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Attorney General Mitchell and Professor Shuman

Attorney General Mitchell 
Speaks To Property Class

by Anthony Handal

Last Tuesday, Professor 
Shuman brought an unexpected 
guest to his evening property 
class. Among those who filed 
into Hall IX prior to the 5:45 
p.m. bell was John Mitchell, 
Attorney General of the United 
States. Although Professor 
Shuman had informed the class 
about two weeks earlier that 
there would be a special guest at 
class on the 9th Mr. Mitchell’s 
appearance was a complete 
surprise. In spite of the total 
absence of publicity, word of 
the Attorney General’s presence 
mo v e d  q u i c k l y  and the 
classroom quickly filled to 
standing room only.

Mr. Mitchell, after noting that 
he also pursued his legal 
educat ion at night school 
(Fordham University), addressed 
the gathering briefly on the 
organizat ion and scope of 
a c t i v i t i e s  in the Just ice 
Department. He then opened the 
floor to questions. During his 
speech and also during the 
question and answer period he

made repeated reference to the 
f a i l u r e  of  c o r r e c t i o n a l  
institutions to rehabilitate the 
criminal and characterizations of 
the criminal justice system as 
one still in the “ l 8th Century” 
with the greatest change being 
the replacement of the quill with 
the bail-point pen.

When questioned concerning 
whether, as a cabinet officer, he 
felt obliged to respond in the 
performance of his official 
duties in a manner that would be 
politically amenable to the 
President, Mr. Mitchell stated 
that  political considerations 
could not feasibly be given 
weight in decision making in any 
area of government without the 
entire system being reduced to 
turmoil. Instead decisions must 
be made with the intent of 
getting the job done. However, 
he did state that as a cabinet 
office the Attorney General 
must be able to work with the

President and that if he couldn’t 
do this he ought to resign.

In regard to the Narcotics 
D i v i s i o n  of  the Just ice 
Department in particular and the 
Federal Government in general, 
Mr. Mitchell  expressed his 
surprise at not finding the 
expertise in Washington that he 
thought was there before he 
joined the Administration, lor 
this reason, he stated his belief 
that much of the work and 
many of the decisions are better 
carried out at the local level. 
Presumedly, this would argue in 
favor of revenue sharing, which 
Mr. Mitchell said would give an 
additional six billion dollars 
back to the states.

In connection with wire 
tapping the Attorney General 
said it was a necessary adjunct of 
the P res iden t’s power in 
fulfilling his obligations in the 

(Continued on page 2)

Juris X VII

Divorce, And A Need 
For Some Changes

by William Raspberry

The following two articles were reprinted with permission.

Books could be written, and probably have been, on the 
reasons underlying our illogical, insane divorce laws.

Behind it all is our lawmakers’ near-absolute refusal to 
come to grips with one basic fact: A marriage is over when 
the parties to it decide that they no longer wish to be 
husband and wife.

If that fact could be confronted directly, divorce could 
be as easy, as cheap and as painless as marriage.

But somehow, we have decided-without actually saying 
so-that divorce is immoral and therefore should be 
penalized by law.

And so, in New York, for instance, anyone who wants a 
divorce must prove himself (herself) a victim of “cruel and 
inhuman treatment,” abandonment for at least two years, 
adultery, or voluntary or legal separation for two years.

But it is worse, even, than that. For example, even 
where adultery is established no divorce may be granted if 
the adultery was the result of scheming between husband 
and wife, or if the adulterous act has been forgiven 
(voluntary cohabitation after knowledge of the adultery

(Continued on page 3)

ABA OK’s Limited
Eavesdropping

By John Fadden
A divided House of Delegates 

of the American Bar Association 
c ml o r s e d e I e c t r o n i c 
eavesdropping in cases involving 
“national security.” The present 
ABA Standards on Surveillance, 
similar in content to Title 111 of 
the Omnibus Crime Bill passed 
by Congress in 1968, were 
adopted without amendment 
over the protests of the ABA’s 
Council on Criminal Law. The 
Council, chaired by Georgetown 
Professor Samuel Dash, feels 
that without the proposed

amendments, the Standards, like 
Title III. is unconstitutional.

