n - .~ N
- . TR TS

L

§

-

-

&

Yolume B0, No. b

America’'s Oldest Law School Newspaper

Students

Students Stage
Second Sit-In

By Linda Popejoy

About B0 students
protesting a lack of faculty di-
versity on Monday tock over
Griswold Hall for the second
time and vowed to slay over-
night, despite a dramatic alter-
noon plea from Dean Robert
Clark '72 and three professors
that they go home and stop
“disrupting” the law school.

Students began to bed down
late Monday night in conditions
that were far more uncomfori-
able than during the sit-in last
Thursday. Uniformed Harvard
police sealed the building and
refused to allow supparters to
bring in food, blankets, or
medicine. One woman who had
a migraine headache was told
she could leave, but could not
have medicine brought in. She
Insisted on staying, andat 11;30
she was taken away in an
ambulance.

Students did not have tele-
phone contact with the out-
side. By midnight many stu-
dents were drinking waier out
of bathroom taps.

“They are trying to make it as
difficult as possible for us,” said
Maurice Hoo, a third-year stu-
dent.

Spirits were still high around
midnight. Students were sing-
Ing “We Shall Overcome” and
Dayenu in henor of Passover.

The emotional confrontation
between Clark and absut 100
students began at 3:45 p.m. in
the lobby on the second floor of
Griswald Hall, where the stu-
dents had begun thelr sil-in
after a day of protest in several
campus buildings, including
one outside a lunch for dozens
of new admits.

By Jacqueline Hays

“This is a call toaction. We all
must work to keep women and
children from being safer on

the streets than they are in

their own homes,” Sarah Buel,

- 3L, Founder and Co-Director of
- the HLS Battered Women's Ad-
“Vocacy Project challenged the

ﬁ-mr 400 participants who at-

lended the Lawyers for Chil-

“dren in the 1990's National Con-

ference this past weekend in
‘Ames Courtroom.

- The two-day conference was
|} presented by the HLS Children

‘] and Family Rights Project and
to-sponsored by the American
§ Bar Association as well as sev-
eral children's advocacy organi-
‘Zzations nation-wide.
| Groisser, President of the
JFamily Rights Project, explained

Suzy

7§ the urgency of their purpose,
4 "We want to encourage attor-

5 and students to go into
ity law because so many of

Jthe issues that this country

—

e

Dean Robert Clark '72 escaping from students and press.
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The studenls were in the
Griswald lobby aller being
loccked out of Clark's oflice by
several securily offlicers.

Clark, who was [ollowed by
the group of students for much
of the aflternoon, emerged from
his locked office at 3:45 p.m. to
speak with students packed
shoulder to shoulder in the
Griswald lobby. With him were
Profs. Martha Minow, Randall
Kennedy, and Daniel Meltzer.,

Clark told the students their
tactics were “disrupting the
normal functioning of the law
school and | can't approve of
that.” He urged students to work
through "normal” channels to
achieve their prim goal of
getting the law school to hire a
woman of color by the fall of
this year.

Although the professors ex-
pressed sympathy to the goals
of the students to change tac-

tics.

“That makes me mad,”
shouted second-year student
Moanaca Caston to Clark. *My
perspective is that 107 black
woman are being disrupted
because they do not have a
professor who can tell them
what It is really like to be a
black woman in the real world.
I feel disrupted so [ don't mind
disrupting you.™

Clark, who has run into po-
litical trouble with the students
all year, appears to have fueled
student angerbyappearing with
Profs. Minow and Kennedy.

Kennedy is one of three ten-
ured black professors at Har-
vard but a recent article attack-
ing non-traditional scholarship
has made him less popularwith
many minority students. Mi-
now, who is generally suppor-
tive of progressive causes,
seemed (o surprise many stu-

must face are rooted in this
field. We have to confront these
problems head on.”

Dean Robert Clark '72 wel-
comed the participants Satur-
day morning, praising
children’'s advocates for their
dedication and hailing them
“the best of the profession.”
Attorneys, administrators,
Judges and students gathered
from across the country to lis-
ten to panel discussions on
topics such as the roles and
responsibilities of judges and
attorneys in child advocacy; the
challenges of adminislering
effective guardian programs;
multi-cultural issues in child
representation; and the corre-
lation between domestic vio-
lence, substance abuse, child
abuse, and juvenile delin-
quency.

Judge Patricia Wald of the
U.S. Court of Appeals, DC Cir-
cuit, while acknowledging lim-
fted progress in the field of
children’s rights, expressed the
impatience that she shares with

| Conference Focuses On Family Law Issues

other child advocates in her
keynote address. “The bitter
fact is that the status of chil-
dren in America has deterio-
rated over the past several
decades. Every day 211 chil-
dren are arrested for drug
abuse, 135,000 children bring
a gun to school, 1,800 children
are abused or neglected, and
3,300 children run away from
home. There has been a 210
percent increase in reported
sexual abuse of children in the
eighties alone; 1,200 children
died from abuse and neglect
last year.” These grim statis-
tics, as many of the speakers
agree, reflect a tradition of re-
luctance of the courts to inter-
vene in what has historically
been considered the most pri-
vate segment of society: the
family. In addition, “the poten-
tial for abuse and arbitrariness
in the institutions that govern
children's lives™ have hindered
rather than helped the situ-
ation. “Family law too often
Continued on page 12

dents with her unqualified
support of the dean.

“They came to pander to us,”
sald Ursula Dudley, 2L. "It's
pretty obvious he paraded them
out to appease students. What
it ended up doing is convincing
the students who were sitting
on the fence that we should
continue the sit-in."

Earlier Monday about 150
students held a rally in front of
the Hark after the dean rejected
their pared down list of threee
demands from the sit-in last

Thursday. The demands ask
that a jiring decision on Regina
Austin be made before the end
of the academic year, that a
woman of color be added to the
faculty byh the fall, and that
the faculty scrap a rule that
delays the hiring of visiting
professors for at least one year
after they finish teaching.

At the rally, several students
said they chose the route of
protest only because they per-
ceive that so little progress has

Continued on page 12

Stude;ts Vot_e On S_Referendum

HLS students go to the polls
today to decide the fate of 5
referenda items, ranging from
the high-profile politically vola-
tile to the procedu mun-
dane. Following is a nutshell
look at the {ssues upon which
studaents will vote. (“Binding"
referenda are mandates to the
LSC to attempt to implement.
“Non-binding" are simply opin-
ion polls and do not mandate
any action from the LSC)

BINDING REFERENDA
ISSUES
PUBLIC SERVICE

A proposal to add an undeter-
mined number of hours of pro
bono/public service practice to
its Professional Responsibility
Requirement, beginning with
the class entering in the fall of
1991. An indication of whether
credit should be given will also
be voted upon.

FLY-OUT WEEK REJECTION

A proposal evaluating the re-
cently revised academic sched-
ule which reserves one week for
interviewing at the expense of
several holidays and exam
reading week days.

The first question proposes
that if the fly-out week should
be- maintained, should the
academic schedule restore

1) both the holidays and the

reading week days

2) the reading week days

3) the holidays

4) neither

The second question proposes
whether the fly-out week should
be abandoned if that is the only
way to restore the holidays and
reading week days.
FINANCIAL INDEPENDENCE
REQUIREMENT

A proposal to reduce the num-
ber of years to 5 years from the
current 7 requirement-
Harvard requires a student to
be financially independent from
his or her parents in order to
qualify as “independent” for
financial aid purposes. This is
one condition which determines
the availability of student

grants.
NON-BINDING (*POLL")
REFERENDA ISSUES
CIVIL RIGHTS AND CHOICE
A proposal to call on the Su-
preme Court and the President
to "remedy” recent decisions by
the Supreme Court which have
set back protection of civil rights
and restricted a woman's right
to choose an abortion.
DISBAND THE LSC
A proposal todisband the Law
School Council.

Inside

Public Service ..............Page &
Disband L5C.................Page 7

Abortion & Civil Rights .. Page 8
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FOR GRADUATE STUDENTS EXCLUSIVELY

Take advantage of this special oppor-
tunity to become a Gold Card member.
American Express will approve your
application based upon your status as a
graduate student. Your acceptance will
not be dependent on employment and
income history. As long as you have no
negafive credit history and no negative
American Express experience, you can
soon be carrying the Gold Card

And you need only call to apply. Any
time, day or night, 24 hours a day. There
15 no lengthy application to complete.

Once you receive the Gold Card, you
can begin enjoying the many benefits of
this distinguished membership, includ-
ing: Worldwide check-cashing privi-
leges. Emergency Card replacement
(usually by the next business day). A
complhmentary 24-hour, toll-free travel
service. As well as insurance protection
for your Gold Card purchases.

The Gold Card. Available to you now
on this exclusive basis from American

Express. Call today to apply.

The Gold Card’
13000484420
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Welfare Mother Brmgs Campalgn For Governor To HLS

By Greg Dingens

In an age of avariclous political cam-
palgning where the size of the
candidate’s treasury means much more
than her ideas and ideals, long-time
welfare-rights activist and current
welfare reciplent Dottie Stevens brought
her uniquely humble gubernatorial
campaign to Harvard last Wed., un-
abashedly promoting single-minded
politics and selling campaign buttons
for one dollar.

Speaking before a small crowd, Ste-
vens, a 48 year old single mother of
four, spun folksy personal tales of her
own reliance on the welfare system
around her campaign themes, which
not incidentally focus solely on poverty
and welfare rights. Her platform issues
include higher payments for families
on public assistance, a $10 minimum
wage, and universal child care.

Claiming to be "one of those long-time
welfare recipients you've all heard about
and are supposed to be so terrible,”
Stevens refused to be apologetic for
being on welfare for the past eleven
years despite receiving an undergradu-
ate degree in human services planning
and presently earning her masters de-
gree from the College of Public and
Community Service at U-Mass, Bos-
ton. “Welfare should not be a shame.
It's a shame that welfare isn't enough to
support a family.”

