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April, 1966
MEMORANDUM

TO:

Members of the Law Faculty and the Law Class of 1951

FROM:

R. V. Wellman

Communications between the Faculty of the Law School and Alumni
have improved rather dramatically in recent years. The appearance
of Law Quadrangle Notes in 1957 was followed in 1960-61 by the organization of the Law School Fund and in 1962 by the first meeting of
the Committee of Visitors. As a result of these and other activities,
the Faculty and the Alumni are better acquainted. But, as is so
often true, a little information seems only to generate the need for
more.
In order to test the utility of comprehensive information about
graduates, Dean A~ F. Smith approved a proposal of Professor Richard
V. Wellman, Faculty Placement Counsellor, to gather data concerning
a particular class. The Class of 1951, which will be observing its
fifteenth reunion in 1966, was chosen since it was felt that fifteen
years after graduation was long enough for careers to be well settled,
and yet not so long as to make its members unresponsive to School
inquiries. Information about 1951 graduates available from Law School
records was transcribed on special survey cards. A questionnaire
was developed, mailed to the members of the Class, and the replies
were recorded on the survey cards. The response was excellent:
229 of 282, or 81%, returned the completed, seven-page questionnaire.
The results of the experiment with the Class of 1951 were good
enough that, in all likelihood, the process will be repeated with
other classes. Before going further, however, the questionnaire will
be revised to correct several deficiencies that became apparent in
the survey of 1951 graduates. Also, a system for machine sorting
and retrieval of various data will be devised. Once a workable
system has been perfected, periodic surveys of groups of alumni will
provide a continuing flov1 of data to the Faculty that should be useful to check a variety of educational decisions.
This story of the Class of 1951 reflects much of what was
learned about this group as a result of the experiment.
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The Class of 1951
a.
1.

1

At admission time
The Law School

The Law School that received the freshman group of 1948 bore
the same name and occupied essentially the same physical facilities
as the Michigan Law School of 1966. In many other important particulars, however, the Law School of 1948 was quite different from
the School of today.
The differences in the Faculties at the two times arc perhaps
best known.
The active Faculty as of September, 1948 numbered 24 professors
and two-non-resident lecturers. Dean Stason, the only dean, carried
a major teaching responsibility. Russell Smith, as Secretary, Paul
Leidy, as Placement Director, Hobart Coffey, as Director of the
Library, Lewis Simes, as Director of Legal Research and Grover
Grismore, vJho looked after the Lawyers Club, all carried regular
teaching loads in addition to their administrative burdens. The
other active members of the Faculty, in the order of their tenure,
v1ere Professors Aigler, Haite, Durfee, Shartel, Dawson, Blume,
James, Tracy, Yntema, Kauper, R. A. Smith, Bishop, Palmer, Cox,
Neumann, Plant, Joiner, Wright and A. Smith. EdwardS. Rogers and
Frank E. Cooper were non-resident lecturers. This small group,
plus Miss Katherine C. Murray, as Recorder, Miss Helen Gillespie,
Secretary to the Dean, and a fe.,., other staff persons, had to manage
a la\.;r student body of over 1100 students.
By lvay of contrast, the current catalogue lists 39 full-time
professors including two with dean titles, two part-time professors,
four visiting professors, three lecturers and four instructors.
This group, aided by one full-time administrative officer and
several administrative assistants and an expanded secr2tarial and
supporting staff, served a student body of 1114 persons in the regular sessions of 1965-66.
Only eight persons of the Faculty as of September, 1948 are
still members of the active Law School Faculty. Listed in the
order of their tenure, they are Professors Paul Kauper, Russell
1
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Smith, George Palmer, Marcus Plant, Charles Joiner, L. Hart Wright,
Frank E. Cooper and Hilliam Bishop.
The changes in curriculum have been dramatic also.
The 1948 starters faced 41 hours of required courses in the
80 hours required for graduation. The first-year courses, all
of which were required, were Contracts (7 hours), Property (7 hours),
Criminal Law (4 hours), Equity (3 hours), Introduction (1 hour),
Civil Procedure (3 hours), and Torts (5 hours). Second- and thirdyear required courses included Constitutional Law (4 hours), Equity
II (2 hours), Evidence (L~ hours), Practice Court (1 hour). Ttventynine other courses and three seminars were offered as electives.
The total credit available for all offerings was 125 hours.
Today's la"tv students also must take 41 hours of mandatory
courses, but the total required for graduation has been increased
to 82 hours. The first year is still all required work, but the
mix has been changed somewhat. Now, the· students take Civil Procedure (6 hours), Contracts (6 hours), Criminal Law (4 hours),
Introduction to Legal System (2 hours), Property (6 hours) and Torts
(5 hours) in their first year. The requirements for second and
third years are Constitutional La'tv (4 hours), Problems and Research
(2 hours), Trusts and Estates (3 hours) and Evidence (3 hours).
The startling difference in today's curriculum is in the electives
where there are nov7 41 offerings listed under "Courses, 11 and 41
listed under "seminars and Special Courses." The total credit hours
available today for all offerings is a whopping 222. Surely,
today's law students are faced with many more difficult questions
about what they should take than were those who started in 1948.
The requirements for admission in 1948 \vere considerably
different from the criteria in effect today. According to the
catalogue, there were three grounds for admission. They were:
(1) graduates of approved colleges with records indicating a reasonable probability of success in the Law School; (2) persons with
three years of superior college work admitted to combined curriculums;
and (3) veterans of t.J'orld t,Jar II with scholastic records, experience
and maturity indicative of a reasonable probability of success in
La\v School.
Today, only persons with degrees are admitted. Moreover, ~ach
applicant must show a combination of academic average in undergraduate work and score on the nationally administered Law School
Admission Test which, on the basis of previous experience 'tvith
persons of various credentials, produces a very high likelihood of
success as a law student. These factors produced an entering class
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attained by 87% of the scores of all persons taking the test across
the country in recent years.
Surely, the cost of going to law school at Michigan has changed
dramatically since 19L:.8. Then, the tuition for residents was $200
per two-semester year, and $400 for non-residents. The comparable
rates today are $520 and $1200. Then, room (the cheapest single)
and board (13 meals per 'l;veek) at the Lat11yers Club for a year was
about $430; today, the comparable figure is about $875.
2.

