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SALUTATORY IN THE FIRST NUMBER.
January, 1901.

‘‘In the publication of the Columbia Law Review we feel
that we have undertaken a task which may prove to be beyond
our powers. Yet we have been encouraged to proceed in the
hope that if our efforts are successful, the magazine will be of
service to the profession. And in this, our initial number, we
wish to indicate the general purpose of our undertaking. The
plan was conceived with the idea that there is a field for still
another magazine devoted to the discussion of legal problems,
and containing besides, a summary of current decisions and
diseriminating reviews of law books. The only undergraduate
work will appear in the digests and criticisms of recent cases.
For our other material we shall look entirely to members of
the Bar, encouraged by the cordial aid already given.

““For the generous support which we have received from
the Bench, the University and the Bar we wish to express our
gratitude and to it attribute any measure of success which may
come to us. In particular, we wish to thank the editors, past
and present, of the Harvard Law Review, not only for setting

before us a standard to which we some day hope to attain, but

also for their kindly suggestions.”’
—Vol. 1, Columbia Law Review, p. 50.




THE FOUNDING OF THE REVIEW.

By John M. Woolsey, 1901L,
Secretary of the Review, 1900-01

The idea of founding the Columbia Law Review was first

suggested by the writer in the spring of the year 1900 and the
first number was published in January, 1901. The Review,

therefore, is the same age as the present century.
The writer had felt during his first two years at the Colum-

bia Law School that, in spite of the remarkable teachers on
its faculty and the standing of the school in the public estima-
tion, there was a certain lack of organization and incentive in

the student life.
Quite naturally his attention was challenged by the interest

and enthusiasm felt by friends who were at Harvard and hap-
pened to be connected with the Harvard Law Review. He was,
however, very loath to stand sponsor for the project of a Colum-
bia Law Review unless something happened which would make
it seem not inappropriate that he should take the matter up with
the Faculty. He feared a quo warranto by his classmates.

The excuse needed came in the spring of 1900, when the
elections to The Moot, a scholarship society which had not oc-
cupied a place of great prominence in the student life, were
given out, and five members of the Class of 1901 were added to
it. The men selected were Joseph E. Corrigan, Beverley R.
Robinson, Herman F. Robinson, Forsyth Wickes, and the
writer.

The election to this scholarship society, whether deserved
or not, seemed to afford an opportunity of taking up seriously
the question of founding a Law Review at Columbia.

After talking the matter over with Corrigan, he and the
writer went to see Dean Keener about it. Dean Keener received
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organized into a Law Review Board by the election
of Corrigan as Kditor in Chief, Woolsey as Secretary, Tyler as
Treasurer, and Levy as Business Manager. Walker was selected
as Editor in charge of the department of recent decisions

The organization of the Columbia Law Review was made

somewhat different to that of the Harvard Law Review. as we
then understood it.

The reason was that a great deal of work had to be done

% 1n order to secure contributions of articles. Hence there was a

%, Secretary elected to deal with this aspect of the new Review.
i The plan was, as it is now, that the only part of the Review

'Ote of cases and the recent decmlonq De'm Keener rpqmred

it the leading articles and the book reviews should be written
s‘persons outside of the undergraduate body. He also stated
' g& the Rewview could not ecommence publication until twenty-
szlr articles, three for each issue of the first volume, were on
h’éhnd or enough reasonably assured.

The establishment of the Rewiew, therefore, was difficult
because the editors were not in a position to pay any .COTltI:lbu-
F tors for articles, and, consequently, had to get prom‘lses from

contributors to write articles without compensation for a non-
existent periodical.

[ 3]




The difficulty of this situation was extreme and it was gub.
sequently complicated by the fact that some articles were
received which the Editors felt they could not use. Conge.
quently, the first Law Review Board was in the unique position

of being both a beggar and chooser!
The difficult task of rejecting articles which were sent in

reply to requests was successfully surmounted in at least one
instance by writing to the contributor that we felt his work
was ‘‘worthy of a larger public than we could give it,”’ a form
of editorial refusal which was tactful and did not make the

writer an enemy.
Every effort was made to publish a magazine which would

be well done in form as well as substance and pains were not
spared in any detail. Even the matter of a scal for the Review

was the subject of great consideration.
The seal finally chosen, which appears on the cover of each

issue and on the title page of the bound volumes, was copied
in design from the seal of a mediaval law school. We were in-
debted for the seal to the good officex of one of the professors
of the Latin Department. The lettering was done by him and
is, I believe, classically correct.