The Council of the Section on 
Criminal law recommended 
several proposals it felt were 
essential if the Standards would 
clear the constitutional hurdles 
erected by the Supreme Court in 
its surveillance triologv: 
Alderman v. U.S. 394U.S.165 
(1969), Berger v. New York 388 
U.S. 4 1 (1967) and Katz 389 
U.S. 347 (1967). The proposed 
amendments fell into three 
major areas: pre-trial disclosure.

(Continued on page 3)

Law Students in Court Program
SBA Elections
S B.A. elections for all 

major offices for the coming 
year will be held on February 
23 and for 2nd and 3rd year 
delegates on March 2. All 
candidates must complete a 
nominating petition with 25 
signatures. These petitions are 
available in the S.B.A. box 
located under the stairway in 
the front lobby of the law 
school. Home-made petitions 
for major offices must be 
turned in to the Registrar’s 
office or the S.B.A. office 
before Noon February 17 and 
all nominating petitions for 
2nd and 3rd year delegates 
must be turned in before 
Noon February 26. If a 
candidate wishes to run for a 
major office and loses, his 
nominating petition may also 
be used for the delegate 
election the next week. He 
should, however, indicate on 
his petition that he desires to 
enter both elections.

By Steffen Graae

The Law Students in Court 
Program — presently the only 
clinical  program for GULC 
undergraduates -  is threatened 
wi t h  f i n a n c i a l  collapse.  
F o u n d a t i o n  grants which 
originally launched the program 
have not been renewed and there 
are no signs that any of the five 
participating law schools are 
prepared to assume the financial 
burdens of continuing the 
program. GULC’s commitment, 
as stated in a letter dated 
December 17, 1968 from Paul 
R. Dean to Peter H. Wolf, 
originator of the program, was 
for only SI,500 this year and 
S3,000 the next. Even assuming 
that  all five law schools 
contributed $3,000 each for the 
coming academic year, this 
would fall far short of the 
minimum 540,000 needed to 
keep the program alive.

P r o s p e c t s  f o r  get t ing 
additional foundation support 
are poor, despite the optimism 
of G.W. Professor Kent Carlson 
who is responsible for getting 
outside funding. Foundations 
have less income to distribute

this year, while the demand for 
grants continues to increase. 
Simi lar ly,  no government  
funding was available last year 
from either OFO or Title XI of 
the Higher Education Act, and 
the prospects appear no more 
encouraging this year.

To s o m e  e x t e n t ,  the 
program’s financial difficulties 
can be traced to teething 
problems in its first year of 
o p e r a t i o n .  G e n e r a l  
dissatisfaction with the first 
program di rector ,  political 
p r o b l e m s  b e t w e e n  t h e  
participating law schools, and 
the abrupt withdrawal of funds 
in 1970 by the Council on Legal 
Educat ion for Professional 
Responsibility all contributed to 
the program’s uncertain start 
and insecure future.

It is ironic that the program 
finds itself without funds at a 
time when its success if widely 
acknowledged by participating 
s t u d e n t s ,  the benefi t ing 
community, and the D.C. courts. 
Several  judges who were 
o r i g i n a l l y  skept ical  that  
third-year students could handle 
small claims cases for indigents 
are now ardent converts, and

proposals arc currently on the 
t a b l e  to expand s tudent  
jurisdiction to a wider range of 
civil cases and misdemeanors. In 
c o n j u n c t i o n  wi t h  t h e  
reorganization of the D.C. 
courts, these proposals also call

for addi t ional  participants 
beyond the 35-odd students now 
involved and would ease the 
earlier requirements that the 
program director be present in

(Continued on page 3)

The Administration has recently placed a “ suggestion and com
plaint” box on the front door of the Registrar's Office. Students 
are welcome to submit whatever ideas they have for improving 
life at GULC.
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Id Est

W HY....
Many years ago, a young boy was walking down the 

shrub-lined lane by his home. A next door neighbor, sitting 
on his porch, noticed the lad.

