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By Paul J. Meissner

Staff Writer

For those students contending for 
the most prestigious jobs, class rankings 
signify competition, ambition, and status.  
Formerly, rankings came out right after 
the release of grades and were presented in 
the form of a grading grid.  The grid pre-
sented the percentile status of students in 
the top 40% by section and GPA level.  For 
example, a student with a 3.3 GPA would 
regularly fall in the top 30% to 35% range.  
This would be the only information that the 
student would receive pertaining to class 
rank during the course of the student’s law 
school career.

For first year students, last week 
marked the beginning of a new policy in 
the publishing of student rankings in the 
law school.  Instead of getting a grading 
grid, which would represent the student’s 
percentile, first -year students will receive 
an honors designation.  If a 1L student is 
quite exceptional and is in the top 15%, that 
student will be designated a George Wash-
ington Scholar.  If a 1L student did quite well 
and was between the top 16% to 35%, he 
or she will be a Thurgood Marshall Scholar.  
Besides these two honorary designations, no 
other information as to class rank is divulged 
before graduation.

The George Washington Scholar and 
the Thurgood Marshall Scholar program 
were the result of attempts by the faculty and 
administration to increase the marketability 
of George Washington University’s law 
students in the real world.  “When we were 
[evaluating] the grading grids, we looked 
at other schools [such as Georgetown and 
Columbia] and what they released.  We saw 
that most of these schools no longer release 
rankings,” said Roger Trangsrud, Senior 
Associate Dean for Academic Affairs.  
“We also saw that [competitive employers 
such as large law firms] were evaluating 
GW students by using class rankings….  
[This] impaired the students’ abilities to 
find employment and hence compete with 
students from other schools where rank-
ings are not published.  In short, this new 
policy helps GW students to get jobs,” stated 
Trangsrud.

This system was the result of a com-
promise between the two conflicting ideals 
of wanting to keep exact class ranks secret 
(even from students) along with still hon-

New Ranking System 
in Effect

oring students that obtained a certain level 
of success.  “We were not prepared at this 
time [to abolish] all rankings, and still we 
wanted to honor these students,” said Dean 
Trangsrud.  “We also noticed that grades 
were at least partially subjective, and we 
did not want class rank to be held against 
students [as potential employees],” empha-
sized Trangsrud.

Last year the Law Faculty approved 
a new policy, which will apply to first-year 
students only this year.  The program was 
the result of an overwhelming consensus on 
the part of the faculty, the administration, 
and students.  Dean Trangsrud commended 
the efforts of the faculty-student committee 
chaired by Professor Murphy in garnering 
ideas and support for the new ranking sys-
tem.  Now that the new plans and policies 
are determined, however, Trangsrud has 
taken on the task of overseeing the imple-
mentation of this program.

“We have had to work with the Re-
cords Office in making sure that the tran-
scripts read [the honorary status], George 
Washington Scholar or Thurgood Marshall 
Scholar.  With the [Career Development Of-
fice], we have also made policies regarding 
how students can put their status on their 
resumes,” said Transgrud.  Basically, the 
policy allows students to write their status 
on their resumes but only if they identify 
the exact semester that they obtained their 
honors.  This is done because depending on 
academic performance, students can move 
around between honorary designations from 
semester to semester.  It was also pointed out 
that this policy may mitigate the problem of 
having ambiguous resumes.

Trangsrud was quite proud of the 
new ranking system, but he noted that the 
honorary system only applies to first-year 
students.  “The current ranking system [with 
the grading grids] is still in effect for up-
per-class students,” he noted.  When asked 
about a potential employer’s use of G.P.A. 
to obtain essentially the same information as 
class rankings, Trangsrud commented that, 
“employers may do that if they choose, but 
getting rid of the grade ranking takes away 
one method that employers have set George 
Washington students against one another.”

Coupled with its change in infrastruc-
ture, including the ability for students to 
plug in their laptops at virtually every seat 
in the classroom, the GW Law School may 
be moving further ahead in its endeavors 
to become a technological higher-learning 
institution of the future by allowing the 
administration of exams on laptop comput-
ers.  For GW law students familiar with the 
arduous final exam period, there have been 
only two options in the past for taking an 
exam: by hand or by typewriter (a method 
used by a small minority of students).  Due 
to the ability for each student in a classroom 
to connect their laptop to a computer outlet, 
the dream of taking exams on laptop com-
puters may soon become a reality.  

According to Roger Trangsrud, Senior 
Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, the 
Law School’s administration is presently 
evaluating a number of scenarios in which 
exams on laptops could surface, with the 

hope of “offering the option of laptop exams 
next year.”  Nonetheless, no decisions have 
been made yet as to whether and when this 
option would be available.  Dean Trang-
srud said that one plan that is being studied 
involves the use of the exams as a pilot 
program for select courses, such as one first-
year class and both open- and closed-book 
exams, with the possibility of opening up 
the use of laptop examinations on a broader 
scale in the spring of 2003.

At the same time, however, individual 
faculty members would be given the same 
discretion in administering finals, as they 
currently possess, including the option of 
declining to allow students to use laptops 
for their exams.  Dean Trangsrud pointed 
out, however, the “belief is that the great 
majority, perhaps all of them [the faculty], 
would prefer that students have this option 
… [for the simple reason that a] typed exam 
is easier to read.”

The ongoing evaluation process 

By Brandon Moss

Staff Writer

Law School to Enter 21st 
Century? 

See LAPTOPS page 3

Like practically everyone else in 
Washington these days, Scott Harsberger 
has a lot to say about Enron.  Harsberger is 
the president and CEO of Common Cause, a 
national public interest organization devoted 
to promoting governmental reform and pub-
lic service.  On January 24th, he spoke to a 
group of approximately 25 students, faculty 
members and others in the Moot Courtroom, 
an event followed by a reception in the new 
E building. 

The Enron scandal, Harsberger said, 
gives us “an opportunity to ask real and 
serious questions about the state of our de-
mocracy.”  Enron purchased “influence and 
access – not necessarily result.”  Harsberger 
paraphrased senator and former presidential 
candidate John McCain when he noted that 
Enron is an example of a phenomenon in 

Washington and many state capitals where, 
“If you pay to play, [you’ll get in the] front 
row with a megaphone,” while the average 
people standing in the back make a collec-
tive whisper.

This rhetorical refrain on money 
and politics is nothing new for Harsberger 
as Common Cause is one of the leading 
proponents of campaign finance reform 
legislation.  Enron, he said, merely gives 
the issue “new life and legs.” While volun-
tary public financing and free television air 
time for candidates are among the group’s 
ultimate goals, their short term focus is on 
eliminating “soft money,” which refers to 
the unregulated contributions by wealthy 
individuals, labor unions and corporations 
to political parties.  The parties raised more 
than $457 million in soft money during the 
2000 election cycle, which doubled the 

By Michael silver

Staff Writer

Speaking for a
Common Cause

See HARSHBARGER page 3

Scott Harshbarger
 http://www.commoncause.org
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CNN recently aired an intriguing seg-
ment in which Pakistani students were asked 
what they thought about Osama bin Laden, 
September 11th, and America in general. 
Somewhat unsurprisingly, yet still offensive 
to an American sense of morality, several 
of those interviewed were in favor of the 
attack on America. One student remarked, 
“American citizens did not deserve [the 
attack], but America did.” Another admit-
ted he experienced joy on September 11th 
because “the greatest power in the world has 
been brought to its knees… now they will 
know what it feels like.” And finally, of bin 
Laden, a young woman gleefully expressed, 
“He is great…  I want to be like him.”  The 
piece was not merely intended to inform 
viewers of the opinions of Muslim youth; 
the segment was more likely designed to 
provoke the following question: How can 
any individual, mature or not, possibly ap-
preciate what the terrorists carried out on 
September 11th, or praise bin Laden as if 
he were a superstar of the grandest propor-
tions? 

For me, the segment not only intro-
duced such an inquiry but also induced 
several others: Is it now America’s respon-
sibility to understand why these responses 
can be proffered with such conviction? To 
what extent, if any, is the American mindset 
narrow – in that it is unable to understand 
how others can celebrate September 11th, 
America’s resulting fear and further eco-
nomic downturn? Could it be at all possible 
that, like the extremism of Muslim fanatics, 
American consciousness suffers from a 
limited outlook and disconnection with real-
ity? Finally, is the war on terror more than a 
battle between arms and men, but between 
mentalities and worldviews as well? 

The CNN segment manifestly ex-
hibited how drastically different America’s 
common sense, natural views are from those 
of the Pakistani students and presumably 
many others in that region. This difference 
in views should be a source of alarm for 
those desiring a safer America. This nation 
– based on political and economic free-
dom, and hence diversity of opinion and 
the tolerance of these opinions – currently 
finds itself in a position in which it is un-
able to stomach opposing views regarding 
September 11th. The expected refrain is that 
comments exalting the attacks on the United 
States and bin Laden lie beyond those that 
should be rationally or morally accommo-
dated. Believe it or not, there are people who 
hold America to be a self-appointed global 
cop, often imposing economic sanctions or 
intervening politically in arbitrary and unfair 
ways, all the while unmoved by the suffering 
that may likely result. 

September 11th was a wake up call, 
to say the least – a crisis that is testing 
the value of faith and that is fracturing the 
multi-cultural beauty of the nation, pitting 
the angry ignorant against those bearing the 
slightest resemblance to bin Laden. More 
significantly, it is a crisis that is not only 
defining a generation, but also the limits of 

Understanding Why

American understanding. The importance of 
the “Why” question cannot be understated, 
for even if bin Laden and his Al Qaeda 
cronies are wiped out, other terrorists or-
ganizations may rise up in the near future, 
anywhere, with amazing secrecy, and most 
important of all, with a legitimate cause, as 
the Taliban believed they possessed. The 
“Why” question can eliminate this mis-
guided legitimacy, which is the essential 
impetus for acts of cowardly aggression 
against innocent people.