Despite the fact that she has raised
only $1,500 dollars for her war chest,
can't afford to buy a suit in which to
campaign, and has a tiny campaign
staff which must hold other full-time
jobs, Stevens hopes to gather enough
petition signatures to earn a spot on
the Democratic primary ballot.

“This is no symbolic campaign,” in-
sisted Steven's campaign secretary
Jonathan King, an MIT professor.
“Dottie on the ballot shakes the whole
ballot. It makes ours a democracy with

capital "D," which scares people.”

what we're doing to people in society.”

Stevens challenged the currently held
perception of Massachusetis as a state
in fiscal crisis, claiming that the state is
very wealthy but that its budgetary
priorities must be changed. “It's that
trickle-down theory which you hear
about but which never trickles down on
us”™ which is the problem, she said.

Stevens remains optimistic about her
long-shot chance as an anti-establish-
ment candidate. “If the Democratic
Party is true to its roots,” she predicted,
=1 will win.”

Dottie Stevens, candidate for Governor.,

Currently a vice-president of both the
National Welfare Rights Union and the
Greater Boston Legal Services, Stevens
has a long, impressive list of poverty
and welfare activism. Her past laurels
include the president's post a the
Coalition for Basic Human Needs
(CBHN), a state-wide welfare rights
organization, and founder of the local
student group Advocacy for Modern
Survival. She has been heavily in-
volved in the creation and promotion of
the “Up To Poverty Now” campaign, and
is presently a board member of CBHN,
Greater Boston Legal Services, and the
City Mission Society.

While obliquely denying that she is
running a one-issue campaign, Ste-
vens' discussion focused on the inade-
quacies of the current welfare system
and declared the reason for her entry
into the gubernatorial race was “be-
cause the Governoris the only one with
enough authority to enact emergency
legislation to get the payments to the

people.”

“If I'm elected,” she added. “the first
thing I will do is deduct ten percent of
my salary to put into the welfare funds,
and challenge (other officlals) to do the
same.” She added that she would use
the rest of her salary to repay $34,000
in school loans.

Stevens said she is part of a national
movement to elect “victims,” which is
an effort to elect poor or disadvantaged
candidates directly into oflice to di-
rectly address the needs of the poverty-
stricken and oppressed. Candidates in
32 other states are involved in this
effort under the label A Victim’s Call to
Action,” running campaigns in various
local and state-wide elections, she said.

Calling her a "sister of social justice,”
Steven's campalgn manager, Jeanne
Dever, also a longtime welfare recipient
and activist, stressed the grass-roots
appeal of her candidate's campaign.
“This campaign is not about electing
Dottie Stevens to Governor,” she ex-
claimed. “This campaign is about brin-
ing some moral, ethical questions about
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Type A Team, Woody
Guthrie Argue Their

'Way To Finals

The Ames Moot Court Semi-Finals
took place on March 21 and 22. Cyn-
thia Tracy v. State of Ames, a child en-
dangerment case, was successfully
argued by the respondent Type ATeam,
whose members are: Maura K. Barry,
John Jongbae Bu, Michael J. Savitz,

| Mike Zevenberger, Stephen R. Parkin-

son (oralist), and Rhoda L. Weeks
(oralist). Weeks said that so far the
work has been worth it. "It's been [un:
hopefully finals will be as much fun.”
Weeks is not particularly nervous about
next semester's finals. “It’s just a mat-
ter of being prepared,” she said.

The other winners were the members
of the Woody Guthrie Team, respon-
dent in the case of Rachel S.C. Bell v.
U.S.. Members are Arti Rai, Miles
Tolbert, Timothy Moran, Michael Best
(oralist), Cynthia Monaco (oralist) and
Gregory Weingart. Team member Wein-
garl thinks the oralists are looking for-
ward to the final round this fall, despite
the heavy round involved. (When asked
about the work put into preparation for
the argument, Weingart just laughed).
“I think they're excited,” he said. "Not
that many people get the chance to
argue before a Supreme Court Jus-
t]re
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Letters To The Editor

Pro Bono Education

The most controversial issue on the annual Law School Council ballot is the
referendum on “mandatory pro bono.” The debate leading up to the vote has
centered around whether mandatory pro bono is political, yet the strongest
argument for pro bono is its educational value.

The debate may have been sidetracked partly because of the misnomer
“mandatory pro bono.” A more appropriate name would be "required clinical
education.” Of course, a semantic twist does not change the content of the
proposal, but it may have changed the focus of the debate.

It also may have been that the Emergency Coalition for Public Interest
Placement belied a political bias by labelling the proposal as "mandatory pro
bono.” In fact, the proposal is not necessarily political. ECPIP has emphasized
the non-political nature of the proposal in its classroom banners and chalk-
board slogans. As such, ECPIP is right; however, in practice, ECPIP has
appeared politically motivated. First, ECPIP is aware that "pro bono” causes
are more likely to be liberal causes. Second, there is an ideological debate
about whether legal services to the poor are a good use of resources. Dean
Clark alluded to this debate when he suggested that he was concerned that the
poor may be recetving too many legal services. Third, another ideological
debate arises about whether to force students to do anything. Finally, there
is little doubt that ECPIP is more widely supported by students with generally
liberal ideologies than by students with generally conservative ideologies.

Unfortunately, the political debate has eclipsed the most valuable aspect of
the proposal: its educational value. All sides of the debate must agree with
Clark that the primary purpose of Harvard Law School is to educate.
Mandatory pro bono would further this purpose.

Clinical education adds to the education at Harvard Law School by providing
a practical context in which to consider the theory we are taught. It can only
enhance student understanding of abstract legal doctrines.

The mandatory pro bono, or required clinical education, is essential for
Harvard Law School to continue to provide the best legal education available.

Vote for the public service requirement. By

Why Are We Vbting?

This year there are five referenda on the ballot. The proposals range from
abortion to public interest. Yet, | am unsure why we are even supposed to vote,
The referendum on abortion is not binding, which, | guess, means we reserve
the right to change our minds. The referendum to disband the Law School
Council is also not binding (and this is the only one that could really be
binding), which means it does not matter; things will pretty much be the same
regardless of the vote. LSC will continue to exist.

The fly-out week referendum asks us whether we prefer no fly-out week to
the fly-out week that the administration imposed on us, for us. This
referendum issue is binding, which, as best as | can tell, has the same effect
as If it were not binding: that is, nothing changes. LSC tells the administra-
tion that we do not like it, and the administration keeps it anyway.

Another referendum asks us whether we want to reduce the financial aid
independence requirement from seven years to five years. This is also binding,
and again I do not think anything will change: but, the odd thing about this
referendum issue is that [ already know the outcome, if anyone cares: Yes, we
would like the independence requirement lowered to five years, or better yet,
three years or no years (although that might be very expensive).

The last referendum asks us about public interest. [ have nothing further to
add. but I do not expect the administration to leap to comply with the outcome.

We have been inundated with referenda, and the hardest question | am facing
is why am I voting.

— E.H.
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Pro Bono Not Coercive

To the Editor:

A recent letter distributed in Hark
boxes attacked the pro bono initiative
on this week's Law School Council ballot
as a political attempt by a minority of
students to impose their world view on
the rest of the university.

That couldn't be further from the
truth.

We are a group of moderate students
not associated with ECPIP, and we are
very much in favor of the pro bono
initiative. Our views represent a range
of political ideologies and party affili-
ations. Some of us will probably work
in large corporate law firms when we
graduate, but we still recognize the
importance of pro bono work, espe-
clally when most large firms are deep-
ening their commitment to pro bono.

The pro bono requirement recom-
mended by ECPIP is neither frightening
nor coercive. It is a rational, fair pro-
posal that directly benefits Harvard
Law students and the world around
them.

One of the most recurring criticisms
of HLS is its lack of touch with the real
world and the day to day procedural as-
pects oflegal work. Pro bonowork gives
students that kind of experience. The
practical skills you learn doing pro
bono work are transferable to whatever
field and form of practice you eventu-
ally choose,

In addition, students will be exposed,
in many cases, toadifferent kind of law
from what they will practice when they
graduate. It is obvious to us that a
broader educational experience is a
better one: the more you know about
different kinds of law; the better you

will practice the type of law you choose.
The pro bono requirement will also
provide hours of valuable legal services
to groups which might not otherwise
receive them.

Law firms today often require their
assoclates Lo do pro bono work. A pro
bono requirement will help students be
better informed when they choose what
work to do, and make them better
prepared for that work. By Instituting
a pro bono requirement, HLS would
simply be following the trend toward
national recognition of the legal
profession's obligation to make legal
services more available.

What is pro bono/public service work?
Most firms define it as being legal work
for non-profit organizations, govern-
ment organizations or the poor (ie.
legal services work). The Public Inter-
est White Paper broadened the defini-
tion to include work for corporate or
academic employers. You could work
for employers including the district
attorney’s office, the NEA, the Jamaica
Plains Legal Services Center, the NRA,
a state or national legislative commit-
tee, or, it appears, even Shearman and
Sterling. No one pretends to tell you
where or how to fulfill the pro bono
requirement. No one's political views
will be forced upon anyone else. It is
hard for use to see how legal represen-
tation for the poor is political, as the
earlier letter suggested. For those
students among us with a more politi-
cal bent, there are the options of politi-
cally oriented non-profit groups (both
liberal and conservative) like the Heri-
tage Foundation or PIRG.

Continued on page 8

Open I_J_p Pro

To the Editor:

Each letter in the barrage printed in
opposition to a public service require-

ment at Harvard (Record,. March 16,
1990) rests upon one premise: that
Harvard's current curricular philoso-
phy represents an unassailable nor-
mative ideal and that all current course
requirements serve ends that are un-
questionably relevant to proper legal
education and successful future prac-
tice. Torts, contracts, and the other
required first-year courses, the argu-
ment goes are “essential to legal edu-
cation” and “the basic mechanics of the
legal craft.” Any requirements beyond
these courses are unnecessary; addi-
tional requirements would in fact be
“violative of students’ freedom of choice”
and °[disrespectiul of] the integrity of
the individual conscience.”