The aim of the Review was, if poussible, to have articles of
practical as well as scientific value and have book reviews which
were independent and thorough. The original editors had to
depend on outsiders entirely for reviewing, because at that
time there did not exist that mow fast growing class of ex-
editors of the Law Review, always glad to exchange a short
article for a new book!

Perhaps the first volume of the Review, while fairly satis-
factory, did not measure up to the standard of its successors.
This was due to lack of tradition and to inexperience.

On the other hand, the original Board of Editors did not
have some of the difficulties which beset later Boards. In writ-
.. 10g notes or in reviewing recent cases we did not have to look

back throuigh earlier numbers of the Review to see what expres-
foos of opinion the Review had given on similar questions—

[4]
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I notice from reading my report as secretary,
the last meeting of the first Editorial Board, in t
1901, that up to then we had received nineteen articles, had pub-
lished fifteen and returned three; that seven articles were due
during the spring of that year and that there were twelve arti-
cles promised for the following year. Thus the requirements
laid down by Dean Keener for sufficient assurances to give
iree articles for each of the eight numbers of the Review had
en achieved.
- Tt is interesting to note that each of the members of the
aw Faculty promised an article during each of the first thre‘e
rears of the Review but that most of them failed to fulfill the%r
dertakings, even in part. Doubtless they felt. 1'elieve.d of ﬂ'lel:ll
obligations when they found that enough outside articles were
obtainable to keep the project going! .
There were many points to be covered by the 01‘8’311”;”;
of a Review of this kind, and I remember that a great :dea 0
1 ; : the by-laws under which the
pains was taken in drawing up _ - desirable that
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the Review should always be the same. The first Board
with pride that practically all its rules are still in force,
If, as I believe to be the case, the Law Review is genera])y
regarded as a real contribution to periodical Americap legal
literature, it has justified its twenty-five years’ career apq the
purpose of the founders has been achieved. It rests wity the
graduates of the school to make its future success possible.
The Law School needs the Law Review in order to eXpress
itself. Without the Review the Law School would necessarily

be somewhat inarticulate.
For a great Law School to be without a law periodicy] is

really crippling the School, because when there is not sych 4
periodical there is no forum in which the Faculty and graduates
of the Law School feel that they have an opportunity of dis.
cussing questions which may interest them; and the students
. have not the incentive of scholarship competition which leads
' to election to the Rewview, or the excellent training for brief
writing which is afforded by writing Editorial Comment and
notes of recent cases.

It is gratifying for the supporters of the Review to observe
that in the last decade, the Courts, both State and Federal,
have begun to refer more and more frequently to the Review
and other similar periodicals as sources of authority, and that
this reference is not only to contributed articles but, perhaps,
more frequently to the Editorial Comment. As the Bench does,
80 does a wise Bar with the natural result that the influence of a
review like this spreads into places undreamed of at its incep-
tion.

The first year was a year full of anxieties and perplexities.
The Review was living from hand to mouth both in regard to its
. finances and its contributions. Our troubles were many.

" . | But, although the first Board of Editors may have had
any hard problems to overcome, Virgil was right when he said:

. &4 ' . e . .
E Forsam et haec olim meminisse juvabit.”’

learng

__Aeneid I, 203
[6]
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of recollection. After all, the part that dietetics can play in.the
progress of civilization has yet to be estimated. Theref.orfa just
as Carlyle remarked after reading Froude’s.rhapsodw intro-
duetion to his History of England, that Frederick 1.:he Great was
: :m. ised on beer-sops and Napoleon subsisted mainly on soup,
:’% ore meat-eating possibly might not have been the chief
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agency in England’s greatness, 1 refer any who may ),;

greater days for our Bar as the result of Mr. Volstead ho e

lived, to the deasert habits of Lord Eldon and the mlstu:nvm“
) Noof

Marshall’s time.
My apology for approaching the record of the Reriey '1
: 5

this fashion is that the personal side of its history. -the stade;
side—is part of a certain balance which is characteristic :f
this institution. Although to serve the purposes to which iy
was dedicated personalities have always been excluded from itg
pages (announcements as to changes in Law School personne]
and, of late, brief records of contributors, being the extent 0’:‘
the departures from this rule), it must be remembered that the
Review is first and last a product of the Law School. It started
with a student board of editors, and it always must have 3 board

drawn from its student body.

