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JURIS Bruce David Beaudin is the Dep
u ty  Director o f the Legal A id  
Agency of the District o f Colum
bia. Mr. Beaudin has been with the 
Agency since September, 1964, as 
investigator and staff attorney. 
Prior to this he uas a sta ff in ter
viewer fo r  the District o f Columbia 
Bail Project. In these positions he 
has been actively involved in  the 
attem pt to provide more and better 
representation to the indigent de
fendant charged w ith a criminal 
offense.

Mr. Beaudin graduated from  
Fairfield U niversity, Fairfield, Con
necticut, in 1961 w ith an A.B . de
gree, cum laude, in English. He 
received his LL.B. from  George
town Law  Center in 1964.

The Legal Aid Agency:
it's place in the District of Columbia 

system of criminal justice.
By BRU C E D. B E A U D IN

The Legal Aid Agency for the D istrict of Columbia was created by 
sta tu te  on June 27, 1960 (§ 12, 74 Stat. 229). By term s of its sta tu te  
the Agency is directed to . . provide legal representation of 
indigents in judicial proceedings in the D istrict of Columbia. . . . ” 2 
DCC § 2201 et. seq. (1967). The sta tu te  fu rther enum erates the courts 
in which representation shall be provided upon appointment by those 
courts. Specifically named are the United States D istrict Court for 
the D istrict of Columbia, D istrict of Columbia Court of General 
Sessions, Juvenile Court of the D istrict of Columbia, and proceedings 
before the United States Commissioner and the Commission on Mental 
Health of the D istrict of Columbia TSee 2 DCC § 22011. It should be 
of interest to note tha t the sta tu te  specifically omits reference to the 
D istrict of Columbia Court of Appeals and the United States Court 
of Appeals fo r the D istrict of Columbia Circuit.

Traditionally the view of the young aspirant to the Legal Aid 
Agency’s legal staff has been tha t he will gain valuable tria l ex
perience and a t the same time contribute to a high model of effective 
representation for indigent accused. This view has been shared by the 
adm inistrators of the Agency. The natural consequences of such an 
approach are seen in the usual two to three year term  of the staff 
attorney and the view of the Judges of the United States D istrict 
Court, the D istrict of Columbia Court of General Sessions, and the 
Juvenile Court of the D istrict of Columbia tha t they feel “com fortable” 
in try ing a Legal Aid case because of the work and preparation they 
know has brought the case to the point of trial.

W ith a staff of fifteen attorneys who handle about ten per cent to 
fifteen per cent of the total number of indigent criminal cases in the 
D istrict, the Legal Aid Agency certainly cannot be called a “Public 
Defender” yet it is the nearest thing to a Public Defender Office in 
the D istrict of Columbia. Should the Congress determine tha t a public 
defender is the ideal system of representation for indigents accused 
of crime in the D istrict of Columbia, it has been estim ated tha t the 
Legal Aid Agency would have to be increased to the size of the 
United States A ttorney’s Office which numbers upwards to seventy 
lawyers.

The rem ainder of the eighty-five per cent to ninety per cent of 
indigent criminal cases are handled by the Georgetown Legal Interns 
(about five to ten per cent) and members of the Bar in the D istrict 
who qualify for appointm ent under the Criminal Justice Act of 1964.

A cursory evaluation of the conflicting views of appointment of 
counsel is appropriate. We will accept as a m ajor premise a recom
mendation of the American Bar Association th a t an urban area with 
a high crime rate  ought to have a combined public defender—private 
appointed counsel system. Its recommendation would place seventy 
per cent of the caseload with the public defender and th irty  per cent 
with private appointed counsel.

I t  is generally felt th a t a mixed system of representation by de
fender-type agencies and private members of the Bar insures a con
tinued interest in the criminal law by the Bar and a th irty  per cent 
share while not overburdening is of a significant size to involve a 
representation cross section. In an area such as the D istrict of Colum
bia where there is a concentration of national legal ta len t coupled 
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Rev. Gerard J. Campbell, S.J. Dean Paul R. Dean

G. U. PRESIDENT RESIGNS; 
FOLLOWED BY LAW DEAN

On June 17 Rev. Gerard J. Camp
bell, S.J., surprised the academic 
community by announcing his res
ignation from the office of Presi
dent of the University, This was 
followed, on July 10, by the an
nouncement by Dr. Paul R. Dean 
th a t he also would resign his office 
of Dean of the Law Center. Both 
men have agreed to stay  in office 
until successors are found.

Fr. Campbell came to George
town as its Executive Vice Presi
dent in 1963 and succeeded to the 
Presidency in 1964. Among Fr. 
Campbell’s accomplishments while 
on the Hilltop were the form a
tion of the University Senate com
posed of faculty and adm inistra
tors, the reconstitution of the 
Board of Directors to include its 
first lay members, and a reor
ganized Board of Regents which 
is a th irty  member lay advisory 
board. His tenure has also seen 
the opening of two new dormi
tories on the main campus, the 
construction of a new university 
library and new hospital concen
trated  care building, and the 
groundbreaking for the new Law 
Center. Fr. Campbell’s decision 
was prompted, it is thought, by 
poor health and a desire to return 
to academic pursuits.

