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Class of i7fT“ No Ranking" Grade Proposal Adopted

Kinnaird Howland &

Mart McReynolds

On Friday, April 18, the Curric
ulum Committee presented the pro
posal printed below to the Exec
utive Faculty. Tabled for one week, 
this proposal, with two exceptions, 
was accepted on April 25. The final 
sentence in clause one was deleted, 
and clause four in its entirety was 
severed and tabled for another week.

In regard to the question of rank
ing, there was general agreement 
that in order to aid prospective em
ployers, some form of distribution

scheme is needed to replace the pres
ent ranking system. In order to for
mulate acceptable alternatives, the 
matter was postponed until May 2.

Student Bar Association President 
John Kolojeski asked that the pro
posal be amended to include the 
Class of 1970. He suggested that the 
need for change extends beyond the 
Class of 1971. and that to maintain 
parallel grading systems would be 
impractical.

Three questions remain un
resolved by the faculty: one, whether 
to adopt a non-attrition policy for the 
first year; two. what, if anything.

should replace the present ranking 
system: and three, whether these 
changes should include the Class of 
1970.

The Proposal
1. That the system of number 

grades, averaging those num
ber grades, and ranking stu
dents according to those aver
ages be abolished. No method 
of ranking students shall be 
substituted.

2. The professor shall report, and 
the Registrar shall record on the 
student’s academic card and 
transcript a notation based up

on the following system of eval
uation:
a. ) For course work which evi

dences average, satisfac
tory performance with re
gard to legal analysis and 
reasoning, writing ability, 
and other relevant profes
sional skills, the notation 
shall be "GOOD.”

b. ) For course work which evi
dences a consistently high
er level of performance with 
regard to the above enumer
ated professional skills, the 
notation shall be "DIS

TINGUISHED.”
NOTE: The F a cu lty  is 

urged to resolve 
close eva luation  
choices between 
"D is tin gu ish ed ” 
and "Good”  in fa
vor of the higher 
notation.

c.) For course work which is 
professionally unsuitable, 
the notation shall be 
"F A IL .”

3. In his discretion a faculty mem
ber may recognize outstanding

continued on page 8
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John C. Kolojeski (L.) S B.A. President-elect and his Vice-President
elect, Howard A. Mandell, (R ).

Kolojeski Leads Activist 
Candidates to S.B.A. Win

by Charles Goldman

Dean Paul R. Dean steps down after 15 years. (See story -  pp. 4-5).

University Senate Edict 
Distrubs GULC Community

by Preston Maxwell
John Clement Kolojeski, a second 

year day student, was elected Presi
dent of the Student Bar Association 
of Georgetown Law Center in an 
election held on April 14. 1969. Out 
of 446 votes cast Kolojeski received 
201 votes. Steve Sonnettreceived 129 
votes to run second to Kolojeski. 
Steve Carley and Bill Jarblum were 
also in the competition for the Pres
idency.

Kolojeski will, as the last two 
S.B.A. Presidents, Don Stern and 
Frank Dubofsky, seek an active role 
in the Law Center for the student 
government. As his platform indi
cates, this activity will be directed 
towards the creation of new pro
grams which will involve the major
ity of students, who because of their 
failure to obtain the highest marks, 
have been least involved in the Law 
Center and its activities.

Those elected with Mr. Kolojeski 
are also interested in creating anew 
atmosphere at the Law Center. How
ard Mandell, last years S.B.A. sec
retary, outpolled Dennis Santoni to 
become the new S.B.A. Vice-Presi
dent while Curtis White was vic
torious in his bid over Joseph Grif
fin to gain Mr. Mandell’s old posi
tion. In uncontested elections, Peter 
McLeod was chosen to fill the posi
tion of Night School Vice-President 
while Jeff Moss was selected as 
S.B.A. Vice-President and C. Michael 
Tarone as representative to the 
Alumni Board of Governors.

In other election results, 17 candi
dates were chosen as delegates for 
the S.B.A. House of Delegates. The 
first year day class selected 6 dele 
gates: In section one Alex Buffone 
and Joseph Fener were elected; In 
section two Joseph Griffin and Rob 
ert Hodge; in section three Roderick 
Porter and Michael Stack. The first 
year night class selected two dele 
gates, Robert Knisley and Joseph 
Lund.

by John N. Malvska
On April 23, 1969, a group of first 

year students sent a letter to Dean 
Designate Fisher both protesting the 
procedural and substantive aspects 
of this year’s Legal Research pro
gram and suggesting improvements 
in the administration and the con
tents of the required first year 
course.

The gravamen of the complaint 
originated during the last lecture 
given by Professor Boyles, the ad 
ministrator of the program, and 
found widespread student support 
because of the examination itself.

The Complaint
According to the complaint’s alle

gations:
"1. Mr. Boyles appeared for the 

last lecture in Legal Research (for

Fewer Than 

80 Attend 

Barristers Ball
After weeks of publicity and un

told hours of meticulous steward
ship by the gifted George Taft ( ’70) 
Georgetown’s Barristers’ Ball was 
held in the Dauphine Room of the 
Hotel America on Saturday eve
ning, the nineteenth of April. Sev
eral members of the faculty were 
to be seen, as were several dele
gates to the Student Bar Associa
tion. All who attended appeared to 
be enjoying themselves immensely.

Most of the men wore black tie; 
the resulting austerity was relieved 
by the interesting and tasteful attire 
of the ladies. Gowns both short and 
long shared the promenade with an 
occasional formal pant-dress.

The music, although not of an un
anticipated genre, was marvelously 
attuned both to the occasion and the 
mood; the drinks were plentiful. The 
hors d’oeuvres were truly a delight 
to tongue and eye: they were timely, 
delicious, and more than abundant. 
In truth, they outdid their advertise 
ments, which is so rare these days.

In brief, the hotel, the music, the 
drinks, the food, and the company 
were all that anyone could want.

Fewer than forty couples attended 
the Ball this year as compared with

continued on page 6

the day sections) just after the sec
ond bell. He was followed by per
haps as many as five (5) students. 
As he went through the door to the 
lecture hall, he closed and locked 
that door, in the face of the stu
dents. He refused to open it, and 
did not permit it to be opened. 
Several of the excluded students 
pounded on the door, causing 
enough noise so that some of the 
lecture was inaudible to the students 
within. The number of students 
locked out rose to about ten (10) 
with new arrivals, and several stu
dents went downstairs to see about 
gaining entrance. They were di 
rected by Dean Dean’s secretary 
to Dean McCarthy, who suggested 
the security guard as the only source 
of a key. The guard was found, and 
he unlocked the door. The students

On March 26, the Georgetown Uni
versity Senate adopted the resolu
tion of Thomas R. Fitzgerald. S.J., 
University Academic Vice President, 
to the effect that " (i )n  extraordinary 
circumstances, the University Presi 
dent or a person designated by him, 
may suspend a student pending a dis
ciplinary hearing." The resolution, 
with its deprivation of due process 
and possible abuse of authority ram-

then entered the lecture hall, having 
missed the first part of the lecture 
that was the summary of the Legal 
Research course.

"2. The examination (o f which a 
copy of the first page is enclosed) 
makes reference to a "factual situa
tion”  which was given during the 
time the students were locked out 
of the classroom by Mr. Boyles. The 
greater part of the class who did 
hear the example given had forgot
ten it by exam time, not having been 
led to believe that fact patterns giv 
en as examples were to be mem 
orized.

"3. We feel that the lock out and 
the subsequent exam question speak 
for themselves.

” 4. On Monday, March 24th, and 
Tuesday the 25th, a petition wascir

continued on page I )

ifications, has angered many Law 
Center faculty members. Part of the 
chagrin of the latter is due not only 
to the contents of the resolution but 
also to the circumstances surround 
ing its adoption and publication.

Short Notice
The March 26 meeting was called 

upon rather short notice during the 
course of the Faster break and Fis 
enhower funeral observances while 
most students had already left the 
main campus for vacation destina 
tions. Partly as a result of the hasty 
nature in which the Senate con 
vened to consider the resolution, ap 
parently passed in reaction to the 
Hilltop Alioto incident, the Law 
Center was only represented by two 
of its seven faculty representatives. 
Tlie Law Weekly has learned that the 
two GULC delegates present, Profs.

continued on page 9
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id est. . .
This is the last of the Law Weekly for this year. But no 

task can fully end without some small note of appreciation to 
those who bore the burden. An immense thank-you is due to 
each person who contributed to the Law Weekly this year, 
especially those who contributed on a somewhat regular basis. 
Thanks to Charlie Goldman who covered all the S.B.A. meet
ings for us and whose attendance record at those meetings 
surpassed most of the elected delegates. Thanks to Marie 
Milks, who came in at the eleventh hour to manage, and 
manage superbly, the oft-tedious job of culling information 
for our Canned Briefs series. Thanks to Tom Bieging and Frank 
Rothschild who gave the Law Center a blow-by-blow descrip
tion of the football and basketball games and brought the 
existence of intramurals so much closer to the entire Law 
Center community. To these two men must go credit for the 
fantastic success of this year’s intramural program. Thanks to 
the many emminent men outside the Law Center who gave so 
generously of their time to contribute to our Juris column. 
This honored list includes such men as United States Senators 
Joseph D. Tydings, Ralph W. Yarborough, and Sam J. Ervin, 
Jr.; Hon. Charles Halleck of the D.C. Court of General Ses
sions; Bruce I). Beaudin of the D.C. Bail Agency; Eugene 
Rhoden, Director of the Offender Rehabilitation Project, and 
many other. These men have, by lending their time and talent 
to the Law Weekly established it as a source of timely and 
scholarly critique. Thanks also to Gordon Malick, Wally Mlyniec, 
Maurice Mountain, Howard Mandell, Robert Hodge, Larry 
Berman, and Becky Laird who all contributed much of their 
free time in writing articles and running down stories which 
otherwise would not have been covered. Thanks also to Jeff 
Gitner, Tom Diaz, and Blair Lee for livening up the pages 
with some excellent and, upon occasion, classic cartoons. 
A special kind of thanks must go to Steve Harvis who for 
a long time bore the entire responsibility of editing all the 
feature pieces which we published. Thanks also to Stephen 
Gore who put together our investment column and who, 
in a moment of weakness which he undoubtedly will soon 
regret, agreed to manage the business and finances of 
this outfit next year. And while talking of finances it is 
impossible to overestimate the contribution of Bill Lyddan 
who, as Business Manager, took this operation out of the red

HH
Omirrjrtmmi Kaui Sflrrkhj

EDITORIAL BOARD

Editor-in
Managing Editor

Chief—John E. Swift, III

Production Editor.............

A s s t  Production Editor.....

Feature Editor..................

Business Manager.............

Circulation Manager........... ............M.J. Powers

EDITORIAL STAFF

Cartoonist...................

Photographers...................
Morgan Downey

Feature Staff...................... ..........  Mario Milks, Charles Goldman,
Stephen A. Coro, Frank Rothschild. 
William ( ’ Lyddan, Blair Loo IV. 
Mary Anno Glonnon

Contributor's
Howland; Michael Schwab; Gone 
Fischer; Robert Knisely; Preston 
Maxwell; Barbie Sonnett; Robert 
Upton; Mary Ann Glonnon; Bosley 
Leonard.

T h e  G e o r g e t o w n  t> »w  W e e k l y  is published eve ry  tw o  w eeks  excep t  du r in g  
va ca t ion  and  exa m in a t io n  p e r i o d s .  T h e  v iew s  expressed he re in  a r e  those o f  the 
n e w sp a p e r  and do not necessar i ly  reflec t those o f  the S tudent ! )ody . A d m in i s t r a 
t ion o r  V acu i ty  unless o th e rw is e  spec i f i ca l ly  stated.

M a i l in g  addreas : G e o r g e to w n  U n iv e r s i t y  l . a w  Center.  506 E Street ,  N .W . ,  
W a s h in g to n ,  D. C. 20001.

"H e  may be Dean Dean to you but he is Howard Howard Hughes 
Hughes to me."

and gave us a legible, cogent set of book with which to work. 
Without Bill, who volunteered for that thankless job, the 
paper would not have made its budget this year. Thanks also 
to Don Stern and Mike Unger who did what they were elected 
to do and kept feeding us with reams of information which 
later became useful articles. Thanks to Morgan Downey for try
ing to take pictures and, more importantly, being always willing 
to cover the impossible story at the ridiculous hour with slight 
advance notice. Thanks to Rich Fein for some tremendous 
sports photos and for always being awake at twelve or one 
in the morning when we invariably call to get his captions.

Thanks also to Mike Knapp, not only for his self-effacing 
personality but also for putting our Juris column on the 
"map.” Mike started out as a photographer but ended up as 
an indispensable part of our merger with Res Ipsa. Thanks to 
Paul Iluard of Res Ipsa who just wouldn’t give up under im
possible odds. Without Paul's cool head there could not have 
been a merger of the Law Weekly and Res Ipsa. Thanks to 
Joe Hagen who came into our production routine at a time 
when tempers were wearing thin and helped keep things low 
key. Thanks to John Malyska for performing the worst job on 
any newspaper not for a semester, but for all year. John must 
know that there would never have been a newspaper of this 
scopewere it not for him. And finally, thanks to Mike Gragert 
for doing everything, all the time.

jes

“ Nader's Raiders”  Organized 
By G.U.L.C. Professor Page

by Joseph Hagen
For the coining academic year, 

Professor Joseph A. Page will offer 
a two credit, full year seminar en
titled "Lawyering in the Public In
terest” or more aptly as he said, 
"Naderism.” "Whereas the tradi
tional focus of seminars is usually 
on class work and writing papers,” 
Professor Page noted, "my seminar 
will be clinical in its approach.”