That is why the Great War stopped its publication. The
Faculty could have taken over the task of editing the Review
until the students returned from national service, but if that

had happened there would no longer have been a Review. Tt

was better, therefore, to preserve, even at the cost of stopping
publication, the balance between the contribution of the expe-

rienced observer and the editorial notes of the student.

To that end the articles have always been contributed by
In selection they embrace the

members of the profession.

range which goes from the active practitioner to the teacher in
law; and (with but one exception, which personally T regret for
the sake of principle) no editor has ever had a hand in this
regard. But the editorial work is done exclusively by the Board;
it is aided at times by suggestions from the Faculty or elder
brethren of the Bar, but always, in last analysis, the finished

product is the output of the Board.

Thus in the nature of things the editorial board has acquired
a character of its own and has become an institution of the Law

School. The records of its meetings and the reports of its e;_pc-
eading

thered

utives have all been kept, and they furnish interesting r
in themselves. But, more than that, the Board has ga
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of its being. Through its ranks m
distinetion, most of them at the Bar, but some In finance, others
in teaching, and still others in public life. Names cannot he
mentioned, but the men are there just the same, despite the
fact that the oldest of them have not yet passed middle life. Nor
are they all to be found in New York; for the Law School is
essentially not local in its method or its population, and there-
fore the Law Review Board is represented by its ex-editors in
the South and in the West as well as in the larger cities of the
East. o |
The Review itself is just as catholie in character. Dedi-
cated as it was to study the origins and mirror the development
of the law, its ideal has been to confine itself to no one feature
b
f that complex. . . . .
’ The constant reader can appreciate this, T believe, without
1 but the records left behind by the sue-
ing behind the scenes, bu Den.
o ditors put the idea in even better
ion of departed groups of editors p 5
oossIon rts of meetings of the board, an
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: And so we find contributed articles touching here g pProb.
em of constitutional law and there a point of internationg,,
right, but relieved by discussions of that homely but l"\'ul-;-
thing, the common law--the common law in the sharp ligh o l:l-
c?ntroversinl points, the common law in the softer tones of ity
.lnstory. Many of these articles, of course, are of transitory )
interest, and passing vears bear away their appeal (wh “U;\.
would read, with flushed interest of the Insular Cases?) Lyt iy,
great part the articles are of permanent value. A few, indeeq
almost belong to literature; and of such T particularly reculi
Sir Frederick Pollock’s ‘“Genius of the (Common Law,”” whiey,
the then Secretary of the Board officially styled (in the Boardy
private records) the love story of the common law. If. reader,
you have not a complete set of the Review, get Sir Frederick’s
““Genius’’—for it has been published in book form—ang you
will appreciate what the Secretary meant. But there are many
other articles, by American writers as well as by Englishme‘n
like Pollock and Holdsworth, and Canadians like Ewart, of
equal merit and of as lasting quality. Of these writers of our
own country I will not speak; the faithful reader of the Review
knows them, and the new subscriber not only will meet those of
the older group who are still with us, but he will become ge-

quainted as well with younger writers who are taking the place

of the departed.
Following the contributed articles and ahead of the book

reviews in each issue, the reader will find the editorial notes on
recent decisions. And here again I find in the records of the
board the same evidence of an ambition that is in great measure
achieved in the actual outcome. The desire has been to select
cases of the greatest value by reason of the points presented or

suggested, points illustrating growth here, and development

‘there, in the law which governs us.
How far that intention has been realized can safely be left

to a practical test. The lawyer or the student engaged in re-
search will find that no better start on a fundamental question
can be made than by going to the back volumes of the Review.

[10 ]
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commonwealths. Consequently the observer of current ’le:;':“
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tion must learn to dolscard a large mass of waste if he is to seleet
anything worth while. ?Sut the work justifies itself, for current
legislation is a field of interest Practical as well gg theoretical.
In this new departure the work of the Revjey shows steady in-
crease in value.