A search committee for a new 
president was announced on July 
12 composed of Rev. Edwin A. 
Quain, S.J. (member of the Board 
of Directors) chairm an, Dean 
Dean, Dr. Valerie A. Earle (P resi
dent of the University Senate), 
Dr. Estelle Ramey (Acting Chair
man, Dept, of Physiology and 
Biophysics), Mr. Eugene P. Mc- 
Cahill (chairm an, Board of Re

gents), Dr. Thomas J. King (Pro
fessor of Biology), Colonel Irving 
Salomon (member of the Board 
of D irectors), Rev. Jam es J. Mc- 
Ginley, S.J. (Member of the Board 
of Directors), Dr. Thomas E. Mac- 
nam ara (Chairman, Dept, of An
esthesiology). The only guidelines 
which the committee must observe 
are tha t the choice m ust be a 
member of the Society of Jesus. 
Front-running contenders within 
the university community appear 
to be: Rev. Paul r. Harbrecht, 
S.J. (Chairman of the Hoard of 
Directors and G.U.L.C. g raduate), 
Rev. Thomas R. Fitzgerald, S.J. 
(Academic Vice President), and 
Rev. Dexter J . Hanley, S.J. (P ro 
fessor of Law). Since the Com
mittee has not made a decision, 
however, these “insiders” may have 
lost ground in favor of a desire 
to bring new blood into the uni
versity. On the other hand, it is 
feared, by some sources, th a t the 
Jesuit-dominated Board of Direc
tors, which m ust approve any 
choice, will favor a more conserva
tive choice than they might have 
in the past. This is due in part to 
a reaction against the recent 
“Sponga Affair” wherein the Mary
land Provincial of the Society of 
Jesus, a noted liberal, left the 
order so th a t he might m arry.

Dean Dean received his A.B. de
gree from Youngstown (Ohio) Uni
versity in 1940, his LL.B. in 1946 
and his LL.M. in 1952 both from 
G.U.L.C. He became a professor of 
law a t the Center in 1947 and was 
made Dean in 1954, succeeding 
Hugh J. Fegan.

Dean Dean has presided over 
(Continued on Page 2)

Law Weekly Wins 
Transcript Credit

The Georgetown Law Weekly 
caps a most productive summer by 
announcing tha t henceforth work 
on the Weekly will qualify a 
student to receive additional 
transcrip t credit. Members of the 
newspaper staff who contribute a 
minimum of twenty hours of con
centrated work to the Weekly per 
academic year will be entitled to 
have tha t fact placed on their final 
grade transcript. Work in any of 
several journalism categories will 
allow the student to qualify. These 
categories include membership on 
the Editorial Staff, business staff, 
and production staff. The Editorial 
Staff, besides managing the gen
eral coordination of a bi-weekly 
publication, is concerned with lay
out supervision, circulation, prin t
ing, and feature writing. The Busi
ness Staff concerns itself prim arily 
with correspondence and adver
tising coordination, especially with 
the larger ad houses which deal 
with university newspapers. The 
Production Staff is the newspaper. 
These individuals include the re 
porters, columnists, cartoonists, 
and photographers. Positions in 
many of these categories are open 
and the Weekly is looking for 
interested applicants.

In addition, the Law Weekly an
nounces the approval of new offices 
soon to be constructed in p art of 
the area currently reserved for 
the student lounge. The expanded 
size and coverage of the Weekly 
has necessitated larger working 
space than was available in past 
years.

Orientation Panel 

To Confront Students 

With Failures of Law
On Wednesday, Septem ber 4, the 

Student Bar Association will pre
sent a panel discussion to consider 
inadequacies in the law today. The 
program is designed as a capstone 
to the orientation program  a l
though it is expected to be of in
terest to the entire student body. 
Three of the most dram atic legal 
personalities in the nation today 
will be brought together under 
the moderatorship of Prof. John 
G. Murphy, no lesser a personality 
in his own right, to discuss areas 
in which the law has failed to 
establish justice.

Prof. Frank Reeves, E dgar S. 
Cahn, and Michael T igar will form 
the panel. Prof. Reeves is a mem
ber of the faculty of the Howard 
University Law School specializing 
in Constitutional Law. He is also 
the chairm an of the legal defense 
effort of the Poor People’s Cam
paign, which this past summer 
was encamped a t the feet of L in
coln in Resurrection City. Edgar S.

(Continued on Page 4)
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id  e s t . . .
The Georgetown Law Center will be looking for a new dean 

if and when a search committee is formed. It would seem 
unquestionably wise to have student opinion well and directly 
represented on such a committee since it is the students who 
will be the ultimate recipients of programs instituted by a 
new administration. Unfortunately in the game of power 
politics, which indeed this "search” is, too many potential 
kings and kingmakers would rather ignore student opinion. 
Perhaps this ignorance is motivated by well-founded reasons; 
more probably it is motivated by fear. The only reason men
tioned for excluding the students from the selection process 
is that they are transients; they do not possess the “over
view capacity” of other members of the law school com
munity and consequently would not choose as wisely for the 
school as would others. Past history should indicate the 
amount of sheer balderdash in such an argument. Virtually 
all of the major changes which have been initiated in the 
Law Center educational process have come through student 
initiative. Virtually all of the major areas of concern to 
which the various committees of the Center address them
selves arise out of initial student concern. Students, more 
perhaps than any other element, are in touch with today’s 
problems and through this awareness are better able to 
predict the needs and necessities of the future. Students, 
more perhaps than any other element, have a vested interest 
in the law school education and its proper administration. 
Students, more perhaps than any other element, deserve di
rect representation on the search committee for the new 
Dean.

Jes

“L aw  a n d  Policy  ”  Goes To Press 
December Publication D ate Set

The staff of the International 
Law Journal, Law avd Policy in 
Internatiosial Business, has begun 
work on its W inter issue to be 
published in December 19fi8. The 
new Journal, operating out of its 
office in the form er student ac
tivities room, has already collected 
much of the material tha t will go 
into the first issue. The staff has 
been researching various topics 
during the summer and writing 
evaluations on their timeliness and 
interest to renders of the Journal.

