
More on Impending Proceedings

In his reply to my commentary on Free Speech for Judges
(Winter 2001), Professor Steven Lubet misquotes my proposal.

Making my proposal appear more restrictive on judicial
speech than it is in fact, Professor Lubet says: “Professor
Freedman’s own proposal sweeps much more broadly, as it
would apply to all ‘issues’ in a ‘contested case,’ and not merely
to identifiable, impending proceedings.”

Actually, my proposed rule would apply only if there is a
reasonable possibility that the same “issue [discussed by the
judge] will be contested” in a case that will come before the
judge.  Thus, to take Professor Lubet’s illustration, it is possi-
ble that perjury cases will come before Judge Posner, but it is
exceedingly unlikely that the same issue of materiality pre-
sented in President Clinton’s case will be contested in a case
before Judge Posner.
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Court Review, the quarterly journal of the American Judges
Association, invites the submission of unsolicited, original articles,
essays, and book reviews.  Court Review seeks to provide practical,
useful information to the working judges of the United States.  In
each issue, we hope to provide information that will be of use to
judges in their everyday work, whether in highlighting new proce-
dures or methods of trial, court, or case management, providing sub-
stantive information regarding an area of law likely to encountered
by many judges, or by providing background information (such as
psychology or other social science research) that can be used by
judges in their work.

Court Review is received by the 3,500 members of the American
Judges Association (AJA), as well as many law libraries.  About 40
percent of the members of the AJA are general jurisdiction, state trial
judges.  Another 40 percent are limited jurisdiction judges, includ-
ing municipal court and other specialized court judges.  The
remainder include federal trial judges, state and federal appellate
judges, and administrative law judges.

Articles:  Articles should be submitted in double-spaced text with
footnotes, preferably in WordPerfect format (although Word format
can also be accepted).  The suggested article length for Court Review
is between 18 and 36 pages of double-spaced text (including the
footnotes).  Footnotes should conform to the 17th edition of The
Bluebook:  A Uniform System of Citation.  Articles should be of a qual-
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Essays:  Essays should be submitted in the same format as articles.
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Book Reviews:  Book reviews should be submitted in the same for-
mat as articles.  Suggested length is between 3 and 9 pages of dou-
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Pre-commitment:  For previously published authors, we will con-
sider making a tentative publication commitment based upon an
article outline.  In addition to the outline, a comment about the spe-
cific ways in which the submission will be useful to judges and/or
advance scholarly discourse on the subject matter would be appreci-
ated.  Final acceptance for publication cannot be given until a com-
pleted article, essay, or book review has been received and reviewed
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Editing: Court Review reserves the right to edit all manuscripts.  
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Please send them to Court Review’s editor:  Judge Steve Leben, 100
North Kansas Avenue, Olathe, Kansas 66061, e-mail address:
sleben@ix.netcom.com, (913) 715-3822.  Submissions will be
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