, conservative 
suit and carrying a floor lamp in 
one hand and a table lamp in the 
other. The fellow was more than 
willing to talk. “ Yes, I work in a 
Savings-loan. No, I don’t approve 
of rioting. Yes, I just obtained 
these lights. Well, it’s not stealin’,
I mean, why should everyone else 
get the advantage of all this stuff 
and not me? It doesn’t make good 
sense.” And as he passed by an
other young soul sister bounced 
by caroling “ The Lord helps those, 
man, the Lord helps those . . .” leav
ing this reporter to finish the 
phrase.

Below 14th and Euclid Streets, 
N.W., a fire was raging in what 
used to be, it seemed, an auto sup
ply store. The looters had aban
doned this area temporarily, proba
bly for greener pastures, leaving 
the scene entirely to the Fire De
partment. Yet along with the fire
men were four or five colored teen
agers. At first glance they seemed 
to be looters but upon closer obser- 
vation it appeared that they were 
trying to carry what they could 
away from the fire to preserve it. 
Then they turned to direct pedes
trian traffic away from the fire. 
With the martial efficiency of the 
nearby troops these youths suggest
ed that spectators and loiterers 
"move along” or “get going” from 
this place. After half an hour this 
reporter cornered one of them and 
asked him why he was "wasting 
his time here” when everyone else 
was looting. The reply: "I already 
got a t.v., besides who needs it. 
You know, white people aren’t all 
the same an’ neither are we. I get 
more out of doing this (helping 
the firemen) than rioting. Besides, 
I was in Cambridge (scene of riot
ing in Maryland hist summer) last 
year and I know where it’s all at.”

Finally, as this reporter was 
leaving 14th Street, the tone of the 
entire evening was clearly restated 
as he passed in front of a gutted 
G. C. Murphy’s store. There he 
passed three young teenage girls 
in slacks and hair curlers walking 
side by side and listening to the 
blaring sound of a portable radio 
playing the latest hit from “WOL 
—soul radio in D.C.”

RIOT—Continued
ment. Eight individuals were re
ported killed as a direct or indirect 
result of the rioting. Approximate
ly 920 separate fires were started 
or reignited during the riot period. 
According to the Redevelopment 
Land Agency fire and other causes 
destroyed or damaged 645 build
ings and 283 housing units. In this 
destruction of buildings 909 com
mercial establishments were de
stroyed or damaged. Of the 645 
buildings 362 were deemed totally 
destroyed, and of the 283 housing 
units 212 were totally lost. In ad
dition, over 2,000 individuals found 
themselves unemployed as a result 
of the destruction of their place of 
business. Most of these individuals 
were Negro.

S U M M A R Y—con t inu ed
tion of a Law School Alumni As
sociation is now under study by a 
committee appointed by the Execu
tive Board of the Georgetown 
Alumni Association. A report is 
expected to be issued within the 
next week and the matter will be 
voted on at the next meeting of 
The Board of Governors of the 
Alumni Association.

Prompted by the unexpected tui
tion increase a group of students 
met first with Fr. Fitzgerald and 
then with the Trustees of the Uni
versity. Through the meeting with 
the Academic Vice President, stu
dents were able to obtain for the 
first time a break down of the bud
get of the Law Center. The meet
ing with the Trustees was how
ever not successful and those stu
dents participating were left with 
the impression that the Trustees 
were very much out of touch not 
only with student demands in the 
area of education but also with the 
realities of the racial problems in 
this country especially as they ef
fect educational policy.

The concern of the students in 
the area of race relations not only 
prompted the proposals on minority 
groups referred to earlier but also 
resulted in the establishment of a 
highly successful pilot teaching 
project at Shaw Junior High 
School.

Another proposal of importance 
made by the students this year has 
called for the inclusion of students 
on several faculty committees.

Approved by the Executive 
Faculty Committee, the number of 
committees on which students will 
s it and election of the students for 
these committees awaits only the 
upcoming Faculty Constitution.

The Legal Aid Society at George
town has had its beet year yet. 
Its programs have included Ju
venile Court, Neighborhood Legal 
Service and the Community Center 
on Pennsylvania Avenue. Next 
year the Society will participate 
in a program which will permit 
selected students to practice before 
the Small Claims and Landlord 
and Tenant Courts, subject, how
ever, to approval of the program 
by the District Court.

Last but not least the ground
breaking will finally take place for 
the building of the new Law Cen
ter.