Investigation
This will mean finding some cur

rent action problem like noise or air 
polution and then assigning two or 
three students to work on this prob
lem during the course of the year. 
After assignment of the problem, 
it will be up to the students to see 
how many different ways the legal 
process can be used in solving it. 
That means an initial investigation 
into what is being done or not be
ing done by the various legal agen
cies already established by the gov
ernment to deal specifically in that 
area. The next step will be to dis
cover what private litigation is al
ready being conducted on that is
sue, who is litigating and are they 
aware of other current litigation in

the same field, and how to get ade
quate publication for these actions 
so that the problems can be brought 
effectively before the public.

Qualifications
In applying for the seminar each 

student must write a memo giving 
his reasons for wanting to join. 
He must also list any other qualifi
cations which he thinks might be 
relevant.

"Obviously,” Professor Page said, 
" I ’m more interested in the fact that 
a particular student has a technolog
ical background or has worked for a 
government agency or has done in
vestigatory work than if he has been 
treasurer of his fraternity.”

Although the seminar purports to 
limit itself to eight students selected 
from the Class of 1970, Professor 
Page added that he is "not wedded 
to any such figure. If ten qualified 
applicants apply, then the program 
will be readily expanded to ten in
stead of eight.”

When asked whether he has con
ducted experimental projects like 
this in the past. Professor Page re
torted (no pun intended), "A ll my 
projects are experimental.”

Letters to 
The Editor:

Dear Sir:
At about 10:15 P.M. on the night 

of the 10 April 1969, for the second 
time this year, a large, fat, brown 
rat scampered beneath my feet as I 
sat studying in Professor Boyles 
library. The rat was about 14 inches 
long, including tail, and although 
he hurried he did not seem appre
hensive about his safety.

This letter should serve as notice 
to the Law- Center that whatever 
methods of rodent control are em
ployed hereabouts, if any, they are 
not wholly satisfactory.

It is also a plea to all students 
from those of us who use the library 
at night to be more careful with 
their comestibles in the Law Center. 
You are feeding a colony of rats. 
Where one rat is seen in a room in 
which 10—15 humans are sitting, 
there are many rats.

Rats and humans share a myriad 
of diseases, among them rabies, 
which has been observed in the 
squirrels of Washington; rats and 
squirrels could transfer diseases on 
the lawns of several nearby courts. 
Sincerely,

Robert A. Knisely ’72

Dear Sir:
The first year day students sup

porting the grading reform proposal 
made no effort of any kind to deter
mine the opinion of the first year 
night class. It is immaterial whether 
this omission was due to forgetting 
our presence, or to a conscious deci
sion to avoid sampling a body of stu
dent opinion they believed was more 
conservative than the day school.

It is at exactly this point that 
their actions became radical, passing 
beyond liberal; it is at that point 
that they abandon democracy: What 
group must be ignored tomorrow to 
assure "acceptable” results?

We night students are here to 
learn; we have seen something of 
the world; we meet it every day to fi
nance our schooling. If the younger 
students of the day school can only 
equate our "worldiness”  with con
servatism, may we suggest they re
main forever in the halls of ivy: It 
is warm, soft, and safe here. The 
problems, and the action, are out
side.

On Friday, April 25, the First 
Year Night Section voted on its own 
initiative in a ratio of more than 
5:1 in favor of changing the present 
grading and ranking systems.

Robert Knisely ( ’72) 
Joseph Lund ( ’72) 
SBA Representatives

Moot Team Muted
Georgetown’s international law 

moot court team was blasted out of 
court by a team from George Wash
ington University Law School. The 
G.U. team, composed of Larry Sing
er ( ’69), Ray Needham ( ’69), and 
Leonard Cavise (71), received 
points neither for their brief nor 
for their oral presentation. The re
gional argument was held in New
ark, New Jersey, at the state uni
versity of Rutgers on March 29. 
The final argument was held in the 
District of Columbia on April 23-25. 
Georgetown Law Center, although 
eliminated from the finals, was host 
for the other, more successful teams.
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M ever, Bosson, Boone in Oral 
Legal Argument Competitions

Richard C. Bosson
by Gene Tischer

Richard C. Bosson won the an
nual Edward Douglass White Com
petition for third-year students, held 
Wednesday evening, April 23,19(39 at 
the United States Court of Appeals. 
After Mr. Bosson and opposing 
Counsel, Perry B. Seiffert, had pre
sented a one hour long argument, 
the panel of judges returned a unani
mous verdict for the appellee and 
Mr. Bosson. The distinguished 
bench consisted of the lion. Alex
ander Hottzoff, judge of the United 
States District Court for the District 
of Columbia, sitting as chief judge; 
Mr. Samuel Scrivener, Jr., Esq., 
Chairman of the District of Colum
bia Board of Zoning Adjustment, 
and Mr. George Clark, Esq., a part
ner in the firm of Wilkes and Artis. 
This bench composed of men well 
qualified in the area of zoning, kept 
the contestants occupied answering 
challenging questions throughout 
the course of the argument.

Mr. Seiffert, arguing for the ap
pellant, attempted to convince the 
court that a variance, granted by 
the board of zoning appeals and up
held by the lower court, should be 
set aside. Mr. Bosson, as attorney for 
the appellee, countered appellant’s 
attack by relying heavily on the lim
ited review available to an appellate

by Joseph \ alder

The 1969 Beaudry Cup Competi
tion for first year students was won 
by Rosemary Anton Meyer of the 
Fegan Law Club. Opposing her in 
the finals were Mr. David Hughes, 
Mr. Joseph Lumen and Mr. John 
Truesdale. The finals, which took 
place on March 26, 1969. in the 
Court of Military Appeals, was the 
fifth round of the competition which 
began in the middle of January. 
Fifty-five contestants entered the 
competition.

The problem centered around Sa
die Barbarella who took a defec
tively manufactured drug. The Court 
faced it on the grounds of negligence 
and/or strict liability. The Bench 
was composed of the Honorable 
William C. Pryor, District of Colum
bia Court of General Sessions; the 
Honorable Oliver Gasch, United 
States District Court for the District 
of Columbia; and Adrian S. Fisher, 
Georgetown University Law Center 
Dean-Designate.
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court in the case at bar.
At the conclusion of the contest 

the bench warmly commended both 
contestants on their excellent pres
entation and this judgment was read
ily concurred in by all present. Both 
men were very well prepared and did 
an admirable job of arguing their 
respective cases.

Following the contest, judges, par
ticipants, and spectators adjourned 
to the Faculty Lounge for a brief 
reception.

Richard Boone
by Michael Schwab

The final round of the William E. 
Leahy Competition was held at the 
Court of Military Appeals Wednes
day, April 16, 1969.

The three judge panel consisted of 
Chief Judge Harold Greene and As
sociate Judge Tim Murphy of the 
District of Columbia Court of Gen
eral Sessions and Norman Lefstein 
of'.he District ol Columbia Legal Aid 
Society.

About seventy-five people at
tended the competition. Included 
in the audience were Mrs. Leahy, 
widow of William E. Leahy, Mr. 
John L. Snyder, Secretary of the 
Treasury under Truman, who does a 
lot of work for the Council at the 
Law Center, and Dean Dean and 
Dean McCarthy.

The Judges found that the best 
Brief was submitted by the appel
lees. Rex Renfrow and Thomas Bieg- 
ing, the best team overall was the 
appellants Richard Boone and Jo
seph DiCeneva, and the best Ad
vocate was Richard Boone.

After the argument (each team 
argued for forty-five minutes during 
which they were asked questions 
concerning policy). Mrs. Leahy pre
sented the cup to the winner, Mr. 
Boone.

There was a short reception in the 
faculty lounge afterwards.

INVESTMENT VVVLYSIS

Pooling of Interests . . .
by Stephen II. Gore

During the past few years Ameri
can business has witnessed an in
creasing number of corporate ac
quisitions due largely to the activity 
of the large conglomerate firms. 
This development has brought to 
light serious questions concerning 
techniques of corporate accounting 
which have recently aroused the 
interest of sophisticated investors. 
The basic issue is whether an ac
quisition is to be treated as a pur
chase or a pooling of interests. 
The difference between the two 
methods is substantial; it can have 
profound effects upon a company’s 
balance sheet, earnings statement, 
and tax liability.

Merger vs. Purchase
It is generally accepted that if the 

buying company pays for another 
company with cash or debt securi
ties, the transaction constitutes a 
purchase because the selling com
pany ceases to exist in its previous 
form and the shareholders no longer

own an equity interest in the seller 
or buyer company. If ther'e is an 
exchange of ownership interests, 
however, through an exchange of 
shares, the transaction is usually 
considered a pooling of interests. 
Theoretically, there has been a form 
of merger and not a purchase in 
the strict sense.

Loss Coverup
When the exchange does consti 

tute a pooling of interests, the ac
quiring company merely takes over 
the selling company’s balance sheet 
and the values as reported there. 
For example, if the buyer pays 81 
million market value in its own stock 
for only $400,000 worth of assets in 
the seller, the acquisition goes into 
the buyer’s books at $400,000. The 
results of such accounting should 
now become obvious. If at a later 
date the buyer sells these assets for 
$500,000, company accountants 
would show a clear profit of $100.000, 
although it has actually lost $500,000. 
If the acquisition had been treated 
as a purchase, however, the buyer

would have to report the entire 
$1,000,000 as his cost rather than 
the market value of the assets re 
ceived. The loss in the above exam 
pie would then show upquiteclearly.

Nebulous Write-Up
When the transaction is treated 

as a purchase and the buyer pays 
more in cash or debt securities than 
the seller’s book value as reported 
on its balance sheet, the excess must 
be accounted for in some way. Most 
likely, this will be written up as 
good will or something else similar 
ily nebulous. However, companies 
dread this form of entry because it 
usually conotes manipulation and 
highly watered stock. In addition, 
the purchase form is particularly 
painful because earnings are re
duced and the write-off is usually 
not tax deductible. Thus, wherever 
possible, the pooling of interest 
method is used for company finan 
cial statements; yet, blatant and 
inconsistent as it may seem, the 
same transaction will usually be re

continued on page 7

New GULC Officers Named 

for Student Positions
The Georgetown Law Weekly is

pleased to announce that A. Michael 
Knapp t ’70) has been appointed as 
the Managing Editor of Res Ipsa 
Loquitur for the 1969-1970 academic 
year. In his new position Mr. Knapp 
will join the editorial structure of 
Law Center Publications, Unlimited 
which was formed through the mer
ger this year of Res Ipsa and the 
Law Weekly.

In other recent editorial appoint
ments of note the Law Journal has 
selected Harry J. Stevens, III, as 
its Editor-in-Chief for the next aca
demic year. Mr. Stevens is a Navy 
veteran and a 15X32 graduate of Brown 
University in Providence, Rhode Is 
land. Barry D. Drees was selected 
as the Managing Editor of the Jour
nal. Mr. Drees is an Army veteran 
and a 15X35 graduate of the Univer
sity of Alabama. Other members of 
the Journal’s new Executive Board 
include: Martin Frost (Book Review 
and Administrative Editor); Alan II. 
Goodman and Martin S. Pinson 
(Lead Articles Editors); Robert S. 
Towsner and Louis Wiley, Jr. (Re
search Editors); Nicholas Allis, Da
vid A. Middaugh, Yaroslav Sochyn- 
sky, Linda S. Thayer (Case and 
Notes Editors).

The International Law Journal 
(Law and Policy in International
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Business) selected John Patrick Col
lins as its Editor in-Chief for the 
15X59 1970 year. Joan Ronder Domike 
was selected as the Journal’s Man
aging Editor. Members of the Execu
tive Board of the ILJ include: James 
1). Brush, David G. Conlin, Jerald J. 
Devitt, G.F. Robert Ilanke, H. Ca- 
banne Howard, Uldis Kordons, Re
becca II. Laird, Patrick H. Mulvany, 
Chester W. Nosal. New editors of 
the Journal include: Thomas F. Glos- 
ter, Rebecca W. Hancock, Lawrence 
W. Katz, Richard C. Levin, Edward 
D. Ross, Thomas R. Sheran, and 
Betsy K. Singstad.

In the non-publication domain 
Gary D. Rose was chosen to be the 
new President of the Legal Aid 
Society to succeed John Wintrol. 
Brian O'Dwyer ( ’70) was selected 
as the organization’s Executive Vice 
President. Other Vice-Presidents of 
the Society include: Kinnard How
land and Don McGinnis (Juvenile 
Court Program); Marilyn Fisher 
(Students - in-Court Program ); 
Donald Cairns (Legal Aid Agency); 
Steven St. Clair (Neighborhood 
Legal Services); Alan Weiskopf 
(Police Observation Program); and 
Anne Hewitt (Prettyman Intern 
Program).

( See Pictures -  Page 1 1)

“ Th at  Was The Year Th at  W as . . .”
I>\ Itoslev Leonard

The changes which have occurred 
in the last nine months are worth 
restatement if only to point up the 
areas where more effort is needed 
next year.

The year started with two resig
nations. First, Rev. Gerard J.Camp
bell, S.J., stepped down as G.U. 
proxy followed closely by our own 
Dean Dean. The committees which 
picked their successors, Robert J. 
Henle, S.J., and Adrian S. Fisher 
respectively, contained representa
tives from the student body. This 
may have shaken the confidence of 
Edward Bennett Williams but it 
helped keep the lid on Georgetown 
amidst Bowie State, San Francisco 
State. Howard, Harvard, and 
Chicago.