I am quite aware that what T have written hardly does more
than suggest the topic assigned me, and that interesting features
of the growth of the Columbia Law Review have not been put
forward with the treatment which their interest and importance
deserve. But after all when you are fond of g person, an insti-
tution or a place, you can speak only in terms of impression.
And, as I have set forth above, the Review, in its present as in
its history, gives me always the feeling that it well maintains
the valuable balance between the things of present interest and
those of permanent interest, just as, in the minor key, the recol-

Jeotions of an ex-editor vary between work and the lighter side

intercourse.
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CHRONOLOGICAL LIST OF EDITORS

1901—Joseph K. Corrigan, Kditor-in-Chief; John M. Woolge
Secretary; C. Boardman Tyler, Treasurer; Louig L[\),'
Levy, Business Manager; Beverley R. Robinson, 'He‘rl
man F. Robinson, Forsyth Wickes, Burton W, Wilsm.‘
George (. Schreiber, Harold Walker. '

1902—Russell C. Leffingwell, Editor-in-Chief; Bridgham Cypyj,
Secretary; Emery H. Sykes, Treasurer; *Henry R, Con,-
ger, Business Manager; Philip W. Russell, Carp R.
Ganter, William E. Baird, *John W. Parks, *Walter P.
Frank, Edward W. Hamilton.

1903—H. Starr Giddings, Editor-in-Chief ; Luke Lea, Secretary;
Pliny W. Williamson, Business Manager; Samue] D.
Royse, Treasurer; William B. Bell, Robert Mc(. Marsh,
Arthur C. Patterson, Royall C. Victor, Garrard Glenn,
Julian C. Harrison, *James H. Merwin, Charles J. Ogden,

1904—Goldthwaite H. Dorr, Editor-in-Chief; H. Alexander
Smith, Secretary; Edward B. Bruce, Business Manager;
J. Day Lee, Treasurer; Edwin P. Grosvenor, Christo-
pher M. Bradley, Allan G. Rearick, *Edward E. Stowell,
Mead V. Z. Belden, Henry S. Dottenheim, Frederick 8.

Kellogg, Lorin J. Roach, J. Boyce Smith, Jr.

1905—Niel A. Wathers, Editor-in-Chief; Allan B. A. Bradley,
Secretary; Gardner Abbott, Business Manager; Howard
W. Pierce, Treasurer; David M. Proctor, Earle L. Beatty,
Ralph J. Schwarz, Kahl C. Bates, Daniel A. Millett, Wil-
bur M. Cummings, Arthur G. Hays, Charles D. Miller,

Frank H. Sincerbeaux.
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1908——F.1'ede1‘ick J. Powell, Editor-in-Chief ; Charles K. Bur

dick, Secretary; George A. Ellis, Business .\lu;mger:

Frank H. Vedder, Treasurer; BEllis W. Lea\'cuwort\‘x
Treasurer; Charles S. Bulkley, Robert LeRoy, Edwar:l
N. Abbey, Alexander B. Siegel, *James 3 Ho'gan, Harry
F. Mela, Ralph E. Rogers, William F. Peter, JT. Charles
Runyon, Frederick P. ‘Whitaker.

1909—-—Charles M. Travis, Editor-in-Chief; Dudley F. Sicher,

Qecretary; Arthur W. Rinke, Business Manager and

Treasurer; Tdward C. Bailly, Treasurets Bdward O.
Qtanley, 9T+ Business Managers Henry B. Colton, Floyd
E. Ellis, Norman S. Goetz, Robert W. Qkinner, J T+ Sin-

clair Hamilton, w. P. Sturtevant, Kenneth M. Spence,

*Fric J. Williams, Fayette B Dow, Harold J. Roig,

1. Maurice ‘Wormser.

1910—~L0uis G. Bissell, Editor-'m—Chief . Wilbur 1. Cherry, Sec-

. Lee H. Berliner, Business Managers
ward H. Hart Gilbert J- Hirseh,




1911—J. Kenneth Byard, Editor-in-Chief; Alexander Holtzoﬁ
Secretary; Francis Dean, Business Manager; George E
Hite II., Treasurer; Osmond K. Fraenkel, Business Man-
ager; Karl W. Kirchwey, Godfrey Konta, Philip R. Mal-
lory, Siegfried F. Hartman, Eugene E. Kelly, Abraham
Freedman, Robert H. Rice, Stephen M. Bell, William .
Weiss, Asa B. Kellogg, John S. Sickels.

1912—Paul S. Andrews, Editor-in-Chief; Harold R. Medina,
Secretary; Charles J. Nourse, Business Manager; Mason
H. Bigelow, Treasurer; John M. Lowrie, Business Man-
ager; George A. Gordon, Jerome Michael, John V. Hew-
itt, Winthrop H. Kellogg, Edward N. Perkins, Edward
T. Bishop, Frank L. Cunningham, Young B. Smith, Rob-

ert S. McKellar, F'. E. Norris.