Though the above list of "hap
penings” at the Law Center is by 
no means complete, it is hoped that 
the most significant events have 
been covered. In all the year has 
been a successful one and the close 
cooperation of the students, faculty 
and administration should mean 
that the progress made this year 
will continue and that those prob
lems still besetting the Law Center 
can be dealt with.
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Continued from Page 2)
Any statement, admission, or confession made by an arrested 

person within three hours immediately following his arrest shall 
not excluded from evidence in the courts of the District of Columbia 
solely because of delay in presentment.
This obvious attempt to limit the impact of the Mallory Rule may 

have serious consequences in encouraging police disregard of the prac
tices required by Miranda. It also singles out the District of Columbia 
as the only Federal jurisdiction where the existing case law dealing 
with Rule 5 of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure is subject to 
legislative perforation.

The operative effect of Title III was delayed pending the issuance of 
Police General Order No. 2 (Series 1968) because some officials in the 
D.C. Government felt that it could cause problems if not implemented 
carefully. Thus the declaration of policy in Police General Order No. 2 
states:

It shall be the policy of this department to implement the 
provisions of Title III of Public Law 90-226 with the fullest 
possible concern for the protection of rights of accused persons 
and with a positive emphasis on the legislative intent of Congress 
that arrested persons be accorded all applicable constitutional and 
statutory protections in connection with any arrest or questioning.
In carrying out this policy, the Order emphasizes that arrests must 

still be made on probable cause under existing legal standards. Title III 
is not to be used as an excuse for investigatory arrests or for arrests 
on suspicion. However, because it permits the police to release persons 
who have been arrested and to expunge the arrest from generally avail
able public records, it permits police abuse of arrest powers which 
heretofore would have been scrutinized by prosecutorial or judicial 
personnel. Before the enactment of Title III police could not release 
(except on “ stationhou.se bail” ) any person once they had arrested him. 
The power to release arrested persons resided with prosecutors who 
could enter a nolle or with judicial officers upon a finding of “ no 
probable cause” at a preliminary hearing.

However, there is an argument to be made for the principle behind 
Title III. Persons who are able to dissipate the probable cause support
ing their arrest are entitled to immediate release and such an arrest 
ought not to be permanently inscribed on the record as would an arrest 
supported by probable cause which did not dissipate until the person 
was farther into the criminal process. But Title III and General Order 
No. 2 do not carry out this policy in an appropriate manner, in this 
writer’s estimate. Giving the police unreviewed arrest power and the 
ability to expunge records without further judicial intervention, they 
encourage loose arrest practices which go undetected and the offering 
of inappropriate inducements to persons under detention in return for 
incriminating statements.

One final important flaw in Title III is the language which permits 
interrogation on “ any matter for a period not to exceed three hours 
immediately following his arrest.” (Emphasis added) Under the policy 
ostensibly behind Title III, interrogation with respect to the crime 
currently charged and the probable cause for the arrest therefore is 
certainly appropriate. Since the idea is to test this probable cause to 
see if it is dissipated by an alibi or other evidence supplied by the 
defendant, interrogation with respect to the cause of arrest is under
standable, if somewhat problematical constitutionally. However, this 
policy cannot justify interrogation on “ any matter” . This wording in 
Title III, which repeated without explanation or qualification in 
Police General Order No. 2, is an invitation to police to ignore the 
basic policy of Title III and conduct intensive interrogation on 
numerous unrelated items. This of course is a further inducement to 
improper use of the original arrest power.

There is at least one case in the line of cases following Mallory 
which deals with this problem. In United States v. Meachum, 197 F. 
Supp. 803 (1961), the defendant was arrested and about two and a half 
hours later was placed in a lineup. While his co-defendants arrested 
on the same charge were identified Meachum was not. The police how
ever did not (and could not under the then existing rules) release him 
but they could have presented him immediately to a magistrate who, 
finding no probable cause to detain him further, would have ordered 
hia release. Instead, an hour later, the defendant was placed in another 
lineup the results of which formed the basis for the charge in the case 
as finally decided. Judge Youngdahl suppressed the confession which 
followed upon this lineup. He stated:

Defendant’s Fourth Amendment rights were violated because 
he confessed at a time no probable cause existed to justify his 
continued arrest status. . . .

There having been no legal basis for defendant’s continued 
arrest and detection after the first lineup, he should have been 
released. Since he was not, effectuation of the constitutional 
guarantee requires that his subsequent confession be 
suppressed. . . .