The freshman class

Most of the 287 persons who graduated at one of the three
commencements of 1951 entered the Law School in September of 1948,
although 24 started the previous June, and 37 started in June of
1949. In the main, the June 1948 starters graduated in February,
1951, and the June 1949 starters comprised the part of the Class who
graduated in August, 1951. The group came from 32 states including
the District of Columbia. One hundred twenty-nine, or 41%, were
Michigan residents. The next largest state contingents were from
Ohio (33), Illinois (22), New York (17) and Pennsylvania (16).
Judging the class by those who graduated, the average age of
the group when they started in Law School ·Has 23.8; the youngest
was 19; the oldest, 34. ~vo hundred thirty-one, or 82%, were
veterans, a circumstance that explains why their average age was
about two years older than that of today's entering classes. About
27% were married when they started studying la\17. No figures are
available about hm.v many of today 1 s entering freshmen are married,
but 'tve know that 31% of the current law student population is married.
Approximately 7 3% had college degrees when they eutered La-c;v
School. Sixteen percent were admitted on combined curriculum arrangements between the Law· School and some of the undergraduate units
here and elseYJhere in Michigan. Several of these persons received
baccalaureate degrees at the end of their first year of lat-J study.
The remaining 11% were admitted as veterans. Evidently, three years
of college work was expected of veterans for all admitted on the
basis of prior military service had had three years of college.
Little use was made of the nationally administered Law School
Admission Test in 1948 although 67 of the persons who graduated
with the Class took the test, presumably, for their own purposes.
The average score for these was 535. Two scores were over 700;
three were under 400. According to the national norms, 535 was
better than 60% of the scores of those who took the test nationally

-5in February of 1948. As mentioned earlier, the mean LSAT of the
class that began the study of laH at Michigan in 1965 Has 61L:.,
better than 87% of the scores of all persons taking the LSAT in
recent years.
b.

194.8-1951

The 287 graduates in 1951 survived an academic obstacle course
of considerable difficulty if it is measured by the number of
19L:.8 starters who fell by the wayside. According to the Law School
Announcement for 19L~9-50, a total of 1057 students were enrolled in
the .regular sessions of 19L:.8-49, of ..:·Jhom L}30 \vere first-year
students. Not all of the Class of '51 came from this first-year
class for, as previously noted, at least 37 of the 1951 graduates
started in the summer of 19L~9, and some who reported as first-year
students as of June, 1949, \vere persons who started the previous
June and who eventually graduated in August of 1950. But the July
19L:.9 "horne list" is a fair indicator of the casualty rate experienced
by the 1951's.
The attrition in the Class at the end of the first year 'tvas
fierce. Seventy-six freshmen ':•Jere sent horne 'tvhen it was determined,
in July of 1949, that their averages were less than 1.5. Another 96
persons were put on probation at this time and 11 of these were
sent home in July, 1950, 'I:Jhen they failed, after two years of work,
to pull up to the minimum standard of the time.
The 87 persons excluded, added to the 287 1951 graduates,
suggests an original class of 37L~. Surely the original size of the
group -.;.;rho might have graduated in 1951 \vas somewhere between this
figure and the L~30 persons described as first-year students in
June of 19L}9. Perhaps it is safe to say that the Class originally
included about L}lS persons and that about l:.l of these 'tvithdrew
voluntarily. If so, the following summary seems defensible:
Original Class
Graduates, 1951
Home lists
VJithdrew voluntarily

t~15

287
87
41

or
or
or

69%
2lio
10%

Some other glimpses of the Class as it spent its three years
in La\<J School can be gained from a look at some other data.
1.

Law School grades

Grade-wise, the dominant fact about the Class of 1951's records
is that a C, or 2.0 grade, Has entirely respectable. The median
grade average for the entire graduating group vJas 2. 378. Twenty

-6percent had cumulative averages of less than 2.1. At the other end,
the top 20% ranged upwards from 2.862. In this connection, it might
be noted that the C+ grade, carrying 2.5 honor points, went into
effect at the beginning of the Summer Session of 1949, or at the
end of the first year for most of the Class. Assuming this new
grade raised more C's than it lowered B's (for C's surely were more
numerous than B 1 s), one can speculate that the median grade for the
Class would have been lower if the grading system had remained
constant during 1948-51.
The 67 members of the Class who took the Law School Admission
Test did better on average than did the rest of the Class. The
mean grade point average for these persons '\vas 2.51L~, or better than
60% of the averages for the entire Class. This may suggest that
the entire Class was representative of the quality of all persons
taking the LSAT nationally, for, as noted above, the mean score
for those of the 1951 graduates who took the LSAT was 535, or better
than 60% of all taking the test nationally. Howrever, it could as
well indicate that the 67 persons who took the LSAT voluntarily
were a self-selecting group who might be expected to do somewhat
better than those \>1ho did not do something that was not required.
The Lav;r School averages of the 67 who took the LSAT show some
correlation to the test scores, but it is so slight as to be
close to insignificant. Thus, the average grade average for the
third of the 67 with the lowest LSAT scores was 2.429, as compared
with an average of 2.595 for the third with the highest LSAT scores.
This difference of .166 seems small when it is realized that the
LSAT' s for those in the lowest third of those who took the test
ranged from 363 to 499, while the scores for those in the highest
third ranged from 572 to 726. Perhaps the LSAT of the day wes not
as well developed as it is today. Probably, the numbers of test
scores involved is too small for any useful extrapolation.
2.