Although sim ilar in form at to 
the Georgetoum Law Journal, the 
m aterial covered in Law and Policy 
will be entirely different. The new 
journal will concentrate primarily 
on articles dealing with United 
S tates’ law and policy toward in
ternational business. The aim will 
be to provide a continuing identi
fication and analysis of these laws 
and policies for the benefit of 
practicing lawyers, businessmen, 
policy-makers and students.

The initiation of Law and Policy 
hns attracted  the attention of 
many im portant people in the field 
of International Law. Several of 
these people have expressed an 
interest in w riting articles for the 
Journal. The first issue, for exam 
ple, will include an article by Prof. 
Stanley Metzger on “ New Holes 
For the Tariff Commission.’’ Mr. 
Pe ter Kona in the office of the 
legal counsel of the Commerce De
partm ent, and formoly of Arnold 
and Porter, plans to write on the 
foreign direct investment regula
tions. Mr. P e ter B. Feller, an a t 
torney adviser in the Treasury 
departm ent, will w rite an article 
about countervailing duties- duties 
levied by the United States to off

set export subsidies offered by 
foreign governments.

Law avd Policy In  International 
Business has already invited those 
second year students with out
standing academic qualifications to 
become candidates for the Journal. 
An orientation program  for these 
candidates was held on August 
28th, 2(Jth and 30th. The Executive 
Board of the Journal believes, how
ever, tha t academic record alone is 
not a sufficient indicator of the 
ability to work effectively on the 
Journal. For this reason, Law and 
Policy is accepting applications 
from Interested second year s tu 
dents. Anyone interested may ob
tain application forms the Regis
t r a r ’s Office. W riting samples and 
other evidence of ability to do 
journal work will be required later.

The Executive Board is also con
sidering initiating a program  of 
inviting first year students to ap
ply as “student aides.” These stu 
dent aides would not be involved 
in actual writing for the Journal 
but would have the opportunity 
to participate in much of the work 
that goes into putting a journal 
together. This invaluable experi
ence might be extrem ely useful in 
the effort to become a regular staff 
member in the second year.

This year’s Executive Board, 
chosen by the members of the 
Journal a t the close of the last 
academic year, consists of: Kathy 
Davidow, Editor-in-Chief; Steve 
Geifman; Robert Goodwin; Patrice 
Lyons; Tim Naegele; Ralph Nick
erson; Bruce O’Connor; Row Pol
lard; Roger Rosendahl; Norris 
Wolff; Norman Brown; David 
Taylor.

Canned Briefs
Tryouts for the National Moot 

Court Team, the Center’s major 
intercollegiate competition which 
last year won the D istrict of 
Columbia championship, will be 
held on Tuesday, September 10. 
The competition is open to all 
upperclass students. Selection and 
participation on the team satisfies 
the legal writing requirement.

Briefs must be submitted by Mon
day, September 9. Problems may 
be found in the R egistrar’s office.

Submit Letters to the Editor to 
the “W” box in R egistrar’s 
Office.

REMINDER: Late registration
ends September 17. There is a 
$10.00 fine for late registration.
Exam ination innovation: Students 
in Prof. Scheflin’s summer Sales 
course were perm itted to answer 
part of their examination privately 
in advance of the actual exam ina
tion date. The researched answers 
were then submitted with the rest 
of the exam. Purpose: To see if 
additional time plus absence of 
pressure affect examination per
formance.

RESIGNATIONS—continued

a period of innovation at the Law 
Center which is ju s t now reaching 
its peak. Liberalization and ex
pansion of the curriculum, inves
tigation of the grading system, 
emergence of the Law Center as 
a productive force in the area of 
criminal law and procedure, and 
last year’s groundbreaking for the 
new Law Center m ark his tenure. 
Dean Dean’s adm inistration has 
not been without its critics, how
ever, particularly among the voices 
for g reater identification between 
the law school educative process 
and the practical realities of the 
law. Frank Duhofsky, last year’s 
President of the Student Bar As
sociation, commented tha t with a 
new adm inistration “ perhaps the 
focus will turn from just raising 
money for the new law school in 
order to make Georgetown grow 
in other areas tha t have been 
neglected in the name of the law 
school.”

To date no provisions have 
been made for placing students on 
any search committee. The form a
tion of a separate student search 
committee, unless student partici
pation in the selection of a new 
dean is assured, rem ains a distinct 
possibility.

Join the  

W e e k l y  

Staff!

Nolo Contendere:

Toward A More Meaningful 
Legal Education At Georgetown

By DON S T E R N , S tudent Bar Association President
Nolo Contendere is an open column for student expression. Scholarly 
commentary o f interest to the law school community is solicited from  
the interested law student.

Although many problems a t the Law Center demand our immediate 
attention (e.g. a new Dean, recruitm ent of minority students, uni
versity statem ent on protest) it seemed preferable to begin the year 
with a more general discussion of legal education—a discussion prob
ably applicable to every law school in the nation. The charges which 
will be necessary in legal education (and the legal system ) are 
fundam ental—they go to the heart of the assumption of the legal 
profession.We will have to re-define traditional educational ideas, such as who 
are teachers and students. Legal concepts of “professionalism” which 
dictate tha t only those with law degrees can teach law students 
contribute to the institution insulation of law schools from real 
problems. Allowing ourselves to be educated, in part, by non-legal 
persons (e.g. policemen, welfare m others) will enliven our education 
and begin to make the law more meaningful. Developing law, such as, 
“urban law”, is being made on the sheets, in community action centers, 
and in legal services offices, not in the law schools.