. . .  [ I ]t was decidedly improper for preliminary proceedings 
on that [the original) charge to be delayed for a lineup and 
questioning about another charge for which no probable cause 
was or is now manifested and for which an arrest without a 
warrant had been made. . . .”
Here then is clear constitutional authority for the proposition that 

interrogation of defendants under Title III must be limited to matters 
surrounding the pending charge and arrest. In fact a logical corollary 
of Meachum is an affirmative obligation on the police to interrogate, 
if they interrogate at all, only with respect to the initial charge so 
that they may test the validity of their probable cause. If the police 
were to interrogate on unrelated matters and then to interrogate on 
the underlying charge and in the latter interrogation find that it 
resulted in the dissipation of probable cause through the production of 
alibi or other evidence, this would seem to raise grave constitutional 
problems with the initial interrogation. See also IFowp Sun v. United 
States, 371 US 471 (1963).

In any event Title III seems to invite more litigation resulting in

Freedman Sets Criteria 

For Civil Disobedience

RESEARCH—Continued from P. 1
During the second semester, the 

students will participate in the 
Beaudry Cup Competition. Argu
ments and briefs will be done on 
an individual basis.

Aside from conducting classes 
to the incoming students, third 
year students will closely super
vise the oral arguments and the 
legal writing parts of the program. 
In this they will be assisted by the 
second year students. Third year 
members of the Board will also 
have the task of initiating the sec
ond year students chosen to be on 
the Board and of preparing the 
recent decisions and issues for oral 
argument for use in the program.

Transcript credit will be given 
for the work done in the Legal Re
search Program with students re
ceiving either a pass, fail or su
perior. Successful completion of 
the program is mandatory for 
graduation.

Members of the Board would be 
chosen, for the first year of the 
program’s operation, from among 
the upper twenty-five percent of 
the second year class non-Law 
Journal students. In, addition 
faculty members may recommend 
up to two nominees apiece from 
their advisees in the Legal Writing 
Program. The Board would auto
matically include the members of 
the National Moot Court Team and 
quarterfinalists in the Leahy Cup 
Competitions.

One of the main objectives of 
the proposal aside from dealing 
with the inadequacies of the pres
ent program, is to offer a partial 
solution to the “ widespread aliena
tion of second and third year non- 
Law Journal students.” The Stu
dent Board of Advisers would have 
an honorary status conferred on it 
akin to that of the Law Journal.

LAMBDA RHO TAPS 
NEW MEMBERS

On Tuesday, April 2, the current 
members of Lambda Rho Theta 
held their official tapping ceremony 
for newly chosen members of the 
National Honorary Leadership So
ciety. The twenty-one individuals 
who were tapped are: C. Christo
pher Brown, Donald S. Burris, 
Katherine L. Davidow, Frank N. 
Dubofsky, Peter B. Elliston, Rob
ert Fabrikant, Mark C. Fedota, 
Alan C. Freeland, Robert C. Good
win, Richard A. Hesse, Charles D. 
Hickey, Pamela D. Kasa, Guppy 
D. McGrath, J. Ray Needham, 
Barry J. Portman, S.J., Perry B. 
Seiffert, Richard S. Shine, Donald 
K. Stern, John E. Swift, Benjamin 
N. Vandegrift, and Robert B. Wil
liams.

Two new Honorary Members 
were also chosen for this academic 
year: Professor Frank J. Dugan 
and Professor Edward Re.

Lambda Rho Theta attempts to 
bring to public light the accom
plishments of individuals at the 
Law Center who contribute signifi
cant efforts on behalf of the Law 
Center’s growth and improvement 
in the areas of Legal Publication,

Professor Monroe Freedman of 
the George Washington University 
Law School was the guest speaker 
in a clandestinely sponsored by 
the G.U. Law Journal on Thurs
day, April 3, in John Carrol audi
torium.

Prof. Freedman has distin
guished himself as a controversial 
exponent of a new approach to 
legal ethics. His article entitled 
“ Professional Responsibility of a 
Criminal Defense Lawyer: Three 
Hard Questions” (64 Mich L.R. 
1469) and “ Professional Responsi
bility of the Prosecuting Attor
ney” (55 Geo. L.J. 1030) have 
precipitated a free swinging and 
often heated debate about legal 
ethics and the Criminal Bar. His 
topic at the Center: Civil Disobedi
ence—Morality of Illegality.

Prof. Freedman defines civil dis
obedience as an act of protest by 
open violation of a law which is 
formally valid and enforced which 
the protestor recognizes as valid 
and made by a government to 
which he continues to bear alle
giance. The civil disobedient’s mo
tive is to protest the unjust policy 
fostered by the law. The civil 
disobedient, so defined, is a distinct 
political personality not to be con
fused with the Revolutionary or 
the Anarchist. Prof. Freedman 
clarified his definition by way of 
example. Under his definition Dr. 
Martin Luther King, Jr., was not 
a civil disobedient but a lawful 
protestor exercising his Constitu
tional rights in the face of invalid 
law. Henry David Thoreau was 
not a civil disobedient but an anar
chist who believed that “ The gov
ernment that governs best is the 
cne that governs nothing.” Prof. 
Freedman reminded the audience 
that the original title of Thoreau’s 
noted treatise was not Civil Diso
bedience but, rather, Resistance 
To Civil Government. The third 
figure which Prof. Freedman ex
posed as a non-civil disobedient 
was Mahatma Ghandi, the Revo
lutionary. Ghandi wanted to over
throw British rule of India, not 
modify it.