 It is simply not possible for members 
of this nation to engage in the “Why?” ques-
tion without first appreciating the nature of 
a mindset that has fostered a hatred of the 
United States from what appears to be years 
of provocation. As a result, the American 
worldview must expand in order to under-
stand, yet by no means accept, the ideology 
and reasoning of the Taliban and others shar-
ing its hatred, even if what the Taliban prac-
tices and preaches is beyond any reasonable 
sense of morality. For Americans, there is no 
rational argument to justify September 11th; 
to attack innocent civilians in such a callous 
fashion is absolutely wrong. However, this 
moral judgment should not preclude the 
nation from evaluating its own worldview, 
one that from its origin embraced plurality 
and freedom, yet is dangerously recognized 
by the perpetrators as intrusive, self-serving 
and uninterested in the actual welfare of 
those affected by its powerful long arm.

In order to begin to ask the “Why” 
question, American policymakers, intel-
lectuals, and talking heads must advance 
the state of the current dialogue. There 
must be more to the present analysis than a 
complete condemnation of the hellish acts 
of September 11th and those who believe 
that America somehow “deserved” what 
happened that fateful autumn day; more 
than the “smoke ‘em out” “dead or alive” 
attitude and closet John Walkers. America 
suffers, and perhaps has suffered, because of 
this bifurcation, which effectively postpones 
the “Why?” question, leaving America with 
a continued state of bewilderment and with-
out any solutions to prevent the disparity in 
understanding from facilitating yet another 
attack. Thus, there has to be more in the 
continuum of analysis, not merely for the 
sake of September 11th, but to bar any future 
attacks from befalling American soil.

Destroying Al Qaeda and punishing 
those who sponsor, harbor, or otherwise 
encourage terrorism is not sufficient and 
cannot make the country truly safer or 
without real threat. Unless and until America 
engages in such serious introspection and in 
the enterprise of comprehending the subjec-
tive worldview of the Islamic fundamental-
ists and others, America cannot take real 
long-term, proactive steps towards prevent-
ing another attack. In other words, without 
tackling the “Why?” question, our nation 
will continue to be percieved as a slothful 
Goliath that must be “brought to its knees” 
by Davids with the will to do so.

By dawinder sidhu

Staff Writer

We’re going to make this short and sweet.  We want to be able to type our final exams on 
laptops, and we feel so strongly about our conviction, we have some damn good reasons 
to institute this policy ASAP.

First, Georgetown is already doing this, so it obviously works.  In 
addition, since they’ve already done this, we can look at the prob-
lems that they have/are experiencing, and draft our policy with those 
problems in mind.  There’s something to be said for being second 
as opposed to first.
Second, writing exams by hand has numerous disadvantages that 
would be negated by typing.  Before exams, students are always run-
ning around looking for #2 pencils and pencil sharpeners.  Further, 
editing is a serious pain.  If you write in ink as most professors sug-
gest, to edit your work, you need Wite Out.  Unless you have stock 
in Bic, using Wite Out just doesn’t cut it.  It leaves white smudges 
on your fingers, makes the pages of the blue book stick together, and 
on top of that, you have to wait for it to dry.  On a laptop, editing is 
simple.  Press backspace or delete.  Period.
Speaking of waiting... Time is always precious on exams.  Laptops 
are far superior in the time department.  It is much faster to type 
than write, and regardless of how fast you type, it is not that difficult 
to make your answer readable.  This will have the added effect of 
making exams more fair.  Because typing is faster, all students will 
have a little more time, and, therefore, grades are more likely to 
come down to clear analysis.
On top of these solidly beneficial reasons, there are some ancillary 
benefits.  The first semester of law school instills in students an 
intense hatred of anything with the name “blue book.”  The ability 
to take exams with laptops would allow us to get one type of blue 
book out of our lives.  One down, one to go.  
While all of these reasons are ample proof that we should allow 
students to use laptops on their exams, we must look at the other side 
of the coin.  We are a newspaper, and as such, we must weigh the 
costs and benefits of such a proposal.  Therefore, we have presented 
the downside of instituting such a policy.  
As discussed earlier, professors will now be able to read all of our 
answers.  For some of us, this could be a very bad thing.  Before, 
they could give us the benefit of the doubt that we actually knew 
what we were talking about. 
Despite this disadvantage, the editors of Nota Bene feel that GW law 
students would be better served by allowing us to type our exams 

on laptops.  Thus, we have spoken.  While the law school says it is making significant 
efforts to bring our law school in the 21st century, let’s see how long it takes them to 
actually get things done.  Hopefully, we’ll be able to use laptops before Catholic does; 
otherwise, it would be sooo embarrassing.

Keyboards Over 
Bluebooks
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The SBA Beat
By Mark hershfield

News Editor

Here comes the Judge
Interested in finding a judicial clerkship position after you graduate?  The Judicial 
Clerkship program has taken steps to accommodate students by placing a bulletin 

board on the 4th floor of the law school, as you pass through the double doors heading 
toward the bathrooms.  This bulletin board lists current judicial clerkship openings, 
including positions working for the N.J. Supreme Court, the Connecticut Supreme 

Court and the Federal Bankruptcy Court.

Always on Time
Far from being Ja Rule, the law school over a week ago came through with a prom-
ise and delivered first-year grades … on time.  Grades were released Friday, January 
25th to the first-year class.  The release date was earlier this year in comparison to the 

preceding years.   The Student Bar Association had pressed for this development since 
the beginning of the fall semester.  Following the release of 1L grades, Phil Tahtakran 
expressed his gratitude to the sponsors of the SBA legislation when he proudly pro-

claimed at last week’s SBA meeting that, “1L grades were indeed released five weeks 
after finals.”  As of publication, however, several grades for second and third year 

students have not been turned in.

Will work for food
This past weekend, many students took part in the Georgetown/George Washing-

ton job fair.  Students came with resumes in hand as they went in for pre-scheduled 
interviews with employers.  Students will be hearing responses from the prospective 

employers in the coming weeks.

Summer in the City
It might only be the first week in February, but the weather outside for the past week 

has been reminiscent of summer.  Law students have been spotted playing Frisbee and 
football outside the law school.  During the lunch hours, the quad has been the place 
to be.  Unfortunately, students should be informed that summer is still several months 

away.  

Super Sunday
This past weekend many law students either attended or held their own Superbowl 

parties.   While, at press time, the game has not been played, there is no doubt that law 
students enjoyed the game with plenty of beer and plenty of food.

Students to Vote for SA Electronically
The Nota Bene has just learned that the Student Association (“SA”), the student gov-

ernment for all of GW, plans to conduct the voting for their upcoming election on-line. 
The current plan would require law students to get a GWU e-mail account and pass-
word in order to vote. This follows on the heels of last year’s low turnout among law 
students due to the long lines at polling places. This new proposal for on-line voting 
was opposed by an Election Reform Committee, which met this past November and 
into December. The SA Executive Board, however, has decided to implement on-line 
voting despite the committee’s recommendations. This change has concerned the two 

current SA Law Senators who have urged the SA to permit law students to vote by 
using paper ballots.

In a speed reminiscent of the “Rocket 
Docket,” the SBA held a short, but efficient 
meeting last Tuesday Night.  SBA President, 
Phil Tahtakran, on the night of the State 
of the Union address, began the meeting 
by presenting the State of the SBA Report 
(which is required by the SBA Constitution).  
He pointed out that this year had been a 
success and that document was there “for 
future reference.”

Following the President’s Report, 2L 
Evening Student Representative, Antwan 
Williams recapped his meeting with Dean 
DeVigne.  He pointed out that the adminis-
tration was aware of the problem with using 
GWorld Ids at the gym, and the current park-
ing problems for evening students.  He also 
hinted that there was a possibility that the 
law school may create an apartment com-
munity for law students in the near future 
and that “[we are] close to having laptops 
for final exams.”

Commencement is a few months 
away and the Commencement Commit-
tee is working on planning for the event.  
Members of the Committee met with the 
Deans last week and they are attempting 
to get a photographer for the event.  On a 
similar note, a financial planning seminar 
will be held on February 27th to aid those 
students who are graduating.  Planning 

is also underway for Senior Week, which 
will tentatively include a Barbeque, a trip 
to King’s Dominion, a party at the ESPN 
Sportszone, a Midnight cruise, and a Bar 
Crawl throughout the city.

Barrister’s Ball is coming up on Feb-
ruary 23rd.  The dance will take place from 
8:30PM to 1 AM, and will include an open 
bar and hors devoirs.  Tickets for the dance 
go on sale in the near future at a price of 
$50 a ticket, for the first week and $55 for 
the week before the dance.  Tahtakran was 
quick to point out that “this year’s price is 
cheaper than in the past two years.”  The 
SBA confirmed their commitment to this 
event by unanimously voting to grant the 
committee an additional $5,000 for this 
event.  SBA Treasurer, Eric LaMons, stated 
that, “Barrister’s Ball is going to go slightly 
over-budget [this year].  He pointed out, 
however, that the increase falls within the 
“cushion [previously established] for the 
event.”

SBA elections are quickly approach-
ing.  The meeting for those interested in pur-
suing elected office is tentatively scheduled 
for February 6th.  Intent to run forms are due 
soon after and a candidate forum will follow 
that.  The elections are currently scheduled 
for February 20th, with run-offs (if there are 
any) scheduled for the 21st.  The next SBA 
meeting will be held in one week (Tuesday 
night) in L301, it is highly likely that free 
pizza will be present at this meeting.

