


























































































fields of science that might be covered. What we would have in my 
approach is somebody that we could talk to, so we could say: Will you 
please help me understand what is being said here and what is written 
here, not because I'm going to decide technical questions but so that I 
can get the background. 

I advanced this thought in an article in the Pennsylvania Law 
Review. I have met with nothing but rejection on this proposition because 
all lawyers are suspicious if you have somebody who you're talking with 
when they're not present. The lawyer wants to know what such conversa­
tion is about so that he can have somebody respond. 

I have to have someone who will help me understand what I'm 
listening to or what I'm reading. Although some lawyers are good at 
getting ready and getting up in the sciences, many are not. This is a 
complete impasse, as far as I can see. The suspicion index is about nine 
times as great as the value index at this time. But I think like other things 
ideas will change and perceptions will change, and this is a development 
that may come in time. 
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