






Case by case, often in defending the most unappealing 
clients against criminal charges, his advocacy has re
sulted in the development of principles of substantive 
and procedural law that give decency to our society 
and safeguard each of us in the enjoyment of civil 
liberty. 

Even in prerevolutionary America the colonists 
depended upon defense counsel to assert and vindicate 
great principles of liberty and justice which would pro
tect not only the accused client but the general citizenry 
as well. This audience needs no reminder that it was 
in just such context that "Philadelphia lawyer" became 
a term of encomium. For in 1735, when New York law
yers were reluctant to defend the printer, John Peter 
Zenger, against a charge of criminal libel for publishing 
materials critical of His Majesty's government of that 
colony, it was Andrew Hamilton of Philadelphia who 
undertook Zenger's defense, and in so doing vindicated 
both a great substantive principle of free speech and 
the practical freedom of trial juries from arbitrary judi
cial dictation. 

Skipping to times within our memory, I think of 
Schneiderman's case, an important Supreme Court de
cision on the status of naturalized citizens and on the 
concept that guilt is personal and must be proved as 
such. The defendant in that case was an avowed Com
munist. Yet, a lawyer of the greatest eminence, a very 
distinguished "corporation lawyer," who had recently 
been the Presidential candidate of a major political 
party, undertook to represent this unattractive defend
ant and in so doing to vindicate the interest of all of us 
in important libertarian principles of a free society. We 
who are lawyers should be very proud that Wendell 
Wilkie defended Schneiderman's case. 

I also think of Brown v. Mississippi, the begin
ning and foundation of the whole line of decisions suc
cessfully invoking the due process clause against con
victions based upon confessions obtained by coercive 
means. Arrayed against three poverty stricken young 
Negroes was the power, authority and overwhelming 
sentiment of the state of Mississippi. Yet, from among 
the leading lawyers of that state an advocate of great 
power and persuasiveness came forward to denounce 
local methods of law enforcement, and to ask the Su
preme Court to set aside this unfair conviction and to 
serve notice that it would do so in similar cases from 
then on. The Honorable Earl Brewer, a former governor 
of Mississippi, was willing to call for federal intervention 
to prevent his state from perpetrating a great injustice 
upon the most despised of its people. 

More recently, during the 1950's, many of us 
remember that a group of Philadelphia lawyers, several 
from our most prestigious offices, volunteered to rep
resent impecunious defendants accused of subversive 
activity in violation of the Smith Act. This required that 
for months they divert most of their time from their nor
mal lucrative practice to serve clients whom the commu
nity regarded as odious and contemptible. And the leader 
of that battery of counsel, the late Thomas D. McBride, 
volunteered to serve despite his awareness of the serious 
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impairment of his health which subsequently resulted in 
his untimely and lamented death. 

If one more example will not detain you unduly, 
the most recently appointed Justice of the Supreme 
Court numbered among his great achievements as a law
yer the successful representation of an indigent man 
named Gideon, whose case, Gideon v. Wainright, estab
lished the right of needy accused persons to be provided 
with counsel in all serious cases. 

In extolling such voluntary defense of the needy, 
it should be remembered that more than financial sacri
fice is involved. It often takes great moral courage to 
identify one's self as an advocate with clients whom the 
community regards as undeserving scoundrels and evil
doers. When the late Chief Justice Arthur T. Vanderbilt 
was President of the American Bar Association he graph
ically described what the lawyer must anticipate when 
he undertakes to render such service. These are his 
words: "His old and valued clients are likely to intimate 
to him, sometimes deftly, that he might better devote his 
energies to their own vastly more important affairs. Does 
he not fear, they quietly insinuate, that by sponsoring 
such strange causes he may lose the reputation for sober 
judgment and social soundness that he has built up over 
the years with the courts, thus impairing his usefulness 
to his normal clientele?" All of this considered, it is 
heartening to remember and pointedly suggestive for 
the needs of our own times that throughout our history 
there have been lawyers, both celebrated and obscure, 
who have been willing, at whatever cost, to represent 
the necessitous and unpopular defendant in criminal 
causes. 

I have spoken of representation of the needy as 
the work of both volunteers and conscripts. Traditionally, 
the services of volunteers as counsel for the indigent 
have been supplemented by the courts' unsystematic 
assignment of members of the bar to represent defend
ants who appear without counsel. But under the condi
tions which confront us today, particularly in large 
centers of population, the combination of these two ex
pedients is likely to be inadequate and at the same time 
to impose an undue burden on a relatively small fraction 
of the bar. 