Similarly, definitions of who is a student should be altered. We 
must take dram atic steps to increase the numbers of minority group 
students (and eliminate or change standards of admission, such as the 
use of L.S.A.T.) and experiment with the training of para-profes- 
sionals and specialists. The move to encourage more minority group 
students to enter law, a t the same time we increase the emphasis on 
“credentials” must be seen as inconsistent and illusionary.

Law schools, which have traditionally sewed the business community, 
must re-examine their orientation and commit substantial resources to 
current social problems, the industrial revolution has passed and we 
are in the midst of an equally im portant and more explosive social 
revolution—a revolution by the poor, the blacks, the students, etc. If 
the revolution is to be peaceful, if we are to prevent the rule of law 
from becoming irrelevant to social change, it is crucial tha t law schools 
change their th rust from business (the making of profits) to people 
(the saving of democracy). We must re-define our constituency and 
decide whose expectations we seek to fulfill.

There must be changes within the classroom. The outmoded tech
nique of the professor using the case method an d /o r Socratic method 
for most of three years will have to give way to a freer and more 
relevant atmosphere—one which lets the student structure his work 
to a larger degree. In addition to new courses, we will need new ap
proaches to teaching method (films, field trips, more problem orienta
tion, g reater use of papers, etc.) and re-structuring of the curriculum 
so as to take account of the different needs of each class a t the law 
center. R ather than repeating old cliches about the boring third year,

(Continued on Page 4)
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G.U.L.C. Favors Young Blood 

As Center Hires Three New Profs.

Prof. Keith Meyer

The trend toward hiring younger 
professors a t the Law Center is 
continuing with the acceptance this 
year with such men as: Keith G. 
Meyer, Joseph A. Page, and Wil
liam A. Stanmeyer.

Mr. Meyer hails from Vinton, 
Iowa with an A.B. degree in 1964 
from Cornell College, he went on 
to the University of Iowa Law 
School. While he was a t law 
school, Mr. Meyer was an editor 
fo r the Law Review. Upon his 
graduation the Iowa State Bar 
Association Outstanding Law Grad
uate award was given to Mr. 
Meyer. Immediately prior to com
ing to Georgetown Mr. Meyer was 
clerk to Carl McGaun, Judge of 
the Court of Appeals in the Dis
tric t. Although his main interests 
lie in Criminal Law, Mr. Meyer 
will be teaching Decedents’ E s
ta tes and he will hold a seminar 
on Poverty and the A dm inistra
tion of Criminal Justice this com
ing year.

Mr. Page comes to us from the 
U niversity of Denver College of 
Law where he was assistan t pro
fessor of law since 1964. Mr. Page, 
a H arvard  U niversity graduate, re 
ceived his A.B., LL.B., and LL.M. 
from th a t school. A well-published 
author, Mr. Page has w ritten sev
eral law journal articles in the 
fields of damages and workmen's 
compensation—two of his special
ties. Of a non-legal nature, Mr. 
Page has spent several months in

poverty stricken areas of South 
America and has published a rti
cles on this subject in A tlantic  
Monthly, Reporter and N ew  R e
porter magazines. A t Georgetown 
Mr. Page will replace retiring 
Prof. Gaghan in Torts.

Mr. Stanmeyer formerly held the 
position of instructor in philosophy 
a t Loyola University of Chicago. 
Having graduated from Xavier 
University (A.B.) and Loyola Uni
versity (M.A.) he went to DePaul 
University College of Law to re
ceive his J.D. degree. Mr. Stan
m eyer’s interests include: consti
tutional law, criminal law, real

Prof. William Stanmeyer

property, estate planning, equity, 
and legal philosophy. A t George
town Mr. Stanm eyer will probably 
teach constitutional law, with a 
hope of restructuring the ju ris
prudential course at the Center.

Prof. Joseph Page
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W ash ing ton  E ven ing  S ta r  P ho to

UndeSam Wants

YOU!
As the year sta rts , here are a 

few items of interest for first year 
students relative to G.U.’s newly 
instituted program  by which law 
school students may participate in 
R.O.T.C.:

Army R.O.T.C.—the period for 
application will probably be be
tween December 1, 1968 and March 
31, 1969. Only those with a t least 
two years of school rem aining at 
the time of application will be 
considered. The applicant will be 
tested, mentally and physically, 
and then selected or rejected for 
the program  through a system of 
priorities designed to give the ad
vantage to those students coming 
from colleges which had no 
R.O.T.C. program. Students com
ing from R.O.T.C. schools receive 
lowest priority. If  accepted, the 
program  is of two years duration 
including two six-week summer 
camp sessions. Following gradua
tion the individual must serve two 
years active duty as an arm y 
officer.(Continued on Page 4)

University Riot Policy 
Arouses Faculty Indignation

O tu f s to w a  U n iv e r s i ty .  a s  a  rssp oc ia ifcU  and d e d ic a te d  e d u c a t io n a l  
c o M W l t y ,  r a io c n la e a  th e  r ig h t  o f  o r d e r l y ,  r e s p o n s ib le  s tu d e n t  p r o t e s t  TM s 
r i g h t  I s  one f a c e t  o f  th e  U n i v e r s i t y 's  f u n c t io n  a s  an  open to ru n  fo r  th e  f r e e  
e e p c e s s io n  o f id e a s .  W hile r e c o g n is in g  f i s e d o a  o f  s p e e c h , fr e e d o n  o f  a ssem b ly  
and i ha l i k e ,  t ha I h i lv e r e l ty  a l s o  r s c e p i t M i  th e  l e g a l  and  n o r a l  r i g h t s  of 
th o s e  engaged  l a  (h a  n e rv a l  M t l v l U s a  o t  th e  U n iv e r s i ty .

