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W. HaywooD BURNS

o

IN MEMORY

While this maugural issue of the New York Gity Law Review was
at the printer, the City University of New York School of Law com-
munity suffered a devastating loss. Two of our most beloved faculty
members—Haywood Burns and Shanara Gilbert—were killed in a
car accident while attending a conference on democracy and inter-
national law in Capetown, South Africa.

W. HAYWOOD BURNS

Haywood had served as dean of the Law School from 1987 to
1994 and had returned to teach at CUNY this year after serving as a
visiting professor at Yale Law Schoool during the 1994-95 school
term. He had spent most of his life fighting for the cause of civil
rights. At the age of 15, he helped integrate a swimming pool in
his native Peekskill, New York. After graduating with honors from
Hasvard College and carning his law degree from Yale, Haywood
served as the first law clerk to U.S. District Court Judge Constance
Baker Motley.

In the 1960s, he served as a lawyer for the N.AA.CP. Legal
Defense and Education Fund and was general counsel to Rev. Mar-
tin Luther King, Jr.’s Poor People’s Project. In 1969, he helped
found and became the first director of the National Conference of
Black Lawyers, the legal arm of the Black revolution. He was the
first African-American president of the National Lawyers Guild.
He led both organizations in championing international solidarity
from Grepnada to Namibia. He fought the U.S, blockade of Cuba,
monitored trials in Northern Ireland and South Africa’s first all-
race election, and advised on drafting South Africa’s Interim
Constitution.

In the early 1970s, Haywood headed the defense teams for
Angela Davis and for the prisoners involved in the 1971 Attica
prison rebellion. He was an officer or board member of dozens of
public interest and civil rights organizations, including the Center
for Constitutional Rights and the Neighborhood Defender Service
of Harlem.

Haywood also made it a point to know the name of every stu-
dent at CUNY Law School, often surprising you with a personal
greeting in the hall.




M. SHanara GILBERT

M. SHANARA GILBERT

Shanara was born and raised on a farm in Gap, Pennsyivania.
While a student at Syracuse University, she volunteered to work
with the Attica Defense Committee, where she first met Dean Hay-
wood Burns. In 1980, she received her law degree from the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania School of Law. Thereafter, she worked as a
staff atrorney at the District of Columbia Public Defender Service
and the Magsachusetts Committee for Public Counsel Services.
Shanara was an associate professor at CUNY, first coming here in
the late 1980s. Shortly after her arrival, she founded and co-
directed the Law School’s natdonally acclaimed Defender Clinic.
She had been awarded tenure just last year

In 1993, Shanara’s work began to intensify around liberation
in South Africa. She served as a consultant to the Ford Founda-
tion, preparing a study of the clinical legal education programs in
that country. Her work in support of South Africa continued and
she recenty arranged for several of that country’s clinical law
professors to come to the United States to study our clinical educa-
tion programs.

Shanara was extremely active in the legal community, serving
as a member of the hoard of directors of the Natonal Conference
of Black Lawyers. She had previously served as the chairwoman of
the Conference’s Section on Criminal Justice, Shanara also served
on the advisory board of the Neighborhood Defender Service of
Harlem. Her adamant opposition to the death penalty guided her
work. In recent years she served on the Capital Defender Screen-
ing Panel.

Shanara was devoted to CUNY Law School and served on nu-
merous committees. She was the faculty advisor to the Black Amer-
ican Law Students Association and was a regular instructor during
the Third World Orientation Program.

She was also the first subscriber and sponsor of this law review.

We will miss them both.

The City University of New York School of Law is honoring the memory of both
Haywood and Shanara by setting up two programs. The Haywood Burns Civil Righis
Chair, the first endowed chair at the law school; and the M. Shanara Gilbert South
Africa Fellowship Program.

Donations to either fund should be made payable to the CUNY School of Law
Foundation and should specify the program 16 be funded. Please send all donations
tor

CUNY School of Law Foundation
Agn: Director of Development
65-21 Main Street
Flushing, New York 11267
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Appil 11, 1996

bear Priemds,

It 4= with great pleasure that I congratulate ail those
jnvolved in the publication of the New Yoxk City Law Review's
insugural issue, As an independent student vrganization of the
gity University of New York School of Iaw, you have eatablished
the oniy legal Jjoursial for public law schopl students in the City
of Hew York. This endeaver spost certainly doninated the time and
efforts of all students involved and requiced remnrkable
perseverance, dedicatien ang vision.

1aw reviews and journals axe a wital means fox facukty and
studants to explore viarious legal lssues and to pxessnt their
findings to The legal community as well as the public at large.
A publication such as the New York City law Review, with its
unigue focus on public intereat lav, is an jmportant contribution
which will benafi% all faculty and students throughout the State
of Hew York. !

once again, my best wishes to the New Yoxrk city lLaw Review,
and continued succasg in all future endeavors.

Yery truly yours,

o § (Zhe




INTRODUCTION: A JOURNAL OF LAW IN THE
SERVICE OF HUMAN NEEDS T

Jonathan D. Libby
Todd David Muhistock
Emaly Barnes Cole
Anthony H. Mansfield

On behalf of the editors and staff of the New York City Law
. Review, we would like to extend a warm welcome to our readers.
i The development of a new law journal is a huge undertaking —
 and one which .the students at the City University of New York
{CUNY) School of Law have not taken lightly. While this law re-
view has not been welcomed, shall we say, with open arms, by many
of the faculty and administration at this school, the support we
have received from the student body has been tremendous. Thus,
perhaps a bit of background on CUNY School of Law and the New
York City Law Review would be appropriate,

[CUNY School of Law], which opened in 1983, was created to
fill 2 void in the legal community. CUNY’s central purpose is to
create an educational program that honors students’ aspirations
toward a legal career built on a commitment 1o justice; fairness,
and equality. These principles form the basis of the Law
School’s motto, Law in the Service of Human Needs. As a resulf,
CUNY’s curriculum combines the strengths of traditional meth»
ods of legal teaching with an emphasis on clinical waining.’

CUNY is committed t0 educating lawyers who will serve commu-
nities which have been historically under-represented by the
legal profession. One way this commitment is manifested is by
insuring that the student body reflects a true cross section of
urban society. As a result, CUNY is recognized as a national
leader in the diversity of its student body and facuity. Since the
school was established, CUNY graduates have ovemheimmgiy
chosen to serve in public interest areas of the law.?

As for this journal, suffice it to say that it has been a long time
oming. The CUNY Law Review Steering Commiittee first made an
ttempt to publish what they hoped would be the CUNY Law Review, a
neral-focus law review, beginning in the Spring of 1993. While lay-

-t 16 ILSA J. INv'L L. (1993).
2 74,
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ing significant groundwork for the project, CUNY Law Review was stil
just a dream.

The primary objections to a law journal at CUNY seemed to be:
{1) there are already too many law journals and another one is unnec-
essary; and (2) that having a law 30111’113.1 would be inconsistent with
the school’s non-competitive phﬂosoph)r

A Law Review Steering Committee was once again formed in the
Summer of 1994. After developing an organizational structure, and
meeting with law school officials, we were blessed with a faculty advi-
sor -— Ruthann Robson - who gave us significant input on law review
procedure. The Steering Committee selected the initial editors and
staff members through a studentjudged writing competition. All the
students who participated in the production of this law review were
selected based on their writing and organizational skills.

However, we were still faced with significant obstacles. The Law
Review was denied funding by the body which allocates student fees.
The then-acting dean of the Law School informed us that, pursuant to
City University regulations, the journal could not use “CUNY” in its
name, Although the Law Review disagreed with his interpretation of
the regulations, we had no choice but w change our name.

So, we changed vur name. New York City Law Review sounded
good and seemed an appropriate title for a journal published by stu-
dents at the only pubiac law school in New York City. We emphasized
that our law review would be different — as different as our law
school. And we received funding. And then we found sponsors. And
then subscriptions started selling. And we even had publication agree-
ments with authors. In the Spring of 1995, New York City Law Review
became a reality.

While New York City Law Review is not an official publication of the
City University of New York, we are proud of what we are: the first and
only studentrun, studentedited law journal in the history of this
school. We believe that a “traditional” studentedited law review sig-
nificantly enhances, rather than impedes, all the efforts being made to
improve the quality and reputation of the legal education at the City
University of New York School of Law.

But make no mistake, this law review is different. Our law
school’s motto is “Law in the Service of Human Needs.” We hope this
law review will serve that mission. While trying to remain a quality,

8 CUNY School of Law grades all courses Pass/Fail and does not rank its students,
Although the faculty is preparing to change the grading system to provide better in-
dicators of success in a course, there are no plans ar this time to begin rdnking
students.
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. general-focus legal publication, the Editorial Board will publish only
. those articles it deerns to fall within that mission, or is of significant
nterest o the New York City legal community. We hope the artcles
" you read will have a slightly different, more public interest-oriented
focus. With your readership, and the submission of articles from legal
scholars and practitioners - particularly those working in public in-
terest law — this law review will succeed.

The students of The City University of New York School of Law
now have something which is both vital to their own legal education,
as well as a rmuch needed addition to the legal community: A Journal
¢ of Law in the Service of Human Needs.

Executive Committee
New York City Law Review
Winter 1996




LAW AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE:
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Law As A Foreign Language:
Understanding Law School

The language of judicial decision s mainly the language of logic.
And the logical method and form flatter that longing for certainty and for
repose which s in every human mind. But certainty generadly is illusion,
and repose is not the destiny of man. Behind the logical form lies a judg-
ment as to the velative worth and importance of competing legislative
grounds, often an inarticulate and unconscious judgment, it is lrue, and
yet the very root and nerve of the whole proceeding.’

1t might help if you were to compare the process of learning law . . . [to]
learning a languege One must of course know the rules of grammar and
the meanings of terms, but to know those things is not to know how to
the language; that knowledge comes only with use. The real difficulties and
Pleasires lie not in knowing the rules of French or law, but in knowing how
fo speak the language, how to make sense of i, how to use i lo serve your
purposes in life*

What do you think the law is, that'’s all it is, language. . . . Every
prrofession . . . protects itself with a language of its own. . . . Language
confronted by language turning language itself into theory tll it’s not about
what it'’s about it’s only abowt dtself turned into ¢ mere plaything®

I. Cracrmng THE Law Scaoor Cope
A.  Rite Of Passage

This article undertakes, in only a single injection, to implant
in readers new to legal culture a viewpoint otherwise acquired by
months of painful law school inoculations. 'm talking about an
appreciation of why the maxims and rules fluttering around legal
haunts so’ stubbomly refuse to stand still long enough for begin-
ning law students to take aim and fire, Of course this article’s stab
at describing the clusive nature of the legalist beast doesn’t a legal
education make. Yet what follows gives novices a leg up on ridding
themselves of unlawyerly illusions about captive rules stored away
in lrle black boxes that law teachers, for the price of tuition, will
uniock.

2

t Oliver Wendell Holmes, The Path of the Law, 16 Harv. L. Rev. 457, 465-66
{18a7}.

2 James B, White, Talk to Entering Students, Occasional Papers, The Law School,
The University of Chicago 2-4 {1977} {on file with author}.

2 WiLiam Gapois, A Frouic Or His Own 284-85 (Poseidon Press, New York
16443,
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|
? This short course in the wily ways of legal language teaches
; that legal study is in the main something quite different from the
cartoon showing the professor pouring true rules straight into the
student’s vacant brain. The legal mind, in other words, is notewor-
| thy not as a warchouse for storing legal principles; rather it’s a
: mind uniquely equipped to do language exercises in a setting in
‘ ' which rules are mere background music. Learning how to do (not
J memorize} what legal people do with language means putting
aside little black boxes stuffed with principled gospel. Leaming to
I™ do law requires — and here’s the hard part — shifting the mind’s
’ eye to see legal training as a foreign language lab, and to view lawy-
ering as mainly management of a grab bag of aliensounding formu-
las and doctrines. This lay-to-legal shift in perspective is what law
school’s harrowing first year is all about, a year for loosening up
untutored minds for implantation of legalist seeds, Law school
[« business is mainly, then, the cultivation of a lggalist point of view.
Law schools, in their snail-like way so frustrating to beginners
obsessed with bagging big fat rules, eventually coax students into
shucking off the unsophisticated notion that the vaunted rule of
_ law is 10 be taken at face value. This weeding out from first-year
| minds of the simplistic, blackletter view of things legal, to make
! room for the legalist’s more flexible mind-set, is painful. This is so
; whether the blackletter weeding is done by the slow poison of law
('] school’s first year, or by the somewhat quicker fix of “Law As A
s Foreign Language.”
First-year students, because of the way they werfe brought up,
: very reluctantly give up the idea that law study is mostly informa-
E tion-gathering. Yet, to undergo the transformation necessary to de-
o) veloping a legal mind, a firstyear law student must adjust to a legal
regime dedicated to taking legal concepts apart and, in ways akin
to the novelist’s art, putt‘mg them back together in altered form.
4 ‘This is a legal regime in which the judges’ maxims have lost their
T

luster as stone-tablet depositories of structured official truth. In
i the wordy new world that freshly-hatched lawyers enter, the coded
§a insider jargon is verbal clay with which to mold, willy-nilly, foreign-

sounding motions, arguments, briefs, contracts, pleadings, statutes,
Jury instructions, constitutions, corporate charters, wills, treaties,
ordinances, deeds, and appellate opinions.

‘Even the worldliest of newcomers to legaldom is shocked to
discover that much law talk, which at first seems to convey weighty
messages, proves 1o be alarmingly empty of meaning. Words in the
B legal realm, in other words, sometimes add up to no more than
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ritualistic neises merely demonstrating good will, or concealing
thought, or (sorry to say) avoiding the necessity of thinking. It's no
wonder that legal innocents find it a bit of a2 bother — and some-
times a calamity — adjusting to the uncertain realities of a legal
education bottomed on stiff-necked, courthouse language masking
what legal people are about, albeit usually with worthy intentions.

‘To safeguard legal society’s good name, law schools only
grudgingly and belatedly yield up to firstyear recruits the knowl-
edge that legal discourse, although resembling Engiish, is a code
language, a language made of straw shaped to look like brick, It's
no wonder, then, that the law faculty’s first-year game of casebook
hide-and-seek becomes for many students a confusing, off-putting
experience. When facing casebook legalisms that seem to promise
firm answers o legal disputes, students find themselves grabbing
handfuls of unedifying smoke. Unaware that casebook language
conceals as well as reveals, novices stumble amidst the legal code’s
irreconcilable-conflicts, and wonder if they may be vicims of a con-
spiracy to exclude outsiders from judicial secrets.

Law school casebooks and lectures, in short, fail to lay out an
orderly, fact-filled academic “subject” for the lawyer-to-be to com-
mit to memory, that is, to “learn.” The truth is that the judicial
“truth” that law schools teach can never be learned in the same way
that history or math is learned. Students new to law study, given
this absence of a familiar “subject” that can be readily preserved in
class notes, are therefore understmandably out of sync when first
confronting that dark stranger called The Law. Judges preach, in
their archaic second tongue, a rule of law, urging principle as an
escape from politics. But legal innocents can’t help but see the gap
between what courts say and what courts do.

During law school orientation, firstyear novitiates are assured
that The Law’s body of rules is the social cement binding the body
politic, and that legal principles are part of the inner consciousness
of the race, and so on. But novitiates also receive clues that The
Law is 2 lot of other, even fuzzier, things unmentioned in high
school civics books. It's grasping these other things, matters far
more intricate and subtle than memorizing lists of legal prescrip-
tions lifted from casebook opinions, that make the path to The
Law a harrowing rite of passage. The good news is that while
merely memorizing rules would be as dull as dishwater, seeing and
understanding what lawyers do is a fascinating study of government
in action. If law study was merely rulegathering, then the law
school’s casebook method would be silly and wasteful, and would




I

o

i)

prpre R e Pl

10 NEW YORK CITY LAW REVIEW [Vol. 1:5

have long .since been replaced by computer software called
Truerule.

1.egal tradition’s simplistic picture of courtroom affairs, pro-
duced for appeasement of laypersons, features evenhanded judges
disinterestedly calming litigious waters with neutral-sounding slo-
gans that identify lawsuit winners. These slogans dispensed by pas-
sive judicial servants are part of a self-contained, self-steering,
ommniscient body of nonpartisan rules. A public ever fearful of raw
government power naturally finds comfort in this pretty picture of
nonpartisan passivity. The legal priesthood’s rule of law, blessfully
untouched by political hands, is not only emotionally appealing,
but also explains how judges and legislators supposedly play very
different roles. The Law’s champions claim that judges produce
common law decisions that collectively spell justice; legislators, on
the other hand, produce legislatibn prey to unprincipled partisan
politics,

So long as first-year students are burdened with this postcard
picture of detached judges watching the rules do all the work, so
long will learning how to think Like a lawyer prove elusive.
Although casebook opinions feature self-serving testimony about
how detached and rule-oriented judges are, the obvious falmty in
such advertising forces realists to scratch beneath the courts’ rule-
of-law posturings for firmer answers. In the end, persistent scratch-
ing will reveal that the similarities between what courts and legicla-
tures do far outstrip the differences. Hugo Black’s government
service, as both legislator and judge, is a case in point.

U.S. Supreme Court justice Hugo Black was, before his 1939
appo:ntment to the high court, a U.S. Senator. During Black’s
long service on the Court and in the Senate, this New Dealer from
Alabama cast votes, as both Senator and Justice, decidedly liberal.
Senator Black’s liberal votes were derived without a doubt from his
progressive political soul. On the other hand, Black’s later, but
equally liberal Court votes derived, or 5o the Senator-turned-justice
claimed, not from his earlier New Deal Jpolitics, but from the seam-
less and ever so neutral web of The Law. As a final token of his
professed belief in The Law’s political neutrality, Justice Black went
to his grave with his dog-eared, pocket-size copy of the U.S, Consti-
tution placed squarely over his stilled heart.*

‘Hugo Black was, to a great many, a great American, As for

4 Hugo Black Room, Law Library, University of Alabama Law School, Tuscaloosa,
Alzbama {Mar. 1993).
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Black’s overt worship of blindfolded justice,® such public rituals
help make the decisions of lawyers who wear Supreme Court robes
emotionally acceptable. But serjous students of The Law eventu-
ally recognize that Justice Black’s display of legal purity is, even
though high-minded, a bit of a sham. Justice Black at rest with the
Constitution over his rule-of-law heart smacks of a romance novel.
Justice Black’s public devotion to the rule-oflaw myth reminds us
of something long noted: we Americans have a curious capacity for
believing absolutely in the absolutely untrue. The lay public only
imperfectly realizes that, as with statistics, so with (especially legal)

‘words, wordsmiths can make the untrue believable, The make-be-

lieve inherent in The Law, by which judges claim a neutrality they
can only aspire to, is a state of affairs long a part of the American
way of life. And it’s this counterfeit component in legalism that is
the root of the confusion that law students encounter on entering
the domain of lawyers.

This confusion, so perilous to the peace of mind of law stu-
dents, is rooted in casebook opinions: the judges’ rationales for
their decisions, closely read, exhibit a political spin of their own
that spawns layers of meaning. For readers new to the rhetoric of
law school subjects such as torts and contracts, there’s the opin-
ion’s surface meaning refracted (for public consumption) through
the prism of legalism. This surface meaning reflects the judicial
author’s professional allegiance to a courtroom where doctrine
confronted with naked case facts is supposed to mechanistically
produce neutrally-principled decisions. Then there’s the deeper,
notso-neutral meaning accessible to legal sophisticates attuned to
the rule of law's mechanical shortcomings and to the politics inher-
ent in courthouse government,

The key to understanding our judicial governors 1s learning to
extract, from high court rhetorical extravaganzas, the tangled
messages. Opinion writers strive to prove that The Law, rather
than judicial discretion, dictates decision. In thus trying to prove
the impossible, appellate legalists overstate their case. The trick is
to strip away legalism’s outer shell of haifempty words. The suc-
cessful student plumbs The Law’s facile assumptions. The pretense
that rules sponsored by appellate litigants are made of sturdy
enough material to relieve judges from making hard choices must
be scen for the wishful thinking it is. The real significance of an
opinion appears only when the reader isolates the passage where

5 Gerarn T. Duonne, Huoo Brack aNp THE Jubicial Revororton 413 (1977). Se,
e.g., Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. 479, 522 {1965} {Biack, |., dissenting).
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the soft fuzzy core of the court’s proffered principle emits its fog;

. this is the core of ambiguity that plagues every opinion, and where

Judicial discretion must furtively take up the slack and carry on to
decision., Historically, this split between rule-based decision and
discretiont-based decision relates to divergent views about the na-
ture of legalism.

B. Formalism And Realism

Legal formalism says rules (formulas that, by capturing history’s
iessons, thereby inform tomorrow’s decisions), even in hotly con-
tested appellate cases, are the touchstone of decision.® Legal realism
says, to the contrary, that judges decide cases in part by reasoning
from fuzzy formulas, but also by reacting emotionally and politi-
cally to case facts.” The modern lawyer’s intellectual makeup con-
tains threads of both formalism and realism, something of an unholy

mixture. Therefore, students keen on acquiring a legal mind must -
for this reason prepare for a legal landscape marked by considera-

ble contradiction and fluidity.

Acquiring a legal mind necessitates stepping partially away
from Hugo Black’s rule-fetishism, and inching in the direction of
the slightly scandalous notion of a judiciary that judges by feelings
— by juadicial hunches that are tied to political values. Law stu-
dents, once weaned from the blackletter posturings of The Law,
will view casebook doctrine as a text considerably short of gospel,
as the voice of master legalists playing elaborate word games. “The
Law of the lawyers is of course a serious game, full of siguificance
and import, heartbreak and joy. But still it's a game of gathering
and ordering catch words into stylized lawyerly arguments, it’s a
game, from the judges’ perspective, of fitting judicial hunches into
formal legal niches as “proof” that the rule of law, after a fashion,
lives. I’s a game, but one-playable only by seasoned initiates.

In the fall, uninitiated fifst-year law students read that their
first case is, for example, an appeal from an order, relating to a
count in trespass on the case, of the general term of the first court
of appeals of the fourth judicial department, reversing a judgment
entered on the decision of the court at speaal term — and, draw-
ing a blank, for the first but not the last time suspect that as would-
be lawyers they must lack the right stuff. In time, however, law stu-
dents discover that the shortfall is not necessarily theirs, but rather
that it is The Law that’s askew, made unnecessarily complex, and

8 Geowey R. Stone &t A, Constrrumionan. Law 152 (2¢ ed. 1991).
7 H.
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even z bit of a lie — even if only a ittle white lie. As law students
begin to get'some control over the appeliate language rhat has so
befuddled them, they realize they've been looking up the wrong
tree: the opinions, no matter how tightly squeezed, just won't yield
surefire gems of legal truth for predicting future cases. Instead of
an orderly blueprint for government, students sooner or later, €x-
cept those who wear selfdmposed blindfolds, see the casebook’s
mountain of words for the disorderly arrangement it really is.
Note along these lines the following complaints, all too typical,
from legal writers about the rule of law’s refusal o march in or-
derly lines: “Constitutional jurisprudence concerning religion has
been described as ‘a maze,” ‘in significant disarray,” ‘a conceptual
disaster area,” ‘inconsistent and unprincipled,” and resembling in
several respects the more surreal portions of ‘Alice in Wonder-
land.” ";® “The current situation with respect to joint and several
liability in the United States is one of confusion and chaos . . . ."?
“The state of the law {of the right to privacy] is still that of a hay-
stack in a hurricane . . . ;' “The law of defamation is dripping
with contradictions and confusion and is vivid tesimony tc the
sometimes perverse ingenuity of the legal mind.”;'! “So long as eve-
rybody understands that nothing more than 2 word game is being

played, there is nothing inherently wrong in defining strict liability
. . . in negligence terms. . . . Thus, although mixing negligence
and strict liability concepts is often 2 game of semantics, the game

has more than semantic impact — it breeds confusion . . . e

The lesson here is that when Oliver Wendell Holmes reminds
that life is hardly a science, that reminder applies as well when life
is wrapped in a skin of words and tagged, ambitiously, The Law.
Legal method and scientific method, despite all efforts of the bar
to link the two, belong to different planets. Removed as lawyers
are from the physical world of the hard sciences, lawyers in the end
must ive and breathe words. And legal words are far too flimsy to
do the beavy lifting that would-be legal scientists, too taken with
orderliness and predictability, try to assign to mere language. A

& Steven G. Gey, Why Is Religion Special ?: Reconsidering The Accommodation Of Religion
Under The Religion Clauses Of The First Amendment, 52 U, Pirr. L. Rav. 75, 75 (1990).
9 Richard W, Wright, The Logic and Fairness of Joint and Several Liakility, 23 Mem. Sz,
U. L. Rev. 45, 81 (199%).
10 Ettore v. Philco Television Broadeasting Corp., 229 F.2d 481, 485 (3d Cir. 1956).
i1 -Rodney A. Smoila, Dun & Bradstreet, Hepips, and Liberty Lobby: A New Analytic
Primer on. the Future Course of Defamation, 75 Gro. L], 1819, 1519 (1987},
12 James A. Henderson, Jr. & Aavon D). Twersid, Doctrinel Collapse in Products Liabil-
ity: The Empty Sheil of Fuilure to Warn, 63 NY.U. L. Rev, 265, 27778 {1990).
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word is not a thing, only if words always represented things, the stuff
of scientific reports, could lawyers be scientists.’

C. Ambiguity In Language

But words are not things. They are not solid objects, but merely
symbols representing — pointing in the general direction of —
things. Furthermore, these verbal symbols we call words doh’t al-
ways even point to things. A word such as “fox” points to, among
other things, a furry creature living in the verifiable world that can
be weighed, mspected and dissected. A lawyer’s “negligence,” on
the other hand, points to no solid matter, to no measurable ob;cct
subject to scientific analysis. “Negligence” concerns not what i,
but what ought to be, a word that unlike the (usually) politically
neutral “fox,” conveys a normative message. The Law s full of in-
definite, abstract, general words containing ample empty spaces for
sending and receiving normative (ought) messages. And the chal-
lenge for law students is catching on to how lawyers and judges
control the normative content that flows in and out of The Law’s
abstract line-up of “negligence,” “due process,” “consideration,”
“foreseeable,” “malice aforethought,” and all the rest.

Legal amateurs, unlike Lnguists and word-conscious lawyers,
make no big deal out of mentally separating those three letters on
a printed page that spell “fox” from that real flesh-and-blood crea-
ture that roams the woods. The amateur in words tends too readily
to merge the word with the most likely object the word represents,
forgetting the other objects that may be candidates for what the
writer of “fox” had in mind. This tendency to avoid ambiguity and
to see only beastly images when the word “fox” appears on the page
causes the amateur to overiook the nuances in language that en-
gage the legal mind. The reader of “fox” wbo sees a wild beast,
instead of the clever burglar that on this occasion appeared in the
mind’s eye of the writer, is in trouble. The professional wordsmith
stays alert to the fact that writers may use “fox” to point to one of
several different objects. These objects all exist outside the letters
f-o-x. It’s the sophisticated reader’s job to recognize that ambiguity
in language is common as dirt, and to make an educated guess as
to which object occupied the mind of the writer of “fox.”

Now of course “fox” is a pretty simple sort of word. ‘Fox” may
refer to some crafty old Republican, or it may be the name of a pet

13 5.1 Fiavakawa, LANGUAGE IN THOUGHT AND- AcTION 28-30, 39-40 {24 ed. 1964),
14 Ser generally id. (discussing the relation between language and reality, between
words and what they stand for in the speaker's or the hearer's thoughis}
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cat. Sail, the choices among the various objects on the planet are
fairly limited. “Negligence™ is, however, found around the globe
and in all manner of situations smacking of carelessness - hence,
the ambiguity surrounding legal “negligence.” In legal circles,
moreover, where speaking in code is de rigueur, even a relatively
unambiguous word such as “fox” may tomorrow mean anything the
legal community wishes “fox” to mean. Such, for example, is the
case today with the perverse twist we lawyers put on words such as
“mntenaonally” {(which includes acaidentally) or “person” (which in-
cludes a corporation) or “fact” {which for most English-speakers
refers to a slice of the real world, but for lawyers refers to such
obviously nonfactual, normative matters as a question of legal
“negligence”).

To most people, words appear as orderly soldiers marching by
in dictionary-approved uniforms, lined up in rows of sentences dis-
ciplined by the strict logic of grammar. These are ‘the orderly
soldiers of verbal fortune that guard our history, our religion, our
Jjustice. We’re trained to revere the written word. To read with
skepticism goes against the grain, especially with law students con-
fronted with grandiose high court text. Given this general worship
of the word, it's no wonder that mobt of us nagked apes, both law-
yers and laypersons alike, cling to a faith in the magic of language.
Yet, even if in the beginning was the aimighty Word, legal princi-
ples, nevertheless, are too fragile 10 subsist on faith alone. A word
is but, said Holmes, the “skin of a living thought.”**®

Just as words are not things, so likewise putting 2 name on
something doesn’t guarantee that the something actually exists.
Too many of us foolishly believe that whatever has a name-—The
Law, for example~—must therefore be real-world stuff, something
that exists out there; and if po real entity answering to the name
readily tums up, the common reaction, instead of assuming that
the name covers up an empty hole, is to conclude that the name
must stand for a particularly mysterious something. Language is so
tricky a business that the modern era has spawned the language
expert.

Language experts talk about a sender of messages who
chooses a word, which is a symbol for a thing or an idea that the
sender has in mind. The word chosen by the sender, if the
message is to be received, must rigger in thé receiver’s mind the

15 Towne v. Eisner, 245 U.8. 418, 425 (1918) ("A word is not a crystal, transparent
and unchanged, it is the skin of a Jiving thought, and may vary greatly in color and
content according (0 the circamstances and the time in which it is wed."}.
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same symbol*® A legal writer sends a message: she writes “free
speech” on a piece of paper and invites all manner of strangers,
her receiver-readers, to figure out the message. Think for a mo-
ment of those radio signals the government transmits into outer
space on the off chance that extra-terrestrials are tuning in. What
will E. T.’s'” outin-space descendants think about when they hear
the beep-beep equivalent of “fox”? Beginning law students are sim-
Harly faced with trying to figure out what messages, among all the
many possibilities, are being sent-into space by pieces of The Law

~ such as Reasonable Care, Proximate Cause, and Fee Simple

Absolute.

When linguists talk about a ladder of verbal abstraction,*® they
reseive a top rung for key pieces of the legal code such as Proxi-
mate Cause or Insufficient Evidence. A ladder of abstraction lines
up words and phrases according to degree of ambiguity. The
greater the number of objects or ideas that a word or phrase can
possibly encompass, the higher the rung it occupies on the ladder
of.abstraction.’®

The ladder’s bottom rung is reserved for the most concrete
item: fox named Reggie wearing fish and game band number
07863. Rung two begins the ascent into generality: silver Maine
fox. Rung three: red fox. Rung four: member of the dog family.
Rung five;’ animal. Rung six: living thing, And so on. The Law,
needless to say, is perched on a top rung, high up in a haze where
it's often hard to tell whether the living thing on rung six is a silver
fox or a lawyer doing legal research.

This article’s introduction into casebook learning urges law
students not to be overly concerned when at first the judges’ fancy
ratiocinations make little sense. It’s natural for firstyear students,
the first few times they dive into convoluted casebook dissertations
on The Law, to draw repeated blanks. “Law As A Foreign Lan-

e” advises that legal stuff reads like Greek because it is Greek.
So relax. Adapt to the leisurely pace of learning a new language.
Learning how lawyers think and talk takes months or'even years.
Reading “Foreign Language” in the meantime, although no sure
cute for legal awkwardness, can help quiet firstyear headaches.

This guide toward legal understanding is admittedly unkind to
legal orthodoxy, written as it is to take The Law down a peg for

16 Havakawa, supra note 13, at 26-30,
7 ET. (Amblin Co. 1982).

8 Havaraws, supra note 18, at 177-80,
12 Havaxawa, supra note 13, at 177-80.
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easier ‘viewing. Yet, this critique of legalism is offered out of
neither disrespect for the work of the courts, nor to engender dis-
respect for legal actors, The Law can’t help it if the public prefers
the comforting rule-oflaw myth over the notion that judicial robes
conceal furtive creators of The Law. Firstyear students, who
although by nature are drawn to the rule of law’s prettified, apoliti-
cal description of itself, can only get a clear focus on The Law by
bringing into alignment the public and private faces of legalism.
This article, therefore, takes a pretty good sock at prettified juris-
prudence in order to draw the reader’s attention to legalism’s split
personality. This means I've foregone that unrelenting politeness
toward legal affairs that accounts for the semi-religious tone com-
mon to court opinions and bar association speeches — and for this
boorishness I ask forgiveness of a profession boasting members the
iikes of Mahatma Gandhi, Sir Thomas Moore, Abrzham Lincoln,
Hugo Black, and Nelson Mandela.

For law student readers unwilling or unable to give up illa-
sions about an apolitical, omniscient body of rules, this peek be-
neath the judicial robes may be distasteful. Although law school
classes in time, likewise, lay bare the partially mythical nature of
The Law, the classroom disrobing is usually done in a manner
more genteel, less confrontational than “Foreign lLanguage’s” de-
coding of legal talk. So it's for students unafraid to face an early, if
brusque, confrontation with legal reality that I offer this look at law
school. But with a warning.

Some few students, when they see The Law minus powder and
rouge, tend to turn nasty. Once the opinion’s religious trappings
are removed, these newly born-again cynics sce judges as conspira-
tors manipulating The Law with all the idealism squeezed out. The
trick, I think, is to find a happy medium in which the fledgling
legalist appreciates the gamesmanship in legal maneuvering, but
manages as well to see The Law in aspirational terms as a laudable
attempt at displacing anarchy and tyranny with fair, democratic
government. It's not only we lawyers, after all, who in various ways
take cues from myths in an effort to enhance life. We are dreamers
all

This work, in sum, does several things. It takes a no-nonsense
look at that staple in the law student’s diet, the appellate opinion.
It traces the history behind the law school’s long love affair with
the casebook form of instruction. This article also explores why
the prose style of law-trained people is so often wretched. “Foreign
Language” contains two sections translating casebook prose into

i et T 7 20 1+t s £00
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plain English, an exercise that fits in with my view on fegal training
as a language lab. Sections are assigned to critiques$ of legal sci-
ence and legal reasoning, and to surveys of first-year law courses in
torts and constitutional Iaw. \

“Foreign Language” should enable newcomers to legal dis-
cours¢ who are disenchantéd with their law dictionary’s inability to
dispel the fog to grasp more quickly the knack of truly seeing The
Law. Mark Twain wrote, in a similar vein, about his ignorance of
the fru€ nature of the Mississippi River until he trained as a river
boat pilot.*® As a novice pilot, Samuel Clemens acquired a profes-
sional eye; meanwhile, his earlier romantic picture of the mighty
river underwent revision. Clemens eventually saw, alongside the
river’s beauty, the river’s treachery: faint ripples suggesting hidden
rocks or wrecks, a bright sun forecasting wind tomorrow, a floating
log signaling a rising river, a slanting mark on the water gointing 1o
a bluff reef that is apt to doom somebody’s steamboat.*

To see The Law through legally tinted lenses is to see things
unseen by the untrained eye — to see both the dream and the
reality, the beauty and the beast. Law-trained people see in legal
prose the idealism that runs through judicial government, as well
as the artifice inherent in lawspeak. The law school casebook’s
samplinig of the folklore of legalism, in short, is best understood if
approached not with the attitude. of the worshiper fawning over
church doctrine, but with the attitude of the anthropologist explor-
ing the rituals of native people.

II. INTRODUCTION TO LEGALISM
A, So Many Words, So Faw Answers

The common law, that loose, ill-defined, ethereal, judge-
crafted code of courtroom custom, exists in a nether worid that,
like a dream, is subject to capture only fleetingly. Statutory and
constitutional law are likewise part of a wordy, judge-made Wwilder-
ness into which law students are sent with very little in the way of
map or compass. The path to The Law, paved as it is with the ap-
pellate courts’ juiceless prose, is heavy going. High-toned, abstract,
vague, indefinite legal language, like the witches that impeded
Dorothy’s trip down the yellow brick road, serves to block student
entry into legal Oz.**

20 See Marx Twamv, Lire on rue Mississierr (Harper & Row 1017).
23 fd.
22 THi Wizaro oF Oz {Metro — Goldwyn — Mayer 1939).
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Fledgling legalists profit by understanding early in The Law
game why heavy-handed casebook prose is so unlike plain English.
To hear lawyers tell it, the reason why legal language is so foreign
and inaccessible is that legal affairs, like the rare squiggles under
the microscope at which scientists peer, belong to a world beyond
the ken of ordinary folk. To communicate about esoteric legal
happenings, lawyers argue, demands a special language at which
only the legally learned are masters.

This “rare squiggles” excuse for cloudy legalese is one that law-
vers understandably favor; after all, law school graduates have in-
vested three long, expensive years in replacing plain English with
the legal tongue. Yet, wbether the professional tasks we lawyers

rform warrant the violence we inflict upon.the Queen's English
is doubtful, In any event, to novices, law school casebooks written
in lawyer English appear designed to disorient and mystify. And
it’s these cloudy appellate rationalizations for judicial votes that is
the prism through which first-year apprentices must view the legal
landscape. Beginning students, thus, are at the mercy of Law
speaking judges who, even if they wished to forthrightly state why
appeals are won or lost, are handicapped by a professional lan-
guage allergic to candor and clarity.

First-year students struggling with the mysteries of criminal law
and contracts are at some point — when the casebooks’ endless
puzzles threaten to overwhelm — likely to begin scouring library
stacks for a readable guide as to what The Law is really all about.
Perplexed novices hope to find, preferably in one slender volume,
a narrative that will quickly dispel, in language plain and simple,
the confusion surrounding first-year casebooks. But unfortunately,
no such single volume panacea exists; the genius who might in a
single work capsule all of law school has yet to appear.

The best the law library can offer is a selection of student-
guides, composed by law professors and practitioners, that discuss
study habits and outline certain formal attributes of legalism. But
these conventional introduction-to-law-school manuals suffer, like
casebooks, from an addiction to fuzzy legal concepts and from an
inability to present The Law in any other way but in the sanitzed
form endorsed by The Law’s image-conscious keepers. What's
needed for first-year woes is some plain talk about legal discourse.

The lawyers’ professional vocabulary, perhaps out of self-de-
fense, lacks the words appropriate for describing to outsiders the
odd ways of legalists. Practitioners of the legal arts are a secretive
society. The legal tribe’s failure to develop an easily understood
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language for looking at itself squares with the professxon s belief
that exposing legaldom’s inner sanctum to pabhc viewing would
threaten all legaldom. Bewildered Jaw students in search of a quick
library fix must therefore be content with here and there the shed-
ding of, as “Foreign Language” attempts, a faint ray or two of light.

Of course, beginning students in large part must learn to han-
dle legal language the way one learns to ride a bicycle, by crashing
numerous times. Falling down and getting up, again and again, is
how our legal forebears have acquired legal minds. Still, an early
introduction into the secret code aspects of legal language can save
the novice needless-falls and more quickly put The Law into focus.

'This article’s attempt at explaining the tangle that is casebook
prose asks readers, for the moment, to divorce themselves from the
reverence and awe with which many people approach the work of
judges. Pure gems of timeless truth may on occasion come down
from the appellate courts, but for students'keen on picking up the
nuances of judicial literature, it’s wise to assume that most opin-
ions, like political stump speeches, contain some portion of
bumbuggery.

Looking skeptically at casebook rhetoric helps to get under-
neath the lofty language and to betier appreciate the precise na-
ture of the work that lawyers and judges do. The Law is a valuable
instrument of government, but even so The Law, to be properly
understood, first requires a clearing of the air. Dispelling legal
myths creates the space needed to. produce a more finely-tuned
picture of the legal business.

B. Acquiring A Legal Mind

The entrenched pre-law school way of looking at The Law as
holy writ obscures how much our government is no government of
laws, but rather a government of lawyers. The first-year search for
true rules reflects the conventional wisdom that The Law is a2 near~
supernatural collection of sturdy principles offering reasonably
clear answers to knotty disputes. Under this scenario, law schools
collect and pass on tried-and-true rules of natural law so that Jaw
graduates can oversee the ordering of a just society. This version of
The Law puts lawyers in the position once occupied by native
medicine men and ancient oracles — that of messengers delivering
God’s {or at least nature’s) sanctified prescriptions.

This notion of a fixed and eternal natural law, “higher” than
the ephemeral enactment of kings and legislators, is central to Ro-
man jurisprudence and to canon law. English jurists preached this
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“higher” law, echoes of which filtered into the American constitu-
tion. Thomas Jefferson looked to a higher principle inherent in
nature to justify his revolution, From this “higher” law developed
the secular religion that today is labeled The Law.?

Underlying natural law theory is the premise that order gener-
ally governs the universe.** The Law is part of this universal order;
and being inevitable, The Law is thus not made, but rather is to be
discovered. This conventional theology sees the legal order as
emerging not from the community’s needs and expecrations, but
from the precepts of an « priori logic. Law, as thus conventionally
viewed, is seen as an abstraction, not as malleable material. This

natural law underpinning gives The Law its conservative complex-

ion, safeguarding fixed and eternal rules from the fluctuations of
human passion. Eternal verities, not temporary prejudices, is the
touchstone of the venerable laws of nature that tie humans to their
past.
At the furthest extreme from such holy writ thinking is the
attitude of the jaithouse lawyer. The jailhouse lawyer, impatent to
shed his prison stripes, reads prison library law books, searching
for the overlooked loophole that will open his prison cell. The
jailhouse lawyer cares not a whit for lofty principles. He searches
instead for a crack in The Law that the crafty can slip through.
The untutored jailhouse lawyer with the unholy loophole focus is,
however, in one sense like the student of holy writ: they both have
faith that the gnswer is in The Law. The trained legal mind, on the
other hand, examines legal text unencumbered by preoccupation
with the answer. 'The legal eagle conjures up various interpretations
of the legal text and supplies supporting arguments for each inter-
pretation; instead of the answer, here’s three answers — take your
pick. ;
One way to avoid unlawyerly preoccupation with the answer
would be to approach legal studies the way political scientists do.
Political scientists readily pierce the appellate courts’ holy writ
facade, viewing legal precepts and principles as ritual and symbol,
as dry bones to be rattled and shaken by modern medicine men
prior to learned announcement. For political scientists, skeptical
of legal doctrine’s claim to otherworldly anthority and certitude,
judicial power is either an instrument of the politically dominant to
control wealth and power, an instrument for countering the
majoritarian impulses of runaway legislatures, or perhaps an instru-

28 Fapo Ropstr, Woe Unto You, Lawvess! 92, 27, 30 (2d ed. 1057).
24 ALAN WATSON, ROMAN Law & COMPARATIVE Law 215.16 (1991).
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ment for providing the poor and the powerless a voice in demo-
crati¢c government. Give the political scientist more legal
vocabulary and a penchant for arguing either side, and he or she
would be almost a lawyer.

Yet, I go too far if ] am read to banish all vestiges of holy writ
from the legal mind. The worshipful attitude toward The Law
which is natural to first-year law students is, in modified form, pres-
ent as well in the fully developed legal mind. Government, espe-
cially judicial government, is partly grounded on a faith in our
governor’s ability to govern in the general interest. The legal mind
can't completely discount the faith in the rule of law. That's what
is so tiicky about the legal mind: lawyers see holy writ — and the
irreverent loopholes. This is why law teachers mentally combine 2
reverent outlook toward legal doctrine with coxsiderable skepti-
cism’ about the integrity of legal reasoning. No wonder law stu-
dents stumble when introduced to such contradiction. Yet, out of
such contradiction comes that odd mixture of faith and disbelief
peculiar to the legal mind., To see The Law in lawyerly fashion is,
in summ, a unique vision, unique in the way that a throat doctor sees
the batman logo, not as a black bat against a field of yeliow, butas a
yellow pair of tonsils.

C.  The Ideal And The Real

Law school’s perverse mixture of devotion to and skepticism
about legal religiosity breeds something akin to Orwellian double-
think, Law students on the one hand are led to think that judicial
opinions are minor gospels and then on the other hand en-
couraged to play unholy word games with The Law, manipulating
doctrine as if lawyering were a sort of lawyer-Scrabble.

Law professors, it must be remembered, are key partss of a
legal society which purposefully casts The Law in a romantic light.
This romanti¢ théory of a neutral rule of law, even though flawed,
is' too comforting to give, up completely. Law professors are part-
ners imra legal enterprise understandably reluctant to broadcast too
publicly the gap between the ideal and the real. The now-you-see-
ithowyou-don’t way that law professors present The Law comes
from a desire to reveal The Law’s will-o’-the-wisp nature, but at the
same time nurture the symbolic value of The Law in promoting
stable government. First-year novices, therefore, are to some ex-
tent left to figure out for themselves the meaning of the double-
think atmosphere to which legal minds must adapt.

Insecure neophytes confused in the early weeks of law school,
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and tempted to think themselves candidates for some legal trash
heap, should take note that the hocus-pocus element in opinions
takes considerable getting used to. Despite the early discomfortin
learmming to manage judicial reasoning, law school is really pretty
easy stuff once you get the hang of it. Legal culture may seem for-
¢ign and inaccessible in the beginning, but for second and third-
year law students, speaking the legal tongue becomes second
nature.

Law school, of course, doesn’t just teach 2 foreign tongue.
Law school offers a splendid glimpse at how government operates,
especially the part behind the scenes. Law school may be, as critic
Ralph Nader says, “a three-year excursus through legal minutiae

. [which develops] corridor thinking and largely non-normative
evaluation.”® Yet it's alko 2 training ground for citizens like Ralph
Nader to develop legal language skills useful in monitoring govern-
ment in a country where legalese is government’s principal
language.

Law school’s first year, then, is a year to slough off, like a snake
does with its dead skin, the unlawyerly habits of an untutored
mind. Yet transformation into the legal mode of thizaking is no
skin-deep matter. In an intellectual sense, 1o enter into the legal
realm is to be born again, so that thereafter, with the mind’s legal
eye, a rule is no longer just a rule. The legal mind looks at the rule
and sees two ways to ease around the rule, or else a way, if the rule
is mnconvenient, to change the question.

The legal mind is in a sense the antidote to the lay notion of
The Law as a nonrelastic body of rules flush with prepackaged an-
swers. IUs the elastic legal mind that is privy to the secret that “The
Law is. . . ” in the words of W.S. Gilbert, “the true embodiment of
everythmg that's excellent . . . [with] no kind of fault or flaw,”*® ag
well-as, in the words of Lord Tennyscn a “lawless science .., {t]hat
codeless myriad of precedent . . . [and] wilderness of single
instances,”’

As first-year students gradually give up the idea that legal
leamning is principally stuffing one’s self with doctrinal formulas,
law school becomes instead a language lab. Ability to give voice to
and to manipulate the open-ended concepts prevalentin legal doc-

2% Raiph Nader, Law Schools and Law Firms, Npw Repusrnic, Oct. 11, 19685, at 20,

26 W, 8. Gitbert quoted in Tre OxForRD DicTiONagy oF Quorations 226 (5d ed.
1979).

27 Alfred Tord Tennyson, Asimer’s Field (1864), in A New DICTIONARY OF (JUOTA-
TIONS 661 (H. L. Mencken. ed., 1987).
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rine takes precedence over giving any enduring meaning fo
casebook doctrine; The key to law school is learning to fashion
willy-nilly arguments couched in legal terms as to why this or that
piece of doctrine is a good or bad fit to the facts of the case at
hand. Law school, then, is'where one lives for three years to master i
a special-form of debate. Few legal debaters mistake the judges’ :
formulas, with rare exceptions, as food for the eternal 'soul.

This language-lab view of law school classes admittedly sug-
gests a pretty narrow scope for legal training. It’s the case, unfortu- :
nately, that the larger world of values is generally excluded fromr
law study. Legal training, because the rale-of-law focus forces polit-
ical values under the table, smacks more of the technocrat than of
the social engineer. (Of course, the Jaw school experience can
lead after graduation to bigger world-ofvalue things. After all, if
there is a political elite in this country, the label goes by default to
the community of law-trained people who run our governments,
our businesses, and even our private fives.)

Now, again, all this talk about language labs and verbal manip-
ulation games might suggest, erroneously, that courthouse govern-
ment is less than serious business. But serious business it is,
although as with war and politics, legdl battles take the form of
adversarial combat. To learn to play the lawyers’ game requires, in
addition to partially removing The Law from its pedestal of pure
reason, expanding one’s capacity for recognizing and tolerating
rampant ambiguity in legal language. First-year students seeking
the answer complain that instructors hold back the answers to nd-
dles posed by casebook doctrine. Law teachers, on the other hand,
must somehow make excuses for the dearth of answers, and pro-
mote student tolerance for vague formulas adverse to yielding up
firm answers. This training in tolerating ambiguity is hardest to
take for those students who, tending to see the world in shades of
black and white, are allergic to gray.

Students suffering from a low tolerance for ambiguity should
take their cue from novelist Thomas Hardy’s experiente in “Living
in a world where nothing bears out in practice what it promises .

. .7 and who therefore “troubled [himself] very little about theo-
ries . . . [being] content with tentativeness from day to day.”® The
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28 Tromas Haroy, Diary (1882), qusted in Jonn Inving, A Praver ror Owen Meany
519 (BaHantine Books 1989). See gemevaily JErOME FrRank, Law anp Moprrn Mmop
(1980} {discussing psychological desire for orderly legal world, symptomatic of an
unconscious need to regain the security of the mother’s womb; thus The Law be.
comes the surrogate womb offering protection from the polticized outside world).

P—
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fact that legalism in practice is more a debating game than a sci-
ence offering certitude is no cause for despair. Yet ¢ach school
year a few truec-believer, low-tolerance legal novices react to
casebook smoke-and-mirrors by becoming disenchanted and with-
drawing from law school either. in body or in spirit.

Such was the experience of a famous literary figure from nine-
teenth-century Boston who gave his name to an even more famous
lawyer-judge son. The sentor Oliver Wendell Holmes, before be-
coming a Boston physician and noted author, read The Law in a
relative’s private library and attended Harvard Law School. But the
senior Holmes cut short his legal studies. He became “sick at
heart” with The Law: “1 know not what the temple of the law may
be to those who have entered it, but to me it seems very cold and
cheerless about the threshold,"®®

Of course, if beginners who sample The Law consistently be-
come sick at heart, it may be time to try something else. The law-
yers’ temple is not for everybody. Disenchanted students should
always resexve for themselves the option of withdrawing as-did the
senior Holmes. But there is no cause for the tenderfoot to become
unglued just because the opinions often do. The judges’ excuses
for decisions serve a purpose, even thougb it’s a purpose that
catches beginning law students by surprise. Thousands of novices
each year learn that, after eventually giving up the struggle to tie
opinions up together with strings of blackletter rules, how much
fun it can be to play legal games, and how ambiguity in The Law,
like a blessing in disguise, can be a virtue. Obscure legal texts not
only trigger the neced for lawyer {for a fee) translators, but rampant
ambiguity also provides spring in The Law’s joints. Elasticity in
The Law gives the lawyerjudge room to roam. Doctrinal elasticity
allows for change and growth in the legal system.

Even the junior (and future justice of the U.S. Supreme
Court) Oliver Wendell Holmes had reservations as a law*student:
“Truth sifts so slowly from the dust of the law.”®® Yet at Harvard
‘Law, this future legal giant ultimately thought well of his legal
training, concluding that “my first year at law satisfies me. Cer-
tainly it far exceeds my expeciations both as gymnastics and for its
intrinsic interest.”8t

Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., ke the modern law student,

22 Letter from Oliver Wendell Holmes, Sr, to Phineas Bames (Jan, 13, 1830), in 1
LFE Ang LETTERS OF Orrver WenDeLL HomEs at 65 (Joha T. Morse, Jr. ed., 1896),

39 Gary ] ArcrmLe, Oriver WENDELL HoMEs, Jr., 74 (1989).

31 Id
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faced his first year of law school with unclear expectations about
what he was getting into. Professional legal studies, from the Civil
War period to now, remain somewhat suspect as a legitimate aca-
demic field. Law faculties, full of half-lawyer-half-scholar types, fits
uneasily into 2 university setting dedicated to teaching the myth-
free truth and setting minds free from cant. The Law is 2 wonder-
ful creation, but Shakespeare it is not. Law students, morecver,
tend 1o have more in common with business than with liberal arts
graduate students.

Only a minority of law students share the traditional scholar’s
passion for learning for the sake of learning. Legal recruits, know-
ing little or nothing about what to expect from law school, sign up
for law classes for all sorts of reasons. Some recruits hope to prep
for politics, law practice, government, or corporate work; others
turn to The Law becayse a law degree is a family tradition, or, as is
frequently the case, because there is at the time nothing better to
do, and law school seems such a cool idea, despite all the lawyer-
bashing one hears. In any event, those who enroll for professional
legal training tend.to prefer practical over philosophical learning,
skills training over jurisprudential inquiry, poker over bridge.

Speaking of lawyer-bashing, beginning students might well
sample the literature that names lawyers as the enemy. Prospective
lawyers should not close their ears to what critics of The Law have
said through the ages.*?* Law school may be a cool idea, but it's

52 Eg., Luke 11:52 (*Woe unto you, lawyers! forye have taken away the key of
knowiedge: ye entered not in yourselves, and them that were entering in ye hin-
dered.”) Less ancient than the Bible, but ofien reprinted, is Yale law professor Freo
Ropgis’s classic Wor Unto You, Lawvers! supre note 23, which thoroughly trashes all
iegaldom. Rodell belongs to 2 long string of eritics who, through the dges, have bad-
mouthed The Law. Woz, easy to read, offers a witty review of what the iconoclastic
Rodell calls the “fegal racket” RODELL, supranote 25, at 16, Besides sticking pins inte
legal balloons, Rodell deseribes “The Way It Works,” a piain-English introductton to
firstyear tontracts’ doctrinal lineup of Offer, Acceptance, Consideradon, and Per-
formance. RopeL, supre note 23, at 81-44, “The Way it Works® s the story of
ditchdigger Tony, a pantially dug fifty-dollar ditch, and iegal Acceptance. A jegal Ac-
ceptance of a legal Offer adds up aimost to an enforceable contract, as the case of
“Tony v. Boss iflustrates. Tony's boss says a fifty-dollar bili will be his if he digs=a dich
out 1o the hen house three feet deep and two feet wide (an Offer); Tony says nothing,
When his boss leaves, Tony digs the ditch halfiway to the hen house. Whether Tony's
digging of half a ditch §s 2 legal Acceptance of his boss’s fifty-dollar contract Offer
cannot be answered, Wor teaches, by looking at legal definitions of Acceprance.
Rather, if the judges choose finally to call the Tony-boss deal a “contract,” then ergo,
there springs into being an Acceptance of Tony's boss's fiftydollar Offer. The point
is that the crux of the matter is deciding not whether an Offer was Accepted, but
whether Tony's boss should be held to his promise. Tony’s half-dug ditch becomes, it
seems, an Acceptance only gfter the court stamps “contract” on Tony's ditch-digging.
Thus ihe concept of Acceptance has meaning only afier the fact of the dectsion to enforee
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good for beginners to hear from all sides what they’re getting into.
Lawyer-bashing authors such as Charles Dickens, who for example
in his novel Bleak Housé® does a legal burlesque that puts lawyers in
the worst possible light (or rather fog), shows how The Law’s
pretentions toward infallibility can be made laughable. Law stu-
dents who've seen the English legal system in Bleak House’s depic-
tiont of Jarndyce v. Jarndyce {a probate of a will case}, will be better
able to weat opinions realistcally as a literature halfway between
gospel and farce.

Jarndyce v, Jorndyce is a probate dispute, of such interminable
length and complexity “that no man alive knows what it means.”*
In Dickens’s fictional critique, the annual fees extracted from the
Jamdyce estate have become, for the English bar, veritable
mother’s milk. Whole generations of lawyers and judges die out of
and are born into the Jarndyce case. So long has jarndyce v.
Jarndyce droned on that the case produces in Bleak House’s pages a
metaphorical fog covering all London - all this by way of fair
warning to prospective law students of the weather surrounding
the English common law.

Fiction indeed knows no thicker peasoup than that issuing
from Bleak House. And where in Bleak House “the dense fog is dens:
est,” there sits Temple Bar, next to which, “at the very heart of the
fog, sits the Lord High Chancellor.”® The nineteen barristers in
attendance on Dickens’s Lord High Chancellor, whe himself sits
amidst crimson cloth and curtains “with a foggy glory round his
head,”™® manage with their legal nit-picking to further complicate

the boss's promise. Untl desision, then, the so-called concept of Acceptance sits va-
cant waiting for an infision of enough meaning to cover the case of Tony v. Boss, All
this by way of Rodell’s showing that Acceptanice — not 10 mention Offer, Considera-
tion, and Performance - is skmply a lawyerly word that, even when stuffed with the
details of all the past contricts cases explaining Acceptance, doesn’t tell us for certain
whether Tony's halfdug ditch is bona fide Acceptznce. By the way, adds Rodeli, dig-
ging half 2 ditch may be not only Tony's sweaty Accepiance, but also his Considera-
tion and his Performance — all legal prerequisites of 2 fifty.dollar “contract.”
Roperz, supranote 23, at 6. Here is Wor’s opening paragraph for readers oo faint
of heart to brave the whole book: “In tribal times, there were the medicine men. In
the Middle Ages, there were the priests. Today, there are the lawyers. For everyage, a
group of bright boys, learned in their trade and jealous of their leaming, who biend
technical competence with plain and fancy hocuspocus to make themselves masters
of their fellow men., For every age, a pseudo-intellectual autocracy, guarding the
tricks of its trade for the uninitated, and running, after its own pattern, the chiliza-
tdon of its day.” Ropeir, supra note 23, at 7.

33 Cuanres Dnoxens, Breag Hovse {(Doubleday & Co., Inc, 1958} (1858).

34 fd at 3.

85 Id. az 1,

86 Id,
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the obscure points of the Jarndyce probate. As the legal knots ty-
ing up the diminishing resources of the jarndyce estate grow ever
tghter, and the slippery arguments of the bewigged barristers be-
come ever more opaque, the fog enveloping the English legal es-
tablishment becomes thicker and thicker.

D. What Is A “Chichen™?

Legal language, if rescued from Dickens's fog "and placed
under some sort of linguistic microscope, would remind one of a
battle between red ants and black ants. The red ants, representing
the army of weasel words in the legal lexicon, are guerrilla warriors
hard to see lurking in the shadows of trees. This red army fights
under the flag of flexibility. The black opposition troops on the
other hand march stiffly across open fieids in straight lines, bayo-
nets drawn, eyes front; these conventional soidiers represent
legaldom’s rigidity by the stiffnecked rule; this black army flies'the
flag of stability. This continuous battle between red flexibility and
black rigidity itself resembles nothing so much as the annual strug-
gle in first-year contracts classes to give meaning to the open-ended
legal concepts of Offer and Acceptance, a tug-of-war between the
forces of flexibility and stability.

Another piece of contracts talk that bedevils law students look-
ing for solid ground is something lawyers call Consideration. My
flea-bitten dog, if I promise to give it to you in exchange for your
mangy cat, is probably legal Consideration. Your cat, if you agree
to this deal, is likewise plausible Consideration in the eye of The
Law (The Law may have two faces, but by tradition is assigned buta
single eye). Lawyers refuse to call a deal a contract unless both
sides cough up Consideration, flea-bitten or otherwise, to back up
their promises.

The law dictonary defines Consideration as “something of
value,™” which is fair enough, but there’s a catch. This isn’t just
any old “something of value.” It's “something of value” in the “eye

of the law,” which is “something” that refuses the efforts of all law-

yerdom to pin down. Which brings us back in a circle, as often
happens in Law talk, to what’s meant by Consideration. ‘One could
say, in exasperation, that Consideraton is merely whatever at the
moment The Law wants it to be. But such a definition begs yet
another question, which is what's meant by The Law, which this

37 1 Bouvier’s Law Dictionary 612 (8th ed. 1914).
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article is at some pains to suggest is either an unfair question, or
- eise something almost too slippery to catch in a net of words.

Begging the question, as lawyers are apt to do, by explaining
one weasel word in terms of another wease] word, is a routine
which first-year students must learn to live with, much like people
who fish a lot get comfortable with fishy smells. Being told that
Consideration is defined as “something of value” is, however, a rel-
atively minor begging of the question. Though “value” is a fairly
vague, red-ant sort of word, still “value” is made of firmer stuff than
“the eye of the law.” To define Consideration in terms of first
“value” and then “the eye of the law” is to beg the queston twice.
Definitions, in Law, please take note, count for little. Legal defini-
tions are created by judges to mystify juries and to decorate-court
opinions, and are like the plastic markers golfers use to spot the
place on the green for their puiting ball: the markers serve only a
bref secondary purpose and then are pocketed and forgotten.

Not that “the eye of the law” is void of all content. Among
legal insiders up to snuff on contracts lore, Consideration has
some, albeit faint, boundaries. Legal beginners remain beginners,
though, as long as they fret overmuch about the paucity of clear
boundary lines. Lawgiver Moses used up, alas, the last of the stone
tablets. The judge-made, customary law of contracts and property
and all the rest is written in the dust on a windy day.

Law school features words detached from conventional dic-
tionary moorings and aimed in legal argument like darts thrown at
a game board. Legal argument is a means of scoring legal points.
Law school teaches how to score legal points. The capacity for ar-
gument, after law school, seems almost to have been bred into the
Juris Docior’s bones. When, as happened in one case,®® a chicken
farmer offers “chickens” as Consideration for a contract, and then
later delivers “hens” instead of the young “fryers™ the buyer wants,
any lawyer worth chicken feed stands ready te argue that a “hen” is
{or is not} a “chicken.”

The Law, like the president of the United States, has a diverse
audience to try to please. The lawyer’s rule-studded arguments are
like the politician’s parade of crowd-pleasing slogans in that The
Law is a big tent accommodating diverse and often inconsistent
ideas. The Law, with its overlapping principles and paralle] rules
flowing off in divergent directions, is like a river spreading out over
the marsh as it nears the sea, confined to no predictable, single

38 Frigaliment Importing Co. v. B.NS. Int'l Sales Corp., 190 F. Supp. 116 (S.D.NY.
1560) (“The issue is, what is a chicken?™} (opinion of Judge Friendly).
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channel. Legalists preach that “a judge must determine, not to the
incertain and crooked cord of discretion, [but] by the golden and
straight mete-wand of the law,”® but in the end we lawyers, robed
and otherwise, in practice run the legal business pretty much the
way we please. The Law, like the novelist George P. Elliott said of
art, is first and last a defiant gesture in the face of the world’s disor-
der. It’s a defiant gesture, moreover, that leans awfully hard on the
magical qualities of language. To master legalism is to become ex-
pert at managing a metapbysical language that gestures defiantly at
a disorder it can never completely control.

Legal writing almost always, according to Yale law teacher Fred
Rodel], contains two flaws: “One 15 its style. The other is its con-
tent. That, [Rodell concluded], about covers the ground.”® Jer-
emy Bentham, another harsh crific of the legal scene, summed up
almost two centuries ago the lawyer’s debt 1o his linguistic heritage:

“[TThe power of the Jawyer is in the uncertainty of the law. . . . His

wish was to see all waters troubled: — why? [Because he feeis} in
so superior a degree, a2 master of the, art of fishing in them.”*
Much of the blame for the vague verbiage complicating the
first year of law school can be traced to the political (in the
broadest and most laudable sense of the term) elementinherentin
things legal. Just as war is said to be politics by another name, 50 is
The Law a form of politics thinly veiled. Appellate decisions are,
since judges cannot escape making value judgments, political deci-
sions. Such politicaljudicial choices must be rhade in order to fill
in the gaps in The Law that legal word-magic papers over.
Beneath the politically neutral veneer of legal culture, judges
(and juries) therefore face the same inescapable policymaking
chores that confront legislators. Unlike legislators, however,
judges are guardians of an important social symbol of political neu-
trality. Judges, therefore, must make like the puppeteer who pulls
strings from behind the stage. Because of the felt social need to
preserve the rule-oflaw symbol, the judge must be an especially so-
phisticated breed of politician. And as close observers of govern-
ment know, the higher the post a politician (or judge) attains, the
more numerous are the inconsistent postures that must be
smoothed over by a rhetoric tending ever toward the metaphysical.