Not too many years ago it was widely thought to 
suffice that counsel be supplied in capital and other very 
serious felony cases. Now the need is recognized in all 
but the most trivial misdemeanor cases. Moreover, we 
now know that it is not only desirable but constitutionally 
mandatory to provide counsel for indigent accused per
sons beginning at least as early as arraignment, often at 
preliminary hearing, and sometime very soon after for
mal arrest or detention with a view to interrogation. In 
addition, hearings to determine whether accused juven
iles shall be charged and tried as adults, hearings to 
determine whether probation or parole shall be revoked, 
habeas corpus proceedings, lunacy hearings and other 
special proceedings are deemed appropriate, sometimes 
mandatory, occasions for the representation of the in
digent by counsel. 

continued on page 15 
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mated, after detailed analysis, that the expense would 
amount to $225,000 a year.2 That seemed, then, a huge 
amount. 

A first result of this recommendation was the cre
ation by Congress of an agency to function in the crim
inal, mental health, and juvenile field with a staff of full
time lawyers and investigators.3 Despite most efficient 
operation under a hard working board of directors com
posed of lawyers in private practice and with the budge
tary oversight of the Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts, the agency has been able to meet only a 
small part of the need even in the field of its limited juris
diction. Yet in 1965 its operations cost $255,000.4 

Obviously the 1958 estimate that the full civil 
and criminal legal aid job could be done in Washington 
at an expense of only $225,000 a year was so far off 
target as to seem, in retrospect, almost ludicrous. 

It was experience such as this, as well as experi
ence with the program of the Ford Foundation, that 
demonstrated so that even the most fearful had to face 
it that adequate, comprehensive legal aid would require 
so much money that it could not possibly be financed by 
reliance only on traditional revenue sources--commu
nity chests, contributions by lawyers, and occasional 
payments by city governments. The only possible way 
to do the job properly would be for the federal govern
ment to step forward with its financial help. 

Just as this stark fact was beginning to sink in, 
the federal government did step forward. The Economic 
Opportunity Act was adopted in 1964, to be adminis
tered by the Office of Economic Opportunity. Its pro
gram was formulated late that year; it included, most 
happily, provision for help in the financing of legal aid 
projects in those communities having the wisdom and 
initiative to seek them. 

Then, indeed, did things begin to stir. 
The OEO, of course, could not simply hand out 

funds without inquiry. It had to draw up some general 
specifications for the projects that it would help finance. 
In doing so it has performed a great service by empha
sizing elements that the pauperized legal aid budgets of 
the past have had grievously to neglect. 

One such element is that of bringing legal aid 
service physically closer to the people who need it. A 
most obvious means, in the great metropolis, is through 
organization of neighborhood offices. Very limited expe
rience in New York City, and even more limited experi
ence elsewhere, demonstrated years ago the compelling 
need for this kind of organization. But nowhere had 
funds been available for a truly neighborhood type of 
operation. 

A second element is that of use of the test case 
and other means for effecting improvement in the law in 
fields having special impact on the poor, such as in the 
area of consumers' protection. Lawyers for business en
terprise and labor unions have performed distinguished 
service for their clients in shaping the law to their 
clients' interest. On occasion legal aid societies also have 
demonstrated what a great contribution they could make 
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to the suiting of the law to their clients' needs. They have 
instituted and won notable test cases. They have drafted 
and won adoption of enlightened administrative regula
tions and even legislation. But this kind of work, to be 
consistently and fully effective, requires large resources. 
However much legal aid societies may have yearned to 
do this job, none of them ever has had the means suf
ficiently to concentrate upon it, and most of them have 
been able to address themselves to it only fitfully if at all. 

A third element is that of educating the humble 
people in a community as to their legal responsibilities 
and rights and as to the value of a lawyer's service to 
them, and, incidentally, to everyone. Here again legal 
aid societies have yearned for resources to undertake 
this mission; inability to do so has been one of the glaring 
defects in skeletal legal aid programs heretofore. 