1996 total.
Ironically, Harsberger’s visit occurred 

on the same day that campaign finance 
reform received a giant boost in Congress.  
Backers of legislation sponsored by Repre-
sentatives Christopher Shays (R-CT) and 
Marty Meehan (D-MA) announced they 
had collected the signatures of 218 House 
members on a discharge petition, which 
means the bill now must be brought up for 
a vote over the objections of the House’s 
Republican leadership.  The Shays-Meehan 
bill, which passed by large margins in 1998 
and 1999, would ban soft money and place 
new restrictions on “issue ads,” television 
and radio spots that look and feel like cam-
paign commercials, but are not regulated 
as such.  

The stakes are high because last 
March the Senate, for the first time, passed 
a companion bill sponsored by John Mc-
Cain (R-AZ) and Russ Feingold (D-WI).  
President Bush does not support the legis-
lation but has told House leaders that they 
can’t count on him for a veto.  Harsberger 
himself is “cautiously optimistic” the bill 
will pass, particularly because the Enron 
scandal has “put the wind at [our] back in 
terms of publicity.” 

Harsberger, a former Massachusetts 
attorney general and 1999 Democratic gu-
bernatorial candidate, talked in vivid terms 
about the need for young people to partici-
pate in the political process.  Politics “is not 
a spectator sport,” but rather a place where 
Americans “implement [their] values.” He 
lamented that public service is often “deni-
grated” by people running for office, and 
too many citizens recite the refrain, “I’m 
proud I didn’t vote.”  The problem is that 
“somebody does, and the vacuum is filled 
by those who have economic and ideological 

[agendas].”  He argued that the outburst of 
patriotism since September 11th and new 
emphasis on homeland security should be 
infused with an effort to strengthen the 
country’s democratic institutions.

Harsberger also appealed to the col-
lective conscience of the lawyers in the 
room.  While he knew his message couldn’t 
“compete with the $150,000 offer for your 
first job,” he reminded the students that, 
“Law is a vehicle to make sure people’s 
voices are heard equally.”  He noted that 
a “cavalry” of young lawyers spearheaded 
the public interest law movement in the 
early 1970s. Young people, he argued, now 
are engaged in more community service 
projects than ever before, but somehow 
this “doesn’t translate to public service and 
advocacy.”  

The law students who attended the 
event for the most part bought into Hars-
berger’s message.  Corey Shapiro, a 2L, said 
he liked the speaker’s notion that “homeland 
democracy needs to be funded, and idea 
that patriotism can be defined as your com-
mitment to democracy, rather than display 
of the American flag.”   The connection 
between campaign finance reform and Enron 
also resonated with Brandon Briscoe, a 1L.  
Harsberger’s example according to Briscoe 
showed how the issue “impact[s] everyday 
Americans. [The issue] becomes a lot more 
live.”  Briscoe went on to add that the speech 
was “inspirational … [I] can’t say I’ll do 
something specific, but it reenergizes spirits 
already in me.” 

While turnout was small, Briscoe 
pointed out that the number was simply 
a function of students not wanting to at-
tend another “lecture” after a full day of 
classes.  

HARSHBARGER 
from page 1

LAPTOPS frOm PAge 1
has involved looking at other law schools 
that offer laptop examinations, such as the 
Georgetown University Law School.  Dean 
Trangsrud pointed to numerous software 
programs that are currently available and 
are being studied in conjunction with their 
use at other law schools.  In particular, 
Dean Trangsrud pointed out that one such 
program, Examsoft, could be “downloaded 
from the web by students,” although other 
programs could be installed in other ways.

Generally speaking, the examination 
software functions by locking out all of the 
other programs and text files on a student’s 
laptop.  There are special diskettes that are 
used to save files on, but Dean Trangsrud 
said that one of the issues being addressed 
was how to print out the exams once the 
disks are turned in.  Other issues that are 
currently being discussed are what to do in 
the event of a power outage and questions 
concerning security.  In addressing the issue 
of human or electrical errors, Dean Trang-
srud alluded to the fact that the software 
itself does have a mechanism in case there 
is an error in “saving the exam.”  

Even if the law school does move 
forward with allowing exams to be adminis-
tered on laptop computers, Dean Trangsrud 
reiterated that students would still have 
the option of taking an exam via hand or 
typewriter.  Nevertheless, Dean Trangsrud 
thinks it is possible that “the professors 
would alter the format of the exams to deal 
with special considerations” presented by 
the use of laptops.  All students for a given 
course would still take the same exam no 
matter what means by which it was accom-
plished.  An additional issue in this area is 
how to divide students among those taking 
an exam by hand, laptop or by typewriter in 
a law school that already is filled to capac-
ity during the finals period.  If courses are 
selected as pilot courses for use of laptops 
next fall, Dean Trangsrud hopes that they 
would be announced either this spring or by 
the add/drop period next fall at the latest.  
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20 Questions
By AngeliA WAde

1.	 Is	it	summer?
2.	 How	many	of	you	just	found	out	where	the	Students	Affairs’	

new	office	is	located?
3.	 Why	isn’t	there	an	ATM	in	the	law	school?
4.	 Do	you	really	read	the	messages	on	the	monitor	in	the	1st	floor	

hallway?
5.	 Who	is	the	judicial	clerkship	lady?
6.	 What	happened	to	those	pizza	parties	on	the	patio?
7.	 Which	metro	is	closer	to	the	law	school,	Farragut	West	or	Fog-

gy	Bottom?
8.	 How	many	of	you	hate	going	to	Rice	Hall	for	anything	but	the	

loan	check?
9.	 Can	anyone	give	me	inspiration	to	finish	this	last	semester?
10.	Although	we’ve	been	in	school	for	a	month,	why	does	it	feel	like	

it’s	only	been	2	weeks?
11.	Who	doesn’t	really	care	what	Whoopi	Goldberg’s	favorite	En-

temman’s	is?
12.	Why	is	there	a	shorter	version	of	“Weakest	Link’	on	television	

already?
13.	Could	5	of	us	in	the	Law	School	go	on	the	Family	Feud	as	“cous-

ins”?
14.	Why	is	it	that	people	stand	right	near	the	stairs	to	talk	and	

block	traffic?
15.	How	many	of	you	are	honest	enough	to	say	that	you	use	old	Nota	

Bene	issues	to	line	your	litter	boxes?
16.	Have	you	seen	Dean	Young	this	year?
17.	Don’t	you	just	hate	it	when	the	professor	is	late	to	class	and	

then	holds	you	over	time?
18.	How	many	of	you	forgot	your	locker	combination	over	Christmas	

break?
19.	Who	is	suffering	from	a	severe	case	of	senioritis?
20.	Did	you	know	that	it	is	a	bad	idea	to	fall	asleep	in	class	the	day	

you	are	on	deck?

ONE (HEL)L
By erik BaPtist

Staff Writer

Well, it’s February and we all know 
what that means – it’s time to discuss the 
big “L and D.”  And no, I’m not talking 
about LRW motions or being haunted by 
all those D’s I received on my exams.  I’m 
speaking about love and dating.  With this 
spring weather and the Barrister’s Ball fast 
approaching, these two things seem to be on 
everyone’s minds.

Last semester, I observed that there 
seems to be a lack of dating within the law 
school.  Some people are still struggling to 
find anyone who will go on a date with them 
(e.g. Greg).  However, some students have 
started to pair off.  Some are willing to let 
others know about their love affairs.  Some 
still keep their hooking-up on the down low 
(you didn’t think I would find out?).  I, on 
the other hand, have maintained to steer 
clear of law students and continue to meet 
people outside of class.

Unfortunately, my experiences have 
been discouraging.  It’s like every girl I 
meet has some fatal flaw.  Take, for instance, 
Suzie: she was attractive and had a good 
personality, but when I saw her in halter-top 
on our second date, I discovered that she 
had a huge portrait of Satan tattooed across 
her back (the whole devil-worshipping 
thing never really appealed to me for some 
reason).  Then there was Maggie: she had 
more stubble on her face in the mornings 
than Richard Nixon working late into the 
night.  Next was Laura: she literally cried 
at anything remotely sad, such as an old 
man with a cane or a cloudy day (I don’t 
do tears).  

Finally, there was Darlene.  I went 
out with her last Thursday night, instead 
of going to bar review (what was I think-
ing?).  I had met her at a bar the weekend 
before.  She told me that she was a 24-year 
old school teacher from Maryland.  She 
seemed cool, so I decided to give her call.  
Anyhow, our date was going well and dinner 
was pleasant – until our conversation took 
an unexpected turn:

Me: So you celebrated your birthday 
last weekend?

Darlene: Yeah, that’s right.
Me: You’re getting up there in age.  

Just remember, life starts going downhill 
after 25.

Darlene (shooting me a dirty look): 
What?

Me: Well, what I meant was that once 
I turn 25, I will need to start taking life seri-
ously – working, thinking of settling down, 
and basically ending the glory days.

Darlene: How old did I tell you I 
was?

Me: 24, right?
Darlene: Oh.
Me: What do you mean “Oh?”
Darlene: I thought I told you, but I’m 

older than that.
Me: Ok…so how old are you?
Darlene: Well…I’m 28.
Me (spraying my drink from my 

mouth): 28!!!  Oh, dear Lord.

Needless to say, any potential for a 
second date was basically lost at that point 
(FYI, I’m only 22).  We did, however, end 
up having a good time, despite the fact that 
she attended college while I was still in 
junior high.

What lessons should be learned from 
this story?  I don’t date women older than 
25.  And more importantly, if you go on a 
date with me, don’t be surprised to read 
about our night in Nota Bene the following 
week (is it just me, or am I just shooting 
myself in the foot by writing about this 
stuff?)