. B9 }oro Epward Coxre, Tre S£coND PART OF THE INSITHUTES OF THE LAWS OF Enc.
1anp 51 (1642}, guoted in F.A. Havex, Tug CONSTITUTION OF Lmerty 168 (1960).
4¢ Fred Rodell, Goodbye to Law Reviews. . Revisited, 48 Va. L. Rev. 279, 279 {1962).
4 Letter from Jeremy Bentham o Sir Jas. Mackintosh {1808}, #n 10 Tue WoRss OF
Jeremy BEnTaam 429 (], Bowring ed., 1962).
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Professional legal life involves mixing and swallowing two op-
posing ideas. Law students, in coping with casebook legalism, must
learn o Hve with the straightjacket idea that rules relieve judges
from having to make The Law afresh each day, as well as the idea of
half-empty formulas into which judges have no choice but to feed
political preferences. Given this doublejointed situation, judges
necessanily must lead shadowy intellectual lives, and first-vear law
students must come to terms with the insincerity in how The Law
presents itself to the outside world.

This double aspect in things legal may be why a Harvard law
teacher once defined a legal mind as a mind that can think of
something ted to something eclse, without thinking of the some-
thing else to which the something is tied.*® Leaming to live a
professwnal life bottomed on such mental incoherence can, for
novices, cause anxiety. This article’s atternpt at distilling some-
thing of the essence of the legal frame of mind — at describing the
“something” as well as the hard-to-discern “something else” — is
aimed at making The Law’s incoherence tolerable.

Trying to beil down legalisrm by thoroughly decoding
casebook prose is something law teachers commonly don’t do.
Many law teachers shy from revealing legalism’s split personality.
The comforting picture of The Law as an a prior, transcendental
world of rules external to human passions is a “truth,” even if only
a truth by convention, which most legal people by training and by
inclination are apt to defend against overly fierce skeptical fire.

The legal profession’s official story line about judicial neutral-
ity is easily swallowed, if only in aspirational terms. To question
openly the possibility of 2 pristine rule of law is, at best, a breach of
good legal manners, and at worst, an act of disloyalty to the body
politic. So if casebook preaching is to be taken with a grain of sali,
as I believe it must be, the salt must often be smuggled in

The law school casebook, by the way, is a lawyer-training de-
vice developed toward the end of the previous century.*® Before
the practice of training lawyers in.a formal academic setting took
root following the Civil War, hatching out young lawyers was, for
the most part, accomplished through law office apprenticeships.
And although when the twentieth century opened, law schools
were challenging the apprenticeship system for dominance, not

42 Thomas Reed Powell, guoted in THURMAN W, ARnoLD, TuE SyMBois oF Govern
MENT 101 {1935).

4% RopeRT STEVENS, Law ScHOOL: 1EcAl EDUCATION I AMERICA FROM THE 1850s
1o tHE 1080s 5456 (1885).
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until much later did the American Bar Association complete its
campaign to make lawyering a class act by phasing out apprentice-
ships and giving law schools their monopoly.® The result is that
sometime early in the twenty-first century the law-office-trained at-
torney will finally reach extinction, and the academic law degree
wili be the universal legal credential.

Professional legal training, once full-time law professors a cen-
tury ago began to create their near-monopoly, has stuck pretty

-much to a single pedagogical track. This academic path to legal

learning — a bookish and supposedly scientific path — was cleared
and marked in the late 1800s at the Harvard Law School* The
Harvard faculty decided that law stadents learn best how to think
legally, not by imbibing a steady diet of blackletter rules, but rather
by reading and dissecting the opinions in which judicial elites ex-
plain, sort of, their appellate votes.

When Harvard Law scrapped the legal textbook’s rule-focused
commentaries on historical judicial practices in favor of collections
of opinions, other law schools soon copied Harvard’s casebook
form of instruction. So much so that today law classes around the
country look much alike. Sharp-tongued Professor Kingsfield of
The Paper Chasé*® could have given his casebook-geared lectures in
contracts anytime between the Spanish-American and Persian Guif
Wars, and they would have fit easily into the mainstream of legal
education. Certainly law school has changed littde since the 1950s
when my classmates and | opened our first-year property casebook
1o the tale of a fox pursued by hunters with the aid of, not hounds,
but lawyers.*” With that opening casebook chase we commenced
pursuit, the same as beginning law students do today, of that wili-
o'-the-wisp called The Law that, for the lawyer, lasts a lifetime.

‘Wherever the truth lies between the idealist’s rule of law and
the skeptic’s rule of lawyers, ‘The 1aw in its temple 1s an awesome
concoction: a blend of common, statutory, and constitutional law
into a grand legal trinity. So intricate is this jurisprudential trium-
virate that the novice student’s transmogrification into a Juris Doctor
graduate requires a three-year immersion into the casecbook’s end-
less chase of the rule that will not be pinned down. lLearning early

+ fd ar 172-80.
45 1d, ar 5253,
46 Fup ParEr Crase (Twertieth Century Fox 1978).

47 Pierson v, Post, § Cal, R. 1753 (NY. Sup. Cr. 1805). This old case is a favorite of

casebook editors. Se, eg., PROPERTY (Jesse Dukeminier & James E. Krier eds.,, 2d ed.
1988).
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on in law school that the casebook’s messages are coded, and
therefore in need of deciphering, is lesson number one.

I, Yursurr or DeatHiress RULES AND Wiy Foxes
A.  Chasing After The Law

The struggle, during an anxious first year of law school to
translate into something sensible the casebook’s coded communi-
ques, is for many lawyers not soon forgotten. The first-year effort
to pin down the elusive principles imbedded in the opinions was
for me like the blindfolded attempt at a party game to pin the tail
on the donkey. Then, halfway through the firstyear casebooks, it
dawned on me that'the impeccably correct cache of legal gems that
1 imagined lay imprisoned inside the judges' rationalizations was
an illusion.

Something else about legal talk became, in that rookie year,
increasingly obvious: the legal lexicon, like magicians™ hats, can
yield a surprising variety of rabbits. A jJuris Doctor is one leamed in
a respectable form of word-magic. In the legal beginning was the
legal word, and the legal word, when put in the pressure cooker of
a lawsuit, often turns into a can of worms. Opposing lawyers each
grab a worm, and each lawyer’s wiggly prize is wransformed into a
different interpretation of The Law.

As neophytes at legal wordplay, legal novices become entan-
gled in afry abstractions, in contradictory axioms, in verbal gymnas-
tics, in arguments and counter arguments ad nauseam: in words
galore. One such classic 1805 battle of wiggly worms involved the
fox hunt mentioned earlier, in which adversaries armed with legal
learning followed their wily prey all the way into a New York appel-
late court. Fierson v. Post,*® as this famous fox hunt is known to
lawyers, illustrates how the legal mind can wansform a simple
sporting event into a lawyerly tangle.

The opinion in Pierson, long a staple of first-year instruction in
The Law of property, tells of fox hunter Post who, with his pack of
hounds, gives lengthy chase over public lands.* At hunt’s end,
Lodowick Post believes himself to be the rightful owner of the fox
he has chased down.®® Post fancies himself the fox’s owner even
though the fox in question was killed by another hunter named
Pierson who, seeing the fox run into a corner by Post’s hounds,

48 3 Cai. R. 175.
49 Id
50 Id. ae 175,
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Jjoins the hunt tardily and minus an invitation.® Post insists that
the last remains of poor Reynard belong solely to him (Post) be-
cause, as Post’s lawyer legally reasons, Post’s close pursuit of the
wild beast is what primarily leads to its capture,>?

Casebooks are full of chiases in which competitors get
detoured into court. For example, divorcing spouses chasing the
leasing rights to the couple’s rent-controlied -apartment; corporate
takeover artisis chasing a target company’s preferred stock; wily in-
vestors running down 2 capital gaing tax deduction in the Internal
Revenue Code; auto accident victims seeking compensation under
the other drivers’ liability insurance coverage. Casebook opinions
are, in this sense, post-chase essays “proving” in doctrinal terms why
some pursuers deserve, ang some don’t, their prey.

In the classroom, law professors supplement casebook cases
with hypothetical cases (by turning a harassed fox into, say, a pet
rabbit), and ask students to extract from legal doctrine a solution
for pet rabbit cases. Firstyear students, until disabused of their
faith in The Law’s ability to pull “true rule” rabbits out of a hat,
strain to figure out which of the casebook’s formulas contain the
name of the true legal owner of a contested rabbit. The following
discussion, which concerns a hypothetical version of Pierson
against Post, assumes, however, that ordinarily no rule fits snugly
these kind of disputes, which is why disputes get litigated. What
follows is intended as an antidote to overwrought student submis-
sion to the tyranny of rules.

A translation into plain English of the original opinion in Pier-
son v. Post is, by the way, set out in a later section. For the moment,
though, I've altered Fierson's facts. Note in what follows how the
legal systemn wraps itself around the bare facts of a dispute 30 as to
complicate an otherwise sirnple matter — how, that is, judge and
jury, hunters and foxes, and those rules, maxims, axioms, doc
trines, principles, standards, canons, tests, formulas, precepts, and
guidelines that lawyers spin into contentious briefs, come together
in a tangle in court,

In this fictitious chase of Br’er Fox, assume a hunter named
Pierce jumps late into the chase and corners the coveted beast.
Pierce fires a poorly-aimed shot that grazes the fox’s head, stun-
ning the animal. The other hunter, whose name is Peg, had with
his hounds jumped the fox and, until Pierce’s intervention, had
been in close pursuit. Peg arrives immediately after the shooting

B Jd.
5% Id. ar 177,
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to claim legal ttle to the fox (a claim rejected in Prerson v. Post on
the theory that actual capture, not mere close pursuit, is the key to
legal ownership). Peg, in this fictitious case, harangues Pierce, in-

" sisting Pierson’s capture-not-close-pursuit ruling was a misreading of

The Law. Pierce, exasperated with Peg’s legal lecture, picks up the
(apparently} dead fox by its tail, and tosses the beast at Peg.

At this moment the stunned fox, its sleep disturbed by the
bickering over tide, revives. In mid-air, the oftchased beast be-
comes what the Iawyer for a badly-bitten Peg would later refer to in
court as a lethal weapon. Peg’s formal complaint in the damage
suit files tells the rest: “Defendant Pierce’s wrongful release of the
wrathful beast proximately caused plaintiff Peg to suffer severe
bites and multiple lacerations; said personal inguries have led to
plaintifi’s damages, by way of medical expenses, lost income, and
grievous pain and suffering, in the amount of $50,000.”

“Query,” as a teacher of fox-bite law might say to a first-year
toris class, “what does The Law say to us about liability for fox bite
in this hypothetical Peg against Pierce?” A rank beginner might
rashly conjecture that plaintiff Peg loses his damage suit because of
the old property rule that close pursuit falls short of establishing
ownership of a wild fox, But this overlooks the fact that Peg, in this
hypothetical lawsuit, isn’t claiming ownership or asking for dam-
ages for property taken; Peg instead asks that Pierce, because
Pierce tossed a lethal fox, be made to pay damages to cover Peg's
fox-bite injuries. So the capture-not-close-pursuit rule of property
is irrelevant to the personal injury tort issue.

A beginner might next suppose that there must exist some
other legal principle settling the question whether plaintiff Peg can
recoup his personal injury losses from Pierce. Yet as time {(in first-
yvear law classes) will tell, not even the cocksure professor of fox-
bite law has firmly in hand a principle that will yield the answer.
Airtight answers are such rare items that frequently the only an-
swers proposed in law classes are those extracted from student vic-
tims by professors posed 1o gun down firstyear efforts to achieve
certitude. After such target practice at student expénse, an exas-
perating Professor Kingsfield then poses another unanswerable
question, and the classroom game of hide-and-seek begins afresh.

This law school regime in which there are no firm answers, no
clear right and wrong, is one reason why law students who begin
firstyear study as idealists risk ending up as legal guns for hire.
After a while, what is right and wrong tends to get lost in the legal-
istic shuffle. Law students must be wary, as they learn to think like
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lawyers, of losing their pre-law personalities, their friends and
spouses, their politics, and even their souls.

H.L. Mencken once observed that the legal profession “sucks
in and wastes almost as many [good men] as the monastic life con-
sumed in the Middle Ages.”” Mencken as usual fudges, but echoes
of Mencken’s complaint linger. Crack the law school code if you
will — but beware lest dry legal doctrine smothers all emotion.
Juiceless doctrine purports, falsely, to explain everything. The
Law, intolerant of inexplicability, insists that each decision is driven
by a rule. Feelings, doubts, and hesitation are by convention out of
legal bounds. The law student sucked unknowingly into all this
forced and inhuman certitude can end up confined to a narrowly
structured cosmology, and lose all sense of a freewheeling,
unindoctrined imagination.

Now before analyzing further Peg’s fox-bite case, think about
why The Law of the appeliate-focused law school is nowhere nailed
to the wall for easy viewing. The reason is that The Law, so far as
easy viewing goes, is an ambitious failure. This is why the exper-
ienced lawyer worries less about what The Law says than who the
judge is. The unstated rationale for the law professor’s classroom
routine of questions-but-no-answers is to show that the rules Jawyers
deal in have soft centers. The judge, or rather her debate-conclud-
ing decision, it turns out, is The Law; the doctrines paraded in
briefs, arguments, and opinions are background music.

Disputes serious enough to wind up in court are there because
ambiguity in legal discourse forestalls settlement. Turning docui-
nal ambiguity into decision calls for judge and jury to make
choices, to choose, under cover of rule-oflaw ritual, winners and
Iosers. Yet in shifting the focus of study from docwrine to decision,
students must appreciate that doctrine, though it cannot dictate,
does influence judicial choices. Doctrine first of all affects the way
legal issues are phrased; and doctrine captures the lessons of past
judicial experience. Doctrine may not yield predictable results, but
it reduces the scope of discretionary choices judge and jury must
make. Judge and jury in the end make the hard choices for which
The Law’s general propositions alone are too blunt an instrument.
in a changing world, history’s lessons wrapped in doctrinal dress
will never be the sole standard for judging what's right for today.
The lawyers’ body of rules, like a dead battery, needs a jump-start
from a judge and jury in tune with cwrent demands and
expectations.

5% H.1L. Mencken, Eddorial, Afmracan Marousy, Jan, 1928, at 35,
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The ideal of a rule of Iaw, meanwhile, comforts those who
crave a legal universe of certainty and predictability. (Law stu-
dents, facing law exams amid casebook disorder, likewise crave a
solid framework to hang their cases on.) But students of judicial
theology must resist the lure of a rhetoric promising more orderli-
ness than life’s complications permit. The messy truth is that the
cases students read are decided, despite the casebook’s air of doc-
trinal inevitability, amid surprising disorder and human fallibility.

Were students assigned to read the competing lawyers’ briefs
filed in appellate cases, this general doctrinal disorder would be far
more apparent. Appellate briefs are elaborate exercises in stretch-
ing legal axioms to their breaking points. The following fox-bite
discussion illustrates this doctrinal disorder. First though, a few
words about procedure, The way lawyers see it, everything that
goes on in the courtroom is either a matter of procedure or sub-
stance. Procedure concerns how and when a case proceeds
through trial and appeal, and how responsibility for decision is di-
vided between judge and jury. Substance concerns the formulas
for socially desirable conduct, formulas that in theory speli out to
judges and jurors directions for doing the right thing — you know,
The Law.

The following comments on Peg’s hypothetical fox-bite suit il-
lustrate that when substantive doctrine proves to be, as it so often
is, pliable, what remains is to see how procedure takes over. By this
is meant that the typical indeterminate rule is fleshed out with the
policy preferences of judge and jury according to legally blessed
procedures for standardizing the roles played by judge and jury.
Understanding the precise nature of what judge and jury do, how-
ever, is complicated. Conventional legal textbooks repeat, for ex-
ample, the old saw about juries deciding only fact questions and
judges deciding only law questions. And perhaps in centuries past
this description fit the way judge and jury split the job of judging.
But no more.

You, dear reader, are here again asked to entertain a descrip-
tion of the legal (law-fact) process that is at odds with conventional
legal thought. Such stepping outside of The Law’s official descrip-
tion of itself to take an unvarnished look at legaldom is difficult for
the novice, but, for a clear picture, necessary. In the lawfact area,
legal language is woefully inadequate as an indicator of what
judges and juries do. With respect to the division of functions be-
tween judge and jury, the legal textbook picture of the jury as sole
factfinder and judge as sole lawgiver is belied by the reality that
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Jjudges rcgaiar}y intervene in factfinding, and juries are heavily in-
volved in deciding legal (policy} questions. This means judge and
jury collectively choose among any conflicting factual versions of
exactly what happened, say, on the day Pierce unleashed his foxy
weapon at poor Peg; and judge and jury likewise cooperate in the
question-oflaw job of deciding, on the basis of the earlier what-
bappened determination, whether Peg ought under such circum-
stances to be awarded compensation,>

Learning the procedure for this judge-and-jury partnership in
factfinding and lawmaking would be 2 hairy business even if the
textbook description of the lawfact division weren’t so cockeyed.
When you add textbook confusion about the role of judge and jury
to the confusion about how much rules tontribute to decision-mak-
ing, you see why The Law is a maze. The casebook’s rationaliza-
tions are, after all, with all the nuances of procedure and subteties
of legal lore, legal puzzies that even veteran lawyers strain to
decipher.

Lawyers earn their fees by being able to maneuver in such
troubled waters. Lawyers for a Peg or a Pierce can stuff briefcases
full of principles and maxims “proving” either side of the fox-bite
argument. Parailel sets of rules {(and precedent cases) pointing
vaguely in different directions is a key feature of the appellate
world. Rules, as a close reading of opinions shows, tend to travel in
complementary pairs, each pair containing generalities out of
which opposing lawyers draw divergent arguments. After a few
months of indoctrination in casebook sopﬁisuy, the incoherence’
in a system that both worships rules and at the same time avoids
capture by those rules becomes the norm—and that's when, from
the student egg, a lawyer is hatcbed.

Now for a closer look at how Feg v. Fierce touches on common
law {unwritten, but hinted at in opinions), statutory law (written,
but in ie@alese) and constitutional law (written, but not in stone).
Our primary concern is dividing up Peg v. Pierceinto legal issues for
judge and jury to chew on. And this raises the matter of what kind
of questions do trial judges actuaily send to juries, and what kind of
questions do judges keep, as it were, under their robes.

54 The law-facs distinction in legal discourse is noteworthy for the ardficiality of the
distinction. Ser Jerome Frank, What Cowrts do in Pact, 26 L. L. Rev. 645, 652-53
(1932} (“The formal law descriprion of the judicial process is false where juries are
involved."); Stephen A. Weiner, The Civil fury Trial and the LawFact Distinction, B4 Car.
L. Rev. 1867 {1966).
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B. Judge And Jury

To speak lawyerly about title to a captive fox (property} or
about fox-bite damage liability (tort), the affair must be transposed
into the terms in which lawyers at work think and speak. Ordinary
English is out, the vernacular of legalism is in. The dispute about
who, in fairness, should bear the costs of Peg’s fox bite, instead of a
straightforward matter of moral choice, becomes in lawspeak a
legal issue. Legal issues revolve around legal concepts such as Neg-
ligence and Battery, two pieces of tort law of interest to the lawyers
in Peg

Tort is an overarching legal category covering the whole per-
sonal injury area. It includes sub-categories such as Negligence
and Battery. Negligence and Battery are examples of a dozen or
more theories for recovering tort damages. A tort, by the way, may
involve either unintentional or intentonal (defendant) conduct,
Negligence is an unintentional variety of tort;, Battery is an inten-
tional tort. Revolving around Negligence and Battery, moreover, is
an array of even more subordinate pieces of The Law.

In Peg, Negligence and Battery are legal iabels that Mr. Peg
attaches to his fox-bite complaint so that he qualifies for entry into
tort court. Whether Peg’s suit for fox-bite fits more easily into the
Negligence or Battery pigeonhole will depend on discovering at
trial further particulars about why Pierce aimed the fox at Peg.
Law students, by reading a variety of tort cases, develop a feel for
which claims for wrongful personal injury fit into which categories
of tort, :

Placing Peg tentatively into the Negligence category means one
trial 1ssue likely to be raised is this: did defendant Pierce use Rea-
sonable Care to avoid injury when he threw the fox at Peg (Negli-
gence doctrine says that if Pierce failed to use Reasonable Care, he
is Negligent and therefore liable for personal injury damages)?
Now that this Reasonable Care issue has been isolated, who decides
it, judge or jury? Whether the Reasonable Care issue is for the jury
depends ultimately on judicial custom.™ Lawyers call Reasonable
Care issues “Fact” issues for juries. The circumstance that Reason-
able Care calls for a value judgment about “reasonableness” —
about who ought to pay for the biting accident — and is in no sense,
an issue of empirical fact, is of no moment. Conventional judicial
rhetoric about the jury being limited to factfinding is misleading;

55 See Basic Comynract Law {Lon L. Fuller & Melvin Aron Eisenberg eds,, 4th ed.
1981).
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Reasonable Care issues go to juries despite the circumstance that

“reasonableness” begs an ought answer, and involves no dispute

| whatsoever about what, as a matter of plain English, happened
factually.

In the courtroom, where all issues are either Fact or Law,
ol many observers are s$o used to textbook platitudes aboutr jury
' “factfinding” that they never stop to think about the intellectual
chore that juries are actually asked to perform. Although juries do
help solve factual disputes about what witnesses saw, touched,
tasted, smelt, and felt, juries also help solve nonfactual disputes
calling for policy choices. The lawyers’ Fact therefore may or may
not be plain English fact. Only in legal antiquity did juries decide
only factual matters of what happened; yet, the factfinder label
borne by the jury remains in place despite later expansions of the
jury’'s role into issues that at bottom are about who ought to pay.
‘This is why distinguishing between questions for the judge and
questions for the jury is a matter finally of courtroom custom —
with the legal labels of Law and Fact applied after the fact.®®

The lawyers’ Law-Fact distinction is, in short, unrelated to the
lay speaker’s “law”"and “fact.” When the judge says issues given to
the jury are Fact, what the judge is really saying is that any issue,
once passed to the jury, by legal definition becomes an issue of
Fact. So, for instance, if in the unlikely event jurors are formally
asked their opinion on socialized medicine, then in the eyes of The
Law even such a political judgment becormes, inexorably, a finding
of jury Fact. Common English words from off the street like “fact”
are in this way adapted for legal use by draining them of lay mean-
ing and filling them with new legal meaning. Legal language for
this reasen bears more than a passing resemblance to that kind of
secret writing in which the content of words has been rearranged
to fit clandestine convenience.

Compare for a moment the common, garden variety law-fact
distinction 2s it’s used among the planet’s non-Jawyer English-
speaking peoples. For the most part, separating the factual from
the nonfactual requires no intellectual gymnastics. Putting aside
for now the lawyer’s twist on the Queen’s English, the details of
what happened at the scene of the hunt the day the fox attacked Peg

56 See Nathan Isaacs, The Law and The Facts, 22 Corvm, L. Rev. 1, 1112 (1922}
("Whether a particular question is to be reated as a question of law or 2 question of
fact is not in Hself a question of fact, but 3 highly artdficial question of law.”). Se also
Willard . Pedrick, Cawsation, The “Who Done It” Issug, and Amno Becht, 1978 Wasss, Ul
L.QJ. 645, 647,
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are, if disputed, clearly factual disputes, a clearcut inquiry into
pure history (did Pierce see the fox open its eyes and so have rea-
son to suspect that the fox he tossed at Peg was playing possum?).

On the other hand, once some version of what actually transpired
that day is adopted for courtroom purposes, whether Peg, on the
basis of such a historical event, ought to collect money from Pierce
is, for plain English proponents, clearly a nonfactual morakpolicy-
political-legal question.

What precisely happened on the day Br'er awoke and attacked
Peg is, like the old question about the precise New World spot
where Columbus first Janded, a (plain English) factual issue be-
cause these are events found in the empirical world ~— events ob-
jectively verifiable. Peg's and Columbus’s stories are pieces of the
past tied to evidence of what witnesses heard, saw, tasted, felt, and
smelled. A factual matter is an event or object ordinary citizens
point to by using words of description such as “furry red tail.” The
beach where Columbus landed may never be identified with com-
plete certitude; but whatever, the inquiry remains a factual one, a
matter of finding enough empirical evidence to permit a descrip-
tion of that lost Caribbean strip of sand, This plain English “fact” is
physical, not metaphysical.

Suppose now that whatever factual dispute that exists about
what bappened in the woods the day Peg was bitten is settled. No
descriptive issue remains. What remains is metaphysical, the policy
issue of whether Pierce ought to bear the costs of Peg’s injuries. A
comparable (and non-empirical) question, fo revert to Columbus,
is whether that great navigator should be judged blameworthy for
driving his sailors so hard that their health was impaired. Such
questions about Pierce’s and Columbus’s blameworthiness prompt
words not of description but of judgment such as “ought” and
“fault” and “reasonableness.” Words of judgment signal a policy
evaluation of Pierson’s or Columbus’s conduct, the sort of intellec-
tual task we associate with legislators (or maybe judges) when
they’re shaping the nation’s politics. This is the kind of evaluation
into policy that only lawyers wedded to legal cant would label, as
they often do, an inquiry into Fact.

Deciding whether defendant Pierce failed to use Reasonable
Care, whether decided by judge or by jury, and whether given the
lawyers’ label of Law or Fact, is in any event no mere empirical job
of describing a past real world event. Evaluating the merits of fore-
ing Pierce to pay damages is {in the broad sense) undeniably polit-
ical. What’s called for is an ought judgment involving moral,
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economic, and social factors. In sum, if plain English suddenly
came into vogue among the legal crowd, what Pierce did to Peg
would be a matter of fact; and what the courts should do about what
Pierce did would be, on the other hand, a matter of legal policy or
law.

The terms Law and Fact are therefore, to trial lawyers, nothing
more than a sort of legal shorthand for designating how lawsuit
issuies are split between judge and jury.5” Law and Fact labels in
legal language camouflage the true nature of the roles of judge
and jury. To intone that the Reasonable Care issue in a Negligence
lawsuit is for the jury (which is customary legal procedure) marks
this matter a Fact issue. Yet the Fact label by itself fails to reveal
whether the jury’s job is in reality that of historian, or policymaker,
or both. Since juries decide whathappened issues as well as who-
should-pay questions of policy, careful lawyers look behind the Fact
label and tailor trial strategy to fit the jury’s actual role in the par-
ticular case, be it historian or policymaker,

Suppose, at the ficutdous trial of Peg v. Pigrce, the testimony
differs about whether Pierce knew, when he threw the fox at Peg,
whether the fox was dead or alive. Peg says Pierce saw the fox wake
up; Pierce claims he saw no movement, and thought the fox was
deceased. This issue about what happened (in plain English, a fact
question) would be passed to the jury as a preliminary part of the
Reasonable Care {Negligence) issue. Once the jury settles on a
preferred version of what Pierce knew and when did Pierce know
it, still the jury must -— in judging whether Pierce used Reasonable
Care — in essence, judge whether Pierce’s conduct merits makmg
Pierce pay damages.

So here is what the Reasonable Care inquiry boils down to. a
job for the jury as historian to reproduce the scene in the woods;
and a second Law-making job for the jury in judging whether
Pierce under these circumstances deserves being labeled Negligent
and saddled with Peg’s fox-bite costs. Simply calling the jury’s in-
quiry into Negligence a matter of Fact, as legal custom dictates,
obscures the broad waterfront which the jury is given to patrol.
Nor is the Law-Fact shell game limited to passing the pea between
judge and jury.

Appeliate judges also use the Law-fact distinction to justify ex-
amining certain appeals from lower courts and agencies more rig-
orously than others. legal theory says appellate judges are to

57 See Lron Grern, JUDGE AND JURY 279 (1930).
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scrutinize thoroughly a lower tribunal’s conclusions of Law, find-
ings of Fact, on the other hand, merit a weaker, relatively cursory
check.®® The fact that legaldom’s Law and Fact overlap so as to be
flip sides of the same coin makes it awfully convenient for appeliate
judges to vary the intensity of judicial review to suit the moment.
High court judges artfully manage the situation by attaching the
iawlabel when opting for a vigorous review, and the interchangea-
ble Fact label when preferring a passive, once-overdightly review.

Behind all this judicial power-playing with the elusive Law-Fact
distinction, there are laudable reasons for subterfuge. When
Judges pass policy (Negligence) issues 1o juries unfettered by con-
crete guidelines (Reasonable Care) for decision, jurors have the
flexibility needed to shape grass-roots decisions to fit the current
community mood.*® On the other hand, judges can control, with
subde Law-Fact maneuvers, runaway juries that need reining in —
and at the same time keep alive the tradition of using juries to
promote grass-roots democracy.

Understanding the legal process requires persistence in dig-
ging beneath the legalisms to see what’s going on, in refusing to
assume, in other words, that Fact means fact. The judiciary’s song
and dance about Law and Fact, moreover, doesn’t begin to lay bare
the complicated way in which judges share the courtroom work-
load with jurors. So, given this briar patch of procedure and doc-
trine, let’s look more closely at The Law of Negligence and Battery
and at Peg’s fox bite claim.

C. Nggligence Or Battery

The torts casebook, no big surprise, offers no final solution to
cases like Peg against Pierce. No law book anywhere can or does
spell out who must, in Law, pay the costs of accidental injuries.
What casebook study illustrates, instead, are the terms of legal de-
bate, the courtroom procedure for structuring argument, and the
method by which judges divide chores between judge and jury.
The code language in which lawyers and judges carry on this wordy
business includes, besides Law and Fact, such legalisms as Offer
and Acceptance from contract law, Manglaughter and Malice
Aforethought from criminal law, Fee Simple Title and Covenant

58 Ser ApmiNisTRATIVE Law 75 (Renneth Culp Davis ed, 6th ed. 1977).

5% As Judge Learned Hapd said in CoNTINUNG LEGal, EDUCATION FOR PROFES
stonat, Comeerence anp Resronsmaary: Tae Rerorr on tae Azpen House Cowrer.
Exce, Dee. 1619, 1958, at 118 (“*We say to [iuries in negligence cages]: "What do you
think is fair? What do you think is reasonabie?” We call it & question of facy, but we
have to dose our eyes when we say it, for obviously it fsn’t.™).
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Running With The Land from real property, and of course those
two heavyweights championed by Peg’s personal injury lawyer, Neg-
ligence and Battery.

To suggest that Negligence and Battery have exofic legal
meanings misses the mark. More to the point is a2 reminder that
the Negligence and Battery concepts are to a large degree empty of
any meaning, exotic or otherwise, The trick in adjusting to legal-
speak is understanding how these code terms sit back and wait for
judge and jury, with the prompting of imaginative lawyers, to fill up
their empty interiors with shifting meanings on a case-by-case basis.

Suppose, for example, that a Peg v. Pierce jury, after agreeing
on a version of the factual circumstances surrounding the fox bite,
concludes that Pierce in fairness should pay Peg’s losses. 'The jury
expresses its pro-Peg sympathlcs by labeling Pierce deficient in
Reasonable Care, which is a roundabout way of saying that Pierce’
was Negligent, which is a roundabout way of saying that fairness
demands that Pierce pay. Until the jury injects its notion of fair-
ness into guiescent Negligence and Reasonable Care, thése legal
labels are like mute actors in search of a playwright.

Thus, the jury by its judgment gives meaning to open-ended
Negligence. But it’s a tentative meaning. Slightly different circum-
stances surrounding the tossing of a lethal fox, or the seating’of a
different set of jurors, will alter in the next case the meaning of
Negligence. The legal system begins its work afresh with each new
case. Negligence, when the Peg v. Pierce hearing ends, becomes
again a halfempty vessel. In the next case, judge and jury will
again flesh out with intuitive notions of justice The Law’s skeletal
doctrines.

Legal begmners, awash with casebook rhetoric that is bard to
shape into a manageable package of principle, may think, as I once
did, that the legal scene is hopelessly short of rhyme and reason.
But over time the malleable, question-begging aspect of legal doc-
trine begins to make sense. It all adds up to a system in which a
surface appearance of neutral rules satisfies the human craving for
equitable order, and yet The Law’s formulas are loose enough to
permit discreet adjustmcm to meet current demands and expecta-
tions. Fuzzy doctrine in the end accommodates the changing atti-
tudes of judge and jury about publit policy.

Tort law provides a semblance of structure in the form of a
rule. The rule says that if someone like Pierce is Negligent, and is
the Proximate Cause of injury to another, he must pay damages.
Negligence, defined in terms of (less than) Reasonable Cire, is the
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trigger for liability. Yet the indeterminacy of Reasonableness obvi-
ously begs the question of whether Pierce ought to have to pay. It
is with reference to such question-begging doctrines that first-year
students, bombarded with novel fact situations, are asked to spot
the allimportant legal issues.

So, although we cannot confidently predict whether Pierce in
court can collect fox-bite damages, we can practice at this point at
least what students of casebook opinions are asked to do. Students
are asked to spot, from among a stream of facts and the relevant
fegal doctrines, what law teachers call the “issues raised.” Note,
therefore, in our stream of fox-bite facts, the presence of an issue
other than the Negligence issue. A practiced casebook reader such
as Peg's lawyer, in reviewing the raw facts about Pierce’s fanciful
fling of a fox might well consider, as an alternative to the Negli-
gence theory of suit, a Battery theory. This in tarn raises the ques-
tion of how a complex of Battery doctrines translates into formal
issues of Law and Fact for judge and jury.

it would be neater of course if fox-bite (or auto crash or defec-
tive lawn mower) cases all fit into a single tort pigeonhole. But the
legal process, to the consternation of neatnics, often tolerates
overlapping categories such that Negligence and Battery concepts
may each cover the same fox bite. Practiced legal minds adjust eas-
iy to the possibility that an angry fox can stir up a legal flap by way
of Battery, and at the same time start an argument on a Negligence
theme. Such fluidity in reasoning is one reason why law schools
produce so many politicians.

So, tort lawyers scanning Peg’s fox-bite claim would give
thought to both Negligence and Battery (and perhaps even a third
tort theory of liability, Intentional Infliction Of Mental Distress)
and stand ready to argue for or against all such theories. Lawyers
can do this because their legal minds are full of casebook tech-
niques for debating Battery or Negligence. The casebook formulas
may be somewhat removed from a fox-bite scene, but yet are close
enough to serve as raw material for composing briefs for either Peg
or Pierce.

The fact that Battery is an intentional tort, and Negligence is
wrongdoing of an unintentional sort, doesn’t necessarily mean
Plerce’s throwing the fox at Peg fits under one of these tort theo-
ries and not the other. Although Pierson’s comnduct, to the lay
mind, could hardly be deemed intentional and unintentional at
the same time, the legal mind glides over such illogic. “Inten-
tional,” as every law student soon learns, is one of those words so
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fuzzy around the edges that it slides imperceptibly into the equally
fuzzy edges of “unintentional.”

As for the Battery theory of damage-suit recovery, here again
casebook formulas are loose as a goose. The Batery rule, in fox-
bite terms, says that if Pierce’s ungentlemanly transfer of the fox to
Peg amounted to 2n intentional Hostile Touching, then Pierce in-
deed Battered plaintiff Peg, and must pay for his tort. Other
equally abstract statements of the Battery rule, by the way, are to be
found in appellate opinions; all, however, like the Hostile Touch-
ing formulatiop, fall short of settling for good our hypothetical Peg
v. Pierce issue of whether legal Battery with a furry fox occurred.
Peg’s alternative claim of Hostile Touching thus raises another full-
blown issue of the kind law professors expect casebook-wise stu-
dents to recognize and articulate: did Pierson commit, by a Hostile
{and therefore intentional) Touching, a Battery?

The Battery-Hostile Touching issue, like the Reasonable Care
issue under the Negl;gence tort, is by judicial custom called 2 Fact
issue. So here again, the jury must try to reconstruct the fox-bite
scene, and then in effect judge, by attaching or refusing to attach
the Hostile Touching label, whether Pierson as a policy matter
should pay. In this way Battery, like its cousin Negligence, adapts,
by the jury’s input, its coloration to its immediate surroundings.

D. Brooding Omnipresence In The Sk

Negligence and Battery theories, alternative game plans for
hunter Peg’s civil damage suit, are part of that common law no-
where written down in official, authoritative, stone-tablet fashion.
The reason there’s no stone-tablet rendering of the common law is
that the common law of the judiciary is not like a stone, to be
passed from law teacher to student; the common law is like a river,
constandy on the move, constantly being refreshed.

Nor are judicial opinions, in legal theory, the official deposito-
ries of the common law. Firstyear seckers wonder where then, if
not in the judges’ opinions, is the judge-made common law hiding?
Legal theorists say the judges’ written recasons for decision merely
reflect -(offer evidence of) the common law; the solid stuff of the
common law resides, law students are warned, elsewhere.

During the early weeks at law school, first-year minds, trying to
pin down concrete rules, grow curious about the bedrock source of

60 This is Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes's famous characterization of what The
Law is not. Sonthern Pac. Co. v. Jensen, 244 U8, 205, 222 (1917) {Holmes, .
dissenting}.




1996] LAW AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE 47

the common law. Yet at downtown law offices veteran lawyers sell-
ing The Law to a mystified public give litdle thought 1o where The
Law comes from. By the same token, advanced law students WOorry
little about legalism’s phitosophical underpinnings; law school by
the third year has turned into a game of spotting issues and
manipulating legal generalities, and the carlier search for bedrock
sources abandoned.

Oliver Wendell Holmes, that skeptical man of The Law who
on occasion did think about original sources, narrowed the search
by reporting that The Law is no “brooding omnipresence in the
sky.”®* Holmes concluded that The Law is less than godlike and,
moreover, impossible to capture in phrases such as Reasonable
Care and Hostile Touching. For the handful of studentscholars
determnined to track, along with Holmes and others, The Law to its
lair, law school offers an esoteric third-year seminar in jurispru-
dence. For those, however, who prefer to skip jurisprudence and
to have the matter boiled down to the nub, perhaps the best solu-
tion 18 to say that Law is simply decision, it’s what judges do, not what
they say.

Whatever the origins of The Law, whether an inhuman force
of nature or simply courtroom decision, the law school’s penchant
for focusing on the cutting appeliate edge of litigation forestalls
certainty and predictability in casebook legalisin. The casebook’s
tracking of appellate proceedings often appears to be a wilderness
of single instances relieved only here and there by faint connecting
threads of docirine. Because appellate cases involve the courts’
most elaborate machinery for resolving the most esoteric of issues,
it is little wonder that opinions are such an unholy mix of a wilder
ness-of-single-instances and of a body-ofrules.

Complicating further the job of learning to think legally is the
practice among legal people of splitting into opposing camps over
how to depict and analyze The Law. Fconomic analysis, for exam-
ple, s currently in favor as a yardstick for measuring the worth of
certain facets of courtroom government. In addition, there are
moral, political, social, and psychological standards for appraising
the legal process. Law teachers, although by definition expert at
viewing human affairs through a hierarchy of legal rules, neverthe-
less exhibit a wide range of attitudes about what makes the hierar-
chy of rules tick. Law students never know from class to class what
version of The Law they're going to hear.

61 Id
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Although law professors collectively endorse the idea of a legal
systemn primarily rule-driven, this is like saying Episcopalians are
wedded to scripture: we're talking lip-service here. Law professors
and Episcopalians respectively pledge allegiance to The Lawand 1o
God, but otherwise, they both bring Iittle intensity to the worship’
service.

First-year students at some point give up trying to make com-
plete sense out of casebook reasoning, and turn to diluting their
rules with realism about what judges do with the rules. All lawyers
today, although subject to the pull of rule-of-law gravity, realize to
one degree or another that the search for the blackletter rule isan
important, but partly ceremonial rite. Between tbe lines of opin-
ions, savvy. readers can’t help but see the round holes into which
Jjudges can *t begin to insert square pegs. The casebook’s justaposi-
don of vague rules with ill-fitting case facts inevitably breeds rule-
skepticism. The rule of law, however important as a social icon,
fails finally as a description of the legal system. The rule of law is
not a seamless web of doctrine as “beautifully abstract,” as novelist
Joyce Carol Oates ironically puts it, “as the rising and falling of the
tides, the clockwork orbiting of planets, the ghostly trajectory of
starlight across the void. "2

For further evidence of the complexity in decision-making,
and of the pitfalls in staring too fixedly at bloodless doctrine, we
look now at the impact on our fictitious fox-bite lawsuit of statutory
law. Statutory law and common law intersect constantly, and often
ambiguously. The latter is the case when we come to consider the
effect on hunter Peg’s damage suit of his having chased Br’er Fox
in violation of a state statute barring fox hunting on Sunday.

E. Never On Sunday

State criminal codes outlawing retail sales and outdoor recrea-
tion are out of fashion today, althougb pockets of day-ofrest legis-
lation remain.®® 8o it’s possible that a latter-day Sunday
transgressor such as plaintff Peg could face a fine or jail. These
criminal statutes are calied blue laws. Blue laws originated at a
time when church morality found its way more readily into crimi-
nal legislation. Surviving Sunday blue laws manage to escape con-
demnation as an unconstitutional joinder of church and state on
the judicial theory, and I do mean theory, that Sunday day-ofrest
statutes merely promote a secular day of peace and quiet; Sunday

62 Jovce Ganot Qates, AMERICAN ArprTires 189 (Harper & Row 1989).
8% E.p, 2 Mo, Ann, Cope art. 27, 5§ 493-500 (1992},
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Jjust happens to be the day, or so judges claim, that legislators chose
to paint a restful blue.®

So how might a criminal ban on Sunday fox hunting connect
to a civil damnage suit for a fox bite? In truth, a Sunday blue law
violation most likely wouldn’t dampen Peg’s lawsuit prospects. Yet
for the reasons that follow it's nevertheless unclear whether Peg
and his lawyer can dismiss out of hand an argument by defendant
Pierce that blue law violators such as plaintiff Peg should be dis.
missed empty-handed from tort court.

Conceivably the legislature, in banning Sunday hunts, might
have added a punishment clause to its blue statute disqualifying
hunters injured on Sunday from filing civil tort actions. Rarely,
however, do legislatures drafting criminal codes add to a viclator’s
punishment by purposefully foreclosing tort award possibilities.®
Yet the fact that legislators draft criminal statutes with no thought
to affecting civil tort outcomes doesn’t end the matter. Judges in
tort cases often take it upon themselves to punish civil damage-suit
hitigants who incidental to an accidental injury violate some penal
statute.

The problem for tort students is guessing when a litigant’s
criminal violation might produce negative tort results. Should a
jury in Peg v. Pierce label Pierce negligent for throwing the fox at
Peg? Pierce’s defense lawyer may have no other defense to Peg's
lawsuit than 1o remind the court that on the Lord’s day, Peg be-
longed legally at home, or in cburch. All of which brings us to the
edge of the extremely gray legal area, that of legisiative intent.
Pierce’s never-on-Sunday defense will likely trigger debate on what
exactly the legislature long ago intended to accomplish by outlaw-
ing Sunday fox hunts.

On only one condition does Peg’s hunting violation bar his
personal injury claim: defendant Pierce must prove that the legisla-
ture’s Sunday ban was intended to protect people such as Peg
against the risk of hunting injuries. And this is where the fog thick-
ens. What goes on in the collective mind of a two-house Jegislature
is often barder to pin down than the meaning of Law.

Statutory interpretation — the ostensible devining of legisia-
tive intent — is 2 complicated subject taking up much law school
time. Lawyers concoct imaginative theories for discovering legisla-
tive intent. The reason legislative intent produces so much lawy-

6¢ S McGowan v. Maryland, 366 1.5, 420, 426, 447-49 (3961},
65 Sep Manc A. Frawkaiv & Rozert L. Ranin, Torr Law anp Avternatves 75 (5th
ed, 1992},
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erly thumbsucking is that, in a sense, there’s often no such thing as
legislative intent. A legisiature may pass 2 bill with general goals
collectively in mind, but when it comes 10 litigation over the partic-
ulars, the idea of 2 specific legislative intent frequently dissolves.
Legislative intent becomes, at this point, just another legal fiction.
Legislators, due to the frailties of language, the shortess of fore-
sight, and the compromises inherent in the democratic process,
have no choice but to'legislate in broad, opemended terms. At the
litigation stage, therefore, the idea of a relevant legislanve intent is.
frequently wishful thinking on the part of a judiciary looking for a
hook to hang their statutory interpretation hats on. Judges asked
to interpret empty or vague statutory terms often are reduced to
reading their policy preferences into a statute and then palming
the result off as “legislative intent.” Judges use this “legislative in-
tent” ploy because, the rule of law dicrates that the “legislative in-
tent” fiction be maintained s0 as to keep The Law free of the
horribles of judicial legislation.

This pretense about “legislative intent” is tied, if loosely, to
bedrock principle. Bedrock principle here says that judges in a
democratic society bend to the legislative will. Judges, in a "govern-
ment of laws and not of men,”® are therefore in no position to
point out that the emperor wears no clothes — that lawsuits enter
unforeseen areas no legislature could have made allowances for.
Bedrock principle aside, the reality is that statutory codes work
only because judges in practice join in a lawmaking partnership
with legislators in creating The Law that dribbles out case by case
in the name of statutory interpretation.

The fact that “legislative intent” has much in common with
fake storefronts in western movies embarrasses modern-day expo-
nents of legal science. Rule-oflaw apologists work mightily to
make “legislative intent” appear more than cardboard. Judges
squeeze statutory language {and legislative history) dry trying to
extract 2 drop of “intent.” The history of a bill’s passage through
the legislature is ransacked for evidence that some legislator may
have foreseen the danger in waking a sleeping fox. Stamtory inter-
pretation opinions are full of talk about judicial aids for extracting
meaning from legislative text. These aids, which courts call canons
of statutory construction, illustrate how legal rules tend to travel in

66 E.g., Mass. Const. pt. 1, art, XXX (“In the government of this commonweaith,
the legislative department shall never exercise the executive and judidal powers, or
either of thern: the executive shall never exercise the legidlative and judiciai powers,
or either of them: the judicial shall never exercise the legislative and execative pow-
ers, or either of them: to the end it may be a government of laws and not of men."}.
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contradictory pairs.®” For instance, one canon says statutes that al-
ter common law should be narrowly construed. The idea here is
that judge-made common law is so splendid 2 work that legislators
presumably will tinker only reluctantly with such near-perfection.
Yet on the other side of the canonical coin is the contradictory
canon that says statutes designed to remedy social ills (and in the
process displace common law) are to be, get this, broadly inter-
preted.®® You see why lawyers argue a lot.

Occasionally legislatures spell out the particulars of what they
intend to accomplish by passing a bill. But hardly would this be the
case in instances such as a never-on-Sunday statute. A legislature
wary of constitutional separation-of-church-and-state restraints
would hardly wish to confess in statutory print to pandering to a
religious lobby keen on keeping hunters in their Sunday pews. For
this reason, defendant Pierce would more likely point to judicial
precedent endorsing a secular day-of-rest rationale for blue laws -
and from this day-ofrest “intent” argue that the neveron-Sunday
command should be seen as including a legislative wish to reduce
hunting accidents. If judges can buy into this secular day-ofrest
fiction, and many do, then Pierce’s selling the Sunday ban in Pegas
an outdoor safety measure is conceivable.

Selling judges on imaginative versions of legislative intent is
made easier by the fact that not only do legislative drafters often
shy from spelling out details, but also because the legislative history
of a bill’s passage is often obscure or unavailable. Blue laws en-
tered the statute books back when legislatures kept few or no writ-
ten records of floor debates or committee deliberations. judges
often face statutes whose vague generalizations, combined with a
faded legislative history, pose issues of legislative interpretation cry-
ing out for judicial creativity. Such is the case with Pierce’s last-
ditch effort to avoid paying Peg’s fox-bite damages by pointing to
Peg’s Sunday sin.

In the unlikely but not unthinkable event that Pierce’s Sunday
defense to Peg’s damage suit strikes a judge’s fancy, the next step is
determining what negative impact a judge might assign Peg be-
cause of his statutory violation. At first glance the question of what
effect Peg’s Sunday breach is to have on bis personal injury case
would seem to be a statutory interpretation matter, a clear issue of
Law for the judge to settle. And most judges in most cases in most

67 Kari N. Llewellyn, Remarks on the Theory of Appellate Decision and the Rules or Ca~
nons about How Statutes are to be Gonstrued, 3 Vano, L. Rev, 395, 40106 (1950).
638 I ar 40).
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states will indeed say that the consequence of Peg’s criminality is in
their Law-deciding hands. These judges, furthermore, will declare,
as custom dictates, that Pierce’s blue law defense is 2 compiete
{Contributory Negligence Per Se) defense, and rule without the
jury’'s help that Peg, because of his Contributory Negligence, de-
serves:no damages on his Negligence claim. _

Some courts, however, will call the question of whether Peg’s
Sunday violation should kill his tort claim an issue of Fact (Contrib-
utory Negligence) for the jury.®® If at this point you obiect to the
idea of a civil jury, rather than a judge, judging the meaning of a
criminal statute, consider this: Whether sinner Peg is to be denied
¢ivil damages will not, regardiess of who decides, involve any actual
legislative intent. Pierce’s Sunday defense, remeinber, is tied to a
criminal statute drafted by a legislature with no thought given to
regulating damage-suit liability. So, even though judges in tort
cases involving criminal breaches speak the language of statutory
interpretation, what judges (or juries) actually do in such cases is
borrow policy ideas from the criminal code for importation into
personal injury common law. And once the borrowed criminal
policy takes on common law coloration, disputes often arise about
which accidents are covered by the borrowed statutory principle.
This in turn means judges must decide whether to label as Fact or
Law such statutorily-derived coverage issues. Soin the end, what is
Law or Fact becomes itself a highly technical question of Law for
the common law judge. Got all this? If so, you're well on your way
to legal wizardry. \

Dumping this whole Sunday-ban matter into the jury’s lap
would, in Peg v. Pierce, take the form of asking the jury whether
plaintiff Peg failed to use Reasonable Care, and so was Contribu-
torily Negligent, on the day of the hunt. The jury would be told to
consider Peg’s statutory Sunday crime as a part of Peg’s total con-
duct which it is to review for Reasonableness. Under this scenario,
Peg wins compensation only if he passes the Reasonable Care 1est.
If, however, the jury concludes that Peg’s Sunday crime 1s tanta-
mount to (un)Reasonable Care, such a finding of Contributory
Negligence cancels out any Negligence on Pierce’s part and marks
plaintiff Peg a tort loset.

In tort cases involving a criminal breach, the trial judge’s deci-

68 See generally, Dan B. Dosss, Towrs anp CoMpensaTioN 141 (24 ed. 1993} (dis
cussing the jury’s role as the trier of fact in assessing negligence); W. Pace KxrrON 5T
AL., PROSSER AND KEZETON ON THE Law oF TorTs 281.82 {5th ed. 1984) (discussing the
negligence standard and the effect this standard has in stautory violation cases).
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sion whether to involve the jury in gauging the impact of a stati+
tory violation may depend on which government entity adopted
the criminal regulation in question. The tendency is for judges to
treat breaches of statutes drafted by a state or federal legislature as
automatic equivalents of (un)Reasonable Care, and to enter a
(Negligence Per Se) judgment against the statutory violator with-
out asking the jury its opinion. If the breached regulation, how-
ever, is the legislative handiwork of a lesser agency of government,
judges customarily treat the regulatory violation merely as some evi-
dence of Negligence.” This means the jury, in deciding whether a
litigant deserves the Negligent label, will be allowed to consider for
what it’s worth a litigant’s breach of, say, a county ordinance.

Assume now that Peg’s lawyer persuades the jury 1o .label de-
fendant Pierce a Negligent defendant, or eise a Batterer, and that
plaintiff Peg escapes the neveron-Sunday defense of Contributory
Negligence. The jury, with the trial judge’s collaboration, then
awards Peg, in addition to $50,000 in actual damages, an additional
$50,000 for something called punitive damages. This latter sum is
by way of punishing Pierce and discouraging others from engaging
in conduct the jury deemed “egregious.”

Punitive damages are a controversial subject because of com-
plaints by manufactarers and others that juries are too quick to
label a company’s conduct “egregious.” Large damage-suit awards
inflated by punitive damages lead reformers to advocate that
Jjudges give juries less latitude in deciding whether defendant be-
havior is “egregious,” and, if “egregious,” how many punitive dol-
lars to award. Peg v. Pierce thus encounters, due to this debate over
punitive damages, yet a third aspect of The Law, which is The Law
at its loftiest, which is constitutional law. This is the body of juris-
prudence made up of state and federal court decisions keying on
the text of a state or federal constitution.

F. Due Process Of The Law

Defendant Pierce’s lawyer, who has her back to the wall at this
point, digs deep into her bag of defense arguments for something
to reduce for Pierce the sting of a $100,000 judgment. What
Pierce’s lawyer comes up with — on appeal of the £100,000 award
- is the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment of the
U.S. Constitution, which commands state governments to follow
fair procedures in taking a person’s life, liberty, or $100,000.” So

7¢ EKESETON ET AL, sgre note 69, at 250-81.
71 U.8. Congy. amend. XIV, § 1.
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here is the final issue spawned by Peg v. Pierce: does a state court
systern that offers little guidance to jurors in deciding whether and
how much punitive damages 1o assess deprive Pierce of his prop-
erty ($100,000) without Due Process of The Law?

This issue about the constitutional limits of jury power clearly
should be decided by a judge. Although occasionally juries are
given pieces of statutes to interpret, judges keep for themselves the
authority to judge constitutional issues. So what, then, qualifies as
Due Process in punitive damages cases?” Did Pierce, socked with
$50,000 in punitives, get the Process that is Due? Ultimately, only
the nine justices sitting on the U.S. Supreme Court can settle this
issue. Pierce’s defense lawyer, knowing that the longsimmering
Due Process controversy surrounding punitive damages is still be-
ing aired in the courts,” combs the law library for precedents in
which judges have ruled trial procedures unconstitutional,

The best constitutional law opinions from which to draw Due
Process arguments are opinions dealing with trial procedures that
most resémble the contested Peg procedure for setting punitive
damages. Peg’s fox-bite lawyers wiil search initially for Due Process
opinions involving tort juries. If such near-precedents are in short
supply, the lawyers will improvise argumenis drawing on language
from less similar cases. If necessary, legal arguments can be drawn
from conceptions of fairness and justice derived from sources
other than judicial opinions, such as legal treaties and periodicals.
Due Process briefs in Peg might also draw from relevant mid-nine-
teenth~century history concerning the drafting and ratification of
the Fourteenth Amendment. {This may be barren territory given
that the Reconstruction Congress which wrote the Fourteenth
Amendment had Civil War matters on its mind far removed from
punitive tort damages.) One faint historical possibility would be to
survey mid-nineteenth-century practices in jury trials, and to infer
from those practices what was thought to be fair procedure back
wben the Fourteenth Amendment was written.

But enough of fox-bite jurisprudence. Learning The Law
through the prism of a casebook is, as you can sge, a many-
splendored thing.

IV. Lrcar Sctence Srawns CASEBOOK
A. Onrgins Of Casebook

An old cartoon shows a professor drafting an exam in long-

72 See &g, Pacific Munial Ins, Co. v, Haslip, 499 US. 1 (1991).
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hand with his right hand while having his left hand slowly crushed
in a vice. As the vice grows ever tighter, the exam-maker reacts to
his pain by gleefully composing ever nastier questions. Law stu-
dents sometimes see law professor editors who compile opinions
into casebooks as similar hand-in-vice sadists, Students keen on
having The Law presented straightforwardly are doomed to disap-
pointment by the casebook’s sadistic way of merely hinting at the
shape and texture of legal affairs.

Yet presenting The Law as a strazghzforward {textbook) set of
ocean-wide generalizations about historical judicial practices, as
was early law school custom, proved numbing. Viewing what courts
do solely through the lenges of a static body of legal maxims gives a
misleading picture of The Law in action. A casebook devoid of the
blood and guts of reallife courtroom battles, and filled instead
with lifeless commentaries about general trends in judicial rational-
ization, presupposes a sicadfast connection between dry legal doc
trine and court decision that simply doesn’t exist. So along came
the casebook filled with opinions that mix judicial theorizing with
stories about real people doing fierce legal battle. So although the
casebook’s original purpose was to illustrate what was thought in
the nineteenth century to be the scientific nature of legalism, the
casebook eventually proved its worth as an antidote to the legal
textbook’s overdose of encyclopedic generalization.

Casebook opinions, though still heavily weighted toward a
neutral rule-oflaw slant, nevertheless show courts struggling to jug-
gle the rules to come up with decisions that we can live with. The
casebook is no longer strictly a showcase for overinflated notions of
The Law's scientific bent. The casebook, besides displaying the
hahits and attitudes embedded in the language all lawyers inherit,
also reveals to close observers the looséness in the language out of
which legal rules are assembled.

Nineteenth-.century “legal science” was the product of turning
the care and feeding of The Law over to a class of scholarly lawyers
reborn as pseudoscientific professors of The Law. This legal sci-
ence movement, begun over a century ago, corresponded with the
establishment of the American Bar Association.”® The ABA disap-
proved of the then-popular idea that law practice is 2 mere rade.”
Legal science rescued the bar by upgrading the professional status
of lawyers. Yesterday's “legal trade” became today’s “legal profes-

78 SYEVENS, supra note 43, at 92, 96-97.
7% STEVENS, sugra note 48, az 92, 9697,
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sion.” But this shift in status came too late to save Abraham Lin-
: coln from the “tradesman” label.

Mr. Lincoln, able lawyer though he was, lacked scientific —
law school — training, and so as a lawyer never reached “profes-
sional” status.”™  Lincoin learned The Law as an office apprentice,
! reading not the few judicial opinions circulated in the pre-Civil
i War period, but by reading general commentaries on The Law.
The textbook lectures Lincoln read were general discussions of
past judicial practices. These printed lectures provided updated
versions of English (and America’s version of English) common
1 law. These textbooks were written in 2 manner suitable for appren-
l l tices to absorb, for lawyers to crib from and pass on to clients, and
1+ for judges to read aloud while instructing judes or passing
sentences,

Lincoln, who in 1830 at the age of twenty-one worked in New
.Salem, Hlinois, “as a sort of clerk in 2 store,””® began his legal edu-
cation at that time by reading Blackstone’s Commentaries on the Law of
England. Judge Blackstone’s commentaries, being four volumes of
lectures given by Blackstone to students at Oxford University, was
once the apprentice’s bible. About this time, Kent'’s Commentaries, a
fourvolume Amercanized version of Blackstone’s works, was also
coming out. As the future Civil War president, in frontier fashion,
read Blackstone and Kent by candlelight, in the East, expérimental
methods in legal training were underway. These experiments at
turning the legal habit of mind into an academic discipline were
called law schools.

Although these early New England ventures in formal school-
ing eventually took root, formal legal education didn’t really catch
hold untl after the postwar industrial revolution transformed
American life.”7 The early law schools were, as is true today, both
private and public, college-connected and autonomous. Once for-
mal lawyer training got up a head of steam, the apprentice method
was doomed. After 1950, the making of future attorneys was to
become a law school near-monoepoly.

Yet even so, as of 1950, surprisingly, half the nation’s practic-
ing lawyers were former apprentices who read their legal commen-
taries catch as catch can while hanging around a mentor’s law
office picking up unscholastic tricks of the trade.”® Today, with

75 STEVENS, supra note 43, at 19 n.72.

6 LrncoiN ON DEMOCRACY xlvi (Mario Cuomo & Harold Holzer eds., 1990).
7 STEVENS, supra note 43, at 25,

78 Srevens, supra note 43, at 208,
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only two or three state bar associations still accepting apprentice
applicants, Lincoln-type lawyers will soon be an extinct breed, vic-
tirns finally of a formal method of legal tutoring that had its begin-
nings during the Revolutionary War period.

Liwchfield Law School, 2 privately-owned school founded in
1782 in a small Connecticut village, was the nation’s initial experi-
ment in formal legal instruction.” Litchfield’s classroom program
for mastering The Law, which Litchfield divided for curriculum
purposes into forty-eight titles, took fourteen months to com-
plete.®® John C. Calhoun was but one early statesmen-to-be who
attended the legal lectures at Litchfield. Tuition, for the first year,
was 2 hundred dollars.™

Harvard Law School followed in 1817, opening its doors to a
charter class many of whose members lacked any previous college
experience whatsoever.? Harvard Law helped turn law practice
into a full-fledged profession by hiring professors with scholarly in-
terests — a scholarly turn accelerated by the appointment in 1870
of Christopher Langdell {(the father of American legal education)
as Harvard’s law dean® If there are readers disenchanted with
the casebook-oriented character of modern legal education who
are desirous of knowing who's responsible for this state of affairs,
the answer is, first and foremost, Dean Langdell.®*

Professor Robert Stevens’s recent history of legal education in
the United States traces how Langdell and his Harvard compatri-
ots, who were intent upon upgrading The Law into a science, in-
vented the casebook together with a Socratic question-and-answer
style of teaching to facilitate their (scientific) dissection of cases.®
Within a generation or two, casebooks {and the accompanying So-
cratic assault upon defenseless students) became the centerpiece
of law school life, first in the elite law schools, and thereafter
spreading through imitation to other law schools.”® By the end of
the nineteenth century, Stevens reports, “[a] new group of stu-
dents had arrived” to law school, which “was essentially the gateway
to a professional career,” through legal training by the casebook

7% Kegnrr 1. Hals 27 a6, AMERICAN LecaL History 333-34 {19910,
B2 Jd

Bl 1d, at 334,
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method.®”

Although three years of mainly cascbook study in a law school
approved by the American Bar Association is the modern path to
bar membership, oddly enough the old trade school idea has of
late risen from the dead and eased its way into, of all places, the law
school curriculum.®® One result is the modern “externship,” in
which law students are placed in law offices to serve as apprentices.
Law schools are also busy adding, under ABA pressure, clinical
courses in which practice-minded professors substitute for the
* casebook a practice clinic set up within the law school, complete
with clients to interview and forms to fill out. Clinical students,
through hands-on experience, get training in gathering facts, ne-
gotiating, and other skills of the practitioner.® But clinical
courses and externships are taken late in law school. The Langdel-
lian casebook still dominates, especially in first-year classes.®

Understanding why law schools dote on the casebook method
requires revisiting America’s industrial revolution period. In the
latter decades of the last century, the country’s love affair with the
new god of science reached full bloom. The rise of the factory
made a hero of the natural scientist. Harvard’s Langdell decided
the scientific dimension that he and others believed inherent in
The Law ought to be isolated and emphasized in legal education.

The result was the creation of a legal science and of Christo-
pher Columbus Langdeli’s pioneering (contracts) casebook. Dean
Langdell and his faculty, anxious to dispel the notion that lawyers
are mere craftsmen, created a “professional” lawyer schooled in the
intricacies of legal science.”? The law faculties that molded the
“scientific” lawyer, first at Harvard and then across the land,
dumped Blackstone and Kent-— and here's where the science
came in — in favor of the appellate court opinion.*®

“The Langdell approach,” writes Professor Stevens, “not only
united itself strictly to legal rules but also involved the assumption
that principles were best discovered in appellate court opinions.”®
Langdell’s fixation on rigid verbal formulas and hardnosed logic
Ied him 1o conclude that the law library is to the lawyer what “labo-
ratories of the university are to the chemists and physicists, the mu-

87 1 at 75,

88 STEVENS, supra note 43, at 240
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seumn of natural history to the zoologists, the botanical garden to
the botanists.”™ Thanks to the presumed universality of true sci-
ence, Harvard Law's once-fashionable laboratory principles cut
across state boundaries and provided, in theory anyway, unitary,
value-free, predictable theories for judging the most intractable of
legal issues.® Today most lawyers place this opinion-based notion
of a blackletter legal science under the heading of useful myths;
but in Langdell’s day only the occasional legal skeptic such as Oli-
ver Wendell Holmes found legal science a jargon of quibbles.®

In devising a “laboratory” technique for panning principled
gold out of nineteenth-century judicial opinions, Harvard-nurtured
professors of legal science leaned heavily on that rigorous logic
supposedly peculiar to the legal mind.*” Legal logic was thought to
“enable the scientific lawyer to get at the true milk of The Law. For
the scientist, the true milk of The Law is not, by the way, necessarily
the rule enunciated in opinions.®® The legal scientist strives to
uncover the true nature of The Law often hidden between the
lines of opinions inartfully worded; since nowhere, not even in
opinions, is The Law set out clearly and straightforwardly, it was
thought to require a legal scientist using legal logic to ferret out
legal truth.® (First-year students hear echoes of this legal science
today when formalistic professors say casebook opinions are not
actually The Law, but are only pale reflections of the true distilled
essence of The Law.}) The legal scientist concludes that judges in
writing opinions lack a sufficiently scientific cast of mind to be
trusted to always discover legal ruth. Therefore, according to the
high formalism of legal fundamentalists such as Langdell, the true
rule of a case is a terse statemnent of what a case stands for in terms
of a strict legal logic, regardless of the opinion-writer’s stated
rationale.’%®

Harvard Law’s Langdellians, believing they must distill true
rules from the mass of court reports, assumed that only an enter-
prising intellectual legal elite could cope with the complexities of
legal science.'® The Langdellians, like the crusty Professor King-
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sfield,®? preached survival of the legally most fit. The student of
legal science, declares the Centennial History Of The Harvard Law
School,

is the invitee upon the casesystem premise, who, like the invitee

in the reported cases, soon finds himself fallen into a pit. He is

given no map carefully charting and laying out all the byways

and corners of the legal field, but is left, to 2 certain extent, to
find his way by himself. His scramble out of difficulties, if suc-
tessful, leaves him feeling that he has built up a knowledge of

law for himself 103
Anybody who has been to law school will recognize the Centennial His-
tory’s scramble out of the pit.