“How are you, young man?”
“Fine, sir,” the boy replied.
“Where arc you going, so nicely dressed on such a warm 

day?”
“Actually, sir, I’m not going anywhere. I’m really only 

playing. I’m Perry Mason, and when I grow up, I want to 
be a lawyer.”

“That’s very good!” said the neighbor. “How proud 
your parents must be. It’s a wonderful profession.”

“Thank you, sir. I must begoing-Have a nice day.”
The lad and his family moved to a different 

neighborhood, and it was some time before he met his 
elderly friend. It was the Christmas season, and the young 
man was home on vacation. The neighbor remembered his 
young acquaintance, for he had a marvelous memory.

“Though l haven’t seen you for quite a while, I 
remember that you once wanted to be a lawyer. Have you 
changed your mind yet?”

“No, sir, I’m in college taking courses which are 
required by the Pre-Law Department. I’m already anxious 
to go to law school even though it’s still a few years 
away.”

“Ah,” reflected his older friend. “It gives me great 
pleasure to see someone so sure of himself. Perhaps we 
shall meet again.”

“I hope so. It’s been good seeing you.”
They didn’t meet again until three years had passed. The 

young man was midway through his first year at Juris 
University Law School. The former neighbor saw the 
young man and hailed him.

“My good friend it’s been a while. You should be in 
law school now if I remember correctly. What do you 
think about it?”

“I don’t know, sir. I’ve always wanted to be a lawyer. I 
watched television, and read books and magazines; it 
always seemed so enticing. People and friends used to say 
how fascinating law was. I’m puzzled though. It’s nothing 
like they said or like I thought. Not only is the work hard, 
but it’s also dry and boring. So many of my colleagues are 
like automatons. It’s all work and no play. I’m married 
now, and this ambivalence of mine has made my wife, 
Madeleine, murky. She says it’s merely a period of 
adjustment. I guess she’s right. I’m just adjusting.”

“My, my,” mused the neighbor. “Yet,” he continued, 
“it's only three years, and then you’ll have your degree. 
Don't worry, my friend. Law is such a rewarding 
profession. Next year at this time, with two semesters 
under your belt, you'll really like it. Take my word for it.

You'll really enjoy it.”
They met again a little more than a year later.
“Oh, my friend.” called the man. “How have you been? 

I trust that my predictions to you were correct. Now, after 
those initial misgivings you experienced last year, don’t 
you find your intended profession to be a fulfilling and 
rewarding investment?”

“I hate it.”

Letters To Editor
You can call it envy, or 

frustration, or anger. Or sour 
grapes. You can call it whatever 
you want. But I am mad. And 
bitter.

The grades came out a week 
ago. Everyone’s had time to 
compare their performances... 
me too. Then came the shock 
waves. Me-just a student who 
went  to class nearly every 
meeting-time, and took notes, 
and was, for the most part, 
prepared, and listened, and 
studied-versus them—who, if 
they came to the law school, 
[came] only to meet a friend, 
r a r e l y  f o r  class, always 
unprepared, borrowing my notes 
and maybe yours as well, and 
cramming for finals. And who 
comes out on top? Them. Time

might be on my side in the long 
run,  because I’ll be better 
prepared as a lawyer, or at least 
won’t be misrepresenting myself 
as an attorney, but that doesn't 
assuage my feelings now. Maybe 
it’s really true. Maybe class is 
just a waste of time and those 
espousings of our beloved 
professors are meaningless. It 
might just be that the best 
teacher at Georgetown is Mr. 
Gilbert. And the corker: those 
silly rules in the handbook 
describing classroom attendance. 
Hah!

Despite all this, I’ll still go to 
class, and take (and probably 
lend) notes, and study. And lose. 
And boil. Sour Grapes? Maybe.