1913—Clinton J. Ruch, Editor-in-Chief ; Gardner P. Lloyd, Edi-
tor-in-Chief; Reuben B. Crispell, Secretary; Sherwood
E. Hall, Business Manager; Franklin P. Ferguson,
Treasurer; Huger W. Jervey, Raymond B. Seymour,
Norman N. Behr, Francis H. McAdoo, Harry T. Daven-
port, H. Bartow Farr, Elkan Turk, Bertram F. Shipman,
Albert DeSilver, Richard F. Weeks.

1914—Robert B. Troutman, Editor-in-Chief ; Andrew P. Martin,
Secretary; Samuel L. Jackson, Business Manager; Theo-
dore S. Kenyon, Treasurer; *L. LeG. Battey, Morse S.
Hirsch, Arthur B. Brenner, James A. Fee, Jr., Lemuel
Skidmore, Jr., Henry H. Nordlinger, Rufus J. Trimble,
Richard W. Young, Jr., Clinton D. Winant, Stephen K.
Rapp, Tracy S. Voorhees.

1915—Louis Connick, Editor-in-Chief; Walter G. Wiechmann,
Secretary; Vivian C. Ross, Business Manager; Gullie B.

. Goldin, Arnold J. R. Brock, F. Linton Martin, Richard B.
Scandrett, Jr., Eugene Untermeyer, Carl E. Erpf, Ar-

nold W. Knauth, Thomas A. Larremore, Cyril J. Curran,
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man,

David A. Embur}-.
*Vernon S. Clark.

1917—Watson N. Washbyry,
Lord 1I., Secretary; ¥

; Vermon,
Fhayer Bury

Bucei, J. Leon Israel, Charles I.,. Kahn, Emanuel Schoen.
zeit, Julius Weiss, J. John Schulman, Frederick C. Bangs
Arthur L. Obre, Frederic P. Lee, Vincent J. Mulvey.

_19f-Frank H. Towsley, Editor-in-Chief, Carl M. Beren, Edi-
' tor-in-Chief ; Clarence M. Tappen, Business Manager and
Editor-in-Chief; Harvey T. Mann, Secretary; Paul L.
Cohn, Business Manager; Albert Mannheimer, Julian D.
Rosenberg, George L. Buland, Ralph F. Kane, Ilo Or-
leans, Orville W. Wood, Avrom M. Jacobs, Howard E.
Reinheimer, Sylvan Lehmayer, Thomas J. Tingley, San-
uel Berger, Raymond L. Wise, *Milton H. Sternfeld, E.

- F. Korkus.
R [ 15 ]



1920—Francis  del.. ('unuinghn‘m, Fditor iy, Chiof 1
Shulman, Seeretary; Mortimer Hayx, Benjumin o 'l"{"lum.
Charles W. McClumpha, Norman |, Hulnlueluun I')t iru),,
H. Kenyon, Arthur 1%, lhu'.uh, Aubrey R, Murru,'-l;u:'nglnq
Gifford, Abraham 8. Weismann, Johy I, Whuru::n I
Walston (‘hubb. L It

1921—Charles 8. Ascher, Kditor-in-Chief; Frynk O
Secretary; Ralph . Colin, Business Munugm-; Kl
Gluck, Business Manager and Sceretary ; Lionel §, l::rui
kin, Secretary; David Brady, Joseph H, Cohen, .lm:uhﬂ;
Manheimer, Arthur K. Pettitt, Robert W, Wesley, Jum;.;
M. Wolf, Philip Adler, Abraham M, Silverman, lmr'u.,,l;
W. Post, Homer F. Carey, Frederic (. Bellinger, DeLay,
Andrews, Clarence V. Opper, Lester A. Jaffe, Hugh §,
Grady, Frederic R. Sanborn, Julian D. Rosenberg,

* I)‘zlﬂlllfy

1922—Oliver B. James, Kditor-in-Chief; George C. Sharp, Sec.
retary; Albert G. Redpath, Business Manager; Jonus
Shapiro, Carroll Low, A. DeWitt Mason, Herbert W. Hal-
denstein, Leonard Acker, Alvin S. Rosenson, Louis F.
Huttenlocher, Allan Van Wyck, Sanford 1). Levy, Thomas
Keely, Jr., Carl E. Kieser, Irving Smith, Jr., David
Cohen, Hugo I. Epstein.