Whatever science transpired in Langdell’s laboratory, it was a sci-
ence unlike that of the natural scientist. Beginning with Oliver Wen-
dell Holmes (the antil.angdellian father of 1egal rc:aizsm), critics have
noted Langdell's departure from natural science’s insistence on test-
ing propositions against observed phenomena.’®* Langdell nstead
put on blinders, like a racchorse afraid of the rail. Observed phenom-
ena were, for the good Dean, and for some lawyers yet today, too far
outside the airtight bubble where legal affairs are, some say, to be con-
ducted. Legal scientists, and their formalist descendants, steadfastly
refuse to look outside the law library to see how the judicial branch
actually governs.

Dean Langdell and company preached that the backward-looking
rule, rather than the forward-looking judge, properly governs in the
courtroom. % Harvard Law’s revolutionary approach to teaching was
nothing more than putting modern dress on conventional legal reli-
gion. Holmes called formalist Langdell the country’s leading legal
theologian. '

These days the notion of a legal science is old-fashioned. Rule-of-
law folklore lives on, but in diluted form and under softer names.
Legal logic, which sounds so mathematical, has been toned down to a
relatively modest notion of legal reasoning. Langdell’s bloodless sci-
ence fell victim to a twentieth-century politics of realism whose propo-
nents preach that judges should be chosen less for the rigidity of their
logic and more for the depth of their humanity.

Legal realism, the post-Langdellian idea that ours is a govern-

102 Tie Paper CHase, supra note 46,

103 Styvens, supra note 45, at 52, 55.

104 STEVENS, supra note 43, at 55,

105 STEVENS, supra note 43, at 55,

106 Otliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., Book Review, 14 Am. L. Rev. 233 (1880) (reviewing
the second edition of Langdell's CoNTRACTS tasebook).




1996] LAW AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE 61

ment of flesh-and-blood judges and juries filling in holes in legal for-
mulas, is increasingly part of the modern lawyer's mental makeup.
Although opinion-writers today crouch behind legalisms, opinions
grow less and less doctrinaire. Lawyers today are far more apt than
their ancestors at the bar to acknowledge the doctrinal fluidity that
leaves decision up in the air. (In the English courts, where legal for-
malism retains much of its turn-ofithe-century vigor, the doctrinaire
opinion lives on.'%") For the last half-century, American lawyers have
begun to downplay logic and instead test their legalisms (for example,
the ancient Right Of Contract) against data drawn from the real world
(in which the Right Of Contract once unfairly, by today's lghts,
blocked labor union formation through closed shop agreements).
Although Dean Langdell's case dissection through Socratic questions
and answers is still practiced in law schools, the old legal science em-
phasis is gone.

Whatever the merits of casebook dissection as science, the
casebook’s entertainment value as compared to Kent’s Commentaries is
clearly superior. The judges’ tales of .courtroom battle can make for
interesting reading despite the sluggish writing. The maxim that says
“negligence is the fallure to use reasonable*care,” or the one that says
“if a zoning regulation reasonably serves traditional police-power
ends, the fact that esthetic factors may have played a part in its adop-
ton does not affect iis constitudonality,” comes alive only in the con-
text of a particular clash between warting litigants. Laudable efforts,
such as Blackstone's and Kent's, to shape the work of the courts into
an orderly, if abstract, historical form may pass legalistic ruster, but
page after page of such scholarship, without benefit of a juicy set of
facts, paralyzes.

The modern law school's fascination with opinions spouting
watered-down legal science will likely continue, despite the leaden
prose and the judicial habit of circling around an idea three times
before zooming in for the kill. Reading casebook illustrations of how
rules are shaped, used, misused, stretched, contracted, revised, and
ignored inculcates a feel for how courts operate that would otherwise
be difficuit for classroom-bound students {o acquire. Again, learning
to read opinions means learning how to read between the lines.

One of the irnitations of casebook tutelage is the anxtety begin-
ning students feel when they discover that for each casebook opinion
there are hundreds or thousands of other opinions offering variations
on the same legal theme sitting unread in the law library, If The Law

167 See gemerally StEVENS, supra note 48, at 131-82 (discussing the philosophy of
teaching law in England versus the United Stares},
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truly is reflected in appeliate opinions, how in the world can students
hope to master this iceberg of opinions of which the casebook is
merely the tip? What happens in law school is that this tip-of-the-ice-
berg anxiety lessens as the student senses that legal learming is not
measured by the number of tort or contract maxims memorized. Stu-
dents who learn to play legal games in one field of The Law can pretty
easily get acclimated elsewhere,

The twentieth-century proliferation of opinions from the appeals
courts of fifty states, the federal government, and the territories, par-
tially explains, by the way, why the concept of legalism as a sure-
enough science fell from grace. Recall that the lynchpin of Langdell’s
bookish science was that all materials relevant to legal science are in
the law reports.’*® Prolific appellate judges have long since made
composing, printing, and distribution of opinions such a booming in-
dustry that the resulting ocean of judicial outpouring has drowned the
legal scientist. Carving legal doctrine, long ago, on the face of a few
stone tablets was dramatic and conducive to an aura of permanence.
But now we use the computer chip to corral the enormous literary
output of the courts. Law students and lawyers can only manage to
dip their toes in this sea of opinions.

B. Dissecting The Opinion

In the days of Langdellian legal science, dissecting the opinion
was Harvard Law’s classroom method for exposing blackietter gos-
pel, just as slicing into laboratory frogs reveals anatomical truth.
Then, as now, the threshold question posed by The Law’s elaborate
system of precedent is a puzzier: just what exactly is this thing that
lies buried inside opinions that, once revealed through dissection,
should guide the judgment of later courts? This question about
what precisely ought to be the impact of case A upon case B permits
no simple answer.

The huge task that precedent builders face is putting together
from the opinion in case A a concise general statement — the
holding of the case — that everybody agrees properly covers case B.
Decision according to precedent means deciding like cases alike;
vet, other than intwition, legalists lack, despite all the appeals to
logic, any structured way of determining which cases are alike.
Legal logic runs.dry before it's decided for sure whether case 4,
which involves chickens, covers case B, which involves pheasants.

The result is that lawyers and students must be content with a

108 STEVENS, supra note 48, at 5257,
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system in which choosing whether cases A and B are “alike” or “dis-
tinguishable” is very much in the eye of the beholder. Logic alone
cannot produce generalized statements of case holdings that “take
the guesswork out of choosing which cases are alike.”'® Justasin
baseball the game’s not over until it’s over, s0 in the game of prece-
dent the scope of 2 prior holding’s influence is somewhat up for
grabs every time an appellate court revisits the prior holding. If
the holdings extracted from prior cases are worded so narrowly
that cach holding covers only the facts of the parent case, then of
course stare decisis (precedent) is clearly a dead letter in a universe
where 1o two cases are exactly alike. Yet to state the holding in
case A in language abstract enough to cover an unspecified
number of other cases creates a slippery slope of ambiguity; given
cases B through Z, each of which contains some but not all facts in
common with case A, lawyers lack a firmm method for deciding
which of cases B through Z, for precedental purposes, are similar
enough 10 case A to fall within the precedental ambit of case A.

Suppose we agree on a holding, in a case forbidding a legatee
to take under the will of a testator murdered by the legatee, that
“[n]o one shali be permitted to . . . take advantage of his own
wrong. . . "' What if next ime the legatee merely kills the testa-
tor in an auto accident through careless driving (a civil wrong)?
Similar case? Does the civil wrong bar the careless legatee, under
the rule against taking “advantage of his own wrong,” from inhent-
ing under the will? Intuition may suggest that faulty driving falls
short of being similar enough to criminal murder to deny the care-
less-driver legatee her benefits under the will. But intuition is
hardly science.

How then did the legal scientist of the last century shun intui-
tion, and through case dissection discover, with the aid of apolitical
legal logic, which cases are similar, and which are dissimilar? The
answer is that old-time legal science, not to put too fine a point on
it, was unscientifically grounded on faith. Legal words, it was
thought, could do things that to the late wenteth~century mind
seemn slightly nonsensical. No amount of legal ratiocination can
supply a neutral, untouched-by-human-hands means of deciding
whether murder and sloppy driving belong in the same legal pig-
conhole. Dissecting the opinion in the murderous legatee case so
as to extract an airtight guideline pointing to decision certain in

199 Davip Kareys, Tar PoLrmics oF Law 14 (1982) {collection of essays penned by
exponents of critical legal studies — the “crits™).
110 Rigas v, Palmer, 22 N.E. 188, 150 (NY. 1880).
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the careless-driver case is an outmoded idea, one belonging to an
age that used words to draw black and white lines in a way alien to
the modern habit of teasing language into perpetual grayness.

Legal scientists a century ago told themselves they could iso-
late in case A certain items called “material facts.” The trick sup-
posedly was to first poke through the opinion's exposed innards
and discard all immaterial facts, Then, with case A’ remaining ma-
terial facts in hand, case A% precedental value would simply be ex-
tended to all Jater disputes involving identical material facts.

But legal scientists were deluded in thinking that they could
draw clear lines between material and imnmaterial facts, In today’s
age of lost innocence we 'acknowledge that biack and white lines.
are rarely present in appellate decision-making, including deci
sions about which facts are “material.” Today even the most
Langdellian of legal scholars is apt to recognize, even though
grudgingly, that choosing when to apply case A to later cases is in
many ways a policy-making, not a rule-following, matter. Facts are
“material” because the court chooses 1o make them s0.

The rule or holding of case 4, as noted, may be the rule ex-
plicitly laid down by the court that decided case 4; or the rule of
case A may, as a matter of legal fashion, be a different formulation
adopted by a later court as the more appropriate statement of the
holding in case A; or the authoritative holding of case Amay be a
formula composed by some influential legal scholar and offered up
as the preferred rule of case A. Don’t forget: the judge's opinion
in Case A is but evidence of what The Law is, and maybe not always
good evidence at that.

Professor Llewellyn summed up precedent fifty years ago — a
sutnmation that represents the modern substitute for a fizzled-out
legal science:

In a word, if one is to see our caselaw system as it lives and

moves, one must see that the relation between the rule and the

cases may move all the way from copying any words printed by
anybody in a “law” book to meticulous re-examination of precise
facts, issues, and holdings, in totwl disregard of any prior lan-

ge whatsoever. And any degree or kind of operation within
that lordly range is correct, doctrinally, if docirine be takentoa

description of what authoritative courts are doing . . . 3!

113 Karl Llewellyn, The Rule of Law in Ouwr Casslaw of Contract, 47 Yare L], 1243,
1246-47 (1938). Professor Llewellyn also teaches thar “generai propgsitions are
empty . . . rules along mere forms of words, are worthless.” KN, Lizweiivn, Tre
BraMpre Bussit 2 (9th ed. 1991). A 65.yearold classic, Bramary Buss is the printed
version of onentation advice that Llewellyn gave to entering students at Columbia
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So although in law school, students and professors continue to
carve up appellate opinions, the focus has long shifted from stagnant
rulefetishism toward the flowing stream that is The Law in action.
Modern opinions continue to be couched in the logical form of facts-
plus-rale-equals-decision, as if drafted by descendants of Langdell, but
this is simply reverence for a dead science. Today, law students dis-
cover sooner or later that the relation between rule and decision is
problematical ~- classroom dissection of opinions reveals that two
plus two adds up, in Law, only rarely to four. When two and two add
up to five, and when such 2 result no lenger causes anxiety, you know
then you are possessed of 2 legal mind.

From modemn casebooks spill 2 Niagara Falls of words. On and
on the stream tumbles, tangled sentences spilling into impenetrable
paragraphs until student readers are led to suspect a cult of obscurity.
Opinion-writers, when their prose is criticized, insist by way of defense
that they are too pressed for time to polish rough drafts. This may
account in part for the murky writing. It is more likely that judges,
like other public officials bombarded with their constituents’ oppos-
ing viewpoints, so often have little they wish to reveal publicly, while at
the same tme wishing to appear (¢ have made a clean breast of it. A
common solution is to write at great length about very hittle, and hope
that the muddy prose will suggest a judicial mind too sophisticated for
the conmon herd to grasp.

Another factor dragging down almost all legal writing is that in a

Law School. BraMsLz BusH, with its heavwy dose of incipient legal realism, was a new
way to look at, among other things, the notion of precedent. One theory of the prec-
edential value of 2 case, according to Llewellyn, is that the rule as spefled out in a
judicial apinion is, no matter how broadly worded, the one and only true rude of the
case, This {most ofien expansive) version of precedent, maximizes the impact given
the precedent case. Id at 74. This expansive version of precedent takes the general
wording of the earlier case and applies it to a range of later cases involving different
facts, This is the broad-beamed version of precedent exploited by iawyers and law
stzdents when they create legal arpuments by drawing from generalizations in oid
opinions, while conveniendy ignoring the factual details in the cariier disputes. The
alternative notion of precedent, on the other hand, says that the true rule of 4 case
may, in fact, be something other than what the earlier court said it was; the true rule
may be what a later court says the easlier court reafly meant — uwsually a shrunken
version of the precedent opinion’s osiginal language. This narrow form of precedent
ean mit the impact of an earlier case o disputes bottomed on almost identical facts:
called limiting a precedent to its facts. This judicial whitling down of 2 precedent by
defiating the original court's abstract statement of the rule is what cautious judges do
23 a halfway measure toward overruling inconvenient precedents. Both broad and
shrunken theories of precedent are, assures Professor Riewellyn, tolerated — and
even biessed — by The Law. M at 73, Llewellyn also spoke of The Law as a foreign
language: “You are ocutlanders in this country of the law. You do not know the
speech. It must be learned. Like any other foreign tongue, it must be learned: by
steing words, by using them untl they are familiar . . . 7 Jd ar 39




66 NEW YORK CITY LAW REVIEW [Vol. 1:5

legal profession in which obscurity is a virtue, practitioners lose the
knack for saying things simply. Some law firms must hire tutors to
give in-house, plain English writing lessons, this so that finm members
can understand each other’s prose. Occasionally judges at judicial
conferences are moved to lecture other judges about the sad state of
judicial prose,

The genesis of bad legal writing is the law school emphasis on
having students model their writing after the profession. Most law
professors train students in the staid conventions of legalistic writing
because they think it is in the students’ best interest that they write the
kind of ponderous prose that lawyers have always produced, and that
law firmns and the judiciary expect of law graduates. Thus the circle
celebrating 2 turgid writing style is complete. This pressure to write
legalistically produces long tedious sentences stung into endless
paragraphs, a plethora of long, Latinate words, sirings of “nots” and
other negative phrasing, addiction to the passive verb, mindless repeti-
tion, and a terminal, if learned, case of vagueness. Lawyers who over-
come their legal inheritance and write clear, vigorous, down-to-carth
prose are scarce as hen's teeth. Law students find in their casebooks
few samples of crisp, readable prose.

Law schools occasionally heed complaints about the way lawyers
write by beefing up legal writing courses. But cleaning up legal writ-
ing is hard to do alongside the primary law school mission of trans-
forming lay into legal minds. The legal mind and plain English
rernain a mismatch, The lawyer’s unplain language is what makes him
a lawyer. The student lawyer, bombarded with legal talk and legal
writings, cannot easily avoid aping her legal masters. lLegal writing
instructors, furthermore, are Lawtrained types and therefore reluc-
1ant rebels against lawspeak. Even were legal writing instructors eager
to deflate and simplify the profession’s pompous prose, first-year legal
writing students are usually too preoccupied with searching for true
rules and mimicking casebook prose to worry about making life easier
for poor readers.

There’s also the problem of the language handicap under which
all lawyers labor. A legal writer, even one anxious to inform and en-
tertain with lucid prose, is limited by The Law's circumscribed vocabu-
lary. 1t's a professional jargon with a stunted imagination. Novelists
who choose death as a subject can shape their prose by picking and
choosing from among the riches of the English language. But legal
writers, on the subject of death, are walled in by convention with the
stilted language of the probate and cximinal courts. In a probate case,
the dreary litany of the “testatrix who, being of sound mind, did give
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and bequeath a life estate,” reflects the burden on the legal writer
denied space for love, hate, greed, and generosity.

There is another reason why casebook opinions often read like a
translation from the German composed by a tpsy transiator. The
“opinion of the court” is in part the handiwork of a judicial commit-
tee, a form of composition sure to breed bad wziting Although a sin-
gle judge is assigned to draft an opinion, he writes for the whole
court, and in so doing consults with fellow judges and shapes opinion
text to reflect a collective sentirnent. Writing and thinking are insepa-
rable twins, and trying to get three or seven or nine judicial minds to
think along the same tract for any significant period pressures the
opinion’s author into purposeful ambiguity so that reluctant members
of the court will join the opinion. The contest among fellow judges
for power over an opinion’s final form pushes that opinion’s prose
further and further up the cloudy ladder of abstwraction.

This ascent into metaphysics is how judges avoid wking firmn
stands, which allows for flexibility in dealing with later cases. When
judges write cloudy prose, it not only gives the lie to the assertion that
legal language celebrates precision, but also protects courts from at-
tack. Bad writing, in which it’s hard to distinguish between a horse
chestnut and a chestnut horse, is its own form of ammor,

Even relatively decent pieces of legal writing, such as the follow-
ing Supreme Court excerpt, can be suffocating. The Court, in Ohralik
v. Ohio State Bar Association,*'? is trying to tell the state of Ohio that the
state can punish a personal injury lawyer who dares solicit cases in a
hospital, despite the ambulance chaser’s Free Speech protestations.
Here is the Court’s less-than-riveting explanation of why Free Speech
claims carry less weight when an ambuiance chaser gets too greedy:

Expression concerning purely commercial transactions has
come within the ambit of the Amendment’s protection only re-
cently. In rejecting the notion that such speech “is wholly
outside the protection of the First Amendment,” {citation omit-
ted). we were careful not to hold “that it is wholly undifferenti-
able from other forms” of speech (citation omitted)., We have
not discarded the “common-sense” distinction between speech
proposing a commercial transaction, which occcurs in an area
traditionally subject to government regulation, and other vari-
eties of speech. To require a parity of constitutional protection
for commercial and noncommercial speech alike could invite
dilution, simply by a leveling process, of the force of the Amend-
ment’s guarantee with respect to the latter kind of speech.

112 438 U.8. 447 {1978).
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Rather than subject the First Amendment 1o such a devitaliza-

tion, we instead have afforded commercial speech 2 iimited

measure of protection, commensurate with its subordinate posi-

tion in the scale of First Amendment values, while allowing

modes of regulation that might be impermissible in the realm of

noncomimercial expression.***

One hundred and thirty-nine words to say that ambulance chas-
ers deserve some, but not much, Free Speech. Readers of academic
writing are used to this learned style of writing in which a simple idea
gets blown up into an overweight conceptualization. Law students
likewise, after an initial period of panic, grow used to such overblown
legal writing in which an ounce of content is dressed up in a pound of
learned style.

Another angle for viewing opinion-writing is to consider the audi-
ence. For whom are appellate judges writing? The immediate audi-
ence is the trial judge who umpired the evidentiary hearing. It is the
trial judges’ judgment calls made during original trials that losers at
trials want higher courts to reverse. This, of course, puts opinion-writ-
ers in the ticklish position of pointing out to fellow, if inferior, judges
their flawed performances, and helps explain why strong, clear appel-
late critiques are abandoned in favor of weak, “it could be argued”
approaches. )

Like politicians skilled at appeasing opposihg factions, appellate
Judges reviewing the work of trial judges hide behind the softer pas-
sive-voice verb, shunning the stinging rebuke, the hard-hitting review.
The “polite” opinion, its hard edges thus rounded off, lacks the bite
of, say, the newspaper column that spits out in certain teres just who
the bastards are and why. The judge’s pen, filled with the ink of pro-
fessional gentility, is no mighty sword, but rather, despite the assumed
air of superiority, a wet noodle. This high court gentility, alas, compii-
cates the chore facing student readers struggling to learn from pussy-
footing opinions just where the court, even waveringly, stands.

In addition to the trial judge under the appellate gun, the imtne-
diate audience for an opinion includes lawyers and litigants. In appel-
late cases both parties typically have a piece of justice in their corners.
This means opinion-writers have the uncomfortable task of naming as
losers those whose claims have at least some merit. For this reason
also, opinions equivocate.

The more general audience for opinions is the practicing bar.
Opinions are"written in part to show lawyers that appeilate judgments,
considered in the light of similar past cases, fit more or less snugly

118 Jd. at 455-56.
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into traditional grooves. To understand how case A fits into tradi-
tional legal channels requires a Jegal reader attuned to a continuing
dialogue of which case A is but the most recent drop in the ocean,
This is why first-year law students introduced to judicial prose often
feel as if they've walked into the middle of a foreign movie that lacks
subtitles. As for lay readers unlucky enough to be confronted with a
court opinion, such readers are supposed to be so impressed with the
mere shape and sound of the judges’ hieroglyphics that they thank
their lucky stars they live under a rule of law, even though they can’t
understand it

C. Plain And Fancy Hocus-Pocus

Learning to write like a lawyer is a liability in some quarters,
but in law school it's a primary goal. Beginning students, taking 2
natural pride in their new-founded legal tongue and in their early
legal drafting exercises, tend to get carried away. Students em-
brace legalism and forget English Composition 101. Also forgot-
ten, if ever learned, is that good writing informs and entertains.
Once a law student absorbs legal jargon and is reborn into the
legal faith, it’s devilishly difficult thereafter for the Jegally saved 1o
write clearly and simply. 1, as a card-carrying legalist, here criticiz-
ing the prose of fellow lawyers, write in the uncomfortable knowl-
edge that 1 will surely fall more than once into the very pit I'm
digging.

Legal writing is heavy going partly because of the profession’s
felt need to dress up simple ideas so as to give off an air of scientific
impartiality. Legal, like academic, jargon has its Madison Avenue
component. Legal scientists, remember, were the ones who first
dressed the legal trade in academic regalia to persuade the public
that lawyering is a full-fledged profession worthy of high respect
and higher fees. Most legal writing, which informs poorly and en-
tertains not at all, has other aims, Law professor Fred Rodell sug-
gested one aim of legal writing when he labeled the legal class a
pseudo-inteilectual autocracy “using plain and fancy hocus-pocus
to make themselves masters of their fellow men."*

A typical practitioner of “plain and fancy hocus-pocus™ was the
late Irving Kaufman, A tough-minded judge on the U.S. Court of
Appeals, Judge Kaufman was a leading practioner of the formal
school of legal thought. He was the kind of modern lawyer who a
century ago would have gloried in The Law’s deliverance from the

114 Ropgry, supra note 28, at 7.
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rough hands of the tradesman into the lap of the professional man
of science. Kaufman on the bench preacbed the usual judicial line
about good judges sitting detached from the fray, about how the
rule of law taps in on the collected wisdom of the ages; and about
how judges must resist advancing a personal vision of justice (and
here’s the modern twist) “except to the extent that his vision is
consistent with the law as it evolves in response to social
changes.”1®

Kaufman, like many who wear judicial robes, would have the
gullible believe that The Law evolves all by iself, the detached
judge only afterwards jumps on the socially evolving bandwagon.
The idea that legal policy evolves, like a pansy from its seed, un-
touched by human hands, is pure drivel for peasants. The English
language can prop up only so many such myths, even though the
myths be noble aspirations, before the language collapses into a
babel. Such Kaufmanesque, immaculate-conception thinking, still
a consistent theme in mainstream legal rhetoric, is to legal writing
what mud is to the Missouri River.

Other, more mundane, irritations flowing from the way judges
write opinitons include the judicial habit of avoiding litigants’ real
names. judges substitute. for litigants John Thomas Scopes, Emile
Zola, Lodowick Post, and Perot Enterprises, Inc., such vague legal
nicknames such as appellee, petitioner, and defendant-in-error.
How much easier it would be for readers of opinions to keep in
mind whe piamaff and defendantin-error are if said legal persons

could retain their more colorful popular names. It's as if _;ud.tcxal
use of bland, impersonal pseudonyms proves that judges are igno-
rant of who the real parties are, and so reinforces the pose of judi-
cial neutrality; the pseudonyms reflect The Law’s official disdain
for human feelings that get in the way of neutral rulefollowing.

Another poor writing habit, which judges thankfully are mov-
ing away from, is withholding undl the end of the opinion the news
about who wins the case. Such suspense about final resolution suits
detective stories. But it makes the opinion’s doctrinal reasoning
casier to follow when the winning party’s name is revealed up
front. Advance notice of the lawsuit’s eventual outcome also helps
clarify the relevance of the opinion’s opening statement of facts.

The traditional withholding, untl the final paragraph, of the
winning litigant’s name, however, serves a symbolic purpese. Such
suspense gives the opinion more of a rule-ofiaw flavor; it suggests

115 By and Large, We Succeed, Trve, May 5, 1880, at 70,
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the opinion’s drafter discovered only in mid-draft, after locating
and jotting down the applicable rule to apply, the court’s ultimate
decision. Yet the superficiality of such a decisionin-the-making
pose is apparent even to students who, despite first-year fog, know
that judges must first choose a winner, and only then offer legal
proofs that their reasons are principled. First.year victims of “sus-
pense” opinions sbould do an end run by reading first the opin-
ion’s last paragraph to see how the case comes out in the end.

Another thing that complicates entry into the casebook world
is the fake cocksureness permeating most opinions. Opinion-wiit-
ers, afflicted with the habit of rhetorical overkill that they acquired
as lawyers and composers of appellate briefs, frequently begin
opintons with a declaration that The Law — and the court’s duty
— is crystal clear. The reality that doctrinal uncertainty at the ap-
pellate level is the norm is avoided in judicial prose. Opinion-writ-
ers avoid the idea that appellate judging takes place in a doctrinal
mist because the truth about hard choices would taint the rule.of.
law pose.

Judicial practice, when confronted with equally weighty, but
contradictory, sets of rules, is to fudge and imply that the losing
lawyer’s legalisms are “obviously” wrong-headed and unconvincing.
This may lead inexperienced readers of opinions to wonder how,
for goodness sakes, losing attorneys dare accept fees for appealing
such “obviously” frivolous cases. But the fact is, opinions underplay
the merits of the losing sides’ briefs. Opinions instead are fudged
to make winners look virtuous, the “obviously” mode adopted to
boost the judicial above-thefray image. Inexperienced students
therefore must be aler: to the large element of judicial discreton
secreted behind the “obvious” When judges write that
“{o]lbviously, the controlling rule in this case is . . . ” or that “[iltis
not to be denied that . . . " stay alert to the possibility of judicial
camouflage.

Because the allure of legal science has faded, along with illu-
sions about the meaning of words (and therefore rules) reinaining
constant over time, lawyers’ expectations about uncovering legal
gems in the rubble of opinions has been severely reduced. Still, for
students to reduce an opinion to a brief written summary is good
practice in learning to speak and think lawspeak. Squeezing the
opinién for every last drop of meaning is good practice as well in
understanding what the opinion neglects to say. Legal science may
be outmoded, but the idea of a laboratory - a foreign language
Iab —- is a good one.
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In law schools today, classroom dissection of opinions may be
accompanied with Jectures. Lectures, when offered, are usuzlly a
professorial mix of legal history, doctrine, lawyerly reasoning,
deconstruction technique, sociology, courthouse anecdotes, legal
philosophy, linguistics, and a lawyer joke or two. Law students
value law teachers who can deliver this classroom mosaic with
enough theatrics to make The Law entertaining. The Socratic
method of dissecting cases by having law teachers bombard hapless
students with legal riddles likewise leans heavily on the teacher’s
ability to entertain, especially since so many students have trouble
seeing how Socratic inquiries are teaching them anything. Socratic
questioning, by yielding so few solid answers, ironically proves, by
indirection, that the life of The Law is, as Holmes told us, not ver-
bal arithmetic but subtle politics.**®

The Socratic trial by query has in recent years lost some of its
acclaim. In truth, the Socratic professor’s habit of delivering a ton
of questions to every pound of answers has always received mixed
student reviews. Professors on their part have a sort of Hobson’s
choice. They can deliver the traditional lecture on historical
trends in rules and the exceptions to the rules; but in so doing the
lecturer risks mass boredom, plus giving the impression that The
Law is driven solely by doctrine. On the other hand, Professor Soc-
rates can toss out unanswerable questions, but then students begin
to wonder if opinions are bottomed on anything but quicksand. A
third, and increasingly popular technique, is for law teachers to
play Socrates part of the time and to lecture part of the time, hop-
ing to find a happy medium.

Modermn law professors differ from their nineteenth-century
predecessors mainly with respect to legalreligious conviction. A
law professor from the 1890s, brought back to life and reinstalled
at his lectern, would sound much jike the modem law school lec-
turer or Socrates impersonator. Yet, as an exponent of legal sci-
ence, our bom-again professor would more likely be sincere in his
affirmations of the rule of law, less Likely to be, in the modern fash-
ion, of limited faith in the possibility of reasoned neutral decision.

Law teachers today, more attuned to the chameleonic nature
of legal concepts, most likely view the stolid body-of-rules version of
The Law as a useful myth. Modern law teachers study at universi-
ties where at least rivalets of legal realism flow steadily into the
mainstream of legal thougbt. The professor of legal science nur
tured a faith that mechanistic legal logic would tease blackletter

116 Orver W, Houmes, Jk., Tre ComMon Law 1 {1881).
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truth from the casebook; today's mainstream law professor, af-
flicted like Oliver Wendell Holmes with the age’s skepticism about
systems of thought, struggles to keep some semblance of the legal
faith.

For Hoimes, the age of science brought into question many
old faiths, including faith in the lawyer’s bag of principles as a bet-
ter guide to government than the intuitions and policy planning of
political men.®” Holmes, a Boston lawyer and briefly a professor
at Harvard- Law who mixed with the literary and intellectual elite
on Beacon Hill, wrote famous articles about legal myth and legal
reality, and became a justice on both the Massachusetts and U.S,
Supreme Courts.!*® Holmes, moreover, took his scientific method
hiterally. Holmes tested Langdell’s ethereal body-ofrules against
the empirical data of the sensory world outside the law lbrary, and
found the established legal faith wanting.

Partly due 1o the influence of Holmes and later adherents to
the experience-notlogic school, casebooks today offer many opin-
ions that, although continuing to pay homage to logic and prece-
dent, also look to Holmesian “experience.” In the case of modern
opinion-writers, the metaphysics of the nineteenth-cenwury lawyer
is often leavened with down-to-earth realism about judicial discre-
tion and the need to shape decision to meet current political ex-
pectations. Holmesian “experience,” in other words, generates an
unruly subtext ranning through The Law’s rule-infested text,

In sum, Holmes and his realist followers have imported into
the lawyers’ inner sanctum the torchlight of skepticism - and The
Law has had to make adjustments. With much of the old formalist
magic gone, legalism has become less a thecsophy and more of a
practical means for using experience to shape future legal-political
directions. All this makes The Law more human, and makes law
study, given the dearth of structure absent tue rules, more of a
course in judicial politics.

In any event, the current mixture of legal science and legal
realism makes for much incongruity in the law schools, where the
intellectual descendants of Langdell and Holmes persist in looking
at The Law through first one end of the microscope, and then the
other. Many law teachers over the years, seeking relief from doctri-
nal fog, have tried to step back and impose some over-arching the-
ory - of economics or moral philosophy or political science —
onto the legal system. Perceptive students will be atruned to such

117 See Holmes, supra note 1, at 457, 469,
118 Liva Baxer, THE JUSTICE YROM Bracon Hirr 68, 188, 190, 273, 557 (1991).
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nuances of the modern legal mind as it attempts to come up with
reasons to explain the work of the courts. This brings us to legal
reasoning, that step-child of legal logic, the focal point of casebook
studies and the subject of the next section.

V. LecalL Reasonmng — Anp Oruer Diryy STORIES
A.  The Unaccompanied Suitcase Case

Legal reasoning is the polite, Law-abiding name given to lawy-
erly wrangling. In its casebook version, such disputation is called
the opinion of the court. When an appellate lawyer performs legal
reasoning, a brief is born. Legal reasoning is how legalists extract
from the clutches of The Law the prepackaged answers to lawsuit
issues. l.egal reasoning, with its indefatigable redefining of terms
and citing of look-alike cases, produces what lawyers call reasoned
decision. John Quincy Adams called legal reasoning “law logic—
an artificial system of reasoning, exclusively used in courts of jus-
tice, but good for nothing anywhere else.”®  Legal reasoning,
then, is to courtroom government what powerful mediane is to
witch doctors: it’s the stuff of legitimation.

Reasoning as lawyers and judges reason is how The Law moves
smoothly from here to there in the guise of a disinterested search
for legal correctness. Legal reasoning reinforces the idea that The
Law is self-contained and needs no advice from interdisciplinary
outsiders. As guardians of legal orthodoxy, we lawyers are both
beneficiaries and victims of the smokescreen of legal reasoning
that hides the political nature of what courts do. We are benefi-
ciaries because we sell our legal reasoning to a public devoted to
The Law’s fabled neutrality; we are victims because of the bad
press given lawyers when legal reasoning is exposed as verbal
camouflage.

Reading case after case for three years equips the dedicated
law student to imitate the lawyerjudge in proving, by a careful jux-
taposition of maxim, precept, and doctrine, that a borse chestnut is
in fact a chestnut borse. Students learn to spin, that is, a legalistic
web connecting the legal maxim of the moment with either deci-
sion A or its opposite B, or even Cor D, in any case using the tricks
of the legal trade to divert attention from the fact that legal reason-
ing, at bottom, has a leak. The proof of this leakage lies buried I
every case in the casebook. Reading each opinion's generalizations
carefully — and skeptically — reveals that the most legal of words,

19 Tue Quorasie Lawver 269 (David 8. Shrager & Elizabeth Frost, eds, 1986).
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no matter how carefully arranged, cannot alone do the tough ap-
pellate job of deciding between A and B As an example of the
“chestnut horse” nature of legal reasoning, consider the following
hypothetical airline crash case, one patterned closely on actual
hitigation. *?°

An international treaty covering suits against international air-
iines limits the damages collectible by a passenger injured in a
crash {or by the family of a deceased passenger) to, say, $75,000.
But there’s an exception to this $75,000 damages limit. If a litigant
passenger, instead of claiming airline Negligence, ¢an tie her inju-
res to an airline tort of Willful Misconduct, the ceiling on damages
goes way up.’?!  So what happens, legally, if Pan Globe Airlines’s
security measures go awry and, contrary to regulations, a stray suit-
case, unaccompanied by a passenger, finds its way onto a flight
from London to New York, and the stray suitcase conceals a terror-
ist’s bombe

Pan Globe of course did not purposefully accommodate the
terrorist whose bomb, alas, explodes in flight over the Adantic.
The unaccompanied suitcase got on the flight without Pan Globe
officials knowing it was a stray. So, one might well assume that Pan
Globe’s liability, if any, would be limited to a Negligence award of
$75,000 per passenger. Yet Pan Globe and its lability insurance
company may, thanks to the elusiveness of legal reasoning (and to
a legal systern geared to compensating some accident victims hand-
somely), wind up on the liability end of a Willful Misconduct Jaw-
suit. This means that despite the international treaty’s damages
ceiling, Pan Globe crash victims and their relatives stand to cojlect
millions.

Willful Misconduct, an intentional tort, and Negligence, an
unintentional tort, clearly belong to separate legal camps. The
idea behind the international treaty on airline crashes is to en-
courage passengers to rely on flight insurance for big-bucks com-
pensation for accidental {(unintentional) injury or death, even
though attributable to airline Negligence., Only in Wiliful Miscon-
duct cases is the airline to lose its treaty ceiling on tort damages.

This division between unintentional accidents and intentional
injury, as we saw with Negligence and Battery earlier, is easy to

120 See Arnold H. Lubasch, Pan Am is Held Lighle by Jury in ‘$8 Explosion, NY. TiMES,
July-—11, 1892, at A3, A2,

123 Convention for the Unification of Certain Rules Relsting to International
Transportztion by Air, Oct. 12, 1929, 49 Stzt. 3000, T.8. No. 876 {hereinafter The
Wgaérsaw Convention]; fr re Afr Disaster at Lockerbie, Scotland, 928 F.2d 1267 {24 Cir.
1981).
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blur. “Intentional” is in the forefront of that long list of legal
words with variable meanings. And for blurring the line between
accidental and intentional injury, nothing does the job quite so
well as a good dose of legal reasoning.

Now, blurring doctrinal distinctions and fomenting ambiguity
by severing connections between words and their meanings may
sound sinister. But lawyers and judges who bend doctrine 1o favor
airfine accident victims in cases such as the terrorist’s bomb are, in
a sense, servants of the people. In recent decades, with the univer-
sal presence of liability insurance, Americdns have clearly favored
liberal expansion of tort Hability ~ especially where corporate de-
fendants, presumably with deep, cash-laden pockets, are involved.
Legal reasoning, then, can be an instrument of public service in
recasting the meaning of “intentional” so that widespread pro-pas-
senger sympathies in the Pan Globe case can be satisfied. To putit
another way, legal reasoning is the mechanism that allows the law-
yers for Pan Globe passengers, with the help of an accommodating
judge, to do an end-run around the international treaty’s limit on
accidental damages. In such a manner does the common law ac-
commodate iself to shifts in public opinion. Some may see this as
unseemly; others call it justice.

The judicial end-run around the §75,000-per-accident Liability
ceiling takes place by virtue of cleverly worded instructions to the
jury regarding Pan Globe’s slip-up allowing the stray suitcase onto
the doomed airplane. Remember, this is a jury typically inclined to
award damages to badly injured accident victims. Notwithstanding
The Law's claims to political impartiality, sympathy clearly plays a
role in the way judge and jury administer the tort system. In Pan
Globe-type disasters, even though terrorists plant the bombs, sym-
pathetic juries instinctvely favor forcing airlines to compensate
crash victims and their families handsomely — if only The Law can
supply 2 method. And here, in a slippery jury instruction defining
Willful Misconduct, a federal court provides the method:

Willful misconduct is the intentional performance of an act with

knowledge that performance of that act will probably result m

injury or damage - or it may be the intentional performance of

an act in such a manner as to imply disregard of the probable

consequences of the performance of the act.®

Note that in this jury instruction the normal meaning of Willful

{(intentional wrongdoing) is shunted off, like an empty railroad car, t©
a side track. The emphasis is subtly shifted away from any knowing

122 Laubasch, supra note 120, at A2,
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transgression perpetrated by Pan Globe. The instructing judge
turned the treaty’s notion of intentional wrongdoing into something
like unintentional Negligence. Under this instruction, “intentional
wrongdoing” is so watered down that Pan Globe’s perhaps miserly hir-
ing of only two rather than three security guards may become the “in-
tentional performance of an act in such a manner as to imply
disregard of the possible consequences™® — and so trigger huge
Willful Misconduct awards unencumbered by the $75,000 treaty limit.

Note that the jury instruction suggests the probabiiities of an acci-
dent, as in “probably result in injury” and “imply disregard of the
probable consequences.” The judge’s language on probability mimics
Negligence law in which Negligent conduct is defined as unreasonably
unsafe conduct, the “probable consequences” of which is injury.
Given this transformation of Willful Misconduct into mere Negli-
gence, it's litde wonder that a jury facing the grieving families of 260
dead passengers, and a defendant airline that cut costs by skimping on
security guards, can find Willful Misconduct in an unaccompanied
suitcase. ‘

This recasting of Willful Misconduct to include unintentional ac-
cidents is a prime example of the power of legal reasoning. Legal
reasoning, despite some fancy talk about deductive and inductive
mental gymnastics, is almost always nothing more than plain ordinary
reasoning, some of it sensible; some of it nonsensical, but in any event
common to lawyer and nonlawyer alike. In other words, adding the
prefix “legal” to “reasoning” does not transform the commonplace
into the uncommon gem of the first water. In fact, if there is anything
unique about legal reasoning, it is in how legal terms are so constantly
being adjusted to fit different settings by being outfitted with altered
definitions. -

One of the early disappointments that confronts firstyear stu-
dents is how often the law dictionary proves unhelpful in deciphering
an opinion’s legal concepts. Legal concepts are fragile constructs that
are prey to changes in the wind; legal words such as Intent and Juris-
dictional, given fixed meanings, would lose their usefuiness in legal
reasoning. Legal combatants, when forced into a corner, tend to treat
the meanings behind legal labels much like a railroad ticket. good for
this trip only.

Lawyers whose clients are in a bind urge upon the courts slightly
outlandish definitions of Willful Misconduct, Battery, Due Process, or
whatever. The common law, like the U.S. Constitution, sheds its skin

i%3 Labasch, supra note 120, at A2,
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and grows a new one occasionally, in part by a process of endorsing
newly-minted definitions of legal concepts. The firstyear contracts
casebook underscores this game of revolving definitions with its sales
contract case that asks what the contract in question means where it
reads “chicken.”?* The buyer in the case, 25 noted earlier, contracted
to buy “chickens,” but what the buyer more partcularly wanted, but
failed to spell out, was youhg fryers. When the seller delivered ma-
ture, tootough-tofry hens, the dissatisfied buyer made a federal case
out of the meaning of “chicken.”***

*  Legalistic chicken debate is of course the sort of thing that gets
students of The Law laughed at in movies and books, Lawyers, despite
appearances, are even able to laugh at theinselves when their jargon
erupts inte absurdity. We lawyers couldn’t live with ourselves and our.
legalese if we didn’t make jokes to release some of the hot air in legal
discourse. Examples of this anxiety-reducing humor are the make-be-
lieve opinions that circulate around law schools. One such mock judi-
¢ial .opinion, written for legal laughs, concerns a regulation banning
horses from a city park. The issue in the opinion, which the mock
court, with a straight judicial face, answers “yes,” is whether a bird can,
under some circumstances, be deemed a “horse.” The power of legal
reasoning is such that turning a bird into a horse is only slightly be-
vond the pale.

Another aspect of lawyerly reasoning is the lawyer’'s use of the
legal fiction device, a sort of half-baked logic reminiscent of the kind
that deters flat earth people from riding off into the sunset. This is
the type of logic that once caused common law judges to decree that
when a man and a woman marry, they merged into a single male en-
tity in the eye of The Law, meaning the husband controlied all marital
assets. Reasoning of the same sort resulted in the old common law
fiction that a woman, becaus¢ she possesses the requisite female
plumbing, is presumed capable of giving birth no matter how ad-
vanced her age. A more up-to-date example of this black-is-white rea-
soning is the way judges avoid language in worker's compensation
statutes denying compensation to the families of workers who commit
Jjob-related suicide. Suicide, reasons the legalist, is willful self-extinc
tion. But since workers who kill themselves are obviously thinking ab-
normally, they must lack the brain power to be willful Since,
therefore, these suicidal workers only wunwillfully killed themselves,

124 Eg, Basic CoNTRACT Law, supra note 55, at 385 (citing Frigaliment Importing
Co.v. BN.S. In'l Corp., 190 F. Supp. 116 (1360)).
125 Frigaliment Importing Co,, 190 F. Supp. at 116.
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compensation benefits, despite the statutory bar in suicide cases, are
due. Suicide, in other words, in Law, is only sometimes fatal,

Such make-believe extends even into constitutional interpreta-
tion. The Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, written
1o bolster the freedom of freed siaves, is today given such an imagina-
tive reading that corporate America is turned into a Fourteenth
Amendment “person” and given a full measure of Due Process protec-
tion.’®® Then there’s that most amazing, and most resilient, legal fic-
tion, one that pervades all legal life, none other than its honor — The
Law.

Some of the above examples of the illogic of lawyerly logic are
admittedly extreme. But not outragecusly so, considering the illogic
of attaching a Willful Misconduct label worth millions to a lonely suit-
case that security guards inadvertently failed to connect up to a board-
ing passenger. Recall also the Peg v. Piemetype suit in which a
criminal statute can control case resuits even though the stamze’s
drafters never dreamed they were writing civil tort law.

A related use of legal logic that is too logical by half occurs in
situations where the legislature obviously intends to regulate activities
A through Z but through an obvious oversight omits activity ¢ from
the text of the statute. A court that reasons with a legal vengeance will
take the legislature at its literal, if misspoken word, and refuse to bring
{ within the statutory regulation. We call this exclusion of () a form
of legal reasoning, although remember that such dogged logic is not
exclusively legal, as can be seen in the case of fundamentalist Protes-
tant sects that ban pianos from their churches. The Biblical basis for
banning instramental music is fraught with legalistic reasoning: since
New Testarnent descriptions of early Christians at worship mention no
instrumental music, it follows, as does night the day, that God intends
that Christians worship a cappelia.

Professor Steven Burton illustrates how far legal reasoning has
fatlen from its scientific days in the legal laboratory. Burton finds rea-
soning by example and other such traits of the legal mind “useful,”
but I gather not terribly so:

{Llegal reasoning in the analogical form remains the underly-

ing mode of thought. .. . [TThe combination of analogical and

deductive forms of reasoning is useful in many cases but does

not [alone] solve the problem . ... One cannot conclude that

fegal reasoning really is analogical. Nor can one conclude that

legal reasoning really is deductive. In some respects it is both,
and in some respects it is neither. . . . Even if legal reasoning “is

126 See Santa Clara County v. Southern Pac. R.R,, 118 U.S. 394 (1886),
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not capabie of founding exact logical conclusions,” its interpre-

tative method should be understood fully before the implica-

tions for legitimacy are evaluated.??”

You see the perils of trying to put legal reasoning in capsule form.
1t’s more helpful simply to point, as legal educators do, to what law
yers do in practice and stick a “legal reasoning” fabel on it. Nobody
has ever worked out a sweeping theory about how reasoning by exarmn-
ple and all the rest actually work. Lawyers in this respect are like those
novelists who confess to little understanding of how they create their
art.

All this inexactness about legal reasoning hits firstyear students
hard when they inidally try to fit casebook cases into some kind of
order worthy of the name “precedent.” If the rule of law is truly a
system of rules in which like cases are decided alike, the student needs
to know how to tell which cases are alike and therefore fit under a
single rule. So why don’t law professors spell out the analogical-de-
ductive-inductive-cornmon sense mode of legal reasoniing that will en-
able students to distinguish- the cases that fit under rule A from those
that fit under rule B?

B. Analogical Reasoning
Analyzing casebook opinions and writing student briefs in-

27 SrevEN | BURTON, AN INTRODUCTION TO Law anp LEcai Reasonmne 82-84
{1985}, Also of interest to law students is Epwarp H. Lrvi, An Intropucrion To
Lecar, Reasonmne (1949). Lev illustates the peculiar nawre of legal reasoning by
tracing the decline and fail of the old rule exempting manufacturers from liability to
consumers for injuries caused by Negligentlyproduced products. Jd. at 927, What
happened was that the common law gave birth in the mid-1800s to 2 tny excepton to
the then-bedrock ride of manufacturer nonliability for injuries caused by defective
prodocts carelessly made. The tiny exception was a sub-rule permiuing Negligence
awards against manufacturers and dismibutors of certain Inherently Dangerous prod-
ucts, loaded guns, for instance. Over the years, this subrule’s list of Inherently Dan-
gerous items was expanded. Initislly. 2 bottle of mislabeled poison purchased at retail
triggered distributor liability, Then later, defective guns and hair wash gained Inher
ently Dangerous status; eventually the circle of Inherently Dangerous items widened
to include defective scaffolds, coffee urns, and aerated bottles. By 1916, the New York
Court of Appeals had opened the Inherently Dangerous window so wide that Buick
Motor Company was deemed vulnerable to the Negligence suit of a Buick owner in-
Jjured because of a defective wheel. MacPhemon v, Buick, 111 N E. 1050 (NY. 1916).
The circle was now complete. The original ruie of noniiability began with a defec
tively constructed wooden coach, Winterbottom v. Wrighs, 152 Eng. Rep. 402 (1842),
and, in less than a century, swallowed its tail by recognizing 2s an Inherently Danger.
ous exception another coach in the shape of a Buick car afflicted with a defective
wooden wheel, The sub-rule aliowing limited manufacturer liability had thus ex-
panded until, washed down with legal reasoning, it swallowed the parent rule of nonii-
ability, This brand of legai reasoning can also be called an instmdonal change of
mind about the politics of tort Kability.
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volves heavy doses of lining up precedent cases arguably similar to
the case at hand. Dissimilar cases, which are the cases that strike
the legal reasoner as analogical mismatches, are thrown on the
scrap heap of casesnot-on-point. The Roe v. Wade pro-abortion de-
cision,*® for instance, is deemed by the Supreme Court to bear a
likeness to the Court’s earlier case of Griswold v. Conmecticut.’®®
The Roe Court explained that Griswold is “similar” because the jus-
tices in Griswold, by ruling that states can’t bar married couples
from using contraceptives, recognized a constitutional Right Of
Privacy; and since child-bearing is likewise a private sexual matter,
it follows that Roe is also a Right Of Privacy case, and, therefore,
governed by the Griswold privacy precedent.!®

This reasoning by analogy is a far ay from science. -S4ll, if
legal reasoners are, as is usual, representatives of a class that shares
pretty much the same cultural and social values, such intuitive rea-
soning by example works as a way of thrashing out minor differ
ences and ensuring minimal consistency in legal ordering. The
trouble comes, as in the instance of Roe v. Wade, when pro-choice
and pro-life forces raise the level of discord to the point that ana-
logical reasoning about metaphysical privacy rights is too frail a ves-
sel for carrying the contending arguments.

Consider the classroom hypothetical known to all torts stu-
dents in which a stranger on a bridge ignores the cries of a swim-
mer drowning in the river below. The stranger, by tossing a handy
life buoy to the swimmer, could easily prevent the drowning. Yetin
a Negligence suit against the heartless stranger, legal custom says
the deferndant stranger is not lable, no damages are due.’®
Before we ponder what cases are similar and therefore controlled
by the stranger-on-thebridge case, we need to think about what
words to use in stating the no-dutyto-rescue rule of this drowning
case.

Here are three possible ways to state the holding in a drown-
ing case in which the heartless stranger escapes tort fiability: (1)
refusal by a stranger to rescue a swimmer is no tort; {2) refusal by
either a stranger or a friend to rescue a swimmer is no tort; (3)
refusal to rescue, whatever the relationship or context, is no tort.

Each time the rule moves, from (1) to (3,), up 2 rung on the
ladder of abstraction, the breadth of the rule expands. Thus, ver-

328 410 178, 118 (1978).

129 381 11.8. 479 {1965}.

180 Roe, 410 1.5, at 15256 (citing Griswold, id.}.
181 KEETON ET Al., supre note 69, at 375-82.




B2 NEW YORK CITY LAW REVIEW [Vol 1:5

sion (3) of the norescue rule covers all reluctant rescaers whatever
the circumstances. So which-of these rules negating Negligence
hability for the stranger on the bridge is the “correct” rule for pur-
poses of precedent? To put it another way, is the case of the stran-
ger on the bridge similar or dissimilar, for purposes of precedent,
to the case of the friend on the bridge? And what if the friend
pushed the swimmer into the river?

Here we come to the crux of the problem of reasoning our
way to an answer about when cases belong under the same rule —
when, that is, the similarities between the cases are more important
than the differences. The awful truth is that we lawyers lack any
finely tuned way of grouping similar cases and distinguishing dis-
similar cases. The Law runs out of rules just when a rule is most
needed for identifying case differences that are important. Thus,
lawyers must, in the absence of meaningful guidelines for distin-
guishing cases, play it largely by ear.

A law teacber challenging z class to state with legal finality
whether case A is like case B is being disingenuous. The law
teacher knows that legal finality in such matters isn’t in the cards.
Yet by struggling to make case B look like case 4, students sharpen
their skills at argument by analogy.

Students, facing daily the task of distinguishing cases, learn
that the system of precedent is elastic. Lawyers can, by distinguish-
ing B from A, foster change; or by analogizing A and B, maintain
the status quo. it all depends on whether the rule of case A is
stated broadly or narrowly. What lawyers and judges do constantly
is whittle down the ancient facts of case A to fashion a new and
narrower holding; or, on the other hand, they restate in grander
form the old holding in case A to cover a broader range of facts.
An example of the latter would be to revise the no-duty-to-rescue
rule covering strangers by couching the holding in more general
terms so that it absolves non-rescuing friends from liability as well.

Legal reasoning, then, is no formula for extracting “correct”
holdings or identifying sure-fire “like” cases. Identifying precedent
cases comes close to being a matter of intuition; justice is in this
sense the outcome of judicial hunches. Looked at as pure cere-
mony, legal reasoning at least gives the system of precedent its sem-
blance of inevitability. lLegal reasoning helps judges dress
decisions in logical wrappings, and at the same time avoid being
hog-tied on other occasions by the restraints of backward-looking
precedent.

Getting back to the stranger on the bridge, suppose the stran-

PP |
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ger is a doctor who neglects to voluntarily treat a swimmer merely
injured. Tort doctrine, again, contains no firm criteria for nailing
down whether this uncaring doctor belongs in the same pigeon-
hole with the lay stranger in the no-liability drowning case. Prece-
dent’s flawed underpinnings is a major reason why learning The
Law is in the end learning a process and language of decision in
which rules play a limited role.

Skepticism about The Law's claims to airtight reasoning and
pristing neutrality, though as old as the hills, was relatively muted
in the U.S. until the Great Depression spawned the New Deal era
of radical legal transformation. This was when the pre-1937 US.
Supreme Court read the US. Constitution to stifle government
regulation of business. This laissezfaire version of The law
blocked, for a time, Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New Deal regulatory
programs, and the conservative justices found themselves no
longer “above the fray”; their robes could no longer conceal the
pre-1937 Court’s conservative political role. As a result, The Law’s
reputation for deathless logic and political abstinence took a beat-
ing from whbich it has never recovered.’®®

New Deal lawyers and law professors critical of a then-con-
servative judiciary went public in the 1980s with the charge that
Supreme Court justices were, always had been, and would by neces-
sity always be, political animals. Leftleaning legal realists pointed
out that it wasn't the objective imperatives of legal doctrine, but
right-wing politics that prompted the Court’s pre-1937, anti-New
Deal rulings.’®® This revelation in the 1930s of the political atmos-
phere from which judges, no matter how learned or elevated, can
escape, was the springboard for this century’s legal realist move-
ment. The lesson was that judges, like the Wizard of Oz,'®* should
be judged not on how much fog they produce, but on how wisely
they govern. The Wizard of Oz, the little old man who behind his
curtain cranked out impressive clouds of smoke, was unable,
though a good man at heart, to perform magic.’®® Judges likewise
lack extraordinary powers, surmised New Deal legal realists. The
claim that only high court judges are fit to reveal constitutional
truth will never again find the ready acceptance it once did.

132 Ser Frep RODELL, Niwg Men: A POrricar FIsToRy OF TiE SUPREME COURT FROM
1700 to 1955, ch, 7 (1955},

138 Lavrence H. Trisz, AvEricaN ConsTiTomionan Law 7 {24 ed. 1988).

134 Tue Wzard oF Oz, supra note 22.

385 THE Wizard ofF O, supra note 22,
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. The Abortion Case

High court judges chumn out opinions not because of a felt
need for selfrevelation, but because we-the people insist that
judges account for their actions by “proving” they conform 10 the
rule of law. This “proof,” however, cannot be produced in any fully
satisfying intellectual sense. Toe much is asked of legal reasoning,
prompting skeptics such as Ambrose Bierce 1o compose wicked
lines such as “fa] lawyer [is] one skilled in <ircumvention of the
Taw 7188 :

Few in the legal community wish to disabuse the laity of its
idealized model of reasoned decision. Parading a distinctively
legal mode of reasoning, even if the distinctively legal is oversold, is
deemed by the legal faithful a legitimate way to assure the public
that judges are made of better stuff than the legislators who must
cast votes without the aid of The Law. Faith, as the Bible says, is the
evidence of things not seen, the substance of things hoped for.’®”

The Supreme Court’s famous, or infamous, Roe v. Wade injunc-
tion against the states from putting severe restrictions on the abor-
tion option is an example of legal reasoning heavily wedded to
faith,**® This is not to say that freedom of choice is wrong or that
the Court acted extradudicially in tying the hands of prolife state
legislatures. Putting aside the ultimate political and moral merits
of Roe, the Court’s pro-abortion opinion in that controversial case
is a prime example of the fancy footwork that, in theland of legal
legerdemain, we call legal reasoning.

The burden of Ree's majority opinion is to tie the justices’ pro-
choice, anti-states’ rights theme to a piece of the Constitution. Un-
able to agree precisely on a constitutional rationale, the justices
point variously in Eoe to the Bill of Rights as well as to the “liberty”
protected by the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment.'®® The Bill of Rights, those original ten amendments to the
Constitution, are of course restrictions on Congress and not on
state legislatures. As for the Due Process Clause, the post-Civil War
Fourteenth Amendment was aimed principally at insuring former
slaves their civil rights. So, how can legal reasoning tie either the
Bill of Rights or the Fourteenth Amendment to freedom to choose
abortion?

Mainstream constitutional reasoning gets windy here, so hold

186 AmnroseE BrErce, THE Devil’s Dicrionary 187 (1911).
137 Hebrews 11:1.

138 Ser Roe, 410 ULS. 118 (19739).

139 14, at 176-77, 185-89, 192-95.
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on to your hats. ¥For some time now the Court has ruled that state
as well as federal legislators are barred from legislating away civil
liberties protected by the Bill of Rights. And the constitutional rea-
soning for saying state legislatures must genuflect to the Bill of
Rights hinges on the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment. Here’s the legal history leading up to Roe v. Wade

The Supreme Court reread, after World War I, the Four
teenth Amendment’s promise that “liberty” can be restrained by
the states only under “due process” procedures, and found fresh
meaning. This midcentury revisionist Court reading expands the
nineteenth-century abolitionists’ notion of “hiberty” to include
most of the original Bill of Rights freedoms; this means the Bill of
Rights is today‘a limit on state, as well as congressional, action. Not
only that, but once the Court freed the “liberty” concept of its Civil
War ties, the justices felt free to add freedoms not mentioned in
the Bill of Rights to the list of Fourteenth Amendment limitations
on state legislatures.

This Due Process legal reasoning so far comes to this: the
original intent of the framers of the Constitution and its amend-
ments doesn’t alone control the Court’s reading; and Due Process
“liberty” is elastic enough to permit reading into it the Bill of
Rights, plus other freedoms from government restraint that five of
nine lawyers sitting on the high court think fining. But how about
a freedom 10 abort - and the fact that the Constimution is, as is so
often the situation in constitutional litigation, silent on the subject?

Here again legal reasoning is up to the challenge of finding a
constitutional niche for Roe. The constitutional niche central to
Roeis ajudicial creation called a Right Of Privacy. As noted earlier,
a Right Of Privacy, not in word but in spirit, was discovered in the
Fourteenth Amendment years ago'®® when, during the Warren
Court era, the justices told Connecticut in the Griswold case that its
ban on contraceptives was unconstitutiohal. Yet, many are troubled
by the fact that we have a Constitution mute as to both abortion
and privacy righis.

Lawyers in debate often argue, though usually with little effect,
that where the Constitution is silent on a subject, that subject is no
proper concern of the Constitution and its caretaker justices. The
text of the Constitution lacks explicitness about the abortion ques-
tion, and so, say legal reasoners for right-toifers, the justices over-
step themselves by removing state bars against abortion. The same

149 Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 1.8, at 485,
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“silence” argument, by the way, would negate many of the current
Court’s “liberty” readings, including the Court’s requirement of
free counsel for indigent criminal defendants: the Constitution’s
text stops short of promising free counsel, and so for the justices to
read freg into the text is, arguably, out of bounds.

This silent-Constitution Jogic carried to the next step would
grant state governments an escape from Court oversight on issues
of free speech and free exercise of religion — this because the
Constitution’s text nowhere says straight-out that state govern-
ments cannot censor speech or regulate religious practices. The
ultimate silent-Constitution claim concerns the Constitution’s em-
barrassing failure to name Supreme Court justices as the final fed-
eral arbiter of the meaning of the Constitution’s vague and
ambiguous words. But for almost two centuries Marbury v
Madison’s'® declaration of judicial supremacy has sounded loud
and clear despite a silent Constitution. Lawyers in the next century
will no doubt continue to make silent-Constitution arguments, but
will do so knowing a silent text often speaks in a shout.

Meanwhile, in decisions such as Griswold and Rog, the justices
shift attention away from the Constitution’s failure to treat sexual
privacy explicitly by spodighting. Fourteenth Amendment open-
ended “liberty” and “due process.” Boiled down, Griswold and Roe
rest on the general idea that Due Process promises individual fres-
dom, including a freedom from “liberty”-denying restrictions on sex-
ual privacy. More particularly, some of the Griswold justices found
a Right Of Privacy in the marriage bed to be a part of the “liberty”
that Fourteenth Amendment Due Process puts outside the reach of
state legislatures.’*® These justices read “liberty” broadly enough to
reach the marriage bed without calling on the Bill of Rights for
help. Other Griswold justices found a Right Of Privacy lurking in
the Bill of Rights as a sort of silent partner to the explicit Free
Speech, Free Press, and (freedom from) Unreasonable Searches
provisions previously incorporated into the Fourteenth Amend-
ment.*** From Griswold’slegal reasoning the jump to Reewas easy.

The legal reasoning underlying Roe, couched in the lawyer’s
traditional “obviously” mode, can be summed up this way: the con-
cept of Fourteenth Amendment “liberty” standing either alone, or
in conjunction with the Bill of Rights’ freedoms otherwise grafted
onto the Fourteenth Amendment, obviously suggests sufficient

141 5 {18, (T Cranch) 187 {1803),
142 Grisweld, 381 U.S, at 486.
45 Id. at 486 {Goldberg, ]. concurring).
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concern for an individual's interest in privacy and autonomy to
support an implied Right Of Privacy; this implied Right Of Privacy
was the constitutional foundation for the Griswold v. Connacticut de-
cision killing a state ban on contraceptives; Roe v. Wade is “like”
Griswold in that both cases involve sexual intimacy; the Right Of
Privacy recognized in Griswold thergfore extends to the sexual inti-
macy central to the abortion question posed by Rog and so forth
{more on Roe’s legal foundation in Section IX's look at constitu-
tional law).

Equally reasonable legal arguments contrary to Roe’s majority
raling can be and are made, For'instance, there’s the argument
that Roeis quite “unlike” Griswold in that only Roee involves a fetus.
But such arguments simply prove the point that legal reasoning,
like legal doctrine in general, does not dictate appellate results.
Legal reasoning can only help judges choose between competing
precedents. Reliance on past trends of decision does, however,
feed experience and structure into the courtroom mix, and is a
powerful debating point. But, in the end that’s all precedentis: a
debating point! Law school’s lesson is, again, that to write down
The Law of the appellate courts is to write in the sand.