G eorgetow n d e p lo re s  u n la w fu l p r o t e s t .  Any p r o t e s t  o r deno n e t r a t  Ion  
w hich  s e r i o u s l y  la p s  a s s  th e  n o r e e l  and o r d e r l y  f u n c t io n in g  o f  th e  U n iv e r s i ty  i s  
u n la w fu l .  Should t h i s  o c c u r .  I t  I s  th e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  th e  I t a i v e r e l t y  t o  a c t  
t o  re ned y  th e  s i t u a t i o n .  T h is  w ould  In v o lv e  th e  fo l lo w in g  p ro c e d u re s :
1) An a u t h o r i r e d  o f f i c i a l  o f  th e  U n iv e r s i ty  w i l l  a p p r i s e  th e  o f fe n d in g  p a r t i e s  

th a t  f a i l u r e  to  d is c o n t in u e  o b s t r u c t i o n  o t d i s r u p t io n *  any r e s u l t  in  d ie*  
c l  pi l u s t y  a c t i o n ,  in c lu d in g  s u s p e n s io n  and d i s m i s s a l .  The o f f i c i a l  any be 
e c io n p a n 1ad by P r e s id e n ts  o f  th e  S tu d en t C o u n c ils .

2 )  O f fe n d in g  p a r t i e s  an y  be ash ed  to  show t h e i r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  c a r d s  t o  th e  
o f f i c i a l .  Those who e i t h e r  have no  such  id e m  I f  i c a t  lo o ,  o r  r a f u s s  to  show 
t h e n  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  w i l l  be aa su nn d  n o t t o  be n eafce rs  o f th e  U n iv e r s i ty
. v un i t y . As such  th e y  aey  b e  s u b je c t  to  l e g a l  a c t i o n .

) )  I f  o b s t r u c t i o n  o r d i s r u p t i o n  c o n t in u e s ,  th e  campus p o l ic e  nay  be d i r e c t e d  
t«  e s c o r t  th a  o f f e n d in g  p a r t i e s  f r o n  th e  p la c e  o r  f a c i l i t y .

A) In  th e  ev en t th a t  th a  caap u s  p o l i c e  a r e  n o t a b ls  to  c o n t r o l  th *  s i t u a t i o n ,  
th s  W ashing ton  M s t r o p o l l t a n  P o l ic s  any  be c a l l e d .  The d sc lsL c n  to  sunason 
a a m lc lp e l  a u t h o r i t y  l i e s  w i th  th e  U n iv e r s i ty  Admin 1 s t  r a t  i o n . S tu den t 
C o u n c il P r e s i d e n t s ,  i f  a v a i l a b l e ,  an y  be c o n s u l te d .

n la w fu l by 
B i l i a iS iS S -  * « r to w  r tU ru p l lm ,  ( .  « 
p re s e n c e  o f  a  s p e a k e r ,  o r  th e  v l o l a t l  
t o  a pel son o r  g ro up  o f  pet s o n s )  o f a 
t o l e r a t e d .  Any f u n c t io n  fo r  v h ic h  »pa 
c o n s id e re d  to  be in  a a s n ss  a  "U nive

p l a t s  la p s d in g  o f s U n iv e r s i ty  a c t i v i t y  l a  a 
werw iv e to is .  and n o t to  ba t o l e r a t e d .

th s  c r e a t i o n  o f  a x c e a s lv e  n o is e  in  th e  
mi o f  ap ace  a l l o c a t e d  by th e  U n iv e r s i ty  
U n iv e r s i ty  fu n c t io n  a l s o  l a  n o t to  be 
><e i s  a l l o c a t e d  by th e  U n iv e r s i ty  l a  
i l t y  f u n c t io n " .

Elements of the Law Center 
faculty were deeply disturbed this 
summer. Source of the disturbance 
was the insertion of a controver
sial policy statem ent on the m at
ter of student protests by the Ad
m inistration, in the student hand
book for the Law Center without 
faculty approval. Both the pro
cedural manner in which the s ta te 
ment came to be included in the 
book and the substantive content 
of the statem ent aroused faculty 
indignation.

The statem ent was originally 
issued by the main University ad
m inistration in the place of a less 
broad, less ambiguous statem ent 
suggested by the Law Center 
faculty a t the University Senate. 
Since the statem ent requires im
plementation by “authorized offi
c ia ls )  of the U niversity,” it was 
assumed tha t the statem ent would 
not be put into effect a t the Center 
until the faculty and students

Law Students Die In Court 
As D. C. Judges Axe Project

The Small Claims Court Project 
which engendered so much en
thusiasm a t the Law Center at 
the end of the last term  is dead. 
The United States D istrict Court 
for the D istrict of Columbia, which 
was the final voice in the m atter, 
stated tha t it would follow the 
wishes of the General Sessions 
Court when the General Sessions 
Board of Judges voted 12-4 against 
the proposal. The Project would 
have allowed a limited number of 
third year law students in local 
law schools to actually represent 
indigent clients before the local 
Small Claims Court. Georgetown’s 
program  was to have been or
ganized under the Legal Aid So
ciety. Chief Judge William Green 
and Judge Tim Murphy of General 
Sessions both had praised the 
project as an exemplary way to 
provide legal assistance to the 
poor and at the same time help 
relieve the log-jam of cases in the 
Small Claims Court.