A fourth element is that of involving the poor 
people themselves in the legal aid project by having 
their representatives on the governing board. This is de
signed to carry out a requirement of the Economic Op
portunity Act.5 It is significant that such a requirement 
is even more explicit in a substitute for the Act recently 
proposed by Republican leadership in the House of Rep
resentatives.6 Hence it cannot be shrugged off as a left
wing, crackpot notion. Whether, in the long run, the 
requirement will prove feasible is somewhat in doubt. 
But steps to comply with it in the meantime are having 
desirable consequences. For, among other things, they 
have led to a re-examination of the makeup of governing 
boards of legal aid groups, providing an occasion for the 
infusing of new blood that has been long overdue. 

One aspect of the OEO program is much more 
prosaic than the things I have mentioned, but it may 
prove of most abiding benefit. That is the hard headed 
planning that is called for, and the challenge that is pre
sented to the administrative capacity of legal aid society 
boards and staffs. 

Those in charge of the OEO program are practi
cal people. Quite properly they have been demanding 
that a local legal aid society seeking OEO's help put 
together concrete plans, with detailed budgets solidly 
backed up. In the case of many communities this is a 
new experience; often legal aiders have been operating 
on scales so modest that planning and budgeting have 
been called for, if at all, only to the most elementary 
degree. In facing the need for genuine planning, a num
ber of communities have run into irritating delays as the 

continued on page 20 

3 Act of June 27, 1960, 74 Stat. 229, D . C . Code S2-2201, 
et seq. 

• Information furnished by Kenneth D. Wood, Director, Legal 
Aid Agency for the District of Columbia. 

• Legal aid projects are financed under the "community action" 
provisions of the Economic Opportunity Act, and Section 
202(a)(3) of the Act (78 Stat. 516, 42 U.S.C. §2782(a)(3)) 
requires that a "community action program" be "developed, 
conducted, and administered with the maximum feasible par
ticipation of,residents of the areas and members of the groups 
served . . .. 

• Section 302(a) of H . R. 13378, 89th Cong., 2d Sess. (1966) 
would require that "representatives of the poor" comprise at 
least one-third of the membership of a "community action 
board." And see Section 303(a)(2). 
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FACULTY NOTES 
MoRRIS L. CoHEN, Biddle Law Librarian, has been 
elected President of the University of Pennsylvania 
Chapter of the American Association of University 
Professors. 

PROFESSOR CURTIS R. REITZ, '56, participated as a 
principal speaker at an advanced seminar for Public 
Defenders and other persons specializing in the defense 
of indigents accused of crime which was held in Gaines
ville, Florida. The seminar, the first of its kind in the 
country, was to be a proto-type for Defender seminars in 
other parts of the country. It was sponsored by the Na
tional Legal Aid and Defender Association and by the 
Florida State Public Defenders Association. 

PROFESSOR LOUIS B. SCHWARTZ, '35, testified by invita
tion before the Antitrust and Monopoly subcommittee of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee on problems growing out 
of the use of the supra-national corporation. 

Mr. Schwartz took a leading role in the debates before 
the American Law Institute on Tentative Draft Num
ber 1 of the Pre-Arraignment Code. The proposed code 
would have authorized the police broadly to "stop and 
frisk"; i.e., to detain people briefly on suspicion and 
to search them. Professor Schwartz' brief in opposition 
sought to confine this to cases involving serious crimes 
recently committed. The proposal was recommitted to 
the draftsmen for further study. The same result was 
reached on another chief proposal of the draft-authori
zation of the police to detain arrested persons in the sta
tion house for the purpose of interrogation and without 
assurance of a lawyer. 

LIBRARY STARTS RECORD COLLECTION 
Morris L. Cohen, Biddle Law Librarian, has 

started a collection of legal recordings thanks to the 
fund-raising efforts of the Law Wives Group which were 
begun under the direction of Mrs. William Ewing last 
year and continued this year by Mrs. Richard Martin. 

The collection includes the three album Voice 
of the Modern Trial Lawyer in which Melvin Belli is 
heard making opening statements in various types of 
cases, a jury argument, and illustrating different tech
niques of cross examination. 

Point of Order, a record of the Army McCarthy 
hearings from the documentary film with Eric Sevareid 
narrating, is also in the collection. 

A record which came out in 1963 of Bertolt 
Brecht's testimony before the Committee on On-Ameri
can Activities in 1947 during the hearing on Communist 
infiltration of the motion picture industry is also in the 
collection. It is the only recording of Brecht speaking 
English. 

