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Dear Herma r
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At last frve had time to get over
return, wlth longhand suggestions
ar€ leglble and intell igible,

your draft, whlch I
and commentg, which

no!,J
I hope

In additl.on, let me make a few other suggestions.

one, very minor, is that the term ,petr.t lon", as used lnSections 4 and 5, wil l present no novelty, l.n many Jurisdictions.In Oklahorna, ln aII actl.one, includl.ng actlons for ifvorce, theLnltiatory pleadlng le termed a petit ion. Eence we would notbe subatituting a rneutralr term for an radversaryr term, asyour conment suggests. r do not berleve it is nrlrrry importantto change the narrre of the oleadlng. The lnrportani t irrn.? is thatrve do away wLth the necesslty of 
"t-t irrg " 

'cause of actiontr,with lts invocatLons of adversary concepts. Sorlrerhaps Lt wouldbe sufflclent, as werr as proper, slnpry to bracket the name ofthe preading, leavlng each state free to use whatever name isused in It,e establlshed practice.

r am not sure that r agree, eit,her as matter of poricy or of
::::?:":il,Illl,Io'". s.":li9,r_e: Ae your commenr Lndicares,rrg,rr z. lrEI your conment lndicates, thesection ultinately established divorc! at the wlrt of elther
!?"4y,. .rrm not gure that the court ought not to have aomediscretion. Compare Schlesi 399  F .2d  7---v. . .  \ , \4u[ ,ctJ.qt  Dqf i lggl .nc 'ef  V(3d c l r .  1968).  By t f f i you a€en my doggerel in;;L;' y;;"iJ' iJ. Thor r.yl  n  l a a a r r i  r - r i  t t -  ! L  -  -  ^  , ,

5 s  w 4 | F I Idifferent statutory Language. r think thaf lf sectlon g were
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