Finances

It is fair to say that members of the Class contributed importantly to their support while in Law School. Judging from
responses on the 229 questionnaires that were returned, 59% of the
Class derived principal support from the G.I. Bill or other veterans'
benefits. Nineteen percent indicated that their principal support
came from parents and relatives. The third source, checked most
important by about 12%, ,.;as earnings, including summer work compensation •. Earnings v;rere marked the second most important source of
support by 42%, and the third most important by 30%. The least
important source of finances were ''loans and scholarships from nonfamily sources. 11 Only two of the entire group of respondents checked

-7this as their most important source of assistance. Many more dre\·7
on pre-laH school savings and earnings ot their t•aves. <:>urely
today's younger latv students, with feNer savings and higher costs,
are significantly more dependent on loans and scholarships. That
this is so may be seen from the fact that about $330,000 tv-as expended from Law School sources for loans and scholarships in the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1965.
Another part of the questionnaire further developed the extent
to which the Class of 1951 supported themselves by part-time work
during law school. One hundred, or 43%, of our respondents indicated
that they worked to some extent as freshmen, 112, or 49%, worked as
second-year students and 117, or 51%, tvorked as seniors. More than
half of the 100 working freshmen put in more than ten hours per
tveek, with 18 checking more than 20 hours per ";reek. By the third
year, 80% of the 117 working members of the group indicated that
they spent more than ten hours a week at outside employment, and
22% of them tvorked more than 20 hours per week.
3.

Summer school and the like

Judging from the periods for which grades were recorded for
those tvho graduated in 1951, only about L~8io of the group took their
"<vork in the "regular" way of three, two-semester winters. Thirty
percent took no summer break at all, completing their work in two
't·7inters and three summers, or two and a half winters and t\V'O summers.
The remaining 22% took one or more summers of work but did not accomplish their requirements in consecutive sessions.
4.

Family matters

As noted earlier, 62 of the graduates who responded to the
questionnaire \AJere married when they started to Law School. Another
51 became married before graduation. Eight of the group had three
children by graduation time. Twenty-one had ttvo children and 17
had one child by that time for a total of 83 children. The same
group now acknowledges a total of 6L:.7 children, for an average of
2.87 children per respondent.
5.

Placement activities

Professor Paul Leidy, who started his retirement furlough in
the summer of 1951, served as Placement Director for the Law School
during the period in question. One hundred thirty-five of the graduating group of 1951 appear to have made some use of placement
services offered by the Schoo 1. A feN latv office representatives
visited the School for interviews, but the activity was quite informal
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and limited. Information about starting salaries of the day does
not appear from School records. It is believed that the big-firm
"rate" 'tvas near $l:.,OQO at the time. Presumably, most starting
salaries Here belo"N this figure.
6.

Faculty and curricular changes

The Class witnessed some changes in Law School personnel and
procedures during their period as students. Professors Estep,
Reed and Steinheimer began their careers with the School. Professors
William J. Pierce and W. B. Harvey were also appointed to the Faculty
in the spring of 1951 but neither seems to have worked with the
Class. Professor A. F. Neumann resigned from the Faculty in July,
1951. Dean Ermitus Bates died in 1949, and Professor Grismore died
early in 1951. Lecturer Rogers left the Faculty and Edmond Devine
was added as a lecturer.
The first-year curriculum did not change during the period,
but Civil Procedure II and Trusts and Est~tes I were established
as second-year requirements, and Eouity I I moved off the required
list. Third-year requirements remained unchanged. Legislation,
Civil Procedure III and a second course in Taxation had appeared
on the course list by 1951, and Legal History disappeared from the
list. The seminar list grew from the three listed in the 19!:.8-49
Announcement to 20 listed in the 1951-52 booklet. The first stirrings of the changes that have produced today's Michigan Law School
't-1ere occurring.

1951 to 1966
Present locations
Members of the Class of 1951 who responded to the questionnaire
are distributed among 33 states including the District of Columbia.
Comparing figures for the 229 who responded, one can plot the
movement of the group from home states to present location.
State
Arizona
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Dela\vare
District of Columbia
Florida

Number from
State in 1948

Number presently
located in State

1

1

0
1
6
0
0-

15'
5

1

3'
1·

7
3
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State
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Maine
Maryland
Massachussetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Miss is sippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
New Jersey
New York
North Carolina
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Virginia
Washington
Wisconsin