Speaking of dating, the Barrister’s 
Ball is drawing near and many students are 
abuzz about who is taking whom.  I have not 
decided whether I’m going or not.  You see, 
people keep calling this event “The Prom.”  
Let me tell you, if you want me to attend 
anything that resembles my senior prom, 
you would have a better chance of convinc-
ing me to eat the hair under my armpit.  

Here’s a quick rundown of my prom 
night: Erik picks up date; couples go out 
to dinner at nice restaurant; couples go to 
dance; Erik’s date immediately leaves him 
for another boy; Erik is left to dance with 
himself; and Erik goes home by himself.  
To make things worse, the next day all the 
couples went to Six Flags, but she thought 
it would be a good idea to bring her best 
friend.  Translation: on every ride that re-
quired tandems to go with each other, she 
would sit next to her friend while I had the 
opportunity to sit next to people with names 
such Butch, Mildred, Simon, and Melvin.  

I think you get the picture – I’m not 
going to any “prom” anytime soon.  The 
emotional scars are still healing.  But my 
friends still try to cheer me up about the 
whole experience, by telling me stories of 
how ugly she’s become and that she still 
is unemployed in Montana.  That’s what 
friends are for, I guess.

All in all, GW does provide us with 
some opportunities to date.  Yes, some of 
us are sketchy (has anybody actually met 
Mark Herschfield?) and some of us are just 
pathetic (has anybody actually met Erik 
Baptist?).  But I must admit, this law school 
has given me some of my best laughs in 
watching fellow students make unsuccessful 
attempts at trying to “woo” other students.  
Keep up to good work.

Correction: In my last column, I re-
ferred to the guy whom I poured beer on as 
one of my “classmates,” while referring to 
another classmate as my “friend.”  However, 
that “classmate” is not only a fellow student, 
but he is also one of my “friends” as well.  
I apologize to anyone who was confused or 
emotionally hurt by that mistake (i.e. John).  
Since I finished that article after Bar Review, 
it was clearly a drunken oversight that I will 
try my best not to repeat.

WRITE	FOR	NOTA	
BENE!

If you would like to submit a letter 
or article to Nota Bene: 

Please put it on disk in WordPerfect format (MS Word 
Users use the SAVE AS functnion). All submissions for the 
next issue should be delivered to the Nota Bene box in the 

Record’s Office by Thursday, February 14 at 5:00 p.m.
Questions? 202-676-3879 or TJones@law.gwu.edu

1. 
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President George W. Bush took to the 
national stage last Tuesday night to address 
the nation in the first State of the Union ad-
dress of his administration.  Fulfilling the 
duties enumerated in Article II, Section 3 of 
the United States Constitution, Bush told a 
packed House of Representatives chamber: 
“As we gather tonight, our nation is at war, 
our economy is in recession, and the civi-
lized world faces unprecedented dangers.  
Yet the state of our Union has never been 
stronger.”

Bush devoted much of the speech to 
international affairs, especially focusing on 
the condition of Afghanistan and the war 
currently being waged there.  “What we 
have found in Afghanistan confirms that 
– far from ending there – our war against 
terror is only beginning,” Bush stated.  He 
emphasized that, “thousands of dangerous 
killers, schooled in the methods of mur-
der, often supported by outlaw regimes, 
are now spread throughout the world like 
ticking time bombs – set to go off without 
warning.”

Bush told the Congress that the U.S. 
Military is pursuing and assisting in the pur-
suit of terrorists in the Philippines, Bosnia, 
and Somalia.  Bush also named three coun-
tries, North Korea, Iran, and Iraq, as “an axis 
of evil.”  He said that the governments of 
the three nations were seeking weapons of 
mass destruction.  The President noted that, 
“We know their true nature.”

Bush used the State of the Union to 
reconfirm his commitment to the missile de-
fense shield program.  “We will develop and 
deploy effective missile defenses to protect 
America and our allies from sudden attack.  
And all nations should know: America will 
do what is necessary to ensure our nation’s 
security,” Bush said.

One of America’s newest allies, 
Afghanistan’s interim leader, Hamid Karzai, 
watched the speech from the visitor’s gal-
lery.  Joining Karzai in the gallery, and also 
acknowledged by Bush in the speech, were 
flight attendants Hermis Moutardier and 
Christiana Jones.  The two helped to subdue 
a man on an airplane who was attempting to 
ignite explosives in his shoes.

Bush said that his proposed budget 
would double funding for homeland secu-
rity programs, focusing on bioterrorism, 
emergency response, airport and border se-
curity, and improved intelligence.  “We will 
improve intelligence collection and sharing, 
expend patrols at our borders, strengthen the 
security of air travel, and use technology to 
track the arrivals and departures of visitors 
to the United States,” Bush emphasized.

The president told the Congress 

that he was “proud” to have worked with 
members from both parties in passing his 
education initiatives.  “I was so proud of 
our work I even had nice things to say bout 
my friend Ted Kennedy.  I know the folks 
at the Crawford coffee shop couldn’t quite 
believe it – but our work on this bill shows 
what it possible if we set aside posturing and 
focus on results,” Bush said.

At one point in the address, the 
President evoked images of Goldilocks, by 
noting, “Last year, some in this hall thought 
my tax relief plan was too small – and some 
thought it was too big.  But when those 
checks arrived in the mail, most Americans 
thought tax relief was just about right.”

Perhaps the biggest story outside of 
the war on terrorism currently is the fallout 
from the collapse of Enron.  Without naming 
the company in the speech, Bush said, “I ask 
Congress to enact new safeguards for 401(k) 
and pension plans, because employees who 
have worked hard and saved all their lives 
should not have to risk losing everything if 
their company fails.”

Bush also proposed a new community 
service program called USA Freedom Corps.  
“My call tonight is for every Americans to 
commit at least two years – four thousand 
hours over the rest of your lifetime – to the 
service of your neighbors and your nation….  
One purpose of the USA Freedom Corps 
will be homeland security,” Bush said.  

In reacting to the speech, Alyssa Ol-
sen, a 1L, said, “I liked his commitment to 
education policy and health care.”  Olson, 
who is a Republican, felt that the speech had 
too much of a focus on terrorism and “not 
enough on the other policy issues besides 
foreign affairs.”  John Carroll, a 1L, who 
is a Democrat, felt the speech was short on 
policy and specifics.  Carroll, however, felt 
the “terrorism rhetoric” was effective.

Professor Jerome A. Barron was simi-
larly impressed with the President’s speech.  
“I thought it was remarkably direct.  It was 
characterized by, certainly in the foreign 
relations aspect of it, very direct language,” 
said Barron.  He went on to add that, “on the 
recession it was a lot less clear.”

Not everyone, however, was im-
pressed with the President’s speech.  Aaron 
Tax, the vice president of the GW Law 
Democrats said, “I thought his speech 
showed how hypocritical he is.  He spoke 
about the need for accountability and trans-
parency in business, while at the same time, 
his administration is in bed with Enron, 
and GAO is suing Cheney for not being 
accountable and transparent with regard to 
his energy task-force meetings.”

Bush Gives First State of 
the Union Address

By Paul J. Meissner

Staff Writer

While President Bush was eagerly 
giving his State of the Union address, 
students of the University were eagerly 
watching.  In the Hippodrome, George 
Washington’s version of Chuck-E-Cheese, 
over a hundred young politicos were deeply 
interested in his views and progress on the 
war, homefront security, and the economy 
recession.  The viewing event has been an 
annual event as long as anyone could re-
member and was sponsored by the George 
Washington College Democrats and the GW 
Law Democrats.  Also, there were rumors of 
co-sponsorship and equal attendance on the 
part of the College Republicans, but there 
were no Republicans (or at least people who 
admitted being Republican) in attendance.

The Democrats in attendance showed 
no restraint in demonstrating their views.  
Frequently, they would laugh at or heckle 
various statements, especially when Bush 
mentioned faith-based charities and initia-
tives.  They also applauded and cheered 
when the television camera showed Hillary 
Clinton, Ted Kennedy, and other “liberal” 
favorites.  After the Address, many showed 
cordial respect and constructive criticism 
regarding President Bush.

Many of the students in attendance 
Tuesday night appreciated Bush’s efforts, 
but they wanted some explanations or details 

on how Bush was going to obtain his goals.  
Jesse Demastrie, President of GW College 
Democrats, commented, “I was expecting 
some sort of explanation for the economic 
recession.  Obviously, he is going to give 
us his solution.  Before [a] solution, there 
should be an explanation.”

Jessica Duffy, Vice President of 
GW College Democrats, pointed out that, 
“[President Bush] didn’t say anything of 
substance.  He said that we need a patient’s 
bill of rights and that jobs are good for the 
economy, but he didn’t say anything about 
it.  He pulled a Bill Clinton.  Any issue 
that means a lot to Democrats, he tried 
to define it in his own terms and make it 
his issue [of course] with the exception of 
Campaign Finance Reform.”  James Regan, 
National Director of Legislative Affairs for 
the College Democrats of America, echoed 
that sentiment.  “I think Bush gave a good 
speech.  I think he said a lot of things that 
Americans can agree with.  For example, I 
think all Americans think jobs are a good 
thing.  What remains now are the details,” 
stated Regan. 