No concrete reasons were given 
for w hat was an apparent about- 
face for General Sessions. P art of 
the reason may lie in the fact tha t 
insufficient political groundwork 
was laid in advance of submitting 
the program. Sources close to the

project indicated that, while the 
memorandum on the project was 
well constructed, little effort was 
made to approach the judges, or 
those who might influence the 
judge’s decisions, informally in ad
vance of subm itting  the memoran
dum. Further explanation muy lie 
in the fact that, although the 
original d raft of the proposal was 
detailed and specific in its lan
guage, subsequent amendments 
broadened the language, confused 
the purposes, and made ambiguous 
the practical application of the 
project.

Those close to the project indi
cate tha t their hopes are not com
pletely lost. Another attem pt will 
probably be made to institute such 
a program. But for the upcoming 
year, according to members of the 
Legal Aid Society, time will be 
spent reform ing forces, seeking 
aid from various philanthropic 
foundations, researching the topic 
more completely, and writing a r
ticles on the need for such a 
project. The fact tha t the courts 
need additional counselors and tha t 
other jurisdictions have imple
mented sim ilar program s points up 
the necessity for some sort of 
student-counsel role.

were given an opportunity to 
establish guidelines which could 
apply to the practical situation a t 
the Law Center. To this end the 
Student Affairs Committee under 
Prof. Donald E. Schwartz initiated 
hearings on the statem ent with 
faculty and student representa
tives toward the close of the last 
term. No final decision was 
reached with the last committee 
meeting, meaning tha t the sta te
ment would remain tabled until 
some future date. Then the s ta te 
ment surreptitiously appeared in 
the handbook.

Usurpation of the functions of 
the faculty and the committee sys
tem is not the prim ary cause of 
anger among the faculty. Rather 
it is the fact tha t the wording 
of the statem ent, without any 
operative guidelines, deprives the 
student of all due process pro
tection should he be apprehended 
under the scope of the policy. 
The statem ent places the student 
a t the whim and discretion of 
University officials and, possibly, 
Metropolitan police, without giving 
him any opportunity to offer a 
defense on his behalf. Further, 
the language of the policy s ta te 
ment is so broad and vague tha t 
the student has no idea w hat sort 
of conduct comes within its pale 
and what conduct does not.

It is expected tha t the Student 
Affairs Committee will consider 
the statem ent and its inclusion in 
the student handbook immediately 
a fte r the s ta rt of the academic 
year. Guidelines for the statem ent 
can be issued to apply a t the Cen
ter. This would probably alleviate 
the substantive am biguities in the 
policy statem ent. If this much of 
the dissatisfaction can be worked 
out, the m atter of usurpation of 
committee authority may be over
looked.

This is the second tim e within 
recent months tha t faculty mem
bers have objected to arb itrary  
practices of the University ad
m inistration. Earlier last sem ester 
faculty members protested the 
U niversity’s lack of concern for 
the rights of the individual stu 
dent. A t tha t time the U niversity’s 
Office of Student, enmeshed in a 
drug scandal, attem pted to dismiss 
or suspend various student sus
pects. Only a fte r  the m atter was 
brought to the attention of mem
bers of the Law Center faculty was 
a protest launched and the stu
dents insured of a t  least minimal 
procedural safeguards.
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NOLO—continued

we should work to offer alternatives. The use of work-study programs, 
inter-disciplinary work, credit for outside work, etc. ought to be 
examined.

Changes within the law center also involve a re-alignm ent of power, 
in order to give the student a g reater share in decision making. We 
m ust recognize th a t the students role is beyond merely consultant and 
th a t he should have significant representation in all decisions which 
affect his education, including voting power on all faculty committees 
and on the Board of Directors of the University. Efforts to make 
the decisions a t the Law Center more democratic will involve two 
additional reform s.

F irst, student decisions and proposals have in the past been made 
by too few students and by the day school to the exclusion of the 
evening school. We will have to initiate reform s to open up student 
governm ent a t the same time the S.B.A.’s emphasis continues to change 
from traditional services to involvement in educational reform and 
social issues.

Also, decisions which directly concern groups outside the Law Center 
will have to be made with the involvement of the people. For example, 
program s which affect the poor can no longer be imposed by our 
profession and law schools—we m ust initiate ways to serve the poor 
w ithout dominating, for we have attem pted to give answers without 
even knowing if we are asking the right questions. The legal profes
sion (and its claim to special knowledge about the structuring of 
society) have controlled for too long; we should emphasize the role 
of the lawyer and the law student as one basically of technical service 
to the needs of people. We will have to change the way we view our 
role if we are to avoid becoming anachronisms.

Standards of performance will also need overhauling. We should 
examine the need and structure of bar examinations, A.B.A. standards 
of legal education, grading and ranking system s, final exams, and 
character committees of the bar (whose pre-occupation with political 
activities does nothing to protect the public from dishonest lawyers 
and serves to stifle dissent of law students). Judgm ents as to trends 
in the law or individual decision should shift from merely whether it 
adheres to past decisions, whether it conforms to procedural niceties, 
or w hether it preserves “ law and order” to standards which em
phasize change in the social order and a re-distribution of power and 
wealth.

Lastly, we should examine established ways of articulating  demands 
for progress and seek to strengthen or change them. This is applicable 
to the relation of the law school to the university (e.g. How can we 
get g rea ter control over our a ffa irs?); the law student to the legal 
professor (e.g. is the Law Student Division of the A.B.A. an effective 
o rganization?); the law student to the judicial system (e.g. Why is 
it unethical to elicit clients?) ; the student to the law school (A re there 
more effective means of reducing student protest, than the published 
statem ent on “unlawful p ro te st?” ); and the faculty to the Law Center 
(W hat effect does tenure on the faculty’s freedom to be c ritica l? ).