‘Given the failure of the rale of law to rule us by words alone,
cases consequently must be decided ultimately on extralegal — so-
cial and moral — grounds. Knowing early in law school how short
The Law falls in keeping judges above the fray permits budding
legalists to focus more energies on the moral-poliical-economic
consequences of legal operations. Law, seen as social engineering,
invites into legal learning and practice 2 needed concern for realis-
tic techniques for dealing with the political element in judicial gov-
ernance. The deficiencies inherent in legal reasoning leave a
vacuum to be filled, with the insights and methods of political sci-
ence, economics, psychology, and statistics.

Vi Torrs In A DeviL’'s NuTsSHELL
A.  Modern Rise Of Negligence Doclrine

The following sketch of firstvear tort$ shows newcomers to
lawspeak the bare bones of personal injury law. Any other firstyear
subject would do as well for a general introduction to the legal
mind-set. The vocabularies of firstyear torts, contracts, property,
and procedure vary, but the undcﬂymg legal process by which doc-
trine and judicial discretion merge into courtroom decision is simi-
lar whatever the legal field.

This unifying legal process explains why law students can an-
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swer bar exam questions on subjects not studied in law school
learning to talk the language of torts is a language skill readily
transferable to wills, evidence, - and even The Law of oil and gas.
Law graduates preparing for a bar exam subject neglected in Iaw
school, let’s say bills and notes, need only learn 2 little bills and
notes vocabulary, and then plug these new terms into their furis
Doctor learning,

Law school’s division of legal doctrine into neatly arranged
subdivisions is slightly artificial anyway. The split of doctrine into
such topics as workers’ compensation and conflicts of laws is help-
ful in the same way that a table of contents helps bring order to a
world history text. But for the practicing lawyer, whose clients have
problems that span: the legal globe, the law school split between
torts and contracis frequently gets lost in the shuffle.

The following look at tort doctrine shuns the narrow body-of-
rules approach common to the legal encyclopedia. In avoiding the
rule-oriented approach in favor of a broader overview of the litiga-
tion process in tort law, my aim is to help beginners more quickily
cope with casebook lore. Although it’s perfectly respectable to
present torts or any other first-year subject in the form of a list of
rules and exceptions to the rules, torts is a poor subject for such
blackletter treatment. S0 unruly is personal mjury law that a stu-
dent could memorize all the docirines surrounding Negligence liti-
gation: and yet have little understanding of the complexities that
appellate judges discuss in opinions.

Historically, tort law is the new kid on the block. Property and
contract learning go almost back to disputes about who slept where
and with whom in stone age caves, Yet, even in the 1770s, when
American colonists sent British lawyers home and put judicial
robes on a homegrown set of lawyers, there was little tort law to
administer. On neither side of the Atlantic was a single treatise on
tort law published before 1850. Before 1850, say historians, Negli-
gence was the merest dot on the Jaw. '

Once upon a time, in a primitive day before there were even
doctors for tort lawyers to sue, English people made do without
tort law by arranging to have God available to judge accident cases.
God presided over what the early English called trial by ordeal, %% g
procedure through which God pointed out the wrongdoers re-

k44 See FlaLl ET AL. supra note 79, at 178-80,

145 See, ¢.g., ROBERT BARTLETY, TRIAL BY FIRE anp WaTer: THE MeDEvalL Jupicial
Orpral {1986); 3 W. Bracksrong, COMMENTARIES ON THE Laws or EncLanp 342-43
(1771
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sponsible for paying damages. In trial by ordeal, an alleged wrong-
doer was subjected to some unpieasantness, such as having an arm
immersed in boiling water.*4® If the scalded arm failed to heal, this
was God’s sign that the lame-armed litigant was indeed a wrong-
doer and Liable for damages. '’

Trial by ordeal proved satisfactory as long as people believed
that God would point out, by healing the burns of virtuous lit-
gants, the path to justice. A variation on trial by ordeal, which was
outiawed in England only in 1819,'* was called wial-by-battle. In-
stead of a contest of words, litigants fought each other with, among
other quasi-legal weapons, swords.**® The swordplay in trial by bat-
tle continued until God tired of the sport and pointed with an au-
thoritadve finger to the party at fault — the wrongdoer through
whose chest the opponent’s bloodied sword protruded.'*

Trial by swordplay in merry old England, by the way, is how
the plaintiffs’ lawyer first made his entrance. This trial-by-battle ad-
vocate was hired on as a “champion” to match swords on behalf of
his litigadng client. Today, this tort “champion” uses verbal darts
to champion the cause of the injured in adversarial common law
battle.

Not until the middle of the last century, when engines and
machines began to replace horses and buggies, did tort law, and
Negligence doctrine in particular, become a growth industy.'®
Machines, less manageable than the plodding horse, scon began to
maim and cripple people. The early railroads helped create a
strong economy, but left along their tracks thousands of injured
and dead. Victims of the new machine age increasingly looked to
the courts to ease their pains with jury awards.

Compensation under a Negligehice regime was slow, however,
in coming to accident vicims. A hundred years ago, before liability
insurance and skilled plaintiffs’ lawyers were common to the legal
scene, few accident victims won Negligence suits. And jury awards,
when granted, were modest. History reveals that nineteenth-cen-
tury trial and appellate judges resisted any large scale shifting of
personal injury costs over to railroads, factories, or other enter-
prises springing up out of the industrial revolution. The industrial
revolution after the Civil War was just beginning to get up a head

148 BarTLETT, supra note 145, at 4,

147 BarTLETT, supra note 145, at 4.

148 Spe LW. HoOLDSWORTH, A HisTORY OF Encuisy Law 308-10 ¢1969).
149 BagrieTT, supranote 145, at 110

150 BapyreTr, supra note 145, at 108,

51 BEETON ET AL, sufra note 69, at 160-61.
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of steam. Free enterprise, concluded the political, business, and
legal establishment, should be allowed to develop unfettered by
too many costly tort awards.?®?

Of course, juries sat in Negligence cases back then as they do
now, and presumnably jurors then as now felt sorry for severely in-
jured workers and others seeking accident damages. But, as this
chapter teaches, the judiciary ultimately ran the tort show, and a
conservative judiciary ran a pro-business Negligence show up until
World War II. In essefice, then, judges, by taking cases away from
juries through rulings, for instance, on the adequacy of proof, can
veto pro-plaintiff juries. The liberal exercise of this jury veto power
by business-oriented judges early in this century finally led labor
leaders to accuse these legal priests of laisserfaire capitalism of
subsidizing industry with the spilt blood of workmen.

Turn-of-the-century judges were so tough on injured employ-
ees seeking tort relief that a whole new political movement evolved.
This pro-worker movement eventually led to a parual abolition of
the tort systermn, and to replacing Negligence doctrine in the work-
place with 2 nation-wide systern-of workers’ compensation.'®®
Workers' compensation is paid to injured workers even in the ab-
sence of employer Negligence. Under workers’ compensation, any
oni-thejob injury is covered antomatically by governmentrequired,
employerfinanced insurance that pays injured workers, not mil-
lions, but most medical expenses and a big chunk of lost wages.

When, in the mid-century, political attitudes shifted, and habil-
ity (for Negligence) insurance became almost universal, defendant-
minded judges were replaced with risk-spreading, enterprise-liabil-
ity, pro-plaintiff judges. Today, as a result of a more liberal judici-
ary having invited sympathetic jurors to take charge of Negligence
awards, personal injury law works more often to compensate in-
Jjured plaintiffs.!> The extent of this turnabout in Negligence liti-
gation, which today gives the accident victim at least an even shot
at winning a jury award, is illustrated by a 1975 California case.!?

A small private plane mysteriously crashed, killing all on
board.'™® The cause of the crash, other than some suggestion that
the plane ran out of gas, remains unexplained. The families of the

182 Jron Greewn, THe Limication Process IN Torr Law 29 (24 ed. 1877).

158 Ser Renneth Vinson, Tort Reform the Old-Fashioned Way By Trial and Appellate
Judges, 1987 DET. C.L. Rev. 987.

15¢ Id 2t 989-90 n.11 {citing Report of the Tort Policy Working Group).

155 Newing v. Cheatham, 540 P.2d 83 {Cal. 1975).

156 1d ar 36.
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- dead passengers sued the estate of the aircraft’s ownerpilot."”’

The traditional common-law policy would have required plaintiffs,
before collecting tort damages, to offer some proof that the crash
was attributable to pilot error. Yet, in this California case, the es-
tate of the owner and pilot of the plane was compelled to pay dam-
ages despite the inability of anyone to explain why the plane fell
from the sky.'*® Pilot carelessness, although but one of several pos-
sibilities, was simply assumed.'®™ The California court blazed a
new legal trail by more or less relieving the plaintiff survivors of any
obligation to prove pilot error.*%

When judges of yesteryear, by rulings on evidentiary adequacy,
restrained juries from freely voting their pro-plaintiff sympathies,
business interests were thereby protected from the threat of a run
of large jury awards. Businesses are no longer insulated from tort
Hability; juries have been unleashed; businesses, when possible, buy
liability insurance protection against financial ruin. Nor are pri-
vate citizen defendants, unless protected by liability insurance, free
from the risk of ruinous liability. Many Negligence judgments, for
example, go against the individual driver of a privately or company-
owned automobile. (Intentional torts, by the way, are not the
bread and butter of trial lawyers; although victims of Assault, Bat-
tery, False Imprisonment, and Wrongful Infliction Of Mental Dis-
tress may have good daims, such victims often must suffer an
intentional wrongdoer who lacks reachable assets and whose Jiabil-
ity insurance only covers Negligence judgments.)

Although auto acddent victims ordinarily sue the driver of the
other car, the real and unnamed defendant behind the scenes is
usually a Hability insurance company, the deep pocket backing up
the defendant driver. Liability insurance provides the bulk of the
money that today fuels the tort system’s lottery-like shifting of acci-
dent costs from the backs of about one out of two accident
victims, 1o!

This liability insurance money becomes available 1o pay for a
Vietim'’s injuries only in instances where the insured defendant, in
the opinion of judge and jury, has committed a Negligent act. Lia-
Piiity insurance monies, or else corporate or government reasur-
tes, are the principal sources for tort compensation for not only

“"-——_
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traffic accident victims, but also in claims involving the
most frequent victims of lawsuit-breeding accidents - ¢
of products defectively designed or manufnc!:ured, and he
patients damaged by careless medical attention, Beamc
rors have come to understand that in most personal injury
insurance company or a presumably well-heeled corpors
pay any tort awards assessed, such jurors may have foy
(other than the slight risk of prompting higher insuran
ums or consumer prices) about sticking it to the deep
defendant.

The modern unleashing of award-happy juries is jdi
tified by an unusually candid political rarionale dubbed ‘e
liability.”'®* Enterprise liability means, in the jargon o tor
ing more of the costs of accidents to business concerns o
ment entities, who presumably are good costapreaden.
spreading is done by using liability insurance and, in the
government defendants, taxes to spread accident costs wide
premium payers and axpayers.

Under enterprise (lo reading) liability, the ques
whether careiessr?c)ss causcd&s.:!:a accidgm m lill!iﬁ
the response of judge and Jjury is presumably influenced b
fendant’s ability 1o spread losses through liability imsuran
higher commodity Prices or, in the case of defendant goven
agencies, higher taxes. Spreading accident losses is beteer e
1¢s and better justice, so current theory goes, than lerving
Stophic losses upon individuals and their families™ Ax
law, in thus taking its cue from shifts in political currens, &
of living law in which judges and juries go with the flow ofp
(losshspreadz'ng) demand, defining Negligence (or Suict Lisb
frOmAcase Lo case to fit the politics of the moment

Atone time, tort law's complicated judgesndijury s
pumshmg faulty tortfeasors by forpcing thgm to puy damages
cuied mainly the trial bar. But, given the current obwesioo
o 2t the drop of a hat, the busiess communty is 2ov 2
fm;cemCd with The Law of torts, Business interests haw o
T‘;jg.}’_bom‘e the brunt of larger and more frequent juwy #

s mflation of busipess's litgation expenses cxplins the b
T =
In 8¢ L. Priest, 7%, Invention Enterprise Linhidity. A Ol 10!
&%tﬁitldmﬁg' o of Modern Tont Lm?fti J Lecar Sruo. 461 (1968); 50

: . 0 - . . w
dﬁsetffbuxe loss). 24 (discussing relacive capacity of respective pare
toy ﬁf;f &nerally Priest, Supra note 169,

O8t supra note 169,



N —————SSs

R 1996] LAW AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE 93

e cost and occasional unavailability of Hability insurance, and ex-
| plains also why the business community has Jately become a highly
visible force for legislative tort reform.'* Business-oriented re-
formers ask legislators to limit Negligence damages, tighten up on
the time allowed for filing lawsuits, require firmer proof of defend-
ant carelessness, cap plaintiff lawyers’ contngent fees, require

N more tustworthy proof of injury, and in general tinker with the

g civil jury system so that damage-suit defendants aren’t themselves

e victimized by bleeding-heart juries manipulated by the histrionics
of silver-tongued plaintiffs’ Jawve rs. %8

= There is also the more radical breed of tort reformer, found

usually on law school faculties, who argue that from the point of
2= view of accident victims, the tort system, even given the expansion

i in enterprise liability, is nevertheless an inadequate compensation
& system.'®” Radical reformers remind us that half of all accident vic-
# tims, for one reason or another, stll go uncompensated; that jury

P suits are devilishly expensive and that too little of the liability insur-

ance money actually winds up in the pockets of victims fortunate
o enough to win lawsuits; and that in any event the lawyers’ high-
priced adversarial system is a nasty, lengthy, tedious business for
litigants to have to suffer through when there are more decent

e ways to run a compensation system.'® ‘Why not, say these tort dis-
4 sidents, install a no-fauk, automatic-pay system like workers’ com-
e pensation, adapted to auto accidents and medical malpractice, and
G better designed to serve efficiently and fairly the goal of compen-
e sating for accidental personal injuries.?%

N Nonetheless, personal injury law, despite minor legislative in-

tervention of late, remains much the same common law creation it
has always been. Understanding the fault-based torts process, then,
requires an appreciation of how judge and jury, without benefit of
3 statutory guidance, determine when in fairness accident losses
3 should be shifted to a defendant. Such common law adjudication
has over the years produced a special language and a highly com-
plex procedure for dealing with car crashes, defective lawnmowers,
slips on banana peels, medical butchery, and even the launching of
a possum-playing fox.

s
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185 Vinson, supra note 153, at 990-91.
'8 Vinson, supra note 153, at 990-91.
187 Vinson, supra note 153, at 987.

'8 Vinson, supra note 153, at 987-88.

% For one of the latest in a long series of proposed no-fauit compensation
shemes see STEPHEN [V, SUGARMAxN, DOING Away wItH PERSORAL INjugry Law (3989).
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B. Litigation Process In Tort Law

As noted earlier, 1o learn that the Ncgﬁgtnce Standard
ing an auto driver’s liability for damagcg mmm.amm]
reasonable care” is to learn, given the indeterminacy of *;
able care,” very little. The complex pmcedm mortove:
judge and jury follow to pinpoint those deficent in Reag
Care further complicates the reading of the torts casebook, §
ning students too often minimize the procedural {and huma
pects of the litgation process and of appellate opiniopsr
The chief obstacie torts students must overcome is the breds

bone idea that legal mastery comes with ruledeaming alone.

Moreover, the fact that there's a separate firstyear cour
civil procedure icads overly doctrinaire students to condude
clear line exists separating trial procedure and substanive
Torts is in theory a “substantive” law course, a label sugge
large doses of meaty rules. Yet, setting the mind to look forz
substance in the flimsy doctrinal apparatus of tort litgation
handicap. Students should focus on the proceduere by which
and jury flesh out, case by case, the content of so-called sulsi
doctrines such as that of Reasonable Care. The tors ast
mainly shows careful readers the procedure through which j
and jury share the discretionary power of choosing who des
tort awards,

One famous case included in all torts casebooks welisthes
of an injured Helen Palsgraf, who failed in the 19208 towina)
ligence suit against the Long Island Railroad.'"™ Paisgre/v.
Island RRY™ §s famous because of the intricate danoe of doc
choreographed by Judges Cardozo and Andrews of the Nex}
Court of Appeals (Cardozo later became a justice on the L
Supreme Court). These wo jurists wrote majority and diser!
purons explaining to Helen Palsgraf, and to counties b

genis, how The Law and New York's highest court s
claim,

__ Like many casebook cases, the outcome in W I 55;
a close appellate vote. The case could easily hawe been

Helen pals af's favor. . st thed
oo TR I . lina g
mediate appellate coury. But, the defendant railroad's e
Severed, and at the end of the appellate line, coavinced o

v 8., Donns, gy note 64
171 162 NE. 99 (N, ?;28). '
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seven high court judges that Helen Palsgraf was a loser in the
blame game called torts.’™?

g The events that transpired long ago to cause mjury to Helen
0 Palsgraf as she waited on the Long Island Railroad platform for a
o train were, at the appellate level, undisputed.’”® Palsgraf was hurt
- when free-standing platform scales toppled over and fell on her.!™
= The scales were somehow knocked over when a package of explo-
S sives dropped by a nearby boarding passenger exploded.!” The
i unidentfied boarding passenger dropped the package when, in at-
i tempting to board a crowded and moving car, he was pushed by
e railroad employees attempting to stuff yet another body aboard the
departing train.'”®
¢ Perhaps if Helen Palsgraf could have identified the boarding
i passenger with the harmless-looking but accidentcausing package,
& her lawsuit might better have been aimed at this explosive passen-
i ger, if by chance this passenger carrying fireworks to a party had
& money in the bank to pay damages. Yet in shopping for defendants
who are neither immune from suit nor judgmentproof, plaintiffs
i such as Palsgraf often must take second choices, in this case the
= Long Island Railroad. As the case turned out, Helen Palsgraf and
i her lawyer could take solace only in Palsgraf s dissenting opinion in
which judge Andrews argued that plaindff Palsgraf was denied her
i Just financial desserts only because the Cardozo-led, pro-railroad

maority lacked keen enough insight into The Law.'7”  And it’s to
o (ardozo’s and Andrews’s insights in Palsgraf that we now turn.

G Ahead is a tangled web of legal formulas and trial procedure that,
“ when unraveled, reveals a good bit about the litigation process in
tort {from Latin, meaning twisted) law.

3 At the outset, keep in mind that the game plan for lawyers
* representing accident victims such as Helen Palsgraf is to get the

injured client’s case to a jury. The assumption among lawyers
around the courthouse is that damage-suit juries are predisposed
4 1o give pro-plaindff verdicts.'”® The defense lawyers for the rzf'ﬁw
road in Palsgraf knew this, and no doubt sought to have the trial
Judge, and later the appeals judges, bypass the jury and make the
: ultimate (pro-railroad) judgment from: the bench, And the way for

—————

2[4 at 103.

: 173 Id. 3t 99,

74 Id.

“ RER
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77 Id. at 101-105 (Andrews, ]. dissenting).
178 Ser Vinson, supra note 153, at 989 n.7.
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defense lawyers to accomplish this bypassing of the juyis ,
suade judges that a case hinges on issues of Law, the son of,
room issue to which judges alone supply answers. This it
in Palsgraf, 1o subtie legal mancuvering between opposing |
- and between Judges Cardozo and Andrews — over hoy
(Law) and jury (Fact) ought to share the power of judging |
Palsgraf’s suit for personal injuries. {Law and Fact, remembe
flexible, stick-on labels that by legal convention cany unco
tonal meanings.)
Cardozo’s opinion tells us that the wial COuRt fury that }

the story of Helen Palsgraf’s accident determined thar the i
by virtue of its employees’ efforts to crowd another

two onto a train, was Negligent.'” Based on that jury finds
what lawyers call Fact, the trial judge awarded Paligsf dan
against the railroad.'®® Since the Negligence issue is one of
and since the jury determines issues of Fact, the lawyer fi
Long Island Railroad couldn't legitimately ask an sppelite
to forthrightly second-guess the jury’s Negligence verdic. B
fense lawyers in such a situation can nevertheless attemptio¢
out of Negligence doctrine an issue of Law that delivers to the;
ciaagr an ace with which to trump a jury’s pro-plaintif Negig
card.,

Here again we find surfacing that duality ransing through

The Law. Just as legal rules tend to travel in pairs of opposiies,
for plaintiff, one for defendant, so are trial court isses of Lav;
Fact often mirror images of cach other. For example, a .
sgraf trial, after the jury's Negligence (Fact) decision propied
trial judge’s judgment for Helen Palsgraf, the railrosd's lwes
doubt appealed that judgment on grounds that Helen Fil¢
presented Insufficient Evidence (a Law question) at trial tosupp
the jury's verdict of railroad Negligence — that in other vort!
trial judge, because Negligence proof was skimpy, ought © &
Intervened and declared the defendant railroad as a maner o/
.hablht)"fret_’:. and thereby prevented Helen Palsgraf’s ase o0t
Ing to the jury. |
the 1o CUEh the jury is the official Factinder, i g
Proof 1o 3(:” 8¢'s Job to decide if the trial testimony s
cernin feate a genuine question of Fact ifdte mﬁwff
cither & possible railroad carelessness is so onesided, ot
T hugant, that the judge can see no legitimate rood

W‘;W_ I
180 7z 87af, 162 NE. ar 101
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pute over whether Negligence existed, her job is to say so and by-
pass the jury. In other words, whether Sufficient Evidence of
{Long Island Railroad} Negligence was introduced at the Palsgraf
trial to warrant giving the Negligence issue to the jury was an issue
of Law for the trial and appellate judges to ponder.

Theoretically, then, the Cardozoled Court of Appeals could
have justified its pro-railroad decision on the question-of-Law
ground that Helen Palsgraf introduced Insufficient Evidence to jus-
ufy asking the jury its opinion on railroad Negligence. Since there
i no litmus test of what constitutes Sufficient Evidence, this eviden-
tial question of Law in effect allows the judiciary wide discretion to
disregard inconvenient jury verdicts of Negligence. Judicial opin-
ions written to explain judicial vetoes on Insufficient Evidence
grounds are notorious for their opaqueness. Such opinions lean
heavily on vague boilerplate definitions of Reasonableness and
make for especially woolly reading.

Cardozo's opinion in Palsgraf, not one of his clearer literary
efforts, in fact contains language suggestive of an Insufficient Evi-
dence radonale. (Even law teachers aren’t sure what Cardozo is
saying.) Cardozo at one point argues that the railroad’s efforts to
assist the passenger carrying the explosives, even though Negligent
as to the package carrier, falls short of showing a lack of Reason-
able Care as to Helen Palsgraf.'® So it is possible to read Cardozo
here as consigning plaintff Palsgraf’s case to an Insufficient Evi-
dence grave. But the preferred reading of Palsgraf v. Leng Island
RR keys instead on two other legalisms, Duty and Proximate
Cause, Duty and Proximate Cause, like the issues of Negligence
and Insufficient Evidence of Negligence, are opposite sides of the
same coin. Duty is the Law side of the coin; Proximate cause is the
Fact side.

€. Duty Or Proximate Cause

Duty is tort law’s doctrinal doorman. When a Helen Palsgraf
knocks on the courthouse door with a Negligence damagesuit
complaint in hand, the trial judge has the discretion to immedi-
ately wave her away without further ceremony, to dismiss, without a
trial, her lawsuit in its infant (paper) stage. Trial judges who in this
way close courthouse doors declare, as a matter of Law, that the
defendant owed the injured plaintiff no Duty to exercise Reason-
able Care under the circumstances presented. This early No-Duty

181 Jd. ar 99-100.
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dismissal, for policy reasons, of a lz'st!xit means 0o day in e
the injured plaintiff. A No-Duty dismissal is the judicial methoq,
signaling policy limits to liability regardless of Neg?gmz conde
Helen Palsgraf's eventual fate, as it turns out, was just such»
Duty dismissal, imposed not by the wial judge, however, but 1z
actively by the Court of Appeals.

For housekeeping purposes, judges need this NoDuty med;
nism for use in preemptively closing the door on plaintff vix
claims are trivial, incomplete, far-fetched, overreachiag, or ot
wise deemed to involve policy deliberarions that cours e
though defendants may be at fault, ought to stay out of, The i
of this Duty rule in Palsgrafis that even though the milroad wa:
fault in boarding passengers, plaintiff Palsgraf nevertheles o
her case when the Court of Appeals concludes that the railiod
to her, owed no legal Duty of care. The precise nature of this this
called Duty, and just what it is that judges do, intellectually, iz &
ciding if someone such as Helen Palsgraf is owed a Duty (and:
therefore entitled to go to trial on the Negligence ise), is2m:
ter which The Law pretty much keeps under its hat. Judge G
dozo, in his majority opinion dismissing Palsgraf's sit, atienp:
only a fuzzy definition of the Duty of Reasonable Care in boldi:
that the Long Island Railroad owed no Duty to the woman pian
under the railroad’s platform scales.!®?

This description of Duty as a judicial doorkeeiilzg(levittf'ﬂg
carly screening of tort claims focuses on the functional rle of it
Duty concept. The (No) Duty concept, which Cardoso disuss?
theoretical, substantive, rule-of-law terms, is legal shortand
closing courthouse doors on prospectve Lawsuits judged uowrt®
of closer attention by judge and jury. In his qum,&-
dozo describes Duty as part of that broad Negligence equation (¢
below) that purports to be a blueprint for determining, with
tral principles, the outcomes of accident suits. ™ Here thenis T
Law’s - and Cardozo’s — principled rationale for ciosing th 6
on claimants such as Mrs, Palsgraf.

. Accident victims, first of all, have overcome a kadlgw
:;‘;g;“i lhﬁ;f Negligence suits when they prove to the s ”
huntczgin;:re i}iugemat; a defendant auto driver of Core ?&;
Negligent defendan:' z.faz.h'ng o cxcrasc.w :h'eiﬁﬁg
Island Rail dant's _:abzhfy must have limits. Suppos

road is Negligent in pushing a pamguﬁi
_...--"""’

M
82 pg
188 g at 99.
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onto a crowded car. Suppose further that the boarding passenger’s
dislodged package contains 2 priceless, and fragile, piece of sculp-
wire which falls on the boarding passenger’s toe, breaking both the
toe and the sculpture. The Negligent railroad would undoubtedly
be liable for the broken toe, but perhaps should escape liability for
the broken work of art.

This 1s where Duty enters the picture. The basic Negligence
equation is that although the railroad owes 2 Duty to use Reason-
able Care in running its railroad, that Duty to be careful exposes
wrongdoers to liability only for accidents Reasonably Foreseeable.
Cardozo in Palsgraf says that a platform accident such as Helen Pal-
sgraf s can trigger defendant liability only i Reasonably Foresee-
able.*®* This means, therefore, that in the case of the broken work
of art, Cardozo would say the following issue of Duty presents itself:
was it Reasonably Foreseeable that a railroad’s Negligence in
boarding passengers would damage something like a priceless
sculpture? This (Law) issue of Duty puts to judges the task of lis-
tening to lawyers disagree over the vague boundaries of Foresee-
ableness, and then judicially legislating (by opening or closing the
courthouse door) liability limits for accidents.

In Helen Palsgraf’s case, Cardozo argued that her platform
injury was too bizarre, too remote from the exploding package 10
meet the Reasonably Foreseeable test for railroad Duty.’®® [ say
Cardozo “argued” because what is or is not Foreseeable 15 too elas-
tic a concept to permit certitude from even a legal giant. Few of
The Law’s guid elines exude more spring in the joints than the Rea-
sonably Foreseeable measure for Duty.

In classroom debate, several options are forthcoming for
countering Cardozo’s no-Duaty release of the Long Island Railroad
from liability. One option is to focus on the elasticity inherent in
tracing Foreseeable consequences, and to argue for stretching
Foreseeability to encompass passengers positioned near platform
scales even though yards distant from exploding fireworks. An-
other option is to argue that the Foreseeability concept is hope-
lessly vague, and that absent meaningful doctrinal reasons for
limiting liability, the court should (for various suﬁgh&omﬁ eco-
nomic or other policy reasons) extend protection of Negligence
law to victim Helen Palsgraf.

Then there's a third option for dissenting from the Cardozo
opinion, and that's the option taken by the three dissenting New

B4 14
W5 fd at 101.
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York Court of Appeals judges in Palsgraf This brings us |
Andrews's powerful dissent. Incongruous as it may seem 10}
ning students expecting more blackletters in their lives, Angs
argument for the Palsgraf disseniers represents as valid and ay
tative a picture of modern Negligence law as Cardozo’s fam,
say on Duty. According to Andrews, the issue in Palsgraf s
Island R.R., begging the pardon of the learmed Cardoo, it
at all.'®

Dissenter Andrews's pro-plaintiff opinion argues that the
court jury, not his four misguided brothers in the Cour of 4
majority, is the proper arbiter of whether the Negligent nir
scope of liability ought 10 extend to Helen Palsgraf's odd caiu
A stranger 1o the twisted path of tort law might well wonders
in the legal world Andrews can find an issue-ofFactforthe
with which to trump the majority opinion's NoDuty proso:
ment. The Negligence theory of recovery, recall, sy tha
Long Island Railroad need pav damages only to thoee acdiden
tims to whom it owes a Duty of Reasonable Care, and whos
ries are Proximately Caused by railroad Negligence. And
concludes that instead of Duty, the debate in Paisgf shon

proper scope of railroad liability ought to be decided as i
Proximate Cause.

This (Fact) issue of Proximate Cause is sometismes, depes
on a court’s mood, split into two parts. One par, the qu
effect part, is easy 10 grasp: was the railroad’s conductin s
cal way connected with Palsgraf's injury? (That the rilroadso
auon of its train clearly contributed to the platform scales 20
was, in Palsgraf, undisputed.)'®’

The other half of the Proximate Cause issue i compler ¢
the metaphysical “proximate” half, in effect asks whether2 ¥
gent defendant’s liability ought 10 extend to include so frakid
LTy as that suffered by plaintiff Palsgraf. This laer ‘pros®
half, although by legal convention tagged a qmcﬁ?ﬁ'
clearly a question Purely of values. Keeping separate the 5
cause-and-effect form of Proximate Causarion from its mew
cal, scope-otliability, value-laden twin is a comstat %
‘hmugho_m legaldom. The Proximate Cause MMJWA

TEWs writes about is the scope-of-liability version."* e &
_.M/

b
186 fd" at 202“03

7 1 axggigy oo ) dissenting).

88 Id ar 108 (- .
venience, of pu( What we

dt
! we do mean by the word "proximate’ is that MO
blic policy, of 3 rough sense of jusi;t:t. the lw actisly &
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2 lenge for first-year students is to appreciate that Andrews’s issue of
o Proximate Cause is, 1o and behold, the same scope-of-liability prob-
", lem that Cardozo labels a Duty issue, the big practical difference
o being that Cardozo’s Duty, dressed up in question-of-Law garb, cuts
it the jury out of helping set liability limits.
e, Proximate Cause in its simple, cause-and-effect form concerns,
b in those rare cases when cause-and-effect is unclear, a dispute
about physical history: was, for instance, the Proximate Cause of
¥ Helen Palsgraf’s injuries the railroad’s boarding procedure, or
e were her injunes Proximately Caused by something else, say a fall
i on her way to the station? This causal connection form of the Prox-
at imate Cause issute asks only the physical question — what in fact
- happened? None of the philosophical messiness of the ought-the-

railroad-to-pay question is here involved. Instead, when cause-and-
i effect is at issue, the jury listens to witnesses tell what they saw and
& heard, and then the jury makes an educated guess as to the empirt
o cal truth about which historical real world events precipitated the
e injury.
s Next is an example, drawn from Andrews’s dissenting opinion,
i of Proximate Cause in its complicated, how-proximate-is-Proximate
: form. Here, Proximate Cause is the mirror image of the Duty issue
posed by the Cardozo majority in Palsgraf. Both Andrews and Car-
5 dozo are asking, in legalese, the messy ought queston of how broad
2 a Neghgent railroad’s liability ought to be under the freakish cir-
B cumstances surrounding Helen Palsgraf’s misfortune. Here is a
3 statement of the Proximate Cause issue, stripped of its legal veneer,
- thay the Palsgraf dissenters answered in favor of Helen Palsgraf:
were the railroad’s Negligent boarding actions a Proximate Cause
of injury to Helen Palsgraf in the sense that the railroad ought, as a
policy matter, to be held responsible for the freakish chain of cir-
Cumstances leading to the platform scales accident”'®
It's this freakishness about the falling scales that, after all,
; prompts any hesitation about extending railroad liability. Faisgraf
clearly, once the doctrinal curtain is removed, is a debate over what
oughtto be liability policy for this case. And the difference between
Couching the ought debate in Duty or Proximate Cause terms boils
-, down 1o whether the jury is or is not to play a policy-making role in
: F alsgraf In this instance, the New York court split 4-3 in favor of
Cutting the jury out of a policymaking role in this case.
T
Face 3 series of events beyond a certain point. This is not logie. It is practical
Politics™ !
™ 14 at 101105,
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The legalistic measuring stick for both Duty and Progiy,
Cause is, notice, the same question-begging inquiry whey,
under the circumstances of the railroad station 00, hary
bystanders on the platform is Foreseeable? Foreseeabiliy, i
Proximate Causauon, is one of those mo & co
cepts that The Law pretends deserve rule-of-daw stats. Judge 4
drews in dissent, however, perceives the shortcomings of tying:
rauonally measure railroad liability by so frail a measuring sick
Foresecability,. Andrews writes that behind the facade of Foree
able Causation, the underlying problem is one of “practial p
tics” in drawing lines which limit, at some point, Negigen
liability. %% Andrews, as would a respectable number of sae cou
judges sitting then and now, concludes in Pulsgraf that the ju
rather than the judge should draw the line rlmg plainiff bz
sgraf within or without tort law's protection.'®

D, Devil's Nutshell

First-year torts is mostly Negligence law, and Neghgenct ks
revolves around the concepts of Duty, Proximate Cease, and i
insufficiency of Reasonable Care that personal injury lawyers o
Negligence. Torts students expect to discover finelytuned form
las lighting up the Duty-Causation-Negligence warerfront. But 1o
where is there a sub-set of rules clarifying accident law's ng
axiom that defendants are liable only to victims who fall withir ¢
scope of a defendant’s Duty of Reasonabie Care, snd whose it
ries are Proximately Caused by defendant’s Negligent conduct

The reality is that this overarching platitude leaves up &
grabs just which defendants must pay which bills for which o
dent victims. This Duty-Causation-Negligence formuls, with
overlay of Reasonable Foresecability, is simply zheﬁsm"m
the players wil} perform. This basic Ncgﬁgcnwmw
over, and hides from the uninitiated, the fact that The LawoN¢
hgﬁjnce is three parts procedure (through which judge and jurt &
eraise discretionary power), and one part substantive docttt
(Providing limited guidance to judge and jury).*®* w

Judge and Jury, lacking anv clear direction from the Negt
%%nce formula, have no choice but to make — not find o P7
¢ Law. For this reason. the torts casebook is in many ¥’

book of Procedure. Once students are able to sift Mm@
_..-v-""""

M‘H—w&—.—
180 14 at 103
im Id. at 105,

Sze Leon Green, The Negligenee Fssue, 37 Yare L] 1029 (
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gatory tributes to the neutral rule of rules, they can see exposed
the procedures by which judge and jury draw the policy lines that
give meaning to Reasonable Care and Foresecability.

Behind the smoke and mirrors of tort doctrine, two basic ques-
tions anse in an accident case. The first 1s “what happened,” and is
simply a matter of setthing on some version of the history of the
plaintiff’s suit. The second bedrock question is “who pays,” a pure
policy choice over whether to shift accident losses to a defendant.
And it is over this latter ought “who pays” question that The Law
pulls down a curtain of secrecy called Reasonable Foreseeability.

“What happened” and “who pays” are simply plain English
equivalents for the legally-worded issues that lawyers talk about in
Negligence cases. The way the Negligence system works, albeit
under complex docwrinal cover, is that both judge and jury particr-
pate in deciding “what happened” and “who pays.” The judicary,
however, with its power 1o control what issues the jury decides, al-
ways has the wherewithal to have the last say.

Understanding when and how judges exercise control over ju-
ries is a big part of understanding torts. And to appreciate when
and how judges control juries requires a grasp of how Negligence
doctrine splits up the “what happened” and “who pays” questions
into a complex of legal issues that challenge firstyear
understanding.

The Duty concept, for example, which we’ve learned functions
a5 a doorkeeper device shutting out freakish or unpolitic claims, is
strictdy a policy matter of “who pays.” Since the Duty issue is a Law
question for the judge, the jury is excluded from this portion of the
“who pays” determination (as when Judge Cardozo defined the Pal-
sgraf issue as one of Duty). On the other hand, Proximate Cause
and Negligence, so-called Fact issues by convention left 10 the jury,
may contain elements of both “what happened” and “who pays.”
And since “who pays” is strictly an ought question, it is inaccurate to
view Proximate Cause and Negligence as mere factual matters in-
volving mere disputes about history. In Palsgraf, judge Andrews’s
issue of Proximate Cause was a matter of pure policy.’®

Another example from Palsgraf of a pure-policy Fact issue is
the Negligence issue. Unless there was a dispute at trial over the
physical details of how passengers were boarded (“what hap-
pened”), the only circumstance in Palsgraf raising a Negligence is-
sue was the moral dispute over whether to label the railroad

193 Palsgraf 162 N.E. at 103,
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Unreasonable in its boarding practices (“who pays"), With respey
finally, to Palsgrafian Proximate Cause, such an isme conj B
included both a “what happened” dispute (over whether g
Helen Palsgraf’s hurts were faked), as well as a *who Pars’ dispu
(about the scope of railroad liability to victims of freak acciden
Proximate Cause is a doctrinal jungle largely because e,
and judges are unable or unwilling to keep separate the hisosy
or scientific “what happened” element from the political *
pays” element. This is the same type of confusion generated by
persons who, when they say “Jo was a cause” of a car crash, B
make clear whether they are making a moral Judgment about Jo:
blameworthiness, or merely pointing out that Jo's conduct, regar
less of her blameworthiness, contributed in a cause-and-efiect s
o an accident. Judges, in instructing juries on the ins and ous ¢
Proximate Cause, traditionally produce a rhetorical pightmare. i
rors no doubt get little out of the judges’ boilerplate definizions o
Proximate Causation. Definitions couched in terms of both hisor
ical fact and of blameworthiness are mixed into an indigesbi
stew. The same garbled jury instruction on Proximate Cast i
given regardless of whether the controversy: {1} is about wha
physically occurred on the railroad platform or, (2) is sbou
whether the ratlroad, no matter the freakish circamstances, ought
to pay damages, or (3) both. Lawyers and judges throw the vhol
eSS into a single Proximate Gause sinkhole such as the followi
model jury charge drawn from Texas trial practice:
I_’roximate <ause means that cause which, in a natrsl and con
unnous sequence, unbroken by any new and independent
cause, produces an event, and without which cause such evst
would not have occurred; and in order 10 be a proximate G
the act or omission complained of must be such that a person
using ordinary care would have foreseen the event, or some sin-
iiar event, which might reasonably result therefrom. There miy
be more than one proximate cause of an event New and it
dependent cause means the act or omission of a separate and
ihdependent agency, not reasonably foresecable, which destrop
thff causal connection, if any, between the act or omission it
quired about and the occurrence in question, and thereby be
comes the immediate cause of such occurrence.'®
phwi‘;iag;z:k‘iijury instruc::iot?s — directing the jury 10 %
4 for‘csccabim’} effect connections through metaphysical i
¢ lenses — disguise the valie judgmmﬁﬂ
1
}9;;}0’*525 AND MATERIALS ON Torrs $49 (William L. Prosser et al. e, 85




1996} LAW AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE 105

deciding whether to shift accident losses. In this way, a submerged
“who pays” question sneaks the forbidden politics into the courtroom.
Juries, under the cloak of legal conventions about Fact questions, are
thrown by The Law’s lack of clear definition into the arms of politics,
economics, morality, psychology, ethics, sociology, and anything else
that tugs on the human conscience, including the stabilizing influ-
ence of notons about precedent and the rule of Jaw.

Students wishing to master the Proximate Cause riddle must re-
sist being misled by coded opinions, and must make their own assess-
ment of what's at the heart of any judicial discussion of Causadon. To
appreciate what’s at the bottom of Proximate Cause opinions, the
reader must set aside for a moment the judge’s talk of Causation met-
aphysics. The task then is to figure owt, based alone on the case’s bare
factual record and without the court’s diverting noises, whether the
court began with a question about what actually happened in the past,
or whether the issue is a post-facto, lossshifting, ought problem similar
to the “who pays” issue in Palsgraf.

It's one kind of job, and a real factual inquiry, 10 empirically
trace, for instance, the history of the planet’s poliution back to the
ape who crawled down a wee, urinated in a stream, and first began to
upset nature’s balance. It's quite another kind of job to select, from
among a jungle of contributors, which polluting apes should as matter
of public policy be liable for damages. Confusing history with the
politics of loss-spreading, as is the courtroom custorn in cases such as
Palsgraf, makes for weak history and poor politics — and causes first-
vear students to stumnble repeatedly while attempting to get a feel for
such legal legerde main.

Judge Andrews’s Paisgraf dissent talks candidly about how defin-
ing the scope of a tortfeasors’s liability in Proximate Cause terms is
akin to tracing the outward spread of ripples on a pond into which a
stone has been tossed 1% In Paisgraf, Andrews considers the Hability of
a Negligent driver who, hypothetically, triggers an explosion that,
among other fallouts, causes a startled nurse blocks away to drop an
infant.’% Andrews talks about the practical politics involved in choos-
ing whether to extend liability o include the dropped infant.”®” An-
drews’s concern with the ripples on the pond (the extent of the Long
Island Railroad’s liability) is obviously a concern over “who pays,” de-
spite the Fact label given the Proximate Cause issue.

Most judicial opinions expounding on the Proximate Cause crea-

::Z Palspraf. 162 N.E. at 104 {(Andrews, J. dissenting}.
I1d

97 Id. ar 103,
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ture are less forthright than Andrews’s talk of “practical polits*
Some judges addressing a “who pays™ question inexplicably sprisy,
their opinions with Proximate Cause dogma that smacks of a phyiyy
cause-and-effect inquiry about history. Such causeandefion b,
guage suggests, falsely, that even though a Proximate Cause isge
purely a matter of ought, it nevertheless can be determined
precise measurements of time and space, as though deciding a vy
policy point to limit liability is the equivalent of measuring in a phyis
lab the attributes of the atom,

The biggest metamorphosis that the concept of Proximats Cuy
can undergo, however, is not the one bridging the gap between hisor
ical facthinding and the practical politics of fixing kability kmix. T
biggest metamorphosis is the one engineered by Justioe Cardow
his majority opinion spelling out Helen Palsgraf's legal downfll
Take note that the two lower courts that decided Palagraf againe
Long Island Railroad saw the case as a problem in Proxima
Cause.’®® Yet with a flick of his pen, Cardozo nurned a jury iswe o
Proximate Cause into a Duty issue for the court.

Aside from Cardozo's switch in legal name tags and the cone
quent removal of the jury from the scene, nothing was changed b
Cardozo’s calling the Palsgraf issue one of Duty. Beneath either i
Duty or Causation label, the fundamental question (upon which 1
sonable people surely can disagree) is the same: should the railad
pay for this freakish accident? Cardozo and his concurring brethrer
decided that the railroad needn't pay. Yet, had one additional Court
of Appeals judge voted for Helen Palsgraf, Cardozo's theoy on it
would have been theory onlv, and Helen Palsgraf would bave olot
hotne her Proximate Cause jury award,

So who's correct, Cardozo or Andrews? And how does a s
know when to put a freakish accident like Helen Palsgraf’s in the DUt
Pigeonhole and when 1o put it in the Proximate Cause pigeonhol
To these questions of high legal principle, down-to-carth answer I¢
scarce. Judicial custom, as revealed in casebooks, gives but eatio™
;iiwe:;}.‘ In future cases, a latter-day Cardozo and Andrews must &
fomf: @3‘:;;% of war between Duty-for-thejudge and

Juggling labels after the fashio aisgraf court bas is
terpart in Mark Twain’s Huckkbenynffi):nt:l::g PTom wbmﬁﬁ?
93 A oo @8
(. 2038y 10 (VY App. Div), off i 225 NY. 412 (1927, el 102Y

MARK . eéu
1940} (1887§WA1N, Tue AbvenTurss oF Huckizsensy Finv 288 (Heringe P
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gle 1o keep life, and Huck, square with principie.?®® Huck Finn,
possessing a lay mind insensitdve to the finer points of legalism, con-
cludes that pickaxes are best for digging under the cabin in which Jim
is trapped.*! Tom Sawyer knows better; he calls for case-knives (table
knives): “It don’t make no difference how foolish it is, it’s the right
way — and 1t’s the regular way, And there ain’t no other way that I
ever heard of, and I've read all the books that gives any information
about these things. They always dig out with a case-knife.”2%®

After hours of fruitless digging, a light dawns in Tom’s legal
mind. He drops his table knife and commands Huck to give him a
“case-knife.” Huck tells the rest:

He had his own by him, but I handed him mine. He flung it

down and says, “Gimme a case-knife.” 1 didn't know just what to

do-~but then I thought. I scratched around amongst the old
wols and got a pickaxe and give it to him, and he took it and
went t0 work and never said a2 word. He wus always just that

particular. Full of principle ®

The Law is full of just that kind of prnciple, which is why
casebook rationalizations must be taken with a grain of salt The
flood of words that appellate judges give us for washing down their
decisions contains more than a little “case-knife” jurisprudence. Prox-
imate Cause is 2 good case study in how lawyers ask legal language to
carry more weight than mere words can sensibly manage.

Over the last century, dozens of adjectives have been tried as tort
substitutes for the evasive Proximate, all in the vain hope that by
changing the adjective The Law could be as principled as Tom Saw-
yer. Some legalists apparently believe the confusion in Proximate
Cause doctrine is in the fuzziness of the adjective “Proximate” rather
than in the double-meaning and the excessive load assigned to the
Proximate Cause concept. The tried but failed substitutes for Proxi-
mate include the adjectives Sole (Cause), Active, Direct, Legal, Effec-
tive, Operative, Independent, Efficient, Preponderating, Foreseeable,
Substantial, and Responsible. No matter which loose adjective pre-
cedes Cause, judge and jury can’t avoid having to feed meaning into
the adjectival void.

Proximate Cause, despite Andrews’s forthright essay on Causa-
ton’s underpinnings in “practical politics,” 1s nevertheless sdll a
handy hide-and-seek device for opinion writers. Although usually a

LY

200 14,
201 ki
02 1y
08 I4 a2 991.92.
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question for the jury, judges can control the Proximate Ca
come by turning the issue into a Law question: whether Suffc.
Evidence of Proximate Cause exists to warrant jury consideration ;
this procedural Sufficient Evidence dcvic.c. judges, under the s,
ingly neutral cover of measuring evidental Sufficiency, can ang ¢
legisiate the outcomes in tort cases.

Judges who, in explaining their decisions, point toward Pry;
mate Causation’s gloomy corner win no prizes for candor. By fr;
the point of view of the judiciary, putting responsibility for 2 decisy
on the weak back of Proximate Cause saves having o ull smip
“pracucal politcs,” and at the same time enables judges to quiet
unobtrusively control unruly juries. Dean Prosser, to whose hosbo
on torts*?* weary students go for relief from casebook puzies, i
clares Proximate Cause, in the end, a lost cause;

Direct causation. the scope of the risk, the unforeseesble plain

uff, the last human wrongdoer. the distinction between cause

and condition, limitations of time and space . . . natal and
probable consequences, mechanical systems of multiple rules,

and all the rest of the rigmarole of Sproximate caupe,” all have
been tried and found wanting . . . 292

For the beginning torts student, the secret of managing the Negh
gence case is learning how Duty, Causation, and Reasonable Care dec
trines mesh with trial procedures for farming out the wnderfiy
factual and policy questions to judge and jury; and leamning 2 w!
how interchangeable these pseudo-substantive doctrines are. Dur
Causation-Negligence are somewhat inte rchangeable becanse the b
Sic "who pays” inquiry is common to all three segments of the forml
The legal system recognizes this without saying so by smigning, &
measure of Duty, Proximate Cause, and Negligence, the sam fiok
gold legal test of Foreseeability. -

The railroad, for examnple, owes a Duty to use WC’@{
danger on its platform is Foreseeable, thereafter the railrosd viols
Duty (Negligence) if it fails to use Reasonable Care to avoid fomas®
risks; and such Negligence is a Proximate Cause of mﬁ‘”’q“”‘”
Foreseeable. Yet what is and is not Foreseeable is in mwmﬁﬁ
eye Of the beholder. Such a weasel word simply asks the "who p¥°
question in a less than candid, buy legal, form.

E. Ton Reform

A crisis periodically occurs in the personal injury wodd. e
— Iy

:2; fﬁlﬁmm’“ EY AL, supra note 69,
1@ L. Prosser. Palsgraf Revisited. 52 Micw. L Rev. 1, 52 (1958
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_ crises center in the insurance industry that supplies the money

; driving the tort system. On occasion, for reasons having to do with
interest rate cycles and with what many deem a litigation explosion,
liability insurance becomes widely unavailable or premiums shoot
up.?® When this occurs, legislatures try 1o lower litigation costs —
and thereby pacify complaining premium payers — with damages
ceilings and other tort reforms of the sort mentioned earlier.

Torts casebooks touch on these reform matters, and often re-
fer to even more radical departures from common law torts such as
workers' comnpensation acts and no-fault auto insurance plans®%’
The following is a brief introduction to one aspect of the ongoing
debate about tort reform - the merits of scrapping or retaining
the civil jury. Since the jury is so integral a part of the litigation
process in torts, beginning students should have some familiarity
with longstanding critiques of that ancient institution.

Juries were popular in colonial times because, in rendering
their verdicts, jurors often disregarded unpopular legislation
drafted by represematives of the English crown ®* Eighteenth-cen-
tury jurors, both civil and cnirinal, won the hearis of their colonial
neighbors by ignoring royal edicts and giving down-home verdicts
more in tune with the revolutionary times.?®® The colonial jury was
revered because, like Robin Hood’s merry men, it was an outlaw
band.

More recently, the civil jury has been equated with grass-roots
democracy and the wisdom and impardality that comes with collec-
tve judgment. Especially in personal injury litigation, the jury is
thought to be a needed antidote to The Law’s emotional dfetach-
ment; the jury can provide human sympathy to the zn_l'ured in the
form of generous awards. The civil jury and its merits are well-
known, and in many states this reverence for the civil jury takes the
form of state constitutional provisions guaranteeing a right to jury
trial in personal injury and other civil suits.'?

Twentieth<entury critics of the civil jury point out that most
civil disputes outside the torts area are decided by judges without

206 S Dosss, supra note 69, at 856-58; O°Conners & KeLLy, supra note 161, at 73-
83, 109.

27 Spp g, CASES AND MaTERIALS ON TORTS, supre note 194,

208 Ser Rgbcn G. Johnston, fury Subordination Through Judicial Control, 43 Law &
ConTeMr. ProBS. 24, 25-26 (Autumn 1980). Ser generally Warren Burger, Thinking the
Unthinkabie, 31 Lov. L. Rev. 205 (1985); Charles W. Wolfram, The Constitutional History
of the Seventh Amendment, 57 Mens. L. Rev. 639 (1973); R. Ben Hogan, Il The Seventh,
dW TriaL, Sept. 1987, at 76.

ohinston, supra note 208, ar 26.
1o {mm P. Hp:xs % Nyt ViDMAR, JUDGING THE Jury 250-51 (1986).

g



110 NEW YORK CITY LAW REVIEW fVol.15

calling on juries.®!  These critics urge :ha‘x _)unes in pemsonal ip
jury cases should also be scrappfrd because juries are moslow?gd
expensive, 100 secretive, too casily misled by cunning lawyersins,
awarding outlandish sums, too unrepresentative, 10 unpopdy
among people assigned jury duty, and in sum, too horseandbugy
an institution for handling the factual and legal complexities of
modern litigation 2!?

Plaintiffs’ lawyers, pleased with the jury's tendency to sidewih
their accident vicim clients, and confident of the jury’s abiliy «
perform ably and wisely, adamantly oppose reforming, much ks
scrapping, the civil jury system.?** All this makes for a heated poi:
ical fight from which editors of casebooks and law professors gen
eraily distance themselves. Nevertheless, readers of the modem
torts casebook would do well to understand that just beneath the
surface of the printed page a battle rages over whether the o
system and its love affair with the jury is working. Only about hal
of the liability insurance dollar, after all, gets into the hands of
injured claimants. And even then, that helps only the hucky clin-
anis, since half of the victims of traffic, medical, and other 2
dents receive, for one reason or another, no compensation a i
from the torts system.

England, the birthplace of the jury,*'* has long since retred
the civil jury in all but a handful of cases.'> English officialsdeen
the jury too costly, too slow, and too inept (except for crimind
cases, where defendants confront the state both ﬂjﬂdﬁm‘i ®
prosecutor}.?'® Here in the United States, each time a rash of

——

11 FRANK, supra note 98, at 170-85; Jerome Frank, Counrs on Taa 10845 (195
See also Edward . Deviut, Federal Crrnl fury Trials Should be Abolizhed, 80 ABA.1 5?9»:4:
(1974); Jeffrey O'Connell, fury Trials in Ciuil Cases®, 58 It BJ. 6815 470
O'ConeLL & KuLiy. supra note 161, at 23.32; Donald Alexandes, Gl orinia N
Ate the Benefits Worth the Costs?, 34 Mr. L. Rev. 68 (1982); Aron Sever, The Cor g%
the Jury, 4T NY. S1.BJ. 101 (1975). But see Donald P. Lay. Can Owr ary Syon Se75
T;:gk. Septi. 1983, at 50,

sources cited supra note 211, i
bmf’ See, e.g., Crarves W, Joine, Crvir JusTice anp THE Jury 14758 (1988 (F“’J"E

O0k). See alsc HANS & Viomax, supra note 210. The foundation “'k-w -
Eﬁ‘mfpmm data supporting those who support civil juries it EW'm Hw:}
Ch‘w:m,jn. & Hans Zeisgr, T AMERICAN Jury {1966). This famous ;
“aicago Law School study of the American Jjury system is, however, e
ggy ;‘;Sf—ar;%grs. bgth flawed, see Jorn Barowin & MicHars, MoCoMRLR JU T;ﬁ

, » and biaseq,
s 339, 354 oy see THEODORE Lewrs Becken, ComparaTve

NS & Vibmag, Sufra note 210, ar 98,

213 . .
e Joun Guinrnes, Tue JURY v AMERICA 169 (Facts on File Publications g

Interview with Jegre Hac ) - Wadam wrﬂi
Oxford, Englang iy 9, ;’ggé)fﬁnty. Fellow and Yutor in Law,
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multi-million dollar jury awards and concomitant insurance pre-
mium increases cause another crisis in the Negligence industry, a
few more observers wonder if retaining the expensive jury-based
tort lottery is worth the candle.

Despite its critics, however, the civil jury in the U.S. will proba-
bly continue to withstand the slings and arrows of reformers. But
students of torts may see, as the century closes, a gradual tighten-
ing of the reins on tort juries. This tghtening of the reins can
occur either through legislative action, or through the subde judi-
cial techniques for controlling jury discretion illustrated in this
section.

VIl, THz Law v TRANSLATION
A Pierson v. Post®!’”

Pardon for again digging up the long dead fox whose ghost
haunts law school casebooks, but here comes that promised trans-
lation, from law into English, of the New York Supreme Court
opinion in Fierson v. Post®'® This is the pursuit of Br'er Fox that
has introduced hosts of law students to appeliate legal thought
Pierson is a good springboard for those Socratic queries with which
professors of property law reduce first-year students to jelly. (New
York’s Supreme Court is no longer, by the way, that state’s highest
court; although most states call their highest appeals court a
“supreme court,” New York now settles for the Gourt of Appeals.)

Since law school learning is so largely a matter of acquiring a
new language, appreciatng fully the nuances of even a single opin-
ion can be a huge step toward obtaining legal prowess. In fact, it’s
only slightly farfetched to talk about teaching and learning an en-
tire legal subject by analyzing in excruciating detail the technicali-
tes of a single case, filling in any subject gaps with consideration of
hypothetical questions. The following translation of Pierson v. Fost
into plainer English will aid in learning the lawyer’s reverse trick of
turning plain English into legalese.

This actual 1805 fox chase case is of legal interest because,
underlying Lodowick Post’s claim for damages, is the (p;](;perly}
issue concerning which hunter was the fox’s legal owner.®® New
York sportspersons Post and Pierson, you recall, quarreie_d long
ago over the remains of a “wild and noxious” fox.*"  Plaintff Post

917 § Cai. R 175 (NY. Sup. Ct. 1805).
28 14

29 T4 ar 175.
2 14,

%—-——_‘
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and his hounds, prior to the fox’s demise, had for some gy,
chased this fox over uninhabited public wastelands.® (Thisj
sport that anti-hunter Oscar Wilde called the pursuit by the i,
speakable of the inedible.) Then, as the ‘chasc drew near 2 sedep.
tary Pierson, Pierson roused himself to intervene, 1 slay, and
carry away Post’s “wild and noxious” prey.®™® This ungentemar)
intervention prompted Post to sue Pierson for damages for ukiy
his “wild and noxious” property.#*

On what was surely a slow day in appelate court, even neus
two centunes ago, the Pierson judges listened patienty to the fox
hunters’ lawyers argue from long, Latin-studded briefs. Afterdet
erating on the finer poinis of The Law of wild beasts, the New York
Supreme Court concluded that Post had suffered no property dan-
age. All but one of the judges agreed that the fox in the end be
lon ged to defendant Pierson, despite Pierson's joining the huntfor
the kill only as Post’s hounds were closing in.®*

Although a fox free in the woods belongs to nobody in partic
ular, once the fox is captured {or in legal parliance, “occupied’,
the fox joins the legal list of things to which owners hold tite. The
fox then becomes, like Pike’s Peak, a hunk of property. Afos, 0
qualify as property, must of course have a legally certified tide
holding owner. And it’s The Law’s job 10 match up owner and
properties. Pierson shows how The Law does this. Belowis repro
duced most of the original text from the Pierson v. Post opinion
(and, because it’s an 1805 opinion, it contains an indecent amoun
of Latin, a form of preening that modern judges usually forego).
Interspersed at intervals is my interpretation of what the New¥ort
Supreme Court had on its legal mind. The original textis i i
paragraphs indented in block form. Translation paragraphsarest

——)

223 id.

222 1 at 177,
223 Xd

224 1dar 175, Compare with 2 WorLD of Law 595-605 Ephraim m’l a;i., !
{;;resems excerpt from Mosy Dick llustrating the 'faszfﬁ!h' and iuaﬂbﬁﬁ' B
igmfés of whaler Jurtsprudence: a fast-fish belongs to the party fat 10 it .ﬁ*ﬁ,{;fﬁz
W}: game for anybody who can cateh it. But when, in whaler law, is &

© gets Moby Dick if plaintiffs harpoon him, then abandon M""'mm;&m

Possession is nine-tenths of The Law. Th e
- Therefore, plaindffs, who

;;ﬁﬁtﬁ:zrmc::;h Must in Law lose their fish mjzit as in - ﬁ

her 80 o, 55t gentieman who harpoons the lady and has wh”;;wﬂd

she becomes a loosefish o be subsequently

his former fast.fish “al i tever harpoos Mg b
ngin her™ I4 at 6(}1.}.‘ ong vith wha
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off by italics; the occasional comments in parentheses are simply
asides that, though not strictly part of the translation, help flesh
out the story. Here, then, with due respect to Brler Fox, is another
autopsy of that long-suffering casebook favorite:

This was an action of respass on the case commenced in a jus-

tice’s court, by the present defendant against the now plain-

tiff. ... A verdict having been rendered for the plaintiff below,

the defendant there sued out a certiorary, and now assigned for

error, that the declaration and the matters therein contained

were not sufficient in law to maintain an action.*?

At trial, Lodowick Post won a jury verdict for damages against defendant
Pierson. Fierson has appealed, arguing that Post’s claim is so weak that the
trial judge should have thrown this lawsuit out of court before it got to a jury
tial {Note that the legal pigeonhole into which Post tried to fit his
darnage suit was Trespass On The Case. This ancient tort now hasa
new name — Negligence. Once upon a time all of tort law was classi-
fied under either the Trespass labe} or Trespass On The Case. The
difference in the labels was this: if you threw a dead fox on the road
and scored a direct hit on Lodowick Post, that was a Trespass injury,; if,
however, you threw a dead fox on the road and Post came along later
and tripped over the carcass, that was an indirect injury and belonged
under Trespass On The Case. To understand even vaguely why Eng-
lish lawyers of old put such emphasis on distinguishing direct-Trespass
injury and indirect-Case injury would require close reading of ancient
and dusty English materials long ignored in American legal educa-
tion, and in any event a venture unlikely to shed much light. Note
also the opinion writer’s reference to “now plaintfi” and “present de-
fendant.” Although the case mame originally was, because Post was
the wial court plaintiff, Post v. Fierson, when Pierson appealed his trial
court loss he became the “now plaintiff,” and the name of the case on
appeal was turned around to become Pigrson v. Post. This appellate
practice of arranging the case name so that the name of the party
appealing, the loser in the court below, comes first is still common
practice in most jurisdictions. “Now plaintiff” and “present defend-
ant,” and “appellant” and “appellee,” are but 2 sampling of the confus-
ing name tags that opinion wnters, unconcerned with readability,
employ in a manner reminiscent of the classic Bud Afbbot and ’Lou
Costello baseball comedy routine called “Who's on First, What'’s on
Second.”)

Tompkins, J., delivered the opinion of the court. . .. The ques-

tion submitted by the counsel in this cause for our determina-

225 Pierson, 3 Cat. R. at 175
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tion is, whether Lodowick Post, by the pursuit with his houng
in the manner aileged in his declarauon, acquired suh arigh
to, or property in, the fox as will sustain an action againg Per
son for killing and taking him away? . . . It is admitted tha: a fox
is an animal ferae naturae, and that property in such animab i
acquired by occupancy only. These admissions narrow the dic
cussion to the simple question of what acts amoutst to ooy
pancy, applied to acquiring right to wild animak?™
The question is whether Lodowick Post and his dogs got dose exougi
the fox to justify our letting a jury make Pierson pay dawmages for kis s
tion toward the end of Post’s chase. (Incidentally, note Judge Tompkin
insistenice that the question is a "simple” one of “occupancy” Judse
are quick to say that legal issues are “simple.” “Simple® belies the pres
ence of hard choices. Hard choices, once acknowledged, patjudgs
on the spot, and make difficult the appearance of neutrality. Yetwer:
the question of "occupancy” really so “simple,” the Prson v. Po dic
pute would never have gone to trial, much less been appealed. Nt
too, how the unadorned matter of whether in fairness Post, becauseof
his vigorous pursuit of the fox, should get damages from Piersonis
once in court, turned into a wooly-headed Law question shout "o
pancy.” The Law wants to know whether Post’s close pursuit pased
the test for “occupancy™; if so, Post holds title as a propesty owter,
and, as a property owner, Post would be, to complete the circle, ese
ded to damages from Pierson for Pierson's running off with Post
bushy-tailed property. This judicial quest for the meaning of ‘o>
pancy” in Pierson therefore is not unlike the chasing, like a fox of i
tail, of big bushy words around in a circle. Judge Tompkins, by t
way, was the judge on the Supreme Court assigned to write the cou'‘

opinion in which, as we'll see, all but one outspoken mesnber of ¢
court joined.) 227

If we have recourse 1o the ancient writers upon general peinc
ples of law, the judgment below is obvigusly erroneous. Jusit
1an’s Institutes lib. 2, tt, 1, 8 18 and Flewa, Iib. 3, ¢ 2 p 175.
adopt the principle, that pursuit alone vests no property or gt
i the huntsman; and that even pursuit, accompanied vil
wounding, is equally ineffectual for that purpose, wales ¢
animal be actually taken. The same principle is recognized %
Bracton lib. 2, ¢. 1, p.8. %28
A _szx.tkmmy Roman treatise writer and two authors ‘fmmy
eral principles of thineenth-century English law, whose advict we wy 7™
i

Doy Ia. -
227 1 at 177,
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not choose to follow, wrote that pursuit-absent-a-taking, such as Post's, is gnod
exercise, but no way to win a wild fox. (Note Judge Tompkins's back-
handed suggestion that the mal judge’s ruling that Pierson pay Post’s
damages was “obvicusly” incorrect. “Obviously” is a dead giveaway
that the opinion-writer’s conclusion is anything but obvious. In the
heat of legal batde, “obviously” means, at best, “perhaps.” Lawyers
and judges who wish to appear confident in argument, but at the
same time assure credibility, sometimes begin their assertions with the
more modest “Few would deny.”)
Puffendorf (lib. 4, c¢h. 6, sec. 2 and 10) defines occupancy of
beasts ferge naturae, to be the actual corporal possession of them,
and Bynkershoek is cited as coinciding in this definition. It is
indeed with hesitation that Puffendorf affirms that a wild beast
morually wounded, or greaty maimed, cannot be fairly inter-
cepted by another, whilst the pursuit of the person inflicting the
wound contnues. The foregoing authorities are decisive to
show that mere pursuit gave Post no legal right to the fox, but
that he became the property of Pierson, who intercepted and
killed him.*°
Two other ancient civil law authorities likewise support the idea that a fox
belongs to an intervenor who beats a competitor’s hounds o the prey.
It therefare only remains to inquire whether there are any con-
trary principles, or authorities, to be found in other books,
which ought to induce 2 different decision. Most of the cases
which have occurred in England, relating to property in wild
animals, have either been discussed and decided upon the prin-
ciples of their positive statute regulations, or have arisen be-
wween the hunisman and the owner of the land upon which
beasts ferae naturae have been apprehended; the former claiming
them by title of occupancy, and the latter ratione soli Little satis-
factory aid can, therefore, be derived from the English
reporters, 20

Were there English decisions or other authority proclaiming that a closely
pursued fox belongs to the close pursuer, we might agree 10 damages for Post.
But we find no English cases about foxes on public lands snatched from be-
neath the nases of a hunier’s hounds.