A university riot policy was 
promulgated during the summer va
cation over the sleepy eyed faculty 
despite vociferous due process ob 
jections by the law faculty’s young 
turks. End Result: a university dis 
turbance policy was promulgated 
during the Easter vacation over the 
sleepy-eyed faculty despite vocifer 
ous due process objections by the 
law faculty’s young turks.

The International Law Journal or 
ganized, set a December publishing 
date, and fired its editor in chief.

First year law students could rep 
resent indigents in the D.C. Special 
Litigation Branch of the Court of 
General Sessions, then they 
couldn’ t, then they could again. 
Final tally: one victory for Professor 
Bowman, G.U.*8 Legal Aid Society, 
and clinical legal education — for 
seven students, that is.

The If We-Can’ t Be Good At 
Least We -Can Be - Loved award 
must go to the annual press release 
from the main campus saying that 
the Law Center is most popular (next 
to Harvard) law school in terms of 
the number of Law Board scores 
which it receives.

Michael Cohen and Les Lo Baugh 
walked away with all the marbles in 
the National Moot Court champion
ships. Best Brief, Best Team, Best 
Individual, Best Everything. Pro
fessor Bowman was in on this too.

Adjunct Professor Rev. Ralph 
Dwan and a few other priestly 
cronies engaged in touting at wind
mills and ended up with acontracep- 
tion contradiction when they de
cided to challenge the views of ul
tra-liberal Patrick Cardinal O'Boyle.

The International Law Journal 
will publish in January.

The usual cloak and dagger se 
crocy of the Office of the Vice 
President of Georgetown University 
for Planning and Development re 
suited in no one really knowing 
whether or not there would ever be 
a new Law Center until the signing 
of an unenforceable contract for 
construction gave everyone confi 
dence that something was going 
on somewhere. Fortunately the 
holes in the contract were sand 
bagged, but not until the new build 
ing lost its marble facade and roof
ing in order to cut prices. Brick is 
nicer anyway, besides, brick is trad 
itional at the Law Center.

The ever present draft cut into the 
first and second year classes after 
semester exams. Of course, semes 
ter exams also cut deeply but this 
didn’t bother anyone since marks 
weren’t out until Easter.

In football the Sgt. Pepper’s and 
Gil Tictz ran roughshod over the 
competition to win the intramural 
title.

The American Trial Lawyers As
sociation sponsored a mock trial 
demonstration on February 1. The 
nationally praised program drew 
only a handful of students.

The S.B.A.’s Free University was 
fantastically successful with three 
courses offered therein being in

continued on page 8
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Paul Regis Dean Retires Amid Nationwide Praise . . .
by Mary Anne Glennon

In 1954 Paul Regis Dean succeeded 
Hugh J. Kogan as the tenth dean of 
the Georgetown Law Center. Doan 
Dean stepped up to that office from 
the position of professor of law, 
which title he had held at the Daw 
Center since 1947. Today, some 
fifteen years later, Doan Doan will 
prepare to assume fully the mantle 
of professor or law.

In retrospect, those fifteen years 
carried Georgetown Law Center fur
ther, at a faster pace, than any other

tage of government financial aid 
Georgetown gained fame for her 
D.C. Bail Project. The Prettyman 
Legal Internship Program also re 
ceived national acclaim, as has the 
Institute of Criminal Law and Pro
cedure and Georgetown’s affiliation 
with the National Defender Project. 
The national scene, however, was 
only one facet of Paul Dean’s ac
complishments as Dean.

Under Dean Dean the law school 
faculty was increased three fold. 
1952 saw a Law Center with but

Outgoing Executives , . . Dean Dean (L.) and former G.U. President 
Father Campbell ( R .) ,
law school in the country.

The new Law Center, planned and 
conceived since the early Thirties 
has become a concrete reality in the 
past fifteen years. Vet the simple 
reality of the construction work at 
New Jersey between "K ”  and "F ” 
Streets is a mere reflection of the 
true picture. If Georgetown’s Dean 
were a less modest man the truth 
would have been broadcast to a 
far wider audience, that being the 
herculean effort of Dean Dean who, 
virtually unaided, raised six and one- 
hall million dollars for the new Law

thirteen full-time faculty members. 
1969 views the Law Center with 
forty-four such professors. 1952 saw 
an adjunct faculty of but twenty- 
two while 1969 has an adjunct fac
ulty of more than one twenty-five. 
Further, minimizing the teaching load 
of this faculty to six credit hours per 
semester, drastically increasing the 
number of sabbatical grants, and 
greater employment of secretarial 
help for the faculty in the last fif
teen years have fostered a sharp 
increase in the scholarly publica
tion of the faculty through which

" T h e  reality of the construction work . . . Being the herculean effort  
of Dean Dean."

Center. The miles logged by this 
man towards that one unwavering 
goal criss-cross the nation in a patch 
work of dedication. Yet the new 
building is but a decorative show 
case in which Georgetown will dis 
play the even greater accomplish 
ntents of her Law Center over the 
past decade and a half.

National Repute
During Dean Dean’s tenure 

Georgetown achieved stellar nation 
al repute in the area of criminal jus 
tice. Always prepared to takeadvan

such a body attains its stature. Dean 
Dean’s period in office also marked 
a pronounced effort to inject young 
blood into this law faculty. This 
youthful orientation which students 
today proclaim as their hallmark has 
been present continually in the fac
ulty throughout Dean Dean's tenure.

Student Body
Vet if the last decade and a half 

saw progressive change in the fat
uity, such change also confronted 
the student body. In 1954 there were 
forty seven courses offered at the

Law Center for the undergraduate. 
In 1969 there are ninety-six. In 1965 
there were no strong areas of aca
demic concentration. Today a stu
dent may choose from numerous 
areas of detailed course concen
tration including corporation law, 
taxation law, criminal law, urban- 
social law, law of commercial trans
actions, and international law. In 
1954 undergraduate seminars were 
virtually non-existent. Today there 
are twelve, with more assured.

In 1954 Georgetown awarded the 
LL.B. In 1967 Georgetown became 
one of the first schools to award 
the J.D. In 1954 there was one law 
journal, three legal fraternities, an 
ineffective Student Bar Association, 
a National Moot Court Team, and 
Res Ipsa Loquitur. This comprised 
the total extent of student activities. 
Today the Law Center has two law 
journals with room for a third, four 
fraternities and a sorority, a Student 
Bar Association which has twice- 
been named as the best in the na
tion, a National Moot Court Team 
which has virtually dominated the 
competition, a newspaper, political 
clubs, and countless other organiza
tions. Today Georgetown students 
operate the singularly most effective 
legal assistance program in the Dis
trict of Columbia in the multi-faceted 
Legal Aid Society. These same stu
dents today represent indigents be
fore the bar, maintain liaison with 
the Legal Aid Agency of the District 
of Columbia government, and render 
assistance to members of the D.C. 
Bar.

The Law Center has also taken a 
forward step in the battle to establish 
equal civil rights through student 
and faculty efforts in the Shaw 
Project, Neighborhood Legal Serv
ices Program, Law Students Civil 
Rights Research Council and the 
Police Observation Program. In
creased efforts are in the offing as 
the Law Center community con
tinues to struggle over black schol
arships, summer training sessions, 
greater recruitment efforts at mi
nority colleges, and the hiring of 
minority contractors for Georgetown 
construction work.

Consensus
All of these efforts, however, do 

little more than point up a more- 
basic but less obvious truism, that 
the law student at Georgetown has 
moved away from the apathetic 
stance which for so long was his 
caricature and toward an individual 
commitment to the problems of a 
dangerously volatile age. Yet the 
singularly outstanding factor in this 
movement has been the unerring 
dedication of Dean Dean to provide 
a vehicle for this commitment by 
continually seeking the broadest 
possible consensus in decision-mak
ing. This dedication was, perhaps, 
most recently apparent by the rep
resentation of students on both the 
Committee to search for a new dean 
and the committee to search for a 
new University president. Dean 
Dean’s leadership and initiative, 
more than any other factor landed 
students on these committees. This 
is leadership which flew in the face 
of strong opposition against stu
dent representation and which re
ceived little support from other per
sons who, at least vocally, proclaim 
their kinship with student rights.

In short, that Georgetown has 
achieved its current national stature, 
that the school is truly a Center for 
the study of and experimentation 
in the law, that the students are 
what they are becoming—all find 
their initial spark in the good for
tune which placed Paul Regis Dean 
in the deanship of the Law Center.

IIow do you express gratitude to 
someone who has given so very 
much and asked so little in return?—

perhaps in how the tools of the past 
fifteen years are used in the years 
ahead.

Dean Views Changing Role
by Paul H. Dean

The Law Weekly has asked me for some reflections on a 
subject of my choice. My first reaction is that almost anything 
I might say may appear to some extent either self-laudatory or 
defensive, and I think self-justification is the ultimate artifice 
of the complacent, the stupid or the weak. Moreover, I have 
some doubt as to the propriety or the prudence of a lame duck 
dean speaking about the future of the Law Center. I will 
prescind from a dean’s personal development as a scholar 
and teacher and his role as overall administrator. Against this 
background, I venture herewith a few reflections on the role 
of a law school dean. My reflections on curriculum and my 
view of the Georgetown Law Center today will be contained

in the forthcoming Dean’s Report which will be distributed 
to each of you.

Recently I received a note from a friend who wrote: 
". . . of course I was surprised to learn only recently that you 
intended to shed your dean’s suit. Having done so about five 
months ago, my principal thought is that, while you find that 
they do not laugh at your jokes so much, this will be the 
first opportunity in a long time which you will have to build 
a life for yourself rather than think institutionally all the 
time.”  The phrase "think institutionally all the time” strikes 
me as particularly descriptive of what a dean must do. He has 
many disparate constituencies—the faculty, the student body, 
the central administration, the alumni, the profession and the 
community—all loosely bound together as an institution.

Metamorphosis
The role of the dean has undergone a remarkable 

metamorphosis during my term in the position. About 1956 
law school faculties began to emerge as a very strong force 
in the formulation of policy. With the faculty increasingly 
flexing its policy-making muscle, a dean can be described as 
one who is a servant of the faculty. However, the central 
administration of a University, with its ultimate power to in-
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Era of Outstanding Growth Under A

"N o t  Unnoticed"

Praise Flows In for Dean Dean
Dean Dean's decision not to re

main at the helm of the Georgetown 
Law Center did not go unnoticed by 
the legal community. Numerous 
men of emminent stature through
out the nation have paid distinct 
tribute to Paul Regis Dean. The

following is a sampling of these com
ments made to the Law Weekly. Ver
non X. Miller, former dean of Cath
olic University School of Law rem
inisced that "1 came to Washington 
just a few months after Paul was 
appointed to his job, but I had known

him before that, when I was at Loy
ola in New Orleans and at San Fran
cisco.

"1 have worked with Paul in the 
Association of American Law 
Schools and on the District Bar As
sociation's Committee on Legal Edu
cation and Admission to the Bar. 
Once a month for the last fourteen 
years he and I have had lunch to
gether and with our colleagues from 
the other law schools in the District. 
Our careers have intertwined for 
many years.

"Many people have contributed 
to Georgetown’s success. You are 
now one of the country's great law 
schools. Georgetown got there under 
Paul Dean’s leadership."

Erwin N. Griswold, Solicitor Gen
eral of the United States, said: " I  
am glad to join with others in pay
ing tribute to Paul Dean on the oc
casion of his retirement from the 
deanship at Georgetown University 
Law Center.

"The past years have not been 
easy ones to be dean of a law school. 
Paul Dean has handled his task with 
ability and skill. From my own ob
servation of his and from experi
ence, I know of his high standing 
among law school teachers through
out the country.

"Paul Dean has already made im
portant contributions to American 
legal education and scholarship. 1 
hope that his release from adminis
trative duties will mean that he will 
make even more contributions in the 
years to come.”

Robert Kramer, Dean of George 
Washington University’s National 
Law Center, had these thoughts to 
add:

"Paul Dean and 1 have known 
each other for many years, long be
fore I was at George Washington. 
In 1959 we worked together on the 
Executive Committee of the Asso
ciation of American Law Schools. In 
1960, while I was at the Department 
of Justice, I spent several days at 
Georgetown formally evaluating the 
law school for the Council of the 
Section on Legal Education and 
Admissions to the Bar of the Amer
ican Bar Association. Because we 
both teach and write in the field of 
Federal Estate and Gift Taxes, we 
frequently exchange ideas on this 
subject. Finally, since 1 came to 
George Washington in 1961 as Dean, 
I have worked closely with him on 
many problems of mutual Interest in 
voicing our two law schools.

I have the highest opinion of him 
as a lawyer, educator, and admin
istrator. His mastery of tough tax 
questions is superlative. His pow ers 
of analysis, reasoning and persua
sion are extraordinary. He knows 
how to write and speak accurately, 
clearly, forcibly, and tersely on legal 
and educational issues. Since I have 
learned so much from him about 
taxes, the law, and administration 
and deaning, I have first-hand 
knowledge that he is an extremely ef
fective teacher and administrator 
both in and out of the classroom. 
As advisor, mentor, and colleague, 
1 treasure his friendship. I congrat
ulate him on his magnificent accom
plishments as Dean. I am delighted 
that all of us will continue to bene
fit from his teaching, his scholar
ship, and his professional achieve
ments.”

William B. Lockhart, President of 
the Association of American Law 
Schools and Dean of the University 
of Minnesota Law School, offered 
these comments about Dean Dean 
and about his successor, Adrian S. 
Fisher: "As a dean, I can under
stand Paul Dean’s decision to re
turn to full-time teaching and pass 
off the burdens of administration to

someone else. After fifteen years of 
outstanding leadership, both locally 
and nationally, he is entitled to the 
joys of teaching unadulterated by 
the headaches of a dean, but his 
retirement from administration will 
be a great loss to legal education. 
Georgetown Law School has risen 
greatly in national stature under 
Paul Dean's leadership and direc
tion. Fortunately Adrian Fisher is 
a successor of outstanding ability, 
highly respected in the profession 
and among legal educators. All who 
know Dean Fisher expect George
town to live up to its great tradition 
under his direction.”