Number from
State in 1948
9
2
18
5
3
3
1
0
0
7
91
2
1
7
2

1
4
13
1
27
1
1
10
4
1.
0
2
1
1
2
229

Number presently
located in State
8
0
14
4
4
~

1
1
1
3
82
3
0
6
2
0

3
20
0
23
0
1
6
1
1
2
1
1
4

__:_!·
229

The figures indicate that the State of Michigan lost a net of
nine persons to other states. One of these lists Detroit as his
permanent residence, though Washington, D. C. is his present place
of business. Thus, Michigan's net loss through the Class was eight
persons. Of the 91 persons who were Michigan residents when they
entered Law School, 67 have remained residents of the state. Twentyfour persons who were Michigan residents when they were in Law
School have located outside the state, and 16 persons who came to
Law School from out-of-state have remained. Another way of putting
it is to note that of the persons who were Michigan residents when
they entered Law School, 26% have located outside the state and that
20% of the group of 1951 graduates who have settled in Michigan

-10originated from out of state. Perhaps the story implicit in this
large sample is characteristic of the other states which sent residents to the School and received a somewhat smaller number of
graduates in return.
Size of Communities
In terms of the size of communities represented by present
location, the questionnaires brought responses as follows:
Number of
Size of city
Under 25,000
25,000 to 100,000
100,000 to 500,000
500,000 to 1,000,000
Over 1,000,000

graduat~s

Percent of
respondents
12%
20%
23%
16%
29%

27
46
52
36
66

The 1964 Lawyer Statistical Report of the American Bar Foundation
locates the 296,069 lawyers in the United States as of 1963 in
communities classified by size, as follows:
Size of city
Under 200,000
200,000 to 500,000
Over 500,000

Percent of all lawyers
46%
14%
40%

The only comparison possible between national figures and those
applicable to the Class of 1951 relates to persons located in cities
over and under 500,000 in population. It indicates that 45% of the
Class is located in cities over 500,000, as against 40% for all
la,vyers. The ABF report notes that the percentage of lawyers in
cities over 500,000 in size increased 35.4% between 1951 and 1963.
Presumably, most of this increase is attributable to the location
patterns of lawyers entering practice since 1950. Thus, it appears
that the location pattern of our Class is wholly consistent 'vith
national trends.
Present

Occupation~

The 1951 group, in the main, has stayed close to the legal
profession. In response to a question asking about present principal occupation (defined as the source of 75% or more of current
income from other than investments), the 223 who answered assorted
themselves as follm;vs:
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% of those

Number of
graduates

Occupation
1.

Lawyer - private practice

2.

La,vyer - salaried employee of other than
a law firm, excluding judges, teachers
and legislators

responding

136

60.9%

43

19.3%

3.

Teacher

4

1.8%

4.

Judge

2

.9%

5.

Legislator (including city and local
government)

2

.9%

38

17.0%

6.

Non-lawyer, including housewife

Although there are small discrepancies in the questionnaire
responses, the 136 persons who indicated that they are in private
practice may be sorted into more specific professional situations,
as follo'lvS: (the national figures represent the state of the practice as of 1963, as reported by the ABF report)
Type of practice

Michigan Class of
1951 (1965)

National
~ 196 3)

20% )
}35%

1.

Solo practitioner

2.

Solo practitioner in non-partnership
association with other lawyers

15% )

3.

Member of partnership

62%

35%

4.

Employee of partnership

3%

9%

56%

)

It is also interesting to compare the 1951 graduates with all
Michigan alumni as sorted out by the ABF report into various practice arrangements. Comparison of the two practicing lawyer groups
shO'tvS the following:
!Y£e of practice
1.

U-M 1951 Class
in practice
(1965)

Solo practitioner (including
persons in non-partnership
association with others)

35%

2.

Member of partnership

62%

3.

Employee of partnership

3%

U-M; all graduates
in practice (1963)

39%

15%

-12One may assume that those of the 1951 group who are associates
of partnerships will probably remain associates. It may also be
assumed that most of those constituting the 15% of our practicing
alumni \vho were associates in 1963 will have become partners by the
time they have been out of School 15 years. Still, the figures
suggest a trend tov.7ard partnership practice by the 1951 group which
is greater than that among all Michigan alumni practicing in 1963.
As might be expected, the incidence of 1951 solo practitioners
is greatest in the smaller communities. Of the t!-9 respondents \vho
placed themselves in categories 1 and 2 above, 8, or 16%, are in
communities of less than 25,000; 12, or 24%, are in communities of
25,000 to 100,000; and 14, or 28%, are in communities of from
100,000 to 500,000 population. As shown in the first tabulation in
this section, the overall percentages of Class members in these three
categories of cities is 12%, 20% and 23% respectively.
The 43 respondents who indicated that they were salaried la'tvyers, but not teachers, judges or legislators, may be sorted out as
follO'ivS in reference to kinds of organization.
Type of employee

No. of
persons

% of salaried % of
graduate.2,___ cla~

31

72%

Governmental unit (federal,
state and local)

8

19%

Other

4

9%

Organization for profit

ll}%
3.5%
2%

Specialties
The questionnaire asked that subject matter areas accounting
for more than 25% of the respondents' working time be identified.
A list of 21 areas of specialty was provided. The question was
aimed at practicing lawyers, salaried company lawyers, and others
'tvho identified themselves as working with law.
In the order of importance to the Class, the responses are
as follmvs:
Subject area
1.

2.
3.
4.