Even though the students were more 
responsive to the war on terrorism and 
foreign affairs, they remained uniformly 
largely critical of Bush’s domestic agenda.  
“I think on most of the issues such as educa-
tion, the environment, social security, and 
health care, people are on the side of the 
Democrat party.  He was wise to stay away 

from those issues,” said 1L, Kevin Cope.
In regard to bipartisanship and reach-

ing out between Democrats and Republi-
cans, “We are left to hope that the President 
can control the Congressional Republicans 
and [have them] actually work with the 
Democrats rather than just talking about it.  
If he can do that, then truly all Americans 
will benefit.  If he doesn’t or if he can’t, 
then I look forward to a Democratically 
controlled House and Senate in 2002,” said 
Cope.  Cope was pessimistic concerning 
how long the “honeymoon” would last.   
“We saw a lot of unity between the par-
ties, but that will start to unravel over the 
upcoming months as the more divisive and 
domestic issues come to the forefront,” he 
emphasized.

Not all in attendance, however, were 

critical of Bush’s performance as President.  
“I was glad to hear Bush emphasize extend-
ing unemployment benefits to people who 
have been laid off, and providing them 
with health care assistance.  I liked that he 
emphasized improving the Head Start and 
early education programs.  I hope that all this 
translates into action because there is a lot to 
be done,” said Erika Turner, a 2L and Trea-
surer of the GW Law Democrats.  Perhaps, 
Turner summarized the mood of the night 
when she stated that, “In a time of national 
crisis, Republicans and Democrats need to 
work together to ensure the long-term safety 
of Americans and their allies.  Overall, I 
think Bush did a good job.  He’s no Bill 
Clinton, but he is doing a decent job.”

GW Students React to 
Bush Address

By saM schneider

Staff Writer
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THE JACOB BURNS 
VAN VLECK 

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW MOOT 
COURT COMPETITION 

Final Round 2002 
   

Edward Hornstein & Richard Kulick 
in defense of affirmative action in college admissions

-against-

Tiffany Hamilton & Peta-Gay Irving 

in opposition to affirmative action in college admissions  

Presiding Judges 

The Honorable Marian Blank Horn, United States Court of Federal Claims

The Honorable Theodore McKee, United States Court Of Appeals For The Third Circuit

The Honorable James Robertson, United States District Court for the District of Columbia

3:30 p.m., Thursday, February 7, 2002* 
Betts Theatre, Marvin Center

Reception will follow in the Marvin Center Ballroom at 6:15 p.m.

* Oral arguments will begin at �:00 p.m.  Please plan to arrive for arguments by �:50 p.m.  
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POINT-COUNTER-POINT
Affirmative Action:  

Equality or Reverse Discrimination?  

Point:
By tashiBa Jones By GualBerto Garcia Jones

Counter-Point:

Anyone who has taken a Constitu-
tional Law II course already knows the 
bumpy road that affirmative action programs 
have traveled in this country.  One by one, 
these programs have been struck down by 
courts, supposedly failing to satisfy the 14th 
Amendment’s strict scrutiny analysis.  In 
the midst of WASP’s cries to rid America 
of its “reverse discrimination” programs, the 
voices of minorities throughout the nation 
continue to go unheard.     

Affirmative action programs are usu-
ally justified on 3 grounds: they remedy 
current discrimination, remedy past wrongs, 
and advance diversity.  Any one of these 
reasons, standing alone, adequately justifies 
affirmative action.

First, affirmative action programs are 
needed to remedy current discrimination.  
Politicians contend that affirmative action is 
not needed because America is becoming a 
“color-blind” society.  What country are they 
living in?  We will never be a “color-blind” 
society; our history of racial consciousness 
and oppression runs too deep.  Just like we 
notice someone’s clothes, their hairstyle, 
or their height when we first meet them, 
we also notice their color or ethnicity.  We 
would have to be literally blind not to notice.  
The problem arises when we attach stereo-
types and prejudices to people based on their 
physical appearance.  It is unrealistic and 
impossible to expect people to disregard the 
messages that their eyes are sending to their 
brain all in the name of advancing a “color-
blind” society.  If the ideal of color-blind-
ness is an unattainable goal, then the only 
other alternative is to institute programs, 
such as affirmative action, that aim to cure 
the prejudice attached to color.  

Second, affirmative action programs 
also remedy past discrimination.  Some 
opponents of affirmative action, who I will 
term “innocent whites,” combat this justi-
fication arguing that it’s not fair to punish 
them for the sins of their ancestors.  They 
maintain that the best way to cure the de-
fault is to put everyone on a level playing 
field.  This reasoning is flawed on several 
accounts.  First, while innocent whites were 
not the ones who actually engaged in past 
discrimination occurring hundreds of years 
ago, they are the current beneficiaries of 
such racial oppression.  Wealth accumulated 
by racial and gender discrimination has been 
passed down from generation to generation, 
currently resting in the hands of many inno-
cent whites.  Furthermore, innocent whites 
have benefited from past discrimination 

by the mere fact that they are white.  Be-
ing white has a privileged status because 
minorities have repeatedly been oppressed, 
discriminated against, and stereotyped.  
Thus, innocent whites have been success-
ful, not necessarily because they have really 
worked hard, but because they had those 
benefits, advantages and opportunities that 
were not available to minorities.  Innocent 
whites are hypocrites – they have had 200 
years of affirmative action programs on 
their behalf, but when it’s time to focus the 
attention on those who really deserve it, it 
becomes unfair.  Because there never was 
fair competition, there is no level playing 
field.  Affirmative action attempts to level 
the playing field so that no one has a head 
start in the race.

Last, affirmative action programs are 
needed to foster diversity.  I’ve attended 
all-white schools and I’ve attended all-
black schools.  Neither provided the kind 
of academic stimulation that a university 
should foster.  A classroom is a true learning 
atmosphere only when there are a variety of 
viewpoints, backgrounds, and experiences.  
The same is true, although to a lesser degree, 
for a working environment.  Opponents 
argue that while diversity is a good goal, it 
is advanced at the cost of stigmatizing all 
minorities as being the beneficiaries of af-
firmative action.  I respond with this: anyone 
who believes that whites are the only ones 
who can maintain high GPAs, attend good 
schools and be the best applicants are fools 
and the very reason that affirmative action 
programs are needed today.  Just as there are 
mediocre white students, there are mediocre 
minority students.  No one assumes that the 
mediocre white students are there because 
they “provided favors” for someone in the 
Admissions Office; thus, we shouldn’t as-
sume that mediocre minority students are 
products of affirmative action.

Contrary to popular belief, affirmative 
action is not just for blacks; rather, it is aimed 
at all underrepresented minority groups, in-
cluding women.  Sadly, affirmative action 
programs have been misunderstood from 
their outset.  Accordingly, they are destined 
to live a short duration.  To be sure, when the 
last affirmative action program is gone, so 
is any sincere attempt to right the numerous 
wrongs of this country’s past.    

I am only a 1L, and an evening one 
at that, so by the time I take Constitutional 
Law II most of you will have paid off your 
law school debt.  I will say a quick word 
about my background so you can properly 
stereotype me before I begin.  I am a Catho-
lic Spanish immigrant, and have Cherokee, 
Welsh, Gypsy and Spanish blood flowing 
in harmony within me.  My ancestors were 
discriminated against both in Europe and 
in America; in fact if there is one group 
as damned by history in America as black 
Americans it is the Native Americans.  I 
truly believe this country is great because 
it is the land of opportunity, and if someone 
gets in your way you organize against him 
and have recourse in the law.  While the 
law has been shaped mostly by what my 
Editor-in-Chief calls WASPs and I would 
rather call the damn Brits, I really feel very 
comfortable under the auspice of the axioms 
their culture has developed.  Things like the 
Declaration of Independence and the Bill 
of Rights are their patrimony to the entire 
world.  All citizens of the United States owe 
them a great debt of gratitude, and my way 
of doing it is by standing guard in firm belief 
of the enlightened nature of their principles 
of equality under God.

In response to my Editor’s three jus-
tifications for affirmative action I propose 
three better ways to go about the absolutely 
real problems of racial/minority economic 
disparity.

First, a wrong is never the solution to 
itself.  Affirmative action is discrimination.  
It makes assumptions based on race which 
cut both ways.  On the one hand, it assumes 
an insulting level of self-determination in-
consistent with the self-respect of all black 
Americans and minorities, and on the other 
hand it casts a racist shadow upon white 
Americans and existing institutions.

The reality of human nature is that 
because of our own flaws and egoism we 
tend to discriminate against those whom 
we can differentiate in any way.  Color is 
an easy way to differentiate two people, but 
so is weight, sex, and many other factors.  
Why don’t we tackle racial discrimination in 
the way we approach discrimination against 
the handicapped.  For example, a person 
constrained to a wheelchair has a harder 
time getting around campus and may be 
discriminated against if he can’t carry out 
a normal student life.  How do they fix the 
problem?  By suing, of course; sue and they 
shall build ramps!  In the same way, if some-

one is discriminated against because of their 
minority status, let them sue; it is our God 
given privilege in this country, and the way 
most of us will someday make our living.  
Realistically though, bridging the statistical 
gap between level of education and minority 
status requires proactive programs, specially 
with respect to financial aid.  If we want to 
truly help the historically disadvantaged lets 
target the very culprit – poverty.    Why don’t 
we adopt a strictly financial position to fi-
nancial aid?  If you are poor you get financial 
aid commensurate with your poverty level.  
If it is true that minorities are financially 
disadvantaged, and I know it is, then they 
will reap the benefits, but the benefits of a 
harvest sowed in equality. 

Secondly and briefly, I could not 
fathom telling a poor white person to his 
face that I deserve financial aid because his 
great-great-grandfather was alive and well 
during a time when mine was forced to 
march in mid-winter from his fertile lands 
in the east to the desolate Indian reservations 
of the west (See. Trail of tears).  I believe we 
should tackle the historical problem at the 
source.  Historically minority groups have 
been financially disadvantaged; let’s correct 
that in the most inclusive and least hypo-
critical manner we can.  I believe that is by 
offering aid to those who need it, regardless 
of race.  Yet, my opponent will say “innocent 
whites” benefit from inherited wealth gained 
in part through the exploitation of minorities 
and especially black Americans.  I agree, 
this may be so, but if we don’t want to be 
racist we have to account for anomalies like 
myself and many many white people from 
financially poor backgrounds. 