Jefferson B. Fordham, Dean of 
the University of Pennsylvania Law 
School suggests that: "The George
town Law School has been greatly 
favored to have Paul Dean as its 
leader for a goodly number of years. 
There are no more important ele
ments in educational leadership than 
sensitivity of spirit and genuine 
strength of character. These are 
qualities that 1 see in Paul Dean and 
I am sure that the Georgetown Law

School has been greatly enriched 
by his work and his influence.”

A. Kenneth Pye, Dean of the Duke 
University School of Law and for
mer Associate Dean at the Law 
Center, offers the following rem
iniscences:

"1 graduated from Georgetown 
the year before Paul Dean assumed 
the deanship. He became the dean of 
one of the largest schools in America 
with a small, underpaid faculty, a 
large student body with a very high 
attrition rate, a library of less than 
50,000 volumes, a curriculum which 
closely resembled the Beale curric 
ulum of the 1890’s, an antiquated 
building, an accelerated degree pro 
gram left over from World War II, 
and virtually no outside financial 
support. It had a good teaching 
faculty, some superior students, a 
good reputation, and a good law 
journal. Few of the faculty engaged 
in research. There was no Legal Aid 
Society or any other program which 
related to the community, no place
ment office, no legal internship pro 
gram, no research institutes, except 
for the Institute for International 
and Foreign Trade Law.

"During his tenure as Dean, the 
quality of the student body im 
proved tremendously. I estimate

that about 70 percent of the students 
admitted as late as 1959 would not 
gain admittance today. The improve
ment in quality has been accom
panied with a sharp reduction of the 
attrition rate. Faculty salaries have 
more than doubled and first-rate peo
ple with experience in other schools 
have been attracted to Georgetown. 
No law school has more programs 
which deal directly with the urban 
crisis. Few have better placement 
programs. The library has tripled 
its holdings. There has been a sub
stantial beginning in augmenting 
tuition income from government and 
foundation grants. Innovative 
courses have been added to the cur
riculum. There is real hope that 
soon there will be a building which 
is worthy of the school.

"Much needs to be done at George
town as in other schools. But not 
more than five schools in America 
have come so far so quickly, and in 
none has the Dean overcome great
er handicaps. Georgetown owes 
much of its promise of greatness

to the quiet leadership of Paul Reg
is Dean during the last fifteen
years.”

Finally, to bring these comments 
home, Chester Antieau, professoral 
the Law Center and noted authority 
in the area of municipal corporation 
law, offers:

"1 have known Dean Paul R. Dean 
since before World War II when 
lie was a student at DeSales Col
lege in Toledo, Ohio where 1 then 
taught. He has grown continuously 
with every passing year and we all 
expect from him much in the way of 
creative, scholarly and significant 
writing now that his natural talents 
can be freed from the many burdens 
of administration. Dean Paul Dean 
has given to the Law Center her
culean labors for fifteen years. All 
the promising younger professors 
have been brought here by his ef
forts and with his encouragement. 
He lias stimulated legal scholarship 
and the advancement of the law and 
legal institutions in literally dozens 
of ways. If Georgetown Law Center 
ever secures its new building, that 
building will be due to the unre
mitting efforts of Dean Paul Dean 
more than any other one person.”

Dean ’s Role -  continued
crease or decrease a law school budget, can with considerable 
justification expect the dean to act as its agent. It is of course 
a truism that most academic policy is inextricably interwoven 
with the problem of financial resources. Generally, university 
presidents regard the dean as a servant of the central ad
ministration. The acuity of the dean’s dilemma can be demon
strated by the fact that the average tenure of a law school 
dean in America today is approximately 4 years.

The emergence of student activities as political power- 
wielders and aspiring policy-makers, rather than service or 
co-curricular groups, a phenomenon less than five years old, 
presents the dean with an additional principal or constituency, 
dependent upon one’s point of view. Recently, alumni groups

have become increasingly vociferous in demanding that the 
dean translate current student manifestations for them. Need
less to say, very seldom are either the students or the alumni 
satisfied with the translation. Probably the most important, 
albeit the least vocal, constituency is formed by the large 
group of apolitical students whose interests in a superior 
legal education must be protected against extremists of every 
persuasion and against possible ephemeral crusades. At the 
same time the dean must be aware of the school's role in 
meeting societal demands for concerned, knowledgeable 
lawyers. In sum, the dean’s role has evolved as one of a 
continuous welding of consensus among his diverse con
stituencies. Ilis function as a fund-raiser and image-projector— 
a function become increasingly relevant with the financial 
crisis facing private deucation—is continual and his success 
depends largely upon the amount of time he must spend as a 
consensus-molder.

Chief Democrat
I have not overlooked the dean’s function as the gadfly or 

the scholarly initiative of his faculty and the provoker of 
student response. Maybe his leadership is best described as 
the chief democrat in a participatory democracy.

Dean Dean points to an indicia of progress.
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Juris X II In this issue of the b w  Weekly Juris X II  and Juris X l l l  present the concluding parts in the series dealing with pre
ventive detention and the D.C. Bail Reform Act of 1966 The Law Weekly is prrjud to present the comments of Judge 
Charles W. Halleck of the D C. Court of General Sessions and Mr. Bruce U Beaudin, Director of the D C. Bail Agency.

Preventive Detention —  Con
Bruce David Beaudin Is the Direc

tor of the District of Columbia Bail 
Agency, which position he assumed 
In 1%8. Prior to this he was a staff 
interviewer for the District of Co
lumbia Bail Project; investigator, 
staff attorney, and Deputy Director 
of the Legal Aid Agency of the 
District of Columbia. In all these 
positions, especially the most recent, 
Mr. Beaudin has been actively in
volved with the theory and applica
tion of the Bail Reform Act of 1966.

Mr. Beaudin is a graduate of Fair- 
field University, Fairfield, Connecti
cut, in 1961 wdth an A.B. degree, 
cum laude, in Knglish. He received 
his LL.B. from Georgetown Law 
Center in 1964.

The dilemma facing those charged with the administration 
of justice, especially in the area of bail and bail reform is 
critical. Its resolution can either set the system of law as it 
has developed in this country back 200 years or can solve not 
only the problems inherent in hail but the crucial deficiencies 
of our system. The single aspect that both opponents and 
proponents of preventive detention have agreed upon is that 
the controversy has disclosed a Pandora’s Box of ills.

The problems of bail reform highlight the visible seventh 
of the iceberg of problems in the courts.

The view of this writer simply stated is that preventive 
detention in any form,—-and by preventive detention I mean 
any pretrial incarceration of an accused charged with a non
capital crime based on the potential danger he may present to 
the community—is undesireable. No matter the form, be it de
tention without bond, high money bond, or any condition de
signed to keep the accused in jail pending trial, the effect is 
the same-punishment before conviction.

Advocates of preventive detention and critics of the Bail 
Reform Act of 1966 cite various cases and statistics to support 
a charge that from 5 to 75 percent of those free on pre-trial 
release commit subsequent offenses. The tremendous variance 
among reports and statistics suggests a basic need of the sys
tem-accurate statistics on which to base reform such as that 
suggested here.

Another fact with which both sides agree is that charges 
filed in over 50% of the cases of alleged subsequent offenses 
occurred more than 90 days from the date of the original 
offense. The Senate Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights 
of the Committee on the Judiciary seems to have reached a. 
consensus that there are no reliable statistics on which to 
base a final answer. Where the F.B.I., Police, Courts, U.S. 
Attorney, Department of Justice, and other court releated 
agencies each keep their own sets of statistics there exists 
no common denominator of comparison.

Itis disconcerting to hear the all to fiuniliar wail of Judges 
that "1 have to release him on personal bond under the Bail 
Reform Act.”  The Bail Reform Act introduced not a wit of 
new law into our system and to hear critics blame the Bail 
Reform Act for the ills of the system is disturbing. The Act 
does not restrict judicial discretion as charged. On the contrary 
it enlarges the possibilities of conditions for release, catalogues 
the priorities for release, and grants judges discretion to set 
even more stringent and meaningful conditions of release. 
Rule 46 of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure requires 
inexplicit terms the pretrial release of all non-capital alleged 
offenders. The Hail Reform Act gave the judges the tools to 
release intelligently.

What has happened in 2 1/2 years? Judgescontinue to set 
meaningless conditions and when violations are reported, re
fuse to take action. Judges continue to set money bond they 
know cannot be made. The United States Attorney prosecuted 
no more than a handful of bail violation cases in 1968. There 
has been a total lack of imagination in developing conditions 
of release. It is only recently that three Judges of the Court 
of General Sessions have conducted hearings of violation of 
conditions of release. When it has been stated by Chief Judge 
Harold Greene of that court that his judges set more than 
40% of the total number of bonds set in the whole federal 
system and when the 1). C. Bail Agency has reported violations 
of conditions in over 50% of those released on conditions in 
the last four months it seems that another deficiency in the 
administration of the Bail Reform Act surfaces.

Hand in hand with the failure to implement the Bail 
Reform Act the delay between arrest and trial continues to

Mr. Bruce D. Beaudin

pyramid the ills of the system. Without enough Judges, 
Prosecutors, and specialized Defense Attorneys, a defendant can 
still play the system for an average of 9 or 10 months. This 
time lapse is certainly a crucial part of any subsequent offense 
statistic especially when received in light of the fact that over 
1/2 of the subsequent crimes charged to defendants free on 
bond in one case occur more than 3 months after the initial 
charge.

The proponents of preventive detention cry out that Con
gress will not provide the funds to deal with the problems of 
insufficient numbers of Judges, Prosecutors, Courts, Court 
related agencies and Court personnel soon enough and there
fore the panacea is preventive detention. On the contrary, to 
introduce the aspect of preventive detention in non-capital 
cases—recognizing that the law has always provided for pre
trial detention of those accused with capital crimes—into a 
system concededly inadequate is to superimpose another 
burden on a structure already crumbling under a weight too 
great to carry.

It is certainly persuasive to note that the Judicial Con
ference Committee to Study the Bail Reform Act concluded 
that most of the problems of subsequent offenses and ab
senteeism were due in large measure to the myriad problems 
of court administration. The same committee also indicated 
that most of the problems with the Act could be remedied by 
reasonable planning within the present law.

Until widespread use of intelligent release conditions, use 
of discretionary sentencing and contempt powers, seeking of 
amendments to release conditions by the U.S. Attorney for 
cause and other related remedies are effected it seems an 
awesome step to overthrow a basic tenet of our system. How 
can preventive detention square with the principles of pre
sumption of innocence and an historically developed if not 
constitutionally based right to pre-trial release?

In the last analysis it is significant to observe that the 
dilemna does not follow the conventional liberal versus con
servative clash. Alligned with Senator Sam Ervin in opposing 
a detention statute are such diverse ideological exponents 
as Life, Time, The Nation, The New Republic, The Washington 
Post, The National Crime Commission, The American Bar 
Association and the American Civil Liberties Union.

Since the Chief Judges of both of the criminal courts in 
Washington concede that speedy trials and swift punishment 
would alleviate the bail reform problems a logical corollary 
will be the reduction of crime in the nation’s capital. Let us 
first correct the ills of the administration of justice and reach 
what Judge Greene has referred to as "the most desireable 
solution to this dilemma—to escape it altogether.”  Admission 
to pre-trial release has involved and will involve risk. It is the 
same risk involved in issuing a driver’s license or the exercise 
of free speech. It is in the words of the Supreme Court, "a 
calculated risk . . . the price of our system of Jusitce.”
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Student Leaders 
Seek Scholarships

A proposal to allow the heads of 
the major Law Center student or
ganizations to be fully or partially 
recompensed for their work in these 
activities was presented to the Ex
ecutive Faculty on April 21. The pro
posal was signed by the students 
who will head the major Law Cen
ter activities in the 1969-1970 aca
demic year: John Patrick Collins, 
the new editor-in-chief of the In
ternational Law Journal; Gary D. 
Rose, the new President of the 
Legal Aid Society; Harry J. Stevens, 
III, the new editor-in-chief of the 
Law Journal; John C. Kolojeski, 
the new President of the S.B.A., 
and Michael D. Gragert, the new 
editor-in-chief of Law Center Pub
lications, Unlimited.

Basically, the plan offered for Ex
ecutive Faculty approval would 
award full tuition scholarships to 
those students who run the above 
mentioned activities. In the event 
that this is deemed unpalatable to 
the cost-conscious faculty an alter
native proposal was included. The 
alternative would allow student of
ficers to receive financial compensa
tion for the time spent by them in 
the course of the duties in their 
respective offices. Such compensa
tion would be commensurate with 
the maximum wages currently paid 
by the Law Center to its part-time 
student employees. Under this al
ternate plan, however, the succor 
would be more broadly based, ap
plying not only to the aforemen
tioned five offices but also to the 
Managing editor of the Law Journal 
and the managing editors of the 
Georgetown Law Weekly and Res 
Ipsa Loquitur (which are now com
bined under Law Center Publica
tions, Unlimited).

Barristers’ Ball
continued from page 1

one hundred and sixty couples the 
year before. The Ball was held later 
in the semester this year than last 
and tickets were priced seven dol
lars higher than last year’s soiree. 
These points were the probable fac
tors in the drop in the Ball attend
ance this year.