Richardson Fox

“If the left one don’t get him,
then the right one will.”

“...And They’re Off and Running...”
by james sandman

All things considered, we 
didn’t quite expect the 1971 
S.B.A. election to be contested. 
But these past few days, as a

Attorney General 
Speaks To Class

(Continued from page 1) 
National Security as well as the 
Internal  Security areas. He 
explained that wire tapping has 
been used by the executive ever 
since its invention. The Attorney 
General said that only he could 
authorize a wire tap on this 
c o n t i n e n t  and that  this 
authorization is sparingly given. 
Mr. Mitchell also mentioned the 
fact that the surveillance by the 
armed forces recently exposed 
by the press has been enjoined 
and all wiretaps now require his 
approval.

The Attorney General also 
spoke of the problems his 
department had in trying to 
enforce the environmental laws. 
The diff icul t ies apparently 
center around a balancing of 
interests in the demand for 
relief. He gave as an example the 
case of a lake that was being 
polluted to a small degree by a 
plant. Closing the plant was not 
a good idea due to the fact that 
it would add 5,000 people to the 
unemployment rolls. On the 
other hand, the elimination of 
the polluting process would take 
some time. In cases like this, Mr. 
Mitchell said, the department 
has taken the action of imposing 
heavy fines on the companies 
concerned for as long as they 
polluted the environment.

The Antitrust Division of the 
Justice Department is engaged in 
several suits to limit the scope of 
the patent  monopoly. The 
Attorney General spoke of the 
need for this action due to 
misuses of patents which had 
developed. He cited the instance 
of the aviation industry where a 
patent pool exists which has 
caused all of the major aviation 
advances to be made by the 
Government. On the other hand, 
he noted that the auto industry 
(where no pool exists) made 
advances on its own. without the 
aid of public funds.

result of last week’s urging of 
candidates to inform us of 
decisions to run, we have been 
informed that a second-year 
student,  T. Smith, is being 
d r a f t e d  t o  f a c e  t h e  
e ve r - f o rmidable Crowley- 
candidate. Unofficial campaign 
managers Ron Sinoway and Joe 
Uranga informed us that Mr. 
Smith is running without a

platform because “he speaks for 
himself.” Mr. Smith’s opponent 
(soon-to-be announced) when 
asked to comment on the Smith 
platform, tossed his head and 
laughed. He felt his campaign 
was unbeatable and dared all 
comers.

As of this date, we have been 
informed of no candidates for 
any of the other positions.

Writing Requirement
Second year students may have a Seminar satisfy Fart I of 

the Legal Writing Requirement. As before, Part II may also be 
satisfied by participation in a Seminar.

Dean Fisher and Professor Schoshinski, the Director of the 
Legal Writing Program, have agreed that the ruling should be 
applied retroactively to the 1969-1970 academic year. If you 
were an upperclassman and took a seminar during the 69-70 
academic year, you may use this seminar to satisfy Part-1 of 
the Legal Writing Requirement. Please notify the Registrar’s 
Office that this is your intention.
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Divorce, And A Need For Some Changes
(Continued from page 1)

constitutes forgiveness) or if the plaintiff also is proven 
guilty of adultery.

In other words, a New Yorker cannot obtain a divorce 
unless (1) his spouse is indiscreet or (2) he is willing to tell 
the court a bald-faced lie.

Many who have complained about the unreality of 
divorce laws are now hailing as a model law the California 
statute in effect since the beginning of the year.

California now has but two grounds for divorce: 
incurable insanity (which, like long-term improsionment, is 
a valid basis for divorce in most states) and “irreconcilable 
differences, which have caused irremediable breakdown of 
(the) marriage.’’

That second ground comes close to acknowledgment 
that the marriage is over because the husband and wife say 
it is over. And, most importantly, it gets away from any 
requirement that one spouse be adjudged “guilty.’’

But even in California, why should the decision of two 
adults to end their marital relationship be a question to be 
decided in a court of law?