The confusing link between these 
three figures is passive resistance 
which is not a philosophy but, 
rather, a tactic. There is no theo
retical reason why the American 
civil disobedient should be non
violent. Violence is simply an in
effective tactic and one which 
someone who still bears allegiance 
use.

But how can an attorney violate 
a law he has sworn to uphold and 
still be true to his professional 
to the government is unlikely to

Scholarship, Legal Argument and 
Extracurricular Activities. George
town houses the Alpha Chapter of 
the organization which has as its 
ultimate goal the establishment of 
numerous chapters throughout the 
nation.

Ethic? Civil disobedience expresses 
the dilemma of choosing between 
the moral law and the civil. Prof. 
Freedman suggests a solution when 
he points out that we were free 
men with moral responsibilities be
fore we were lawyers. But attor
neys do not have to abandon their 
oaths as lawyers and cite a higher 
law. Civil disobedience, properly 
conceived, is consistent with the 
role of the attorney who is also 
dedicated to perfect the law and 
honor its basic principles.

Civil disobedience should not be 
viewed, according to Prof. Freed
man, as a pariah. It is a consistent 
thread running through our so
ciety’s history and philosophy. 
Jeremiah, Isaiah, Jesus, St. Augus
tine, the Sons of Liberty, the Abo
litionists, Suffragettes, the crea
tors of our labor movement; all 
these embraced the philosophy of 
civil disobedience. Consequently 
Prof. Freedman believes that the 
question of our time is not whether 
to employ civil disobedience but 
rather under what criteria might 
we make an intelligent decision as 
to the use of civil disobedience. In 
answer to his own question and 
with particular emphasis on the 
Vietnam war, Prof. Freedman 
offers:

1. Men must evaluate the 
gravity of the evil because civil 
disobedience should not be under
taken lightly for a frivolous cause. 
The Vietnam war is such an evil— 
illegal under our Constitution, the 
U.N. Charter, and even the SEA- 
TO Treaty; immoral because of 
the use of fragmentation bombs 
and napalm in populated areas of 
North and South Vietnam; and 
politically unjustifiable because, 
in the words of George Kennan, 
“ Our involvement in Vietnam is a 
massive policy miscalculation un
paralleled in our history.”

The moral enormities of that 
war would not be enough to sway 
Prof. Freedman to counsel civil 
disobedience without using all le
gal alternatives. According to him, 
however, the ballot box has failed; 
the mandate for restraint that was 
given over Barry Goldwater has 
been ignored; peaceful protest has 
been met with brutality.

2. The cause must be urgent.
3. The tactic must be carefully 

chosen. Should it be an act closely 
related to the thing being pro
tested, that is, refusing to pull the 
trigger in Vietnam, or refusing to 
be drafted in the U.S.? Or should 
it be a remote and symbolic act 
like draft card burning?

4. The risk of prison, abuse, and 
social ostracism must be seriously 
considered.

5. Each individual must con
scientiously examine his own mo
tives. For a lawyer, the choice of 
civil disobedience must stem from 
a deep conviction to correct an in
justice fostered by the law. The 
lawyer must not shrink from his 
duty to live by the law but he must 
tear the heavy burden of directing 
and molding a civil law which fits 
within the moral fiber of our so
ciety. In bearing this burden the 
attorney cannot let his oath de
prive him of an effective and 
righteous tool. The attorney can, 
according to Prof. Freedman, em
brace civil disobedience.

more persons released because suppressed confessions. It also invites 
more confusion by the police and the citizenry about the proper guid
ance of police authority by due process standards. The minimum imme
diate remedy for this is an amendment to Police Order No. 2 and, 
as soon as possible, appropriate legislative limitation of Title III to 
deal only with interrogation on the charge for which the person is 
then under detention. Of course, as suggested above, the amendment 
to Title III in order to accomplish a policy of immediate release of 
persons when probable cause dissipates is best accomplished with 
adequate and immediate judicial review under a 24-hour committing 
magistrate ssytem and not by allowing the police to hide their deeds 
and misdeeds behind the expungement of arrest records.