Following the Barrister’s Ball, 
first year students (day and night) 
were polled about their preferences 
concerning social functions. The re
sults were as follows:
votes type of event ticket price 

max. for two
37 Ball S10
20 less formal $10
12 no function none
11 Ball $5
11 Less formal no preference
7 less formal $5
4 Ball $10

note: free drinks
3 no function $10 (!?)
2 Ball no preference
2 no preference S10
2 no preference $5
1 Ball no preference

note: earlier in the year
1 less formal self-supporting
1 less formal $10

note: free drinks
It is worthy noting that one-third

of those voting preferred the Ball 
or something similar, but feel that 
tickets cannot be priced higher than 
SlO/couple. It is further worth not
ing that only one hundred fourteen 
students, out of a total enrollment 
of three hundred fifty first year stu
dents even bothered to voice an 
opinion as to the desirability of any 
Ball . . .  at all.
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Juris X III

On The Bail Reform Act and Preventive Detention
l»\ 1 hr I lim . J tid tM' ( hurl t*' 11 a I Ink

Charles White Halleck. judge of the 
Court of General Sessions of the District 
of Columbia, was appointed to that posi
tion in 1965 by President Lyndon B 
Johnson. Prior to this he uxis a research 
assistant for the Internal Security Sub
committee of the Committee on the Judi
ciary, US. Senate. Assistant United 
States Attorney for the District of 
Columbia and associate in the Washing
ton, D.C., firm of Hogan and Hartson 
Judge Halleck is an outspoken critic 
of the present D C. Bail Reform Act of 
1966 and the need for preventive deten
tion provisions.

Judge Halleck is a native of Rens
selaer, Indiana He receiied his Bachelor 
of Arts degree from Williams College in 
Massachusetts in 1951 and his J.D. 
degree from George Washington Univer
sity Law School in 1957.

by Charles W. Halleck
The escalating crime rate in the District of Columbia lias 

focused new attention on the judicial system, and in particular 
on that system’s method of dealing with accused criminals 
after their arrest and prior to trial. At present, the Bail Re
form Act of 1966 sets the standard for pre-trial release of 
defendants in the District. As presently written, this Act re
quires that a defendant shall be released on personal recog
nizance or upon an unsecured appearance bond unless the 
judicial officer can affirmatively determine that such a release 
will not reasonably assure the appearance at trial of the de
fendant. The only consideration the Act permits the court 
to make is whether the accused will likely appear for trial.

Bail Act of 1966
The present Bail Reform Act of 1966 was originally in

tended to prevent the pre-trial detention of defendants who 
had been determined to be eligible for release upon modest 
bond, but who, because of their poverty, could not obtain 
release. Wealth or indigency was intended to be eliminated 
as a factor in pre-trial release. However, many of those in
strumental in bringing about this concept of bail also recog
nized the need for further statutory provision for some form 
of outright pre-trial detention of certain defendants. Now, 
three years later, Congress is finally grappling with the 
problem.

Pre-trial Detention
Our experience over the past three years has convinced 

me that some form of pre-trial detention of certain defendants 
is an absolute necessity, and any statute so providing should 
clearly be denoted as such. The statute should permit a judicial 
officer to make an initial determination whether to detain or 
to release a defendant. If a determination is made to release, 
the terms and conditions of release should be fashioned in 
accordance with the useful options listed in the Bail Reform 
Act.

If a determination is made to detain, a judicial officer 
should be allowed to order certain defendants held without 
bond and to state, for review, his reasons for so ordering. 
Given an explicit option to detain or release, there seems to 
be little doubt that judges would tend to detain fewer defend
ants than are now being effectively denied pre-trial release. 
At the present time, judicial officers, faced with the un
fortunate result of indiscriminate release on personal bond of 
of so many obviously dangerous criminals have been forced 
to strain the construction of the Bail Act to the breaking 
point in order to remedy the situation. Rather than foster 
hypocrisy on the part of judges, it would be infinitely better 
to allow some outright detention, but to surround it with 
adequate safeguards.

Ervin’s Objections
Pre-trial detention has been attacked on several grounds. 

On March 27, 1969, in this publication, Sen. Sam J. Ervin, 
voiced his opposition to pre-trial, or preventive, detention 
on the ground that it is unconstitutional and unnecessary. 
Yet, at the hearings before Sen. Ervin’s Committee, in June, 
1965, which led to the Bail Reform Act, the Senator said, at 
p. 178, " I  think the framers of the Constitution, in prohibiting 
excessive bail, had no intention to alter what I think was the 
original rule that the right to bail is not absolute, but is 
discretionary on the part of the court or discretionary on the

part of the legislative body when it comes to enacting laws 
on the subject.”  Critics argue that the Eighth Amendment 
prohibits pre-trial detention. Such detention was allowed in 
capital cases. It should be remembered that the same Congress 
which promulgated the Eighth Amendment also passed the 
Crimes Act of 1790. This Act provided the death penalty for 
nearly all the more serious crimes which the federal govern
ment prosecuted. Furthermore, at the same time, the English 
law, from which the Eighth Amendment stemmed, provided 
for the death penalty in over 240 offenses. Even as late as 1891, 
U.S. Federal law provided the death penalty for some sixty 
crimes. Consequently, when the Eighth Amendment was 
adopted, only the relatively minor offenses were subject to 
mandatory bail. As a practical matter, then, there was no 
right to bail for persons accused, in the Federal courts, of 
the more serious crimes. Rather, judges in such cases could 
exercise discretion "regarding the nature and circumstances 
of the offense, and of the evidence, and the usages of law” 
(1 Stat. 91, Sec. 33) in determining whether to detain or set 
bail. In 1952, in Carlson vs. Cardon, the Supreme Court rec
ognized that the Eighth Amendment prohibits excessive bail 
in those cases where it is proper to grant bail. However, it 
does not prevent Congress from establishing which cases, or 
types of cases, are subject to bail. There would seem to be, 
then, no constitutional right to bail. Congress clearly has the 
authority to legislate which cases are bailable, and what con
ditions may be allowed with respect to pre-trial detention, bail, 
or release.

Fifth Admendment
Fifth Amendment rights regarding due process are another 

matter. In cases where pre-trial detention is sought, there are 
several possible problem areas under this amendment. Pre
trial detention may hinder the preparation of the defense, 
since an attorney may well need the assistance of the defend
ant in locating witnesses, providing information, and so 
forth. However, provisions for limited day time release in the 
custody of the attorney would remedy this defect.

A more difficult problem lies in the pre-trial confinement 
of persons not yet convicted. It is argued that since a de
fendant is presumed innocent, it is not proper to confine him, 
or in effect punish him, before he is convicted. Any condi
tion of bail, or amount of bail, which a defendant cannot 
meet results in his pre-trial confinement. If the Fifth Amend
ment prevents pre-trial detention on the ground that it results 
in punishment of one presumed to be innocent before con
viction, then every bail or condition of release not met is 
similarly defective. The courts have not so ruled. In fact, 
Congress has enacted a statute which requires that a defend
ant be given credit on any subsequent sentence for time 
spent in custody prior to conviction, indicating Congressional 
recognition and tacit approval of some pre-trial detention.

Hearing on Detention
The most troublesome aspect of pre-trial detention relates 

to the necessity and extent of a hearing at which adequate 
grounds for detention must be established, after which review 
able findings by the judicial officer should be required as a 
prerequisite for such detention. Senator Tydings has intro 
duced a bill, S. 546, which takes such problems into account. 
Whether the procedure set forth in that bill, or some other 
procedure, is adopted is immaterial. What is important is that 
a pre-trial detention measure can be adopted which will pro
tect a defendant’s due process rights, and at the same time 
allow a judicial officer to state openly and directly that he 
intends that certain defendants should be detained pending 
trial.

The alternative is a degree of hypocrisy which most trial 
judges abhor, but which lias been forced on them. Former 
Attorney General Clark, in testimony about the proposed Bail 
Reform Act given to Sen. Ervin’s Committee in June, 1965, 
suggested that by virtue of the progress being made "only 
hard-core offenders; i.e., the very people who in fact are 
posing substantial risks of flight or danger, will be held in 
pre-trial detention . . . .  And if the defendant’s background and 
character make it likely that he will commit a violent crime 
while at liberty, will not the same factors often raise serious 
questions concerning his liklihood to appear at trial and 
thereby justify bond?”  No, Mr. Clark, not necessarily! But 
we should note that Mr. Clark was inviting the Court to en
gage in a charade in order to detain certain hard core, dan
gerous defendants. It is just such hypocrisy that courts will

continued on page 9

Five Prettyman 
Winners Named
Four men and one woman have 

been named winners of pretigious E. 
Barrett Prettyman Fellowships for 
graduate study of law at the George
town University Law Center.

The five winners will enroll at 
Georgetown in the fall to study for 
their Master of Law degree. They 
will participate in a two-year legal 
internship program for recent grad
uates of law schools. It combines 
instruction in trial advocacy, grad
uate study and representation of in- 
digents in District of Columbia 
courts.

Funded largely by grants from the 
Ford Foundation, the program has 
been praised by President Kennedy 
as "a significant contribution to the 
cause of even-handed justice for rich 
and poor alike.”

During the first year, legal interns 
represent primarily indigent defend
ants in appointed criminal cases. In 
the second year, they concentrate on 
civil cases.

The student interns, who have 
defended more than 3,000 indigents 
since the program’s founding in I960, 
have participated in several land
mark cases, including one which pro
hibited the imprisonment of an in
digent defendant unable to pay a 
fine.

Winners of the Prettyman Fellow
ships are:

Charles Daniels, a 1966 graduate 
of the University of Arizona, who 
is scheduled to receive his law de
gree from the University of New 
Mexico in 1969.

Lawrence B. Finegold, a 1965grad
uate and a 1968 law graduate of the 
University of Washington.

Sandra I. Rothenberg, a 1965 grad
uate of the University of Miami 
who is scheduled to receive her law 
degree there in 1969.

Robert Twohig Jr., 412-C Mayfair 
Blvd., a 1966 A.B. graduate of Mar
shall University who is scheduled 
to receive his law degree in 1969 from 
Ohio State University.

William C. Turner, 1978 Ridgewood 
Dr., a 1966 graduate of Emory Uni
versity who is scheduled to receive 
his law degree there in 1969.

Investment Analysis
continued from page 3

ported as a purchase for purposes of 
tax liability.

Confusion
In addition to the above, pooling 

of interests has served to confuse 
the public even further in terms of 
operating profits and earnings per 
share. No matter how late in the 
year an acquisition is made, pooling 
of interests enables the buying cor 
poration to include in its yearly earn 
ings report the earnings of the sell 
ing corporation. It is apparent, then, 
that when an acquisition is accom
plished through the issuance of con 
vertible debentures, the reported 
earnings per common share will be 
unjustifiably high.

Discontent with present account
ing methods recently has been 
voiced from all quarters of the fi
nancial community including the 
Securities Exchange Commission. 
New requirements and regulations 
are merely a matter of time, and it 
seems that conglomerates will be in 
for more trouble which will only 
compound their present anti trust 
miseries.
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Juris XIV
Criminal Injuries Compensation: Time For Action

Senator Ralph W. Yarborough was 
first elected to the United States 
Senate in a special 1957 election. 
He is now the senior Senator from 
Texas having been re-elected during 
the two succeeding regular election 
contests. Yarborough, a noted at
torney before his successful political 
career, was a former judge, assistant 
state attorney general, lecturer at 
the University of Texas Law School, 
member and former director of the 
State Bar of Texas and active mem 
her of many leading professional 
law associations.

Sen. Ralph Yarborough

As anyone who bothers to pick up a newspaper knows, one 
of the greatest concerns of many of our people today is the 
rapidly rising crime rate. The most recent figures furnished me 
by the FBI indicate that all crimes of violence were up by 
19% in 1968 over 1967. Included in this figure were crimes such 
as murder (up 14%), armed robbery (up 34%), assault with a 
gun (up 24%), and similar increases in all other categories. 
Obviously, this is a matter of great importance to us all.

In my opinion, though, too many people are interested 
only in the capture and punishment of the criminal. We hear 
calls for increasing Federal expenditures for all types of crime
fighting activities—larger police forces, more courts, more 
modern penitentiaries, more effective rehabilitation of law
breakers.

Not only that, but there is a growing concern for care of 
criminals after their arrest and during their incarceration. And 
quite rightly so, for we cannot permit callous and inhuman 
treatment of any of our fellow citizens—even law-breakers.

Concern with Victims of crime
But, all of this concern, praiseworthy though it may be, 

fails to take cognizance of the bilaceted nature of every crime. 
In each instance when a crime occurs, two parties are in
volved—the criminal and his victim. And, unfortunately I find 
that in many cases, the victim becomes the forgotten man. He 
may have the personal satisfaction of seeing the man who 
harmed him punished, but he is almost never compensated for 
the harm done him.

There are two ironies here. First, at the very time when 
we appear to be devoting greater attention to crime detection 
and prevention and the rehabilitation of the criminal, the 
victim is being neglected and the enormity of this neglect is 
magnified every day it is continued. Second, the victims of 
crime are usually those whocan least afford additional burdens 
and the perpetrators of violent crimes art: usually those who 
have the least with which to compensate their victims. There 
fore, the victim usually goes uncompensated.

My personal interest in and concern with this unfortunate 
anomaly began over thirty years ago when 1 served as a Dis
trict Judge in Texas. Finally, in 1965,1 introduced a bill in the 
89th Congress to rectify this situation. This was the first hill 
of its sort ever introduced in the United States Congress.