This argument exemplifies precisely
the sort of conclusory nonreasoning
that a proper legal argument should
teach against.

Restated, the argument is: require-
ments X and y exist and are therefore
necessary (and fair). Requirement z
does not currently exist. Requirement
z is thus unnecessary and unfair. This
neat circle effectively precludes further

Bono Débate

discussion: from here it is impossible
to address the very issues raised by the
public service proposal, whi¢th are
whether Harvard’s current curricular
requirements are either necessary or
sufficient to meet the most crucial de-
mands of future legal study and prac-
tice, and if not what can be done to
make them so.

The argument is not only logically
circular but also empirically unsound
at both ends. Law school requirements
are neither standard nor unchanging
across the country. Property, for in-
stance, has for some time not been a
required course at Yale; Penn requires
a course in Labor Law. Civil procedure
is a relatively recent addition to all first-
year curriculums. One might even go
further and question the relevance or
necessity Harvard's required course in,
say, criminal law (at least as currently
taught), has to the education of a fu-
ture corporate practitioner, or the con-
tracts course toa budding United States
attorney. If the goal is to teach basis
concepls of legal reasoning then why
not a required course in taxation in-
stead, or better yet constitutional law,
which is a first-year elective at Yale; or

Continued on page 6

| More letters on public interest on page 6.

Vigorous Debate Needed At Law School

To the editor:

On April 6, three first r students
circulated an open letter in which they
accused ECPIP of “lying" to the student
body about the public service require-
ment. That same day, we were in the
Hark discussing the letter and were
approached by a man who presented
his Harvard ID and identified himself
as Sean Carter, one of the authors of
the letter. Mr Carter engaged us in a
discussion during which he admitied
being unfamiliar with all of the litera-
ture regarding the referendum. He
went on to say that although he had not
read all of the material, an “unnamed
source” on an undisclosed “board” had
provided him with inside information
about the referendum. When we
pressed him to identify his confidential
source, he finally admitted that he had
lied about the existence of any such
individual.

We feel that it is irresponsible and
perhaps deceitful of Mr. Carter to level
such an Inflammatory attack on a
student o tion when he is not
fully informed about the organization’s
position.

We asked Mr. Carter if he could ex-
plain what was meant the letter's
opening statement: "ECPIP is lying to
us.” He was unable to point to any
specific or concrete examples of this
alleged deceitfulness and concluded by
saying that he had not really meant
“lying.” His point in making this accu-
sation remains unclear to us.

We believe that vigorous debate leads
to an informed law school community,
but mud-slinging only serves to cloud
the real issues.

— Nyria Melchor, 1L
— Lisa Otero, 1L
— Lynn A. Marchetti, 1L
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Years of Faculty Neglect Necesitate Sit-In

The history of minority faculty hiring
at this law school should be enough to
convince student skeptics that the sit-
ins this week and last in Dean Clark's
office were the right moves at the right
time — despite the fact the Dean will
swear they did more harm than good.

Steven Donziger
Columnist

Actions of this sort at a law school are
never entirely palatable. Our instincts
tell us it is better to have tea with the
Dean in his office than to eat pepperoni
pizza outside, as students did last
Thursday when Clark refused to speak
with them.

The instincts for reasoned discourse
should be honored, but only up to a
point. That point is reached when the
process of discussion is at an impasse,
and those people in power will hold the
day not by force of argument but by
anointed position.

Students spontaneously decided on
direct action only when Clark told them
he would not have a dialogue in his
office. That refusal follows about five

Ton PLEASDY 10 gniNcunce TE WINIER OF BN RECPOS
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meetings between the dean and minor-
ity student groups this year, where
progress on the issue of diversity was at
best marginal.

In the last two decades, minority
student groups have met with Harvard
law school deans on occasions too
numerous to count. Just ask alumni
who were around this past weekend for
Law School Association meetings and
the Latino Alumni Conference. Many
were angered and disappointed to find
the same frustrations they felt twenty
years ago in evidence today.

Fireside chats with the Harvard law
deans might make people feel good, but
the most meaningful results are
achieved when students take a forceful
stance. In 1969, Derrick Bell was hired
as the first minority professor only after
sustained protests organized by the
Black Law Students Association. Pro-
fessors Minow, Sullivan, Randall Ken-
nedy, and Wilkins were brought on
after similar student pressure through
the 70s and early 80s,

A sit-in was held by the black law
students association two years ago in
Dean Vorenberg's office. Since then
Regina Austin received a visiting pro-
fessorship and Charles Ogletree was
given a tenure-track position.

Last year students from La Alianza
organized a “study-in" and conducted a
year-long campaign for faculty diver-
sity. Since then Gerald Torres has
received a visiting professorship.

Certainly Clark and many faculty will
claim that these people would have
been hired anyway because the school
is committed to diversity. O.K. And
maybe our civil rights laws were passed
in 1964 because our nation is commit-
ted to equality, not because hundreds

of thousands of ordinary citizens or-
ganized sit-ins around the country and
began marching on the nation's capi-
tal.

The primary demand of the student
protesters concerns Austin, the first
black female to teach at the law school.
Students are not asking that the dean
immediately hire Austin. They are ask-
ing that a decision on that hiring be
made this year, before Austin returns
home.

In 1984 Latino professor Gerald Lopez
was offered a tenured position after he
had returned to California from a visit-
ing professorship at Harvard. Tired of
being put off by Harvard, Lopez opted
for Stanford where he is now one of the
leading professors in the country and a
national advocate for Hispanic issues.

Harvard has 107 black women stu-
dents and no tenured or tenure-track
female professor of color. There are
about 100 Latino students and no
tenured or tenure-track Latino profes-
sor; seventy Asian-American students
and no tenured or tenure-track Asian-
American professor. Consider, too, that
Georgetown has five black women on
its facultyand a dozen other law schools
have tenured Latino or Asian-Ameri-
can professors.

A look at the minority faculty recruit-
ing mechanism at Harvard is an indica-
tion of the lack of seriousness with
which most of the faculty address this
issue. There are hundreds of potential
minority and women professors who
graduated from the nation's top law
schools and are being overlooked by
Harvard.

For example, about 30 women who
have come here as visiting professors
are now tenured atother law schools. It
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Is also a fact that the majority of ten-
ured women professors teaching at law
schools around the country are gradu-
ates of Harvard. There also are hun-
dreds of Latin and Asian graduates of
Harvard, some of whom are teaching.
What efforts are being made to locate
them?

A failure of this law school is that it
puts students in the position of having
to engage in noisy protest to make the
curriculum and faculty more respon-
sive to the concerns of underrepre-
sented groups. Harvard Law School
has never had a dean willing to articu-
late a vision of our community that
would make such protests unneces-
sary.

When students at Yale toock part in a
strike for diversity last year, Dean Guido
Calabresi made a speech to students.
He said: “There is no institution, no
school, in America that cannot do more.
But | think this school has done more
than most. Is that anywhere near
enough? Of course not.”

This year, Dean Clark was a no-show
at the diversity rally. Students went to
his office to find him. When he arrived
they got a grunt and a door shutting
them out of his inner sanctum.

Dean Clark might be a brilliant corpo-
rate lawyer, but so far he has proven to
be a poor student of history.

Fenno

Fenno peeled the feather comforter
off the beads of sweat covering his
body. reached for the Meister Brau as
drops dribbled onto his furry chest. A
toss and a roll, he slipped into his
Rossignols, then flew out the door. He
popped the boots in the bindings, made
a mad run down Heartbreak Hill. and
fifteen minutes later Fennno arrived at
HLS.

“Just like little Switzerland!” and the
loo taps in the Hark were running
Swiss Miss with marshmallow bits.

Fenno loved the New! Improved!
democratic HLS. Today's referendum
question was, “Should male custodial
engineers be required to avert their
eyes from the feminine hygiene prod-
ucts dispenser when cleaning the girls’
loo?"

A sensitive issue, but not nearly so
sensitive as last week's question, “What
favored footgear will post-macho pre-
traditionalist profs be sporting this
spring? A) Pearl pink satin spectator
pumps, B) Black feather boa slip-ons,
C) Thigh-high ostrich skin wading boets,
D) Anything with golf cleats.”

So far this year the New! Improved!
democratic HLS had voted for black ink
and more resistant toilet paper.

Fenno really didn’t care about black-
ness or resistance or feminine things.
He was worried about the results of
tomorrow’'s referendum gquestion,
"Should HLS dogs be required to wear
fluorescent DDT flea collars when
chasing frisbees on HLS property?” He'd
campaigned night and day on this one;
he'd even snuck into the Dean’s office
and freed a zillion circus fleas onto the
new grey carpeting. Latest bulletin from
Griswold: The Dean had an itch.

Fenno could only hope the itch would
grow as the fleas multiplied and re-
newed their feeding frenzy with every
new birthing cycle. At this rate there
would be more than {1 x 10 to the
100th) fleas in Griswold tomorrow. By
then the unsuspecting Dean would have
carried the tiny trespassers to every
cormer of the campus, onto the flannel
of every pontificating prof and into the
molding casebook spines of every snor-
ing student. What joy! Thousands of
HLS students reaching for the Crayola.
about to make the big red "X and...

YEOOOOOOOOOWWIWWWWWWWIWWW
A bite! A needlestick! A pin drop of
blood on a neatly pressed white collar.
"Damn, gotta get this to Crimson
Cleaners...Damn, that hurts....Damn,
where has that flea been? Damn, you
can't get AIDS from a flea, can you?
Damn! Damn them damn dogs! I'll vote
YES!*

The sweel, sweet smell of a populist
referendum, democracy In action, the
Swiss-cum-Nicaraguan-cum-American
Way. Ain’t life great at HLS?
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Tue Rererenoum: P UblIC Service Requirement

Vote Yes On Pro Bono

Opponents of the public service re-
quirement will have you believe that ayes
vote on this week's referendum will doom
western civilization. Harvard Law School
as we know it will go down the tubes, to
be replaced by an ECPIP dictatorshipand
the forced collectivization of student labor
for liberal causes. The production of

Julia Gordan
Proponent

knowledge will drop dramatically and
books might even disappear from our
library system.