The most recent acquisition is a record from the 
Library of Congress Folklore Section containing Civil 
War songs some of which are sung by the late Judge 
Learned Hand. The reverse side of this record consists 
of ballads which have been written about the assassina
tions of Presidents. 
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KRA VITCH EXEMPLIFIES 

DEVOTED PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY 

Aaron Kravitch, '17, is a lawyer whose able and 
courageous representation of a person in an unpopular 
case exemplifies notable and inspiring alumni accom
plishment and the highest state of the conscience of the 
bar as discussed on Law Alumni Day this year. Kravitch, 
of Savannah, Georgia, represented, for no fee, a Negro 
who had been sentenced to death by the County Court 
for the murder of an elderly white woman. He argued the 
case on appeal, and the Supreme Court of Georgia unani
mously handed down a landmark decision holding that 
denial of a commitment hearing was error requiring the 
case to proceed through the processes of the law of bring
ing the suspect to trial by indictment of the Grand Jury 
-the indictment, verdict, judgment and sentence all 
being null and void. (Manor v. State 1966) 

Professor Anthony G. Amsterdam, '60, who 
knew about this case by virtue of his own unstinting work 
on civil rights cases throughout the country, commended 
it as "an epochal victory, and an enormous tribute to 
Kravitch's courage and capability." 

Kravitch modestly deprecates the accolades to 
his courage stating that he merely tries to live up to his 
professional responsibilities according to the oath he took 
on admission to the bar. 

Kravitch, who has been City Attorney and At
torney for the Airport Commission, is now active in 
conducting the gubernatorial campaign for the liberal 
ex-governor Ellis Arnall in his section of the state. His 
daughter, Phyllis, '43, a partner with him in the law firm 
of Kravitch, Garfunkel & Hendrix plays a prominent 
role in all the cases in the office including much of the 
research, strategy and brief writing in the Manor case. 
She is also working on the campaign. 

Both father and daughter present inspiring exam
ples of outstanding achievement. 

TWO NOTED JURISTS DIE 

Two outstanding alumni jurists died in the month 
of March. R. Stauffer Oliver, '03, died at the age of 86 
and Eugene V. Alessandroni, '06, was aged 79. 

Judge Oliver had been the very greatly respected 
President Judge of the Philadelphia Common Pleas 
Court No. 7 for twenty-two years at the time of his re
tirement in 1959. He was the author of The Bench is a 
Hard Seat, his autobiography, published by Dorrance & 
Company last year. 

Judge Alessandroni had served with distinction 
for thirty-eight years on Philadelphia's Common Pleas 
Court No. 5 and had been President Judge since 1954. 
He had received his law degree at the age of 19 and had 
to wait two years before he was admitted to the bar. He 
was prominent in Italian-American affairs and was hon
ored many times by these groups as well as by the Italian 
Government. 
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in the representation of his client. 
This experiment is still too new for meaningful 

evaluation. However, its result will undoubtedly be very 
useful to other large communities which wish and need 
to mobilize the bar more fully and systematically in the 
implementation of an assigned counsel system. 

The new highly organized and meticulously 
worked out Houston plan is, of course, not a typical case. 
There are more than 3,000 counties in the United States. 
More than 90% of them still rely entirely upon volun
teers and the assignment of members of the bar by trial 
judges in a more or less haphazard fashion. Perhaps 
nothing else is needed or feasible in some small or rural 
communities, but elsewhere something different is re
quired. 

Some 300 counties, either abandoning or supple
menting the assigned counsel system have established 
defender offices, staffed with salaried lawye~;s whose full 
time responsibility is to serve as counsel for the indigent. 
In some cases, the government provides a public de
fender, the counterpart of the public prosecutor, if you 
will. And there are those who think this is the way of the 
future. Certainly, such a governmental office, as well 
staffed as the district attorney's office, with lawyers and 
supporting personnel as well paid, is, in theory at least, 
a satisfactory solution. Yet, experience shows that num
bers of public defenders are very poorly paid with offices 
very inadequately staffed. It is not easy to persuade the 
leaders of local government to expand already very tight 
budgets and perhaps subordinate other public needs to 
create a defense organization as strong as the prose
cutor's office. There is also the often expressed fear that, 
as a public official, a public defender may be less than 
diligent in opposing the efforts of the district attorney, 
who is a fellow public official. This danger is thought to 
be particularly serious in cases where the accused is the 
object of public anger and indignation and the local 
government is under pressure to obtain a conviction. 
Yet, in fairness, I must concede that I know of no case 
where a public defender has demonstrably failed to do 
his duty. Of course, in the nature of the endeavor, and 
respecting the confidential relation of lawyer and client, 
it will often be hard to judge the adequacy of a defender's 
performance. 