Since that time, support for such a proposal has grown 
steadily and in December of 1968, the National Commission on 
the Causes and Prevention of Violence conducted an Inter
national Conference on this subject. This conference was held 
in Los Angeles at the University of Southern California. More 
over, other nations New Zealand and (heat Britain and five 
states in this country—Massachusetts, California, New York, 
Maryland, and Hawaii—have written such a provision into 
their laws. I feel that it is now time for the United States 
Congress to act in this field.
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Bill to Compensate Victims
What the bill I have introduced in the 91st Congress on 

this subject, S. 9, calls for is the creation of a Federal Violent 
Crimes Commission. This Commission would be empowered 
to consider claims, examine evidence, and provide up to 
$25,000 compensation for individuals injured by crimes of 
violence. The provision of this bill would apply only to those 
areas in which the Federal Government exercises general 
police power—the District of Columbia and the special maritime 
and territorial jurisdictions of the United States.

I agree with The New York Times which pointed out in an 
editorial on January 18, 1966:

"Since the maintenance of law and order is a 
basic responsibility of the State, it follows logically 
that the innocent victims of violent crimes are entitled 
to compensation from the State.”  

and with Justice Arthur J. Goldberg (now no longer on the 
Supreme Court) who said in February, 1964:

"The victim of a robbery or an assault has been 
denied the 'protection’ of the laws in a very real 
sense, and society should assume some responsibility 
for making him whole.”

Moreover, our society today obliges its citizens to go about 
unarmed and creates through a variety of laws and institu
tions the expectation that the citizen will be protected. When 
society fails in its assumed duty to protect its citizens, society 
ought to have the responsibility for compensating the innocent 
victim for his personal injuries.

I feel that the importance of this bill cannot be read alone 
in the dollars and cents which it would provide to the victims 
of crimes of violence—important as this goal is. This bill 
records for the American people a milestone in the quest for 
a humance and socially responsible treatment of innocent 
people brutalized by acts of violence. With this bill, we can 
demonstrate that a wealthy nation which can spend millions 
to bring justice to the perpetrators of crime is not indif
ferent to the light of their victims.

It is important, though, to protect both the rights of the 
victim and the rights of the criminal and for this reason, I 
have taken great care to see to it that nothing in this bill 
would impair or alter these rights. First, the victim’s rights to 
seek civil remedies for wrongs clone him. Compensation pro
vided by the Commission would be in the nature of the ful
fillment of a duty which runs between the victim and the 
State. The rights and responsibilities running between the 
criminal and the victim would be unaffected. Moreover, since 
the bill provides for ex gratia reward, it will not create a right 
not otherwise available to bring a civil action against the 
Government in other proceedings.

Rights of Accused
Proceedings before the Commission would not be allowed 

to prejudice the rights of the accused. The primary interest 
in these proceedings is in the victim, not the criminal. If, on 
the basis of the evidence the Commission decides that the 
victim has been in fact criminally injured, the absence of the 
unapprehended criminal will bot bar the victim’s claim or 
color the proceedings. Furthermore, the finding by the Com
mission in favor of the victim would not be used against the 
criminal in proceedings against him.

Conclusion
In my opinion, the time has come for us to take this first 

important step in a neglected area of the law. We have col
lectively created an environment in which crime florishes. 
Although we can sincerely dedicate ourselves to the reduction 
or even the eventual elimination of crime, we ought not to 
ask the innocent victim to wait upon our labors. We have 
missed the mark by not devoting concern to the innocent 
victims of crime equal to that we have given the criminal. 
The victim needs our help through compensation. We can 
give him no less.

Grade Proposal
■continued from page 1

performance by the alternative 
notation "EXCEPTIONAL.”  In 
addition, a faculty member may 
warn students whose course 
work barely satisfies minimum 
standards by the alternative no
tation "LOW PASS.”

4. The Committee believes that 
dismissals for academic de
ficiency ought not be result 
from evaluations at the end of

one year in law school. Ac
cordingly, the Committee pro
poses that dismissals for aca
demic deficiency be postponed 
until the close of the second 
academic year of a student’s 
legal study. Our experience 
with readmissions on appeal 
indicates that the proposal is 
feasible, and the experiment 
will not unduly prejudice af
fected students. Practically all 
dismissed students in fact re
quest readmission and are will
ing to risk the second year.

\ ear That W as . . .
continued from page 1

ducted into the regular curriculum 
for the 1969-1970 course. This was 
Don Stern’s greatest success as 
S.B.A. President.

Joe Gaghan retired after thirty- 
five years.

The International Law Journal 
in depth study of the Lerner Book
store. Fortunately, no one really 
believed the conclusion. There is 
still room in the new Law Center 
for a student bookstore, if anyone 
is interested.

Who is Adrian Fisher?

A potentially fantastic break
through in the D.C. black labor 
market. Through the persistent, 
gnat-like prodding of Don Stern, 
Mike Unger, and Curt White the 
G.U. administration made a posi
tive commitment to push for the use 
of local black construction firms in 
the building of university structures. 
Also, and unbelievably, Fr. Collins, 
G.U.’s V.P. for Planning, etc., ap
peared willing to push the black 
labor concept further, to contracting 
concerns not involved with the Uni
versity.

Spoof Night! Perry Seiffert and 
company filled Carroll auditorium 
for the first time in memory.

Dialogue Day: that it came off at 
all was remarkable; that it was a 
success, unbelievable. And John 
Kolojeski becomes the new S.B.A. 
prexy by promising to create "Na
der’s Raiders.”  Dull law school be
gins to have twinges of romanticism.

Striking militants from Howard’s 
law school speak at the Law Center 
and seek help. No help.

The International Law Journal 
will publish in May.

The Executive Faculty rocks the 
whole boat by radically altering the 
basic course structure in some areas. 
They also approve a black scholar
ship. Then the Executive Faculty 
approves a pass-fail grade for 
courses in the first year. This 
arouses second and third year stu
dents but nevertheless impresses 
everyone.

Res Ipsa Loquitur and the Law 
Weekly merge.

All student activities hold the line 
in budgetary requests. As the rest 
of the University raises tuition the 
Law Center withstands the tempta
tion, at least for now.

Mayor Alioto never gets to speak 
at Georgetown. The ruckus with the 
S.D.S. becomes G.U.’s Reichstag fire 
as the University Senate hurriedly 
avoids due process protections in 
adopting a suspend first, ask ques
tions later attitude towards student 
dissenters.

The International L,aw Journal 
will publish . . .

5. Subject to change by the Fac
ulty, the proposed system of 
evaluation shall be applicable 
to the Class of 1971—Full Time 
and the Class of 1972— Part 
Time in the present and suc
ceeding academic years. It shall 
also apply to the successive in
coming classes.

6. The Committee will submit pro
cedures for scholarships, aca
demic attrition, journal mem
berships and seminar selections

continued on page 9
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Juris X III
On The Bail Reform Act
continued from page 7

be able to avoid if pre-trial detention of dangerous, hard
core recidivists is allowed.

Failure of Defendant to Appear
Critics of pre-trial or preventive detention rely on statis

tics to support their position. But there are some statistics 
not generally mentioned by them. For example, there are 
about 1400 indictments pending in U.S. District Court, but 
over 200 of them are considered inactive because the defend
ants have not appeared. One out of seven cases are not being 
prosecuted because the defendants, on pre-trial release, have 
failed to appear. Contrast this with the fact that the first con
viction, after trial, of a bond jumper in District Court came in 
March, 1969, almost two-and-a-half years after the Bail Reform 
Act became law. Prior to that, only four such cases had been 
disposed of by plea of guilty, and only one of them received 
a consecutive sentence. Yet, literally hundreds of defendants 
have failed to appear in District Court having first been re
leased pursuant to the Act. Letting hosts of defendants out 
on personal bond has not worked, as a practical matter.

Armed Robbers
But perhaps the most startling statistics are new ones. Since 

January of this year the judges in General Sessions Court 
became alarmed, individually, at the rising tide of armed rob
bery. Practical experience demonstrated that armed robbers, 
as a class, are usually not only violent and dangerous, but are 
most frequently repeaters. Since the first of the year, the Court 
employed much stricter criteria for releasing suspects in 
robbery cases on personal bond, and money bonds were 
generally set quite high. Only five robbery complaints were 
filed before the U.S. Commissioner in February and March, 
but 186 complaints were filed in the same period in General 
Sessions. Of these 186, only 18 were released on personal 
bond. Thirteen more made financial bond. One hundred 
fifty-five were held, or confined, in lieu of bond. The effect 
of this was to take 155 armed robbers off the streets of Wash
ington in February and March. In January, 1969, there were 
707 reported armed robberies, which included nineteen bank 
robberies. In February the figures dipped to 576 armed rob
beries, including only two bank robberies. By March, the 
figures showed 44- armed robberies and only one credit- 
union was held up. The figures for April are showing a con
tinuation of this trend. While stiffer sentences and extra 
police patrols no doubt contributed to this marked decline, 
it is quite reasonable to conclude that pre-trial detention of 
armed robbers, whose guilt is strongly made out at pre
liminary hearing, has now graphically demonstrated, that 
effectively denying pre-trial release to a relatively few crim
inal defendants who fall into a certain category has helped 
reduce the robbery rate by 38‘T> in two months. By com
parison, in 1968 there were 323 robberies reported in January, 
355 in February, and 386 in March. During that period the 
robbery rate increased by 20%. At that time, last year, no 
tightening up of release criteria had occurred, and in fact, 
the monthly figures climbed steadily all through 1968. The 
trend has reversed. Yet, it is often said that statistics show 
that only about five to seven percent of defendants on pre
trial release are committing crimes while out because that is 
how many were indicted for subsequent crimes. Indictments 
bear no relationship to the number of crimes committed. 
In February and March of this year 1017 robberies were 
committed, but only 191 defendants were brought into court 
and charged with robbery. This is less than one out of five. 
It represents only about a 20% rate of closed robbery cases. 
If we assume that persons out on bond commit offenses at 
a rate proportionate to their percentage of the indicted cases, 
then we must multiply the five to seven percent by five. 
Realistically, then, we must conclude that 25% to 35% of 
the defendants out on bond are committing crimes. Of course, 
only about 20% of them are being caught and indicted.

Bail Reform and Increasing Crime
Whether the extremely liberal release requirements of the 

Bail Reform Act have contributed to the increasing crime 
statistics in the District of Columbia has been the subject of 
strenuous debate. It is quite probable that the ease of release 
coupled with the long delay in coming to trial removes certain 
deterrent aspects of the criminal process, and thereby en
courages commission of some crime. In the first two and 
one half years after the adoption of the Bail Reform Act 
robberies in the District of Columbia increased 207%. In that 
same period burglaries increased 94%.

The liberal release provisions of the Bail Act create other 
problems too. Police report a great reluctance on the part of

Preventive Detention
many victims of crime to come forward and identify or testify 
against a prospective defendant because of the fear that the 
defendant will be released on personal bond and will there
after harass and threaten the victim for a period of months 
or years prior to trial. Contemporaries of accused criminals 
who are released on personal bond come to believe that 
nothing will happen to a defendant, even if he is caught in 
the act of a vicious crime, because the defendant has returned 
to the street immediately after his arrest and lias remained 
there for months or years without any apparent disability.

Pleas of Guilty
Former Attorney General Ramsey Clark stated, on a recent 

television broadcast, that in most jurisdictions 90% of the 
criminal cases are disposed of by pleas of guilty. Yet, less 
than half of the serious cases in the District of Columbia are 
disposed of by pleas. There is no reason why even the most 
obviously guilty defendant should enter a plea to an offense 
for which lie might expect to be sentenced to prison when 
he can remain free on the street for months or years on 
personal bond while awaiting trial of his case. In addition, 
if he is convicted after trial he can obtain a free appeal, 
probably remain on bond, and delay retribution for another 
year or two. And, of course, as the backlog continues to 
grow the periods of liberty grow even longer. Coupled with 
this is the knowledge that if a defendant is caught committing 
an additional offense while on bond the prosecutor will prob 
ably accept a plea of guilty to the original offense and dis
miss, or not indict for, the later offenses because of the over
whelming backlog.

Currently, there seems to be a general feeling that Judges 
should be allowed to consider the potential dangerousness of 
a defendant, as well as the risk of flight, in setting the condi
tions of release. This is precisely the standard that would 
have to be considered in determining whether to detain a 
defendant prior to trial. The practical effect of only allowing 
dangerousness to effect the conditions of bond will be to 
encourage courts to engage in pre-trial detention without 
calling it pre-trial detention, and without surrounding it with 
adequate safeguards.

Clear & Present Danger
Of course, everyone recognizes that the best solution to 

these problems is an adequately enlarged court system which 
will be able to provide a trial to all criminal defendants with
in six weeks to two months. Even if this goal were adopted 
today, and legislation were framed and introduced to accom
plish that, it would take several years for the goal to be 
achieved. A new court house cannot be built overnight. Ad
ditional judges and additional personnel cannot try all of the 
cases immediately. In the meantime, the District of Columbia 
is faced with a clear and present danger which seems to re
quire practical and realistic measures immediately. Pre-trial 
detention is one such necessary measure.

Senate Edict 
Angers G U L G

continued from page 1

Gordon and Schwartz, differed wide
ly as to the merits of the proposed 
resolution. A clue as to which side 
was championed by the respective 
disagreeing law Professors lies in an 
accompanying resolution offered by 
Prof. Gordon and adopted by the 
Senate to the following effect: 

"Mindful of the fact that freedom 
of speech is inseparable from the 
spirit of free inquiry without which 
the student body and faculty of 
this University can not function, 
and recognizing that a deprivation 
of this indispensible right through 
violence by any group or indivi
dual on this campus is an act pro
ductive of incalculable harm to all 
members of the academic com
munity as well as a violation of the 
civil rights of the speaker, the 
Senate of Georgetown University 
affirms its support for the use of 
firm administrative measures, in
cluding the request for the assist
ance of law enforcement officers, 
whenever it appears that on any 
property owned by the University 
through acts of physical violence 
this right may be imperiled."