Something close to this frightening
scenario is being propagated by a group
of negativists on the student right, who
seem to delight in creating a ten-headed
monster out of a benign proposal that
has won the near unanimous backing of
the faculty at four other law schools, in-
cluding Penn and Tulane, and is being
considered by the faculty at 20 other law
schools.

The program at Tulane, the first in the
country, was given a special award by the
American Bar Associatjon for exemplary
public service. toJulieJackson,
the program director, 90 percent of the
students who completed the requirement
were satisfied with the program.

Yet, it is this public service concept that
the gang of negativists has painted as
“deeply authoritarian” and “dangerous.”
Some have suggested the program is an
attempt to impose “politically correct”
values on the student body. Nothing
could be further from the truth

The reason is that there is no program
devcloped for Harvard. Penn has its own
version, as do Tulane, Valparaiso and
Florida State. The idea behind the refer-
endum is to see if there is enough student
support for the concept for the faculty,

which has the final word on curricular
matters o take the tirne to work out the

details of a Harvard-specific program.

That is not to say that the public serv-
ice requirement as a concept is flawless,
or that the Tulane model is transferable
to aschool as large as Harvard. There are
grounds for constructive criticism, and
the proposal as put forth by the Law
School Council is open-ended in order to
encou student and faculty participa-
tion. But criticism should be based on
reason, not scare tactics.

Let's look at what a possible public
service program might mean for you and
for Harvard Law School, based on the
madel adopted by Penn.

First, the architects of the Penn public
service program emphasized that it was
educationalin nature. By doing a certain
number of hours of pro bono legal work
before graduation, the argument goes,
students will gain not only the practical
skills to do pro bono work lat€: in life, but
also an awareness that entry to the pro-
fession implies an ethical obligation rec-
ognized by the ABA and every state bar in

the country.

Second, the public service program
recognizes that a lawyer's willingness to
meet this ethical obligation speaks di-
rectly to his or her competence as a
lawyer. Since the purpose of law school
is to teach lawyer competence, it is ap-
propriate that law schools have a public
service aspect as part of their curricu-
lum.

Third, the actual time commitment at
Penn is in keeping with the recommended
ABA commitment to pro bono work, which
require 34 hours over the course of the
academic year. The upper limit is at
Penn, which requires 35 hours over the
course of the academic year.

Fourth;, to the extent students choose
to do legal services work, the program
has the secondary benefit ofameliorating
the legal services crisis in America. Cur-
rently nine out of ten Americans cannot
afford a lawyer. The Penn program adds
15,000 hours of free legal work to Phila-
delphia every year.

Some members of the gang of negativ-
ists have criticized the public service
program as “political® because most
students will fulfill the requirement by
doing legal services for the poor. The
reality is that the requirement allows
students to choose whatever work they
wish, as long as it is legal in nature and
unpaid. Ifthis result in more services to
the poor, all humanitarians should ap-
plaud.

it is important to emphasize the pro-
gram is non-partisan and not political.
ECPIP has made it clear any Harvard
program should stay that way. I hope
most students decide to help an Ameri-
can in need, but what is most important
is that each student have the freedom to
choose the type of work he or she feels

most comfortable with. This means the
NAACP; it includes civil and criminal

legal services; staffing divorce, immigra-
tion, and other pro se legal clinics; liberal
and conservative issues groups, govern-
ment service; and work with private at-
tormeys on their pro bono cases.

Another positive aspect of the program
is that it is extremely cost-effective. It will
be supervised “free” by private attorneys
who take student placements, asisbeing
done in New Orleans for the Tulane stu-
dents. If Harvard wishes, it can also hire
fulltime clinical professors to supervise
the program.

The language of the Harvard referen-
dum reads: “Harvard Law School should
add a practice element to its Professional
Responsibility Requirement. Beginning
with the class entering Fall 1991, all
Harvard students will perform a certain
number of hours of pro bono/public
service work over the course of the sec-
ond and third years of law school in order
to graduate.” Do you agree?

The choice is yours.

Letter To The Editor

Hark Box Letter Misrepresents

To the Editor,

Last week students received a letter
in their Hark boxes from three first year
students lambasting the idea of a public
service requirement at Harvard Law
School. The letter was a thinly dis-
guised effort to get students to vote
against the proposed requirement in
the LSC referendum to be held this
week. Regardless of the outcome of the
referendum, the letter was completely
off the mark and the record should be
set stralght.

First, they attribute entirely too much
power to ECPIP and the force of "special
interest politics,” as they call it. The
purpose of the referendum is to gauge
student support for the idea of a public
service requirement—it is the faculty,
not ECPIP or any other student group,
who will ultimately make the decision
about whether such a program will be
instituted, and if so, what form it will
take and what type of service will qual-
ify. In the letter these students claim:

"ECPIP can tell us that ‘pro bono/
public service’ work includes the NRA,
the John Birch Society, and the Right-
to-Life Movement but we are skeptical;
we think if there was any prospect of
HLS students flocking to organizations
like those, ECPIP would withdraw its
support in a hurry...” Once again, the
issue is up to the faculty, it is not
dependent on ECFIP's support. Fur-
thermore, if, as the letter implies, there
is no prospect that students will flock
to work at such organizations even if
such work would fulfill the require-
ment, then it is the students them-
selves that have made any political or
partisan decision involved. If the type
of work that would satisfy the require-
ment is broadly defined, then any po-
litical bent in the program for any indi-
vidual student would be determined by
that student himself or herself.
Second, these three students state
that *[tlhe Harvard Law School envi-
Continued on page 11

Pro Choice Pro Bono

Pro bono is not political. Mandatory
pro bono is political. Those who believe
that students should be free to pursue
their own visions of morality, who be-
lieve that choice beats coercion, and
who are offended by utopian schemes
that seek to inculcate ideologically
correct values should vote NO on the

Ron Edquist
Opponent

mandatory pro bono referendum.

This referendum concerns only one
prong of a six-point plan contained ina
white paper approved and submitted
by Law School Council and ECPIP to
the faculty and administration. ECPIP
faculty lobbyists have flatly stated that
the plan is supported by 75 percent of
the student body (verdict first—trial
later). The plan calls for massive finan-
cial outlays funded by tuition increases
in order to give generous, non-need
based financial support to a narrow
range of students. The plan seeks to
politicize the admissions process. The
plan recommends abolishing existing
first-year electives such as federal liti-
gation, administrative law and legal
history in favor of a narrow range of
"new electives™ that would not be ap-
propriate for many students. Ifyou feel
that this mischaracterizes the plan, I
strongly encourage you to read it. The
mandatory pro bono referendum is the
only chance that students will have to
express their views on this pernicious
program.

The most offensive aspect of the ECPIP
plan is its stated aim, “socialization,”
particularly of first year students.
Harvard spends more money and de-
votes more effort to clinical and public
interest programs than any other law

school. (That's a fact). Here are some
extracurricular opportunities for the

public interest minded—The Public
Interest Workshop and the World of
Law speaker series; clinical programs
such as the Legal Aid Bureau and the
Legal Services Center; groups such as
the Human Rights Program, the up-
coming Criminal Justice Center, the
Center for Criminal Justice, and the
Program on Negotiation. On top of that
are the many journals and student
organizations. Is Harvard a great place
or what? The authors of the ECPIP plan
concede as much and write that “We
find it amazing that despite the fact
that HLS provides significant avenues
for expression of interest in public
service, so few students go into the
public interest sector upon graduation.
The only possible conclusion is that.., we
must do even more.” The “more” they
propose consists of carrot and stick.
The carrot is: preferred admissions;
non-need scholarships both beforeand
after graduation; a new, lavish (no
kidding) Public Interest Law Ceniter;
and a more generous, tuition-funded

LIPP program. The stick is mandatory
first year socialization courses and 100
hours of conscript labor.

In truth, many students are already
over-committed to extra-curricular
activities. Many students would cur-
rently fulfill a 100 hour pro bono re-
quirement if “pro bono” were defined
broadly. ECPIP has hinted that work
for student organizations might be
credited to the pro bono requirement.
Don't believe it. Schools that have
adopted pro bono requirements, and
that ECPIP proposes as models for HLS,
do not credit work for student organi-
zations. However, students taking clini-
cal programs would not be burdened—
their pro bono requirement would be
satisfled. This program will punish in
particular the morally deficient stu-
dent who has invested his or her time
elsewhere, such as in raising children,
non-legal volunteer work, religious
charities /activities or simple old-fash-
ioned scholarship.

One of the basic principles of the
democratic process is that those mak-
ing the law will be governed by the law.
ECPIP has enticed students to vote for
mandatory pro bono on the basis that
it "should” not apply to them. This is
axiomatically irresponsible. If the re-
quirement is instituted, those voting
for it should be subject to it. I've got an
idea. Let's have annual elections in
which 1Ls vote as to whether the re-
quirement will apply to them in their
second and third years. ['ve got a better
idea. Let's make pro bono voluntary.

ECPIP has backpedaled recently, tell-
ing students that a vote for mandatory
probono is in reality just a statement of
support for public interest, “just like
the petition.” Is that what they will say

after the vote? ECPIP lobbyists have
already told the faculty that students

want mandatory pro bono—will they
now explain to the faculty that a YES
vote for mandatory pro bono meant
simply a warm feeling toward public
interest? If the student body approves
this referendum, we are likely to get
mandatory pro bono. The other prongs
of the ECPIP white paper are expensive
and time-consuming to implement. In
contrast, it is an easy compromise for
the administration to require students
to submit annually an affidavit to the
effect that they have completed their 50
hours of service. Mandatory pro bono
can be in place by September for re-
turning 2Ls and 3Ls.