A t the risk of being optimistic, I believe tha t there is hope for 
change this year, tha t w hat we accomplish can serve as an example 
to other law schools, and tha t it can have an impact on the legal pro
fession. Our students are competent and active and the faculty is in
creasingly youthful and receptive to change. The S.B.A., w ithout fo r
getting  its usual student services (e.g. bookstore, directory), should 
continue to expand its scope and intensify its demand for reform.

PANEL—continued
Cnhn is the Executive Director of 
the Citizens’ Advocate Center in 
W ashington, D.C. He was formerly 
a Special A ssistant to R. Sargent 
Shriver a t the Office of Economic 
Opportunity and one of the major 
architects of the Neighborhood 
Legal Services program. Mr. Cahn 
is co-author of the recently re
leased and highly volatile study 
on hunger in the United States 
entitled Hunger, U.S.A. and has 
published several law review a rti
cles the most recent of which ap
peared in the March Harvard Law  
Review  entitled “The New Sover
eign Im m unity.” Michael T igar is 
currently  the Editor-in-Chief of the 
Selective Service Law Reporter 
and an attorney with the Edward 
Bennett Williams firm, Williams 
and Connally. He was editor-in- 
Chief of the California Law Re
view (Berkeley) in 1966. Mr. T igar 
will teach the Student Bar Asso
ciation course on the Selective 
Service Law this fall and is pre
eminent in this field.

The panel discussion will be 
held in John Carroll Auditorium 
sta rtin g  a t 11:46 a.m. The S.B.A. 
hopes to make this the s ta rt of 
several controversial panels in the 
fu ture which will bring into sharp 
focus specific areas of the law.

The S.B.A. feels tha t too often 
the now student begins his aca
demic career surrounded by fears 
and misgivings. The stereotyped 
legal tomes and endless study pre
vent the student from a study of 
the law as it is in reality. These 
discussions are an attem pt, ac
cording to the S.B.A., to break this 
stereotype and bring the student 
into a positive relationship with 
the law.__________________________
ROTC—continued

Air Force R.O.T.C.— Any full
time student with two years re
maining is eligible to apply for 
this program. Preference is given 
to undergraduates. Applications 
are currently being taken for ad
mission to the program  in the 
fall of 1969. Applications will be 
accepted until November 1, 1968 
on which date an aptitude test will 
be given. If the student qualifies 
he will proceed to take a physical 
examination. A fter passing this the 
student competes for a spot in the 
program. Last year the program 
had twelve openings for which 
there were fifty applicants. How
ever, if the student is qualified for 
and desires to apply for flight 
training he will be immediately 
accepted as there is an unlimited 
quota for Air Force pilots.

Varied Progress 
Marks Center

Besides the resignation of Dean 
Dean the past summer and last 
academic year saw many changes 
a t the Law Center. Some of these 
are of particular interest. For the 
first time day and evening students 
will be ranked together in deter
mining class standings. Evening 
school were successful in abolish
ing the dual standard with the 
argum ents th a t evening classes are 
of the same quality as day classes, 
being taugh t by the same profes
sors and tha t there it is unfair 
to rate  evening students, who gen
erally have higher LSAT scores, 
apart from their peers in the day 
school.

A new calendar brought the stu 
dent body back to the Center be
fore Labor Day. The advantage 
of Dean M cCarthy’s creation is 
tha t the entire examination period 
will have ended before the C hrist
mas recess thus giving students 
a vacation uninterrupted by study 
for exams. In addition to a new 
calendar this year, last year stu 
dents in the second and third years 
were allowed, for the first time, a 
completely free choice in courses. 
The move, however, did not result 
in a radical turning away from 
traditional courses as was expected 
with the result th a t many class
rooms were fa r  overcrowded. Bet
ter classroom assignm ents are an
ticipated this year.

Negroes didn’t fare tha t well a t 
the Center last year. An S.B.A.- 
sponsored movement to acquire six 
new scholarships for black stu 
dents fell on a U niversity with 
deaf ears. A less-than-satisfactory 
compromise was worked out, how
ever, whereby three of the Cen
te r’s existing scholarships would 
be earm arked for black applicants. 
The policy underlying the desire 
for black scholarships rests in the 
fact th a t most law schools have 
admissions procedures and tests 
directed towards white, middle 
class college graduates. Conse
quently Negro applicants usually 
do not fare as well and are not ac
cepted. The need for trained law
yers in the black community will 
increase as tha t community be
comes more sophisticated. The 
S.B.A. feels tha t G.U. should go 
fu rther in meeting this need. Re
newed efforts by the S.B.A. for 
Negro scholarships are expected 
this year.

Last year saw the Academic 
Standards Committee initiate a 
complete investigation of the pres
ent grading system a t the Law 
Center. Dissatisfaction among stu
dents and professors alike prom pt
ed the study. The Committee Re
port is expected this semester.

The first year Legal Research 
program was revamped a t the s ta rt 
of last year by the introduction of 
student assistants. This was a 
tem porary measure designed to 
alleviate some of the shortcomings 
in the program . There is a new 
system currently  pending which 
will radically change the program 
by combining the legal w riting as
pects of the present program  with 
instruction in oral advocacy. The 
entire program  would be placed un
der the direction of a student 
Board of Advisers.