Finally I would like to advance a 
novel idea on the issue of diversity.  Why 
don’t we look at diversity as the diversity 
of ideas and character.  I really don’t think 
society benefits as much from racial di-
versity as supporters of affirmative action 
would have you believe.  The civil rights 
movement sought to show us that we are 
all equally human, and equally deserving of 
the same exact rights and opportunities.  In 
turn, we have to seek for a diversity deeper 
than in skin color.  

In the age of Posner and economic 
analysis, I suggest we make it easier for 
poor people to get a higher education, and 
watch diversity come rolling in from all 
ranks of society.       
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Bill & Ted’s Excellent Advice

features

Dear Bill & Ted, I just got back my 
grades and they sucked!  I studied my ass off 
and I got lower grades than I have ever got-
ten before in my life.  What do I do now?

  Failing First Year

Bill: If you studied hard and you 
didn’t do well, perhaps, you should try not 
studying, dude.  Seriously man, relax.  These 
are just grades we are talking about here.  
Think positively.  You get more tail than any 
other dude in your section; you can drink 
them all under the table; you have a nicer 
car than all these losers and people actually 
like you (in other words you aren’t “that 
guy” in your section).  Who cares if some 
dorks broke the curve?  Sure they may get 
the big firm job, but that just means they will 
be working like sixty hours a week, while 
you’ll be working your forty-hour-a-week, 
cushy job and having sex with their wives 
(or husbands) while they’re gone.  People 
here get too stressed out about this stuff.  Go 
listen to some heavy metal music and get 
your frustration out (may I suggest some 
Iron Maiden or perhaps, some Winger).  
After that, go grab yourself a couple cold 

ones.  Nothing makes you feel better than a 
couple beers.  Try drinking a beer for every 
person who has a higher GPA than you (on 
second thought don’t do that, there might 
be a liability issue here).  Go hang out with 
some friends from college and forget about 
this dump for a while.  There is more 
to life than the law 
school.  Go to a bar or 
club or something and 
get some digits (that 
always works for me).  
Whatever you do, don’t 
be like Ted.  Don’t go into 
the library for an entire 
semester never to be seen 
again.  In other words, don’t 
turn into a loser!  It’s not your 
fault you didn’t do well, it just 
means the professor gave a 
stupid exam and some loser was 
dumb enough to get more right 
answers than you.  Relax, and 
things will turn out fine.

Ted:  While I wouldn’t put it as 
crudely as Bill, he has a point.  Grades aren’t 

everything.  In fact, once you graduate and 
get your first job, no one will care about your 
grades.  If you’re looking for a big firm job, 
though, you’d better get with the program.  
If not,  kick back, have a beer, and settle into 

the misery of your next five semesters 
of law school.

As for right now, try and learn 
from the situation.  Law school 
exams require a particular type 
of answer (with a little variation 
for each professor thrown in).  I 
myself didn’t really figure out 
how to take a law school exam 
until last semester (and man, 
did Bill’s grades show it…).  
I knew the material, but I 
didn’t know how to pres-
ent it on the exam.  It’s a 
learned skill.  Some stu-
dents are lucky enough 
to pick it up early, and 

they naturally rise to the top.  
By the end of the third semester, though, 

things start to balance out, because by then 
almost everyone (including you) has learned 

what professors want on the exam.
In addition, think about this:  In all of 

your previous years of school, you’ve prob-
ably been a standout.  People looked up to 
you, professors thought you were smart, and 
you had a reputation as a smart kid.  Here 
in law school, though, it’s like you’ve been 
cloned and now, like the upcoming Star 
Wars movie, it’s the Attack of the Clones.  
Everyone here was a standout in undergrad.  
Everyone here was looked up to, and profes-
sors thought they were all smart too.

In the end, yes, it will be harder to 
get that great GPA, and therefore, harder 
to get that big firm job with a starting sal-
ary of $150 grand per week...er...year.  On 
the other hand, with the economy like it is 
now, those big firm jobs are going to be a 
lot harder to get anyway, and you can relax 
and focus on what you’re really supposed 
to be doing here in law school:  Learning 
to practice law.

Paul’s Movie
Experience

By Paul J. Meissner

I deeply enjoy the work of Russell Crowe.  He kept 
me on the edge of my seat in Gladiator.  In that movie, he 
solidified his place as a real bad ass, and he did so without 
compromising his charisma and charm.  He also performed 
quite well in The Insider, a real life story where a tobacco 
scientist turned against his former employer and became one 
of the most influential whistleblowers of all time.  So now 
why not see his newest creation, A Beautiful Mind?

A Beautiful Mind is based on the real life story of John 
Nash, an prominent scholar in his day.  Our story begins with 
an orientation ceremony at Princeton University after the 
turmoil of World War II.  John Nash, played by Crowe, is 
in some sort of competition with his fellow scholars to win 
the most prestigious prize of all: employment at Wheeler 
Labs, an influential think tank.  Each scholar must excel in 
classes and must publish exciting new ideas in their field 
in the vain attempt to stand out from the rest.

John Nash was always a bit eccentric.  He never quite 
stood up correctly.  He talked rapidly and had an exquisite 
vocabulary.  He was intelligent and gifted in mathematics 
and economics, but he was far more remarkable than that.  
Nash was able to look beyond mere numbers and words to 
see some kind of hidden pattern, a type of code.  In Senator 
McCarthy’s America, such a skill proved to be quite useful.  
Nash became one of the Pentagon’s foremost experts in the 
field of breaking codes that Soviets used to communicate.

To deal with the stresses of scholarly and patriotic 
life, he nearly drove himself insane.  He has his own war 
with himself.  He begins to see images; he has paranoid 
hallucinations.  This envelops his entire life: his friends, his 
wife, and his career.  A Beautiful Mind is, in a sense, tragic: 
a gifted individual who saw so much promise could drive 
himself insane and could lose everything.

The movie was beautifully done (no pun intended).  
Russell Crowe had a spectacular performance once again.  
Unlike other heartthrob actors such as Tom Cruise, Crowe 
is able to play these less-than-perfect characters such as 

A Beautiful Mind Makes for a Beautiful Movie
the nearly insane Nash.  Such characters garner sympathy 
from the audience and still succeed in the end.  Crowe was 
joined by other actors who did quite well such as Jennifer 
Connelly, co-starring as Nash’s wife.

At an above-average length, the movie went by 
quickly.  A Beautiful Mind was part romantic story between 
Crowe and his tolerant wife, but it was also part psycho-
logical thriller.  It took the audience from the raw genius 
of the main character to his delusional extremes.  It was 
also interesting to look at the psyche of the paranoid and 
its relationship to government conspiracy theories.  Most 
of all, it has a rather simple morale that all things can be 
overcome with perseverance and strength.  A Beautiful Mind 
was truly a beautiful movie.

Jennifer Connely as Alicia

Russell Crowe as John Forbes Nash, Jr.
Ed Harris as William Parcher
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First year law students who re-
cently began their study of constitutional 
law can easily, or at least by exam time, 
explain the virtues and criticisms of the 
different schools of constitutional thought.  
Two weeks ago, Boston 
University School of 
Law Professor Randy 
Barnett elaborated on 
one of these theories, 
originalism, during a 
lecture sponsored by 
the GW Chapter of the 
Federalist Society.  Ap-
proximately 30 students 
and faculty members at-
tended the event, which 
was held in the Moot 
Courtroom and fol-
lowed by a reception.

Barnett first ad-
dressed the history of 
originalism.  Tradition-
al originalists, such as 
Robert Bork, argue that 
constitutional interpret-
ers must ascertain the 
original intent of the 
framers.  In the mid-1980s, commentators, 
through a series of scathing law review ar-
ticles, criticized the theory as unworkable.  
Barnett himself agreed with many of these 
critiques, particularly with what he terms 
the “dead hand” argument.  As Barnett 
paraphrased it, “Why are we bound by in-
tentions, expectations or original meanings 
of long-dead ancestors?  What about those 
excluded by race, gender or [who] didn’t 
acquiesce?”

Barnett, who for years did not con-
sider himself an originalist, now embraces 
a modified form of the doctrine that he be-
lieves stands up to the criticisms leveled at 
traditional originalist theory.  The subjective 
will of the framers is not what is important, 
he explained.  The key is ascertaining the 
objective original meaning that reasonable 
people believed it to be at the time of the 
Constitution’s formation.  The original 
meaning is analogous to the public mean-
ing, or what the words meant at the time as 
gleaned through dictionary definitions or 
through evidence of customary usage.  

As an example, he cited Justice Clar-
ence Thomas’s dissent in United States v. 
Lopez, the case that struck down gun-free 
school zone laws as beyond the scope of 
congressional power under the Commerce 
Clause.  While Thomas’s narrow interpreta-
tion of the word “commerce” was roundly 
criticized in an Iowa Law Journal article, 

A True Original
BU Law Professor Speaks on Constitutional 

Interpretation
Barnett said his position is validated by a 
study of the use of the word “commerce” 
during the ratification debates and as cited in 
the Federalist Papers.  Madison, Hamilton, 
Jefferson and others may have disagreed 
on how government should function, Bar-
nett stated, but they used the word “com-
merce” in a narrow way “100 percent” of 

the time.
B a r n e t t  s p e n t 

much of the lecture anal-
ogizing contract law (he 
has written a casebook 
on the subject) to consti-
tutional interpretation.  
While he emphasized 
the Constitution is not a 
contract “in any literal 
sense” because it did not 
have unanimous consent 
(likened to mutual as-
sent), the document’s 
power comes from a 
type of “writtenness” 
generally associated 
with contract theory.  He 
also criticized commen-
tators who debunk the 
originalist view while 
at the same time arguing 
that the original mean-

ing of texts should be an important factor in 
determining its current meaning.  As Barnett 
emphasized, “If [the original meaning is] 
immoral, unjust, or impractical, why should 
it figure [in] at all?”  