Black’'s Law Dictionary gives the lit-
eral meaning of pro bono as “for the
good.” ECPIP's definition of pro bono
is, in reductio, “work that isn't paid.”
Voluntary work that isn't paid often
times is for the good. Mandatory work
thatisn't paid is always a moral affront.
Vote NO on mandatory pro bono

Ronald K. Edquist

Pro Bono Critics Are Illogical

Continued from page 4

why not even a course called Legal
Reasoning that draws materials froma
variety of substantive disciplines?

The pouint is not that Harvard's cur-
rent requirements are arbitrary or
worthless. The point is that important
policy choices underlie curricular re-
quirements and to assert otherwise is
to deny plain fact and prevent mean-
ingful discussion. Even the decision to
allow fulfillment of the professional
responsibility requirement as late as
the third year, rather than requiring it
in the first and second, represents a
policy choice that should not lightly be
dismissed. Once this Is acknowledged,
the real debate can begin over the
educational relevance and value of
public service work, and arguments
about morality, be they deontological
or utilitarian, can be transcended along
with reciprocal accusations of indoctri-
nation and value imposition.

Opponents of “coercion™ and “invol-
untary servitude” can be similarly easily

disposed of. Harvard already sets a
host of course and credit requirements;
even class attendance can be com-
pelled. How our champions of individ-
ual liberty make a principled distine-
tion between going to a classroom in
Pound Hall and going to an office in
Jamaica Plains, or writing a brief for a
real client instead of a fictitious one, is
beyond me.

Let us then discard these availing
threshold ments about necessity
and falrness and move on to discuss
the proposal on its merits. That four
law schools already require some pub-
lic service work before graduation
should in itself be sufficient to show
that the idea behind the current pro-
posal deserves serious consideration.
Particular components of the proposal
as a whole may very well be voted down
by a majority of our student body. But
let them be so voted after reasoned
debate rather than thoughtless rejec-
tion.

—Sadiq Reza, 2L
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THE REFERENDUM: Disbanding Law School COUHC“

Disbanding Law School Council: An Ineffective Organization
Unfair To Future Students

For all the criticism directed against
it, the Law School Council has per-
formed a valuable service to the law
school community over the years. Re-
cently, LSC has Initiated the Somerville
shuttle service, formulated a proposal

Michael Wayne
Opponent

for Fly-Out Week that is still being
perfected, made suggestions for ex-
panding and improving the curriculum
and feedback at the law school, spoken
out against the tuition increase, and
generally provided a forum for the dis-
cussion of Issues of concern to stu-
dents. Moreover, LSC assures student
representation on student-faculty
committees on virtually every aspect of
law school life. In a school already
short on bridges to tie the school's
individuals and organizations together,
it would be shortsighted to abolish the
one representative organization devoted
to building a sense of community.
The effectiveness of any student gov-
ernment is a function of the people who
are elected, the issues it has to deal
with, and the concern and commit-
ment of those it represents. While not
everyone may be satisfied with the
results of the preceding LSC admini-
stration, it would be unfair and unwise
to prejudge the present candidates as
well as future HLS students. Disap-
pointment with the substance of one or
another decision — and every demo-
cratic decision leaves some disap-
pointed — does not lead to the conclu-

sion that a representative student gov-
ernment should be abolished.

LSC has been a voice for students and
a forum, open to all students, where
issues can be discussed fairly and thor-
oughly by a group of people who have
volunteered a considerable amount of
their time to serve the community. Were
the council abolished, students would
still need to deliberate publicly about
issues of common concern, and a new
forum would have to be created to serve
that function. Moreover, the section
representatives, especially in the first
year, perform some important duties in
administering the section’s academic
and social activities. Here again, the
need would persist and necessarily be
filled by another representative struc-
ture. In short, though the referendum
is not binding, even if the council were
somehow to disappear, the need would
call a similar organization back into
existence. It is counter to our own
interests as students to disband the
only representative organization we
have, especially when there are so many
urgent issue confronting the new
administration at the law school.

The officers being chosen today have
demonstrated their commitment to the
students and the school. They deserve
a chance to prove that student govern-
ment can be effective in meeting the
needs of the community and improving
the quality of life and education at the
law school.

—Michael Wynne, IL

Letter To The Editor

Editorial Mistakes On LSC

To the editor:

Your editorial in the March 16, 1990,
issue is factually misleading, politically
nafve and journalistically irresponsible.

It was never the objective of the Stu-
dent Dean Search Committee to en-
dorse or hamper any particular person's
candidacy for deanship. Its objectives
were to collect and channel student
concerns through the student-body-
wide questionnaire, toensure that such
concerns were reflected in the dean
selection process, and to provide the
new dean with clearly articulated stu-
dents' concerns. Both the Student and
the Faculty Dean Search Committees
understood that President Bok had the
ultimate power to select whomever he
saw fit, regardless of what the Faculty
or Student Dean Search Committee
might have sald. But our goal was to
make sure that there was a pluralistic
voice that reflected students' particu-
lar perspectives and concerns. How-
ever much weight President Bok chose
to assign to our questionnaire results,
and however he balanced them with
interests of the Faculty or alumni were
not within our determination.

By the same token, the new dean may
choose to answer any or none of the
articulated student concerns when
balancing with other interests. Our
work focused on securing the voice of
students in the selection process. It is
false that the Student Committee “never
even suspected” Dean Clark's candi-
dacy—it was just irrelevant to our task
at hand. The Editor’s apparent dismay
over Dean Clark's selection points
nothing to any “failure” on the part of
the Faculty or Student Dean Search
Committees. If anything, this LSC
creation for the first time secured a
pluralistic students’ voice in the dean
selection process. The voice might not
be clearly audible as yet, but as JFK
urged in his inaugural address: the
task may not be completed in four
years or in this decade, butlet us begin.
And L5C should be commended for its
vision, its courage, its efforts and its
achievement.

I do not think the Administration

actually chose to do nothing to Baker &
McKenzie because of LSC's eflorts.
BLSA's position was enhanced, not
thwarted, by LSC participation. Main-
stream and radical politics should be
complementary, not antagonistic. Of
course politics that follow institutional
routes dissipate and constrain political
energles, but it can also give structure
and at times the necessary legitimacy
to these energies. On the other hand,
institutional politics can easily be so
sterilizing that we do need radical ele-
ments in the movement. The task is to
put them into a complementary mode
rather than slaughtering mainstream
politics. Both Martin Luther King, Jr.
and Malcolm X contributed much to
the Civil Rights Movement, irrespective
of what political route each chose.
Radical politics offers a clear-cut
“drama” with beginning, middle and
end that mundane institutional poli-
tics does not. And maybe that aesthetic
deficiency brings apathy to even na-
tional politics in this country. From a
pragmatic viewpoint, however, LSC
definitely has a unique position to play
within the institutional structure that
can enhance student interests.
Finally, I have never encountered a
student body president who tried as
hard as Brian Melendez to enhance the
interests of the student body instead of
keeping the job safe and comfortable by
only organizing non-controversial par-
ties. I do not agree with him on every
issue, but [ respect him for his dedica-
tion, good-will and efforts. LSC has
come a long way since my 1L year in
getting involved in student affairs that
matter. Whether you like the results of
the LSC's work and the positions it
takes, it is irresponsible to print such a
sweeping criticism without criticizing
the general apathy of the HLS student
body. LSC as a representative organi-
zation is nowhere near perfect, but it
has been trying and gaining ground. It
is m.urh easier to be critical than to be
correct, and a criticism should come
through both the heart and the brain
before it comes through the mouth.
—Maurice Hoo, 3L

This Wednesday and Thursday you
will have the opportunity to cast your
vote for the following resolution on your
LSC ballot: “Resolved: That the Law
School Council should be disbanded."
With your vote, you can tell LSC what

Robert K. Niewyk
Proponent

has become clear from LSC's recent
actions: LSC is ineffective and unrepre-
sentative of students at this school.

LSC has no more legitimacy as the
voice of the entire student body than
any other group on campus. LSC was
not organized or appointed by the ad-
ministration; nor was it created with
widespread student support. Only six
years ago, a small group of students
simply organized itselfand declared that
it would represent all law school siu-
dents.

Of course, the members are now duly
“elected” by the student body. However,
the vast majority of LSC members are
elected in name only. Students are so
apathetic towards LSC that only a small
fraction of the student body bothers to
vote in a typical LSC election. Even
worse, moslt LSC candidates are the
only ones to run for their respective
positions. We all know of the imperfec-
tions of democracy in even the mosl
highly compelitive representative organi-
zalions, where elections are hotly con-
tested by several candidates and where
a large percentage of the volers care
about the candidates and where a large
percentage of the volers care about the
candidates and issues. In LSC elec-
tions, no one cares, and no one runs;
those few who do run are more or less
sell-selected, self-appointed spokesper-
sons for the studen! body. Recent gradu-
ates of the law school with whom [ have
spoken remember LSC as a marginal
group with no legitimacy and no power,
a group to whom no one listened. These
graduales were surprised (o hear thal
students entering the law school today
assume thal LSC is an aulhoritalive or
eflective organization. There is even a
difference between the perceplion ol
3Ls, who have experienced several years
of LSC's exploils, and 1Ls, who have
only this past year to judge.

LSC's activities of the last year should
be enough to reveal its laws. Erick
Hachenburg's recent editorial on these
pages calling for the disbanding of LSC
outlined three of LSC's “accomplish-
ments”:

—The dean search commitiee, towhich
LSC appointed two of its own members,
two members of a special interest group
(the Coalition for Diversity), and three
students chosen by loticry. A huge battle
ensued belween studentl groups over
the commitiee makeup, and the com-
mittee actually hurt the selection proc-
ess; Lhe commiltee was ignored by deci
sion makers, and other student groups
wasted their energy fightling over the
committee itself,

—The debate overa Baker & McKenzie
ban. LSC {ook aver the position of the
Black Law Students Association, was
ignored by the adminisiration as LSC
became mired in its own debates and
bureaucratic procedures, then sat on
Its hands as BLSA took up the ball and
protested the administration's decision.
Ifanything, LSC detracted from BLSA's
position by allowing the administration
to pretend to deal with LSC and ignore
other groups.