Negligence
Real Property
Corporation
Trust and Probate

Number of specialists

36
31
29
19

-13Subject area
5.
6.
7.
8o

9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Trial, general
Domestic Relations
Taxation
Patent, Trademark and Copyright
Municipal la\v
Labor law
Government contracts
Administrative law
Banking and Commercial
Bankruptcy - collections
Anti-trust
Oil, Gas and Mineral
International lav1
Horkman 1 s Compensation
Admiralty
Criminal law

18
11
11
11
·8
6
6
5
5

5

4
3

3
3
2

2

The listing of specialty areas left several matters in the air.
Nine respondents experienced difficulty in choosing bet'iveen General
Trial, Negligence and Criminal law. Their responses are not reflected
in the tabulation. Perhaps they should be distributed among these
categories.
Fourteen respondents indicated that they spent 25% or more of
their time in specialties not reflected on the list. They listed
"Business Advisory, 11 "Legislation," ''Insurance Liquidations, 11
"Surety, 11 "Securities Regulation, 11 "Insurance," "Employee Benefits, 11
"Aviation," and "Uniform Vehicle Code" as descriptive of their vmrk.
It is interesting to note that only fifteen of 229 respondents
indicated that "No area accounts for 25% or more of working time."
Another question asked for indications of subject areas in
which the respondents considered themselves to be active at the
present time, irrespective of whether such areas account for any
given minimum of total time. The first ten of the areas in the
order of frequency are as follmvs:

-Area
1.
2.
3.
l:..

5.
6.

Persons checking
Real Property
Negligence
Corporation
Trust and Probate
Trial, General
Taxation

91
85
82

75

63
52

-14Area
7~

8.
9.
10.

Persons checking
Domestic Relations
Workman's Compensation
Banking and Commercial
Bankruptcy - collections

50
35
34
34

The five areas checked least frequently are:
Area

Persons checking

Admiralty
International
Public Utility regulation
Oil, Gas and Mineral
Anti-trust

6
7
8
12
15

Advice about Law School Curricula
In vie\v of the patterns of experience reflected by the 1951
graduates, their reactions to two questions soliciting their suggestions about laH school curricula are interesting. The responses,
indicated by the tabulation that follO\vS, need to be read with the
La\v School curriculum of 1948-51 in mind. The column following the
listing of subject area sho\vS the number of credit hours offered in
the respective areas during the time the Class of 1 51 was in school.
Asked to check three choices of areas where they would recommend an increase in course offerings, the responses were as follows:
Subiects
1. Commercial law, including
corporations
2. Contracts and Remedies
3. Criminal law
4. Domestic Pelations
5. Jurisprudence (professional
responsibility, International
Law, Comp?-rative Law, etc .. )
6. Procedure, Evidence, Trial
Practice
7. Property
8. Public Law (constitutional,
administrative, ~unicipal,
labor, etc.)·
9. Ts.xation
10. Torts and Personal Injury

First
Choice

Second
Choice

Third
Choice

21
15
4
2

38

44

4

16

1

4

36
21
2

1

3

6

12

12

14

16

11
18

78

21

24

5

4

5

16
5
5

21

21

26

24

45
22

30
15

Cred. Hrs.
1948-51

6
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Cred. Hrs.
Subjects

1948-51

First
Choice

Second
Choice

Third
Choice

1. Commercial law, including
corporations
2. Contracts and Remedies
3. Criminal Law
l~. Domestic Relations
5. Jurisprudence (professional
responsibility, International
La~v, Comparative La~v, etc.)
6. Procedure, Evidence, Trial
Practice
7. Property
8. Public Law (constitutional
administrative, municipal,
labor, etc.)
9. Taxation
10. Torts and Personal Injury

21
15
4
2

3

4

6

4
19

4
33

4
13

53

26

17

12

58

24

18

11
18

5

1

7

9

11

10

16
5
5

6
3

21
5

16
5

5

2

15

One view of these tables is that they demonstrate that graduates of 15 years ago readily distinguish between what they do as
practitioners, and what they think they should be taught in law·
school. Thus, though Domestic Relations occupies 25% or more of
the working time of 11 and is an activity 50 of the respondents
are actively concerned 'tvith, almost no one 'tvould urge that a t~..;ro
hour offering be increased. Indeed, the course is singled out for
reduction or elimination by almost as many v1ho voted for reductions
under the amorphous heading "Jurisprudence" (professional responsibility, international law, comparative law, etc.)
On the other hand, though the course offerings under the heading, Commercial Law (including Corporations) were more numerous in
19!:.8-51 than any other area to 'tvhich the Class was asked to react,
the consensus of the respondents is that offerings in these areas
should be increased. Evidently, some fields of practice lend
themselves to academic preparation better than others.
The degree to which the group recommends more training in
Procedure, Evidence and Trial Practice is also interesting in this
connection. It would seem that this group of 8lumni have discovered that trial work is challenging and that careful preparation
in Law School for work in the field is desirable. Perhaps the judgment of alumni on this point can aid the faculty members as they
work to convince students that Trial work is not simply debate,
elocution, or a form of salesmanship.
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suggest increases in curriculum than to point to areas for reduction.
Though the quest.:ions 1vere identical, there were 606 ideas about
increases and only 4-25 about decreases. That the Faculty has experienced similar difficulties is shown by the increase from 125 to
222 hours for the total course and seminar offerings of the School
between 1949 and 1965.
Financial success
The questionnaire asked for responses to various income-range
categories. The basic question 'tvas sub-divided so that separate
responses applicable to four separate periods of the fifteen years
since graduation 'tvere requested. The periods chosen were: A, the
first three years of post-graduate experience, presumably the years
1951-53; B, the second three years, presumably 1954 through 1956;
C, the next four years, presumably 1957 through 1960; and D, the
most recent four years, presumably 1961 through 1964.
As to each of these periods, respondents were asked to check
a box representing various income ranges. The request v1as to
indicate the average for the three or four years in question, of
before tax earnings from principal occupation, excluding investment
income.
Tne responses ,..,ere as follows:
Period A (First three years)