The students who attended the event, 
primarily 1Ls who have just begun their first 
semester of constitutional law, enjoyed Bar-
nett’s remarks.  Brett Cottrell, a 1L, said, “It 
was an interesting talk. He took a position 
not necessarily popular among originalists, 
and originalists [rarely] take on Bork.”  Alan 
Tauber, a 1L, emphasized that Barnett did 
a “wonderful job of differentiating between 
different schools of thought and addressing 
counterarguments,” though he questioned 
how Barnett could reconcile his originalist 
position with his stated support (during the 
Q & A period) of a content-neutral test for 
freedom of speech. 

Alina Morris, a 1L who had attended 
previous forums, which she felt were 
“contentious debates with little informa-
tion [given],” found that Barnett was “very 
informative and even-handed.”  The speech 
according to Morris, “made [her] more inter-
ested to learn about theories not necessarily 
expressed in class.”  Luke Austin, a 3L and 
a board member of the Federalist Society 
echoed this point.  “I enjoyed it.  Hopefully 
students will pay more attention to this 
[topic] in Con Law class than when I was a 
1L,” he emphasized. 

By Michael silver

Staff Writer

Photo courtesy of Boston University 
website, http://www.bu.edu/rbarnett.

As a native of Houston, Texas, I am 
very familiar with the Enron Corporation.  
After all, the new baseball field, home of the 
Houston Astros, is named “Enron Field.” 
The company did much to get its name on 
the sports facility.  Instead of bidding for 
naming rights, however, it should have been 
watching the key players in the company.

Needless to say, I am quite angry and 
shocked at the current situation of Enron.  
The energy company has filed the largest 
bankruptcy in history. Moreover, it is my 
gut feeling that Kenneth Lay and other top 
Enron officials will get away with little more 
than a slap on the wrist for what they have 
done.  I don’t personally know anyone who 
has been financially devastated by Enron’s 
bankruptcy, but I’ve watched enough Tom 
Brokaw and CNN, and read enough of the 
Houston Chronicle and the Washington 
Post to know that it has been fatal to those 
smallest in the company and those least able 
to rebound from the company’s troubles.  
Those in a better financial situation, Enron’s 
top officials, have only their yachts, houses 
and “good name” to lose.  

There is little possibility that Kenneth 
Lay and the others who choose to face the 
music for their money hungry ways (instead 
of taking the escapist and convenient route 
by committing suicide, like some other 
top Enron officials, or by claiming the 5th 
Amendment) and be prosecuted to the full-
est extent of the law. Enron supported the 
Bush campaign and contributed substantial 
amounts of money to members of the Re-
publican Party.  Well, guess who is in the 
top offices right now? The Republicans! 
And guess what they are going to try to do?  
Protect their tails by saying they had nothing 
to do with the current financial state of the 
company and that they saw no warning signs 
that Enron was in trouble.  What a bunch of 
lies! Nearly all energy legislation presented 
to Congress in recent years had an Enron tag 
attached to it.

Congress probed into Clinton over 
what he did with an intern.  No one lost 
any money, sleep or their home behind their 
“fling.”  Nevertheless, Congress has yet to 
probe President Bush with the same inten-
sity (only the GAO wants the records).  I 
guess it’s saucier to cover a pseudo sex affair 
than the biggest financial hoax in American 
history.  I don’t expect Bush, the great war-
rior against the terrorists, to undergo damag-
ing scrutiny. President Bush tried to make it 

Enron: Don’t Hold Your 
Breath for Any Convictions

seem that he was “oh so affected” by Enron 
because his mother in law lost $8,000.  Well, 
what about the individual who was within a 
few months of retirement and lost her pen-
sion or the employee who can’t afford to pay 
her mortgage now that she is unemployed?  
$8,000 is just a drop in the bucket to the 
Bush family. Moreover, Texas Senator Phil 
Gramm claims that his wife, a member of 
Enron’s Board of Directors since 1993, has 
never “tried to influence me on Enron.”  Do 
you believe that? I don’t. Hopefully I can get 
into the next Enron congressional hearing to 
hear more economic fairy tales.

What we’re stuck with now is the 
blame game.  Who should have known what 
and who should have followed up on whom?  
Arthur Anderson officials are saying they 
were just doing their jobs and Enron says 
that the venerable accounting firm should 
have been doing more accounting.  I bet 
this will all boil down to two men in boring 
grey suits living in a suburb of Houston who 
thought managing the oil giant was just a 
fun game.  Well, it was not a game and it 
sure as heck isn’t funny.  I can only imagine 
what it would be like to lose everything I 
own because my employer went belly up 
as result of extreme and avoidable finan-
cial mismanagement, rather than market 
competition or forces.  Further, not only 
are individuals losing out, but charities in 
the Houston area have also been adversely 
affected by Enron’s demise. They can’t ex-
pect donations from the penniless company 
and the Houston Chronicle reported that a 
$15,000 check from the company to the 
Houston Ballet actually bounced.

Finally, Kenneth Lay’s wife has gone 
on television stating that her husband had 
nothing to do with Enron’s troubles and that 
he was not aware of any mishandling of 
funds.  Gimme a break! Do Americans look 
like a band of Forrest Gumps? If he didn’t 
see problems, then he was one sorry and 
blind CEO and should not have had that high 
company position in the first place. Own up 
people!  Enron and Andersen officials will 
sacrifice anyone to save their hides. Maybe 
the CFO didn’t commit suicide after all. 
Maybe, he was sacrificed.  Oh well, Ameri-
can public, don’t hold your breath for any 
convictions.
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Student Organization Spotlight:  
The Law Revue Show

By eddie GoMez

Features Editor

The Nota Bene will be spotlighting a student organi-
zation every issue.  This week, we are featuring one of the 
producers of the hilarious Law Revue Show.  We will strive 
to reveal as much as we can, including the goals of the staff 
and other juicy tidbits of information.  Enjoy.

How the hell are you?
Um...fine.

Who the hell are you?
I’m Dustin Allison.  

That’s a pretty name.  What do you do?
I’m producer of the Law Revue Show and I’m a 

3L.

What do you guys have planned for this year?
Well, right now, half the show will consist of pop 

songs as applied to the law school.  The other half will 
be skits poking fun at current events and putting them in 

context of events that regularly occur at the law school.  
For example, last year, instead of N’Sync, we had N’Rem 
and we had a kind of Survivor spoof, but with professors 
vying for tenure.  In other words, it’s a lot like SNL.  I’m 
not going to say that it’s as funny as SNL, but SNL hasn’t 
been that funny at times anyway.  

True.  What do those on the staff do?
The staff consists of about 40 students at the law 

school, from both the Day and Night programs.  The stu-
dents write, direct, rehearse, produce, and there’s even a 
student band providing music.  In putting this thing together, 
we took submissions from the student body.  We then got 
together at my apartment and picked the funniest ones.  
Everything was done by us.  You’d be surprised at how 
talented everyone is and how everything comes together.  
We have a good wealth of talent this year, especially with 
the 1Ls.  

When is all of this good stuff going to happen?
This year, the theme of Law Revue XXIV will be 

“Straight Outta Stockton” and it will be on March 2 at 
7:30 pm in the Lisner Auditorium.  Tickets will cost $10.  

Faculty gets in free.  Beer, pizza, and a DJ will follow.  Last 
year, we had 500 people in attendance in total and it was 
really great.

Sounds cool.  Are there any professors that always 
seem to be represented in the show?

Professor Mitchell has left us with plenty of material 
to use.  I’ll leave it at that.  We try to write it up, but some 
people keep giving it to us.  We also criticize ourselves.  It’s 
all in good fun.  But Professor Mitchell never comes.

Is it because he doesn’t like it?
I don’t know.  He never comes.  But I’d love for him 

to come.  You know, like Dave Letterman begging those 
he makes the most fun of to come to his show.  Professor 
Mitchell, please come to our show this year.

You heard it here Professor Mitch-
ell:  Please come to the show!

This article is not about the movie 
Traffic.  Nor is it about drug trafficking.  
Actually, the parking and travel woes for 
GW law students takes center stage in this 
piece.  Three students, one from Maryland, 
Virginia and D.C., each tell a different tale 
about the journey to class in the morning.

Andi G. is a 3L who travels from 
Fairfax, Virginia to classes in the morn-
ing.  She uses Route 66 East to travel from 
Fairfax and some semesters she uses 395 to 
bypass HOV.  It depends on her class hours.  
Route 66 requires two passengers per car 
during its HOV hours, which start at 6am 
and ends at 9am from Mondays to Fridays.  
This can be very difficult for the student with 
9am classes. When Andi has early morning 
classes, she faces the HOV problem so she 
takes 395 North and gets off Route 50 east 
to travel into the city.  She encounters traf-
fic again on campus and states that traffic 
is “difficult on campus because of the con-
struction” and the one lane you have to deal 
with.  She feels the school needs to build a 
better system to deal with this problem.

Another 3L, who wishes to remain 
anonymous, drives to school during the 
Spring only.  Her route to school is straight 
and she does not encounter heavy traffic 
coming from the direction of American 
University.  Although she lives in the Dis-
trict, she states that it takes only about 15 
minutes to arrive at school at about 9:30 in 
the morning.  