We come now to yet another alternative, a pri
vate legal aid organization. Such an organization may be 
financed entirely from private sources, or private financ
ing may be supplemented by grants or case by case fees 
from the public purse. Most of you know that in this city 
we have one of the best of such organizations, the De
fender Association of Philadelphia. A competent legal 
staff, often aided by volunteers from the practicing bar, 
provides superior legal services, insofar a~ limited man
power can, for the needy accused. Even preliminary 
hearings before magistrates are covered in many cases. 
Most of the members of the governing board of the asso
ciation are themselves experienced lawyers, highly qual
ified to govern such an enterprise. The city provides 
some financial aid and more is hoped for and in immedi
ate prospect to enable the service to expand. Advocates 
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of this type of organization believe that it is better calcu
lated to provide skilled and wholly independent counsel 
for the accused than is a public defender system. And 
certainly it is flexible and can be expanded by the sup
plementary utilization of volunteers from the practicing 
bar. Equally important, a first rate defender office can 
also provide helpful, sometimes invaluable, assistance 
to members of the general bar who have been assigned 
to represent particular defendants and who because of 
inexperience in criminal matters wish the guidance of an 
office staffed by lawyers and trained investigators who 
have expertise in the preparation and trial of criminal 
cases. 

I think it likely that in the years ahead this func
tion of assisting assigned and volunteer counsel who are 
not wholly familiar with the criminal practice, will be
come one of the most valuable functions of well staffed 
and organized defender offices in urban centers. For, 
even after public and private support have resulted in 
the establishment of well staffed defender offices, large 
scale participation of the general bar in the representa
tion of needy accused persons will continue to be neces
sary. The sheer size of the task will require this. 

It will be up to the bar to discharge its greatly 
enlarged and still expanding responsibility willingly and 
well. Happily, both study and practice in the field of 
criminal law are being upgraded. More able and inspir
ing teachers than ever before are offering courses and 
engaging in research relevant to the criminal law and its 
administration. This must result in the graduation of 
prospective lawyers with greater interest and competency 
in the field than most of us exhibited when we came to 
the bar. In the meantime, we who already are practi
tioners will have to represent the indigent or needy as 
best we can. Fortunately, we are getting valuable help 
from outside of our ranks. For example, the Ford 
Foundation has already commit.ted more than six mil
lion dollars toward the financing of undertakings to facil
itate and expand defender programs and related law 
school projects throughout the country. In Philadelphia 
and elsewhere municipal budgets are providing more 
money for the defense of the indigent. The Congress and 
the federal courts are moving in the same direction. If 
in addition, enough members of the bar, sensitive to both 
professional and social responsibility, give generously 
some of their time and skill in advocacy, and others give 
of their money in support of private defender organiza
tions, we will creditably accomplish the work that must 
be done. 

We could abdicate professional responsibility, 
leaving it to the state to carry most of the burden through 
salaried public defenders. But in so doing we would be 
false to the tradition and the basic conception of law as 
a high public calling. Back in the 1930's a critic ob
served that "intellectually the profession still commands 
respect, but it is the respect for an intellectual jobber 
and contractor." We are not wholly free from such crit
icism today. Our response to the need for legal services 
for the indigent can be one important demonstration 
that such charges are calumny. 
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of the California State Bar. These steps are set forth in 
the report of that Committee. They provide a truly 
effective way of ascertaining needs for legal services by 
persons of moderate means and possible ways of meet
ing such needs. Such efforts are incumbent upon the 
organized bar if it is to fulfill its responsibilities to the 
public. I have edited slightly the pertinent recommenda
tions of the Committee as follows: 