Barbeyrac, in his notes on Puffendorf, does not accede to the

definition of occupancy by the latter, but, on the contrary, af-

firms, that actual bodily seizure is not, in all cases, necessary io
constitute possession of wild animals. He does not, however, de-
scribe the acts which, according to his ideas, will amount to an

L2y 7
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ropriation of such animals to private use, 30 a1 1o ey,
fo cl£m of all other persons, by _mle of mygcy,toda‘em
anigmals; and he is far from averring irhzt pursuit alone is 5
cient for that purpose. To 2 certain extent, and as i
Barbeyrac appears to me o go, his objections 1o Puffendcr
definition of occupancy are reasonable and correct Tha i,
say, that actual bodily seizure is not indispensable 0 a0qu
right to, or possession of, wild beasts; but thas, on the contr
the mortal wounding of such beass . . . {or) encompaning 1,
securing such animals with nets and toils, or othembginmz
cepting them in such a manner as to deprive them of their nan
ral liberty, and render escape impossible, may Jusdy in.de‘ema
to give possession of them to those persons who, hmm
try and labor, have used such means of apprehending then®
It s true that noted civil lawyers once differsd over whether 4 iy
hunter could claim a fox short of actually grabbing its teil B o
Lodowick Post, with his close-pursuit claim, is out of luck; the enenl o
Wy nearest Post’s closepursuit pasition suggests only that mortall s
throwing a net over a wild fox might suffice io confer owmersiip
We are the more readily inclined to confine PORCISION of 00k
pancy of beasts ferae naturae, within the limin prescribed by te
learned authors above cited, for the sake of ceruainty, and pre
serving peace and order in society. If the firn secing, suaros;,
or pursuing such animals, without having so wounded, drour
vented or ensnared them, 5o as to deprive them of their paur
liberty, and subject them 10 the control of their m:ﬁwuid
afford the basis of actions against others for intercepting 4
killing them, it would prove a fertile source of quamths i
litigation. ¥22
{fwetake:kisdeadfox,aritsm{m,myﬁm° P
give it to Post, we'd be operung up a4 can ofm WGW

intervenor. (Here Judge Tompkins offers a peace-and-order maog
to back up the opinion’s moldy authorities. The srguet! M
awarding Post damages might prompt & flood of lawsits vl

more water had Tompkins not already admined w 2 gearh o’
hunt precedents.)

St 10 this instance, may have been, yet this act wis lPP§°d
{J; RO mijury or damage for which a legal remedy can be and
€ are of opinion the Jjudgment below was erroness
---""‘"""
283 F
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ought to be reversed.**®

As we've been hinting all along, we conclude that Pierson, rude interloper
though he may be, need pay no damages. Pierson can disregard the contrary
judgment of the wrongheaded judge and jury below.

B. Judge Livingston In Dissent

Tompkins’s majority opinion ends with the above announce-
ment that Post loses. But the court record doesn’t end there be-
cause we're treated next to a rousing dissenting opinion by a Judge
Livingston. The importance of dissenting opinions cannot be over-
stated. Many a view first expounded in dissent has in the long run
become a majority opinion. For example, a half-century before the
US. Supreme Court in Brown v. Board of Education®™* ruled “sepa-
rate but equal” schools for black kids unconstitutional because in-
herently unequal, Justice Harlan foreshadowed Broun by dissenting
in the Supreme Court’s “separate but equal” approval of a Louisi-
ana statute segregating railroad cars.®*® Brown v. Board of Educa-
tion’s desegregation rule was, under this analysis, always The Law; it
just took half a century to “find” it.

Judge Tompkins's majority view in Fierson therefore may in
tme turn out to be bad Law, a minority position. Should
Tompkins's Pierson ruling on “occupancy” later be discovered to be
what lawvers call “in error,” conventional legal theorists will say the
true rule was lying around all the time, merely awaiting judges
more adept 3t “finding” The Law.?% Livingston’s Pierson dissent,
therefore, is conceivably the germ of The Law of the future.

In addition to paving the way for The Law to be rediscovered,
dissenting opinions also serve to keep majority opinions honest.
Students should beware of the unanimous court opinion in which
Judges march in goose step. Unanimity can be misleading. Opin-
lon-writers, like the lawyers they are, tend to fudge their arguments
- on both the case facts and The Law — unless kept honest by a
tough-minded dissenter. Appeliate judges tend to be flerce par-
tisans for their judicial views, and naturally shape their rule-of-law
reasoning to convince readers that they “obviously” have a strangle-
hold on legal truth. The law student’s best Law-learning exercise is

E id.
;: 347 U.S. 483 (1954). 5 55964 (1896)
Plessy v. Ferguson, 163 US. 537, 552 . .
26 Sdt;?u:mﬁj Peter Wesley-Smith, Theories of Adjudication and the Status of Stave Deci-
sis, Pagcepent v Law 73-87 {Laurence Goldstein ed., 1988) {ciscussing the “declara
l0ry theory” of law).
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to look for the soft spots always present in an opinion’s legi ,
soning and, if no dissenting opinion is aWc 0 exploit the;
soft spots, to compose a private dissent showing how the ambigy;,
in the rule of the moment permits of a contrary argumen.

Opposing lawyers’ appellate briefs are the best evidence ¢
how unbalanced partisan legal debaters can be in shaping leg:
materials to point toward preordained conclusions. The ostensh;
objective “opinion of the court” differs from an advocate’s brie/
yet it may be mainly a cosmetic difference. Often the court’s
sons for decision are little more than a warmed-over version of i
winning lawyer's brief, the rough edges of partisan adwao
smoothed over with judicial professions of neutrality in deciding
what is, after all, only a “simple question . . . of occupany.™ [
ul law students learn something about judging the extent to vhic
a court’s formal words involve hype and fudging, as opposed o
balanced treatment of facts and precedents, reading fintveu
casebooks remains a risky enterprise.

As you read Judge Livingston's dissenting treatment of it
scholarly authorities paraded in Pierson v. Posi, remember tha
judges, although by tradition inclined to travel along the historial
paths of precedent, can always choose in a pinch to blae 2 1
road. Judges, however, usually shy from openly and bra
changing directions, preferring to squeeze their way quietly
gingerly around inconvenient precedents. In Lodowick Post's ca.
Judge Livingston, if he doesn't blaze a new road, at Jeast extract
from the moldy authorities encugh “occupancy” to give a legalsic
Cast to his lonely pro-Post, pro-property vote.

Thinking like a lawyerjudge chooses to think means locks
at old opinions and thinking: which pieces of text can Iusein®
argument for giving Post the fox> For giving Pierson the for’ F!
cutting the fox in half > Legal minds fret litde about “correct’ @
solutions. Legal minds, for a fee, argue either side. Unfortiai
the ultimate quest in law school is rarely for any kind of polic
truth; the quest is for another counter-argument.

. One final matter before beginning the translation of [u3f°
i‘mngs:on’s argument that Lodowick Post got close enough 0%
tzx&:" occupy” the beast. Livingston's wrinng reﬁed!..ﬂ?m?‘fm.g
oft ct‘;lou“ majority’s buttoned-down opinion, a free spirit 1P
th €1 the case in dissenting opinions. First of all, zmmﬁﬁ

€ View only of the writer or of a small minority of judges ™
W - i
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easier to write clearer, more vigorous prose when writing for the
few rather than the many. The larger the committee drafting a
report, the denser the prose. Individual writers such as Livingston,
shorn of responsibility for pleasing fellow judges, can tap into their
private reservoir of passion. Such a “personal” opinion tends to be
more readable than the opinion of the court. Since a judge agi-
tated enough to draft a dissent often brings to the task considera-
ble passion, such passion produces on occasion a message with bite
written in down-to-earth prose. Legal literature, because of dissent-
ers” sound and fury, is much the richer.

Here, then, is the bulk of Judge Livingston’s vivid, crisply writ-
ten opinion in Pierson v. Post, together with a translation that Liv-
ingston might with some justice object to, give or take a few
anachronisms, as unnecessary:

Livingston, J. My opinion differs from that of the court. . .. This
is 2 knotty point, and should have been submitted to the arbitra-
tion of sportsmen, without poring over justiman, Fleta, Bracton,
Puffendorf, Locke, Barbeyrac, or Blackstone, all of whom have
been cited; thev would have had neo difficulty m coming 10 a
prompt and correct conclusion. In a court thus constituted, the
skin and carcass of poor reynard would have been properly dis-
posed of, and a precedent set, interfering with no usage or cus-
tom which the experience of ages has sanctioned, and which
must be so well known to every votary of Diana. But the parties
have referred the question to our judgment . . . [The fox’s] dep-
redations on farmers and on bam yards have not been forgot
ten; and to put him to death wherever found, is ailowed to be
meritorious, and of public benefit. Hence it follows, that our
decision should have in view the greatest possible encourage-
ment to the destruction of an animal, so cunning and ruthless in
his career. But who would keep a pack of hounds; or what gen-
tleman, at the sound of the horn, and at peep of day, would
mount his steed, and for hours together, “sué jove ﬁigido,‘” ora
vertical sun, pursue the windings of this wily quadruped, if, just
as night came on, and his stratagems and strength were nearly
exhausted, a saucy intruder, who had not shared in the honours
or Izbours of the chase, were permitted to come in at the death,
and bear away in triumph the object of pursuit? Whatever Justin-
ian may have thought of the matter, it must be recollected that
his code was compiled many hundred years ago, and it would be
very hard indeed, at the distance of 50 many centusies, not to
have a right to establish a rule for ourseives. in his day, we read
of no order of men who made it a business, in the Janguage of
the declaration in this cause, “with hounds and dogs to find,
start, pursue, hunt, and chase,” these animals, and that, too,

¥—._—-—_
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without any other motive than the Pfﬂm ﬁlomm;
try; if this diversion had been then in "“‘”“'*Wm
composed his instituzes would have taken care pot 10 prss it
without suitable encouragement. If anything, therefore, 3,
digests or pandects shall appear to militate againg the defey
ant in error. who, on this occasion, was the foxhunier, e
only to say tempora mutantur; and i men themaelves change
the tmes, why shouid not laws also undergo an altertion ™

Although these two hunters should have spared this our fe;
haggling over the spoils of the hunt, I vote to affirm the juny's dverd
ages to Post and his hounds. Had Post and Piarson put their quami 1,
of fellow sportsmen, the sportsmen no doubt would have condewnad P
snubbing the gentlemanly custom of giving the kunter, whos hounds
and pursues, the chance to run down his prey. In emy ewen, i
benefits chicken farmers. Therefore, Post and other heapers of hounds .
encouraged in their devotion to the hunt — and protected from ixteiope:
as Pierson who seck the prize earned by another's purswit. As for it
hes moldy crowd, those ancients knew nothing of fox hents, English or i
can; had the Romans followed the hounds, Roman lew weuid e i
close pursuit. In any event, the Javlure of aged treatins 18 epuak dx v

with ownership doesn't settle the matter Ewmwﬁm’
The Law,

It may be expected, however, by the learned coumed, thitzor
particular notice be taken of their authorities. § hame eanind
them all, and fee) great difficulty in dminh;ﬂhﬂﬁﬂ?“'
quire dominion over a thing, before in common, i be suficcs
that we barely see it, or know where it is, or wish flor &, ormaiet
declaration of our will respecting it, or whether, in the s &
wild beasts, setting a rap. or lving in wait, Or starting, or pa%
Ing. be enough; or if an actual wounding, or killiag, or bodk
Iact and occupation be necessary. Writers on haw, w0
have favored us with their spemﬁaﬁomonth&mwt:
them all . | After marure deliberation, ! embraor tat 2
Barbeyrac as the most rational, and lesst Liable % objecod )
L've studied 1he duthorities cited, and unlike my follow jole, Iﬁﬂ
Ggreement about whether ciose pursuit stamps &W“mw
Of all the scholarly opinions prut forth by counse, Barbepec’, whid

Posr, apbeals to me.

Now, as we are without any municipal wdﬂfm‘;

\gf: are at liberey 10 adopt . . . the learned ¢ i
arbeyrac, hay Property in animals ferae neheue w3y
R — -
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quired without bodily touch or manucaption, provided the pur-
suer be within reach, or have a reasonable prospect (which
certainly existed here) of taking what he has thus discovered an
intention of converting to his own use.?*°

Since theve's no local legislation covering fox hunts, we judges need not
worry overmuch about legal niceties. Lodowick Post, before Pierson came along,
was close on the fox. Reasonably close is good enough in horseshoes, as well as
in The Law according to Barbeyrac.

When we reflect also that the interest of our husbandinen, the

most useful of men in any community, will be advanced by the

destruciion of a beast so pernicious and incorrigible, we cannot
greatly err, in saying that a pursuit like the present, through
waste and unoccupied iands, and which must inevitably and
speedily have terminated in corporal possession, or bodily seisin,
confers such a right to the object of it, as to make any one 2
wrongdoer, who shall interfere and shoulder the spoil. The jus-
tice’s mdgment ought, therefore, in my opinion, to be

affirmed. 2%
: As I've said, foxes are destructive beasts. Gentlemen and hounds of the
: chase should be encouraged. If by affirming Post's lower court judgment for
, damages, The Law gets stretched a but, it'’s for a good cause.

C. The Law In Action

And there you have it, The Law in action. Appellate debates
rarely lend themselves to ready answers deducibie from the law k-
brary’s morass of authorities. In cases on appeal, the opposing
briefs usually contain solid reasons for decision ¢ither way, includ-
ing selected pieces of The Law pointing — both ways. Opinions
such as Pierson reveal that The Law’s logic and stability is balanced
by The Law's elasticity and capacity for altering direction.

Judges Tompkins and Livingston passed that poor fox back
and forth in the name of The Law, but not even the heavy sprin-
Kling of Latin legalisms can disguise the human shapes at work be-
teath the surface of printed page. Pierson v. Post, on first reading,
mMay appear to be a case in which authoritative Latin texts speak
with finality in a single clear voice as to the inadequacy of merely
close pursuit. Before the first law school year of casebgok reading
toncludes, however, student readers will view Post’s fruglcss follow-
ing of the hounds as only the beginning of a never-ending chase of
4 creature most wily.

T
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VIII. ANOTHER PiECE OF THE Law IN TRANSLATION
A. Ghassemieh v, Schafer?'?

Eighth-grader Elaine Schafer played a poor joke on her,
teacher, Karen Ghassemieh. As Ms, Chassemieh was attempting
sit down, Elaine, intending not an injury but a prank, pulied b
teacher’s chair away.**®* Ghassemich fell to the classroom fioor an
hurt her back. The resulting litigation spawned Ghassmish v. &,
Jer, an intermediate appellate court opinion from Maryland revie
ing on appeal the judgment of a Balimore County trial cour*
Teacher Ghassemieh sued her prankster pupil on a tort theorr
Negligence.*** Following a trial at which the jury gave Schafer i
verdict, Ghassemich appealed, and lost again.®™ In Ghasemid,
Maryland court explains that even though the injured Ghasseni!
had 2 valid complaint about the trial judge's conduct at her ria
she nevertheless failed to follow the rules for perfecting an apped
and therefore was disqualified from having the merits of her P
peal considered.?*” Portions of the Ghassemizh v, Schafer opinion
are here reproduced in paragraphs block-indented, interspersed
with passages in italics translating the opinion’s lawyer English ino
something closer to the language of the street. The opinion opess
with a review of the trial Jjudge's conduct of the miak

B.  Original And Translation

At the close of the evidence, each side moved for a directed wr-
dict. . .. The appellee's [defendant Schafer's] motion was pred-
icated on a claim that the evidence established a batery, a2
intentional tort, and not negligence, as alleged. Both modons
were denied. With respect to the defendant’s motion, the [t
Judge] ruled: “As to the motion of the defendant, the Court wil
deny that motion, but I will include in the instructions the &b
mton of a batery and let the jury make the determination
whether this in fact was, if it was a negligent act on the partof
the defendant or if in fact it was a battery, which would certinlf
not be encompassed in the action brought by the plaintffin th8

case, but 1 would allow th j d
instructjon 248 &t 10 go to the juy by

[

242 447 A.2d 84 (Md. C
:*3 I at he. (Md. Ct. Spec. App. 1982),

44 1
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Both plaintiff Ghassemieh and defendant Schafer, after the jury heard
testimony but before the jury retired to pick o winner, asked the trial judge to
take the case away from the jury. Both teacher and student, speking through

I their lawyers, argued that no jury was needed because the law permits but a

} single outcome, Ghassemich and Schafer, in other words, both claimed that the

; trial judge should recognize each individually as the easy ouiright winner. In

l support of her easywinner contention, Elaine Schafer insisted that her art
teacher deserved no personal infury damages because Ghassemieh’s lauryer filed
the urong kind of tort action — that not Negligence but an intentional Battery
was the legal banner under which the plaintiff teacher should have proceeded to
coust,

The Baltimore County trial judge refused, however, to dismiss the jury
and declare from the bench the name of an outright winner. As to young Scha-
fer's defense that her injured instructor fatally blundered by inartfully suing in
Negligence instead of Baitery, the trial judge ruled that it should be not the trial
judge’s but the jury’s job to decide if Schafer’s practical joke does indeed amount
in law to a Battery — in which case plaintiff Ghassemieh loses because she
pleaded her lawsuit on the wrong legal theory.

Before the judge instructed the jury, the following exchange

occurred:

MR. CASKEY (counse! for defendant/appellee): “I would move

that the Court present the question to the jury as a queston as

to the battery versus negligence issue. 1 would request that the

jury be given the instructions as to what constituies negligence

and as to what constitutes battery and to have them answer the

question—do you find that it was negligence, batery, or

neither?”

MR HUESMAN (counsel for plaintiff/appeliant): *Well, I

think, Your Honor, before I respond to that, T guess a lot would

depend on exactly the way the questions are phrased.™*

After the trial judge decided the case should go to the jury for decision, the
lawyers for Ghassemich and Schafer met with the judge to help decide on the
verbal form for asking the jury its judgment. Lawyer Caskey, defending stu-
dent Schafer against a charge of Negligence, was no dummy. Caskey spoke up
to make sure the trial judge explained to the jury that Negligence and Batiery
theories are distinct legal creatures, and that his client Schafer’s little joke, if a
Battery, couldn’t also be Negligence. (Defense lawyer Caskey no doubt
hoped with the jury’s help to have Ghassemieh’s suit for Negligence
thrown out of court on a jury finding that Ghassemieh’s omitted but
proper - and exclusive - theory of recovery was for Batterv. And by
the way, Ghassemieh’s lawyer in all likelihood had good reason for

249 14
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pleading Ghassemieh’s damage suit in Negligence and ignoring
more plausible Battery theory — perhaps because the statute of finyy,
tions had run out on a Battery claim, or perhaps because labify i
surance existed covering 18-year-old Schafer’s liability for damage:;

Negligence but not in Bautery.)

Lawyer Huesman for plaintiff Ghasm#ﬂ.‘mpoudiagb%q&t;pm
Jfor jury instructions on Batlery, told the trial judge he was wmwm by
respond. {As events proved, what stow-off-the-mark Huesman shoug
have argued to the trial judge was that Negligence and Battery arex;
always distinct legal creatures, and that since pulling out the teacher'
chair could legitimately be deemed Negligence as well as & Bave
therefore a mutually-exclusive Battery jury instruction would unfi
prejudice Ghassemieh’s case for Negligence.)

In the instructions which immediately followed, the court began

by saying: “The case before you is an action based on a daix of

negligence. . . ." The court then instructed on battery, 2

follows:

“The Court has indicated that this is an action in negligence. 4
battery is an intemtional louching which is harmful or offexsion
Touching inciudes the intentional putting into motios of ay
thing which touches another person or the intentional putting
into motion of anything which touches something that is cor
nected with or in contact with another person. A wuching i
harmful if it causes physical pain, injury or iliness. A touchings
offensive if i offends a person’s reasonable sense of personal
dignity.”

I you find that the defendant acted with the intent to caust & hawful
or offensive touching of the plaintiff and that that offensioe towcking
directly or indirectly resulted, then this constitules @ batwry end g
verdict must be for the defendant, as this suit has been brought it
negligence and is not an action in battery. "¢

The trial judge told the Baltimore County jurors that thay wet
Ghassemieh’s suit for Negligence if they judge Schafer’s practiosl jobe % ¢
Battery — that Battery trumps Negligende. To constiruie o Bettery, winid
the judge by way of definition, Schafer need ondy have intentionall) pui 50
MOLOn. events causing teacher Ghassemieh o harmful contact.

At the conclusion of the instructions, trial counsel for the phir
tiffs (appellants) excepted as follows:

“Also, we except 15 that portion of the charge with regard to the 44 :
of battery. . . We believe that it is necessary to show tht the
defendant actually intended 1 harm the plainsiff and we belier o2

e et e i, M’
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the basis of the defendant’s own testimony that she did this as a
Jjoke, that she had no intention to commit bodily harm.” The
trial court overruled all objections. With respect 10 the battery
objection, the court did not address the definitional point
raised, but said:

“The battery instruction, the Court felt was appropriate in view

of the fact that this is an action in negligence, and if the jury

would find from hearing the testimony in the case that in fact

there was a batiery and not negligence, it may very well have the
opporunity to make a determination in favor of the
defendant.™®?

When the tnal judge finished instructing the jury on the elements of
Battery, Ghassemieh’s lawyer, Huesman, protested to the judge that Battery was
no proper part of this case because Schafer’s practical joke clearly evidenced no
mtent to harm her teacher, and intent to harm, said lowyer Huesman, is a
necessary ingredient for a Battery. The trial judge ignored or misunderstood
this objection to his definition of Battery, and thercafter merely reiterated his
opinion that Negligence and Battery are mutually-exclusive theories of recovery,
and that a jury finding of Battery would condemn Ghassemieh’s Negligence
case o the serap heap. (The jury, says the opinion in Ghassemieh v. Scha-
Jerin a passage here omitted, eventually returned a verdict relieving
student Schafer of any liability for her teacher’s injured back.? The
general form of the jury’s verdict leaves unclear just how the verdict
was reached. One possible basis for the jury’s pro-Schafer decision —
other than a finding of no Negligence committed by the youthful
prankster — may of course have been the jury’s conclusion that a Bat-
tery occurred, and that therefore Ghassemich's claim of Negligence,
given the trial judge's edict that Battery and Negligence cannot over-
lap, must go out the window. The appellate court next discusses
teacher Ghassernieh’s appeal of her trial court defeat.)

The gravamen of the plaintiffs’ appeal is that the.s.rial court

erred in giving the following portion of the instruction on bae

tery quoted above:

“If you find that the defendant acted with the intent to cause 4

harmful or offensive touching of the plaintiff and that that of

fensive touching directly or indirectly resulted, then this consti-
tutes a battery and your verdict must be for the defendant, as

this suit has been brought in negligence and is not an action In

battery.”

21 14 at 8§6.87.
B2 14 a3 80,
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In support of this principal contention, appellants mainui,
that:

“(1) The mere fact that the evidence adduced may have sz
lished that the defendant acted intentionally in pulling the chair
out from under the appellant, Karen B. Ghassemieh, does na
preclude recovery of damages for a cause of action in
negligence. . .. .

{3} To permit the defendant to escape liability for her torfious
conduct merely because she acted intentionally, rather than
negligently, would be fundamentally unjust and contrary to pub
lic policy."2%%

In asking the intermediate appellate court to reverse her trial court dfr
Ms. Ghassemieh’s argument is that the trial fudge mistakenly told the jur
pulling the chair out from under her, if a Battery, could not at the same tine
the sort of unveasonable behavior worthy of the name of Neghigenss. Gios
semieh insists that even though her student'’s prank was an indentiondl i,
Justice requires that Ghassemieh’s plea of Negligence be deewad aw altemaix
fo Battery as a basis for recovery of damages. (The legal textbook, mot.
divides tort theories of recovery into intentional (Battery) and unin-
tentional (Negligence) wrongs. The legal beginner might think i
simple to keep separate Negligence and Battery, and to wonder whvin
Ghassemieh v. Schafer there seems so much confusion. The probiem s
that law students and lawyers alike can never quite be certain Wi
makes for “intentional.” Schafer’s intentionally pulling the chair z
was also unintentional in so far as Schafer intended her seacher 10
harm; some would say that such a lack of intent to harm negates B
tery. On the other hand, intentionally driving a car above the sped
limit may well be Negligence, despite the obvious inaenmdomf%g-
What this suggests is that student hopes of nailing down the meaninf
of “intent” once and for all, in a legal system in which the meaning o
mtent” is forever shifting. is doomed.)

We are confronted with a threshold consideration not raised by
the appellee and, therefore, neither briefed nor angued butes
sentally jurisdictional: Was the appeliants’ objection to the bat
LeTy instruction, quoted above, a sufficient predicate for thei
positon on appeal? They now argue:

_The instruction given by the trial § ' beaas:
_ . Judge was improper .

if {h.e Jury had found that the dcfcndfm acted mtentionally it
Pulling the chair out from under the appeliant, Karen B. Ghi

semieh, it could nevertheless have awarded damages fof
negligence.”

it
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And further:

“Thus, a finding of gross negligence or of willful and wanton
misconduct may impute a finding of intentional conduct. Con-
sequently, a finding that the appelice had acted intentionally
would have been fully consistent with the allegations of the dec-
laration charging negligence. The trial court, therefore, erred
in instructing the jury to the contrary, While it is clear that {ap-
peliee} intended to puli the chair out from under Mrs. Ghas-
serieh, it is equally clear that she did notintend to injure Mrs.
Ghassemieh . . . "%

We judges must first of all decide if the trial court loser, plaintiff Karen
Ghassemieh, followed proper legal procedure for appealing the error of whick she
accuses the trial judge. Did she, in other words, make an appropriately-focused
objection durirg her trial Lo the trial judge’s telling the jury that Betiery and
Negligence are mutually-exclustve grounds for recovery of damages? Appellate
court procedure requires that Ghassemich, to be able to complain on appeal to
some aspect of the trial judge’s conduct of the trial, must have objected during
the trial hearing to the particular judicial exvor she now wishes to raise. Nor is
it enough in this case that Ghassemieh did in fact object to one aspect of the
trial judge’s Battery instruction; the question is whether Ghassemieh’s earlier
objection at her trial —- to a definition of Battery that dispensed with an inlent-
to-harm dement — suffices to permit her to complain for the first time on
appeal about the very different matter of the trial judge’s declaring Battery and
Negligenee 1o be mutually exclusive?

Now according to legal convention, defendant Schafer herself should have
raised this question of whether Ghatsemieh’s trial objection lacked sufficient
Jocus for appeal purposes. Yet in neither her appeliate brisf nor in appellate
argument did Schafer call this court’s attention to Ghassemieh’s tardiness in
complaining of the jury instruction about Battery and Negligence being always
alien to one another. We nevertheless are in this instance going to consider on
our oum initiative the matter of whether, during the trial of this case, plaintiff
Ghassemieh jumped through the appropriate hoops and so qualified to have her
appeal hegrd on ils merils.

Our problem arises from Maryland Rule 554 (Instructions to the

Jury) (1982 ed.), particularly subsections (d) and (e) concern-

ing, respectively, “objection” and “appeal.” Subsection {d) pro-

vides in part

“If 2 party has an objection to any portion of any instruction

given, or to any omission therefrom, or the failure to give any

instruction, ke shall before the jury retires to consider its verdict make

254 14,




—-——-—*—m—‘—

198 NEW YORK CITY LAW REVIEEW [Vol. 13

such objection stating distinctly the portion, or omsm or failurs 1
instruct to which he objects and the ground of his objection.”
And subsection (e) provides in its entirety:
“Upon appeal a party in assigning error in the instructions, shol
be restricted to (1) the particular portion of the instructions given
or the particular omission therefrom or the particular &ilure 1
instruct distinctly objected to before the jury retived and (2) the grounds
of objection distinctly stated at the time, and no other ervors or assign
ments of error in the instructions shall be considered by the appeilo
eourt, 7¥
This requirement that trial court chjections 16 jury instructions, & ot
tute a proper groundwork for appeals, be narrowly focused, is bottomd o
Maryland’s written rules for appellate procedure, in particular Rule 554, R
554 insists that “the grounds of objection [be] distinctly siated ot the time™
and forbids an appellant from adding other objections later during the ppel
Trial counsel for the plaintiffs did not object, as appeilate coun-
sel now objects, to any instruction on battery, but only to “that
porton of the charge with regard to the definition of banery.
Trial counsel was objecting to the court’s definition of batery as
an “intentional touching which is harmful or offensive. . . "

Trial counsel never stated as a basis for his objection that no
instruction on battery should be given because this was an i<
tion in negligence. The objection at trial was simply that the
definition of battery lacked an essential element, ie, the de-
fendant actually intended to harm the plaintff. However, intent
to do harm is not essential to a battery. The gist of the action is
not hostile intent on the part of the defendant, but the absence
of consent to the contact on the plaintiff's part. Thus, horse
play, pranks, or jokes ¢an be a battery regardiess of whether the
intent was t¢ harm.

Trial counsel never argued 1o the trial court that, as contended
at oral argument before us, negligence and batery are not mir
tually exclusive, or that a single intentional act can be the basis
for both battery and negligence, or that the jury could swrd
damages for negligence even if a battery had also been proved.
Qniy on appeal do appellants make clear their challenge © :be
mstruction that “this suit has been brought in negiig:mcmd"‘
1Ot an action in battery” and if battery were found, “your verdict
must be for the defendant.” The trial judge was not given ©
understand that the plaintiff really objected to any iasruction
on battery. The judge reiterated his negligence versus baiery

s

255 Id. ar 88.
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instruction in explaining why he felt the battery instruction was
appropriate, and the plainuff did not object.

Thus, the obiection below did not reach the broader issue raised

on appeal, and under Rule 554(e) it “may not be considered by

the appellate court.”®7

Piaintiff Ghassemieh’s objection at trial that the jury instruction on Bat-
tery lacked an essential intent-to-harm ingredient was the wrong objection.
Ghassemieh should have objected at trial to the jury being told by the irial judge
that Ghassemazh’s theory of Negligence would be trumped by a jury finding of
Battery. Because Ghassemieh waited until she appealed to make this objection,
her tardy claim, under Rule 554, “may not be considered by the appellate
court. "3 Incidentally, Ghassemieh’s assertion that Battery requires intent 10
harm is, in this court’s judgment, bad law,; horseplay and practical jokes, after
all, can trigger batteries despite a batterer’s innocent intent.

[TThe presence of an intent to do an act does not preclude neg-

ligence. The concepts of negligence and battery are not mutu-

ally exclusive. . . .

We see no reason why an intentional act that produces unin-

tended consequences cannot be a foundation for a negligence

action. Here, an intentional act - the pulling away of the chair

- had two possible consequences: the intended one of embar-

rassment and the unintended one of injury. The battery — an

indireet offensive touching, a technical invasion of the plain-

tiff’s personal integrity—was proved. However, a specific in-

struction on negligence — namely, that the defendant had 2

duty to refrain from conduct exposing the plaintiff co unreason-

able risk of injury and breached that duty, resulting in her injury

-~ was not requested. Nor was any exception made to the gen-

eral negligence instruction that was given. Nor did the plaintff

at trial take the unequivocal position that she was proceeding on

a theory of negligence, nowithstanding the co-existence of an

intentional act, iz, a battery. In sum, appellants are asserung

now the arguments they should have made at trial. Such hind-

sight can avail them nothing

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED; APPELLANTS TO PAY THE

COsTS.»9

Not that it will do plaintiff Ghassemish any good at this point, given the
tardiness of her objection to the trial judge’s procedure, Emz we do hc_zppm o
belizve she's right as rain about Battery and Negligence being alternative ways
to approack this lawsuit. The trial judge was, we think, wrong in telling the

257 14,
58 1d,
¥6 I ar 89-90,
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jury that Battery trumps Negligence. ,T?:e concept of ﬁm&m'w %0, i
the legal mind, a prison make; there'’s no reason, given the elasticity of “snm.
tion,” that defendant Schafer’s practical foke can't be at the same timy g,
intentional-harmful-touching as well as imﬁmal—mndudmﬁmm
sonable-risk-ofunintended-injury. Nevertheless, under Rule 534, we must doy
our ears to Ghassemieh’s appeal; the trial court’s judgment i faver of
defendant student and practical joker is affirmed.

IX. THe Law FroOM THE MARBLE Patace
A, The Constitution And Original Understanding

Constitutional law is the showcase for The Law's fusion of aus

tom, experience, wisdom, fantasy, lawyer logic, and moral finesur
ing at its most grandiose. Front and center is the text of the LS.
Constitution, from which U.S. Supreme Court Justices ote scip
ture and verse for their Olympian pronouncements. In additos,
each of the fifty states has its own constitution, a supreme legal test
under which state judges rule their subjects. Each of the fifty e
therefore has its separate body of constitutional law made up o
state appellate interpretive decisions that, except where rumped
by The Law of the federal constitution, constitute fifty siate ver
sions of judicial supremacy. Just as judges have the final sayin the
meaning of a litigated statute or common law principle, s do e
provisions of a state or federal constitution mean, no more of 10
less, than what judges say they mean.
‘ Firstyear instruction in federal constitutional faw Pﬁn{ii’m
introduces students to The Law as proclaimed on decision days
the U.S. Supreme Court Building. This is the occasion when &t
Justices file into the public red-velvet chamber of their mifble??}
ace and, with somber formality, offer up their freshlyminted opr
ions. The pomp and ceremony surrounding ded jon day is Th¢
Law’s high mass, lending credence to the Court’s reputation for
highmindedness and impartiality.

If the U.S. Supreme Court were truly as politically imparid ®
the red-velvet presentation of Court OpiIions sugyests, then the ¢
Piacjﬁmez_n of retiring Justices would have no hcﬂrdﬁt? P"z*w]
ram‘ﬁc_'fmons. Yet the Supreme Court is so obviously 2 W.e
Player in shaping the nation’s political life that presidental 107
nattons to fill Court vacancies often wrigger major pol¥ jeal arde
PeI}dmg Senate confirmation. The Justices’ rcad.ingqf the fra®
E;S' v;.gn‘le and ambiguous master blueprint, given the US. Pw:ﬁf

Judicial supremacy in matters of constitutional interpre2®®”
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propels the Court, willing or not, headlong into the political
thicket.

Even so, Court members feel they must promote the pipe
dream of judicial neutrality. The obligatory salutes in Court opin-
ions to neutral principles, and the pomp and ceremony of decision
day, promote The Law's reputadon for disinterestedness, and keep
the public halfconvinced that the justices are never creators, only
restrained discoverers, of The Law. Yet for the legally alert, it's too
late in the day to pretend that the rhetoric of blindfolded disinter
esiedness is much more than a figleaf.

Experienced Supreme Court watchers, expert at stripping
away pretenses of antiseptic purity in Constitution-reading, recog-
nize that consttutonal law doctrines are, like lesser forms of legal
rhetoric, a form of code. This red-wvelvet code manages to mask
somewhat the elasticity inherent in Court determinations about
which appeals to hear, which phrases in the Constitution’s text to
resuscitate, which competing Court precedents to follow, and
which among equally attractive constitutional doctrines to stress in
drafting opinions. The first-year constitutional law student must
learn to swim in pseudo-legal policy waters weighted down with
such judicial dead weight as the great Chief Justice John Marshall’s
pronouncement, with a straight face, that courts are “mere instru-
ments of the law, and can wili nothing.”™** Marshall’s “mere instro-
ments” mythology comes to us today reinforced with an array of
Courtdy procedures and verbal chants that create a fantasy land
through which first-year students must pass on their way to ferre
firma.

The U.S. Constitution, despite The Law’s publicized aversion
to the politics of the street nevertheless had a tainted, highly polit-
ical, birth. Its drafting took place with a supremely political flaunt-
ing of proper form. The fiftyfive delegates to the 1787
constitutional convention in Philadelphia were sent there by the
thirteen state legislatures, after all, merely to patch up the coun-
uy's ground-breaking Articles of Confederaton, not to draft a new
charter for federal government.®! Yet a new charter came out of
that runaway convention in which the upright George Washington
presided and father-of-the-Constitution James Madison kep} then-
secret notes. And it’s that new charter’s abstract, imprecise lan-
guage that, even after two hundred years of deba{ef continues to
prompt fierce disputation about the framers’ cloudy intentions. As

260 Oshorn v. Bank of the United States, 22 U.S5. (9 Wheat) 738, 866 (1824).
%! Richard S. Kay, The [legality of the Constitution, 4 CONST. COMMENTARY 37 (1387).
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robed leaders in a continuing national constitutional deby
Supreme Court Justices annually issue their mind-g\mming;‘u{fg.
ments about the master blueprint’s current meaning, adding 1,
growing mountain of constitutional doctrine that first-year stuep;
can but sample in casebook form.

The starting point for debating the meaning of the Consin
tion’s seven brief articles and twenty-plus amendmetts traditional
focuses on the framers’ (and ratifiers’) Original Understanding o
the shape of the federal system they were constructing, This Orig:
nal Understanding, if you take Court opinions at face value, v
and is the touchstone for judicial interpretation. Original Under
standing theory, which many find comforting, holds that the cioer
the Justices stick to an Original Understanding reading, the greater
the protection against justices reading their personal politcal vl
ues into the framers’ phrases. Original Understanding bolsters e
idea of a limited role, in a democracy, for life-tenured judidd i
terpreters of constitutions. Justices, unaccountable at the balln
box, are obligated, as neutral-principle watchdogs, to exercise judi
cial veto power in the name of constitutional interpretation orls
when backed by Original Understanding. Original Understandizg
isn’t the sole theory about the proper constitutional role for 2
pointed-for-life federal judges. Original Understanding is, hov
ever, the theory of interpretaiion that leads to bromides about
Jjudicial selfrestraint being the path to judicial virtue.

Original Understanding theory builds on the premise that e
framers were prescient enough to provide clear enough directos
to enable compliant judges to be Law-finders rather than Lawnak
ers. The popular appeat of 2 Constitution that can be compared @
an architect’s detalled blueprint is obvious. To appear to exvat
from the framers’ hallowed words a comprehensive Original L
derstanding serves much the same purpose as when religious g%
extract spiritual truth from Holy Writ. Citizens wary of the som®
times unsavory give and take of legislative infightingameng et
Tepresentatives are comforted by the thought that something
ter than politics as usual guides The Law’s managers.

Yet no lawyer, not even arch-conservative Judge Robert Burk
";.hose unyielding commitment to Original Undersanding @
st;mc? Seat on the U.S. Supreme Court, believes Original Und¢

nding can alone settle the constitutional puzzles that confrom

the Justices. Origi , monid
role in the Sy ginal Understanding often plays but a cere

stitutional liti

preme Court’s fleshing out of the Constitation. &E
gauon raises issues in which the framers’ deep &0



1996} LAW AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE 133

guities defy Original Understanding solutions. While Original
Understanding is far from irrelevant in the Court’s work, nods to
Original Understanding often serve mainly as a sort of prayer with
which to open Court services.

The vagueness inherent in constitutional concepts of Inter-
state Commerce, Due Process, Equal Protection, and Free Speech
compels Supreme Court Justices to decipher such abstractions by
looking outside constitutional text and history. Even if eighteenth-
century dictionaries existed, reading with any precision the minds
of the framers is out of the question. The framers held no finely
drawn collective vision of the future. Qur Constitution-makers
were never of one mind. No Original Understanding can make
clear the modern application of the Bill of Rights. In any case,
evenn had those responsible for putting the Constitution together
possessed a collective Original Understanding relevant to current
issues, the trustworthy historical materials for digging out any such
eighteenth-century consensus are wafer thin. This is why constitu-
tonal interpretation must in the end come down to constitutional
creation.

The 1787 convention was a closed-door affair: no reporters.
The lessthan-half of the fifty-five delegates who regularly attended
the Philadelphia sessions hammered out in private what was very
much a compromise document. The Constitution came out of a
fierce convention struggle between proponents of a strong central
govemment and those preferring a looser confederation of power-
ful sovereign states. What we don’t know, because no complete,
reliable account of convention proceedings is available,?® is ex-
actly what was said and done to hammer out a consensus national
blueprint.

Virginian James Madison was one of several convention dele-
gates who kept private notes. Years later he dug out those conven-
ton notes and revised them. After Madison’s death, several
decades after the Constitution’s ratification, his notes were finally
published ° Today, Madison’s notes are a key source of informa-
tion from which accounts of the Constitution’s framing have been
fashioned.

Other delegates likewise, years after the Constitu tio‘rz’s ratiﬁtfa-
tion, released their fading memoirs or issued recollections of bits

%2 John G. Wotford, The Blinding Light: The Uses Of History In Constitutional Interpre.
lafion, 31 U. Crn. L. Rev. 502, 504-06 (1964). _

%8} MessacES AND PAPERS OF THE PRESIDENTS: 1780-1897 (James D. Richardson ed.
18%6).
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and pieces of convention history. Yet from such evidence dra
from memoirs and private notes it is best to remember: old e
forget; moreover, they can have opportunisic memories. Asde
from the question of how credible these tardy revelations may b,
one revelation emerges from this checkered history: the framey
had no Original Understanding apart from the understanding re.
flected by the text of the Constitution. Rather than preserving cor.
vention history, the framers chose to lecave only one piece o
history, one document, relevant to constitutional interpretatior,
and that’s the text of the seven articles to which they signed they
names in 1787,

Even had the Philadelphia framers preserved trustworly
records evidencing a fixed vision for the future, there's the addi
tional difficulty of what to do about the tangie of nation-building
ideas held by that secondary category of founding fathers, the hun-
dreds of delegates to the 1788 state ratification conventions. Hox
should the mind-set of state delegates auending the various oo
ventons be factored into the constitutional interpretation equx
tton? This is a question largely left unanswered, and, here agi,
because the spotty history of the debates at the state ratifying con
ventions has never been thought helpful as a guide to interpret
tion.”** Even during the thirty-fouryear reign of Chief Justice Johs
Marshall (who, as a state convention delegate in Virginia, helped
ratify the Constitution), Original Understanding, in the sense of
who thought about what in 1787-88, came infrequently to the 2id
of Supreme Court interpreters. Original Understanding in sun
one, but not the only, ingredient of a constitutional decision.

. Though Original Understanding fails to make constitutiond
interpretation a strictly historical operation, consensus among f¢
framers on some general points did exist. The framers agreed tie
natonal government needed taxing powers, plus the power ©
make treaties and go to war. Also agreed was that giving to (o
gress a power to regulate interstate commercial activity was (¢
only way to avoid economic rivairy between states that viould
weaken the nation. The economic interests of gentlemen famer
(such as Virginia's Washington and Madison) and their cousi®
the bankers, were also the obvious reason for adding a Contrac®

Ciaus{f forbiddi“g state legislatures from relieving the debtor a8
of their debts.

But if there was agreement in Philadelphia on these point

-4 2% See Jefferson H. Powell, The Potitial Con W
L. Rev. 949 (1993). ' o mmay of Early
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there are key areas in which the Constitution stutters and stam-
mers. Nowhere in the text, shockingly, is there mentioned which
branch of the federal government is to have the last word on what
a disputed constitutional text means. The Constitution doesn’t say,
despite Supreme Court claims to the contrary, that the Court may
exercise velo power over any state and federal legislaton the Jus-
rices think conflicts with constitutional directions. If, as many be-
lieve, there was an Original Understanding that the Justices were to
have the last word (known as the power of judicial review), the
framers chose to omit from their text this design for judicial
supremacy.

Legal historians believe that some framers favored giving the
last word on constitutonal interpretation to non-clected Justices,
that some framers opposed making lifetime justices the final au-
thority on constitutional meaning, and that some framers kept
mum about their preferences. Perhaps the issue of judicial
supremacy was thought too controversial in 1787 for inclusion in a
document the framners were trying to peddle nation-wide as the lat-
est thing in representative government. In any event, not undl 1803,
when the Supreme Court decided Marbury v. Madison,* did the
Justices establish the Court as the final authority on the meaning of
the Constitution.

In the Marbury case, the Court for the first time vetoed (part
of) an act of Congress deemed inconsistent with the Constitution.
The statute that the Justices declared unconstitutional (setting up
the system of federal courts) was enacted in 1789 by a Congress
that included many of the framers of the Constitution.*®®  In Mar-
bury, typically the opening case in constitutional law casebooks, the
Court conveniently spied, hidden between the lines of the Consti-
tution, its authority to render definitive interpretations of murky
constitutional passages. Chief Justice John Marshall’s opinion for a
unanimous Court, for readers familiar with Federalist politics of
that era, has a Machiavellian cast. Marshall offered a meager ra-
tionale for its assumption of broad judicial review powers.

John Marshall had been Secretary of State in the Federalist
administration of John Adams?®” As President Adams left the
White House in 1801, he named Marshall to head the Supreme
Court and, from that jurisprudential foothole, to hold as best he

265 5 U8, {1 Cranch) 137 (18038}, .
1*;; William W. Van Alstyne, A Critical Guide
67 Jd at 3.

¢ Marbury v. Madison, 1969 Duke L.J.
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could the Federalist fort against the incoming Republica
slaught.?%® Chief Justice Marshall, a good soldier, defended v
the Federalist fort, using his great influence over his fellow ju
to remold the Supreme Court into a domipant force in natig,
politics. Marbury v. Madison’s strained reading of Congres's
as we shall see, the framers’ text, was the cornerstone of a Manhy
Court that thereby armed itself with judicial review power over i
other branches of both federal and state government ™

The Marbury dispute was on the surface a fight over filling
low-level judgeship. In fact, as numerous historians have explaine:
it was a Washington, D.C. tug-of-war between outgoing Federal
(President John Adams) and incoming Republican (Presde;
Thomas Jefferson) administrations.”® William Marbuy, a Feder
ist lame duck judicial appointee, asked the Supreme Court {uit
out bothering to start with a lowerlevel court) to take origiz
Jurisdiction of his case and order the new Secretary of State, Jam
Madison, to give Marbury his judgeship.¥! Madison was partof t
incoming, anti-Federalist Thomas Jefferson administraton™ Th
Marbury judgeship controversy required that the Supreme Cor
consirue a piece of the federal Judiciary Act of 1789 conceming
which cases the Court can hear only on appeal, and which o
can be filed originally at the marble palace.

The Judiciary Act was the original congressional biueprint
tailing which cases the Supreme Court would have original or 2
pellate jurisdiction to hear,?™ Congress assumed this job o
allocating the Court’s jurisdiction because the Constitution mere
lists, without purporting to be exhaustive, a handful of cases for it
Court’s original jurisdiction, such as lawsuits between sts”
Marbury, which is the creation, in every sense of the word, of (i
Justice John Marshall, entered the history books because the Mz
shfﬂ? Court purposefully misread the 1789 Judiciary Act's i o
oniginal jurisdiction cases.

John Marshall’s Marbury claimed, by a severe wisting of 8¢

text, to find in the Judiciary Act an attempt by Congres © o
mandamus lawsuits such as M, Marbury's to the Consitutios s

e

268 T4 ar 9.4,

?59 See generaily id.

270 See, €., STONE v
273 Vap Alstyne,
272 Van Alstyne,
273 Van Alsyne,
274 Van Aistynt‘
275 11§, Co *

AL., suprg note 6.
Sufra note 266, ar 4-5,
supra note 266, ar 4.5,
supra note 266, ar 13.14.
Supra note 266, a1 14
NST. art MM, § 2, o1 o
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of original jurisdiction cases. Having mangled the Judiciary Act,
Chief Justice Marshall then, conveniently, faced the first of two
: constitutional issues upon which he longed to render an opinion.
‘ The first issue was whether Congress had constitutional authority
. to tell the Supreme Court to entertain original jurisdiction cases in
i addition to those on the Constitution’s short list in Article HI of
original jurisdiction cases. Marshall, in order to reach this constitu-
tional Article Il issue, chose, for political reasons, to misread Con-
gress's Judiciary Act. Those political reasons relate to presidential
politics and to the Chief justice’s championing of a more powerful
role in the national government for the Supreme Court*”

After Chief Justice Marshall in Marbury insisted that Congress
intended, in it8 Judiciary Act, to confer additional original jurisdic-
tion on the Court, Marshall next judged that Congress cannot con-
stitutionally add to the constitution’s brief list of Supreme Court
onginal junsdiction cases. The Judiciary Act as thus misread, the
Chief Justice opined, conflicts with the Constitution. Article I of
the Constitution, of course, doesn’t actually say that the Constitu-
tion’s short list of original jurisdiction cases is exclusive; Articie III
can easily be read to permit — in fact invite - Congress 1o add 10
the list. But John Marshall, according to conventional historical
wisdom, wished to find a conflict, because by so doing the Court
now faced the ultimate issue Marshall so wished to exploit. For
now Marshall had a platform for preaching judicial supremacy to
his political antagonists in the White House and in Congress. The
Chief Justice’s ultimate issue: who has the last word on the mean-
ing of the U.S. Constitution?

Since the Constitution stands mute on judicial rfeview powers,
opinionwriter John Marshall was forced to wing it in explaining
why judges can invalidate, in the name of the Constitution, fei‘derzfl
and state legislation. Marshall in Marbury legally reasons that “obvi-
ously” the Court must be the supreme Constitution-interpreter be-
cause the Constitution is a written legal document, and because
lawyerjustices know best what The Law is. Furthermore, Marshall
argues, the Constitution commands that Justices swear an oath (as
do most government officials) to obey consﬁtt{uonal commands,
and Justices so sworn have no choice but to strike down statutory
departures from the constitutional design.*”’ So,. Mﬁ’f:“’y con-
cludes, it's the Court’s prerogative to tell Congress it cant add to
Article 1I’s original jurisdiction list and force the Court to take

276 op 11y R upra note 132,
generally RODELL, supr:
777 St Marbury, 5 .S, (3 Cranch) at 175-78.
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original jurisdiction of Mr. Marbury's mandamus request: ther.
fore Mr. Marbury’s application for mandamus was dismiseq f;
lack of jurisdiction at the Supreme Court level %78

The genius of John Marshall’s Marbury decision is that #e
Court refuses, because of a presumed lack of constitutional juric
diction, to order Republican Secretary of State Madison to deliver
Marbury’s judgeship, an order that in any cvent the Republian
Administration would have snubbed. The Court in Marbuy v
Madison, in short, reads the Judiciary Act of 1789 to say what it vz
never intended to say — that the Court must accept original juns
diction over cases like would-be Judge Marbury’s. Then the Coun
similarly gives the Constitution a one-eyed reading to say that the
framers barred Congress from doing what Congress never tried o
do (add to the Court’s original jurisdiction). Then to top itall of,
the Marbury opinion takes it for granted that the Constitution, de-
spite its silence on the subject, makes the Court the number one
interpreter of the framers’ wishes. Marbury against Madison, nev
ertheless, is still good Law —- and great Federalist politics.

Although Marbury’s tortured rendering of the framers’ tectis
no ringing wibute to Original Understanding, the steep slide avat
from a constitutional law keyed, at least in theory, to 178788 inter
tions, camne much later. Today much of constitutional law swds
concerns justifications other than Original Understanding for te
gloss the Supreme Court regularly affixes to the Constitution.
Home Building and Loan Ass'n v. Blaisdell*™ for example, a case i
volving debtor relief legislation passed during the Great Depres
sion of the 1930s, is one of many Supreme Court cases in which the
framers’ intentions, even though for once clear, counted for litle
or nothing.

The Minnesota legislature in the 1930s sought to help oul
strapped debtors by forcing creditors to extend the time for paril§
off morigages.*® Minnesota creditors yelled foul and pointed Wi
their lawyers at the Contracts Clause of the U.S. Constitution”™
T i e S En B vord

< odligations
SCh_edUiesﬁf’z The Contracts Ciaﬁ?e. rerrsl:;hbﬁfn wis a bigpiat}::‘ in
Philadelphia in 1787 because, ever since the Revolutionary Wa

st

2R Id ar 180,

279 290 1.5, 398 (1934
280 Id ar 409 -
2BY Fd, ar 404,

282 g
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state legislatures had been upsetting commercial expectations by
too cavalierly letting citizen debtors off the hook.

The Supreme Court in Blaisdell hemmed and hawed about
Original Understanding. But in the end a New Deal Court said
that despite the Contracts Clause ban on “impairing the obliga-
tons of contracts,” it was okay for Minnesota to impair the obliga-
gons of these Minnesota mortgage contracts.”™® During the
national economic <risis of the Great Depression, state laws slowing
down mortgage foreclosures were part of a popular effort to soften
the blows of financial catastrophe for farmers and others. The na-
ion-wide economic collapse persuaded the Court in Blaisdell to
read the Contracts Clavse out of the Constitution. In so doing, the
Justces explained that Original Understanding is not the only
guideline for interpretation:

It is no answer to say that what the provision of the Constitution

meant to the vision of that day it must mean 10 the vision of our

ime. If by the statement that what the Constitution meant at

the time of its adoption it means to-day, it is intended to say that

the great clauses of the Constitution must be confined to the

interpretation which the framers, with the conditions and out-

look of their time, would have placed upon them, the statement
carries its own refutation . . . as justice Oliver Wendell Holmes
wrote, “The case before us must be considered in the light of

our whole experience and not merely in that of what was said a

hundred years ago.”%%*

If, therefore, what was said two hundred years ago is only advi-
sory, as Blaisdel! suggests, then Original Understanding needs help
from some other theory of constitutional interpretaton.

B. A Living Constitution

A legal regime supporting contradictory theories about how
the Constitution ought to be read is par for the legal course. The
Law, after all, beneath its semi-llusory body of fixed rules, nurtures
a much more fluid body of competing arguments. Under this sys-
tem, then, Original Understanding theory vies with Living Consti-
tion theory for the Court's favor. Living Cox?satuuon:?i‘lszs see
the Justices as delegates to an ongoing convention, rewrang the
Constitution for each generation. Original Understanders, on the
other hand, see the justices as automatons programmed to play,
without variations, the symphony composed by the framers. What

“gs Id at 447-48.
4 4 a; 44248 (quoting Missouri v. Holland, 252 (1.8, 416, 438 (1920)).
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this boils down to is that when you find in constitutional aw 3 i,
of truth, watch out lest you find on the flip side a contrary g,

Supreme Court opinions, out of respect for The Law’s cop.
servative leanings, play down the Living Constitution elemen iy
the Justices’ work. Despite increasing recognition of the polije
nature of the Court’s role in American polirical life, the symbofi
power of marrying the Justices to Original Understanding will ny;
die. Thus, this judicial struggle to explain Living Constitution dec:
sions with Original Understanding slogans makes for a casebook
replete with insincere rhetoric. Justices, because of the presure
they’re under to give lip service to the rule of law, cannot avid
writing vague, insincere opinions denying that judges must read
life into the Constitution’s anemic words. As George Orwell st
in “Politics and the English Language,” the great enemy of dexr
language is insincerity.?%®

Consider, for 2 moment, the seating of a hypothetical relatve
of the great Oliver Wendell Holmes on the current U.S. Supreme
Court. Let's call her Olivia Wendy Holmes. How should this later-
day Holmes confront the political dimensions of her justiceship?
Justice Olivia Holmes, let’s assume, is 2 former .S, Senator oflib-
eral persuasion appointed by a president anxious to move the
Court leftward. Olivia Wendy Holmes, though like her namesake2
legal realist and fully aware that neutral decision-making is the swf
of dreams, knows also that legal fashion demands that, once robed,
she make a public display of dropping partisan passions.

As Senator O. W. Holmes, she voted a left-of-center agendaon
social welfare, affirmative action, progressive taxes, abortion right.
environmental protection, and civil liberties. As Justice Holmes,
why should she vote any differently? Given that her judical votes
on free speech, abortion, and the death penalty must ultimately
come down on one side or the other of the polirical equation, @
Holmes the Justice eclipse Holmes the Senator?

As a new Justice, Olivia Wendy Holmes will enter a sedat
Supreme Court environment far removed from a freewheelns
U.S. Senate where reading the will of the people and;aaﬂisaﬂpﬁl'P
tics are often one and the same. In the marble palace, consttt
tonal case law offers at least minimal guidelines for appeliat
*?xf:féonﬁ [ven Original Understanding can point Justice 03
the g al olmes in the general direction of decision Then there$

goal shared by all Supreme Court Justices: keeping intact 4¢

i

285 Grorce OrweLr., Politi - oF
. ics and the English Language, tn T CorLecren Ess
GEORGE Orwrrr 197 {Harcourt, Bmce,ﬁoﬂd 1968).
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Court’s reputation for selfrestraint through a public display of de-
votion to precedent and rule-of-law reasoning. A new Holmes, like
the old, must cast votes and _jadjcial rhetoric in a way designed to
keep tht? (._"Jour{ out of political hot water and to preserve the
Court’s limited amount of political goodwill. Yet, despite these in-
stitutional restraints, Olivia Holmes, whether in judicial or senato-
rial dress, would likely vote much the same ticket, which in all
likelihood is just what politicians who might engineer such a
Holmes appointiment to the Court would have in mind 286

Although waving the rule-of-law flag will never disentangle the
Supreme Court from the politics inherent in interpreting vague
constitutional clauses, the Justices on the other hand are handi-
capped in making the policy choices their pseudo-interpretive job
demands. This is because the Court, by convention a Law-finding
rather than a Law-making body, lacks the information-gathering
apparatus that helps legislatures shape policy. The Court is thus
forced to look to brief-writing lawyers 1o serve as a substitute legisla-
tive staff of sorts. Yet lawyers trained to see The Law as separate
from politics are poorly equipped to think (and research) in broad
policy terms about abortion, discrimination, unfair trade practices,
censorship, crime and punishment, and the like.

Nevertheless, the Supreme Court has for two centuries, by vot-
ing its collective conscience, played a leading role in setting na-
tional economic and social policy. The Court’s many policy-
packed decisions “interpreting” one of the Constitution’s most im-
portant and most malleable clauses, the Commerce Clause,”” illus-
trate well the nature of Living Constitution jurisprudence. The
Commerce Clause grants authority to Congress to regulate com-
merce among the states. The framers’ purpose was to make the
nation a single economic unit. Congress’s job under the Com-
merce Clause is to outlaw economic rivalry between the states that
might stunt national growth. Included in what Fhe Constitation
leaves unclear, however, is just how much space, if any, the Com-
merce Clause leaves for individual states to regulate commercial
actwity that congressional legisiation fails to reach. In Gibbons v.

2% 5 cornerstone case that involved steamboat competiion
in New York State waters, the Court almost cut the states entirely
out of the regulation business. _ _

The Gibbons v. Ogden opinion, authored by Chief Justice John

26 See RoDELL, supra note 132, at 9-10.
%87 US. Const. art. I, § 6. ¢. 8.
W 22 US. (9 Wheat) 1 (1824).

N
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Marshall, recites how the New York legislature granted 10 a sieqn.
boat operator (who carried passengers from New Jersey to Ney
York) a monopoly on entering New York’s Hudson River™ 4y,
other steamboat operator, a competitor barred from the Hudson,
objected. The plaintifficompetitor persuaded the US. Supren
Court in Gibbons that New York lawmakers are constitutionally
barred from passing out a monopoly for Hudson River steamboas
ing.**® Marshall’s opinion in Gibbons at first hints at the possibiliy
that the Commerce Clause shifts all power to regulate interstae
commerce to the federal government, forever tying the hands of
state legislators. But then the Gibbons Court hedged, and eveny
ally voided New York’s monopoly legislation by using a constin
tional rationale that stepped more lightdy on states’ rights toes®

The Gibbons opinion notes that Congress, in the presteamboa:
years of the Republic, had set up a licensing system for maritime
shippers along the Atlantic seaboard.®® This federal licensing sws
tem was apparently a tax exemption device involving local versus
foreign shipping, and had nothing to do with right of access 1o
local (Hudson River) waters. But this federal tax exemption stat
ute nevertheless fit nicely into the Gibbons rational for why New
York can’t restrict Hudson River steamboat traffic. According to
Chief Justice Marshall, the Congressional tax exemption statute
and the New York steamboat monopoly statute, oddly enough, con-
flicted.® (Marshall, you recall from Marbury v. Madison, was 2
great one for finding 2 tempest in any teapot.) Marshall then
pointed to the Supremacy Clause of the 1).S. Constitution, which
says that federal statutes trump inconsistent state statutes. New
York’s “conflicting” monopoly statute, ruled the Justices, is there-
fore unconstitutional — and New York’s waters are therefore open
o steamboat competition 294

Gibbons v. Ogden’s battle of the steamboats left unclexr
whether, in instances of non-regulation by Congress of particul
segments of commerce, a state can constitutionally fill that vacuum
with state regulations. But before the nineteenth century was o,
ﬂ?? Supreme Court fleshed out the bony Commerce (lause vitha
Living Constitution compromise in the Port of Philadelphi2

R—]

289 i ar 6.
280 14 at 989-40,
W

292 Jd a9,

298 Id. ar 49, 938.940.
29% Id. at 298.40.
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case.? In question was a Pennsylvania state regulation requiring
that local harbor pilots be hired to guide ships into the port of
Philadelphia.®*® Congress had no legislation regulating such mari-
time matters. The issue, given the general grant to Congress of the
commerce power, was this: could the state of Fennsylvania legislate
the hiring of local pilots on ships entering the port of Philadelphia
in the absence of Congressional action?

With their answer the Justices added a little more gloss to the
Constitution. This judicial creativity was necessitated by the states’
need to know how much their hands were tied by a Commerce
Clause that granted authority 1o Congress without specifying what
powers remained at the state level. The Court in the Port of Phila-
delphia case ~- under which Pennsylvania’s local pilot requirement
passed conmstitutional muster — decided that when Congress
doesn’tact, a state can intervene to regulate “local subjects”; on the
other hand, “national subjects” demanding the uniform treatmment
that only Congress can provide were stated to be matters exclu-
sively within federal control.®™ This constdtutional formula, typi-
cally, leaves the precise meanings of “local subjects” and “national
subjects” to be worked out in the future, case by case. In the in-
stance of hiring harbor pilots for the Port of Philadelphia, the
Court concluded that hiring local pilots is a “local subject” consti-
wmtionally fit for state rather than federal legislaton.**®

The all-important queston on the flip side of the Commerce
Clause is what are the boundaries of Congressional authority when
it comes to exercising its broad power to control interstate traffie?
In no other constitutional area has Original Understanding taken
more of a beating than in this Commerce Clause area. Over the
last century the Supreme Court has endorsed an almost limitless
range of Congressional activity aimed at furthering the framers’ vi-
sion of a national economic unit — and at furthering other social
goals as well. Just how far the notion of federal regulation of com-
merce can be extended is indicated by recent proposals in Con-
gress for legislation guaranteeing access to abortion.