—The public interest debate. LSC
adopled the position of ECPIP wholesale
and announced that this was the posi-
lion of the entire student body, sending
the White Paper along to the admini-
stration without a student vote. [LSC is
graclously allowing us to vole on a single
proposal in the package, the mandatory
pro bone requirement—but that's an-
other column). As Mr. Hachenburg
noted, LSC has no idea of how many
students support the proposals.

Four other episodes should be noted.
First, LSC last spring made a naked
power grab by more or less attempting
to take over the Dormitory and Student
Affairs Council. LSC proposed a three-
person committee made up of the presi-

dent of LSC, the president of DSAC, and
the head off the ABA/LSD—with LSC's
president as the head of the new com-
mittee, of course. LSC took this pro-
posal to the administration before it
ever showed it to the other student
organizations. DSAC is responsible for
student life in the dorms and on campus
in general. It is understandable why
LSC would attempt to usurp this func-
tion by attempting to take over DSAC
and why LSC occasionally sponsor its
own campus social evenis, an activity
clearly within DSAC’s realm: This would
Elve LEC some legitimate responsibility
and a concrete mission, something which
it currently lacks.

Second, this past fall LSC presented a
well-intentioned but hopelessly naive
(hy-out week proposal to the administra-
tion (did LSC really think the admini-
stration would simply cut a week of
class time out of the schedule?). The ad-
ministration, in typical fashion, used
the LSC proposal as an excuse lo do
exactly what it had wanted to do any-
way, adding the fly-out week and taking
the missed days out of our vacation time
and reading periods, all the while disre-
garding 1.SC's prolesis. This whole fi-
asco revealed the utier lack of respect
LSC garners from the administration.

Third, LSC has put on the ballot a
resolution sponsored by the Lawyer's
Guild which is In eflect an up or down
vole on the decisions of the Supreme
Courl. What will a student vole either
for or against this resolution accom-
plish? Is this within the function of
LSC? We may as well have a vole on the
following: “Resolved: That when a tree
falls in lorest and no one Is around, the
tree makes a noise.”

Finally, LSC has senl a resolution to
the adininistralion which is nominally a
prolest afainsi the proposed tuition hike.
However, the paper spends exactly six
senlences discussing tuition before it
launches Into a (ifieen-point atlack on
the law school as a whole. The paper
cites the “daily abuse” the facully heaps
on students, noting the facully’s “verbal
allacks, snide comments,” *boring, un-
inspired lectures, and time-fillers of all
sorts.” The paper also announces that
“the delay in receiving grades is another
kind of abuse the facully inflicts on stu-
denis” and that the graduate complex is
“a permanent monument to the insensi-
livily of the administralion loward the
student body.” Does even a significant
minority of students at this law school
feel this spiteful towards the faculty and
administration?

In general, LSC is far too willing to
adupl the positions of special inlerest
groups and push them as the position of
the entire student body. Both the sup-
porters and the opponents of these
positions are lll-served by LSC—oppo-
nents because their views are mosl
decidedly not being represented, and
supporters because their own groups’
efforts; LSC is ineffective, and |t Eives
the administration an easy way o pre-
tend tolisten tostudents while it ignores
the message being conveyed. Finally,
LSC deals with issues that it simply
shouldn’t be dealing with.

When considering whether to sign a
petition Lo get the disbanding resolution
on the balloi, several individuals ex-
pressed concern that if LSC were dis-
banded, other students groups would
not be able to receive their funding.
These concerns are misinformed: the
Student Funding Board Is a wholly sepa-
rale entity.,

Other students expressed reservations
that actually disbanding LSC would be
too drastic a step. Make no mistake: |
[eel this school would be better off with-
oul the Law School Council. However,
the resolution is non-binding. Even if a
majority of students vote “yes,” LSC can
choose to ignore the vote. | would hope,
though, that LSC would view a signifi-
cant number ol “yes" votes as a mandate
to do some serious soul-searching. A
vote for this resolution is your only
chance to tell LSC to examine its mis-
sion and its methods. Send the message
by voling “yes™ on the disbanding reso-
lution.
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THE REFERENDUM: Abortion And Civil Rights

Seeking A Collective Voice

The U.S. Supreme Court’'s recent
decisions on civil rights and on a
woman's right to choose have had a
dramatic effect on the enforcement of
some of the most basic of human rights.
On April 11 and 12, we as Harvard Law

John Bonifaz
Opponent

students will have the opportunity to
voice collectively our concern aboul
these decisions. On those days, the
Law School Council, in conjunction
with its student government elections,
will hold a vote on the following state-
ment:

“Through its recent decisions, the
U.S. Supreme Court has begun to turn
back the clock on civil rights and on a
woman's right to choose. These deci-
sions have substantially weakened the
protection of some of the most basic of
human rights. As law students and as
future members of the legal profession,
we find these court ruling unaccept-
able. We implore the Supreme Court o
protect and uphold the hard-won civil
rights gained through the years of
sacrifice and struggle. And to remedy
the most recent decisions, we call upon
Congress and the President to restore
the protection of these rights. Atatime
when the rest of the world is recogniz-
ing people’s human rights on an un-
precedented scale, the United States of
America can and should do no less.”

The newly-formed Civil Rights Coali-
tion is sponsoring this referendum with
the support of all of the HLS organiza-
tions that we represent: La Alianza,
Black Law Students Association, Asian-
American Law Students Association,
Committee on Gay and Lesbian Legal
Issues, Native-American Law Students
Association, the Board of the Women’s
Law Assoclation, the Disabled Law Stu-
dents Association, and the HLS chap-
ter of the National Lawyer's Guild. We
urge HLS students to vote yes on this
referendum as a way of expressing our
opposition to the Court's recent rulings
and as a way of showing our support for
congressional efforts aimed at revers-
ing these rulings.

The following is a brief summary of
some of the Court's decisions last year
which this referendum is designed to
address:

» Patterson v. McClean Credit Union.
In this case, the Court substantially
weakened a section of the Civil Rights
Act of 1866 (42 U.S.C. Sect. 1981)
prohibiting racial discrimination in
contracts. The Court greatly limited
the use of this statute — right to a jury
trial — by holding that it only protected
against discrimination in the initial
making of contracts and in the enforce-
ment of contracts in the courts. The
Court, in a decision which has sparked

ve concern in the national civil rights
community, held that Section 1981 did
not apply to on-the-job discrimination,
thus ruling against Patterson who had
alleged a pattern of racial harassment
by her employer and discrimination in
her employer's promotional practices.
Since the Court's rulings, more than 90
civil rights lawsults making claims
under Section 1981 have been dis-

Keep Mind Open

To the editor:

I'm in favor of the public service refer-
endum, on the grounds that, if the
referendum passes, it would open up a
dialogue with the faculty and admini-
stration about whether a public service
requirement is a good thing and would
signal continuing student support for
public interest and public service is-
sues. Does that mean | am a radical?

I don't think so; at least no one's ever

suggested that to me before.
I think it means, to the contrary, that
the misguided and confusing attacks

missed.

» Wards Cove Packing Co. v. Antonio.
This ruling, as the NAACP's Legal
Department wrote in its analysis of the
Court’s civil rights decisions (entitled
“Crisis in the Courts™—August 1989),
puts “the whole burden of discrimina-
tion, no matter how stark the numeri-
cal disparity of the employer's
workforce.” The Court held that an
employer in a Title VII case no longer
had the obligation to prove its business
necessity defense and, instead, it re-
quired that the plaintiff prove that an
employer's selection procedure did not
advance a legitimate business interest.

» Martin v. Wilks. In this case, the
Court allowed for white firefighters to
collaterally attack an eight-year-old
consent decree providing for promo-
tions for African-Americans in the Bir-
mingham, Alabama Fire Department.
The Court made this ruling even though
the white firefighters knew ol the origi-
nal lawsuit (filed by a class of Alrican-
American plaintiffs and the Justice
Department) and did not intervene at
that time. With this ruling dozens of
such decrees across this country are
now under threat of similar attacks.

» City of Richmond v. Crosen. In this
case, the Court declared that the City of
Richmond's minority set-aside pro-
grams violated the Equal Protection
Clause of the 14th Amendment. As the
NAACP Legal Department writes: “The
net impact of the City of Richmond uv.
Crosen decision is to undermine the
foundation of minority set-asides and
all other forms of affirmative action at
the local and state government level.”

« Webster v. Reproductive Health Serv-
ices. In this case, the Court weakened
the protection of a woman's right to
choose whether or not to have an abor-
tion. Several states have already at-
tempted to restrict this right as a result
of the Webster decision.

The Court has also, in recent history,
weakened the protection of the rights of
gay and lesbian people, most notably
through its 1986 decision in Bowers v.
Hardwick in which it upheld a Georgia
statute criminalizing sodomy. And on
February 26 of this year, the Court
refused to hear two cases challenging
the U.S. Army and Navy ban on gays
and lesbians.

There is today a crisis in the Supreme
Court, and, in this time of crisis, we
cannot afford to remain silent. The
national civil rights community, to-
gether with Senator Edward Kennedy
and other members of Congress, has
already put forth legislation aimed at
reversing the Patterson, Wards Cove,
and Martindecisions (Civil Rights Act of
1990- Senate bill 2104). With an af-
firmative vote on April 11 and 12, we
can add our support to this legislation
and to future congressional efforts
addressing the Court’s recent rulings.
With an affirmative vote, we can join
the rising tide of voices in this country
against the Court’s attack on the pro-
tection of people’s rights. And with an
affirmative vote, we can come together
as law students, accepting ourrespon-
sibility to speak out and recognizing
the strength of a people united.