1923—William K. Laws, Editor-in-Chief; William D. Fuguel,
Secretary; A. Holly Patterson, Business Manager; Wil-
liam V. Goldberg, Kenneth Brooks Low, (icorge I Net-
ter, Charles H. Coster, Maurice Iserman, Aron Steuer,
Charles L. Sylvester, Charles E. Gately, Philip Nelsom,
Laurence A. Kahn, William H. Carlisle, Jacob Girumet,
Edwin Kessler, Jr., Henry Klein.

1924—Bamuel Nirenstein, Editor-in-Chief; John 1.
Becretary; Jay J. N. Scandrett, Business I\lunug}!fi ‘“
Kane Kaufman, Emanuel J. Freiberg, Sterling Piem
Edward A, Sargoy, Jacob W. Fricdman, Abra®® &
Kaufman, Thomas L. Parsonnet, Harold p. Selig
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James D. Wise, Philip Jossup, Frod Biolaski, Frank R.
Bruce, Robert H. O’Brien, Beverly R, Myles, Max Belt-
ser, David Scheinker.

1925—Alfred McCormack, Kditor-in-Chiof; Willinm Gilbert,

Secretary; Kugene J. Raphael, Business Manager; Ber-
nard Sobol, Arthur Kramer, lHoerman A. Benjamin, Solo-
mon I. Sklar, . Struve Hensel, Alvin McK. Sylvester,
W. Orville Douglas, Carrol M. Shanks, Charles H. Kllner,
David M. Engelson, Samuel Seidel, Trving J. Shubert,

Melvin Robbins.

1926—Arthur H. Schwartz, Kditor-in-Chief; Stanley H. Fuld,

Secretary; Harry S. Ferguson, Business Manager; Alex
Cracovaner, Victor Whitehorn, Milton Handler, Benja-
min I. Ehrlich, Warren H. Lowenhaupt, Louis Altkrug,
Sol Charles Levine, Daniel Levy, Julius J. Nirenstein,
Leonard P. Simpson, Herbert Plaut, E. Gardner Prime,
Joseph L. Weiner, Samuel A. Hirshowitz, Kugene A.

Roth, Max Bleich.

1927—F'rancis X. Downey, Editor-in-Chief ; Franklin S. Pollak,

Secretary; Samuel R. Feller, Business Manager; Rich-
ard S. Emmet, Felix A. Fishman, Abraham Hornstein,
Hyman W. Kehl, Samuel Klaus, Irving K. Rubin, Abra-
ham Shamos, John A. Woodbridge, Emanuel Dankowitz,

Sylvester Pindyck.
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COLLEGES REPRESENTED ON THE
EDITORIAL BOARDS

The graduates of a large number of Colleges are re
sented among the editors of the Review. Chief among thesep;e-
Columbia with 95; C. C. N. Y., 50; Yale, 49; Harvard, 34, Princr:_
ton, 23; Ambherst, 18; Williams, 14; University of Georgia, 9,
Cornell, 7; Hamilton, 7, and Leland Stanford, 5. Other collegeg
and universities represented are Alabama, Allegheny, Baylor,
Bowdoin, Brown, California, (incinnati, Colgate, Colorad
Dartmouth, ]?enison, Emory, Fordham, Georgetown, Illinoia’,
Iowa, Indiana, Johns Hopkins, Kansas, Kentucky, Kenyon,
Knox, Lafayette, McGill, Marietta, Marshall, Michigan, Minne- '
sota, Missouri, Nebraska, New York University, Notre Dame,
Oberlin, Ohio Wesleyan, Pomona, Reed, Rensselaer Poly., Rich-
mond, Rochester, Rutgers, St. Francis Xavier, Sacred Heart,
Seton Hall, Simpson, Southern Methodist, Syracuse, Texas
Trinity, Tufts, Tulane, Union, Utah, University of the South, _-'_
Vanderbilt, Vermont, Washington, Wesleyan, Whitman, Whit’;
worth and Wyoming. ]




	DSC05555
	DSC05556
	DSC05557
	DSC05558
	DSC05559
	DSC05560
	DSC05561
	DSC05562
	DSC05563
	DSC05564
	DSC05565
	DSC05566
	DSC05567
	DSC05568
	DSC05569
	DSC05570
	DSC05571
	DSC05572
	DSC05573
	DSC05575