The abortion controversy is, of course, related in no way to the
eighteenth-century problems of interstate commercial rivalry that
gave rise to the Commerce Clause. Yet modern Commerce Clause
opinions have so extended the reach of Congress’s commerce

95 Cooley v. Board of Wardens, 53 U.S. (1 How.) 299 (i851}.
298 Jd at 300.

7 14, a1 520.21.
08
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power that lawyers can easily draft constitutional justifications for
federal abortion statute. Generally accepted principles of congit,
tional law have long legitimated social, as opposed to commercy,
regulation by Congress in the name of the Commerce Clause. Re.
call that the Commerce Clause began legal life as part of 2 consiiy.
tional compromise between framers committed to a poverful
central government and those bent on preserving broad state pow.
ers. As a result of constitutional adjudication over the intervening
years, that comprormise has shifted toward a Washington-centered
regulatory state. A raciaily segregated barbeque restaurant opera:.
ing in Birmingham, Alabama, discovered long ago the reach of feq.
eral commerce power.*® The Supreme Court held that Congress
could integrate Ollie’s Barbeque because some of the chickens Ol
lie barbequed were originally hatched in neighboring Misis
sippi.®®® In fact, Congress routinely, in the name of regulating
commerce, regulates a variety of social matters, including various
forms of discrimination, gambling, child labor, and sex.*!

How one feels about the Supreme Court’s role in legitimizing
the federal regulatory system depends ultimately on one’s political
views. In the years just before and after the turn of the century, 2
conservative, pro-business Court vetoed, in the name of Origind
Understanding, a variety of Congressional restrictions on business
enterprise. This was 2 Court whose members believed passionately,
as did much of the country a century ago, in an unfettered free
market economy. Free market Justices accordingly read the Con-
merce Clause narrowly to limit Congress's ability to intervene in
the market. During this earlier period, acts of Congress axed by2
pro-business Court included legislation restricting child labor™ =
well as legisiation aimed at preventing business monopolies*®

Then came the Great Depression. When stubborn laissezfaire
Justices continued their anti-federal regulation ways in the face of2
newly-clected New Deal administration pushing for national cor-
trols over the economy, a constitutional slugfest ensued. When th¢
political in-fighting (including President Franklin D. Roosevelt’
threat to pack the Court with New Deal Justices) abated after 1937
the Supreme Court, with an eventual influx of Rooseveltappointed

——

299 Rawzenbach v McClun: j
: 2. 379 LS. 204 (1964).
BOG Id. ar 304-305, ( )

50
' See generally Stong g1 AL., Supra note 8§,

307 Hammer v, Dagenhart, 247 i |
* . . 247U, overruled Seates v, Dart
312 U.S. 100, 116 (1041) > 210918, P Unied

308 United States v, E.C. Knight Co., 156 U.8. 1 {1895},
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Justices, did an about-face.® The dam constructed by the earlier
Court to hold back the federal regulatory state broke, and the
Commerce Clause was outfitted in modern dress suitable for a cen-
trally-controlled national economy. Constitutional interpretation,
as the Court’s back-and-forth reading of the Commerce Clause ik
lustrates, has a way of accommodating, like other departments in
The Law, t0 the felt needs of the tirme, %08

C. Due Process Clause

The Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments promise that neither
“life, liberty, [nor} property,” shall be taken by federal or state gov-
emments without Due Process.*® The earlier Due Process Clause
contained in the Fifth Amendment was the part of the Bill of
Rights that commanded the federal government to give citizens a
fair hearing before sentencing them to prison or appropriating
their cattle. Due Process at the birth of the Bill of Rights meant fair
procedure, nothing more, nothing less 37 When in 1868 the aboli-
tonist framers of the Fourteenth Amendment limited a state’s abil-
ity to deny life, liberty, or property, here again fair procedurefor new
black citizens was the framers’ principal aim 5%

Due Process, in this procedural sense, is at the center of
Supreme Court cases naming which criminal suspects can be
searched without a warrant and which recipients of government
entitlemnents are entitled to notice and hearing before payments
are reduced. But then there’s another kind of Due Process that for
the past century the justices have been extracting from between
the lines of the Constitution. Lawyers call this Substantive Due
Process. Under Substantive Due Process, the Justices examine the
statutory handiwork of federal and state legislatures to see if legisla-
tive policy, even though procedurally adequate, nevertheless fails to
satisfy the Court’s economic or social conscience. The first-year
casebook devotes entire chapters to Substantive Due Process. Roe v,
Wade's abortion ruling, for example, is a piece of Substanf::ve Due
Process. So, for that matter, are Court decisions overturning state
censorship of speech or state strictures on religious freedom.

304 S Robert L. Stern, The Commerce Clause and the National Economy: 1933-1946, 59
Hagv. L. Rev. 645 {1946},

35 14

06 118, Const. amends. V & XIV. .

%7 See Den ex dem. Murray v. Hoboken Land & Improvement Co.. 59 U.S. (18

How) 972 (1855). ‘ |
38 | Co{mw}u;;znw Acanst GOVERNMENT 114 (1948) (*The ‘due process
ad ode of procedure. ...,

clause, which had been intended originally to consecrate a m
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The metamorphosis of the Due Process Clauses into a Living
Constitution program for Supreme Court review of substantive leg.
islative policy has been gradual. Like the devc?lc?pmem of common
law Negligence, Substantive Due Process originated as a judicial
boost to the free enterprise spirit of the industrial revolution. A
pre-World War 1, laissez-faire Supreme Court protccted_ business by
creating a Substantive Due Process doctrine for veroing state or
federal statutes that didn’t figure into the free market picture. Be.
tween 1890 and 1937, Court majorities ruled that the Due Process
Clause barred state legislatures from, among other matiers, setting
maximum railroad rates;**® from imposing consumer protection
controls on mail-order insurance companies;*'¢ from enforcing
minimum wage acts;”!! and from punishing employers who keep
bakery workers at the ovens more than sixty hours a week.

This economic, free enterprise form of Substantive Due Pro-
cess eventually, like other symbols of the laisser-faire era, suc
cumbed to FDR's New Deal. The liberal New Deal Court of the
late 1980s and 1940s viewed with alarm its predecessor’s Substan-
tive Due Process promotion of laissez-faire ideology. The New Deal
Court, feigning shock, wondered aloud about the mangled inter-
pretation given by an earlier laissezfaire court to the Onginal Un.
derstanding of Due Process.®'® Yet, in short order, liberal Justices
would commence to reinvent Substantive Due Process, this time as
a euphemism for a progressive, mid-cenwmry Court program pro-
moting civil rights and liberties. The modern Court’s abandorn-
ment of pro-business Substantive Due Process and substitution of 2
civil liberties version of Substantive Due Process has prompted the
current debate about the proper role of the Court in areas such
freedom of expression, abortion, and affirmative action.

_ Discomfort about proper judicial roles is reflected in Substan-
tive Due Process opinions in constitutional law casebooks, Substan-
uve Due Process opinions employ imaginative, if laborious,
rationales for conclusions. To begin with, note how the Supreme
Court concocted its modern Substantive Due Process gloss by re-
casting the Bill of Rights. The first ten amendments to the Const-

30% The Shreveport Rate Cases, 254 11,8, 349 (1914).

B A.llg.eyer v. Louisiana, 165 UJ.8. 578 (1897).

911 Adlkins v. Children's Hospital, 261 U.S. 595 {1923).

2:2 Loc!mer v. New York, 198 U.S. 45 (1905).
5 m‘i’\’iiiﬁamsor_x v. Lee Optical of Oklahoma, 348 UU.S. 488, 488 (1055) ( *{The] d&
: gone when this Court uses the Due Process Clause [to] strike down state laws, Tegw
atory of business and industrial conditions, because they may be unwise, improvident.
or out of harmony with 2 particular schoot of thoughe").
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wtion, which limit congressional control over ¢ eech, relig

so forth, are not the people’s only Bill of Righ?s. A sec;gi;} %ﬂ?tﬁ
Rights, according to the Supreme Court, is hidden deep within the
genenalities of the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment, which restrains state encroachment on civil rights. This sec-
ond, subterrancan Bill of Rights provides the rationale for the
Court's constitutional review of the judgments and statutes of siaze
courts and state legisiatures challenged as violative of free expression,
religious freedom, sexual privacy, or some other civil liberty.

The key constitutional concept in recasting the ori ginal Bill of
Kights to cover actions of state government is found in the single
word “liberty.” The Reconstruction Congress, in drafting the Four-
teenth Amendment as an antidote for badges of slavery, wrote that
“liberty” can be taken only after a person receives “due process.”
In that single word “liberty” the Court, over the past half-century,
bas located those civil rights the Justices believe deserving of pro-
tection against unsympathetic state officials, In the best radition
of Original Understanding, wo liberal New Deal Justices once
wmied 10 make the case that the Fourteenth Amendment’s broad
language was intended to incorporate all of the original Bill of
Rights as additional protection for individuals against state in-
fringements on civil liberties.3'* But later historians conclude that
there is no more historical support for such a Fourteenth Amend-
ment incorporation claim than there is for the idea that laissez-
faire capitalism is part of the “liberty” or “property” protected by
Due Process »1>

If, therefore, modern civil liberties decisions such as the Roe v,
Wade™ abortion decision represent good judicial government, jus-
ificaion lies outside Original Understanding. One rationale for
freeing up abortion rights draws on a Court theory developed in
carier Due Process cases which condemned state actons thought
100 restrictive of personal freedom. This theory is that the “iiberty”
protected by Due Process encompasses something called “funda-
neatal rights.”*'? “Fundamental rights,” like the Substantive Due
Process doctrine of which it's a part, is defined, so to speak, in
terns of which claims for civil rights and liberties garners the votes
of five of nine Justices. The Roe majority concluded that the _ngh:‘:
© choose abortion early in a pregnancy is 2 “fundamental right

“-l-_,“_

>4 Adamsor; v, California, 352 LS. 46, 68 (1947) (Black, ] dissenting). »
b~ C Fairman, Does t&;ma‘s Amendment Incorporate the Bill of Rights? The Origi-
wal mg, 2 Stan. L. Rev. 5, 132, 137-39 (1949).

Y6 40US. 113 (1973
14 o 128, (1973).
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and that starutes outlawing ecarly abortion deprive relucup
mothers of a “fundamental” Right Of Privacy derived from the
Constitution’s “liberty.”%®

A slighily different rationale exists for a constitutionaj Right
Of Privacy that has a stronger Bili of Rights flavor. This is the Right
Of Privacy rationale spotlighted by Justice William O. Douglas in
Griswold v. Connecticut,3'® the earlier contraceptive case. This Gri.
wold version of the origins of the Right of Privacy is favored by
those who deem “liberty” and its vague natural lawbased “fund,.
mental rights” too wishy-washy a constitutional foundation. This
Griswold reasoning derives from earlier Fourteenth Amendment
decisions involving the First (free expression), Fourth (bar against
unreasonable searches), and Fifth (self-incrimination protection)
Amendments, and corncludes that the Right Of Privacy is an off
shoot of the privacy vibrations given off by (the Fourteenth Amend
ment version of) the First, Fourth, and Fifth Amendments.

When the Griswold Court ruled that married couples must be
permitted to buy condoms, it spoke of “penumbras, formed by em-
anations” from the Bill of Rights.*® In something of a nose-thumb-
ing at Original Understanding, Justice Douglas wrote tha
constitutional principles need have no precise textual home base
in the Constitution.®®  Douglas notes that Freedom Of Associz
tion, for example, has been adopted into the Constitution by pig
gybacking astride Free Speech.’® The freedom to travel acros
state boundaries and to choose 2 private rather than a public
school education are likewise orphaned principles adopted into
the constitutional family.%?* So why not, asks Justice Douglas, 2
Right Of Privacy?

According o0 Justice Douglas - a former Yale law teacher,
noted environmentalist, author, humanitarian, poker player in
FDR’s White House, and sophisticated dealer in legal wizardry—
various pieces of the Bill of Rights give off subtle rays that form

zones of privacy.”®* These privacy zones promote freedom from
prying eyes — and from there it’s a short Griswold step toward pro
tecting sexual life from government snooping and censoring.
Thus, does Griswold’s Bill of Rights privacy zones lead to Rog and 10

——
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the abortion debate benfecn right-to.lifers (Original Understand-
ing} and freedom-of-choicers (Living Constitution) that promises
to enliven the twenty-first century.

For law students, the trick to reading the likes of Raeis to ap-
preciate that abortion and other such political issues, just because
they've been turmed into legal issues, haven't lost their political
character. When Chief Justice William Rehnquist dissents in Roe
on Original Understanding grounds, the Roe reader can best un-
derstand Rehnquist by keeping in mind the code mentality that
pervades judicial talk. Rehnquist’s (ant-abortion) tribute to Origi-
nal Understanding, like his more liberal colieagues” tribute to the
“emnanations™* and “zones™* of a Living Constitution, simply re-
flects the way judges argue politics. As in politics, so in The Law
are opposing forces constantly at work breeding contradiction and
change.

In the abortion controversy, perhaps neither rightto-life nor
freedom-of-choice advocates will escape some kind of government
compromise between their polar positions. Likewise, in constitu-
tional law, theones of Original Understanding and of a Living Con-
stitution will continue to share the legal stage, as they did in 1992
when the Supreme Court revisited Roe in Planned Parenthood of
Southeastern Pennsylvania v. Casey®®’ and decided, five to four, w0
overturn and, at the same time, to affirm the Hoe precedent.

The Court in Casey gave lip-service to Roe by stating that it was
not to be considered overturned.®*® Then the Court majority pro-
ceeded to sadden Roe supporters by seriously undermining R:Jf:a
Many of the restraints placed on pro-life state legislatures ‘t?y Roe's
original tri-semester rationale were relaxed in Case,*®® freeing the
states to place additional limits on access to abortion. And thus did
the Court effect its compromise between Original Understanding
and a Living Constitution. Roe was, in name, retained so that the
Court might aveid appearing political in overturning under public
pressure the twenty-year-old Roe a judicial salute to stability, his-
wory, and Original Understanding. On the other hand, the Casey
majority worked its Living Constitution will by taking a sizable step
in 2 righttolife direction.

5% Gricuold, 881 1.5, at 484.
3% Roe, 410 U.S. ar 152.

527 505 U.S. 833 (1992).

8 K a1 845.46.

59 1 a1 86873,

3 14 at 853-56.
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D. Professors Of Legal Craftsmanship

The Supreme Court opens each term with a call to God 1o
“save this Honorable Court.” This call to God is no idie geswre.
The Justices, perched as they are in a position to tell all officil-
dom, from the President on down, what they can and cannot do,
are on the hot seat. Sometimes the Justices make choices that en.
rage the multitudes, as they did with the decision banning praver
in public schools.?®' When Court prestige, propped up by ruleof
law gospel, falters, those first to the Court’s rescue are usually law
school professors of constitutional law.

Maintaining public confidence in the nation's high courtisa
job law professors of late take to naturally. This is party because
academic lawyers are usually card~carrying Living Constitutionalists
at peace with the modern Court’s civil liberties thrust. Like peda
gogical mother hens, these professor-guardians of the Court advise
the Justices on tactics for maintaining a low profile through conve-
luted legal reasoning. Professors write articles certifying that the
Justices’ elaborate theories of constitutional interpretation are the
rule of law incarnate. Thus is a Living Constitution kept somewhat
under wraps by a legal community that steers clear of unseemly
politics, activist usurpation, or tell-tale signs of social engineering.

Doctrinal-minded professors sensitive to partisan blemishes on
The Law’s disinterested face become distressed when Court opin
ions display something they call “sloppy legal craftsmanship.”
Sloppy craftsmanship is the label put on judicial handiwork such as
Justice Douglas’s Griswold reliance on blatantly fuzzy “emanations
and zones.” Such reliance on mere “emanations™ perhaps comes
too close to the slipperiness of the politician; “emanations” don't
sound like the rule of law. A vocabulary of “emanations” and “pri-
vacy zones” exposes too vividly the Court’s debt to a Living Consti
tution. Douglas would have done better, say censors of sloppy legal
craftsmanship, to tie his Right Of Privacy to the more formalistic
“fundamental rights” subsumed under Due Process “liberty.””
’I‘hf: more conventional sounding “liberty” keeps the cat of judicial
legislation better contained within the legalistic bag.

Justices themselves occasionally fret in public about the
Supreme Court’s image. One Justice, for example, will accuse an-
other of using rhetorical devices in an opinion to achieve, of all
things, non-neutral ends. Yet the Justices know, as do professors of

581 Ser McCollum v. Bd. of Edue., 383 U 8. 208 {1948
352 Roe, 410 1.8, at 153, { ”
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jegal craftsmanship, that rhetorical devices are what The Law is all
about.

Finally, there is Bishop Hoadly who, in a sermon reached
before g]ml:‘.nghsh King in 171‘7, declared: “Whoever hatﬁ an abso-
luis authority Lo snerprel any written or spoken laws, it is He who is
ruly the lawgiver, to all intents and purposes, and not the person
who first spoke or wrote thern "3%%

inning law students, then, as they submit to the tutelage of

TS cf lega! crafzsmnship, must somehow swallow Bishop
Hoadly's cynical pill without at the same time throwing up Justice
Douglas’s “emanations and zones,”

X. CONCLUSION

This article’s peek into that policy-political underworld operar-
ing beneath the body of rules is part of a wider literature. Over a
halfeentury ago, a handful of writings taking The Law to task be-

to surface, 2 few of which are mentioned in the foowotes to
this article. In addition, current legal academics, starting from
three somewhat different places, all on the left of the political
center, are building a body of scholarly work that builds on realist

The first such group, mainly middie-aged professors who cut
their legal teeth during the dissident 1960s, are proponents of a
scholarly wave called critical legal studies. “Crits” find the policy-
political underworld beneath legal doctrine too conservative, and
stive to substitute a kiberal “crits” agenda.®® Two newer but simi-
lar groups explore The Law’s policy-political underworld under the
bauners of feminist theory and critical race theory. These new
wave scholars also see The Law as a form of code, a code that dis-
guises contests over values touching on gender and race.

The real fun of law school is in discovering the exciting, value-
laden, fluid system of courtroom government that is often ob-
sored by staid language. Standard guides on how-to-succeed-in-
lwschool perhaps give valuable advice on study habits and exam-
tking, but these primers shy from exposing the word-magic and
the halftruths so central to legal life. Of course various methods
exist for slaying the law schoo! dragon,®*® but it's a shame that

iy

2 Joun Chimuan Gray, THE NATURE AND SOURCES OF THE Law 119-20 (1509,
- SwHxz ex as., supra note 79, at 552-54. See generally Km_w::. supra note 1 dc: g;
1 (Fire, we reject the idealized model and the notion thata dz;uns;iy jegal mo

ing or analysis characterizes the le rOCess Of even exisis.”).
= S Ceomce Romas, SiavinG THE E_.Awg;lcﬁoor, Dracon {24 ed. 1991).
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some students never see past the rules to the politics hidden in the
basement.

The best bet is to use common sense and decide for yourself
what study methods and materials, not to mention iong~range
goals, best suit your needs and temperament. Some students, for
example, may profitably work within a group; others, to achieve ap
understanding of the subtleties of the lawyers’ code, need te work
things through on their own. In any event, it’s unclear how differ.
ent methods of study — memorizing patchwork principles, sifting
through self-made or commercial study outlines, reading law re-
views, perusing old exams — will affect grades. Given that law stu-
dents are generally evenly matched in industry and in ability 10
cope with legal language, it’s unfortunate that most law faculties
continue the tyranny of grades.

Law professors keen on helping beginning students cut
through the bramble bush of legal doctrine also face a few drag-
ons. First, there’s the tension between the lure of the blacklester
and the temptation to give political explanation for decisions; a
tension that professors sometimes tip-toe politely around. Also
complicating life for law teachers is pressure, on the one hand, te
make law school a trade school in the mechanical nittygritty of law
practice; and pressure, on the other hand, to make law training a
broader grounding in the art of shaping government policy. And
for those law professors who deplore the fierce, dehumanizing con-
test for high marks on exams, there’s the sad realization that grade
reform is blocked by the insistence of law firm hiring committees
that the survival-of thefittest grading system be preserved.

James White, author of The Legal Imagination,®® talks about the
challenge of carving out in interesting fashion “your own intellec-
tual life in the law.”?*” White explores how a decent human being
can become a lawyer without becoming a bloodless, hyper-legalis
tic, have-gun-will-travel son of a bitch — except Legal Imagination
sets the discussion on a higher plane. White, along with public
interest lawyer Ralph Nader,®*® is a leader in a small movement

358 James Bov WHITE, THE LEGAL [MAGINATION (abr. ed. 1985) {1973) {origindl
ai:ast 35 2 course book. for law students, this work contains valusble insights into the
egal process, interesting comparisons between law and literature, and guidelines for
wnting -— decenty ~- about legal subjects).

357 [ at wxi,
ussf;‘i_Nader m;n;:!zim of a too-narrow legal education modeled on Harvard Eav's

gx ;\lm“myopia. Such focusing on fegal minutae, says Nader, goes hand in hand
‘g:mshi;s g;cape fro:in.rcspansfbi}ity for the quality and quantity of justice in the rclz-
_ men and {nstitutions [which] h fes-
o Nader aamd st {which] has been the touchstone of the legal pro:




dat in recent years has called for an injection of civie passion and
humanista into The Law and into the law schools, 399 The question
is, how can we legal types stay alive to the world of feeling in a land
of Acceptance, Fee Simple Absolute, Nolo Contendere, and Proxi.
mate Cause? Does The Law’s heavy dose of formalism permit us to
sty attaned to something grander than “brilliant myopia”?

Certainly some law students risk imprisonment by their newly-
acquired language. Law school has been cailed the deep-freeze of
university emotional life “where old men in their twenties go 10
die.” White urges law students to cling to their creativity and
individuality by artistically controlling legal language, just as the

tor must learn to do with clay: “You may feel that you are
controlled by your material, as indeed you are. Bu: compare the
pianist, who is told what notes to play, in what order, how long and
how loud; yet art is surely possible there 34!

Understanding law school means appreciating that the lan-
guage is coded, that an underworld of politics is hidden in the
basement, and that law school is a place where an active imagina-
tion and independent thinking can be rewarding.

e,

supra note 336, ar xxi-xxv.
- Pl Sevoy, Teusard 0 New P:t:ms of Legal Education, 79 YaLE LJ. 444, _46(; (1193(}5};
G&G”“@MO ISHIGURD. THE REMAINS OF THE Day (1989) {(protagonist z;z e oo
2ed by his professional standards and jargon that he cannot relate (o Iefm
owter)

mmmmm 336, at xxv.

o







POSITIVE POLITICAL THEORY AND THE
STUDY OF U.S. SUPREME COURT DECISION
MAKING: UNDERSTANDING THE SEX

DISCRIMINATION CASES*

Lee Epsteint
Thomas G. Walkeri

How do justices of the U.S. Supreme Court reach decisions?
To answer this question, social scientists have invoked an increas-
ingly sophisticated set of statistical tools. While in yesteryears sim-
ple counts of, say, the number of dissents cast by justices would
have sufficed,' in today's academic marketplace analytic models
that permit the consideration of more than one factor at a time are
omnipresent.®

That the statistical tool chest of social scientists has expanded
substantially over the last half century or so is not all that surpris-
ing. After all, scholars working in so many of the social sciences w
from psychology to sociology to political science — have become
adept methodologists. Almost all graduate programs require their
students to take at least one course in statistics — as well they
should. It would be nearly impossible to read the various disciphi-
nary journals without a working knowledge of, at the very least,

multiple regression analysis.®

* We oould not have written this article without 2ccess 1o the Papers of Justice
William . Beennan, Jr. We are thus grateful to Justice Brennan for allowing us to use
bis collection and to Mary Wolfskill and David Wigdor of the Library of Congress for
ening considerably the data compilation process, We also thank the l\auozlxa}
Science Foundation (SBR-9320284) and the Center for Busine:lsz, Law, and £cc_:nc:z:;::s
u Washington University for the support of this work. Finally, we apprecate the
hetpul comments provided by Cﬁmlfs?(}{:.zmcmm Jack Knight, and Jeffrey A. Segai
& t Professor and Chair, Deparnment of Political Science, Washington University in

Louis,

1 Professor and Chair, Department of Political Science, Emory University.

! 5w, 1y, C. Hemman Privomert, THe RooseverT COURT: A STUDY IN FupiciaL
PoLTICS AN Vazues 1937-1947 (1948). "
{19;3}& Secar & Hj Searrn, THE Surreme COURT AND THE ArTrruminai MODEL ¢

).

’ hmmw form, regression analvsis assumes that the refationship between a
variable (say the number of cases decided by the Supreme Court ogr_thg
wwmh, and an independent variable (say the number of lawyers in the Unite
Sae)  linear. Multvariate regression models aliow researchers to consider mg:;
met variable {e.g.. perhaps the number of lawyers and the num{ht
W m Passed by Congress) when they seck to explain 2 phenomenon {e.g.
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And, vet, while those of us who study courts — like most other
social scientists — occasionally invoke the tools of statisticians o
conduct our research, we have often looked toward lawyers for our
theoretical grounding. When law schools were advocating positiv-
ist {or analytical) jurisprudence, our writings followed suit.* When
the legal realists of the 1920s and 1930s rejected positivism for soci-
ological jurisprudence, many social scientists too abandoned ana.
lytical approaches and began to develop more “realistic” models of
judicial decision making.

Now that a new movement ~- called positive political theory

(PPT) — has emerged from the halls of the nation’s law schools, a
‘ natural question emerges: Will social scientists adapt its theoretical
| premises to their work? We argue that the answer is yes, for PPT
‘ provides a good deal of leverage to answer perennial and central
| questions concerning U.S. Supreme Court decision making.
We develop this argument in four steps. In the first step we
j provide a brief overview of the relationship between political sci-
‘ ence theories of judicial decision making and those that have been
offered by law professors. Our goal here is 10 explain how and why
| social scientists adapted sociological jurisprudence to their re-
search. In the second step, we turn to the PPT movement. We
explore the central assumptions on which PPT accounts of courts
rest and argue that PPT will make some inroads into the social sci
ence literature if it can help analysts to unravel the complexities of
decision making - just as legal realism did. The third step dem-
onstrates that PPT can, in fact, meet this goal. We accomplish this
by exploring the development of constitutional standards for the
adjudication of sex discrimination claims. Finally, we summarize
our results and underscore the contribution PPT can make to the
study of judicial decision making.

. LAawvers anD SociaL ScienTists: DEVELOPING MODELS OF
DEcision MaxiNng

One of the central themes of this article is that social scientists
have a long history of adapting theories articulated by law school
professors to their work. In this section, we briefly consider two
major examples of this phenomenon: positivist jurisprudence (the
legal model) and sociological Jurisprudence (the attitudinal

growth in the Court's caseload). For an introduction to regression analyses, see M.
LEWiS-BECK, APPLIED REGRESSION e AN INTRODUCTION {1989},

a gégfﬂbeﬂ E. Cushman, Constitutional Law in 1927.28, 23 Am. PoL. Sci. Rev. 78
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i..'\-i"-"g : We p]“c cmph&&iﬁ on why this “borrowin OcC

< et C
!ﬂ*:; z,b;ve able to uu:éicz_‘stand whether or not pciitive l;tﬁic:
e an equaily Important impact on the direct
f%  have an equally in P € direction of
it
mwww (The Legal Modelp

i Whether termed pasitivist jurisprudence (as lawyers ofte
w it or the legal model (as it is commonly called X;mimm? sﬁz
i), this school of thought centers on a rather simple assump-
mMJudma.l decision making: legal doctrine, generated by
pastcmes, is the primary determinant of case outcomes. This
m&jm Judges as constrained decision makers who will base
thei decisions on precedent and “will adhere to the doctrine of
siom dacisis . . . "™ Some scholars label] this mechanical Jurisprudence
bechme the process by which judges reach decisions is highly struc-
ured, As Rogat described it, *{t}he judge’s techniques were so-
dally neutral, his private views irrelevant: judging was more like
finding than making, a matter of necessity rather than choice.”
Levi was more specific about this basic pattern of legal reasoning
— rmoning by example - for which this approach calls: the
jodge {1) observes a similarity between cases, (2) announces the
rale of law inherent in the first case, and (8) applies that rule to
the stcond case. ¢

_Legal education and scholarship adopted “reasoning by exam-
pie” =~ the process by which judges and lawyers should proceed.

,__ nommative approaches, political scientists (at least
triogh the 1950s) instead viewed “reasoning by example” as the
"'m do proceed. Cushman,'' Corwin,'® and many others
centored their work on the notion that previously announced legal
%Mdes the single best predictor of Court decisions.

r‘M positivisn became so entrenched in the social science

smalerial in this section and part 1.B. Sociological Jurisprudence, infra,
. & Epstein, On the Naturz of Sugreme Court Decision Making, 86 AM.
324 (1992).
AvsTiN, LECTURES ON JURISPRUDENCE OR THE PHILOSOPHY OF POSITIVE

F O & Seaxrt, supra note 2, at 65, '
v H. Levi, Ax h:mouc;on 1o LeaaL REASONING 4-5 (194%).

m 5 noie £, at 78. 8 Am. Por. Sci Rev. 49

in, Constitutional Law in 192223, 1
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Lterature is not difficult to discern. Many scholars reasoned tha
judges (all schooled in the approach) would naturally grawitate to
it upon their ascension to the bench. After all, how else would
judges approach decision making? S0 too, the case studies of the
day reinforced the positivist approach’s value. Articles published
in political science journals summarized the reasoning used and
the precedents set by the justices, disregarding any other factors
contributing to outcomes. Cushman’s examination of the 1936.37
term (one of the most volatile in Supreme Court history) provides
an example. After acknowledging that the “1936 term . . . wil
probably be rated as notzble,” he enumerated some of the facys
“one should bear in mind™*® — Roosevelt had won a landslide re.
election and had submitted his Court-packing pian. Rather than
demonstrate how those “facts” might have affected Court decisions,
however, Cushman simply noted that “no suggestion is made as to
what inferences, if any, might be drawn from them.”** He then
proceeded to analyze the New Deal cases via existing precedent —
a difficult task indeed.

In other words, although Cushman published his work in a
premiere political science journal (the American Political Science Re-
view), it could have appeared in any law review of the day. For both
the theory he adopted - positivist jurisprudence — and his ana-
lytic approach « the examination of precedent — had originated
in the naton’s law schools.

B.  Seciological Jurisprudence (The Attitudinal Model)

While the legal model was predominating political science
thinking about the Court, new perspectives emerged from the
ranks of the nation’s judiciary and from its law schools. In general,
these thinkers denounced legalism as mechanical jurisprudence,”
and they beckoned judges to consider more dynamic factors as ba-
ses for decisions. Many credit Holmes’s The Common Law'® with
niiiating this plea. Students of this school often cite as exemplary
his remark that “[t]he life of the law has not been logic: it has
been experience. . . . [I]t cannot be dealt with as if it contained
only the axioms and corollaries of a book of mathematics.”” Hius

'3 Robert E. Cushman, Constitutional ; oy
278 {1938). Law in 1936-37, 32 Am. Por. Sci. Rev, 278
A

15 Ser Roscoe Pound, The Call : : . 67
(1981}, for @ Realist Jurisprudence, 44 Hany. L. Rev. 697

6 Orivir W, Howses, Jr., Tae Co
17 J sMMON Law {1881},
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iraive, 100, is Louis Brandeis’s famons brief in MLy o Oregon, 18

| . . - Oregon,
containing 113 pages of sociological data but only wo of legal ar-
qument. B was I’t‘»lm':l.f"‘i however, who catalyzed the first strain of

wdicialism, sometmes called sociclogical jurisprudence. In
nisseminal Harvard Law Review article, Pound drew hjs now-famous
distinetion between “law in books” and “law in action,” behooving
ndges to adopt the latter, without necessarily abandoning the for.
mer. Cardozo and many others followed suir,

Later adapters of sociological jurisprudence — the realists of
the 1930s — though were far more radical in ofientation, main-
nining that rules based on precedents were nothing more than
smokescreens™ or “myths, clung to by man out of a childish need
for sreness and security. A mature jurisprudence recognizes that
there is BO certainty in law. . . "%

S0 began a long line of thinkers who harshly critiqued legal
reasoning for its inadequacy as a basis for judicial decision making,
an inadequacy stemming from various considerations. From a nor-
mative standpoint, many followed Brandeis’s lead, arguing that ex-
tadegal factors should enter judicial deliberations. After all, if
judges were constrained by precedent, law would remain static
when it should reflect changing morals and values. Additionally,
critis asserted that values and attitudes developed during child-
hood certainly influence justices, just as they do all other people.®
ktwould be extraordinary, they claimed, to think that judges, just
because they don black robes, were any less susceptible to such in-
fuences. Indeed, justices may be even more vulnerable than other
decision makers because the rules of law are “typically available to
upport cither side.™ In making choices berween competing
precedents, then, other factors are bound to come into play.

Although legal realism gained a strong following within the
nation’s leading law schools during the 1930s, political scientists
wre reluctant adherents. It was not until the publication of Pritch-
s The Roosenwlt Court ** in 1948 that students began 1o abandon a
positivist approach and view Court decisions more critically and an-

i,

» BRUS. 412 (1908).
tupra note 15, at 697

mmm&m A Minp (1980); Jerome N. Frank.
RANK, Law anp THE MopsrN Minp H ‘ ANK.
o Triar: Myt anp REaurTy N AMERICAN JUSTICE (1950} Karz, N, LiEwEL

™ Tre Beaaare Busy (1951).
Haoy P. Sroaeer, Aneerican Jupician Pourtics 16 (1968).

%
25
Be %F“‘;: upra f_;;i* 20. of Judicial Research, in FRONTIERS OF Jupr

w:'( i 31 {foel B. Groasman & Joseph ‘Fapenhaus eds., 1969}
s Fufrg pote 1.
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alytically. In essence, Pritchett brought legal rcalis_m to political
science. More specifically, Pritchett observed that daosscms ACConm-
pany many decisions.*® If precedent drove Court rulings, Pritchex
asked, then why did various justices in interpreting the same legal
provisions consistently reach different conclusions on the impor-
tant questions of the day? He concluded that the law was unable 1
explain why the justices voted the way they did; rather, he argued
that justices were “motivated by their own preferences” just as
Frank and the other legal realists maintained.*®

Pritchett’s work, however, did more than simply adapt legal
realism to political science. It also equipped scholars with the tools
necessary to estimate and evaluate its propositions. For it was
Pritcchett who first systemnatically examined dissents and voting
blocs on the Court; he was also the first to invoke left-right voting
continuums to study ideological behavior. That Pritchett was able
1o place justices of the Roosevelt Court on continuums, such as the
one depicted in Figure 1, helped him to substantiate his conclu-
sion that political attitudes have a strong influence on judicial
decisions.

Fricure 1. PrRiTcuETT’S LEFT-RIGHT CONTINUUM OF JUSTICES
ServING BETWEEN 1939 anp 1941%

. & £
| £ % . 2 >
13 SR : i g
1 LT T l | ]

Lot Righ

* C. Herman Pritchett, Divisions of Opinion Among Justices of the U.S. Supreme Cour,
; 19321241, 85 Am. PoL. Sci. Rev. 894 (1941).

| Note: Reed appears twice because his dissents were “equally divided” between the liv-
; eral and conservative wings of the Cour.

Finally, Pritchett’s work provided the fodder for development
of the contemporary version of legal realism in the form of the
attitudinal model — a development more fully stylized and reak
ized by Schubert,*” Spaeth,®® and Ulmer,?® who incorporated the

%5 PRITCHETT, supra note 1.
26 PrrvcHETT, supra note 1, at xii.
%7 Sec GLENDON SCHUBERT, QQUANTITATIVE ANaLysis oF Jupiciat Beuavior (1958);

GLENDON SCHUBERT, THE Juicias, Minp: THE ATTITUDES AND IDEOLOGIES OF SUPREME
COURT Justices 1946.1963 ( 1965} .
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m of legal realism into tl:zeir models of decision making,
pk, they viewed the Court’s environment as one that pro-
Jjustices with "_grcat freedom to base their decisions sopicz
the personal policy preferences.™ But, unlike the rcaiistsy
r2and the others proceeded to define and to test systemati:
pmdinal modeis ofjudicial behavior,
.s4be refinement of the attitudinal model since the 1960s is a
safy it has been well-told elsewhere ® It s enough to note here
that 8l model — which follows legal realism to the extent thar it
views jumices as “single-minded seckers of legal policy,”? whose
voul slely on the facts of cases vis-a-vis their attitudes and
wloes - predominates the empirical political science literature,
Wiy Two answers come to mind. First, beginning with Schu-
beri®imd culminating with Segal and Spaeth,™ auitudinalists have
diisiéd 10 gather a tremendous amount of systematic support for
their theory that unconstrained amitudes largely determine votes.
To st this view, contemporary politcal scientists usually begin
vith:» measure of political preferences - a measure that is in-
dent of the vote. In Table 1, we depict such a measure. It
s formlated by analyzing the comments of editorial writers on
Supresae Court nominees, and it ranges from -1 (extremely con-
savative) 10 1 (extremely liberal) 3 Attitudinalists then correlate
tis measure with aggregated voting behavior (see Table 1) to de-
lemmine the degree to which they are related. Their results are
quite robust; for example, one can predict nearly 70% of the eivil
Eherties votes based solely on the policy preferences (as measured
by the-editorial scores) of the justices. It is just this sort of predic-
ton adcuracy that political scientists find especially attractive.®®
Wtthere is a second reason for the attitudinal model's domina-
ol Bt a5 scholars were claiming that the key premise of the afctim—
6del held up against systematic, dawa-intensive investigations,

4]. Spacth, An Approach to the Study of Attitudinal Differences as an Aspect

Dehawive, 6 Miowest J. Por. Sci. 54 (1961).

 Mdney Ulmer, The Analysis of Behavior Patterns in the Supreme Court of the

L 2 J. Por. 639 (1960). 0o
> W. Rotpe & Hanotp J. SearTk, SurrEME COURT DECISION MAKING

Seoat & Seasth, supra note 2, at 73,
R & Epetein, supra note 3. at $25.
AT, THE Jupicaas. MiNp, sugra note 27.
& SeArTH, supra note 2. at V3. .
details on this measure, see Jeffrey A. Segal et al., Jdeological Values and
Swpreme Coscrt fustices Revisited, 57 J. Por. 812. 813 (1995}
MGar & SeartH, supra note 2.
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Tasre 1. JusTiCES' VALUES AND VOTES®

Appointing  Ideological Civii Liberties  Economics

Justice President Value Vote Vote
Black Roosevelt .75 73.9 81.7
Reed Roosevelt 45 35.1 540
Frankfurter Roosevelt 23 538 309
Douglas Roosevelt 46 88.4 79.4
Murphy Roosevelt 1.00 80.0 iR
Jackson Roosevelt 1.60 40.4 40.4
Rutedge Roosevelt 1.00 77.2 800
Burton Truman - 44 38.9 50.0
Vinson Truman .50 %6.7 5.2
Clark Truman 00 43.8 69.7
Minwon Truman 44 36.8 505
Warren Fisenhower S50 78.5 79.8
Harlan Fisenhower .75 437 420
Brennan Eisenhower .00 79.5 70.5
Whittaker Eisenhower 00 433 346
Stewart Eisenhower A0 51.3 477
White Rennedy G0 42.4 59.2
Goldberg Rennedy 50 88,9 834
Fortas Johnson 1.00 81.0 67.4
Marshall Johnson 1.60 81.4 65.9
Burger Nixon -77 20.6 428
Blackmun Nixon =77 52.3 550
Powell Nixon -67 87.4 459
Rehnquist® Nixon -91 19.8 420
Stevens Ford -50 62.0 589
C'Connor Reagan ~17 34.1 43.2
Rehnquist® Reagan -91 22.5 448
Scalia Reagan -£.00 30.2 44.5
Eennedy Reagan - 27 35.1 456
Souter Bush ~34 47.6 50.0
Thomas Bush -.568 28.3 41.3
Ginsburg Clinton .36 _ -~

Breyer Clinton -05 - —

Note: ldeological Value is derived from content anaiyses of newspaper editorials. I
ranges from -1.00 {extremely conservative} 1o 1.00 (extremely liberal}. Civil
Liberties Vote and Economics Vote represent percent liberal vores in those issue
areas during the 1946-1992 terms.

* Segal et al., supre note 35, at 816,

*Values and votes as a Nixon appointee

PValues and votes as 2 Reagan appointee

they were also arguing that other perspectives — especially ap-
proaches grounded in positivist jurisprudence — could not withstand
similar scrutiny. In one particularly interesting study, Segal and
Spaeth examined whether justices follow previously established legal
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hen they disagree with them, They found that the vast

justices : who dissented from precedents set in landmark
mot influenced by those precedentss in subsequent

i
.

i, & is easy to see why legal realism, in the form of the
jmodel, has come o dominate the way many social scientists
political scientists — think about judicial decision mak-
o account for votes is quite high and it scems 1o pro-
Jpre robust explanation for judicial behavior than other
oaches, particularly positivism.

II.  Posrnive PoLrmicar THEORY

p the attitudinal model’s domination, it is not without
. Two points of critique are particularly relevant here,
Edeficiency is that the attitudinal model does not admit
@ehavior on the part of the justices in their voting on the
es. That is, it assumes that justices reach decisions
paed 1o the preferences of other relevant actors (their
the public, Congress, and so forth) and the actions they
i to take. In this model, justices are naive actors, who
shways vote their sincere preferences into law. To put it
¥ attitudinalists believe that “Rehnquist votes the way he
e he is extremely conservatve, Marshall voted the way
Béame hic is extremely liberal."s®

geere is substantial evidence that this is not always the
an fact, an interdependent (or strategic} component ex-
freme Court decision making. Eskridge, for example, has
Bt jostices driven by policy goals do not vote their sincere
B8 when they are interpreting civil rights laws if they be-
gongress desires to and has the wherewithal to overturn
#00s.” By the same token, Murphy*’ and Howard*" have
Bed that justices are open to persuasion from their col-
Bfact, justices ofien change their votes sometime between
B¢ (when the inital vote is taken) and opinion

.':"“ ™ uS‘
& Harold |. th, The Influence of Stave Decisis on the Voies of
3 A }. ?ti.. . {forthcoming 1996) (manuscnpt at 14-16, on
EWEhors andt the New York City Low Review).
¥ Senrri, supra note 2, at 65. .
N. Eskridge, Jr.. Reneging on Histars? Playing the Cowrt/Congress/Fresi-
h’ M G- L Rev. 613 (1991). s o (1969

. TRATE .
Ry MWHWM% }l;?mhxdmal' Choice. 62 Am. Por. Sc1. Rev. 43
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publicati.::on.‘1E2 _ o
The second and related deficiency of the attitudinal approach

is thar it gives us litde leverage on underszax?ding Court policies
and the process that generates them because it focuses exclusively
on votes. To see this, consider the simple example depiciedin Fig
ure 2. There, we use the editorial scores (see Table 1) to align e
justices on a lefiright scale. Now suppose we wanted to use thess
scores to tell us about the law generated by an abortion case, sy,
Planned Parenthood of Southeastern Pennsylvania v. Casey,® in which
the Court, among other things, struck down a spousal notification
provision by a 5-4 vote. Using the continuum depicted in Figure 2.
the attitudinal model would predict that Scalia, Rehnquis,
Thomas, and Blackmun dissented. But that prediction would be
wrong: Blackmun voted to strike the spousal consent requiremen;
it was White who voted with the dissenters to uphold it. Yet, evenif
the prediction were correct, how much would the anindinl
model tell us about the policy resuiting from the Court’s dedsion:
Would it give us any information about the standard the plurafiy
adopted to adjudicate future abortion cases? The answer s no: il
would simnply attempt to predict the votes in the case.

Ficure 2. OrnivalL RANKINGS OF JusTiCes Basep ox
Eprroriar SCORES*
‘WER: O'Connar Kennedy Swu:n Stevens Thu:.u Biackmun Eehaquist ol
Left kg

* Constructed by the authors with scores derived from Ideological Values in Segal ¢!
al., supra note 35, at §16.

It is these shortcomings of the attitudinal model that may at
tract social scientists to positive political theory (PPT). For (1) the
assumption of strategic interaction is central to many of these PFI
models and (2) the goal of PPT, in an important sense, is to under
stand the law, not just votes. Let us elaborate.

A.  Positive Political Theory: An Overview

. The application of positive political theory to judical dec
S10n$ 1s a relatively recent phenomenon. Although some scholars

R——

*2 Saul Brenner, Fluidity on the United States Supreme Court: A Reevamination, 24 34.]
Pov. Scr. 526, 530 (1980) (shows that at least one justice changed his vote in s or®

percent of cases decided during the 1946, 1947, 194, 1950, 1954, and 1985 terms of
the Supreme Courr).

43 505 11.8. 833 (1992).
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invoked the intuitions of this approach as early as 1958,“ contem-
porary usage has its genesis in a2 1989 dissertation by Brian Marks, a
student of economics at Washington University.®® In that work,
Marks set out to understand why Congress did not overturn the
U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Grove City College v. Bell*¢

Since Marks’s work, numerous analysts (who generally refer to
themselves as positive political theorists) have set out to build on it.
The list of PPTheorists is fong, with some of its most important
practitioners®” coming from the ranks of the nation’s law schools.
And their numbers are growing, as is their influence.,

But what does PPT enail? As with most emerging research
programs, there is some dispute among practitioners over the pre-
cise meaning of the enterprise. Sll, most seem to agree that “PPT
consists of non-normative, rational-choice theories of political insti-
wtions.™® So, at the very least, PPTheorists promote a particular
kind of rational choice account of judicial decisions — an account
we shall call strategic rationality. We can state that account in the
following terms: U.8. Supreme Court justices are strategic singlie-
minded seckers of legal policy, who realize that their ability 1o
achieve policy goals depends on the preferences of others, on the
choices the justices expect others 1o make, and on the institutional

+4 SerSchubert, The Study of Judicial Decision-Making as an Aspect of Political Behavier,
52 Am. Por. Sci, Rev. 1007 (1958),

# Marks, A Model of Judicial Influtnce on Congressionat Policymaking: Grove City Col-
lege v. Beil, Ph.D. diss., Washington University (1989) {on file with the authors).

46 465 U.S. 555 (1984).

47 Some of the more prominent scholars include: William Eskridge of the Ge-
orgetown University Law Center (se, e.g., Eskridge, supra note 39; W.N, Eskridge Jr,,
Ouerviding Supreme Court Statutory Interpretation Decisions, 101 Yare L. 831, 417 {1991y
WN. Esgrince, Jr., Dvieamic STatutory INTERPRETATION {1994)); Daniel Farber of
the University of Minnesota School of Law (se¢ e.g., D.A. FARSER & P.P. Frackey, Law
AND Pusiic Cuoice (1991)); Daniel Rodriguez of the Boalt Hall School of ‘I._aw (at the
University of California at Berkeley) {ses, e.g., Daniel B. Rodriguez, The Positive :Po!mcai
Dimensions of Regelatory Reform, 72 Was, U, Law Q. 1 (1994}); and Matthew Spitzer of
the University of Southern California Law Center {se eg, Linda R. Cohen & Mar-
thew L. Spitzer, Solving the Chevron Puzzle, 57 Law & Conresmp, Proes. 65 {1994}).

Should anyone doubt the growing influence of this group, note the foreword 10
the Harvard Law Review’s examination of the Supreme Court's 1993 term. It was co-
aythored by Eskridge, one of the leaders of the PPT movement. Alse consider that
important law reviews and journals have dedicated volumes to PPT (2., Geo. L. a:nci
Law & Contemp. Pross.). Finally, several influential univessity presses, including
Harvard (D.G. BARD £ET AL., GAME THEORY AND THE Law {1994}) aqd_(lizzc:a.go (i‘.}.A_h
Farasr & P.P. Frackey, Law anp Pusuic CHOICE (1991)) have put their imprint on this
work,

48 S Farber & Frickey, Foreword: Positive Political Theary in the Ninaties, 80 GEO. LJ.
437, 467 (1992) (contains the results of a survey of Positive Political ‘Theorists).
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context.*s . _ .
This account contains three important ideas: {1} justices’ ac.

tions are directed toward the attainment of goals (primarily they
are “single-minded seekers of policy™®); (2) justices are strategic
(they “realize that their ability to achieve t_hexr goals depends on
the preferences of others” and “on the choices they expect others
to make”™): and (3) institutions (“the mstitztional context™) struc.
ture justices’ interactions.> Each of these components deserves
some attention.

B, Justices as Single-Minded Seekers of Legal Policy

A key assumption of strategic rationality is that actors make
decisions consistent with their goals and interests. Indeed, we sy
that a “rational” decision occurs when an actor takes a course of
action (makes a decision) that satisfies her desires most efficienty.
This means that when a political actor selects, say, between two 2
ternative courses of action, she will choose the one that she thinks
is most likely to help her attain her goals; all we need to assume is
that she acts “intentionally and optimally” toward some specific
objective ®®

Rational choice accounts further suggest that an actor can or
der her desires on a scale ~— called “utility" — based on the
“pleasures” she will obtain by satisfying them. Once the actor o
ders her desires, she can compare the relative degree of satisfac
tion {(utility) generated by each decision and, in turn, act so a %
maximize her utility.®® To put this in terms of a concrete example,
consider Figure 3 below. Here, we show the choices confrontinga
Justice over which standard of review to apply in abortion cases.
Now suppose Justice X sincerely prefers “compelling interest” 1o
“undue burden” to “rational basis.” If that were the case, then we
would say that X assigns a higher utility to “compelling” than to

49 Ler ErstEnN & Jack KniGrr, THe CHOKCES Justices Maxe (fortheoming 1997}
{on file with the authors). '

50 ’I‘yp::cai’l’y, rational choice theorists assume that justices are *sngleminded seek
ers of policy, George & Epstein, supra note 5, at 325, but that need not be the ase
Ass\:e discuss below, it is up to the researcher to specify the content of actors’ goals

21 We adopt Knight's working definition of 2 social institation. First, “2n insit:
ton is 2 set of rules that structure social interactions in particular ways.” Second, 'Rt
a set of rules to be an institution, knowledge of these rules must be shared by meat-

ge{r;»g(g';)he el t community.” SerJ. KNicHT, INSTTTUTIONS AND SoGAL ConrcT &

52 Fdoar 17,

53 ' \
(2992?1-“”1“ HARGREAVES HEAP ET AL, THE THEORY OF Crioce: A Crircal Gy
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“undue burden” than o “ratonal basis” and that X will take actions
(that is, make choices) to maximize the chances of obtaining
“compelling.”

Fioure 3. CHOICES OF LEGAL STANDARD IN ABORTION Cases*
Compeling Interest Uinche Burden Rational Basis

+ L

e . Miore Restrictive
* Constructed by the authors.

To give meaning to the assumption that people are “utility
maximizers,” however, analysts must specify the content of actors’
goals.” And that is where the notion of justices as “single minded
seekers of legal policy”® comes in. On many PPT accounts, the
primary goal of all justices is to see the law reflect their preferred
policy positions, and that they will take actions to advance this
objective.

In so arguing, though, most PPTheorists recognize that policy
is not the only goal justices pursue. In some of this work, in fact,
scholars explore another important goal: to establish and retain
the legitimacy of the Court.® For, as PPT advocates realize, the
Court must possess some level of respect before it can make au-
thoritative policy — policy that other institutions, the public, and
states will view as binding on them.

Still, readers should not lose sight of the general point legiti-
macy, like most other goals scholars ascribe to justices, is 2 means
to an end -— and that end is policy.3 This is not a particularly
controversial claim. Justices may have goals other than policy, but
no serious scholar of the Court would claim that policy is not
prime among them. Indeed, this is perhaps one of the few things

54 [ they do not, then resulting explanations take on a tautological quality, ‘since
we can always assert that person's goal is to do precisely what we observe him or her 1o
be doing.” PETER C. ORDESHOOK, A POLITICAL THEORY Provzr 10-11 (1992},

55 George & Epstein, supra note 5, at 825, )

% er&gmp; Lee Eg::ein, On the Struggle for Judicial Supremacy, Law & Soc'y
REL;: {forthcoming 1996) (manuscript on file with the authors and the New York City

Review).

57 For example, in a particularly thoughtful essay, Baum suggests chat some mem-
bers of the Court desire 1o interpres the Jaw in a principled, consistent, and accurate
fashion. He calls this 2 “legal” goal, as it typically entails :-n_dl_zenng to precedent. See
Lawrence Baum, What Judges Want: Judges’ Gools and Judicial Behavior, 47 PoL. Re.
SEARCH Q. 749 {1994). As Segal and Spaeth (1996) demonstrate, however, most jus-
tices take this route only when the existing precedent favors their particular policy
position. In other words, precedent is 3 means o a policy end. See SEGAL mic S?Az;m,
supra note 37 (manuscript at 7, on file with the authors and the New York ity Low

b
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over which almost all students of the judicial process — legal rea).
ists and positive political theorists alike — agree.

C. Strategic Justices

The second part of the PPT account ties back to the first: for
justices to maximize their utility, they must act strategically in maj.
ing their choices. By “strategic,” as we sgggested above, PPThe.
orists mean that judicial decision making is interdependent. Itis
not enough to say, as the attitudinal model does, that Justice X
chose action 1 over 2 because she preferred 1 to 2. Rather, iner
dependency suggests the following proposition: Justice X chose |
because X believed that the other relevant actors e perhaps Jus
tice ¥ or Senator Z — would choose 2, 8, etc., and given these
choices, action 1 led to a better outcome for Justice X than did the
other alternative actions.”® To put it more plainly, a justice acs
strategically when she realizes that her fate depends on the prefer-
ences of the other actors and the actions she expects them to take
{not just on her own preferences and actions).*

Occasionally, strategic calcujations lead justices to vote their
sincere preferences or sign opinions that reflect them. Suppose, in
our example, all of the other justices agreed that “compelling in-
terest” was the appropriate standard to use in abortion cases and
that they knew that they all agreed. If this were the case, then our
Justice X (who, recall, sincerely prefers the compelling interest
test) may feel free to write an opinion that reflects her sincere pref-
erences, for they are the same as everyone else’s.

In other instances, strategic calculations lead Jjustices to actin
a sophisticated fashion (that is, in a way that does not reflect their
sincere or true preferences) so that they can avoid seeing their
most preferred policy rejected by, say, their colleagues in favor of
their least preferred one.® To see why, reconsider Figure 3.
Again, suppose that Justice X was to select among three possibie
standards in an abortion case; further suppose that Justice Xwas, in
fact: a single-minded seeker of legal policy. While the attitudinal

Justice X would vote her unconstrained preference of “compelling
mterest,” the strategic Justice X might choose undue burden if —
depending on, say, the preferences of the other justices — that

:g f’:ﬁ O}nnséﬂoox, Supra note 54, ar 7-56,
ares Cameron, Decision-Making and Positive Political 1 heary (O Using Gasse The
om0 Study Judicial Politics) 2.3 (Nov. 11.12, 1994) {position paper prepared for e
6§ Columbus Conference, Columbus, OH) {on fle with the authors).
See Murrny, supra note 40; Roedrigues, sufrra note 47.
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would allow her to avoid “rational basis,” her least preferred posi-
tion. In so Qomg,jusuce Xwould be choosing the course of action
that any rational actor, concerned with maximizing policy prefer-
ences, would take. That is, for Justice X to set policy as close as
possible to her ideal point — which, recall, is the goal most PPThe-
orists ascribe to all justices — strategic behavior is essential. In this
instance, she would need 10 act in a sophisticated fashion, given
her beliefs about the preferences of the other justices and the
choices she expected them o make.

But, as the work of PPTheorists makes abundan tly clear, strate-
gic considerations do not simply involve calculations over what col-
leagues will do. Justices must also consider the preferences of
other key political actors, including Congress, the President, and
even the public. The logic here is as follows.%! As all students of
Amernican politics know, two key concepts undergird our constitu-
tional system. The first concept is the separation of powers doc-
trine, under which each of the branches of government has distinct
functions: the legislature makes the laws, the executive imple-
ments those laws, and the judiciary interprets them. The second
concept is the notion of checks and balances: each branch of gow
ernment imposes limits on the primary function of the others. For
example, as Figure 4 shows, the judiciary may interpret laws and
even strike them down as being in violation of the Constitution.
Congressional committees, however, can introduce legislation to
override the Court’s decision; if they do, Congress must act by
adopting the committees’ recommendation, adopting a different
vession of it, or rejecting it. If Congress takes action, then the Pres-
ident has the option of vetoing the law. In this depiction, the last
“move” rests again with Congress, which must decide whether to
override the President’s veto.®?

8 We adopt this discussion from Leg Esstain & THOMAS G. WALKER, CONSTITG
TIONAL LAW FOR A CHANGING AMERICA: INSTITUTIONAL POWERS aNp CONSTRAINTS 49-
50 {24 ed. 1095). ) i
62 In this figure, we depict a sequence in which the Court makes the fArst “move
% and Congress the last. Of course, it is possible to lay out other sequences and to
: include other (or different) actors (see Christopher J. Zora, Congress and the Supreme
Cowrt: Ravaluating the “Inierest Group Perspective” (April 1985) (paper presented at the
1995 annmal meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association) (on fle with the
authors}. For example, we could construct a scenario i 1 th
congressional committees and Congress again go next but, this time, they propose 2
tonstitutional amendment (rather than a law); and the states (not the President)
have the last turn by deciding whether or not to ratify the amendment. .
1t s alse worth noting that such 2 reconstruction might make more sense for
cases, such as Planned Parenthood v. Casev, 505 U.S. 833 (1992}, thar invelve coz;sa—
ttional questions, Our reasoning here is as follows: Although Congress can pass leg-

which the Court moves first;
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FigUre 4. THE SEPARATION OF POWERS/CHECKS AND Barances
SysTEM IN ACTION: AN EXaMpLe*

Congessional Congress Prosaduy Coregss
gtoﬁ-mx;rets or YES angmes S ats YES  veww s ::m
overturns law il mOv ) ————

Caonrt's Decision l

Ne Ne NO ™

Lonpy's Dunciicie Conert's Dacimon Comts Ducmion — Coort's Deciser:

{kdis;abad Uncisturbed Diwscwlirct Erafomiyrbec

* Adapted from: Eskridge, supra note 39, at 644 {1991).

It is just these kinds of checks that lead policy-oriented justices
to concern themselves with the positions of Congress, the Presi
dent, and even the public. For if their objective is 1o see their fa
vored policies become the ultimate law of the land, then they must
take into account the preferences of the key actors and the actions
they expect them to take. Otherwise, they run the risk of seeing,
say, Congress replace their most preferred position with their least,
or of massive non-compliance with their rulings in which case their
policy fails to take on the force of “Jaw.”®®

To see these points, consider Figure 5, which we adopt from
Eskridge’s work on the Court’s interpretation of civil rights fegisla
tion.** On the horizontal line — which represents the possible in
terpretations the Court could give to, for example, a civil rights
statute ordered from most liberal to most conservative - we place
the preferences of several key political actors. We denote the
Court’s and the President’s most preferred positions as “J" and ‘P,
respectively, “M” signifies the preferred position of the median
member of Congress and “C” of the congressional committees with
Jurisdiction over civil rights bills.®® “C{M)" represents the commit

islation to alter the course of future consdrutional rulings (ser g, the Religious
Freedom Restoration Act, Pub. L. No. 103-141, 107 Seat. 1488 (1998)), the more com-
monly-discussed route is through the proposal of a constitutional amendsent. H s
is 50, then we might want o reconstruct the sequence in a way that would allow e
Court to consider whether Congress has the requisite numbers (two-thirds of both
Houses) te propose an amendment and whether threefourths of the states would
Support ratification — and not whether Congress and the President would overnm
1 decision through legislation.

%% They also open themselves up for other forms of resaliation on the part of Con-
ghess and the President: legislation removing their jurisdiction to hear ceriain kints




D . —— e —

1906) POSITIVE POLITICAL THEORY 171

tee’s indifference point “where the Court can set policy which the
committee Jikes no more and no less than the opposite policy that
could be chosent by the full chamber, ™% To put it another way,
because C(M) and M are equidistant from C, the committee likes
C{M} as much as it likes M; it is indifferent between the two.

Fioure 5. HYPOTHETICAL DISTRIBUTION OF PREFERENCES®

i | ] i |
£ sheri] i I ’ i 1 Conservative
Ry ] Con C M p oty

* Adapted from Eskridge, supra note 39, at 6138 and Eskridge, supra note 47, at 417,
Nate: fxmajority of Supreme Court; C(M)=committees’ indifference point; C=relevant
committees; M=median member of Congress; Prpresident.

As we can see, the Court is to the left of Congress, the key
committees, and the President. This means, in this dlustration,
that the Gourt favors a more liberal policy than do the other insti-
tutons. Now suppose that the Court has a civil rights case before
it, one involving the claim of a woman who says that she has been
sexually harassed at her place of employment in violation of fed-
eral law.

How would the Court decide this case on its merits? Under
the logic of the “attitudinal” approach the justices would vote ex-
actly the position shown on the line; they would set the policy at J.
The PPT account suggests a different response: given the distribu-
tion of the most preferred positions of the actors in Figure 5, stra-
tegic justices would not be willing to take the risk and vote their
sincere preferences. They would see that Congress could easily
override the Court’s position and that the President would support
Congress. That is because the policy sincerely desired by the Court
would be to the left of the indifference point of the relevant com-
mittees, giving them every incentive to introduce legislation lying
at their preferred point of C. Congress would support such legisla-
tion because it would prefer C to | and the President would sign it
as he too likes C better than J. So, in this instance, the‘mtlor}al
course of action —- the best choice for justices interested in policy

prefer an outcome that is nearer to that point than one that is fu_z:cher away, Or, ©
put it more technically, “beginning at [the actor’s] ideal point, utlity always ""“*‘?"s
monotonically in any direction. This feature is known as single-peakedness of prefer-

ences” SeeReith Krehbiel, Spatial Models of Lagislative Choice, 13 LEGIS. STUDIES Q. 259,
263 (1988}, i

; % Exkridge, Ouaiding Supreme Caurt Stavutory Interpretation Decisions, supra note 47,
: at 38],
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— is to place the policy near C(M). The reason is simple: since
the committees are indifferent between C(M) and M, they would
have no incentive 1o introduce legislation to overturn a policy set ar
C(M). Thus, the Court would end up with a policy dlose o, by
not exactly on, their ideal point without risking congressiona
reaction.

Of course, by acting in a sophisticated fashion, the Court's ma
jority would neither see its most preferred position nor its least pre-
ferred position written into Jaw. Yet, this course of action — the
rational course of action under the circumstances - may lead 1o
the best possible outcome for the majority.

D Institutions

The PPT account of decision making suggests that we cannot
fully understand the courses of action justices take unless we con-
sider the institutional context under which they operate. By insii
tutions, PPTheorists mean sets of rules that “structure socia
interactions in particular ways.” Under this definition, institutions
can be formal (such as laws) or informal (such as norms and con-
ventions). For laws, norms, and conventions to be institutions
however, members of the relevant community must share knowl:
edge of them.%”

For example, it is hard to imagine 2 plausible story of judicial
decision making that did not consider the norm goveming the cre
ation of precedent: that a majority of justices must sign an opinion
for it to become the law of the land. Consider the following: sup-
pose our Justice X knew that four other Jjustices shared her prefer-
ence for “compelling interest” over “undue burden” over “rational
basis” and further suppose that X was to write the opinion for the
Court. Surely, under those circumstances, she would feel freer 10
adopt the compelling interest standard than she would be if onls
three others were squarely in her camp. Indeed, if less than four
others were firmly behind her, she might be willing to consider
“ur}dpc burden” if that was the best she thought she could do.
This is why the rule for the establishment of precedent is so impor-
1ang; if only four justices’ “signatures” were required for precedent,
then our opinion writer would be in a far better position.