% # of respondents
ll:.. 1
57.1
23.0
l:.• 7
.8
.3

32
129
52
10
2

Income ,category
averaged
averaged
averaged
averaged
averaged
averaged

1

below
from
from
from
from
above

$3,000 per year
$3,000 to $5,000
$5,000 to $7,500
$7,500 to $10,000
$10,000 to $12,500
$12,500

Period B (Second three years)
Inccme category

% if of respondents

43.1
35.1
12.0
7.1
2.7

97
79
27
16
6

averaged
averaged
averaged
averaged
averaged

/
',
J'

below
from
from
from
above

$7,500
$7,500 to $10,000
$10,000 to $12,500
$12,500 to $15,000
$15,000

-17Period C

z

(From 7 through 10 years out of School)

1f of respondents

7.6
27.2
22.7
13.9
9 .l~
6.6
6.3
6.3

17
62'
51
31
21
15
14
14

Income category
averaged
averaged
averaged
averaged
averaged
averaged
averaged
averaged
Period D

be1o'tv
from
from
from
from
from
from
above

(From 11 through 14 years out of School)

% ffo of resQondents

3.1
[:.• 0
11.6
17 .o
10.7
ll:.• 8
6.7
10.7
21.4

7
9
26
38
24
33
15
24
4R

$7,500
$7,500 to $10,000
$10,000 to $12,500
$12,500 to $15,000
$15,000 to $17,500
$17,500 to $20,000
$20,000 to $22,500
$22,500

Income cA.tegorv
averaged
averaged
averaged
averaged
averaged
averaged
averaged
averaged
avf'raged

below
from
from
from
from
from
from
from
above

$7,500
$7,500 to $10,000
$10,000 to $12,500
$12,500 to $15,000
$15,000 to $17,500
$17,500 to $20,000
$20,000 to $22,500
$22,500 to $25,000
$25 .. 000

For 'tvhat it is worth, it might be noted that the ABF report
notes that the average lawyer-partner in the United States earned
$18,200 in 1961 and that the average profit for individual practitioners in that year was $7,870. It also notes that the total
:i.acome for the legal services indus try in 196 3 wJ.s up 121.8% over
1951, and 20.6% over 1960, suggesting an annual rate of increase
of about 10% over the entire period and of about 7% during the last
three years. The increase in median salaries for the Class of
1951 between the mid-points of Periods A and D, was from $4,000
to $18,750. This growth, reflecting 14 years of development,
amounted to 368% of the starting figure of $4,000. If we treat
120 points of this growth as attributable to national increases in
lawyers' income (between 7% and 10% or 8.5% per annum), the net
growth attributable to professional development is 248%, or about
18% per year for the first fourteen years.
One hundred twenty-eight of the 136 respondents who indicated
that they were engaged in private practice left their income statements attached to the rest of their questionnaire. All but three of
the 92 respondents who are not practicing also left their income
statements attached. Tnus, we can compare the earnings records of
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working for a la\v partnership), teachers, judges, legislators or
who are in business unrelated to law 1vith those of the practicing
lawyer segment of the Class. The follmving shmv-s these ttvo categories
of persons on the basis of their average incomes during the last
four years.
Average Earnings
Period D
Belm-1 $7,500
$7,500- $10,000
$10,000 - $12,500
$12,500-- $15,000
$15,000- $17,500
$17,500- $20,000
$20,000 - $22,500
$22,500 - $25,000
Above $25,000

Practicing_ Latvyers
% of
Average
Number Category for Class

2
6
10
17
ll:.
17*
8

15

-2.2
128**

1.6
4.7
7.8
13.3
10.9
13.3
6.3
12.5
30.6
100.0

3.1
4.0
11.6
17.0
10.7
14.8
6.7
10.7
21.4

All others
% of
Number Category

5
3
16
20
8*
13
5
9
10

5.6
3.4
18.0
22.5
9.0
14.6
5.6
10.1
11.2

89**

100.0

* is median category.
** 8 of the respondents detached statements about income from
the balance of the questionnaire; 4 respondents did not complete income portion of questionnaire.
Among the 89 non-practitioners, 36 classified themselves as
non-lawyers. Ten indicated that they were sole or co-proprietors
(more than 30% interest) of various businesses, 23 said they were
supervisory employees of a business organization and two classified
themselves as non-supervisory employees. The following tabulation
shows the average income levels in period D for these two groups of
the Class, and repeats the breakdown of the practicing lawyer
segment for comparison.
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Average Earnings
% of
Period D
Number Category
Below $7,500
From $7,500-

$10,000

Lawy!:r: Em.,P}2Y.ee
% of
Number Cat~~

.li2n-law~r

% of
Number Category_

2

1.6

2

3.7

3

8.3

6

4.7

2

3.7

1

2.8

10

7.8

8

15.1

8

22.1

17

13.3

16*

30.3

4

11.1

14

10.9

2

3.7

6*

16.6

17*

13.3

10

19.1

3

8.3

8

6.3

4

7.5

1

2.8

15
39

12.5
30.6

4

---2.'

7.5
9.4

5
_1

14.0
14.0

128.