On Public Serﬁce

on the public service requirement must
be coming from students with a vested
interest in seeing everything even
remotely related to public interest or
public service fail. Some students have
seemingly lost any objectivity they may
have possessed and are letting their
politics not just color, but actually
dictate, their analysis.

I hope fellow students think hard
about the limited but important goals
of the public service referendum —
then support It

—Ted Bilich, 3L

How High Will Harvard Jump?

In asking the students of Harvard
Law School to vote a simple “yes™ or
“no” on whether the Supreme Court, by
its recent decisions in the areas of civil
rights and abortion, has “substantially
weakened protection of some of the

Chris Crain
Opponent

most basic human rights,” the local
chapter of the National Lawyers' Guild
may very well document for the first
time what some of us have long sus-
pected: when a liberal says “jump,”
Harvard Law School only asks, “how
high?"

The United states Supreme Court has
issued hundreds of opinions over the
last year, dozens in the areas of civil
rights and abortion; all addressing
complex issues of statutory and consti-
tutional interpretation; all implicating
procedural issues of stare decisis,
standing, etc; some written by Reagan
appointees and some written by the
more liberal justices and some joined
by groups of some or all of both political
camps.

And yet those proposing this student
“poll” would have us throw complexity
into the wind and pass judgment on the
Court’s handling of this whole range of
legal, ethical,a nd social Issues. In doing
so, the National Lawyers' Guild poll
may not successfully determine whether
the Supreme Court has in fact “turned
the clock back™ on civil rights. But it
will quite accurately find out how knee-

jerk Harvard law students can be when

asked.

We're not even done :the favor of
specifying what particular Supreme
Court opinions the poll is meant to
address. On second thought, it might
have been dangerous for those spon-
soring the poll to list actual decisions,
risking that students might recognize
one or two opinions they do not con-
sider destructive of individual rights.

As much as we might hate allowing
complicated facts to interfere with a
perfectly good opportunity to prove our
political correctness, at least a cursory
glance of what the Supreme Court has
actually done might be justified.

In Patterson v. McLean Credit Union,
the Supreme Court upheld its expan-
sive opinion in Runyon v. MeCrary that
section 1981's prohibition against ra-
cial discrimination in the making and
enforcement of contracts applies to pri-
vate contracts as well.

YES? or NO?

In Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins, the
Court ruled that when a Title VII plain-
tiff proves her gender played a part in
an employment decision, the burden
shifts to the defendant to prove it would
have make the same decision regard-
less of gender.

YES? or NO?

In Martin v. Wilks, the Court held that
an individual has the right to challenge
a consent decree entered In a previous
lawsuit that adversely affects his or her
employment solely on the basis of race.

YES? or NO?

In City of Richmond v. J.A. Croson Co.,
the Court held that a city must have
evidence of previous discrimination
against minority contractors before it
can set aside contracts based upon the
race of those bidding for it.

YES? or NO?

In Wards Cove Packing Co. v. Antonio,
the Court held that in order to establish
a prima facie case, a Title VII plaintiff
must offer statistics demonstrating that
the racial composition of an employer's
labor force does not conform with that
of the relevant labor force, and link that
disparity with specific discriminatory
practices of the employer.

YES? or NO?

The poll also covers the area of "a
woman's right to choose,” presumably
meaning the area of abortion rights.
Perhaps that unpleasant word, abor-
tion, was left out because it too easily
suggests a debate with more than one
dimension, and not so conducive to a
“yes” or “no” vote.

In Webster v. Reproductive Health
Service, the Court rejected a challenge
by the state of Missouri and the United
States government to overturn its pre-
vious decision in Roe v. Wade. A plural-
ity of the Court abandoned Roe's prob-
lematic trimester scheme and indicated
it would allow state legislatures to bal-
ance for themselves the state’s interest
in protecting a woman's right to termi-
nate her pregnancy with the state's
interest to protect a fetus’ right to sur-
vival, subject to judicial review.

YES? or NO?

These and other recent Supreme Court
decisions have been the source of in-
tense debate and controversy at Har-
vard Law School and elsewhere. Most
individuals, when confronted one-on-
one, admit to misgivings with some and
agreement with others, as has always
been and always will be the case with
such controversial issues that affect
everyone’s civil rights, not just those of
minorities and women.

It is an insult to our intelligence to
suggest that the student of Har-
vard Law School could vote a blanket
“yes" or "no” on the Supreme Court’s
handling of so many issues, each af-
fected by the facts of the individual
cases in which they arose. The fact that
all too many of us will likely jump
because a liberal organization yelled
“frog” only demonstrates just how knee-
jerk our discussion of important legal
issues has become.

Pro B-ono: Reasonable Plan

Continued from page 4

Please don't be fooled by the insinu-
atlon that a pro bono requirement would
take 100 hours of your time per year.
That is simply ludicrous. Nationally,
the highest student pro bono require-
ment is currently 35 hours for each of
the last two years of law school. The
White Paper recommended a ceiling of
100 hours over the last two years, or 50
hours per year. It also recommended
that pro bono work done in the summer
(in addition to the primary employ-
ment) count toward the requirement. It
is hard to imagine HLS feasibly requir-
ing more work than that. They will
probably require much less.

The pro bono initiative on the ballot
this week is not radical. It is a rational
measure to improve the educational
standards at HLS. It is also quite
innocuous in that it does not limit
students in the type of pro bono work
they can do.

We urge you to vote YES on the pro

bono initiative this week. Realizing
that this requirement, if passed, unfor-
tunately will affect only future stu-
dents, we also encourage you take the
initiative to do pro bono work yourself
before you leave HLS. Donate time on
your own or take a clinical class before
you graduate (registration for clinicals
is Monday and Tuesday this week).

—Clay Deanhardt, 1L
—Cynthia Sadkin, 1L
—Clarissa Klug, 1L
—Natalie M. Duval, 1L
—Marie Milnes, 1L
—Joan Pepin, 1L
—Wayne Scheeler, 1L
—Curtis Payne, 1L
—Moanica Caston, 2L
—Lisa R Hodges, 2L
—Julie Hutcheson, 1L
—Jonathan Harwitz, 1L
—Joe Metcall, 1L
—Linda Singer, 2L
—Julie L. Ferguson, 2L

——— B
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Lelters To The Editor

Meet The Pro Bono Challenge

Fellow Students:

On Wednesday and Thursday of the
week we will have the opportunity to
vote for or against the idea of a public
service requirement at HLS. You may
recall having received a letter in your
Hark Box last week written by some
classmates expressing their concern at
the prospect of a public service pro-
gram being implemented here at Har-
vard

I agree with the writers of that letter
that the prospect of a public service
program here at Harvard is controver-
slal. And I believe, with them, that im-
plementing such a program at HLS
would not be without its problems. In
deciding whethef to support the public
service program, however, [ also believe
that it is too important a decision to be
treated as histrionically as these stu-
dents have done in their letter.

What is controversial about incorpo-
rating a public service program in our
curriculum is neither how to define
public service nor whether to mandate
it, but instead how to implement it. 1
don't believe for a minute that Dean
Clark, the faculty, the law school coun-
cil, or anybody else here at Harvard
would require you to work for the ACLU
any more than | believe that they would
require you to work for the Heritage
Foundation. I also doubt that, were a
public service program implemented at
Harvard, vou would be prevented from
serving the public through either of
these organizations or through any
number of other publicly-oriented or-
ganizations, whether implicated in
politics or not.

Pro bono— a substitute term for public
service— is short-hand for the latin pro
bono publico, which means “for the
public good.” Working foreitherof these
organizations, each of which encour-
ages and participates in robust public
debate, Is certainly for the public good.

To suggest otherwise is to challenge the
basis of participatory democracy in
America. | doubt very much that the
faculty of Harvard Law School, whose
approval implementation of a public
service program would require, is about
to favor one political perspective over
another as cavalierly as the writers of
last week's letter would have us believe.
Moreover, not just reason but practi-
cality dictates that Harvard, should it
implement public service, will need to
do so with an inclusive definition of
what constitutes public service. Set-
ting aside for a moment the presence of
students at four other sizeable law
schools nearby, public service at Har-
vard will mean the unleashing of more
than 1100 studentsa year on the Boston
areas legal community. With so many
students to place, Harvard simply
cannot afford to constrict its definition
of what qualifies as public service.
The letter circulated last week ex-
pressed dismay also at the prospect of
HLS making public service a require-
ment. Perhaps those letter-writers do
not realize what I, too, did not realize
when [ was a 1L — that the A.B.A.
Model Rules of Professional Conduct
and Model Code of Professional Re-
sponsibility mandate thatitisalawyer’s
continuing ethical obligation to render
public interest legal service. The justi-
fication for a public service require-
ment in law school proceeds from what
Professor Howar Lesnick, who proposed
the program in place at U. Penn., iden-
tifies as a dual premise: “that a respon-
sible practitioner devotes a portion of
his or her work time to public service
activities [and] that the experience of
doing that as part of a student’s legal
studies can aid greatly in developing
students’ ability and willingness to act
in a professionally responsible manner
during their legal career.” First-year
courses, which deal directly with com-

Public Service Plan Misunderstood

Continued from page 6
ronment offlers us a wide range of
opportunities...we can make our own
choices. We don't need ECPIP forcibly
‘enhancing’ our ethical and professional
development, and we certainly don't
want their vision substituted for our
own, even for 100 hours." 1) Our own??
The Law School Council isn't adequately
representing the interests of the mass
of students but three first-year stu-
dents are? 2) 100 hours? Where did
that number come from? [ don't think
that any specific number of hours for a
requirement at Harvard was even sug-
gested. The program at Penn requires
35 hours per year and only during the
last two years when students have few
other requirements. 3) Regarding our
ability to make our own choices and
this ideal freedom they envision for the
students at Harvard Law School—well,
my guess Is that most students don't
float through the Law School and into
the legal profession making choices all
that freely. Harvard Law School saddles
most students with staggering debt
that drastically reduces the choices

many feel are open to them. Harvard
Law School also plays a role in guiding
the choices that students make, for
example in “strongly recommending” a
course in corporations yet neglecting to
strongly recommend a course in some¢
area such as poverty law that woul
expose students to problems facing a
vast percentage of the nation’s popula-
tion— a law school course being the
only formal exposure to these issues
that many students will ever get.