., Another institution of some significance is the constitutional
rule” that justices “hold their Offices during good Behaviour.™
In other words, barring an impeachment by Congress, justices have

—

67 See KnioHT, sufra note 51, at 2.3,
8 0.8, Consr, arr, HI §1.
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life tenure. In contrast to members of legislatures and even to
judges in many states, Justices do not have to face the voters to
Te‘?in t:hcar positions. This lack of an electoral connection ~— the
instituton qf iife tenure — speak§ to the goals justices possess: in-
stead of acting to maximize their chances for reelection (as do
members of Congress®), justices act to maximize policy.”™ To see
just how consequential the institution of life tenure can be, one
only bas to think about the kinds of activides in which an
electorally-oriented (as opposed 10 a policy-oriented) Justice would
engage. For example, instead of considering the preferences of
her colleagues and Congress over what test to use in an abortion
case, our Justice X would be tapping the pulse of her “constitu-
ents,” talking with lobbyists, holding press conferences and other-
wise behaving in the ways we associzte with members of Congress,
not justices of the Supreme Court,

These are but two examples. On the PPT account, institutions
governing the opinion assignment process,” certiorari decisions,”
and conference discussion,”™ are equally as central to understand-
ing judicial decisions.

E. Discussion

As our discussion above suggests, PPTheorists and Legal Real-
ists agree on some fundamental aspects of judicial decision mak-
ing. First, both schools typically suggest that justices are driven by
policy in that they desire to etch their preferences into law. Sec-
ond, both agree on the importance of institutions, though they in-
terpret their effects somewhat differently. For attitudinalists, the
institution of life tenure frees justices to vote their sincere prefer-
ences. For PPTheorists, it does no such thing; in other words, if
justices behave in ways that accord with their unconstrained prefer-
ences, it is not necessarily because they lack an electoral
connection.

It is this last issue that brings us to the major points of disa-
greement between the two approaches. First, and most obvious, 1

% Se D). Mavstsw, Conoress: Tre ELECTORAL CONNECTION (1874).

™ SwSecaL & SPAETH, supra note 2, at 69-72. o o

T Eg., that the Chief Justice assigns the opinion if he is in the majonty; if he is not,
the most senior associate member of the majority coalition assigns the opinion. Ses
Se0AL & SearrH, supra note 2, at 262

72 Eg, that four justices of the nine justices must
Four™). Ser Secar & Seartw supra note 2, at 180. ) ) )

e Eg, that conference discussion begins with the Chief Justice and moves in or-
d“dmmty- Ser SEGAL & SPAETH, supra note 2, at 210-211.

want to hear a case (“the Rule of
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that attitudinalisis take issue with the PPT characterization of jus
tices as strategic actors. They claim that justices, unlike member
of Congress and the President, are free to vote their unconstraineq
preferences largely because they have no fear of electoral defeat
Proponents of the attitudinal school, Segal and S_pac&}, put it this
way, “Members of the Supreme Court further thf:zf- policy goals be.
cause they lack electoral or political accountability, ambition for
higher office, and comprise a court of last resort that controls ig
own jurisdiction. Although the absence of these factors may hip.
der the personal policy-making capabilities of lower court Judges,
their presence enables justices to vote as they individually see fir,”

However, PPT suggests that this argument is both misguided
and internally inconsistent. It may be misguided because justices
do not need an electoral connection to act strategically. They
know that the other institutions wield an impressive array of weap-
ons — weapons that range from overturning judicial decisions
through legislation to holding judicial salaries constant to im.
peaching justices and that can be deployed to move policy away
from their preferred positions or threaten their institutional power
in other ways. To argue that justices do not consider the prefer.
ences of other institutions is to argue that justices do not care very
much about what happens to policy after a case leaves their cham
bers. This makes little sense, especially since the Justices know that
Congress quite often reviews their decisions.”

It is also possible that when attitudinalists characterize justices
as “naive” actors, they are making a claim that is inconsistent with
their own theory. Consider how two attitudinalists, Rohde and
Spaeth, describe their perspective:  “[TThe primary goals of
Supreme Court justices in the decision-process are policy goals
Each member of the Gourt has preferences concerning the policy
questions faced by the Court, and when the justices make decisions
they want the outcomes to approximate as nearly as possible those
policy preferences.”™ Herein lies the inconsistency: if justices are
the policy maximizers that Rohde and Spaeth make them out ©
be, then at the very least they must be concerned with the positions
of tclll.mr colleagues. For they know that thejr colicagues can make
;‘;’Seilbie threats to abandon a majority coalition, to write sepr

¥Y» 10 switch their votes, and, generally, to move policy far from

:: 222% & SrAETH, supra note 2, at 69,
5 sy - F o ]
a oL nege. Overriding Supreme Court Statutory Interpretation Decisions, supra note 41,

76 Rowmps & SPAETH, supra note 36, ac 72,
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their preferred positions. How can justices possibly achieve their
policy goals if they vote naively?

By the same token, PPTheorists suggest that it is only common
sensical to believe that collegial court decision making is'an inher-
ently strategic situation. One scholar remarks on the context of
U.S. Court of Appeals decision making in this way: “the outcomes
of cases in federal appellate courts depend on the individual votes
of several judges sitting as a panel. Plausibly, the judges care about
the outcome of cases, and they certainly recognize that outcomes
depend on collective behavior.”™” The same, of course, is true of
US. Supreme Court justices.

A second point of disagreement between PPTheorists and agti-
tudinalists, as we have already described, concerns the emphasis of
their studies. While attitudinalists seek to explain the vote on the
merits of cases, a goal that seems to be quite narrow in scope,
PFTheorists attempt 1o understand “law” and the process by which
law is made.

Although this aim is admirable, PPTheorists are only begin-
ning to sustain their position. Thus, in the remainder of the arti-
cle, we consider this question: does PPT provide us with leverage
to understand the law and the process by which the Court develops
it? This is obviously a crucial question to raise, for if we answer itin
the affirmative, we suspect that social scientists may begin to adopt
its premises to their research. On the other hand, if PPT fails to
provide a useful framework to study the development of the law, it
is likely that the tenets of legal realism will continue to dominate
contemporary research.

II. CONSTITUTIONAL STANDARDS FOR ADJUDICATING SEX
DiscrivmaTiON CLAIMS

To answer this question, we apply the PPT account of judicial
decisions to the development of constitutional standards for adju-
dicating sex discrimination claims. We describe and analyze the
events surrounding two cases which were critical to that develop-
ment: Frontiero v. Richardson™ and Craig v. Boren.” Our specific in-
terest is in using PPT to explain the courses of action taken by

Justice William J. Brennan, Jr., the opinion writer in both cases.

¥ Cameron, supra note 59, at 3.
™ 411 U.S. 577 (1973).
™ 429 U.S. 190 (1976).

. 00 S —
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A.  From Reed v. Reed to Frontiero v. Richardson

Although Frontiero is of immense significance, it is not the
starting point for most modern-day discussions of tests governing
sex discrimination claims. That distinction belongs to Red
Reed 8 in which the Court struck down an ldaho law that gave
preference to men over women as estate administrators. In so do-
ing, the justices seemed to apply a rational basis standard, even
though attorneys for the appellant Sally Reed (including Ruth
Bader Ginsburg) had urged the Court to find sex a suspect class
and had only offered the traditional approach as an alternative
As Chief Justice Burger’s unanimous opinion indicates: “{tjhe
question presented by this case. . . is whether a difference in the
sex of competing appiicants for letters of administration bears 2
rational relationship to a state objective that is sought to be advanced by the
operation of [the law]."®?

The answer, according to the Court, was that it did not. In
particular, the justices rejected Idaho’s two major justifications for
the law: that it would reduce the workioad of probate courts and
that men had more education and experience in financial matters
than women, Both justifications, according to Burger, constituted
precisely the kinds of arbitrary legislative choices and overbroad
assumptions that the Equal Protection Clause was designed 10
prevent.

From the time the Court handed down Reed, analysts and prac
utioners have disagreed over whether the ruling hindered or
helped the plight of women. Hordes, for example, was critical of
Burger’s application of the rational basis standard:

[Tihere is a real danger that Reed will be used in the future to
deny the claims of womern plaintiffs. For Reed reaffims the
heavy burden of proof that the plaintiff must meet, and may weil
demonstrate that only in the most blatant of cases will relief be
granied. The Court specifically refused — although urged —
Lo hold that classification by sex is inherenty suspect.®®

80 404 U.S. 71 (1971).

81 More accurately, the atiorneys offered an “intermediate” standard — what attor
neys called a “reasonablerelationship test” as an alternative. As the brief putit, e
Coa}rz concludes that sex is not a suspect classification, appeilant urges application of
an Intexrmediate test.” Under this test, the Court would ask if the law was “arbisars
and capricious and bears no rational relationship to a legitimate legislative purpose.”
Brief for Appellants at 60, Reed v. Reed, 404 U.S. 71 (1971) (No. 70-8). It is word

emphasizing, however, that this truly was a backe ition: tef indeed stressed
the suspect classificaton souts ¥ ack-up position; the brief indee

:i Beed, 404 Vs at 76 {emphasis added).
W. William Hodes, 4 Disgruntled Look at Reed v, Reed, From the Vaniage Printof ¢
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Hordes is correct to the extent that invocation of a traditional rational
basis standard probably would have spelled trouble for future litiga-
tion efforts. After all, under this standard, at least as the Court appiiges
it to economic legislation, the justices typically uphold laws. This is
true even for laws that they think are “needless and wasteful” or “un-
wise, improvident, or out of harmony with a particular school of
thought.™* In short, while the Idaho law at issue in Reed was suffi.
ciently arbitrary to fail the rational basis test, other laws and policies
might well survive it. Or at least that was Hordes’s view,

QOther scholars, however, were guite encouraged by the Reed deci-
sion. They argued that, although Burger claimed to be applying a
rational basis standard to the law, this was hardly the case. As Gunther
putit: “It is difficult to understand the result [in Reed] without an
assumption that some special sensitivity to sex as a classifying factor
entered into the analysis. . . . Only by importing some special suspi-
don of sex-related means . . . can the result be made entirely persua-
sive.”® Reed was, in other words, a departure from the “traditional
deferential approach” inherent in the rational basis standard.

Goldstein agreed with this analysis. She called Reed “enforcement
of the reasonabieness standard with bite.”® Mezey too wrote that

The statute under attack in Reed was based on the reasonable

{and accurate} assumption that men generally had more busi-

ness experience than women. And although the law was more

defensible than others that had survived judicial scrutiny in the

past, the Supreme Court invalidated ir. Perhaps signaling its de-

sire to enter a new phase of sex discrimination law, the Court

cited no sex discrimination case in its opinion.®’

This Jast point is especially important. For, regardless of whether
one agrees with Hordes or Gunther, Reed constituted a major break
with the past. It was the first time the Court had ever invalidated a law
on the grounds that it constituted sex discrimination. The very fact
that the Court took this step surprised even Sally Reed’s lawyers, in-
duding Ginsburg. After all, Reed came just ten years after the Court,
in Hoyt v. Florida,®® declared:

Ningtenth Amendmens, 2 Womzn's Rs. L. Rer. 9, 12 (1972), reprinted in HH. Kay, Sex-
Basey Dcmmenarion 88 (1981). i
% Williamson v. Lee Optical of Oklz.. Inc., 348 U.S. 483, 487-488 (1953).
= Gerald Gunther, The Supreme Court 1971 Term, Foreword: In Search of Evoluing Doc-
?S';m‘”" Changing Court: A Model for a Newer Equal Protection, 86 Harv. L. Rev. 1, 3¢
).
(Z;;S‘iﬂn EREDMAN GOLDSTERY, THE CoNsTIUTIONAL Ricuts oF Women 112
)
8 Susav Giuck Mezey, I Pursurr oF EQuaLsty 18 (1992).

% 368 U5, 57 (1961) {upholding a Florida law that automatically exempted wo-
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Despite the enlightened emancipation of women t?rorn the re
strictions and protections of bygone years, anc% their entry into
many parts of community life formerly considered to be re-
served to men, woman is still regarded as the center of home
and family life. We cannot say that it is constitutionally imper-
missible for a State, acting in pursuit of the general welfare, to
conclude that a woman should be relieved from the civic duty of
jury service unless she herself determines that such service is
consistent with her own special responsibilities.®”

So it is hardly surprising that Ginsburg assessed her chances of
winning Reed as “nil.™" But win she did. At least on the merits of the
case, the Court held for Sally Reed. Still, the decision left open 2
number of questions, with the most important one centering on the
classification for sex: would the Court continue to apply the rational
basis standard? If so, would it take the tack it did in Reed and apply the
test with a “bite”? Or would it revert to a more traditional approach?
Frontiero provided some answers to these questions and that, at least in
part, is what makes it such an important ruling.

Sharron Frontiero was a lieutenant in the U.8. Air Force, and her
husband, Joseph, was a full-time student at Huntingdon College in
Mobile, Alabama.®’ Sharron applied for certain dependent benefis
for her husband, including medical and housing allowances. These
benefits were part of the package the military offered to be compet:
tve with private employers. To receive the benefits for her spouse,
Sharron had to prove that Joseph was financially dependent upon her,
which meant that she provided at least half of her husband’s support.
Male officers, however, were not required to provide evidence that
their wives were dependent upon them. Air Force regulations pre
sumed such financial dependence.

According to the facts to which both parties agreed, Joseph's ex-
penditures amounted to $354 per month. He received $205 (58% of
his monthly expenses) from his own veterans’ benefits, Consequently,
Joseph was not considered financially dependent on his wife, and the
benefits were denied.

When the case reached the U.S. Supreme Court, attomeys for the
Frontieros made the following claim: “Although Reed v. Reed e

men from jury service uniess they asked t e 410
U.S, 522 (1975). Y © serve), cverruled by Taylor v, Louisiana,

x ;on:, 368 {18, at 61-62,
b _uzh_ B. Cowzn, Women's Rights through Litigation: An ination of the American
33;5'53 Union Wemen's Rights Project, 1971-1976, 8 Corum. Hus, Rrs. L. Rev. 378

9% We draw these facts from Lsz Erstein & THOMAS WALKER, CONSTIUIONAL LA
FOR A CHANGING AMERICA: RIGHTS, LIBERTIES, AND Justice 692 (1995).
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loyed the rational basis test to judge a sex classification, the Court

apparently left open the prospect that stricter review could be applied
in an appropriate case. This is such a case.9? Clearly, then, the
Frontieros’ attorneys were pushing the suspect class approach; yet
they provided the Court with an alternative, albeit with some r.::lzm
mnce: “Despite our position that the instant burdensome classifica-
fon by sex is suspect, and therefore subject to strict scrutiny, the
plaintffs submit that the challenged statutes fail even to meet the
maditional reasonableness test.””®

In an amicus cuniae bnef, attorneys for the Women's Rights Pro-
ject of the ACLU (again, including Ginsburg) approached the case
somewhat differently. They too urged the justices to find sex a suspect
dlass, but they were less circumspect about offering an alternative:

With respect to the standard of review in this case, our position

is threefold: (1) [the challenged provisions] establish a suspect

dassificaion for which no compelling justification can be

shown; akernatively, (2) the classification at issue, closely scruti-
nized, is not reasonably necessary 1o the accomplishment of any
legitimate legislative objective; and, finally, (8) without regard to

the suspect or invidious nawre of the classification, the line

drawn by Congress, distinguishing between married servicemen

and married servicewomen for purposes of fringe benefits, lacks

the constitutionally required fair and reasonable relation to a

permissible legislative objective.®*

What would the Court do? Justices William J. Brennan, Jr.’s and
Wiliam O. Douglas's notes from conference discussion are partially
revealing® They suggest that five of the justices (Douglas, Brennan,
Stewart, White and Powell) strongly believed, as Stewart put it, that
the policy “on its face grossly discriminates against a readily identfi-
able class in a basically fundamental role of life.”*® Two others (Black-
mun and Marshall) cast tentative votes to reverse, while Burger and
Rehnquist thought the decision should be affirmed. In Burger's
mind, Reed had “nothing to do” with the case, a position with which

E;‘}Bﬂd‘ for Appellants at 10-11, Frontiero v. Laird, 409 U.S. 840 (1972) (Ne. 7l-

% Brief for the American Civil Liberties Unions, amicus curiae at 23, Frontiero v
Laird, 400 U S, 840 (No. 71-1604). .

% We draw the following discussion from Brennan’s and Douglas’s notes from the
Court's conference on Frontiero v. Rickardson. Letter from William O. Douglas, Assock
¢ Jusiice, Suprerse Court of the United States, to William J. Brennan, Jr., Associate
Jistice, Supreme Court of the United States (March 3, 1973) (on file with the authors
w;ﬂ;:.&w York City Law Review).
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Brennan took issue noting that he could not distinguish the two. Bur
ger also said that he thought Fronitero was a “tempest in a teapot,” with
“epormous” implications. These factors led Burger (and Rehnquisy
to conclude that the military had the right to draw the lines it did™

The conference majority also, apparently, agreed that the Coun
could dispose of the case without stating a specific standard of review.
For, on February 14, 1873, Brennan circulated the following memo,
along with the first draft of his majority opinion:

As you will note, I have structured this opinion along the lines

which reflect what ] understood was our agreement at confer

erice. That is, without reaching the question whether sex consti-
tutes a “suspect criterion” calling for “strict scrutiny,” the
challenged provisions must fall for the reasons stated in Reed |

do feel however that this case would provide an appropriate ve-

hicle for us to recognize sex as a “suspect criterion.” And in

light of Potter [Stewart’s] “Equal Protection Memo” circulated
last week,”® perhaps there is a Court for such an approach. If
s0, I'd have no difficulty in writing the opinion along those
lines.™
In other words, the first draft of Brennan's Frontiero opinion side-
stepped the classification issue and, instead, invoked a Reed approach
to dispose of the case. As he put it in his initial circulation:

At the outset, appellants contend that sex, like race, alienage,

and national origin, constitutes a “suspect criterion,” and that a

classification based upon sex must therefore be deemed uncon-

97 I,

98 Apparently, Brennan is referring here 10 a memo Stewart wrote to Powell on
February 8, 1973. In that memo, Stewart wrote: "Application of the so-calied “compel-
iing state interest’ test antomatically results, of course, in soriking down the statute
under attack. . . . There is hardly a statute on the books that does not result in treat
ing some people differenty from others. There is hardly a statute on the books,
therefore, that an ingenious lawyer cannot attack under the Equal Protection Clause.
if he can persuade a court that {a fundamental interest] is involved, then the state
cannot possibly meet ks resulting burden of proving that there was a compelling staie
interest in enaciing the statute exactly as it was written.” BERNARD SCHWARTZ, THE
ASCENT OF Pracmatist: T Burcer Courr me Acrion 226 (1990)

Stewart went on to say that the strict scrutiny approach could be dangerous be-
cause it would “return this Court, and all federal courts, to the heyday of the Nine Old
Men, who felt that the Constitution enabled them to invatidate almost any seate laws
t.hey‘ahou'gbz unwise.” Sdli, Stewart wrote in the memo that he thought “some few
classifications are suspect, notably and primarily race, but also others, including alien
age, perhaps sex, perhaps illegitimacy, and indigency.” I¢, at 220.221,

_Despite these words «— and they were tentative — Stewart never again took the
position that sex showld be a suspect class.
% Memoranda from William J. Brennan, Jr., Associate Justice, Supreme Court of
ihe United States, to the Conference, Supreme Court of the United States {Feb. 14,
1973} (on file with the authors and the New York City Law Revinw).
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stitutional unless necessary 10 promote a tompelling interest

We need not, and therefore do not, decide this question how:-

ever, for we conclude that the instant statutes cannor pass éonsti«

tational muster under even the more ‘lenient’ standard of

Teview ix:zopliaz w our unanimous decision oniy last Term in Reed

v. Reed
Brennan went on to echo his conference positon, namely, “{ijn terms
of the constituional challenge, the situation here is virtually identical
10 Reed "™ and to reverse the lower court judgment.

The draft drew immediate responses from several members of the
Court. Powell quickly Joined the opinion,'*? and took the opportunity
to state his opposition to considering the classification issue by stating:

" see o reason to consider whether sex is a ‘suspect’ classifica-

tion in this case, Perhaps we can avoid confronting that issue
until we know the outcome of the Equal Rights Amendment. 19

Stewart agreed with Powell but went one step further:

Isee no need to decide in this case whether sex is a “suspect”
criterion, and [ would not mention the question in the opinion.
T'would, therefore, eliminate the first full paragraph on page 5
[this is the paragraph excerpted above], and substitute a state-
ment that we find that the classification effected by the statute is
invidiously discriminatory. (I should suppose that “invidious dis-
crimination” is an equal protection standard 1o which all could
repair, sven though the dissenters would not find such diserimi-
nation in this case.}'®
White, Douglas, and apparently Marshall, though, felt quite dif
ferently. In a short note to Brennan, penned on the bottom of Bren-
uan’s memo of February 14, Douglas said that he preferred the
suspect class approach. Marshall, who Douglas recorded as “tentative”

% Draft opinion by Associate Justice William . Brennan, Jr., Supreme Court of the
g@m at (Feb. 14, 1973) {on file with the authors and the New York City Law

g g7
o st i irid they typically write a memo
When justices agree to sign on to an opinion draft, they (ypi by write 2 mem
1 the writer saying that they "f:in" the opinion. Many simply write “I join” or “Join
e ;

'® Letier from Lewis F. Powell Jr.. Associate Justice, Supreme Court of the Uni
Sates, 2 Williamn J. Brennan, Jr., Associate Justice, Supreme Court of the United
f?m 15,1978} (on file with the authors and the New York City Law Review) (A

e

mited

Powell wrote this memo, 22 states had ratified the ERA; in fact, duﬁﬂg_l.]:fm‘
a”?&“ﬁ%mé March of 1973 alone, 8 states had approved it. It was not until after
March 1978 that the ratification pace slowed considerably.).

o Leuer tewart, Assoc Gca, Supreme Court of the Un%ted
i |, Brers e Su?reme Court of the United

the New York City Law Review).

Suaies, 1 Wiltism J. Brennan, Jr., Associate Justice,
Sates (Feb. 1, 1973} {on file with the authors and
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at the justices’ conference, had apparently solidified his views. Ina

typed note, he wrote:
1 share Bill Brennan’s view that this case would provide an ap-
propriate vehicle for recognizing sex as a suspect criterion calk
ing for stricter review of the challenged class. Indeed, I would
have difficulty joining an opinion invalidaung this classification
under a “rational relationship” test; and might ultimately be
forced to concur separately.'®

Whether Marshall circulated this note is unclear. But he appar-
ently made his views known to some members of the Court — as the
following memo from White 1o Brennan reveals:

I think Reed v. Reed applied more than a rational basis test.
Thurgood is right about this, If moving beyond the lesser test
means that there is 2 suspect classification, then Reed has already
determined that. In any event, I would think that sex is a sus-
pect classification, if for no other reason than the fact that Con-
gress has submitted a constitutional amendment making sex
discrimination unconstitutional. I would remain of the same
view whether the amendment is adopted or not. Whether it fol
lows from the existence of a suspect classification that “compel-
ling interest” is the equal protection standard is another matter.
I agree with Thurgood that we acwally have a spectrum of stan-
dards. Rather than talking of a compelling interest, it would be
more accurate to say that there will be times — when there isa
suspect classification or when the classification impinges on a
constitutional right — that we will balance or weigh competing
interests. Of course, the more of this we do on the basis of sus-
pect classifications not rooted in the Constitution, the more we
approximate the old substantive due process approach. %

~ So, by the end of February, the justices — while remaining of the
opinion that the lower court should be reversed - disagreed over the
appropriate standard of review. As Table 2 depicts, four justices
(White, Douglas, Marshall, and Brennan) thought the Court should
apply the suspect class approach and reverse; at least two others
wanted to reverse but on the Reed rational basis standard (Powell and
Stewart); and three remained silent during this initial circulation pe-
riod (Burger and Rehnquist who voted in conference to affirm and
Blackmun who had tentatively voted to reverse).

195 Thurgood Marshall, Note on Frontiers v. Laird, Feb.-Mar. 1998, located in Box
100 of the Thurgood Marshall collection at the Library of Congress (on file with the
au{a)hors and the New York City Law Review .

Sl 6 Letter from Byron R. White, Associate Justice, Supreme Court of the United
Statcs, to Wiliiam J. Brennan, Jr., Associate Justce, Supreme Coust of the Unuted
tates (Feb. 15, 1978) (on file with the authors and the New York City Law Review)-
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TaBLE 2. PREFERENCES IN FRONTIERO v Rrcwanpson: CoNreRENCE
VotEs AND POSITIONS AFTER BRENNAN CIRCULATED HIS
FirsT DrAFT*

Justice Conference Vote Position on Standard of Review:
Reactions 10 Brennan’s Firs:
Dratt
Burger Against Frontiero  No reaction
Douglas For Frontiero Preferred Suspect Class
Rrennan For Frontero Preferred Suspect Class
Stewart For Frontiero Preferred Draft as i (Rational
Basis)
White For Frontiero Preferred Suspect Class
Marshall For Frontero Preferred Suspect Class
(tentative)
Powel For Frontiero Preferred Draft as is (Rational
Basis)
Backmun  For Frontiero No reaction
(tenuative)

Rehaquit  Against Frontiero  No reaction
* Enu collected by the authors.

This preference configuration created something of a quandary
for Brennan. When Douglas assigned the opinion to him,*? Brennan
knew, as do all justices, that he needed to obtain the signarures of at
least four others if his opinion was to become the law of the land.
he fadled to get a majority 10 agree to its contents, his opinion wm:fld
become a ‘judgment of the Court,” and would lack precedential
value,

The “majority” requirement for precedent is an:ozher of the
Coutt’s many norms and, in Frontiero, a seemingly imposing one. For,
from Brennan'’s perspective, only three other justces (Ma?shali,
White, and Douglas) agreed with his most preferred positions in the
Gase: reversal of the lower court decision and application of a strict
srutiny s;andard. From where would the fourth vote come?‘ Rehn-
qustand Burger were out of the question. Not only did they dzsagre;
vith Brennan over the appropriate standard of review (1.}1..?}: favo:}e]
Riional basis), but they even disagreed over the disposition of the
S (they favored affirmation). Powell and Stewart were closer 10

Tanan — at least thev wanted to reverse — but they made it crystal

T

. ' 111 {
‘”""m as the senior member of the majority, assigned the opinion ©

Brenys,

a3
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clear that they wanted to use the Reed rationale. If Brennan failed t

do so, they might pull their support.

That left Blackmun, He had several feasible courses of action,
which Table 3 depicts: join the majority opinion, concur “regularly,”
concur “specially,” or dissent. Based on his conference position — an
inclination to reverse without providing a clear statement of the sun.
dard -~ it was possible that Blackmun (as well as Powell and Stewart)
might join Brennan’s disposition of the case (that Frontiero shouid
win}, but disagree with the standard the opinion articulated (strict
scrutiny). This would not be propitious from Brennan's perspeciive
because such disagreement — called a “special” concurrence —
would mean that Blackmmun would fail to provide the crucial fifth sig.
nature. On the other hand, Blackmun might simply join the majority
opinion coalition while writing a “regular” concurrence. Since a regu
Iar concurrence, in contrast to a special concurrence, counts as join
ing the majority opinion, Brennan would have his fifth vote.

If Brennan is a rational actor, whose goal is to set policy as close
as possible to his ideal point (in this instance, a suspect classification
for sex}, what would PPT predict Brennan would do? Stck with his
first opinion draft which adopted the rational basis approach or dircu
late a new draft which would apply strict scrutiny? To address this
question, we begin by conceptualizing Brennan’s situation as 2
“game”°® — one pitting him (as an advocate of suspect class} against
Powell/Stewart'® (as justices content with the rational basis ap-
proach). Moreover, based on the memoranda we have compiled, it
seemis reasonable to assumme that both “players” ~— Brennan and Pow
ell/Stewart — shared the following beliefs about their Fronfien inter-
action. First, both players believed that, regardiess of whether
Brennan adopted a rational basis standard or a suspect class standard,
the majority of the justices would agree to reverse the lower cowst’s
decision. Given the conference vote ( 7.2} and the memoranda of the
Jjustices, this seems like a reasonable assumption and one that Bren-
nan and Powell/Stewart probably took as a given. The choice for the

19 In game theoretic terms, a game is a sgategic situaton. As Cameron puls it
Technically, this means that the fate of each actor must depend on the decisions of
other actors (not just his o her own actions), and the actors must realize their inter
depend_em,:e: For example, the outcome of cases in federal appeliate courts depend
on the individual votes of several judges sitting as a panel. Plausibly, the judges care
about the outcome of cases, and they certainly recognize that outcomes depend on
their collective behavior. Hence, voting in appeliate adjudication is technically a
ggme. _ Cameron, supra note 59, at 2.3,

198 Since Powell and Stewart agreed on the desirable outcome — a victory for Fron-
Bero -— and on the standard of law 1o obtain that outcome — 2 rational basis fest —
we treat therm as one player.
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TasLe 3. MAJOR VOTING aND OrmvioN Orrions AVAILABLE
TO THE JUsTices*

Option Meaning

1. join Majority® Thf: Justice is a “voiceless” member of the
ma;ority‘. That is, the justice writes no
opinion but simply agrees with the
opinion® of the Court.

2. Write or Join‘ a The justice writes (or joins) an opinion

Regular Concurrence and is also a member of the majority
opinion coalition.

5. Write or Join® a Special The justice agrees with the disposition

Concurrence? made by the majority’ but disagrees with
the reasons contained in the opinion. The
Justice is not a member of the majority *
opinion coalition.®

4 Write or Join® a Dissent’ The justice disagrees with the disposition
made by the majority". The justice is not a
member of the majority’ opinion
coalition.

‘Gr the plurality, if the opinion writer can’t get a majority of justices to agree to

the OR'S COTItENIS,

*Cr the judgment of the Court. A judgment of the Court results when the opinion

wiiter can't get & majority of the participating justices to agree to the opinion's

tontents,

*To joiri is to sign on to an opinion.

‘Or simply note such a concurrence, as in “Justice Stewart concurs in the judgmen:

of the Coure”

:&m least one justice must cast such a concurrence to produce a Judgment of

Ot simply note such dissent. as in “Justice Stewart dissents.”

¥ Adopred from: SEGAL AND SeAETH, supra note 2, a1 276.

two players, then, boiled down to the choice of a legal standard —
suspect class or rational basis. Second, both players knew with a good
deal of certainty their opponent’s preferences. That isf Brennap
wanted a suspect class, while Powell/Stewart desired a rational basis
standard. Although there are several ways we could set out thqse pref-
erences, let us suppose that both players cared more about policy than
about marshaling a Court behind a particular approach, and that they
believed the other knew this. In other words, Brennan preferred a
suspect class majority opinion to a suspect class judgment to a rational
basis opinion; Powell/Stewart's preferences were preczse’iy the oppo-
site. Third, both players were uncertain about Blackmun'’s position in
the ¢ase. Recall that Blackmun's conference vote was tentative and
that he had not circulated any response to Brennan’s first draft.

)
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With these preferences and beliefs in mind, we can mow tum to
the key quesdon: what are the rational courses of action for these
actors? The answer is straightforward enough: Given Brennan's pref
erences (he preferred 2 suspect majority opinion to a suspect judg.
ment to a rational basis opinion), his beliefs about the preferences of
the other actors and the actions he expected them to take (he knew
Powell/Stewan preferred rational basis}, and the context (he was un
certain about Blackmun’s position}, we might hypothesize that Bren.
nan would recraft his opinion to adopt a suspect class for sex, and that
Powell/Stewart would take the rational basis route — and concurin
judgment. The justices would make these decisions regardless of wha
they thought Blackmun would do.

To see this, readers need only put themselves in the actors’ posi-
tions and believe, for example, that there was a 95% chance tha
Blackmun would choose the suspect classification. If that were the
case, then surely Brennan would choose the suspect class route {for
the chances of obtaining a Court behind a suspect class opinion would
be quite high) and Powell/Stewart would choose the rational basis
path (even though they would know that the odds of obtaining a ra-
tonal basis opinion or a judgment were quite small). If we revensed
the situation and posited that there was only a .5 probability of Black
mun going suspect, the same results would be obtained. For, if Bren-
nan continued to embrace the rational choice standard under these
circumstances, then surely Blackmun, Stewart, and Powel! would have
raliied around his opinion. Burger and Rehnquist, though disagree-
ing with the use of the standard to reverse, would also have articulated
a ratonal basis approach. This would have created a Court behind
the ratonal basis approach - Brennan’s least preferred standard.

Thus, it is not so surprising that Brennan, on February 28, 1975,
took the rational course of action and circulated a new draft of his
opinion with 2 memo attached stating: “[s]ince the previous circuls
ton atracted only Lewis’s full agreement and Potter's partial agree-
ment, and since Bill Douglas and Byron have indicated a preference
for the “suspect criterion” approach, the attached new circulation em
bodies the latter approach (which is also my own preference).”? In-
deed, this draft (which resembles the final, published version)
explicitly held that “classifications based upon sex, like classifications
based upon race, alienage, or natonal origin, are inherently suspect,
and must therefore be subjected to strict judicial scrutiny. Applying

1% Memoranda from William J. Bre i i ol
: - Brenman, Jr., Associate justice, Supreme Court
?;?7 3Umzed States, to the Conference, Supmgqe Court of tfzc United States (Feb. 8.
} {on file with the authors and the New York City Law Review).
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the analysis mandated by that stricter standard of review, we can only
conciude that the statutory scheme now before us is constitutionally
invalid "1

The reactions were predictable. White, Douglas, and Marshall
immediately joined the new draft. Powell, however, refused to do so,
In a March 2, 1973, memorandum to Brennan, Powell wrote:

This refers to your . . . draft opinion in the 2bove case, in which
you have now gone all the way in holding thai sex is a “suspect
classification.”

My principal concern about going this far at this time, as indi-
cated in my earlier letter, is that it places the Court in the posi-
ton of preempting the amendatory process initated by
Congress. If the Equal Rights Amendment is duly adopted, it
will represent the will of the people accomplished in the man-
ner prescribed by the Constirution. If, on the other hand, this
Court puts “sex” in the same category as “race” we will have as-
sumed a decisional responsibility (not within the democratic
process) unnecessary to the decision of this case, and at the very
time that legislatures around the country are debating the genu-
inie pros and cons of how far it is wise, fair and prudent to sub-
Jject both sexes to identical responsibilities as well as rights.
The pont of this letter is not to debate the merits of the Equal
Rights Amendment, as to which reasonable persons obviously
may differ, Rather, it is to question the desirability of this Court
reaching out to anticipate a major political decision which is
carrently in process of resolution by the duly prescribed consu-
tutional process.

I joined your opinion in its original draft on the authorty of
Reed v. Reed. This is as far as we need go in the case now before
us. If and when it becomes necessary to consider whether sex is
a suspect classification, I will find the issue a difficult one. Wo-
men certainly have ot been treated as being fungible with men
(thank God!). Yet, the reasons for different treatment have in
no way resembled the purposeful and invidious discrimination
directed against blacks and aliens. Nor may it be said any longer
that, as a class, women are a discrete minority barred from effec-
tive participation in the political process. ) _
For these reasons, I cannot join your new opinion and will await
further circulations.!'?

Jr., Supreme Court of the

't Draft opinion by Associate Justice William J. Brennan, New Yark City

United States, at 11 (Feb. 28, 1973) (on file with the authors and the
112 Levter from Lewis F. Powell, Jr., Associate Justice, Supreme Court of the United

States, 1o William J. Brennan, Jr., Associate Justice. Supreme Court of the United
Scues (Mar. 2, 1973) {on file with the authors and the New York City Law Review).
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Stewart immediately told Brennan that he agreed with Powell,
That left Blackmun, who had not expressed an opinion on either

of Brennan’s drafts. 5o whatever hopes Brennan had for marshalinga

Court hung on him. But Blackmun did not leave Brennan hanging

for long. In a March 5 memo, Blackmun wrote:
This case has afforded me a good bit of difficulty. Afier some
struggle, I have now concluded that it is not advisable, and cer-
tainly not necessary, for us to reach out in this case to hold that
sex, like race and national origin and alienage, is a suspect clas-
sification. It seems to me that Reed v. Reed is ample preceden:
here and is all we need and that we should not, by this case,
enter the arena of the proposed Equal Rights Amendment.
This places me, I believe, essentially where Lewis and Potter are
as reflected by their respective letters of March 2 and February
16.118

Brennan tried to salvage the situation. The day after he heard from

Blackmun, he wrote to Powell:
You make a strong argument and I have given it much thought.
I come out however still of the view that the “suspect” approach
is the proper one and, further, that now is the time, and this is
the case, to make that clear. Two reasons primarily underlie my
feeling. First, Thurgood’s discussion of Heed in his dissent tc
your Rodriguez convinces me that the only rational explication of
Reed s that it rests upon the “suspect” approach. Second, we
cannot count on the Equal Rights Amendment 10 make the
Equal Protection issue go away. Eleven states have now voted
against ratification {Arkansas, Connecticut, Illinois, Louisianz,
Moniana, Nevada, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma,
Utah and Virginia). And within the next month or two, at least
two, and probably four, more siates (Arizona, Mississippi, Mis-
sQuﬁ and Georgia) are expected 1o vote against ratification.
Since rejection in 13 states is sufficient to kill the Amendment it
looks like a lost cause. Although rejections may be rescinded at
any iime before March 1979, the trend is rather to rescind ratifi-
cation in some states that have approved it. I therefore don’t
see that we gain anything by awaiting what is at best an uncer-
tain outcome. Moreover, whether or not the Equal Rights
Amendment eventually is ratified, we cannot ignore the fact that
Congress and the legislatures of more than half the States have

already determined that classifications based upon sex are in-
herently suspect,}1*

SIIS Letter fr?m Harry A. Blackmun, Associate Justice, Supreme Court of the Dnited
Szatcs, o William ], Brennan, Jr., Associate Justice, Supreme Court of the United
zit;es (Mar. 5, 1973) (on file with the authors and the New York City Law Revie).

Letter from William J. Brennan, Jr., Associate Justice, Supreme Court of the
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This was insufficient, however, to persuade Powell 1o change his mind
At the end of the day, Brennan failed to bring a Court together (i‘e.;
his writing was a judgrnent, not a majority opinion). Ag Table 4 shows,
only four justices supported the strict scrutiny standard, with the rest
advocating rational basis.

Taste 4. FINAL VOTES CAST IN AND TESTS ADOPTED BY Justices
IN FRONTIERO*

Position on Standard of Review:

Justice Final Vote Reactions to Brennan’s Final Draft
Burger For Frontiero® Rational Basis

Pouglas For Frontiero Suspect Class

Brennan For Frontiero Suspect Class

Stewart For Frontiero Undeclared

White For Frontiero Suspect Class

Marshall For Frontiero Suspect Class

Powell For Frontiero Rational Basis

Blackmun  For Frontero Rational Basis

Rehnquist Against Frontiero Rational Basis

"oted against Frontiero at conference.
¥ Datz collectedt by the authors.

B. From Frontiero v. Richardson to Craig v. Boren

Despite his failure to forge a majority in Frontiero, Brennan,
given his beliefs, preferences, and the context of the decision, took
the rational course of action when he rewrote the first draft to
adopt a strict scrutiny standard. As such, we think Brennan’s deci-
sion provides an interesting example of the utility of the strategic
rationality approach. N

The decision also kept the hopes of women’s rights litigators
alive. As Schwartz put it, “[h]ad the Brennan [first draft] come
down as the Frontiero opinion, it might well have aborted the sub-
stantial development of sex discrimination law that occurred in the
Burger Court. The use of the ratonal-basis test in both Reed afzd
Frontiero would probably have meant its adoption for all cases in-
volving sexual classification.™!® But, because Frontigro did niot _dec;-
ﬁ""l?l'qjet:t or accept the suspect class test, several women’s rights
groups continued their efforts to convince the Court to adopt the

igher level of scrutiny, and the Court continued to decide such

L

Urited States, 10 Lewis F. Powell, Jr., Associate Justice,
States (Mar. 6, 1973) (on file with the authors and th
' Scitwarz, supra nowe 98, ar 223,

Supreme Coure of the L_’nizcd
e ﬁew York City Law Review).
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disputes. Between 1973 (Frontiero) and 1976 (Craig), as Table 5
shows, the Court resolved, with a signed opinion, ten cases involy.
ing sex discrimination, with the litigant claiming discrirination
prevailing in six of the cases.

TABLE 5. Sex DiscramMinaTIioN Cases Decipep sy THE Court
BETWEEN FRONTIERC AND LRAICH

Case Vote  Outeome
Pittshurgh Press v. Pittsburgh Commission or Human

Relations, 413 U.S. 376 (1973) 5-4 *
Cleveland Board of Education v. La Fleur, 414 US. 632

{(1974) 72 +
Kahn v. Sheuin, 416 U.S. 851 {1974 6-3 -
Corning Glass v. Brennan, 417 U.S. 188 (1674) 5.8 +
Geduldig v. Adello, 417 U.S. 484 (1974) 6.3 -
Schiesinger v. Ballard, 419 U.S. 498 (1975) 5-4 -
Teylor v. Louisiana, 419 U.S, 522 (1975) 8.1 *
Wetnberger v. Wiesenfeld, 420 U.S. 636 (1975) 8-0 +
Stanton v. Stanton, 421 U.5. 7 (1975) 8-1 +
General Electric v. Gilbert, 429 U.S, 125 (1976) 6-3 -
Note: + = Gourt struck down sex-based classification; — = Court upheid sex-based

classificazion.

* Mezey, supra note 87, at 22.23; O’Connor, WOMEN's Orcanizanions” Use oF THE
€CoURrTs 96-97 {1680},

Still, the Court apparently could not agree over the legal standard
by which to adjudicate constitutional cases. Indeed, in Stanion v. Stan-
ton,'1® a case quite proximate to Craig, the Court seemed to give up
the search for an appropriate test. At issue in Stanton was a Utah law
which specified that, for purposes of child suppornt payments, men
reach adulthood at age 21 and women at 18. Writing for the Court,
Justice Blackmun held that the law consttuted impermissible sex dis-
crimination, but it failed to articulate a standard of review. Instead,
the majority opinion noted: “[wle . .. conclude that under any test —
compelling state interest, rational basis, or something in between —
[the Utah law] . . . does not survive . . . attack.”!17

Such rulings sent mixed signals o the legal community. As one
federai.district court judge put it, “lower courts searching for gui
daz}cc In the 1970s Supreme Courn sex discriminaton precedents
[prior to Craig] have ‘an uncomfortable feeling’ — like players at 2

116 491 U8, 7 (1975).
BT M oar 17,
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shell game who are ‘not absolutely sure there is 2 pea’ "8 Aqorneus
working in this area of the law found themselves in much the smfe
boat At the very least, though, women’s rights attorneys and organi-
mtions knew, as Table 5 shows, that they had five justices on whose
wies they could gemerally (but not always) count:’ Brennan, White
Douglas, Marshall, and Stewart. But the potential for change was ir;
the wind when Douglas retired and President Ford replaced him with
John Paul Stevens. Would Stevens support woren’s right claims?
What classification would he favor?

These questions loomed large when the Court agreed to decide
Craig v. Boren. Atissue in Craig was an “equalization” statute passed by
Oklahoma in 1972.''% This law set the age of the legal majority for
both males and females at eighteen.!® Before then, fernales reached
legal age at eighteen and males at twenty-one.'? The statute, how-
ever, contained one exception. The law prohibited men from
purchasing beer unul they reached the age of 21, but allowed women
to buy (lowalcohol content) beer at 18.'22 The state differentiated
between the sexes in response to statistical evidence indicating a
greater tendency for rnales in the eighteen to twenty-one age bracket
to be involved in alcoholrelated traffic accidents, including
fatalities. '*3

Even so, Curtis Craig, a 20 vear-old male who wanted to buy beer
and Carolyn Whitener, a beer vendor who wanted to sell it, viewed
the law 25 a form of sex discrimination and brought suit in a federal
disrict court.'®* At the district court level one of the argurnents the
plaintiffs made was that under Frontiero, laws discriminating on the
basis of sex should be, at least according to the U.S. Supreme Court,
subject to the “strict scrutiny” test.!?® The plaintiffs contended that
under this standard the Oklahoma law could not stand because com-
pelling governmental interest was not achieved by establishing differ-
ent drinking ages for men and wormnen.'?®

In response, the state argued that the U.S. Supreme (?OL':rt I?ad
never explicitly applied the strict scrutiny test to laws discriminating

18 Eay, suprz note 83, at 70.
¥ Craig v. Boren, 429 5. 190, 197 (1976).

199 14 ax 392,

2 4w 200.01.

12 14 ¢ 192,

14 at 20001,

o109 .
"™ Walker v. Hall. 309 F. Supp. 1804, 1307 (W.D. Okla. 1975), rev’d sub nom. Craig
‘*‘Ig?r;:, 423 U.S. 190 (1976).
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on the basis of sex.’*” Rather, the only test that a majority of the jus
tices had ever applied was the Reed rational basis approach.'® Syreyy,
Oklahoma contended, its law met this standard because statistieal
studies indicated that men “drive more, drink more, and commis
more alcohol-related offenses,” ??

A threejudge district court held for the state, upholding the con-
stitutionality of the statute.’*® While the court acknowledged that ex-
isting U.8. Supreme Court decisions were murky, it felt that the weight
of the case law supported the state’s reliance on the lowerdeve] s
dard.’®! Furthermore, the court held that the state had met its obligs-
ton of establishing a “rational basis” for the law: given the statistical
evidence, Oklahoma’s goal of reducing drunk-driving incidens
seemed a reasonable one. 32

At the U.S. Supreme Court, Craig and Whitener continued to
press the same claims that they had at tral {with Craig and Whitener
arguing for strict scrutiny and the state advocating rational basis}, but
a third party advanced a somewhat different approach. Entering the
Case as an amicus curiae on behalf of Craig, ACLU attorneys Ruth
Bader Ginsburg and Melvin Wulf argued that the Oklahoma law
“could not survive review whatever the appropriate test:” strict scrutiny
or rational basis or “something in between."**® This was an argument
drawn directly from the Court’s indecisiveness in Stanton,'™ and it was
interesting in two regards: it suggested that (1) the Court could apply
the lower rational basis standard and still hold for Craig or {2} the
Court might consider developing a standard “in between" strict scru-
tiny and rational basis.

What would the Supreme Court do?

That question was initially answered at the justices’ conference,
held a few days after oral arguments.** Ag is the Court’s tradition, the
(?hief Justice led off the discussion. Burger asserted that Craigwas an
“isolated case™ which the Court should dismiss on procedural
grounds. The problem was that since Curtis Craig had tumed 21 after

ron f}dﬁef for Appelless at 5-4, Craig v. Boren, 429 U5, 190 (1976) (No. 75628},

128 Walker, 399 F. Supp. ar 1300,

130 [ at 1314, TT

191 14 ac 1308,

32 74, at 1311,

135 Brief for the American Civil Liberties Unions, amicus curi 7, Craig v
B?arf“}f?g U.S. 190 (1976) (No. 75-698). curae st 111 8

185 TH,
ciu:; The next few paragraphs draw on the case files and docker books (which i
Y ¢ aotes of conference discussion) of Justices William J. Brennan, Jr. and
urgood Marshall (on file with the authors and the New York City Law Raview).

—_—
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the Court agreed to hear the case, his claim was moot. ‘Thus, the dis-
positive issue, to Burger, was whether or not “the saloon keeper” Whit-
ener had standing to bring the suit.’* Burger thought that she did
not. But, if his colleagues disagreed (that is, they thought Whitener
had standing), Burg‘er‘ said he was willing to find for Craig providing
that the majority opinion was narrowly written 137

After Burger spoke, the other justices presented their views. They
were, as Table 6 illustrates, all over the map. Powell and Blackmun
agreed with the Chief Justice in that they both would dismiss on the
standing issue, and they both thought that they could find for Craig.
Rehnquist also wanted to dismiss on the standing issue but would hold
for Okiahoma shouid the Court resolve the dispute. The remaining
five justices would rule in Craig’s favor but disagreed on the appropri-
ate sandard. Marshall clearly favored strict scrutiny, as did William
Brennan, but Brennan suggested that a standard in between rational
and strict might be viable;'*® White seemed to go along with Brennan;
Stewart seemed to suggest that the Court need only apply the rational
basis test t0 find in Craig’s favor, Stevens argued that some “level of
scratiny above mere rationalitv has to be applied.” but he was not
dear on what that standard should be.

After the conference, it was Brennan who decided to write the
opinion for the Court.’® Again, this was a rather daunting task, for,
from Brennan's perspective. at most only three other justices (Mar-
shall and, possibly, White and Stevens) tended to agree with his most
prefetred positions in the case: (1) Whitener had standing (2) a strict
scrutiny sandard should be used, and (3} the Court should rule in
Craig’s favor. From where would the fourth vote come? Not from
Rehnquist, as his position was diametrically opposed to Brenngn’s on
all the key points and, thus, he would surely dissent. The senuments

1% The doctrine of “standing” prohibits the Court from resolving a d1spt‘2£e 1f11h°?
party bringing the litigation is not the appropriate one. In other words, A.mch:aii :
the .8, Constiturion requires that the itiganis demonsirate “sucha perspna} stake in
the outcome of the controversy as to assure that concrete adverseness Iwh:_ch sh_arpfms
the presentation of issues upon which the Court so largely depends for illumination
of difficult construtional questions.” Baker v. Carr. 369 U.S. 186, 204 {1962).

_ B8 Caigy. Boren, Burger fel; that Whitener, being over the age of 21 :Emdffen;saie.
6id ot have the requisite personal stake. Again, this was a dispositive point for [ur-
gersince Craig's claim was moot. Craig, 429 U.S. at 190. United

7 Letter from Warren E. Burger, Chief justice, Supreme Court of the Un!?d
Sex, 1 William J. Brennan. Jr.. Associate Justice, Supreme Court oéame _nl)e
S;:::, {Nov. 15, 1976) (on file with the authors and the New York City Law Revriew).

note 98, at 226.
1% Lwﬂm% J. Brennan. Jr.. Associate Justice, Supreme ?Otgﬁl?iizgﬁ
HWSW&, 10 Lewis F. Powell, Jr.. Associate Justice, Supreme Cou_rt zaw e L :
(Now. 16, 1976) (on file with the authors and the New Fork City Rewew.

-




e I

194 NEW YORK CITY LAW REVIEW  [Vol. 113

TasLe 6. JusTICES' CONFERENCE POSITIONS ON THE KEY Issugs o
Crarc v. BOREN

Justice Conference Positon
Standing Standard Disposition

Burger No Rational? Dristniiss/Lean toward Craig
if decided on merits

Brennan Yes Strict/In-Between* Craig

Stewart Yes Radonal Craig

White Yes Strict/In-Between? Craig

Marshall Yes Strict Craig

Biackmun No Undeclared Dismiss/Lean toward Crig
if decided on meris

Powell No Rational? Dismiss/Lean toward Craig
if decided on meris

Rehnguist No Rational Dismniss/Lean toward
Oklzhoma if decided on
merits

Stevens Yes Above Rational Craig

F=Implicit but not explicit from conference discussion.

* Typically, Brennan’s case files contain memos of the remarks he made at
conferences. Unfortunately, his Craig conference memo was missing, So we rely on
Scuwartz, supra note 98, ar 996, who writes that Brennan, of course, wanted io
adopt the strice scrutiny approach but offered the “in between” standard as 4
compromise. For now, the important point is that “strict” represented Brenpan’s
most preferred position.

of Blackmun, Powell, and Burger too favored dismissal, but were
closer to Brennan on point (38).

That left Stewart, who was in the same “make-or-break” position
in which Blackmun found himself in Frontiero and who had the same
feasible courses of action: join the majority opinion, concur ‘reg
larly,” concur “specially,” or dissent. Based on his conference position
(he had voted in favor of standing and for Craig but was not keen o7
the strict scrutiny approach) and on the memorandum he circulated
in Frontiero, it was possible that Stewart (as well as Blackmun, Powel
and Burger) might Join Brennan’s disposition of the case {that Craif
should win), but disagree with the standard the opinion articulated
{strict scrutiny or, even, something “in between”). If this occurred,
then once again Brennan would end up issuing a judgment in the
case, rather than a majority opinion. On the other hand, Stewstt
m1§h: simply join the majority opinion coalition while writing a ‘reg*
l;}r concurrence. Since a regular concurrence {in contrast 10 a sp¢
cial concurrence) includes agreement with the majority opinioh
Brennan would have his ffth vote in Stewart.
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After several opinion drafts, revised to accommodate the many
suggestions of his colleagues, Brennan accomplished what he could
not in Frentiero. He succeeded in marshaling a majority behind his
Craigopinion. The final version incorporated the ACLUs suggestion
(and Brennan’s own conference alternative), and articulated a test for
sex discrimination cases, called “heightened” {(or mid-level) scrutiny,
that feill somewhere between strict scrutiny and rational basis, 140
From there, the votes and positions fell out as Table 7 indicates, Note
that neither Powell nor Burger nor Blackmun joined opinions that
followed from their conference votes and that Marshall signed an
opinion advocating a standard that was less than ideal from his point
of view, and that Brennan's writing advanced a sex discrimination test
that fell short of his most preferred standard. Even the votes of cer-
tain justices changed. Powell, Blackmun and Burger switched their
positions, though in different directions.

inthe end, thus, Craigleaves us with many unanswered questions.
Why did Powell, Blackmun, and Burger switch their votes? Why did
Brennan advance the “heightened scrutiny” test when he clearly fa-
vored “strict scrutiny”? Why did Marshall join Brennan’s opinion,
when it adopted a standard he found less-then-appealing? More gen-
erally, why did Craig come out the way it did?

Here we concentrate primarily on one of these guestions —
Brennan's decision to advance heightened scrutiny over a suspect clas-
sification — because its answer gives us some insight into the lastand
most important question of why Craig came out the way it did. In
response, we argue that PPT provides us with leverage to address both
questions. For we believe that, given his preferences, his beliefs about
the preferences of others, and the institutional context, Brennan m_ok
the course of action in Craig that any rational actor, concerned with
policy, would have taken.

Let us begin with Brennan’s preferences and his beliefs about the
preferences of other Court members. Suppose, in Crasg, that ali of the
Justices agreed on all of the key issues: (1) Whitener had standing,
{2) a strict scrutiny standard should be used, and (3) the Court should
rule in Craig’s favor. If this were the case, then Brennan would have
been free to write an opinion that reflected his sincere preferences,

b;‘“ Brennan outlined the heightened scmtzi;’;

gender must serve important governmen i !

rf:lateé 10 the achievemenfs of those objectives.” Ender this a_pp‘maci{ the Cou;:i ;Ok[ir;a e

tmes strikes down sex-hased classifications (such as establishing {i:f}_“erc:j“tll hOIdgs

ages for men and women, Craig v. Boren, 429 U.S. at 192) and accasion 455% “{?J’ o 57

ilggi (such a5 Jimiting the military draft to men, Rostker v. Goldberg, 457 Lo
13,

approach as follows: “classiﬁcati‘ons
Yobi_:jfctives and must be substanually
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Tanrr 7. Posrrions or THE SUPREME CGURT JUSTICES ON THE Key
ISSUES OF CRAIG V. BOREN

Justice Conference Position Final Posidon
Standing Standard Disposition Standing Standard Disposition
Burger No Rationat? Disrniss/ No Radonal fo)'g
Craig

Brennan Yes Strice/In- Craig Yes Heighiencd Craig
Berween*

Stewart Yes Rational Craig Yes Ragonal Craig

‘White Yes Saier/In- Craig Yes Heightened Craig
Between?

Marshal Yes Srrice Craig Yes Heightened Craig
Blackmun No Undeciared  Dismiss/ Yes Heighened Craigf
Craig
Powell No Rational? Dismiss/ Yes Heightened** Craig’

Crai
Rehnguist No Rational Dismis;g/OK No Rational oR
Srevens Yes Above Craig Yes Heightened®  Cayg'
Rational

?= Implicit but not axphcit rom conference discussion.

*Se¢ note on Table 6.

**With reservations or qualifications

*«Wrote dissenting opinion

"=Wrote opinion concurring in judgment {special concutrence)
“=Wrote opinion concurring in part

4=Wrote concurring opinion {regular concurrence)

for they were the same as the Court’s. However, that was not the case
in Craig. As we know, Brennan had to choose among three possible
standards and that he preferred strict scrutiny over heightened scr
tiny over rational basis. Yet, he did not select his most preferred stan-
dard, opting instead for his second choice. Why? A real possibility is
that Brennan knew from the confabs over Frontiers that an opinion
advancing strict scrutiny would have proven to be too much for cer
tain members of the Court to handle -— and that they would have
pushed for a rational basis standard. Even more pointedly, he may
have even thought that situation had worsened since Frontizro. a clear
suspect class supporter (Douglas) had been replaced by a justice (Sie-
vens) with less certain predilections. Thus, Brennan may have chosen
heightened scrutiny because, based on his knowledge of the prefer:
ences of other justices, it alowed him to avoid his least preferred posi
ton (rational basis), and not because it was his first choice. Seen in
this light, strategic calculations led Brennan to act in a sophisticated
f‘ac.;r?sour; s:cz.)s to avoi:il thehpossibility of seeing his most preferred pot
rejecte i i '

Pty {}:a o ;ij) | by his colleagues in favor of his least preferred

‘ In so doing and to reiterate, Brennan took the rational course of
action. In other words, for Brennan to set policy as close as possible ©0
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his ideal point, which, recall, is the primary goal most PPTheorists
aseribe 10 all justices, strategic behavior was essential. Moreover, in
this instance, Brennan needed to act in a sophisticated fashion, given
his beliefs about the preferences of the other actors and the choices
he expected them to make. :

Under the PPT framework, though, strategic considerations do
rot simply involve calculations over what colleagues will do. For rea-
sons considered earlier in this articie, justices also consider the prefer-
ences of other key political actors, including Congress, the President,
and even the public. We think these considerations may have played a
role in Brennan’s ultimate decision to adopt the heightened scrutiny
approach in Craig Recall that at the time the Court was deciding the
case {1976), it believed thar Congress favored a strictscrutiny ap-
proach to sex-based classifications.’*’ Brennan said as much in

Frontiers,

[Olver the past decade, Congress itself has manifested an in-
creasing sensitivity to sex-based classifications . . .. [Tlhe Equal
Pay Act of 1963 provides that no employer covered by the Act
shall diseriminate . . . between employees on the basis of sex.’
And Section 1 of the Equal Rights Amendment, passed by Con-
gress on March 22, 1972, and submitted 1o the legislatures of the
States for ratification, declares that ‘[e]quality of rights under
the law shall not be denied or abridged by the United States or
by any State on account of sex.’” Thus, Congress itself has concluded
thet classifications based upon sex are inkerently invidious . . . }*

The Court had little reason, in 1976, to think thar Congress’s prefer-
ences had changed. In fact, both Houses continued to support the
ERA and, thus (under Brennan'’s logic}, a strictscrutiny approach to
sex-hased classifications.

Let us assume that at the time the Court was deciding Craig, a
majority of justices viewed the political situation in the way we have
described it, that is, the Court favored a lower level of scrutiny than
the other branches of government.!*> What standaré. would a strate-
gic ?Oﬁc?maximizing Court advancer Linder these Circumstances, It
would have beer: unwise for the Court to vote its sincere preferences.
If the Court articulated a rational basis standard, Congrf?ss fnay }}ave
atempted to override its decision by writing a “strict scrutiny” testmto

4 See Gotnsren, supra note 86, . g

** Frontiero v. Richardson, 411 U.S. 677, 687 (1973) {emphm;_ad‘%e );mmd .

5 Recall that after 2 conference discussion of Craig, a majority of justices -
dismiss the case {Blackmun, Burger, Poweil, and Rehnquist} or apply a rational basts
3t (Stewart), Ser Craig v, Boren, 429 .S, 190 (1976).
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law.!** As a result, the Court had a “strong incentive” 10 compromise
its preferences and adopt some kind of a mid-level approach (eg.,
heightened scrutiny) —— of, at least, one that Congress believed was
the best it could do under the circumstances and, accordingly, would
have left undisturbed.

Of course, and once again, by acting in this sort of sophisticated
fashion the Court would neither see its most preferred position {ra-
tional basis) nor its least preferred position (strict scrutiny} writien
into law. Yet, this course of action, the rational course of action under
the circumstances, would lead to the best possible outcome for the
majority, heightened scrutiny. This was something Justice Brennan, as
the opinion writer, seemed to understand.

Finally, just as PPT suggests, it is difficuit to understand the
Court’s opinion in Craig without taking into account a key institution
— the norm governing the creation of precedent. If Brennan be-
lieved that four other justices shared his preference for strict scrudiny
over rational basis, then surely he would have written an opinion
adopting the strict standard. But that was not the case. Only three
justices (at the very most) were firmnly behind him. This, as we sug-
gested earlier, may explain why he was willing to consider the height-
ened standard. Given the norm for precedent, he thought
“heightened” was the best he could do.

IV. Conciusion

William J. Brennan, Jr. played a crucial role in the develop-
ment of contemporary sex discrimination law. From the time of
the Reed decision in 1971 until Craigin 1976 the Court was sharply
divided over the appropriate standard to apply in sex-based claims.
If the justices voted on the basis of their sincere preferences the

%2 Those readers who doubt that Congress would pass legislation directing the
Court 10 apply 2 particular standard of law need only consider the Religious Freedom
Restoration Act of 1993. Passed to undercut the Court’s decision in Oregon v. Smith,
494 U.S. 872 (1990) (in which the Court ruled that Oregon could deny unemploy
ment benefits to individuals fired from their jobs for ingesting peyote at a religiows
ceremony), the Act implicidy directed the Court 1o use a compelling interest standard
to adjudicate First Amendment Free Exercise clajms.

Still our discussion of Craig oversimplifies (1) the politics of the day (for exsm
ple, by the time the Court decided Craig the drive to ratify the ERA had slowed consic:
erably, even though Congress continued 1o back the amendment - as its extension
oii the ratification deadline attests) and (2) the separation of powers systern as it per
tains 1o constitutional interpretation. We use it here 1o make a basic point, namely
that policyoriented justices need consider the preferences of other political actors
and the choices they expect them to make,
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Court would remain deadlocked, unable to achieve majority sup-
port for any particular standard.

Throughout this period Brennan carried a strong preference
for the application of a strict scrutiny standard to sex discrimina.
tion cases. Yet, he fc-_und 'himsc?lf without sufficient support from
his colieagues to realize his policy goal. While his sincere prefer-
ence never changed, he successfully adapted 1o conditions inside
the Court. By acting strategically, he was able to prevent the major-
ity from etching into law his least preferred outcome (rational ba-
sis). Although he never saw his most preferred position become
the law of the land, he was able to set law as close as was possible to
his ideal point by articulating an “in between” approach that con-
tinues to be used in sex discriminagion cases.

Brennan’s advancement and the Court’s ultimate adoption of
the heightened scrutiny standard — and this is a key point — can-
not be adequately explained by existing models of Supreme Court
decision making. To see why, reconsider the events leading up to
Craig. Having been assigned the task of writing for the majority in
Frontiero, Brennan faced a difficult sitvation. Although a clear ma-
jority supported the position that the Air Force regulations violated
the Constitution, the justices apparently agreed to base the ded-
sion on an application of Reed, preferring not to use the case as a
vehicle for articulating a particular standard.

Brennan’s first draft was true to this position, but he openly
declared in a memorandum that he supported the suspect class
approach. When White, Douglas, and Marshall echoed his sent-
ment, Brennan reassessed his initial circulation. He now had fqur
votes in support of strict scrutiny, but could he attract a fifth? With
Rehnquist and Burger in dissent, and Powell and Stewart prefer-
ring that the Court avoid the issue, the spotlight inside the Court
fell on Blackmun, who had not declared a position. With this vot-
ing alignment, Brennan took the rational course of action — he
scrapped his Reed-based draft and circulated an opinion e‘mbraapg
sict scratiny. Doing so carried little risk and the potential for sig-
nificant reward. If he attracted Blackmun to his camp, he would
have won a major policy victory; if Blackmun could not be swayed
(which proved to be the case), Brennan would still block adoption
of the rational choice approach and keep the legal debate alive.

In Craig, Brennan faced an altered social cont‘ext‘ Maéofmy
Support for strict scrutiny seemed beyond reach. With the refire-
ment of Douglas and Blackmun's rejection of the approach, Bren-
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nan had no hope of gaining support for his sincerely preferred
position.