JURIS—continued

with the enthusiasm of scores of young, interested and concerned a t
torneys, a mixed system of appointm ent would seem to be ideal. The 
distribution of the caseload would, however, be problematic.

Advocates of a defender system such as the American Bar Associa
tion recommends, one in which the m ajor burden is placed on a fully 
staffed defender office, list a number of cogent reasons for such an 
arrangem ent. For example,

(a )  . The field of criminal law is a highly specialized and volatile 
area where an accused is prosecuted by an A ssistant U.S. A ttorney 
who not only is specially trained in a process of continuing education 
but also finds himself daily in tria l building a background of ex
pertise in the intricacies of tria l practice. Isn’t  the accused, under 
Gideon [Gideon v. W ainwright, 372 US 335 (1963)], entitled not only 
to representation by also effective representation by one equally as 
adept?;(b )  . The frequency with which individual judges, prosecutors, and 
defenders encounter each other engenders a m utual respect which 
can often save needless wastes of time, a natural prdouct of arm ’s 
length dealing; and

(c )  . The ubiquitous reference to cost poses a necessary problem to 
the legislatures. Proponents of a defender system estim ate th a t a 
substantial saving would innure to the community were representa
tion to be supplied mostly by a defender office as opposed to counsel 
appointed under and compensated by the Criminal Justice Act. Al
though no comparative figures are yet available such elements have 
been considered as:

1. The time private counsel m ust spend merely “learning the law” 
of his case [the defender has a “bank” of expertise];

2. The time private counsel must spend ferreting  out leads which 
must la ter be investigated by experts [again, the defender is fam iliar 
with the specialized reports, numbers, memoranda, etc.];

3. The time private counsel m ust spend in consultation with others— 
afte r he has found them—exploring his theories [the defender has 
an office of experts immediately available]; and

4. The lack of fam iliarity  with specialized tria l practice which 
causes delay in tria ls and often irreparable harm  to the accused.

Critics of such a system contend tha t:
( a )  . The very mechanization involved in placing the system of 

criminal justice in the hands of a defender office, following the adage 
of “fam iliarity  breeds contempt,” leads to “deals” being worked out 
among “friendly” prosecutors and defense counsel to the detrim ent of 
the individual accused;

(b ) . In an area of the law so vital and volatile “new blood” m ust 
be infused constantly to spot the existing and prospective problems 
and provide the impetus for perfecting the system of criminal justice;

(c )  . R ather than a defender office concerned with representation 
of large numbers there should be a small group of highly motivated 
attorneys ploughing new furrows and co rre la ting  the efforts of the 
Bar in evoking the changes necessary for a more nearly perfect sys
tem of justice; and

(d ) . The cost to the community would actually be lower in th a t 
many of the attorneys would volunteer their time regardless of the 
Criminal Justice Act out of a sp irit of duty to the Bar.

Which of the two plans for the representation of indigents in the 
D istrict of Columbia is to be enacted is a subject of serious and often 
heated debate among the trustees of the Agency, members of various 
bar associations of the D istrict, and Judges of the D istrict of Colum
bia Courts. The debate does not seem to have reached Congress as 
evidenced by its progressive augm entation of the Legal Aid Agency 
budget yet sometime in the near future a number of studies will 
crystalize the problem and lay it in the Congressional lap.

Throughout the rem ainder of this “study” period the lawyers of 
the Agency will strive to provide the most effective representation to 
the largest number of people possible. In addition, they will continue 
to assist appointed counsel with research, tria l tactics, and other 
suggestions (this counseling comprises about ten per cent of each 
staff attorney’s day). They will remain in the vanguard of change 
where change is drastically  needed. See e.g. Blue v. United Sta tes, 
342 F.2d 894 (CADC) (1965); W ashington v. Clemmer, 339 F.2d 715- 
725 (CADC) (1965); Ross v. Sirica, 380 F.2d 557 (CADC) (1967); Allen  v. United States, 386 F.2d 635 (CADC) (1967) ; Shackelford  v. United S tates, 383 F.2d 212 (CADC) (1967) ; Bailey v. United States, 
389 F.2d 305 (CADC) (1967); Lee v. United S ta tes, 368 F.2d 834 (CADC) (1964); Reichert v. United States, 359 F.2d 278 (CADC)(1968); Grimes v. United S ta te s ,------  F.2d ------ , No. 21371 (1967), tomention but a few.Having been in the position of being called by tria l judges who have 
asked for immediate help in assisting floundering defense counsel in 
tria l before them; having been asked by counsel in tria l “W hat is a 
Jencks statem ent and how do I get i t ? ” ; having been asked by 
counsel in tria l how to remedy a devastating uninformed tactical 
decision; and finally having been asked “W hat is it necessary for me 
to do to avoid being legally attached la ter on by my defendant?”, I 
am not im partial as to the system I would favor. Having heard senior 
partners in large and small law firms commence conversations with, 
“ I ju st finished one of these assigned cases last month, why do I 
have to take ano ther?” ; having heard junior members of large 
and small law firms say, “I ’ve just been appointed to a Robbery case, 
w hat should I do?” ; there seems to be only one answer.

In the last analysis, w hatever system is devised, the individual rights 
of each and every accused, especially the righ t to have not only ade
quate but effective representation m ust be assured. It has been my 
experience tha t this goal has been reached in every case assigned 
to an Agency attorney. Where necessary, with the full knowledge and 
participation of the defendant, “deals” have been reached. On the other 
hand, motions referred to as “patently frivolous” by tria l judges have 
been pressed to the point of creating new law. The Legal Aid Agency 
lawyer combines the best of both worlds.