Jim Wilon, Sean Carter, and Glen
Miller explain that they “find it amazing
that ECPIP has so little faith in the
persuasive power of its ideology that it
feels it must impose its priorities on
future Harvard Law School students.”
Well apparently these three have so
little faith in the persuasive power of
their own opposition to a public service
requirement that they have to com-
pletely misrepresent the whole propo-
sition to the entire student body. Actu-
ally, Idon't find thatvery amazingat all.

—Cathy Bendor, 1L

petence, are made mandatory; public
service should be likewise, Public serv-
ice, after all, is a component of profes-
sional responsibility, and professional
responsibility bears directly on a
lawyer's competence.

The controversy over public service
cannot be resolved as easily as this,
however, for It is not the desirability of
a meaningful public service program
that is controversial. but rather iis
Jeasibility. As I mentioned above, pub
lic service at Harvard will mean un
leashing more than 1100 law students
on the Boston area legal community.
1100 law students require 1100 super-
visors and 1100 meaningful place-
ments. ldentifying those supervisors,
rendering meaningful the placements
and coordinating the whole shebang

P1EPER NEW YORK —
MULTISTATE BAR REVIEW, LTD.

Telephone: (516) 747-4311

90 Willis Avenue, Mineola, New York 11501

The -Bar Course That Cares.

will be a Herculean task. Attempting
that task will be worthwhile if the stu-
dent experiences which result are
meaningfuil, but it will be wasted, or
worse, il our experiences ring hollow.

The real challenge ol public service,
then, is ils implementation. Public
service is a bold and innovative new
idea in legal education. It is an idea
with profound merit— but only if it can
be made o work. So let us dispense
with hysierical claims that obscure the
real challenge and instead pool our
crealivity to meet that challenge. I
applaud a robust public service de
bate. Why not strive to make that de-
bate pro bono pro bono publico?

—David Zubkoll. 3T.
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Clark And Students Square Off Again

Continued from page 1

been made on the faculty diver-
sity issue since 1970, when the
law school started admitting
minoritics in more than token
numbers.

"For two decades Hispanic
students have been meeting
with deans and for two decades
we have seenalmost noaction,”
sald Jorge Ramirez, a member
of La Alianza and the Law Re-
view. "I am emotional about
this, and I make no apolgies for
| o

On' Monday morning Clark
sent a letter to the Cealition for
Civit Rights in which he said, "1
share your beliefs about the
importance of diversity at the
Law School . . . [but] I do not
condone the use of sit-ins that
have the effect of disrupting
normal Law School operations
and Intimidating Law School
personnel.”

Clark sald the school has
made “important strides” on the
issue of faculty diversity in re-
cent years. He said of 11 offers
for visiting professorships next
year, seven were made to women
and two were made to minori-
ties,

Such claims did not placate
the protestors, who often point
out that visiting professors who
are women or minorities are al-
most never offered tenure.
Research by the Women's Law
Association indicated that 15
of the last 16 women who vis-
ited at Harvard are now teach-
ing at other prestige law schools.

The protestors also point out
that Harvard still has no ten-
ured or tenure-track professors
who are Latino, Asian-Ameri-
can, Native American, disabled.

or openly gay or lesbian.
Clarkand the Coalition agreed
to have an open meeting on the
Issue of diversity Friday at 1
p.m. All students and faculty

are to be invited.

Alter the Monday rally but
before the sit-in in Griswold the
students marched into Pound
Hall, where dozens of new
admits were lunching with
professors in the second-floor
dining room. As the chanting
outside the room of "where the
hell is Dean Clark™ reached a
crescendo, Clark suddenly
appeared and walked hurriedly
through the crowd with his
fingers in his ears,

The crowd, still chanting pro-
diversity slogans, followed Clark
out of the building as he walked
to his office. The dean put his
hands over his face when a
photographer tried to snap
photos.

The wave of protest began last
Thursday with a national law
student strike for diversity and
have since reached proportions
not contemplated by the organ-
izers, who never planned either
sit-in. Nevertheless, there was
a feeling of euphoria that the
sit-in was sustained Thursday
and students returned on

Monday.

The group participating in
Monday's sit-in included 26
people who did take part in
Thursday's sit-in, although at
least a duzen students who took
part Thursday did not return
on Monday. The gorup also
include on admit.

"We never expected this to
happen,"” said Lisa Hodges, 2L,
the moderator of discussions
during the first sit-in. “Then
again, we never contemplated
the dean would take such a
hardline attitude.”

Propelled by a series of ener-
getic speeches on Thursday,
about 100 students marched
from the rally to Massachu-
setts Ave., then through
Langdell Hall, to the faculty
dining room in Pound Hall, and
finally to the dean’'s office.
Students entertained them-
selves with live music and
chants of “diversity, now" and
“where the hell is Dean Clark?"

Clark returned to his office in
early afternoon and seemed
taken aback to see students
packed in his outer office.
Students rejected his offer to
meet in the Hark, and a deci -

sion was made to remain over -

night when Clark left at 4:30,
Plainclothes security guards
secured the building, but al-
lowerd most students to enter
and leave,
As of late Monday night, stu-
dents felt that two sit-ins were

having a positive effect.

“When we went to Clark's of-
fice on Thursday there were 20
students and he would not talk
to us,” said Hoo. “Today there
were three times as many stu-
dents and he had to come out of
the office and talk to us with
three other professors.”

Next
RECORD:
April 21

Continued from page 1
relies on false notions of how
these institutions operate,”
Judge Wald concluded. “Your
job is to present the truth in
front of judges and the public.”

Many of the speakers empha-
sized the need for legislative
reform and more expedient
judicial procedures to address
children’s pressing needs. “The
nature of children's rights is
controversial because it chal-
lenges basic assumptions
about familial roles.” Shari
Shink, Executive Director of
the Children's Legal Clinic in

DATE:
TIME:

PLACES:

Denver, Co., explained that it

Welcome to New York,
John Harvard.

Have You Considered
Joining The Harvard Club
of New York City?

On Friday, April 20th, 1990, members of the Admissions Committee of the
Harvard Club of New York City will be in Cambridge at (1) Harvard Faculty
Club at 20 Quincy Street, 2nd Floor; (2) Baker House, 1st Floor Conference
Room; and (3) Aldrich Hall, Room 21 between 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.

Graduates of the Class of 1990 will be proposed, seconded and interviewed
in one step for membership in the Club. Requirements for supporing
letters, etc., are waived for this event for 1990 graduates. Information
about the Club will be available, and Committee Members will try to
answer any questions you may have concerning membership.

The Harvard Club of New York City can be a most comfortable and
convenient amenity that will make New York more enjoyable. It offers a
central location in the Grand Central area, with spacious dining rooms,
bedrooms, bar, lounge, library, and extensive sports facilities.

Friday, April 20, 1990
10:00 am to 5:00 p.m. (No appointment necessary.)
Baker House, 1st Floor Conference Room; Law School

Harvard Faculty Club, 2nd Floor, 20 Quincy Street
Aldrich Hall, Room 211; Business School

Any questions, please contact Margie Mizrahi or Caral Danko at tele-
phone; (212) 840-660 Fax: (212) 827-1250,

is necessary to rethink these
assumptions if the victims of
domestic violence and abuse
are to be saved. “"We want to
rely on the assumptions that
parents love kids, judges know
what they are doing, lawyer’s
are always prepared, and so-
cial services act in the child's
best interest, but these as-
sumptions are not always true.”
Like most of the speakers pres-
ent, Shink condemned foster
care systems that constantly
uproot children, moving them
every few months. Children's
Interests, it was agreed, must
be made a national priority.
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Harvard Club of New York City

27 West 44th Street, New York, NY 10036 (212) 840-6600
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RARE, SCHOLARLY
AND OUT-OF-PRINT

BOOKS ON

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW
AND HISTORY
+ INTERNATIONAL LAW
* LEGAL HISTORY (AMERICAN, B¢
ENGLISH, ROMAN) e
LEGAL BIOGRAPHIES

JURISPRUDENCE
TAX AND COMMERCIAL LAW B
ETC., ETC. %
For those students
and others who desire
to know more about the law
than can be found
in a casebook,
a court opinion
a loose-leaf service,
or a form book.

Send $1.00 for catalogue tc:

Q.M. DABNEY & CO.
P.0. BOX 42026 .

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20015

Judge Tom McDonald of the
District Court of Louisville, Ky.
reported that a significant
number of the juvenile delin-
quency defendants that come
before him are meeting him for
the second time; their first time
being some years earlier as
victims ofabuse or neglect. “The
punishment of these kids must
be tailored to the child and
family's needs, not a ‘just des-
erts' method of just locking
them up or taking them away
from their homes.” McDonald
acknowledged a general lack of
experience among judges in
devising a reformatory plan for

Legislative And Court Reform Needed In Family Law/|

those once victims and stressed

the need for better training of

judges and attorneys.

Urging everyone to pressure
their representatives to perform
on behalf of these hidden vic-
tims, Buel ended her presenta-
tion with a reprimand for the
apathy that has kept them
hidden by quoting Dr. Martin
Luther King's Letters from a
Birmingham Jail: “We will have
to repent in this generation not
merely for the hateful words
and actions of the bad people
but for the appalling silence of
the good people.”

Classified

|

HOUSE FOR SALE: Unusually
charming country on beautiful river,
Large living/dining room; modern
kitchen: master bedroom with view
of the river: guest suite with sitting
room; separate guest house for year-
round living; dock for fishing and
canoeing.
near Bangor, Maine, close to the
University of Maine. Under $300,000.
Immediate Occupancy. Contact
Jeanne F. Begg, Begg, Inc., (202)
944-8400.

14.5 acres for privacy;
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