If the courts leave it to your discretion to choose your 
spouse in the first place, why can’t they leave it to the two 
of you to decide that the choice was a bad one?

Still, California probably has come as close to a rational 
view of divorce as is likely any time soon. It certainly is 
much further along than the District of Columbia.

While adultery is a valid ground for divorce here, there is 
the additional requirement that the person with whom the 
adulterous act was committed must also be named and 
served with process. ,

Not only that, but it is not enough for the alleged 
adulterer to confess his infidelity: It “must be proved by 
other evidence.”

Lawyers will deny it, but one of the reasons why the 
silly divorce laws remain on the books is that they enable 
lawyers to make money.

In the District of Columbia, for example, both parties to 
a divorce proceeding—even in uncontested divorces—must 
be represented by counsel. If one party has no attorney, 
the court will appoint one and make the spouse who is 
seeking the divorce pay the attorney’s fee. The going rate 
is $100 for what usually amounts to about 15 minutes 
work.

Add the cost of serving summonses (or publication, if 
the defendant lives in another jurisdiction) and the 
cheapest Washington divorce comes in at about $450.

It can get a lot higher than that when alimony and child 
support are involved.

A few things seem obvious. To begin with, it should be 
possible to separate the personal decision to end a marriage 
from the legal decisions regarding child custody and 
support, property settlement and alimony.

Courts, fundamentally, are arbitrators. Where custody, 
support and property settlements are contested, courts can 
serve a useful function.

But on the central question of dissolving the marriage 
bond, there is nothing really to arbitrate. It should be 
enough to sign a few papers and pay a small clerical fee. 
Three dollars sounds about right.

that supposed to encourage reconciliation?
To one reader, my “53 divorce idea is as inept as 

expanded abortion laws to eliminate economic disparity.” 
According to him, “nations, races, cultures and religions 
whose members do not, or cannot, ‘think’ divorce are 
renowned for their family life and happiness.”

One supposes he missed the Dec. 14 Time magazine 
article on Italy's new divorce measure. That country, 
which previously banned divorce, period, now may grant 
divorces to couples who have been separated (by mutual 
agreement) for at least five years, or for six or seven years 
where one partner is opposed. Other grounds for divorce 
Italian style: incest, attempted murder of family members, 
long prison terms, foreign divorce or remarriage by one 
spouse, criminal insanity and nonconsummation. But not 
adultery.

Such rules, Time points out, are unlikely to “turn Italy 
into a divorce mill.”

Even so, an estimated million or more Italians are ready 
to begin divorce proceedings under the new law. So much 
for “renewed family life—and happiness.”

In light of all that has been written of the tragic 
products of broken homes, it is hardly arguable that 
children are better off with both parents. They may even 
be better off if the parents remain together in something 
less than perfect bliss.

But it is one thing for warring couples to eschew divorce 
“for the sake of the children,” quite another for a court to 
say that parents who do not wish to remain married must 
do so “for the sake of the children.” The first is a 
questionable enough solution; the second is insane.

One letter of chastisement comes from Holland G. 
Lamensdorf, a lawyer who has served as chairman of the 
D om estic Relations Committee of the D.C. Bar 
Association.

Because marriage and the “family unit” are a 
“cornerstone of nations and peoples,” he says, “divorce 
cannot be as cheap and painless as marriage,” 
“ circum stances, ant icipat ions,  emotions, hopes, 
involvements and obligations are entirely different.”

Then he observes:
“Basically, the prime problem is not termination of the 

marriage but determination of the care of the minor 
children, their support, support of the spouse if 
warranted and division of the property.”

Then what are we arguing about? Clearly, because 
society's interests are involved, the state through its 
courts or otherwise ought to be involved in these 
considerations, just as it might be involved in dividing the 
assets of business partners who no longer wish to be 
partners.

But neither in business nor marriage should the state be 
permitted to enforce unwilling partnerships, or even to 
make their dissolution unnecessarily difficult.

