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Preface

Advanced Tort Law: A Problem Approach is designed for use in upper-level law

school courses. This book reflects the belief that the most effective teaching materials for

students beyond the first year of law school are centered on problems of the kind that

lawyers face in practice.

Clear Narrative Text. The chapters in Advanced Tort Law focus on five intriguing

subjects which normally receive little attention in basic torts courses: misrepresentation,

defamation, invasion of privacy, tortious interference, and injurious falsehood. In each

chapter, the law is laid out in a clear narrative format, which quotes liberally from

pertinent court opinions, statutes, and other sources. Because upper-level law students are

already well acquainted with the American litigation process, each topic focuses

primarily on operative rules and policies, and their application to particular fact

situations. The text minimizes the procedural complexities of cases that have already

been decided.

Fifty-Eight Discussion Problems. The main instructional feature of Advanced Tort

Law is the fifty-eight discussion problems. Roughly every eight to ten pages, there is a

problem for students to prepare in advance of class. A good answer requires a confident

grasp of the rules, concepts, and principles addressed in the text or in basic law school

courses. The problems, which test whether students have learned the assigned material,

are designed to form the basis for classroom discussions. If a class meets twice a week

over the course of a typical law school semester, each reading assignment is likely to

include about fifteen to twenty pages of reading material and two discussion problems.

Preparation for Practicing Law in the 21st Century. Many of the problems in

Advanced Tort Law are based on actual cases or stories in the news. With rare exceptions,

the names have been changed. The facts in the problems often diverge from those which

gave rise to the underlying disputes in order to raise questions important to the course.

The problems challenge students to explore how the law applies to the kinds of facts

they will encounter in twenty-first century law practice. The hypothetical scenarios are

designed to help users of the book develop the problem-solving skills that effective

lawyers need.

Cutting-Edge Legal Issues. Although the torts discussed in this book are ancient in

origin, they are often on the front lines of litigation in the Digital Age. There are

abundant references to issues raised by recent communications technology developments,

including blogging, texting, and social networking. The text addresses numerous practical

questions that Americans confront in contemporary life, such as the liability issues that

arise from anonymous postings on the Internet or from corporate press releases designed

to mislead investors.

Advanced Tort Law: A Problem Approach is accompanied by a comprehensive

teacher’s manual. I will be happy to share with professors adopting this book a set of

PowerPoint slides corresponding to the various chapters. Please contact me at:

vjohnson@stmarytx.edu.

v
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I hope that you enjoy using Advanced Tort Law: A Problem Approach.

Vincent R. Johnson

London, United Kingdom

March 31, 2014

Preface
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