100.0

53

100.0

36

100.0

From $10,000 -

$12,500
From $12,500 -

$15,000
From $15,000 -

$17,500
From $17,500 -

$20,000
From $20,000 -

$22,500
From $22,500 -

$25,000
Above $25,000

* indicates median category.
Analysis of High Earners
Forty-eight respondents whose present occupations cover all
categories indicated that their earnings for the last four years have
exceeded $25,000 per year. It may be useful to ex3mine the credentials of these persons as established at the time of graduation,
to see whether the factors sometimes thought to be important by
emp~oyers bear any relationship to the actual finaacial successes
of the most successful part of the Class. Also, some outlines of
the kinds of careers these persons have pursued may be useful guides
to students and those concerned with placement counselling.
a.

Law School grade averages

The grade averages for the most successful group in the Class
range almost as widely as the averages for the whole Class. But,
14.5% of the Class had overall grade averages of 3.0 and above,
while 23% of the high earners had grade averages of 3.0 and up. And,
at the other end of the scale, 13.6% of the Class had averages of
2.0 or below, while only 6.2% of the high earners had grades in
this category. The mean grade average for the 48 was 2.648, compared with a mean for the entire Class of 2.484. When the grade
averages of the five non-lawyers among the 48 high earners are
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slightly to 2.664. Thus, there seems to be a definite correlation
between good Law School grades and earnings achievement after
graduation. The correlation becomes more pronounced among the
high earners working as la"tvyers.
b.

Sources of support - outside employment as student

Hhile 18.5% of the entire Class indicated that support from
families was the most important financial prop during law school
days, 29.1% of the high earners checked parental support as most
important. One might surmise that the parents of this group were
better able to support their children. But, there are differences
also, in the degree to which veterans' benefits were available to
the high earners and, as noted below, differences in the average
age of the high-earner group. These differences may help explain
the higher degree of dependence on parents.
The high earners were less dependent on veterans' benefits than
the average member of the Class. Fifty-nine percent of the entire
group of respondents derived principal support from veterans'
benefits, as against 44% of the high earners. This is due, in
part, to a slightly smaller proportion of veterans among the high
earners (77%) than was true of the entire Class (82%).
The high earners engaged more extensively in outside employment while they were in Law School than was average for the entire
Class. This fact tends to counter any assumption based on more
support from parents that they were especially privileged in an
economic sense. The tabulation that follows reflects the responses
to a question about average hours per week of outside employment.
Tht: numbers reflect percentages, with those in the top-right
position of each box reflecting the portion of the high earner
group involved. The other number reflects the portion of all
respondents, including the high earners, so that each box shm>1s a
comparison between the average for the Class and the average for the
high earner group.
Ave. Hrs.

er Wk.

Year
12.5

Less than 10
!0 - 15

15 - 20

.. __
10.4
7.~"""--..

·~~

More than 20

---~

12.2

16.6
--- .....__
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Notice that in six boxes representing more than 15 hours of
work per week, the average for the high earners exceeds that for
the entire Class in five instances. The differences here seem
greater than what might be expected from the fact that the proportion of persons enjoying veterans' benefits was slightly lower in
the high earner group. It seems more reasonable to conclude that
the high earner group includes a higher proportion of energetic
people tilio kept themselves busy, as well as partially supported,
by outside employment during their student days.
c.

Age

The group v;ho have proved most successful in a financial
sense has a heavy representation of persons who were relatively
young when they entered Law School, as well as a relatively smaller
representation of those who were older than most of their classmates.
Thus, though 16.4% of the persons who ultimately graduated with
the Class were 21 or younger when they entered Law School, 23% of
the high earners were 21 or younger at such time. Nineteen and
six-tenths percent of the entire group wh.o graduated were 26 or
older when they started to Law School; 16.6% of the high-earning
group were in this age bracket.
d.

Marital statue

The high-earner group seems wholly typical of the entire Class
when the inquiry turns to marital status during law school. Twentyseven percent of both groups were married when they started latv
study. An additional 22% of the entire Class became married before
graduation, as compared with 21% of the high earners.
c~.

Latv School Admission Test Scores

Only eight of the high earners took the voluntary LSAT. This
is too small a group for any useful averaging. For what it is
worth, the average LSAT for those of the high ear~ers who took the
test was 527, or slightly below the 535 average for all in the
Class who took the test. A fact of possibly greater significance
is that only 16.6% of the high earners took the voluntary admission
test, as against 23% for the entire Class. Perhaps the high earners
had more confidence in themselves.
Comparison of Career Characteristics
~.

Size of community

The 48 high earners have distributed themselves among various
size communities as indicated below. The question to which these

-22responses were made asked for an indication among five categories of
"the city in which you work."
High Earners
Number
Percent
Under 25,000
25,000 - 100,000
100,000 - 500,000
500,000 - 1,000,000
Over 1,000,000

7
7
11
4

19

14.6
1l}. 6

22.9
8.3
39.6

All respondents
Number
Percent

27
46
52
36
66

11.9
20.3
22.9
11.4
29.1

On balance, the high earners have tended to locate in larger
cities some1.vhat more consistently than the rest of the Class. It
is somewhat surprising, however, that the differences in this
respect between high earners and the entire Class are not more
pronounced.
b.

Size of organization - lawyers only

Taking only those respondents who describe themselves as
practicing lawyers, the answers relevant to the number of associates
in law for the hi~~h-earner group as compared \vith all lawyers indicate the following:
High Earners
Number
Percent
No associates
1 - 3 associates
4 - 7 associates
8
15 associates
1f'
.:...,)
30 associates
31 - so associates
Over 51 associates

-

-

All lawyers
Percent
Number

3
2.