"1. The service will attempt to secure agreements 
with known organized groups such as unions, teacher 
associations, trade groups, and public employee asso
ciations, whereunder the groups and their representa
tives would refer their members to the reference serv
ice rather than to a group attorney, whenever the 
problem creating the need for legal assistance is an 
individual problem and something other than a griev
ance or complaint under a union contract or other 
problem common to or affecting, or the solution of 
which would affect, all members of the group. 
"2. In each reference service, among other special
ties as determined by a qualified board, panels would 
be formed. Qualifications would be established, 
adopted and applied by the service. 
"3. A major effort would be made to have a far 
larger number of attorneys participate in the service 
than is now the case. Too often the Lawyer Refer
ence has been accused of being designed solely for 
the young or inexperienced attorney who has no regu
lar clientele. 
"4. The existence, availability, extent and features 
of the service will be repeatedly brought to public 
attention by advertising in all dignified media in the 
community, without regard to financial return. 
"5. Dependent upon the population, the service 
would have one or more attorneys on duty at all times. 
"6. Interviewing at the service would be so con
ducted as to produce facts which can be tabulated 
for study. After securing all data, selection of a spe
cialized panel and actual reference would be carefully 
and quickly completed. Those applicants having a 
prior relationship with a particular lawyer would, 
with their consent, be returned to that lawyer's office 
and care. 
"7. A complete 'follow-up' procedure would secure 
additional data for tabulation. 
"8 . During the course of the experiment, continuing 
study and surveys would be made to assist in testing 
the effectiveness of the program from a community 
standpoint. . . . 
"9. The experiment would continue until an analy
sis of the collected experiences will allow a meaning
ful interpretation of the results achieved." 

I would add to the committee's prescriptions the 
need to experiment with maximum fee schedules to pro
tect cooperating organizations and their members against 
excessive fees. 

Experiments through a revitalized lawyer referral 
also can operate more effectively when the organized bar 
also drops the attitude displayed in its deplorable con
servatism at the time of the Button v. NAACP and 
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Brotherhood v. Virginia cases. 
The Button case came down in 1963 (NAACP 

v. Button, 371 U. S. 415). In that case the Supreme 
Court stated that Virginia could not, because of the 
First Amendment guarantees, restrain an organization 
like the NAACP from hiring and paying counsel for 
members and non-members alike. Arguments against 
this kind of activity, based on canons of ethics, charges 
of fomenting litigation, and intervention of lay inter
mediaries were all brushed aside in the "public inter
est." That the public interest was paramount and not 
the special interests of the members of a profession 
apparently was not made obvious enough to the organ
ized bar by this opinion alone, even though the Court 
clearly stated that Virginia could not outlaw any 
arrangement "by which prospective litigants are advised 
to seek the assistance of particular attorneys." The 
behaviour of the organized bar only a year later made 
it perfectly clear that it had not absorbed the Court's 
point that the canons of ethics might be invalid when 
they clash with the public interest, and not the other 
way around. 

In charity it might be said that many members 
of the organized bar looked upon the Button case as a 
special holding coming out of the civil rights struggle
though such an attitude in itself was far from forward
looking. Nevertheless, how explain the subsequent atti
tude of the organized bar after the holding by the Court 
in 1964 in Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen v. Com
monwealth of Virginia, ex rel. Virginia State Bar, 377 
U. S. 1. At least the organized bar of Virginia seemed 
intent on adding to the State's reputation of being 
"mother of Presidents," the newer distinction of being 
"mother of precedents" for group legal services. But it 
must be said in all fairness to the bar of Virginia that 
the Brotherhood and its legal aid plan had been in the 
courts of the various states for about thirty years. The 
California bar had been successful in having the plan 
stricken down in 1950 (Hildebrand v. State Bar, 36 C. 
2nd 504) and subsequent proceedings had involved the 
states of Montana, California, Nebraska, Iowa, Michi
gan, Oklahoma, and Illinois. 

Anyhow, in BRT, 1964, the Supreme Court, 
again on the basis of the First Amendment, specifically 
upheld the following legal aid plan of the Brotherhood: 

"Under their plan the United States was 
divided into sixteen regions and the 
Brotherhood selected, on the advice of 
local lawyers and federal and state 
judges, a lawyer or firm in each region 
with a reputation for honesty and skill 
in representing plaintiffs in railroad per
sonal injury litigation. When a worker 
was injured or killed, the secretary of his 
local lodge would go to him or to his 
widow or children and recommend that 
the claim not be settled without first see
ing a lawyer, and that in the Brother
hood's judgment the best lawyer to con
sult was the counsel selected by it for 
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