Eavesdropping
The first wave of reaction to my recent comments on 

divorce pretty well cover the gamut of reasons-logical, 
legal, religious and emotional-why so many people think 
divorce should be difficult to obtain.

The major threads running through many of the letters 
are:

o Many people only think they want a divorce; if they 
are forced to wait a while they may change their minds 
and choose to resume their marriage.

o Divorce under any circumstances is immoral. The 
state, in the interest of personal morality, ought to make 
divorce difficult.

0 Children are better off if their parents remain 
together than if they are divorced.

One woman, who had to undergo two years of 
voluntary separation before she could obtain a divorce, 
thinks predivorce separation is a good idea.

“If one is not leaving one spouse to leap into bed with 
another, what is the harm in waiting for the period of 
separation to be over?” she asks.

1 can go at least part way with that sort of thinking. It 
may be reasonable to say that a husband who gets angry 
over a late supper or suspected infidelity tonight probably 
shouldn’t be able to get a final divorce next Monday.

But it does not seem reasonable to insist that couples 
whose marriage is broken be required to wait long periods 
(two years or more in some states) during which they may 
not even attempt to patch up their marriage.

The law doesn’t say that they can’t try to patch things 
up; but in many instances it does say that if they sleep 
together, the waiting period must begin all over again. Is

(Continued from page J)
national security, and emergency 
situations.

Under  present  ABA 
Standards, a prosecutor is 
required only to provide 
“relevant parts” or seized 
conversations which will later he 
used against the Defendant in a 
criminal prosecution. The 
Council recommended, and the 
Supreme Court in Alderman 
(1969) directed, that a complete 
transcript of the conversation 
seized be made available to 
interested parties before the 
pre-trial hearing.

On the question of national 
security, while the President’s 
power to order electronic 
surveillance in investigations was 
not challenged, the Council did 
object to the use of evidence so 
seized in a later criminal 
prosecution. They said, “with 
regard to criminal prosecutions, 
the Fourth Amendment makes 
no exceptions...even though the 
criminal prosecution involves 
national security offenses.” For 
s u p p o r t  o f  t h e i r  
constitutionality argument, the 
Council relied on the Berger and 
Katz cases. (In Berger, the 
Supreme Court struck down for 
vagueness a New York Wire

Tapping statue allowing 
continuous wire taps up to sixty 
days. In Katz, warrantless wire 
taps were held to be violations 
per se of Fourth Amendment 
rights.

Length of time a tap may be 
use, specificity as to what is to 
be seized and from whom, and 
q u e s t i o n  of probable 
cause-were all examined in the 
debate on the “emergency 
situation” issue. Simply, under 
present ABA standards a 
policeman in an “emergency 
situation” would be privileged to 
tap without a warrant as long as 
he obtained a warrant within 
forty-eight hours after the tap.

Viewing the possibilities of 
skirting the Fourth Amendment 
rights by over-zealous 
policemen, the Council called 
for the repeal of this section of 
the Standards. Their request was 
denied.

When asked after the meeting 
how he felt about the present 
ABA Standards on Surveillance, 
Mr. Dash, who doubts their 
constitutionality, as well as Title 
111 of the Omnibus Crime Bill, 
responded, “We’re waiting for a 
test case.”

Page 3

Law Students 
In Court Program

(Continued from page 1)
the courtroom while students 
are representing their clients.

The program clearly meets 
vital public and academic needs 
and must not be allowed to 
flounder. Yet, there is a real 
poss ibi l i ty  that  adequate 
foundation support will not be 
found to keep the consortium 
going, thus raising two questions 
critically important to GULC 
students: Is GULC preparing for 
this eventuality? And. if so, 
precisely what does it plan to 
do?

The principal question to be 
addressed is, of course, whether 
the D.C. Superior Court would 
agree to a program run by GULC 
alone and for GULC students 
o n l y .  Given the Cour t ’s 
enthusiasm for the present 
program, it seems probable if the 
consortium collapses that the 
Court would want the program 
to survive in one form or 
another, even if only one law 
school participated. In any case, 
this is a question that GULC 
should raise with the Court at 
the earliest opportunity.