Vote Report Error
The Fitzgerald resolution, giving 

the President full discretion to sus
pend prior to hearing, was originally 
reported to have been unanimously 
adopted. Later, when questioned 
about this, Dr. Valerie Earle, Pres
ident of the Senate and admitted 
supporter of the resolution, con
fessed error and told this reporter 
that the accurate total should have 
been no negative votes but with 
three abstentions. Dr. Earle must 
have been again mistaken as the 
"no-negative, three abstentions,” 
was the vote count on Prof. Gor
don's proposal. In regard to Father 
Fitzgerald's resolution, the minutes 
of the meeting do not indicate what 
was the vote total but an earlier pro
posal to table the resolution was de
feated by the narrow margin of 15- 
12.

"Several Mouths”
When questioned about the vari

ances in Dr. Earle’s vote tabulation 
report, one GULG faculty member re
marked that "Some people say Dr. 
Earle speaks with several mouths 
and with several tongues in each 
mouth.”

Some law faculty members de 
scribed the resolution as "stupid,” 
"dangerous precedent,”  "too gen
eralized,”  "over reaction.”  When 
asked if there was anything that 
could be done at the Law Center 
level to fight the Fitzgerald resolu 
lion, one faculty member, well iden 
lilied with student rights, quickly 
remarked, "Sure, bitch like hell!” 
This same faculty member made the 
interesting observation that only a 
few months ago the University Sen 
ate had approved a Georgetown Stu 
dent Bill of Rights the spirit and 
effect of which they apparently ig
nored in their fateful March 2<> res
olution.

Grade Proposal
continued from page 8

in light of the proposed evalua
tion system after consultation 
with the appropriate commit
tees and organizations.

7. The existing l%H-<>!) number 
grades in Criminal Justice I 
and Legal Research will be re
tained and recorded.
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NOLO CONTENDERE

In Reply To M r. Hodge . . .
by Randali Upton

In the February 27 issue of Georgetown Law Weekly, Mr. 
Robert Hodge delivered a most compelling article on the law 
student and the radical philosophy. His main thesis is that the 
radical students, those graduating from colleges and univer 
sities "with ideologies, whether gleaned from their teachers 
or from McCarthy movements and SDS sit-ins," are entering 
law school as the academic area where practical techniques for 
resolving societal and political problems are to be found. Be
cause the radical, one of extreme leftist political views en
tailing some interest in overthrowing the present political 
order, or at least "de-sanctifying" it, will bring with him his 
acquired politicalization, the legal profession will change from 
being "pragmatic and fact-oriented” to being "practical and 
action-oriented." The law will recognize its main function—to 
dispense justice, and will in this process achieve its salvation.

Premise
Mr. Hodge’s belief that change is necessary in the legal 

profession finds no argument from me; however, I disagree 
with his premise that "the law’s salvation lies in its new 
blood," i.e. the "radical lawyer.”  In viewing the radical stu
dent in this fashion, Mr. Hodge mistakes the theory for the 
experience, and thereby the real nature of the radical move
ment.

Overthrow
The word "radical" is one used in today’s political context 

to explain a person who desires to upset the social order, to 
create change through confrontation, and to provide fora new 
order built on a realignment of power. He is a person who 
advocates immediate change in laws and government. To 
justify his support of this change, the radical rejects society 
and its values, entertains plans of overthrowing the current 
power structure, and engages in tactics of confrontation. This 
is done with a dogma and a rigidity that seeks, by techniques 
of "confrontation," instead of an orderly and vibrant change, 
to supplant one order for another. By believing these methods 
to be necessary to the creation of a just society, and by view
ing the radical as a person truly concerned with society’s in
justices, one overlooks the fact that the institution of the 
"radical group" exists as a corporation for a type of life 
that aims at its unyielding concept of order which is unable 
to bring about effective and total change.

Lost Reverence
The radical student is a product of our urban society 

which has lost its reverance for education because higher ed
ucation is no longer a privilege but a right. The student 
tends to view this right as a stage for involvement, not as. 
a stage for preparation. Education becomes the means for dis
covering ideological awareness, for becoming involved, for 
experimenting with the power of the group.

Cognizant of the ills of society, the radical believes 
that a rapid solution to the problems that education allows 
him to examine will come through conflict. He discovers 
in direct political involvement a personal satisfaction not 
recognizable through patience. He feels a sense of accomplish 
ment as a member of the group. The radical philosophy, that 
has developed its own myths, heroes, and sub cultures, yields 
a sense of togetherness. The philosophy is a calling card 
that can be presented everywhere for acceptance within the 
Group, from Columbia to Chicago to the battlegrounds of 
California.

As a member of this group, with its "ego gratification" 
of direct involvement and moral righteousness, the radical 
turns his dogmatism and unwillingness to accept any order 
other than his own towards law school as a means of further
ing his new-found experience. The self believing moral man 
turns to law school determined to create a self believing 
moral society.

Attacks Law School
The radical attacks law school with an emotional fervor 

to use the established authority’s pressure, to further the po
liticization of society, and to use the venue of law as the 
means of instituting his ideas. The conflict which he en
counters in law school, where the experience is one of im
mersion in legal idioms that appear to have no relationship 
to social awareness, is with the law that appears "confident 
in its capacity to settle disputes as they come up and to dis
pense justice." The radical believes law should be programmed 
to aid the extremes of society. As Mr. Hodge points out, the 
result is that the radical engages in a three year put-on, 
engaging in the study to develop the technical skills and to

covet the legitimacy a J.D. provides, without the awareness 
of the value of the system of the law. The radical, by ap
proaching the system in this manner mistakes the whole 
heritage of law and shuts himself out from the system of 
orderly change that law provides. The radical enters law school 
unwilling to use the time for the de-politicalization that is 
necessary to develop the means for solving the inequities in 
society by creative management and intelligent foresight.

System of Evolution
Law is not something that can be used and manipulated 

at will. It is not a single idea, but a system of evolution that 
is the product of individuals becoming part of the legal system 
in order that they may use the philosophy of the system. 
Law is in its basic nature a stable force that is predicated 
on deliberate evaluation, on a systemization of human activity 
in a manner that is beneficial to the entire order of society. 
If change is to be of value in society and in the legal educa
tion, it must be deliberately introduced. Change within 
the law cannot be used as a confrontation for the "now ." 
If it is, and this is what the radical desires, the planning and 
the deliberation that goes into creating a climate where the 
inequities and disputes can be resolved within the context 
of an overal societal change will be replaced by "politicaliza
tion," where every action must be a value judgment of pres
ent comparative power and political ideology.

Groundwork for Future
To solve the deep problems of society and thereby create 

a truly "just" society, the law student must yield as a part 
of the pragmatism and the legal realism. Law is not similar 
to other studies which attack the present, but is an approach 
which provides the basis upon which the other areas can 
attack the present. The law provides the groundwork for the 
solving of future disputes. The individual and his essence 
must become part of the greater whole—the whole of the 
legal order.

The radical in his group essence, however, believes that 
he has the better answers now. Unwilling to become a part of 
the system that to him is an arm of the repressive establish
ment, he trys to reform the system, without really understand
ing it. With his preoccupation with the present he is unable 
to affectuate deeper significant change. He may help in in
stituting social awareness of the institution, or may aid in 
causing course development in new areas, but he yields to 
the individual who incorporates the pragmatic orientation of 
the institution into his complete development—the one will
ing to learn what the system has to offer, willing to work 
through the established system to affect the system, and 
willing to accept his role in society in order to affectuate the 
best pollible realm of action, without necessarily becoming 
part of the system.

If long lasting accomplishments are to be made in the field 
of law, by bringing law to the people and by using it to solve 
the basic faults in our society, the time of legal education is 
not one of conflict.

No Progress
It is a great misunderstanding that without the overt 

desire to change the system and to overthrow the existing 
order to be replaced by something unplanned, there can be 
no progress. Revolution can do no more than realign minor 
aspects of society, and the radical can be by his nature only 
the catalyst to start the modification. Meaningful change must 
be total and universal, and must have a structure to support 
it. The radical philosophy is hardly this. It is a hodgepodge 
of unorganized ideas, each striving to correct a particular 
evil, without the underpinning sense of totality that is neces
sary to correct the foundation of society that creates the ills.

Change From Within
If a law student is really concerned and desirous of effec

tive change, he will not pursue it by the radical realignment 
of the power structure, nor by an approach as expressed by 
the masochistic McCarthy movement with its inborn sense of 
eventual defeat, whereby the individual ends up with failure 
but congratulating himself on a valiant effort that had to fail 
because society is "repressive tolerant.”

Law and the legal education, with its emphasis on the 
status-quo, irrelevancy of many subjects, and the ritualized 
competition is far from sacred. But I do not see the salvation 
coming from the radical. In the end the radical will have mis
judged the power and the insight of the institution and its 
possibilities for instituting change. Therefore he will be unable 
to use effectively the tools of social order to change the broad

continued on page 1 1

Memoriam . .  . 
To Exams

by Barbie Sonnett,
Second Year Wife
Order in the classroom.
It’s Day of Judgment time! 
Georgetown law men will now put 
Their knowledge on the line.

Proceedings have been started,
The trial is underway,
In Faculty vs. Student Body 
Prosecution makes its play.

Defense prepares its arguments, 
Based on textbook law.
The jury of professors 
Watches them hem and haw.

The tension reaches fever pitch 
In cross-examination.
Law school students bravely fight 
With nervous expectation.

The two week trial wears on and on 
Reviewing the evidence all,
From property to corporate law 
Until the gavel falls.

Exhausted students rest their case, 
The courtroom heaves a sigh.
The jury is retired for verdict 
While days and weeks go by.

The decision is forthcoming,
The foreman will not budge.
Then . . . ! Order in the law school 
’Cause now . . . here come de judge!

Miranda Suspended
by KaphaH Perl

The headline read:
"Daughter of Court Justice Dead. 
Kidnapped and Raped—
Suspect Apprehended.”

The suspect’s guilt was ascertained 
but on appeal his lawyer claimed, 
that his client’s signature on a con

fession
was not "knowingly”  obtained.

"He must go free,” his lawyersaid— 
"at least on appeal.”
"For the good of the whole—
For an abstract ideal!”
. . . .  But as the headline had read, 
The girl was DEAD.

The girl was dead . . . .
The High Court descended, 
and justice was done:
"Miranda Suspended.”

SBA
Elections

continued from page J

E’ ive delegates were selected by 
the second-year day class: Bob 
Hanke, Dennis Santoni, Wally Mly- 
niec, and Karen Moore. One race 
ended in a three way tie and will be 
decided in an election in the Fall.

The second year night class se
lected two delegates, Mary Anne 
Conway and Jeff Peterson, with two 
more being selected by the third year 
night section Riger Hennagin and 
John Perruzzi.

Referendum yes 240 no 136— 
Finally, since the majority of the 
student body failed to participate 
in the election, the referendum, 
supported by a 2-1 majority among 
those who did vote, to channel 
aS5.00 tuition increase into minority 
scholarships, was defeated.
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Legal Research Program Revamped
culated among the first year class, 
both day and evening sections. A 
copy of the petition is enclosed. 
This petition collected one hundred 
and eighty (180) signatures in two 
days.

"5. The petition suggests three 
alternatives:

a. teach the mechanics early (as 
is done at Columbia);

b. restructure the entire require
ment with ideas from every source;

c. eliminate as useless the final 
exam, which was entirely mechan
ical and over half true-false.

” 6. Our names, the names of the 
signers of the petition, and the 
names of several of those locked out 
of Mr. Boyles’ lecture are known 
to the editor-in-chief of the com
bined news publications. Although 
Georgetown is a professional school 
in most respects, the above events 
should make it painfully obvious 
why we prefer to remain anony
mous.

"7. This letter may not be in
terpreted as making demands; 
rather, it seeks, through better com
munication with those in authority, 
a better Georgetown.”

The Examination Itself
The question on the examination, 

which was one question out of four, 
asked the following:

"In  the final lecture (March 12 
or March 13), a factual situation was 
presented. Discuss on the basis of 
these facts

" (a ) The Words and Phrases 
Method of Search as used with the 
National Reporter System.
" (b ) The Legal Method of Search 
in the United States Code.
" (c ) The Fact Method of Search in 
the A.L.R.”
The thrust of the complaint is that 

the students who were locked out 
were deprived of the factual pattern 
illustrated and that furthermore the 
vast majority who were there did not 
commit to memory that which they 
considered to be just one more fact 
pattern out of the many they were 
given all year.

Suggestions for the Course
The students submitted by peti

tion the following resolutions about 
the course:

” 1. Skills as basic and as mechan
ical as those required in legal re
search should be taught intensively 
during the first few weeks of the 
first year, when they are most 
needed. Neither further instruction 
nor examination is needed in an area 
in which unfamiliarity will always 
be quite obvious;

"2. In the alternative, the Legal 
Research course of instruction as 
taught at the Georgetown University 
Law Center should be examined 
thoroughly by both faculty and stu
dents, and then restructured to offer 
more utility and interest, perhaps by 
providing:

a. opportunities for student initia
tive,

b. instruction in other basic skills.

confirmed from poge 1

such as appellate advocacy, and or
c. credit for similar work done 

under the aegis of other Law Center 
activities.

” 3. In any case, giving law stu
dents written examinations in Legal 
Research is perhaps less rational 
then giving apprentice plumbers 
written examinations in "The Op
eration and Maintenance of the 
Blowtorch." There is no better test- 
of legal research than the current 
practice of grading papers written as 
legal research. This is and should 
be done by young lawyers and law 
students actually practicing or con
templating practicing law as a pro
fession. The final examination 
should be abolished.