17.9
35.9
17.9
12.8
2.6
7.7
5.1

_1

15.7
45.4
17.2
11.2
3.0
3.7
3.7

39

99.9

134

99.9

7
14
7
5
1

-

21

61
23
15
~~

5

This shows a slight correlation between larger offices and
higher incomes. Again, hmvever, it may be surprising that the
differences are not more marked.
c.

Practice specialties

As indicated earlier, respondents were asked to indicate which,
any, of twenty-one categories of possible specialization engaged
25% or more of their time. Among the responses of the practicing
lawyers in the high-earner category, three checked Anti-Trust, one
~f

.

'

-23checked Criminal La-tv and tHo checked Oil, Gas and Minerals. None
of the other lawyer-respondents indicated these specialties. Two
practitioners \vho \vere not in the high-earner category indica ted
specialization in Public Utility Regulation, an area which drew no
response from the high earners. High earners and other lawyers
\vere represented in all other categories that drew response. Three
possible specialty areas drew no response from any respondents.
These were: Admiralty, Government Contracts and International Law.
The high earners tend to be more specialized. Thirty-nine
respondents in this category checked a total of 55 subject-matter
areas as representing 25% or more of their \vOrking time. This is
at a rate of 1.4 specialties per person. Overall, 134 respondents
checked a total of 167 specialties, or 1.2 per person.
One box called for response by persons who did not devote
as much as 25% of their time to any single specialty area. Four
of 39 high earners, or 10.2%, checked this box. Overall, the
response to this inquiry put 9% of the practitioners in this class.
The proportions of high earners and of all responding practitioners in the specializations drawing the most response are
ao follows:

Specialty Area

All Practitioners
iF of
Percent
soecialists
.

Negligence and Trial,
General
Corporations, and Bank:tng a-;.:td Com:mercial Law
:tt.:;a.l Property, and Oil,
Gas and Minerals
Trust and Probate
Domestic Relations
Taxation
Municipal
Labor
Bankruptcy - collections

High Earners
Number

Percent

50

37 .5

15

38.4

23

17.2

6

15.4

22
19
9

16.4
14.2
6.7
6.0
4.5
3.7

10
5
1
3

3.7

2

25.6
12.8
2.5
7.7
2.5
7.7
5.1

8

6
5
5

1
"

..)

Several aspects of this are noteworthy. The first is that
~11 segments of the lawyers in the Class are heavily involved in
litigation. Almost 40% of the entire group mark this as accounting
:::or a quarter or more of their time.
The only categories where there seem to be significant differences in the degree of specialization between high earners and

-24all la"t·Jyers from the Class are Real Property and Domestic Relations.
The tabulation suggests that high earners tend more frequently
to specialize in Real Property subjects, and to eschew work in the
area of Domestic Relations. This suggests that lawyers who can
afford to do so, stay a"t·Jay from divorce uork.
d.

Job changes

Respondents ~Jere asked to indicate the number of different positions they have held since graduation. The 199 who responded line
up as follo\vS:
Number of Positions
since graduation
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
More than five

Number

Percent

41
66
42
2.4
11
15

20.6
33.2
21.1
12.1
5.6
7.4

199

100.0

-

Forty-three of !}8 high earners, including all occupations,
responded to this question. Their answers permit the following
classifications:
Number of positions
since graduation
·..')ne
'fv10

Three
Four
Five
More than five

Number

Percent

13
13
8
4
2
_2

30.1
30.1
18.7
9.4
4. 7
7.0

43

100.0

If the practicing lawyer contingent among the high earners
is isolated, there are 39 returns which line up as follm..rs:

-25Number of positions
since graduation

Number

Percent

12
12
8
3
2
2

30.8
30.8
20.5

39

100.0

One
Tv.1o

Three
Four
Five
More than five

7.7
5.1
5.1

The figures tend to corroborate the long-standing assumption
that recent graduates who aspire to success as practitioners are
'\vell advised to choose their first location \vith care and then, to
stay put. At least, this is the predominant pattern among those
of the Class of '51 who have had the most financial success.
One other analysis of the earnings :l:'ecords of the high earners
is useful. Lawyers interviewing senior law students are likely to
assert that though persons anticipating practice should expect to
start at relatively low income rates, starting salaries bear very
l;_ttle relationship to ultimate earning pm.;er.
However true this may be in a general sense, the figures shm·l
that practitioners in the high earner group in the Class of '51
did better during the first three years after graduation. Only
12.8% of this group indicated average earnings for the first three
years of below $3,000, as against 17.6% of their classmate-practitioners now in lower income ranges. Thirty and eight-tenths percent
of the i~igh earners made an average of $3,000 to $5,000 during the
::irst three years, as against 63.9% of the others whose early average
earnings fell into this category. Fifty-four percent of the high
earners averaged better than $5,000 per year for the first three
years. The comparable proportion of those presently below the highearner group is 18.6%.
These figures demonstrate rather convincingly that those who
tave managed to do best in a financial sense in recent years have
enjoyed comparative economic advantages consistently throughout
the years follm>Jing graduation.
Conclusion
An almost endless number of comparisons and analyses might be
generated on the basis of the comprehensive data recorded in the
Class of 1951 survey. This report should suffice to move Alumni,
Faculty and law students of the Michigan Law School to identify
additional data of interest or utility to them. If the questionnaire used for the 1951 Class survey is not sufficient to supply
needed information, the questions readers of this summary may ask
will aid in perfecting the next questionnaire.

