
Editor's Note
The purpose of this symposium issue is to explore the traditional ap-

proach to legal education and to discuss what is worth preserving in the
face of the increasing demand for clinical programs in law schools
throughout the country. As recently as two years ago, it was estimated
that eighty percent of ABA approved law schools had implemented
clinical training programs, and the list of law schools with clinical offer-
ings continues to grow. The proliferation of clinical programs has largely
been in response to the needs of graduating students for actual legal ex-
perience in an increasingly competitive job market. There exists an ever
present danger, however, that the pendulum will swing too far to one side
of the educational process.

The Symposium on Traditional Legal Education seeks to delineate the
values inherent in the traditional three-year curriculum that are worth
preserving. This discussion is especially timely given the recent turmoil in
legal education. Amid charges that the law schools are not adequately
preparing students for the practice of law, in addition to the public's in-
creasing concern with lawyer competency, it is well worth while to pause
and fully explore the goals, and limitations, of Langdell's traditional case
method.

The Symposium as originally planned was to consist of four informal
lectures, each followed by a panel discussion. In its present form, two of
the major papers (those of Professor Wade and Professor Williams) were
sent to the panelists, and their comments follow the major articles. Due
to the original tenor of the Symposium, and the nature of the topic, the
articles are not intended to be 'typical' law review articles, rather they are
in the nature of essays, based largely on the author's own insight and
experience. The contributing authors represent a variety of persp~atives:
some have had many years of successful experience with the case method,
and others are heavily involved in clinical programs. Each author has ad-
mirably tackled a difficult task, and their comments are illustrative of the
current debate in legal education today.
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