Beyond this, it seems high 
time that GULC gave serious 
consideration to making this 
kind of a clinical program more 
than just a special opportunity 
for the few. At present, only 
eight GULC students participate 
in the program, thus making it a 
“regular” part of the curriculum 
only to the extent that students 
earn four academic credits. The 
administration should explore 
the possibilities of an expanded 
program funded in the same 
manner as other courses at 
GULC. Indeed, last fall Dean 
Adrian Fisher was quoted as 
saying that he thought clinical 
e d u c a t i o n  w a s  “ v e r y  
worthwhile” and that he was 
“not at all opposed to it in 
principle.”

1'he oppor t uni t y  to do 
something is clearly at hand: we 
have now had two years of 
experience with l aw Students in 
Court; the D.C. courts are fully 
converted to the idea; the ceiling 
on the number of students 
permitted to practice in the 
courts has been lifted; and, not 
least, there is a vast number of 
indigent clients who desperately 
need the kind of legal help that 
third-year students are fully 
equipped to give them.

Legal Aid
A ll  s tudents  who did 
v o l u n t e e r  w o r k  in a 
Neighborhood Legal Services 
Office last semester or are 
presently giving volunteer 
assistance or are interested in 
working in a Neighborhood 
Office  please attend a 
meeting on WEDNESDAY, 
February 17 at 12:30 PM in 
the Legal Aid Office.

Spend an unforgettable 
SEMESTER AT SEA

on the former
QUEEN ELIZABETH

New lower rates; full credit for 
courses. Write today for details 
from World Campus Afloat. Chap
man College, Box CC16, Orange, 
CA 92666



SPOOF NIGHT 
- FREE BEER -

F e b r u a r y  1 9

Coming
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Intramurals
I

By Lloyd Levenson

After the fourth week of 
play, only two teams remain 
undefeated. The Tortfeasors (4 - 
0) nipped the previously

unbeaten Spanish Flyers ( 3 - 1 )  
31-28. Phil Armstrong’s tardy 
arrival sparked the winners, 
while Eston Singletary was high 
for the losers. The Ducks (2-0) 
continued their winning ways 
with a 56 - 40 romp over the

'HJelcotHC S tu dm te

PLEAD YOUR LUNCH

at the

COURTHOUSE
CARRYOUT

4Q2 5th Street. N.W,

Sandwiches ready made or specially prepared 
for your taste.

Coffee Donuts Cake Drinks 
Savor our Specialty

ITALIAN MINI-SUBS

Parman’s. Craig Avery took 
game honors with 23 points.

Along with the Spanish 
Flyers, there are three other 
teams with just one loss. The 
Hustlers increased their record 
to 3-1 with a 52 - 41 win over 
Goldfingers. Rick Minton paced 
the winners with 33 points, 
while Alan Feld had 14 for the 
losers. The Loyas regrouped 
after their loss to the Tortfeasors 
and defeated Section Three 
(2-1), 45 - 39. The score is 
deceiving as the Loyas were in 
control the entire game with 
their bench getting a good 
work-out .  Ed McManemon, 
Mark First, and A1 Frumin 
sparked the winners, while John 
Sado’s 12 points was high for 
the loser’s.

The D.C. 12 (3 - 1) destroyed 
the winless Silent Majority (0 -4) 
50 - 27. John Fenrich led a 
balanced attack with 12 points 
for the winners while Mark 
Gross took game honors with 16 
points. In the other game, 
Murder Inc. extended their 
streak to four in a row as they 
succumbed to the Third World 
(2 - 2), 46 - 32. Richard Mesa led 
the winners with 20 points. 
Denny Boyd and George Burns 
were high for the losers.

Tuesday, February, 16, 1971

Notice
Sale: '64 Falcon, 4 Dr. Stick 
shift. Good condition. $325. 
337-5771.