Finally there is the traveler from 
Maryland. Abbie Foss, 2L, drives to school 
from Potomac, Maryland. Her route takes 
her down Canal Road, where there is quite 
a bit of traffic. She battles morning rush 
hour for class at 9am so she leaves home 
between 7:45 and 8am.  Traffic home is no 
picnic either as there is heavy traffic in the 
afternoon between 2 and 3:30 due to the high 
number of pedestrians in the area.  She states 
that she notices that the pedestrians are not 
just students, but adults as well.

Now that it has been established 
how these students get to school, how they 
manage to park is another story.  All three 
of them regularly use the Marvin Center 
Parking Garage.  In fact, Foss admits that 
she never parks at the meter (or uses the 
Metro) during the day but will use the meters 
at night.  In contrast, Andi G. says that she 

By anGelia wade

Opinion Editor

Traffic: the Daily Grind
parks in the garage and sometimes on the 
street.  The length of time she will be on 
campus and the availability of parking on 
the street determines whether she will park 
in the garage or on the street.  Still, the 3L 
living in D.C. says that she sometimes parks 
at meters and that it is a “luxury” if you can 
actually find one.  She confesses that she 
has a truck so it makes her life a bit more 
difficult.  Parking can become an even more 
difficult task to accomplish given that cer-
tain parking areas are reserved for holders 
of Zone 2 stickers.  These restrictions are 
mainly found on I and 22nd Streets.

Despite the convenience of parking 
in the Marvin Center, the hassle of getting 
a parking sticker and the required student 
parking tickets can be a pain.  As Andi G 
explains, getting the parking tickets from 
Marvin Center is inconvenient because it is 
“redundant.”  Students are required to get 
the decal confirming your status as a student, 
but then in order to receive the student rate 
you still have to get the tickets that say you 
are a student.  The D.C. student echoes her 
sentiments in that she finds it very annoying 
to get the sticker that says she is a student, 
but is glad that it is necessary to get the 
sticker only once a year.  Abbie Foss, how-
ever, thinks the system works well although 
she had trouble her first year figuring out 
how the decal system worked and found 
herself having to explain it to other students.  
She usually buys enough tickets to last her 
for two weeks.

Finally, all of the students try to avoid 
staying overtime.  The basic cost for students 
is $6.00 for 7am-5pm.  The parking facility 
charges an additional $3.50 for those who 
remain overtime.  As the D.C. student com-
ments, “When you have a 6pm-9pm class 
and they limit parking spaces after 3pm, 
you end up having to pay $6 for 3 hours.”  
Andi G is not a fan of overtime either.  She 
doesn’t like the time element because even if 
a student arrives a minute before 1 (at 1pm, 
the $3.50 rate is good for the rest of the day) 
and stays a minute after 5pm, parking costs 
an outrageous $9.75.  Her solution: There 
should be a flat student rate for the whole 
day.  Maybe her cause will be taken up at 
the next SBA meeting.

Harvard Journal
of

Law & Public Policy
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Law and the War 
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Can You Find the Fake Library Research Sessions?
Spring 2002

#1:
Taking the Blues Out of the Bluebook
Date:  Monday, January 28, 2002
Time:  3:00 - 3:50 p.m.
Location: Moot Court Room
Instructors: Leonard Klein, Intellectual Property 
Librarian, lklein@burns.nlc.gwu.edu, and Herb Somers, 
Foreign/International Law Librarian, hsomers@burns.nlc.
gwu.edu

#2:
Finding Intellectual Property Treaties in Print and 
Online
Date:  Tuesday, February 12, 2002
Time:  2:30 - 3:30 p.m.
Location: SL110, Stockton Cellar in the Library
Instructor: Leonard Klein, Intellectual Property 
Librarian, lklein@burns.nlc.gwu.edu

#3:
Finding Britney Spears Online
Date:  Tuesday, February 12, 2002
Time:  4:30 - 6:30 p.m.
Location: Moot Court Room
Instructor: Raphael Angel Diaz, Research Librar-
ian, rdiaz@burns.nlc.gwu.edu

#4:
International Trade Law Research
Date:  Thursday, February 14, 2002
Time:  1:00 - 1:50 p.m.
Location: SL110, Stockton Cellar in the Library
Instructor: Herb Somers, Foreign/International 
Law Librarian, hsomers@burns.nlc.gwu.edu

#5:
D’Oh!  You’ve Crapped Yourself.  Now What?
Date:  Thursday, February 14, 2002
Time:  7:00 - 9:50 p.m.
Location: SL110, Stockton Cellar Bathroom 
Instructor: Chris Rap, Charmin Representative, 
crap@burns.nlc.gwu.edu

#6:
That D Almighty: Researching the History of 2 Live 
Crew
Date:  Monday, February 25, 2002
Time:  2:00 - 2:50 p.m.
Location: M-I-A...take it to the house!!
Instructor: Luther Campbell, Bad Ass Rapper, 
d_almighty@burns.nlc.gwu.edu

#7:
An Introduction to Health Law Research: Print and 
Electronic Resources
Date:  Tuesday, February 26, 2002
Time:  2:00 - 2:50 p.m.
Location: S306
Instructor: Todd Melnick, Reference Librarian, 
tmelnick@burns.nlc.gwu.edu

#8:
I Have a Fully Functional Xbox
Date:  Tuesday, February 26, 2002
Time:  4:20 - 6:50 p.m.
Location: Apt. 823
Instructor: Plague, Halo guru, plague@burns.nlc.
gwu.edu and Do Factor, Halo apprentice, jkogan@burns.
nlc.gwu.edu

#9:
Researching International Environmental Law
Date:  Thursday, February 28, 2002
Time:  2:00 - 2:50 p.m.
Location: E312
Instructors: Herb Somers, Foreign/International 
Law Librarian, hsomers@burns.nlc.gwu.edu, and Ger-
maine Leahy, Environmental Law Research Librarian, 
gleahy@burns.nlc.gwu.edu

#10:
Mastering Shepard’s on LEXIS and KeyCite on 
WESTLAW
Date:  Tuesday, March 5, 2002
Time:  3:30 - 4:30 p.m.
Location: SL110, Stockton Cellar in the Library
Instructor: Leonard Klein, Intellectual Property 
Librarian, lklein@burns.nlc.gwu.edu

#11:
Shepardizing: Really Playing with Sheep
Date:  Tuesday, March 5, 2002
Time:  4:30 - 7:30 a.m.
Location: Law School Quadrangle
Instructor: Earl Winthrop, Shepherd, sheeppimp@
aol.com

#12:
Researching Federal Regulations: Print and Elec-
tronic Resources
Date:  Thursday, March 7, 2002
Time:  2:00 - 2:50 p.m.
Location: SL110, Stockton Cellar in the Library
Instructors: Todd Melnick, Reference Librarian, 
tmelnick@burns.nlc.gwu.edu, and Matthew Mantel, Ref-
erence Librarian, mmantel@burns.nlc.gwu.edu

#13:
Ah Yes.  Don’t Forget Quee....Researching Triumph 
The Insult Comic Dog
Date:  Tuesday, March 26, 2002
Time:  2:00 - 2:50 p.m.
Location: LL101
Instructors: Rick Guerra, Triumph fan, ilikedogs@
burns.nlc.gwu.edu 
#14:
Legal Research on the Web: Recommended Web Sites 
and Search Engines 
Date:  Tuesday, March 26, 2002
Time:  2:00 - 2:50 p.m.
Location: SL110, Stockton Cellar in the Library
Instructors: Todd Melnick, Reference Librarian, 
tmelnick@burns.nlc.gwu.edu and Germaine Leahy, En-
vironmental Law Research Librarian, gleahy@burns.nlc.
gwu.edu

#15:
Researching the Law of the District of Columbia 
Date:  Thursday, March 28, 2002
Time:  1:00 - 2:00 p.m.
Location: SL110, Stockton Cellar in the Library
Instructors: Todd Melnick, Reference Librarian, 
tmelnick@burns.nlc.gwu.edu, and Matthew Mantel, Ref-
erence Librarian, mmantel@burns.nlc.gwu.edu

#16:
Lights, Camera, Action: Researching Mr. Cheeks
Date:  Friday, April 5, 2002 
Time:  12:00 - 1:00 p.m.
Location: L301
Instructors: Reeve Waks, Rap scholar, love_
cheeks@burns.nlc.gwu.edu, 

#17:
Research Sessions for Summer Employment
Date:  Friday, April 5, 2002 
Time:  Series of sessions starting at 1:00 p.m.
Location: S305
Instructors: Carol Grant, Government Contracts 
Librarian, cgrant@burns.nlc.gwu.edu, and Chris Reed, 
Assistant Director for Information Services, creed@
burns.nlc.gwu.edu

    

If you are interested in sharpening or extending your research skills, the Jacob Burns Law Library invites you to attend one or more of its Spring 2002 Library 
Research Sessions. Sessions will be taught by reference librarians, who will discuss and demonstrate a variety of print and electronic research sources.  Enrollment 
for each of these classes is limited. Please send an e-mail message to the instructor listed for the program(s) you wish to attend. If space limitations prevent 

you from attending a particular session, the Library will try to schedule a repeat of the program at a later date. The schedule of  Library Research Sessions is on the 
web at: www.law.gwu.edu/burns/news/f2001.htm.

Answers: 3, 5, 6, 8, 11, 13, 16

Let’s play a little game.  Being that no one ever reads announcements like these, perhaps by making a game of it, we can stimulate some interest.  Below is a list of 
library research sessions.  Some are legitimate while others have been “doctored.”  Once you have identified the facetious research sessions, read the instructions 

on how to attend the legitimate sessions below.  The answers immediately follow.
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