Professor Boyles Responds
Professor Boyles, who is in the 

final stage of preparing the Legal 
Research grades, attributed the 
widespread dissatisfaction to the hy
persensitivity of first year students. 
Prof. Boyles theorized that the Legal 
Research exam being only the sec
ond law exam that the students had 
thus far taken (the first having been 
Criminal Justice 1), the first year 
class was naturally overly concerned 
and perhaps a bit hyperbolic about 
the importance of the first question 
on the Legal Research test.

In his grading of the examina
tions, Prof. Boyles maintained that 
he did not mark lower those stu
dents who did not incorporate the 
controversial fact pattern into their 
answer. It was also maintained that 
any hypothetical fact pattern or even 
an abstract answer would have been 
sufficient for full credit, if answered 
properly.

Counterclaim
Professor Boyles, in defense of his 

last lecture lock-out, asserted that 
the Law Center is a professional 
school where not only learning but 
also habits are sought to be in
stilled. Promptness is to be con
sidered one of the latter. " I f  one is 
late for a class, one will be late for 
a client” is the assumption upon 
which the lock-out was postulated.

Professor Boyles also countered 
by attacking the approach which 
the petitioning students employed. 
The Legal Research Program ad
ministrator alleges he was willing to 
sit down at any time with any stu
dent who expressed dissatisfaction 
with the course, but instead of direct 
negotiation, he claims that the stu
dents sought to bypass and disrupt 
proper channels of communication.

Professor Boyles also emphasized 
that as a result of faulty research 
and lack of follow-up, the petition
ing students’ letter to Dean Desig
nate Fisher (dated April 23\ 1969) 
was received by his office after the 
faculty voted with approval on amo
tion by Dean McCarthy to modify 
the Legal Research Program as it 
existed this year.

New Legal Research Program
The new program merges the Le

gal Research Program and the Law

In Reply To Mr. Hodge...
continued from page 10

basis upon which society is built. lie will only be able to 
change a portion, cause friction, and perhaps increase the 
"establishment” the radical claims he is against.

Salvation will instead come from those willing to learn 
the system to make it more effective, to learn the hows and 
whys of the legal institutions; and to begin quietly working 
in the legal aid societies for dispersion of benefits, in busi
ness for social awareness, in politics for civil liberties, and 
in criminal law for justice.

Club Program in the following man
ner:

"1. Law Clubs—Each of the exist
ing 16 Legal Research sections (12 
full time, 4 part time) would be 
denominated a named law club. To 
each club would be assigned a mod
erator-one of our young attorney- 
lecturers now assisting in the pres- 
entaUon of the Legal Research Pro
gram. Each club would also have a 
President, an upperclassman who 
would thus be associated with the 
Barristers' Council. The entire first 
year class would be alphabetically 
divided and assigned membership in 
the appropriate law club.

"2. Length of Program—The new 
program would begin approximately 
one month after the start of the Fall 
Semester, and would continue with 
once weekly meetings until shortly 
before the end of the Spring Se
mester.

"3. Research Orientation—During 
the first three weeks of the program, 
the students would be given pre
liminary instruction in legal re
search, including available films, 
blue-book and other lectures such 
as those sponsored this year by the 
Barristers’ Council, library tours and 
the like. Continued experiential 
learning and critical evaluation 
would be encompassed in the argu
ment program described below. The 
Barristers’ Council should be en
couraged to update available legal 
research notes and advocacy bro
chures for distribution at the be
ginning of the program.

"4. Nature of Program — Each 
member of the faculty teaching in 
the first year would undertake over 
the summer to draft four problems 
in his first year course area. The 
first problem would be relatively 
basic and the succeeding problems 
would be progressively more en
compassing and difficult. These 
problems would be assigned to teams 
of four students (2 vs. 2) who would 
be required to write two man briefs 
and submit them prior to the date of 
their assigned argument. A different 
problem would be assigned in each 
club at a given time, so as to avoid 
over taxing library resources.

On their assigned date, the four 
students would argue their case be
fore a bench consisting of the Mod
erator. the President and any other 
upperclassman or faculty member 
who cared to sit in. The argument 
would last 50 minutes. During 40 
minutes of the second hour, the 
Law Club membership would engage 
in a group discussion or "seminar” 
on the substantive aspects of the 
case. So that this discussion would 
be meaningful, the President would 
be responsible for knowledge of the 
area and for interviewing the faculty 
member-author to learn what he had 
hoped to illustrate. The President 
would then prepare a brief memo 
for the Moderator. In this way, the 
President would satisfy his upper- 
class Legal Writing Requirement, 
Part 1 or II, whichever is applicable.

During the final minutes of the 
second hour, the Law Club member
ship would be free to leave. The 
advocates would remain for a per
sonal critique by the judges (Mod
erator, President, etc.) of their 
briefs, their advocacy and their re
search techniques. The Moderator 
and President would be available for 
a few minutes after the period for 
questions from and assistance to 
other members of the club.

It would seem that the full time 
I^gal Research period could begin 
at 8:30 a.m. and last until 10:30 
a.m. in order to have the greatest 
availability of Lecturers and upper
classmen. On the other hand, the

continued on poge 12

New law journal editors: L. to R., Harry Stevens, Editor-in-chief and 
Barry Drees, Managing Editor.

New International Law Journal editors: John Patrick Collins, Editor-in- 
chief &  Joan Ronder Domike, Managing Editor.
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Legal Research
continued from page 11

11:30-1:30 activity periods might be 
better. The part time clubs would 
meet on Wednesday evenings from 
5:45-7:35 p.m.

5. The Beaudry Cup—Each of the 
Law Clubs would at the designated 
time select four representatives to 
compete in the Beaudry Cup Compe 
tition on behalf of the club. The man 
ner of selection should be left to 
the determination of each club. For 
example, the Beaudry participants 
could be elected. The competitive 
spirit thus engendered between the 
clubs might become a tradition of in 
centive to better performance. Sixty 
four participants would thus begin 
the run-off. The best team would be 
selected and the Cup would be 
awarded to the best advocate. Par
ticipation it) the Law Club would 
still be required of Beaudry entrants, 
although they would not be assigned 
further arguments so long as they 
continued in the Beaudry Compe 
tition.

(). Requirements imposed upon 
first year students and results
There would be no examination at 
the end of the program. Each par
ticipant would be required to attend 
all sessions of his Law Club and to 
participate in his assigned argu
ments (approximately 3 or 1 during 
the year). The student would bene
fit from weekly group discussions of 
subject matter related to the first 
year curriculum. In addition, faculty 
members teaching in the first year 
could announce that their exam
inations might pursue matters en
compassed in the Law Club prob 
lems.

At the end of the program, stu
dents would receive either a ''pass” 
or a "fa il.” In addition, successful 
completion would receive one scho 
lastic (one-semester hour) credit of 
the 80 needed for graduation. (Thus 
Criminal Justice 1 in the first year 
part time could be reduced to the 
2 credit hours consumed by its coun
ter part in the full time program.)

7. Requirements imposed upon 
the upperclassmen — The 10 Presi
dents would be required to be pres
ent and to judge arguments at each 
club session. I n addition, they would 
be required to prepare the substan 
live discussion memo mentioned 
above, and to handle all other nee 
essary arrangements. In return for 
this participation, they would re 
ceive the benefits of membership on 
the Barristers' Council (thus on 
larged from !) to 25members), would 
satisfy the pertinent upperclass writ 
ing requirement, and would receive 
the pragmatic benefit of a pre bar 
exam review of first year subjects.

8. Requirements imposed upon 
the attorney-lecturers The hi Lee
turors would be required to be pre 
pared for the arguments, to judge 
them, to moderate discussions and 
to critically evaluate the briefs and 
arguments. While the in class time 
demands are thus greater than the 
past, the over all demands are equal 
to or less than at present and are 
more meaningfully related to desired 
accomplishment. Exposure to a 
variety of young attorneys is thus 
preserved.

Coalescence
Despite the claims by parties on 

all sides, it is apparent that express 
dissatisfaction on the part of the 
participating students and the still 
experimental nature of some aspects 
of the Legal Research Program have 
again forced the adoption of a new 
modification of the required course

—  From The Bull Pen —
by Frank Rothschild

The Frosh have won their third consecutive intramural 
basketball championship! In so doing, they set numerous 
records which are likely to stand for many years to come. 
The most impressive of these is their string of victories which 
numbers 29. In the three years they competed, this superb 
team never lost a single contest, their closest call coming last 
season when an eager freshman group took them into over
time before bowing.

Glory Road
The road to glory was not an easy one this year. Lacking 

a big man to sweep the boards, the Frosh had to rely on their 
speed, 'finesse, and great long-range shooting to offset this 
glaring deficiency. Newcomer John Tulin added just those in
gredients to feed into the Frosh machine. He proved his 
worth in their semi-final game against the Georgetown Air
plane by leading his team in scoring with 19 points. While the 
GA concentrated their defense in the first half on stopping 
Ken Ackerman, Tulin and Tom Palace preyed on the resulting 
weaknesses and hit on over 75% of their shots to blow out 
to a 32-16 lead.

The Airplane’s masterful coach plotted a new strategy in 
the second half which changed the pattern of the game. A 
man-to-man defense plugged up the gaps and on offense the 
ball was worked at the weakness of the Frosh-down under— 
the results being a big 40 point half. Moose Krause began to 
find the range and when the defenses sagged on him, he fed 
off to Dave Peterson and George Gray. Krause and Peterson 
wound up with 13 each; and Gray, hitting a fantastic 10-of-ll 
from the floor, scored 24. In the final frantic minutes, the GA 
fought to only 4 down and that’s how it ended, 60-56.

Loyas Win
In the other semi-final game, the Loyas came off a slow 

start to overpower Murph’s Hoys 51-41. Murph’s squad jumped 
out to an early 12-0 lead behind Bill O’Brien who finished with 
21 points, but a 10 minute cold spell starting at the end of the 
1st half doomed them to defeat. Rich Miller and Lloyd Leven- 
son were just too much for Lee Krasinski to handle in the pit, 
and nobody could contain flashy Wink Pearson who had a game 
high 27 points. Levenson added 17.

All star team -  Top L-R: T. Palace, J. Freitager, L. Krasiniski, R. Krause, 
K. Ackerman. Front L-R: G. Gray, B. O'Brien, W. Pearson.

Frosh -  Standing L-R: T . Carroll, O. Burris , J. Tu l in ,  T . Palace, K 
Ackerman. Kneeling L-R: F. Lacey, K. Darron, H. Mandell , M. Schwab.

Frosh Champs
The outcome of the final game was decided during the first 

5 minutes of play as Tom Palace led a flurry of scoring to 
propell the Frosh 12 ahead. From then on in the two teams 
traded bucket for bucket with only one serious ehallange being 
registered near the end by the fighting Loyas. The most ef
fective weapon against the Frosh was again going in deep and 
exploiting the height advantage. Rich Miller led his team with 
13 points and could have scored a bundle more had they 
worked to him. Ken Ackerman did a good job of throttling 
Pearson, who had only 9. The other big man for the Loyas, 
Levenson, was kept in check by Palace and managed only 10. 
Meanwhile the Frosh got 11 from the Ack, 19 from Palace, and 
a big 10 from hustling Tom Carroll. In fact, when the Loyas 
did threaten, it was Carroll coming off the bench to hit three 
20-footers in a row and Howie Mandel adding two more buckets 
that deflated the rally. Final score 56-50.

All-Star Team
After a polling of the sportswriter, the All-Star team was 

named and is pictured above. Receiving honorable mention 
were John Tulin, Lloyd Levenson, Rich Miller, Hardy Graham, 
and Alan Goodman. Gary Rose, Roy Schoenfeld, and of course 
everybody’s favorite Larry Marzetti also asked to be mentioned.

Palace M.V.P.
Picking the Most Valuable Player was a tough task, but in 

the end one man emerged as the obvious choice—Tom Palace. 
Ilis value to a team can be simply stated: he gets the job 
done. During the regular season he assumed the role of team 
leader, opting to set up plays and feed off rather than score. 
Because the team lacked height he was forced to work the 
boards and always seemed to come up with the clutch re
bound. On offense he seemed to rise to the occasion when the 
score was tight and his team needed points. Defensively there 
was no better man in the league at smothering an offensive 
threat. In the playoffs, when the opponents keyed on team
mate Ackerman, Palace took charge and scored 37 points in the 
two games. He was the difference. Altho not flashy like some 
other League stars, his hustle and cool-headed play set him 
apart from all others and for this he is saluted as MVP.

TH IS  IS THE LA ST ISSUE OF 
THE 1 9 6 8 -6 9  GEO RG ETO W N  

LA W  W EEKLY . . .
GOOD LUCK TO  THE CLASS OF 

1 9 6 9  — AND W E HOPE TO  
SEE THE REST OF YOU N EX T  

FALL — EDITO RS

ATTENTION

A. Michael Knapp and John N. 
Mal.vska, Managing Editors- 
designate of the Res Ipsa Loquitur 
and Georgetown Law Weekly di
visions, respectively. Law Center 
Publications, Unlimited, remind 
students that positions, including 
some at the editorial level, are 
still available for next year’s 
staffs.

Knapp also urges studentshav
ing, or wishing to write, feature 
articles of a legal nature to con
tact the Res Ipsa offices regarding 
possible publication thereof.

Students interested in a staff 
position on, or in contributing 
to, either of the above periodicals 
are asked to leave their names 
and present, as well as forthcom
ing summer, addresses in the 
Weekly box in the Registrar’s 
office.