Wanted
Photographer ,  with own: 
camera. Easy money!!
Leave name and phone:; 
number in Res Ipsa Loquiturij 
box in Registrar’s Office.

LAW BOOKS 

NEW & USED

LEGAL FORMS 

STUDENT SUPPLIES

5 0 9  E STREET, N .W .  

W A S H IN G T O N , D .C . 2 0 0 0 1

NAtional 8-5785

Attraction

In Washington

T h e  f a m e d  R ussian 
violinist, Igor Oistrakh, will 
b e  p e r f o r m i n g  i n 
Constitutional Hall at 8:30 
pm, February 16 and 17. Mr. 
O is t r a k h 's  performance  
comes highly recommended 
and should not be missed.

Tickets are available at the 
Nat iona l Symphony Box 
Office, at Campbell's Music 
Store 13th and G Streets, 
N.W., or at Constitution Hall 
on the evening of the 
performance.

Student
Bartender
Service

"ADD A PROFESSIONAL 
TOUCH TO YOUR 

PARTIES"  
783-3912

5 PM • 11 PM Weekdays

HANDMADE LEATHER 
GOODS MADE TO 

ORDER BY SKILLED  

CRAFTSMEN AT 
REASONABLE PRICES!

2Ol
CLn
cr<
zr
QJ3a

CALL JERRY 
After 5 weekdays 

Weekends anytime 

938-0566

LEATHER

belts, clothing, things

G E O R G E T O W N  U N I V E R S I T Y  S U M M E R  S C H O O L  

A N N O U N C E S

1971 S U M M E R  J E T  F L IG H T S  T O  E U R O P E

S P E C I A L
D A T E  F L I G H T  P R IC E

J u n e  20, 1971 N e w  Y o r k - L o n d o n - P a r i s  $ 2 3 0 .0 0 *
A u g u s t  26, 1971 P a r i s - L o n d o n - N ew  Y o r k

A v a i l a b l e  o n l y  t o  G e o r g e t o w n  s t u d e n t s , f a c u l t y , s t a f f , a n d  i m m e d i a t e  f a m i l i e s .

F or a l l  f l i g h t s , a $100 d e p o s it  is  r e q u ir e d  i m m e d i a t e l y . F in a l  p a y m e n t  m u s t  be 
m a de  by A p r i l  20 , 1971. T he  $ 1 0 0 .0 0  is r e f u n d a b l e  if  c a n c e l l e d  p r io r  to  A p r i l  20, 
OR if  e l i g i b l e  s u b s t i t u t e  is p r o v id e d  a f t e r  t h a t  d a t e .

M a k e  a l l  c h e c k s  p a y a b l e  a n d  m a i l  t o :

U n i v e r s a l  T r a v e l  S e r v i c e  
1825 C o n n e c t i c u t  A v e n u e , N . W .
W a s h i n g t o n , D . C .  20009

(202)  NO 7 -3 2 0 2

F o r  t h o s e  c o n t i n u i n g  t o  D ijon  a n d  S a l z b u r g , r a i l  a n d  a i r  i n f o r m a t i o n  w i l l  be f u r 
n i s h e d  AND TICKETS OBTAINED.

♦ T he above  p r ic e  is  based  on a m i n i m u m  of 160 for  t h e  f l i g h t . T im e s  of  d e p a r t u r e

AND ARRIVAL W ILL BE FURNISHED LATER.

A PRO-RATA REDUCTION OR INCREASE W ILL BE MADE IF MORE OR LESS THAN 160 PEOPLE GO 
OR IF NEW GROUP AFFIN ITY FARES ARE APPROVED.

150 PARTICIPANTS $ 2 4 5 .0 0
173 PARTICIPANTS 2 1 3 ,0 0

E l i g i b i l i t y : A l l  s t u d e n t s , f a c u l t y  or  s t a f f  o n l y  w h o  h a v e  b e e n  e n r o l l e d  a t

LEAST SIX MONTHS PRIOR TO FLIGHT DEPARTURE.