Apparently aware of this changed context, Brennan again ac
ted strategically. He took advantage of the Court’s mules by as
signing Craigto himself. Then, he carefully crafted 2 new standard
of review — a standard that he thought would allow him to main-
tain the support of White and Marshall and would attract others
who generally favored Craig, but were not necessarily strict serutiny
advocates. Brennan’s approach was successful: 2 majority of the
justices signed his opinion,

By now, it should be clear why existing theories of decision
making cannot account for the development of sex discrimination
standards. Surely the intracourt negotiations in Frontiero and
Craig bear no resemblance to the kinds of behavior suggested by
purely legal models of decision making. At the very least, Justice
Owen Roberts’s classic articulation of the legal approach (“the ju-
dicial branch of the government has only one duty; to lay the arti-
cle of the Constitution which is invoked beside the statute which is
challenged and to decide whether the latter squares with the for-
mer”1*)} does not describe what occurred in these cases. Similarly,
the attitudinal approach, which assumes that justices always vote
(on the merits of cases) in accord with their sincere preferences,
cannot (nor does it atternpt to) account for the outcomes we have
described.

Positive political theory, in contrast, does provide a reasonable
framework for understanding why justices act in particular ways.
Here, we have highlighted the actions of Justice Brenman, who —
in Frontiero — wrote an opinion endorsing strict scrutiny because

- there was a distinct possibility of attracting a fifth vote for that ap-
proach. Even if he failed 10 obtain a majority, he knew that he
could block Court acceptance of his least preferred position. In
Craig, faced with no possibility of majority support for suict scrw
tiny, Brennan acted in a sophisticated fashion, abandoning his sin-
cerely preferred position and gathering a majority behind an
acceptable alternative.

_ Just as positive political theory sheds light on this fascinating
ep_xsode of constitutional law, it also reminds social scientists of
things that law professors have never forgotten: judges and justices
care a‘bout the substance of the law, they are concerned with ap-
propriate standards, and they believe that words carry important

S—

145 United States v. Buder, 297 US. 1, 62 {1936).
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meaning. As a consequence, many of the most important battles
inside the Court are not over which litigant prevails, but over how
the case is decided. The sex discrimination cases we have discussed
dramatically illustrate this point. There were clear majorities in
favor of the claimants; yet members of those majority coalitions dis-
agreed vehemently over the appropriate legal standard to employ.
The legal and attitudinal approach, for different reasons, are un-
able to capture these crucial aspects of the process by which jus-
tices reach collegial decisions. Positive political theory, however,
directs our attention toward these stages and, in so doing, carries
enormous potential for helping us unravel the complexities of judi-
cial decision making.







JUVENILE JUSTICE GONE AWRY: EXPULSION
STATUTES UNJUSTLY DENY EDUCATIONAL
RIGHTS TO STUDENTS

Anthony H. Mansfieldt

Howard, a seventern year old senior, had sold cocaine to under
cover officers on three occasions. Two to three weeks Jollowing the last
incident, the officers arrested Howard while ke was at school, Approxi-
maledy one month afier the incident, Howard was expelled Jrom schaol.
None of the sales weve alleged to have occurred on school property or at a
school sponsored event.!

Jane Doe was expelled from schoo! based on her admission that she
was in possession of a lipstick case containing o one and one-quarter
inch blade. The school became aware of the blade when they noticed
bandages on Doe's wrist which were present because she had attempted
suicide, Another student had told the teacher that Doe should show the
Ipstick knife. Upon doing so, Doe was suspended and a hearing was
held which determined that she should be expelled

1. InTrRODUCTION

“Between 1985 and 1991, arrest rates for criminal homicide
increased 140% among thirteen- and fourteen-year-old males,
7% among fifteen-year-old males, 158% among sixteen-year-old
males, and 121% among seventeen-year-old males.™ Unfortu-
nately, this violence has permeated the nation’s public schools, se-
verely impacting a child’s access to public education. _

It is estimated that as many as fifty young people lose‘their
lives each year in school-related violence.* This has resulted in ap-

+ Candidate for ].D., 1996, City University of New York School of Law; MSW,,
1993, Boston University School of Social Work: B.A., 1991, Westfield State Coliege.
Al work done it the area of law and social work has been with the juvenile population
in a legal and educational sesting.
! Howand v, Cotonial Sch. Dist., 621 A.2d 362 (Del. ‘Supcr‘ Cr. 19923, 1995)
3 Doe v Superintendent of Sch. of Worcester, 653 N.E2d 1088 (Mass. 1995).
’ i¢ Runtenberg, The Limited Promise of FPublic Health Meszdolsgws fo Bt;mz
?m%u. 103 Yars L]. 1883, 1892 (1994) (dting Glenn L. _?zcrce &}m?s% ox:
Trends in Violens Crime: A Closer Look {Nat'] Crime Analysis Program, Northeast
e Univ] Oce. 1999, at 2.3).
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proximately 105 deaths attributed to schoolrelated violence be.
tween 1990 and 1991.° Further, when focusing specificaily on
weapons, gun shot wounds are the leading cause of death among
American teenage boys whether in school or out,® while approx;-
mately 10% of all youngsters aged ten to nineteen say they have
fired a gun at someone or have themselves been the target of gun-
fire.” Accordingly, within the past ten years, the death rawe from
firearms for teenagers aged fifteen 10 nineteen has increased by
61%.°

In 1993, 20% of American students knew someone who had
been attacked by an individual wielding a gun or a knife, while 7%
had been assaulted themselves.® A recent survey funded by Metro.
politan Life found that 11% of teachers and 23% of students re.
ported that they had been victims of violence in or near their
schools.!?

Accompanying this increase in school violence has been a phe-
nomenal increase in the number of weapons seized in schools
across the country. Chicago schools have had a 171% increase in
seizures of weapons;'! San Francisco, a 147% increase;* Indianap-
olis, a 322% increase;’® and, in Virginia, it was reported by 2 local
Newspaper that 2313 students were found in possession of weapons
during the 1992-98 school year alone’* Students bring roughly
135,000 guns to the nation’s 85,000 public schools each day.’* Fur-
thermore, while one out of five high school students carries a

5 Id. n.3 (citing Todd 8. Purdum, Clinton: Seeks Way o Avaiding Ruling on Sthos! Gun
Ban, N.Y. Traes, Apr. 30, 1991, § 1, at 16). Ea4

® Mary Kathleen Babcock, Constitutional Issues and the Safety of Schoolchildren: The
Tenth Circuit’s Approach, 34 Wasssurn LJ. 33 (1994) {citing Timothy Dyer, Wer on
Har;dg;;m( and Otbercamepom, Kan. Scu. Boaro |, Apr.-May 1994, at 7).

. {citing erine Byers, Will the Lone Ranger Ever Ride Again?, Rax. Scu.

BO?% J.o Apr-May 1994, ar 4), e

o Bernadine Dohrn, As I See It:  Children, Violence, and Mythology, CITYSCHOOLS,
Spring 1995, at 11 (citing Michael A. Jones and Barry Krisberg, Fmages and Reabty
Juvenile Crime, Youtk Violence and Public Policy, NAT'L Counc. oN CRIME & DELING, June
199§ l;;gbs r:; 18, source, Centers for Disease Conirol and Prevention).

_ Austern Colson, Safe Enough to Learn: Placing An Affirmative Duty of
Protection on Public Schools Under 42 U.5.C. § 1983, 30 Harv: CRCL L. Rev. 169
(1995) (citing Roserr L. Macivwis, Fammy ReszarcH COUNCIL, VIGLENCE IN THE
SC!}:I;‘)OL-HOI:FSE: A 10-Year Urpars 8 (1944)).

Sy - Craig Wood & Mark D. Chestnut, Violence I U.S. Schools: The Problems avd
L me Responses, 97 Educ. L. Rep. (West) 610 {Apr. 1995) (citing THE METROPOLITAN
FE SURVEY OF THE AMERICAN TEaCHER, Sent./Oct. 1968).

;; ?fA Report; Amersica's Children at Risk, at 28 (1995).
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weapan to school on a daily basis,'® it is estimated that 20% of
American high school students carry a weapon to school at least
once a month.'”

In response to this increase in weapons and violence within
the nation’s schools, various states have enacted legislation to com-
bat and prevent school related violence. Unfortunately, the effect
of these expulsion statutes has been 1o unjustly deny educational
rights to many students. More importantly, expulsion statutes rep-
resent a severe departure from the goal and function of the juve-
nile justice systern and do not address the actual camse of
delinquent behavior. In addition, most expulsion statutes do not
provide for alternative educational services or programs to actually
address the increase in violence or to prevent recidivism amongst
juvenile offenders.

Inan attempt to answer these concerns, this Note will focus on
current statutes which provide for (1) the expulsion from school of
sdents found to possess a weapon and (2) the expulsion from
school of students who have been convicted for felonies and/or
adjudicated 2 delinquent.’® Part 11 of this Note gives a brief histori-
cl overview of the juvenile justice system and where it stands at
present. Part Il gives an overview of the statutes in various states
which require the expulsion of students for the reasons previously
mentioned. Part IV presents a discussion of the problems which
expulsion statutes create. The problems addressed focus pnmgrzly
o how expulsion statutes depart from the intent behind the Jjuve-
nile justice system and how such statutes fail to provide alternative
educational and other services 10 combat or prevent juvenile vio-
lence. In addition, statutes are also discussed which provide for the

isparate reatment of students. Part V addresses solutions which
Lave and are currently being implemented in various states to ad-
dress the issue of school-related violence as well as preventive steps
which this author believes must be considered.

. HisroricaL OVERVIEW OF THE JuveENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

In 1883, Nicholas White, a nine-year old boy, removed a few

g,

165 Babeock, supra note G, at 33, Cep
&:‘Cﬁ?ﬁn supra note 9, at 169 (citing Denise M. Topolnicki, Vaices from the Mean
NEY, June 1994, ar 129). R
* There 31{: also state swtutes which provide for the expulsion ‘5;,{ s;z;dear;tz/fg:
Oberbehavior such as the destruction of school property, threatening faculty enty o7
Wudengs, disobedience, and possession of drugs and/or alcohel. I*_iovzgfe t:{} 'av;:niie
*l only focus on the two issues presented as they relate specifically €0 ]
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crayons from a broken window of 2 London shop.'”® For this of
fense, Nicholas was sentenced to a public hanging® Unforn-
nately, this was not a rare occurrence for, during the eighteenth
century, children who committed offenses were tried in the same
courts and received the same punishments as adults, including
death.?’ This was also the situation in the United States because
our juvenile justice system developed out of England’s chancery
courts, which were established to “protect and supervise” delin-
quent children.®®

Under this system, the prevailing view was that children under
the age of seven were incapable of forming the intent necessary for
the imposition of criminal liability.?® Therefore, these children
were not held liable for felonious behavior.** However, this pre-
sumption of absolute incapacity was rebuttable for children aged
seven to fourteen by a demonstration that the child was abie to
distinguish between right and wrong, that she had understood the
nature of the act, and that she knew that the act was wrong® If
this was rebutted, the child was punished under the aduit criminal
system. Conversely, children fourteen years or older were deemed
to have the same criminal capacity 2s adults and, therefore, were
subject to arrest, trial, and punishment like adult offenders®

1% Wiltiarn Wilson, Note, Juvenile Offinders and the Electric Chair: Crud and Unusual
Punishment or Firm Discipline for the Hopelessiy Delinguent?, 35 U. Fia_ L. Rev, 344 (1983)
{citing E. Cavvery, Caprra, PUNISHMENT IN THE TwiNTETH CENTURY 5 (2d od. 1971)).

#0 Id. (citing CALVERT, supra note 19, at 5-6).

21 Id

22 Susan §. Greenebaum, Note, Conditional Access to Juvenile Court Proceedings: 4
ﬁg?fﬁ”aém or a Viable Solution?, 44 Wasu. UJ. Uns. & Cownrvemr. L. 135, 14041

23 Linda AndréWells, Comment, Finposing the Death Penalty Fvenile Offenders:
A Gurvens Application of the Eighth Amendroont e Agmmt(gxm(d and Unusual Pan
ihment, 21 N.M. L. Rev. 873, 375 (1991) (citing Victor L. Streib, Death Penaly for
Children: The American Experience with Capital Punishment for Crimes Commitied Whilt
Under.{igef_.?ighlmz. 36 Oxes. L. Rev. 613, 614-15 (1983)); Helene B. Greenwald, Com-
ment, Capital Punishment far Minors: An Eighth Amendment Analysis, 74 | Crm. L. &
Crivivorocy 1471, 1473 (1988) (citing Martn A. Frey, The Criminal Responsibility of the
Juvenile Murderer, 1970 Wasi. U. L.Q. 118, 118); Etta J. Maullen, Note, At Whai A®
Should They Dic? The United Siates Supreme Coust Decision Wath Respect to fuvenile Offendr
and the Death Penalty. Stanford v. Kentucky and Wilkins v. Missour, 109 5. Ct. 2969
giiogtlfﬂmm% L. Rev. 161, 163 (1998} {citing Lisa Kline Amnett, Com;?::;

2 International ETELS ; Death Pemalty s
57 U. Cin. L. Rgv. g;tiﬁ, 246 (1988)?:“; e Againt the fr b

:: Greez}waid. supra note 23, ar 1473,
- André-Wells, supra note 2%, at 375; Greenwald, supra note 23, at 1478 (cung
a g}-i;ﬁm note 23, at 113); Mullen, supra note 23, at 163 (citing Streib, supranote B,

¥ André-Wells, sugra note 93, ar 475 citing Streib, at 614-15); Mal-
len, suprg note 93, ar 163 {citing In re Ga{uit, Sg?’ 1.5, 1%‘?’2 f‘g%l%f’cmnm supre
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Under this system of justice, children seven and above could be
and were, tried, convicted, and sentenced under the adulr criminal
system.?

Early reform movements of the nineteenth century sought to
change the system so children would not be subjected to the adult
process. The establishment in 1899 of a Favenile court in Cook
County, llinois, marked the beginning stages of a separate judicial
sptem where the sole concern was the problems and misconduct
of youth® By 1912, approximately half the states in this country
had juvenile justice legislation;® by 1925 all but two states, Maine
and Wyoming, had juvenile courts,*

it was at this dme that the court first began to act as parens
pairice, thus becoming the parental authority with the obligation of
protecting children who were no longer able 10 care for them-
selves®  The court attempted to steer away from punishment and,
therefore, was allowed broader discretion to intervene in the lives
of children. Through this approach, children were no longer dealt
with as criminals, but rather as wards of the state who were not fully
responsible for their conduct and, therefore, capable of rehabilita-
tion™ The philosophy was that children were in need of protec-
tion from themselves and others and, if their families would not or
could not provide this protection, then the courts would. In ac-
cordance with this belief, children were designated delinquents
rather than criminals, hearings were considered “civil” rather than
“ariminal” * and findings and decisions were made without follow-

note 23, at 1473 (citing L. Ranzrvowicz, A HisTory Of EncrLisH CRIMINAL Law AND ITs
%Pmmmu From 1750: Tie MoOVEMENT FOR REForm 12 (1948); Frey, supre notwe
L at §13),
¥ Greenwald, supra note 28, at 1473 (citing A. Puarr, Tue CHILD SAVERS: THE
lwinTion oF DELiNGUENCY 108-99 (24 ed. 1977)). .
. ® Sheila L. Sanders, The Imposition of Cagrital Punishment on Juvenile Offenders: anr_anf
iy the Ling, 19 S.U. L. Rev. 141, 143 (1992); Francis Barry McCarthy, The Seous
Offender end Juvenile Court Reform: The Case for Prosecutorial Waver of Juvenile Court furls
dizion, 38 S1. Louss U. L}, 629, 643 (1994) (citing Sanford J. Fox, Rz:spomabzksy in
Joenile Coury, 11 Wou, & Magy L. Rev. 659 (1970)); Samuer M. Davis, RIGHTS OF
Jorees: Tug JuvestLe Justice Swstew, § 12 (2d ed. 1994). ,
% Victor L. Streib, Death Penalty for Juveniles, Juv. In L. & Socy, at 4 (1987).
:c: flf» Greenwald, supra note 23, at 1474
AVES, supre nove 28, § 1-2. )
L’:ﬂ?ms, supra note 28, § 1-2 (citing Julian W. Mack, The fuvenile Court, 23 Harv.
. 104, 108 (1900)).
B i . 563 (1908)}; Creene
Davs, supra note 98, § 1.3 (citing Ex parte Sharp, 96 Ii’a,néﬁos (b s tad s

ﬁ??i};aynm 22, at 141-42 (citing McKeiver v. Pennsylvan
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ing normal criminal procedure rules.*

Because the proceedings followed a different approach, steps
were taken to distinguish a juvenile proceeding from a criminal
proceeding. The juvenile court building was located apart from
the criminal court building so as to avoid any stigma from the aduls
proceeding.®® A “euphernistic”® vocabulary was introduced, hear-
mngs were confidental, and access to court records limited.” Fur
ther, juvenile court proceedings focused more on the child's
background and weifare than on the facts of the alleged erime *
Judges began to see their jobs as including “early identification,
diagnosis, prescription of treatment, implemnentation of therapy,
and cure or rehabilitation under aftercare supervision.”™? They de-
pended solely on the principles of psychology and social work
rather than on formal rules in their decision process. The court’s
responsibility became one of collecting information about the
child’s life history, character, social environment, and individual
crcumstances.® At hearings and dispositions, the court directed
its attention first and foremost to the child’s character and lifestyle
because it believed that the child’s past would reveal the proper
treatment.*?

The underlying goal of the juvenile system was to intervene
before serious misconduct occurred. Rather than reflecting over
past criminal acts, the system attempted to predict the behavior of
the child in the hopes of preventing the behavior from actally
occurring. The system was designed to offer a child approximately
the same care, custody, and discipline that a loving parent would.”
This was done by avoiding harsh criminal penalties for child of
fenders and providing conventionally approved moral, ethical,
political, and social values for deprived, unformnate children.®

* Greenebaum, 2 note 22, at 142 (cidng McKei P ia, 408 US.
528, 544 n.5 {197}};% (citing iver v. Pennsylvania

% Barry C. Feld, The Juvenile Court Meets the Principle Offense: Punishment, Treatnent,
and the Difference it Makes, 68 B.U. L. Rev. 821, 825 (1988) {citing PRESIDENT'S CoMM ™
ON Law ENFORCEMENT AND ADMIN. or Justick, Task Force ReporT: Juvenms D
QUENGY AND Yours CriMe 92-93 (19673; D, ROTHMAN, CONSCIENCE AND CONVENTERCE:

THSEGAE‘;YLUM AND ITS ALTERNATIVE iN PROGRESSIVE AMeRIcA 205, 1718 (1980)).
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38 I,
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41 Feld, supra notwe 35, at 825,
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%3 Streih, sugrg note 29, at 5.
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The emphasis was on rescue, meaning that the proceeding was to
be non adversarial, presided over by a judge—a father figure**—.
who represented the interests of the child and the interests of the
state. The ultimate hope was that reformed children woutld be free
of any stigma of being a delinquent child.*

However, the h?storica} process of the juvenile justice system
to change with the Supreme Court’s decision in Kent v.
United States:*® In Kent, the Court dealt with the due process re-
quirements of a sixteen-year old whose case was transferred from
juvenile to adult criminal court, was convicted of six felonies, and
was sentenced to a total of thirty to ninety years in prison. This was
the first time the U.S. Supreme Court demonstrated a willingness
to review the juvenile justice process and establish standards for
due process and individual rights within the system. In conjunc-
tion with this holding, the judiciary, Congress, and society, began
to question the parens patriae approach and, as a result, juvenile
proceedings have become more similar to those of adult criminal
proceedings.
Recent legislation has also taken a more punitive philosophy
a opposed 10 the historical rehabilitative philosophy of the juve-
nile system.* This departure has largely been in response to soci-
ety's belief that there has been a substantial increase in violent
youth crime.*® Juvenile courts are now required to adhere to spe-
dfic constitutional guidelines and may no longer ignore proce-
dural “niceties™® so as to provide the treatment a judge may
believe is in the best interest of the child. Because the focus is now
more on punishment than on treatment, serious juvenile offend:el_”s
are being transferred from juvenile court to criminal court. This is
eiident in a recent Senate bill which provided that a juvenile be-
tween the ages of thirteen and fourteen accused of a serious fed-
eral violent crime be tried as an adult, which, in turn, could expose

“ Duvis, supra note 98, § 1-2. o

 Greenehaum, supra note 22, at 142 (citing Note, Rights and Rehabilitation in the
Jiwenile Courts, 67 Corum. L. Rev. 981, 282 (1967)).

% 383 US. 541 (1966).

*“ Thisisseen in criminal proceedings in which chi
id/ax fifteen are tried as aduls for specific designate
Law §30.30,

* According 10 2 1982 public opinion poll commissio
ot Crime and gDeiinquenc};, the Field Instimate, and the
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idren above the age of thirteen
d felonies. See, €.g., NY. PEnaL

ned by the National Council

rt Humphrey Institute
Fube P 87% of

m:: polled believed that juvenile crime was increast
Stredb, supra note 29, at 6.
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them to the death penalty.®® Unfortunately, the statistics present
throughout the country”' are moving this transition along much
faster and are affecting more areas of a minor’s life than anyone
may have expected or even been aware.

HI. Overview OF WEAPON EXPULSION Laws

In response to the increase in school related violence, Con
gress enacted the Federal Gun-Free Schools Act as part of the
Crime Control Act of 1990.52 This Act would make it a federal of
fense for any individual to knowingly possess a firearm in a place
that the individual believed or had reasonable cause to believe was
a school zone.” In addition, federal education funds were cond:-
toned on a state’s adherence to the Act. Under the Act, a school
zone was defined as “in, or on the grounds of, a public, parochial
or private school” or “within a distance of 1000 feet from the
grounds of a public, parochial or private school.”® However, this
Act was held unconstitutional by the Supreme Court of the United -
States in United States v. Loper™

Although Lopex nullified the original Gun-Free School Zones
Act, forty-three states have starutes imposing sanctions on individu.
als who bring weapons onto school property.*® The Court’s hold
ing in Lope: did not invalidate these state statutes, nor did it
prevent school districts from drafting other restrictions pertaining
to weapon possession within a school zone. This is primarily be
cause Lopez did not eliminate “the obligation of states receiving fed:
eral education funds 1o mandate specific penalties for students
who carry firearms onto school property under the ‘Gun-Free
Schools Act of 1994’ which Congress enacted as part of amend

50 See Juvenile Crime and Delinguency: Do We Need Prevention?t, 1994 Heaving Befare the
Subcomomitice on Human Resources Commitiee on Education and Labor United States of Kepre
sentatives, 104th Cong., Ist Sess. (1994) [hereinafter Commitee Hearing] (starement
of Karabelic Pizzigati, Director of Public Policy, Child Welfare League of America).

31 See supra vext accompanying notes 3-17.

52 18 US.C § 922(q) (1) (A) (1988 cd.).

S5 Jd. at (q3(1){)).

54 18 US.C.8991 {2)(25).

5% 115 8. Cr. 1624 {1995),
. 56 High Court Derails Federal AntiGun Law, Scsi. L. News, 93, May 5, 19952t 1. 3
zile article notes that only seven states lack statutes similar to the Gun-Eree School

nes Act. These states include Alaska, Delaware, Hawaii, lowa, Montana, New
Hgimpshzre and Wyoming. However, New Hampshire has passed Chapter 195
wh ;zg establishes standards and procedures which shall require expulsion of a pupil

Swingly possessing a firearm in a safe school zone withous written authorzaion

from the superintendent or designee.
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ments to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) &7
Therefore, states that wish to receive educational funding are man-
dated to implement policies which require the referral of any stu-
dent who brings a weapon 16 school to the criminal Justice system
or juvenile delinquency system.®® This provision passes constity-
tional muster because, unlike Lopez, it is premised on Congress's
power under the Spending Clause of the United States
Constitution. ™

In additon to these statutes, legislation has designated other
various circumstances in which a student may be suspended and/
or expelled from school at a principal’s, school board’s, or superin.
tendent’s discretion. And, in accordance with the Act, the most
cormon CirCumstance among state statutes is where students are
found 1o be in possession of weapons. Another circumstance gain-
ing significant respect is where students are charged and/or con-
victed of a felony and/or adjudicated a delinquent, even for
behavior off school grounds.

A Weapons

States which have enacted legislation allowing for the expul-
sion of students who bring weapons to school are numerous and
distinguishable.® One distincion between these statutes is the

%7 Daniel B. Kohrman & Kathryn M. Woodruff, Commentary, The 1994-95 Term of
The Unstad States Supreme Covrt and its Impact on Public Schools, 102 Educ, L. Rep. {West)
£] (Ocz. 1995).

L

% US. Const, art. I, § 8. _

% Sw, g, Anmz. Rev, STAT. AN, § 15-841(B) (1995) (a pupil may only be expelled
for violent behavior which includes the use or display of a dangerous instrument or
deadly weapon or possession of 2 gun); Car- Evuc. CoDE § 48900(b) (West 1993-94)
{s pupil shall be suspended from school or recommended for expulsion if L}.w supe(;%
intendent or the principal of the school determines that the pupil has possessed, sold,
o otherwise furnished any firearm, knife, explosive, or other dangerous ogjeq m:l
less, in the case of possession of any obiect of this type, the pupil had -_:)bm_me Wﬂtwd
Permistion 1o possess the jtem from a certified school employee, which is %?.2;;;8)
2 by the principal or the designee of the principal); Conx. Gen. 5tat. § 1 ot
(1995) (expulsion proceedings shall be required whenever there is reason E?sha}; e
mmm was in possession of 2 firearm or deadly weapon and such pupl ch local
epelied for one calendar year); Ga. Cope ANN. § 20-2-751.1(a) (1995} ii-”jm | o
board of education shall establish 2 policy requiring the expulsion from scd ol for 2
Period of not less than one calendar year any student who is dﬂemélnehai 106 1

t & weapon to school); Ipano Cobe § 33-205 (1995) (the boage s {ounzp;}
from schoo! for 2 period of not less than one year a student who has fgﬁ” 1«
h?;c ed 2 weapon or firearm on school pmperty}; Kyénasi\;;oof?r;iperi}’:
2& o0 a) (Baldwin 1995) (the carrying or use of Wﬁf;?,iiﬁmzes cause for sus

well 35 off ed activities, _
8] popery ol S o 2 1

v
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length of an expulsion for the possession of a weapon. While most
of the statutes cited provide for an expulsion period of one year,5t
some provide for a meodification on 2 case-by-case basis,” some
provide for permanent expulsion,® while others differ even more
significantly. %

While the above mentioned statutes clearly provide for the ex-
pulsion of a student found to be in possession of a weapon, there
are other statutes which allow similar results without such specific

principal may recomimend, after immediate suspension, expulsion of a stdent canry-
ing or possessing 2 firearm); Mp. CoDE. Ann., Epuc. § 7-304(2) (1995) (if the couny
superintendent or the superintendent’s designated representitive finds that 2 srudent
has brought 2 firearm onto school property, the student shall be expelied); Mass.
Gen Laws Anw. ch. 71 § 373 {West 1983) (grans discretionary power to the princi
pal to expel a smxdent for the possession of a dangerous weapon on school prepertyor
at a school-spensored event), MicH. Cowmp. 1aws Ann, § 880.1311(2) {West 1905} {if
pupil possesses a weapon, the school board, or the designee of the school board. shall
expel the pupil from the school districe permanently, subject to possible reinstace-
ment under subsection (5)), NH. Rev, Svar. Ann, § 193-D:2{1(2) (1994) {the state
board of education shall adopt rules regarding standards and procedures which shal
require expulsion of 2 pupil for knowingly possessing a firearm in a safe school zone
without written authorization from the superintendent or designee); N.M. Szar. Asx,
§ 22.5.4.7(A) (Michie 1978) (each school district shall adopt 2 policy providing for
the expulsion from school, for a period of not less than one year, of any student who
is determined 0 have knowingly brought a weapon to a school}; N.C. Gex. Srat.
§ 115C-391{d1} (1995} {a local board of education shall suspend for 365 day any
student who brings 2 weapon onto school property); Or. Rev. Srar. § 339.250(6)
{1995} (a schoot district shall have a policy that requires the expulsion from schocl
for a period of not less than one year any student who is determined to have brought
& weapon to a school); 8. CoorFEn Laws ANn, § 13-32-4 (1995) (the board may
expel from school any student for the use or possession of a firearm on or in any
clementary or secondary school premises, vehicle, or building or any premises, ek
cle, or building used or leased for elementary or secondary school functions or acti
ties}; Uran Cone AN, § 53A-11.904(2)(a) (i) (1995) (a student shall be suspended of
expelied from a pubtic school for the possession, control, or actual or threatened use
of a real, look alike, or pretend weapon, explosive, or noxious or flanmable
materizi},

1 Conn. GEN. STAT. § 10-233d (a) (1995); Ga. Copk Ann, § 20-2.75L1(a) (1995);
Iparic Cope § 33-205 (1995); Mass. GEn. Laws AN, ch. 71 § 37H (West 1993); Mo
Coor. Ann., Epuc, § 7-804(2) (1995); N.M. Star. Ann, § 22:5-4.7(A) (Michie 1978):

?igfg,g‘f"”““ Laws Ann. § 13-32.4 (1995); Uran Copz Ann. § 534-11:904(2)()

s CONN. Grx. STaz. §10-283A(a) (1995); Ga Copz Anx. § 20-07511(a) (1995
AHO CobE § 83-205 (1995); Mp. CooEe, ANn., Epuc. § 7-304(3) (1995) (however,
gli: ;Fi)o?g‘aﬁipiy;; .?iazernative education has been approved); N.M. Srar. Asx. i o3
. ichie ¥ NG Gex. Srar. § 115 . Uran CODE ANN.
§ 53A-11-904(2) (b) (1653), AT § 115C801(d1) (1995)
63 Mics, Cowmp, Laws Ann, S80.1811(2) (W ; ANN, it 24, § 13
1518 (1949); 85,66 S.C. Op. Aty G 1od vece 1999): Pa. Srat

6% Omo Rev. Cope Avw. § 3318.66(8 . : the expulsion
of 2 student for up to 80 daf’s). ‘OB (Baldwin 1995) (provides for the &P
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language.®® The language in these statutes is very broad, making it
ible for a student in possession of a weapon to be expelled
even though the statute does not specify such an action.

These statutes are also important because, in all states cited
and under the requirements for receiving federal funding, a stu-
dent wbo is found to be in possession of a weapon must be re-
ported to the criminal justice system or Juvenile delinquency
sptem™ and possession of a weapon constitutes a crime in which a
minor can be charged. Thus, while students are being expelled
from school for such offenses, they are also being indicted. Ac-
cordingly, in those situations where a minor is only subject to sus-
persion for a possession violation, she is often later expelled if
comvicied and, in some states, is even charged as an adult.

Two examples of this are Arkansas and Illinois, Arkansas has a
statute which makes the possession of a handgun by any person on
school property or any school bus a felony.®” In addition, any stu-
dent who violates the statute is not permitted a suspended or lim-
iied sentence. An Illinois statute provides that a minor, aged
fourteen to sixteen, who is indicted for the unlawful possession or
use of 2 weapon in or on school grounds, will have her case auto-
matically transferred to criminal court.5®

B. Conviction For Felonies/Adjudication As A Delinquent

Of greater concern to the aforementioned weapon expulsion
siatutes are those expulsion statutes which authorize school dis-
ticts, either through the principal, superintendent, or local school
board, to expel students who have been charged with and/or con-
victed for felonies or adjudicated a delinquent.®® These statutes

8 Pla. Star. ANN. § 232.26(1)(c) (West 1094} {the principal may recommend to
the superintendent the expulsion of any student who has committed a serious breach
of conduet, including wilthul disobedience, violence against persons, or any other act
which sbstantially disrupts the orderly conduct of the school); NJ. Srar. Anm
§ 18A:87.9(C) (West 1994) (any pupil who is guilty of conduct of such character as [0
constitme acontinuing danger to the physical well-being of other pgplis shali?i:n;?};aé
ble 1o punishmens and expulsion from school); Pa. STaT. Awn. tt. 24, § 13- °
{%949} {every principal or tcacher may permanently expel any pupil on account &
discbedience or misconduct); S.C. Copt Ann. § 59-63-210 (Law. Co-op 1972}1) f(aﬂ}’
diviat board of trustees may authorize or order the expulsion of any pups l;n;i a
‘emmistion: of any crime, gross immorality, gross misbehavior, persistent Clisr:uf ehie-
m?r when the presence of the pupil is detrimental to the best interest of

:f: Kohrmuan & Woodruff, supra note 57.
. ‘E’f R?:vm Ann., § 5-78-110 (Michie 1992).
L SraT., ch. 37, para. 702-6 £1992). .
% S eg. ALaska Star. § 14.80.045(5) (1994) (“A schookaged child may be sus-

i
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permit school districts to go beyond disciplining studenis for con.
duct or behavior which occurs on school property or while on
school-sponsored activities. The statutes, however, generally differ
as to whether there is an immediate expulsion following the stu-
dent being charged with 2 felony or whether a student is automat-
cally expelled upon conviction and/or adjudication as a delinquent,

pended from or denied admission to the public school that the child is othervise
entitled o attend” if the child is convicsed of a felony “that the governing body of the
district determines will cause the attendance of the child o be inimicable [sic] 1o the
welfare or education of other pupils.”); CoLo. Rev. Star. Ann. § 22.33-105(5)(a)
(1994) {“Whenever a petiion filed in juvenile court alleges that a child between the
ages of 14 and 18 has committed an offense that would constitute a crime of viclence
if committed by an adult or whenever charges are filed in district court aliege that s
child has committed such an offense, the board of education of the school disrict
shall conduct a heanng to determine whether the student should be educated in the
school. Thus the board shall determmine if sufficient grounds exist to expel the s
dent a2 that gme and shall proceed with the expulsion. Alternatively, the board may
determine that it will wait untl the conclusion of the juvenile proceedings to consider
the expulsion matter.”); Fra. Star. Ann. § 232.26(2) (West 1994} (*Suspension pro-
ceedings may be inidated against any pupil who is formally charged with a felony, or
with a delinquent act which would be 2 felony if committed by an adult if thatind
dent is shown to have an adverse impact on the educational program, discipline, or
welfare in the school in which the student is enrolled. Any pupil who is suspended &
& result of such proceedings may be suspended from all classes of instruction on pub
lic school grounds during regular classroom hours for a period of time, which mar
exceed 10 days, as determined by the superintendent. If the pupil is found guilty of 2
felony, the superintendent shall have the authority to determine if & recommendation
for expulsion shall be made to the school board.”}; La. Rev. Star. Ann. § 17:416{D)
(Wesz 1994) (“For the conviction of any student of a felony or the incarceration of
any student it a juvenile institugion for an act which had it been committed by an
adult, would have constituted a felony, shall be cause for expulsion of the student for
a period of time as determined by the board.”); Mass. Gen. Eaws Ann. ¢h. 71, § 37H
1/2 {West 1994) (“The principal may suspend, for a period of time determined 4
propriate by the school’s principal. any student against whom a criminal or felony
delinquency complaint has been issued. In addition, the principal may expel a5
student who has been convicied or admitted guilt in court with respect 10 a fefony
delinquency.”); N.C. Gen. $var. § 115C-391(d) (1995) {“A local board of education
Inay, upon recommendaton of the principal and superintendent, expel any student
14 years of age or older who has been convicted of a felony and whose continued
presence in school constitutes a clear threat 1o the safety and health of other smudent
or employees.”}; Ouio Rev. Cope AnN. § 8315662 (Baldwin 1995) (“The superineerr
dent qf pubilic instruction may issue an adjudication order that permanently excludes
2 pupil from attending any of the public schools of this state if the pupil is convicred
of, or adjudicated 2 delinquent child for, committing, when he was 16 years of age f
older, an act that would be a criminal offense if commirted by an adult”); 8.C. Cont
Axn. § 59-63-210 (Law. Co-op 1973) (*Any district board of trustees may authorize o7
order the expulsion, suspension, or transfer of any pupil for a commission of any
crime :sfhen the presence of the pupil is detrimental to the best interest of the
school.”); Uran CODE Anw. § 53A-11-904(2) (a) (if) (1995) (“A student shall be 555
g::: g;?oﬁz;xpg“:}fmm 2 public school for she commission of an act inmi‘jifégl ‘h:
or iie threate wch i i be
felony or class A misdemer::i:i‘?; of foree which if commited by an adultve
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Some school districts are authorized to suspend 2 student im-
mediately afte;* she has been charged with a felony or eriminal Juve-
nile complaint™  Such statutes allow for the principal
superintendent or school board to suspend a student who has aZ
criminal or felony delinquency complaint filed against her for a
period of time deemed appropriate. Under such statutes, if the
charges are later dismissed or the student has been convicted and/
or adjudicated a delinquent, then the suspension is terminated.
Unfortunately, in the latter situation, expulsion is substituted for
the suspension. It is only Florida, however, that mandates alternza-
tive education for any student it decides should be suspended from
school while court proceedings are occurring.” It is thus the
school board'’s responsibility to provide suspended students with
an appropriate alternative educational program or a home-based
educational program. Conversely, most state statutes do not man-
date that educational services be provided at any time during ex-
pulsion. This issue is discussed in greater length in part IV.

There are expulsion statutes which go beyond simply sus-
pending students charged with a felony or juvenile charge. Some
siatutes permit school districts to expel a student merely for being
charged with a felony or delinquent act.™ Such statutes provide
that if the principal or school board determines that the student’s
presence within the school system presents a danger to the safety
and health of other students and/or employees, then the student
may be expelled immediately-even prior to conviction o
adjudication, ™

The final step authorized by school districts is the expulsion
from school of those students who have been convicted for a felony
and/or adjudicated a delinquent.”

IV, PortenTtial. PROBLEMS
A Lack of Alternative Education or Readmission Programs

. The most notable departure of expulsion statutes from the his-
worical concept of juvenile justice is that education is no longer
" S eg, Coo. Rev . § 22-33-105(5)(
£+ Coro. . Srar. Ann. § 22.33

STAL(2) (West 1994); Mass. Gex. Laws Anw. ch, 71, § 7H 1/2 (West 1998
?.l Fla Srar. Ann. § 232.96(2) (West 1994) (such suspension shall notdi ;33} e
of educational services to the pupil, and the pupil shail be immedia egﬁc&

*oled in 2 daytime aiternative education program, OF an evenng alternauve

o2 program, where appropriate.)
» ff’ tg., CoLo. Rev. S‘?A?. Axx. § 92-33.105(5){a) (1994).

a) (1994); Fra. Srax. ANN.

bl
™ S5 eg, B Rev. STAT., ch. 37, para. 7026 (1992).
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viewed as essential. This is demonstrated in the fact that under
some expulsion statutes, school districts are not mandated to pro-
vide an alternative education to suspended and/or expelled sur
dents. Nor are school districts mandated to provide for the
read mission of an expelled student to another school or school dis
trict. Therefore, this author believes that the first place to start in
challenging the constitutionality of expulsion statutes is to deter
mine: (1) whether there is a federal or state constitutional right to
an education; (2) whether alternative education is offered to those
students who are expelled; (3) whether an expelled student is per-
mitted to transfer to another school district; and (4) what dewi
| ment is caused by the lack of alternative educational services.
The issue of whether there is a federal right to an education
was addressed by the Supreme Court in San Antonio Indep. Sch. Dist
v. Rodriguez’”® where the Court held that public education was nota
right granted to individuals by the United States Constitution.™
However, while the Court was not willing to hold education to bea
fundamental right subject to strict scrutiny analysis, the court ex-
plicitly accepted the premise from Brown v. Board of Educ” that
“education is perhaps the most important function of state and Io-
cal governments.””®
Further, in Phler v. Doe,” while the Court again declined w0
| hold that education was 2 fundamental right, the Court neverthe-
less appeared to treat education under a higher standard than a
mere rational relationship test.*® Therefore, while the Court held
that education is not a right guaranteed by the United States Con-
stitution, it does hold such a privilege to a higher standard.
Since there is no fundamental right to an education in the
federal constitution, we must look to individual state constitutions.
Because state constitutions can expand the rights of state citizens
beyond those they hold as a matter of federal law® students in
some states have a guaranteed right to an education while students
i other states receive it only as a privilege.

Massachusetts, which guarantees a free education in its consti-

75 411 U8, 1 {19738).
76 Id at 26.
T 347 U S, 483 {1954},
78 Id. a1 498,
£ 457 11,8, 209 (1987,
Id. 2t 225. In Phler v, Doe, under an equal protection argument, the Court held

that there was no rational re . : £
: ason th 3 children o
ilegal aliens an education. at the siate could give for denying

B1 See, e.g., William Brennan, Sia it ; i gl
> 48 » State Constit Protection of Individus! Rights
90 Hary. L. Rev. 486 (1977 thutions and the ¥
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wtion,” is among the states which establish state constitutional
protection in the area of public education ® In McDuffy v. Secrotary
of the Executive Office of Educ.,% the Supreme Judicial Court of Mas.
sachuseus held that, after examining the views of those who
framed and adopte(:*'l the state’s constitution, there was compelling
support that the legislature has 2 duty to provide an education “for
all its children, rich and poor, in every city and town of the Com-
monwealth at the public school level, "8

However, while some states do provide education as a funda-
mental right,% they do not provide alternative forms of education
for students who have heen expelied. Therefore, while expulsion
statutes have expanded the powers of principals, superintendents
and school boards, these same statutes have failed to protect the
castout studenis by not requiring re-admittance to school or the
mandate to provide educational services to the student who has
been expelied.

For example, in Massachusetts, which provides that education
isa fundamental right, school districts are refusing to provide alter-
native educational services o expelled students by relying on Board
of Bduc. v. Sch. Comm. of Quincy.®” There, the state’s high court held
that compulsory attendance statutes create no right of alternative
education for expelled students. The court stated that compulsory
atiendance statutes address only who shall attend school and
where; they do not require a school committee to provide an edu-
cational alternative to an individual child who is excluded from the
public school for disciplinary reasons.®® The court stated that if
this were the case, the board would exceed its statutory authority
and intrude on the school committees’ right to discipline stu-

8 Mass, Const. part I, ch. 5, § 2.
% According to Victoria J- Dodd, An (Adequate) Education. for All: McDuffy v. Secre-
Gry of Education, Te Apvocar, Fall 1893, at 20, Arkansas, California, Connecticut,
K“‘“‘d‘is Montana, New Jersey, Texas, Washington, West Virgin_ia, and Wyoxlnlmg are
anong the states that guarantee an education in their constitution. In addm_or;; ac-
cording 10 tase law, other states also provide education as a constiturional f;g; 1’;
teir state constitutions. inciuding Alaska (Hootch v. Alaska Smc—Operawdh ch_m
Stem, 536 P.2d 798 (Alaska 1975)); Arizonz (Roosevelt Elementary Sc SEIQS:I
Number §6 v, Bishop, 877 P.2d 806 (Ariz. 1994}); Georgia (Wel_ls v, Banks, 236 .Y. d
0 (Ca. 1980)); Minnesota (Skeen v. State, 505 N.W.2d 299 (Minn. 1993));1 Yo York
v. Bd. of Educ., 305 N.Y.5.2d 601 (Sup. Ct. Nassau County 1969)); mblz joish
(Bismark Public Sch. Dist. #1 v. North Dakota Legislative Assembly,
NW.2d 247 (N D. 1994)).
* 615 NE2d 516 {Mass. 1993},
% 14 a 548,
& S supra note 83,
& J2NE24 666 (Mass. 1993).
It 570,
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dents.®® (In Massachusetts, the school committee consists of mem.
bers who are elected officials whereas a school board is composeq
simply of parents and teachers from a particular school.)

This issue of a state’s failure to provide alternative education is
vitally important because some students who are expelled are not
perrmitted to transfer to another school district or 1o a school in 2
different state. In essence, a child is refused any future oppori-
nity to learn.

An example of this is Arkansas,* where a school district may
refuse to admit any pupil who has been expelled from another ed
ucational institution or who is in the process of being expelied
from another educational institution. In addition, Michigan® pro-
vides that, except if a school district operates or participates in a
program appropriate for individuals expelled and, in its discretion,
admits the individual to such program, an expelled student is ex
pelled from all public schools in the state and a school district shall
not allow the individual to re-enroll in the school district unless the
individual has been reinstated.®® Unfortunately, many states follow
this process.®

By not allowing a student alternative forms of education or the
opportunity to re-enter school, states are depriving students of the
fresh start envisioned by the juvenile justice system. By not provid-
ing stadents with a fresh start, we are creating, rather than prevent-
ing, the problem. Because they are not provided the knowledge
necessary to lead a productive future, most students who do not
receive an education are caught in a never ending cycle which, for
some, leads to future crime.

While schooling has as its most important goal the teaching of
academics to students, it also serves the essential task of preparing
young people for their future roles as workers and consumers.® A
major function of schools is to socialize young people to assume a
position within the national economy.®* Therefore, the process is
not a “simplistic education [of] particular mental and physical

89 Id,

z‘; Sez Ars. CODE ANN. § 15-841(C) (Michie 1004),

= ;g;s Mics. Come. Laws Ann, § 380.1311(3) (West 1995).

%8 See ALASKA STAT. § 14.30.045 (1994): Arm. Rev. Srat. Axn. § 15-841{C) & D}
{1994); Conn. Gen, Stat. § 10-233d(h) (1995); IpaHo Cobe § 35-205 {1995); Kv. Rev.
Star. Ann. § 158185(1) (Baldwin 1995): La. Rev. Stat. ANN. § 17:416(B) (West
1994); Miss. Cone ANN. § 37-13-92(2) (1608); Ox. Rev. Srar. § 339.115(4)a) & ()
{1995); Urass Cope Awx, § 53A-11.904¢%) {1953).

:: ?{iA. Bormver, DELINGUENCY AND Justice: Ax Ace oF Crsss 19 {1988).
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usks or the attainment Of‘PMCﬁiaf skill levels(, but] involves an
[indoctrination] of the attitudes and values [which are] necessa
for individuals to fit into the adulr working world.”% This hgd&;{
carriculum instills in students the values and attitudes which ape
esential to generate conformity with the dominant power and
work force within the country. %’

In addition, the importance of education can be seen in the
fact that historically, Americans have consistently placed great
value on public education because it is

perhaps the most important function of state and local govern-

ments, Compulsory school acendance laws and the great ex-

pendinres for education both demonstrate our recognition of

the importance of education o our demaocratic society. It is re-

quired in the performance of our most basic responsibilities,

even service in the armed forces. It is the very foundation of
good citzenship. Today it is a principal [sic} instrument in
awakening the child to cultural values, in preparing him for
later professional training, and in helping him to adjust nor-
mally to his environment. In these days, 1t is doubtful that any child

may reasonably be expected 10 succeed in life if he is denied the opportu-

nity of an education. ¥
Moreover, it has been held that children benefit mere from being
educated in a collective classroom environment than in individual se-
dusion at home.” The importance of education is also evident in the
fact that all states provide for compulsory school attendance either
legisiatively or through constitutional provisions.'%

%N

% . (citing TARRY Van SICKLE, THE AMERICAN DREAM AND THE IMPACT OF CLass:
Tuckme Poos Kmos To Lasoz (1585)).

% Brown v. Board of Educ., 347 11.8. 483, 493 (1954) (emphasis added).

% Tt has been held by numerous courts that it is permissible for a state to prohibit
home tutoring in place of its compuisary schoo! attendance requirement because of
the effect that classrooms have on youth. See, e.g, Duro v. Distriet Attorney, 712 F.2d
% (#h Cir. 1983), cent. demied, 465 U.S. 1006 (1984). In so holding, courts have rea-
soned that states have a legitimate interest in requiring children o be_aducated ina
dasoom because children can benefit from the social interaction with other chil-
dren who have different attitudes and abilities. See, e.g.. Blackwelder v. Safnauer, 689
E-Supp. 106 (N.D.NY. 1988), appeal dismissed, 866 F.9d 548 (2d Cir. 1989).

1 St £g. Avaska STaT. § 14.80.010(2) (19621995 (every child between 7 and 16
Fears of age shall attend school); ARiz. Rev. STAT. Ann. § 15-802(a) (every child be-
%een the ages of 6 and 16 shall be provided instruction in at least the subjects of

i gnmmar, mathematics, social studies and science); Cai. E_DUG. _CODE

§ 48200 (West 1993.94) {each person between the ages of 6 and 18 years is subject to
fullime education); Coro. REv. Star. Ann. § 22.88-104 (West 1953_}

{tvery child beeween the ages of 7 and 16 shall attend public school); D.C. Cope Az\;v
§314020a) (1988, {every child between the ages of 5 and 18 shall attend public
) Fia. S7ar, Ann. ch. 232,01 {West 1904)

{al} children between the ages of 6
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Youth who teceive no form of formal education, or receive an
inadequate education, will be unable to f.unction in the futuze or 1o
compete with those who have receive.d _elther an elementary, secon.
dary, or post graduate education. This is because, as Thomas Jeffer.
son suggested, “some degree of education is necessary to prepare
citizens to participate effectively and intelligently in our open political
system.”® Education provides a basic tool by which youth lead eco-
nomically productive lives to the benefit of society. We cannot ignore
the significant social costs borne by our nation when select groups of
children are denied the means to learn the values and skills upon
which our society depends simply because they have engaged in be-
havior which is not considered to be moral or in the best interests or
safety of those who attend elementary and secondary schools.

When looking at the premise behind the juvenile justice system,
education is the first step to rehabilitation. To disrupt a child’s educa-
tion for a substantial period of time either while 2 trial is pending or
after conviction is extremely damaging, both academically and
psychologically.

Firstly, to deprive a child of an education is to tell her that sociery
has given up on her and that she is not as worthy as other children. If
society is nnot willing to provide an individual youth with an education,

and 16 are required 1o attend school regularly during the entire school term); Haw.
Rev. Srat. § 208-%(a) (1988-94) (all children between the ages of 6 and I8 shall a.
tend either a private or public school}: Ipano Cobt § 33-202 (194885) {every child
between the ages of 7 and 16 shall be instructed in subjects commonly and usually
taught in the public schools); ILr. ANn. S7aT. ch. 105, para. 26-1 {Smith-Hurd) (every
child between the ages of 7 and 16 shall attend some public school); Jowa Cope ANy,
§ 299.1A (West 1994) {a child between the ages of 6 and 16 shall attend schoal}; Kax.
Star. Ann, § 72-1111{a) (1994) {every child between the ages of 7 and 16 shall attend
school); Ky. Rev. Srar. Ann. § 159.10 (Baldwin 1994) {every child between theages of
6 and 16 shall attend a regular school}: La. Rev. Sar, AnN. § 221 (West) (every child
from the age of 7 10 17 shall attend school); M. REv. STAT. ANN. § 3271 {children
who are at least 7 and under 17 shall attend a public day elementasy or secondary
school or an approved private school); Mp. Copk Ann., Epuc. § 7-561 (399 & 1992
Supp.)} {requires compulsory school attendarnice for children between the ages of 5
and 16); Mick. Star. AnN. § 8271 (every child from the age of 6 o 16 shall aend
public school); Miss. Cope Ann. § 37-13-91{) (compulsoryschool-age child means 2
child who has or will attain the age of 6 on or before September 1 and who has not
attained the age of 17 on or before Septerber 1); Or. Rev. STaT. § 389.010 (1993}
al! children between the ages of 7 and 18 who have not completed the 12th grade
are required 10 antend regularly a public full-tfme schoob); TEnN. Cong Anw. § 49-6-
3001 (1992) (requires compulsory school attendance for children between the ages of
6and 17); Uran Copz Awn, § 53A-11-101 (every minor between 6 and 18 years of g
shall attend a public or regularly established private school). The only major differ-
ence among all compulsory artendance statutes are (1) the difference in the min
mum and maximum age requirements, and {2) whether home ioring is included.

101 Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406 1.8, 205, 221 (1972) {guoting Thomas Jeferson)-
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then what other services wili it be willing to rovid ik 3
ynable to provide further for themselvfs? P € when the child s

Secondly, ‘if we fail to educate our children, then we are not pro-
viding them with the necessary tools to survive, By not providing an
education, society is setting up these youth for failure and future crim-
inal involvemenit. When these children become adults, they will be
less apt to provide financially for themselves and /or their far;uifies be-
cause, with a lirnited or no source of income, they are more hikelv 1o
f1rn (O CTIme O survive,

It is essential to consider this issue because most expulsion stat-
utes cited provide for the exclusion of students for a time period of
notless than a year,'* while some go as far as exp elling a child perma-
nently.’® In addition, some statutes do not provide a time frame for
the exclusion, thus leaving the determination to the principal, super-
intendent or school board. Therefore, many of these youth are losing
a substantial, if not a complete, education. If nothing is provided for
them, we, as a society, have failed.

In contradiction to expulsion statutes which provide for no forms
of alternative education, either temporarily or permanently, these
states do have statutes which mandate compulsory school attendance.
This raises two issues: (1) states still act as parens patriae, ™ and (2)
stites are portraying a hypocritical belief that education is important
for sorae, but not for all of its children.

A state is acting as parens patriae when, as is evident in most of the
statutes cited,'® it provides some form of punishment for parents who
do not ensure that their children are attending school. Therefore,
the state is essentially stepping in and telling the parents that if they
do not provide this essential tool to their children, they will be pun-
ished. Astate’s strong belief that education is important and essential
for the wellbeing of minors is evident in the fact that a stare fre-
quently has the power to require school attendance even over paren-
t objection.’® This leads to the issue that states are governing
under a double standard.

% S, eg, Conn, Gen, STAT. § 10-2830(a) (1995); Ga. Copr Ann. § 20-2-151.1(a)
(19954, In.gfo Con: § 53.905 (?995); \f!{;ss) E:;EN Laws ANN. ch. 71, § 37H (West
585 Mb. Cobe Aww., Epuc. § 7-304(2) (1995); N.M. STat. Anm. 5;22—54.;(%}
Bichie 1978); On. Rev. StaT. § 539.250(6) (1995); S.D. Copmien Laws An. § 13-52
4 (1995); Uran Cope Ann. § 53A-11-904(2) () (1958). o

" S, g, Mich, Comp, Laws Ann. § 380.1311(2) (West 1995); Pa. STAT. ANy tit
% § 131318 (1949); 89.66 Op. Att'y Gen. 168 (S.C. 1989).

:; S ez, Prince v. Massachuseus, 321 11.8. 158 (1944).

e 3¢t supra note 100.

Prince v. Massachusetts, $21 1.8, at I66.
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By creating compulsory attendance statutes, all staves express
their belief that education is essential. However, not all states are wijj.
ing to provide this essential privih?ge to all E:hildren. This is demon,
strated by a state’s lack of alternatve educational programs for thoge
students who have been excluded from school. This again suggests
that states are governing with a double standard. This can only rein.
force a student’s belief that she is unworthy.

B, Behavior Off of School Grounds

As mentioned previously, states are failing to consider that sty
dents expelled because of a conviction more likely than not en.
gaged in this behavior off of school grounds; the requisite conduct
does not need to be an act which occurred on school property or
against school personnel. Children are being excluded from
school for behavior which may have little or no relationship w0
their conduct or performance in school.

An example of this is Connecticut where a local or regional
board of education may expel any pupil whose conduct endangers
persons or property or whose conduct on or off school grounds is
seriously disruptive of the educational process, or violates a publi
cized policy of such board.’®” The statute does not explain what is
meant by this standard nor does it outline a test which should be
applied to the conduct. The statute neither addresses nor shows a
correlation between this “off-school-grounds” behavior and obedi
ence of school rules. There is, in fact, no relationship. How are we
to punish kids when there is no demonstrated relationship?

C.  Confidentiality of Records

An issue which must be addressed when considering expuision
based on conviction and /or adjudication statutes is the confident:
ai.ity of juvenile records. In response to this issue, legislation has
historically protected a juvenile's identity from the general public
$0 as to aid in the rehabilitation of the juvenile and prevent the
stigmatization of the youth.1%® However, expulsion based on con
victon statutes now make it necessary for the principal, school st
perin tendent, or board of education 1o be notified or given access
'0a javenile’s criminal record in order to determine if that siudent
has been charged with or convicted for a felony and/or adjudi
cated a dclinquem. Therefore, the question of imminent concert

197 Conn. Gen. Srar § 10-238d(a) (199
. . .
198 Feld, supra note 35, ar 825, ' )
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is how does this process work to favor a juvenile under the in-
rended purpose of the juvenile justice system?

In answer to this question, many respond that “[i]f schools
know the identity of a violent juvenile, they can respond to misbe.
haviors [sic] by mmposing stricter sanctions, assigning particular
reachers, or having the student’s locker near a teacher’s doorway
enance 50 that the teacher can monitor his conduct during the
changing of class periods. In short, this . . . would allow schools to
take measures to prevent violence”'*® which some view s the goal
behind the juvenile justice system. However, the reason for such
confidentiality is the rehabilitation of delinquent children as op-

to punishment and retribution. Therefore, to accomplish
these objectives, certain basic changes in the traditional method of
dealing with criminal offenders has been made in the case of
juveniles. Partly to avoid infringement of the constitutional rights
of juveniles and partly to avoid attaching to them the stigma of
being criminals, special procedures for the heanng of juvenile of-
fenses have been established. 0

In accordance with this purpose, since its incepton, it has
been the goal of the juvenile justice system that al proceedings be
cwonducted outside of the public’s eye and that youths brought
before juvenile courts be shielded from publicity.!!! This insis-
tence on confidentiality is centered around a concern for the wel-
fare of the child, “to hide his youthful errors and bury them in the
graveyard of the forgotten past.**!? The prohibition of publication
of a juvenile’s name is designed to protect her from the stigma of
ber misconduct and is rooted in the principle that a court con-
cerned with juvenile affairs serves as a rehabilitative and protective
agency of the state.’’® It has always been held that the publication
or release of the names of juvenile offenders would seriously im-
pair the rehabilitative goals of the juvenile justice system and hand-
icap the youths’ prospects for adjustment in society and acceptance
by the public.** Thus, the widespread dissemination of a juvenile
offender’s name would detract from the “beneficent and rehabili-
tative purposes” of a state’s juvenile court system.’’® However, as

% 141 Cone. Rec. $13,686-05 (1995). .

U9 S Mass. Gen. Laws Anw. ch. 119, § 53; Mercalf v. Commonwealth, 156 N.E.2d
640, 851 (Mass. 1959). N

1 Sa, £g, Smith v. Daily Mail Publishing Co.. 443 U.S. 97, 107 (1879).

‘R Inn Gault, 387 U.S. 1, 24-25 (1967).

™ Duily Mast Publishing Co., 443 U 8. at 107.

T 1 a 107.08,
15 gy
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indicated by statutes in various states, this desire for confidendality
has rapidly crumbled and entered into the school setting.
States which permit the suspension and/or expulsion of a suy.
dent based on a charge and/or convicion generally provide for
the release of juvenile records to the school district.”® As demon-
strated by the statutes cited, the court is allowed, and under some
statutes, mandated o inform members of the school district of o
student’s charge and/or conviction. This is a substantial departure
from the intent of the juvenile justice system and provides no assur-
ance that a student is not treated according to the charge. Oncea

136 See, oz, Arez. Rev. S7at. ANn, § $-27-308(d) {"Prosecuting attomeys or the juve
nile court may provide information, conceming the disposition of juveniles who have
been adjudicated delinquent 10 the schoot superintend ent of a school dismict. Fur
ther, when a juvenile is adiudicated delinguent for an offense for which he could have
been charged as an adult or for unlawfui possession of a handgun, the prosecuting
attorniey shall notify the scheol superintendent of the school district in which the
juvenile is currenily enrolied.”); Coro. Rev, Srat, Ann § 19-1-119(5} ("Whenevera
petition filed in juvenile court alleges that a child hetween the ages of 14 and 18 years
has committed an offense that would constitute a crime of violence if committad by
an adult or whenever charges filed in disgict court allege that a child has commnited
such an offense, then the arrest and cnminal records information shall be made avail-
able 1o the public. Basic identification information, along with desails of the alleged
delinguent act or offense, shall be provided immediately 1o the school disic in
which the child is enrolled.”}; Conn. Gen. Star. § 534761 (*The court may permit an
inspection of any papers or records and the court shall make the identity of a person
who is adjudged a youthful offender as a result of a felony known 1o the superinen
dent of schools. Such superintendent shall use the information for school placement
or disciplinary purposes only.”); Fra. Star. Ann. § 30.045(8) (“All information ob-
mined in the discharge of official dury by any judge, . . . is confidental and may be
disciosed only to the . . . school superinzendents and their designees. Within each
county, the sheriff, . . . school superintendent, and the department shall enter ints an
agreement 10 share information about juvenile offenders among all parties. In addi
tion, subsection provides that . .., when a child of any age is taken into custody by a
law enforcement officer for an offense that would have been a felony if committed by
an adult, or a crime of violence, the law enforcement agency must notfy the superin-
tendent of schools that the child is alieged to have commitied the delinguent act.
Upon notification, the principal is authorized to begin disciplinary actions. In addi
tion, the informaton must be released within 48 hours after receipt to appropriaie
school personnel of the school of the child. The principal must immediately notify
the child’s immediate classroom reachers.”); La, Rev. Star. Ann. ¢h, 8, art. 4120H)(1)
(“Within 24 hours after receiving a predisposition report, the sentencing court shal
order the release of any portion of a predisposition report containing and Hmited 10
conviciion, adjudication, or disposition of 2 child in grades seven through twelve, who
s arrested, charged, or adjudicated a delinquent for committing a felonygrade defit-
quent act or 2 misdemeanor-grade delinquent act involving the distribution or posses:
sion with intent to distribute a controlied substance o any violent offense against the
person, to the principal of the school in which the child is registered and enrolied of
regst?rgq and enrolied but suspended. Such notification shall be a contnuing re
Sponsibility of the court through adjudication and disposidon. The principal shal
have a continuing responsibility to advise each teacher who has that student assigned
to his class of the notification, within two school days, after the principal receives R

—_—
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teacher OF ;x?nczpal 1$ informed of the child’s history, that student
vill not receive the same educational benefits as other children
whether they are expelled or not.
After receiving the label of delinquent, a student wil] be ex-
to exhibit certain behavior and, accordingly, these expecta-
vons will be communicated repeatedly and effectively to the
individual.''? In addidon, these expectations will influence teach-
ers' and other school personnel’s responses 1o the student, as well
as the student’s self-concept and response to the community, 1
Consequently, this will serve the opposite role of rehabilitation.
“[T)he stigmatizauon of a young person as ‘bad,’ and the negative
nses of the larger community to the juvenile once she or he s
wiegorized as ‘delinquent’ all contribute to the likelihood that
juvenile will embark upon more and perhaps escalated delinquent
acthities. The social definition of the young person, complete with
officially pronounced disapproval and condemnation, may act as a
tiggering agent or a catalyst that propels the juvenile into more
delinquency,”*1®
In addition, students are often placed into “tracks™#° when it
is known that they have a court record. These tracks have two ef
fects. First, students are typically assigned to low-functiening class-
rooms which are below the students’ actual levels of functioning
because teachers, principals, other school personnel, and students
themselves come to expect less.'®! Second, in response to this
placement, the student will engage in school crime both to live up
1o school personmnel’s expectations as well as their own expecta-
tions'™ and also to obtain some level of success and well-being, '2*
Unfortunately, courts are aware of this detriment but are un-
willing 10 step in and corvect the situation.’?* Therefore, the judi-
cary has left to the discretion of the legislature the decision
regarding the precise type of treatment a juvenile should receive as
tmpared to an adult. This is demonstrated in court rulings that
while “publicity might have an adverse effect on the prospects of

:“ Boxrwes, supra note 94, at 249.
1:: Bormaz, supma note 94, ar 249,

m"x.lmnozc 94, aL 250, o o
mm- s of § El‘mn“: Controfling School Crime: An Examination of Interorganazationa
| ﬁ# and fuvenile Justice Professionals. 46 Juv. & Fam. C1. §. 3, 7 (1995).
- H.at8 (citing D.H. Relly & W.T. Pink, School Crime and Individual Responsibility
?;514. ion of @ Myth?, 14 Uns. Rev. 47, 55 (1982)).
Z;;;)S.' ¢g. News Group Boston, Inc. v. Commonwealth, 568 N.E.2d 600 (Mass.

-, _
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rehabilitation of a particular juvenile and, [while] public disclosure
of certain information about a juvenile could have adverse conse.
quences, . . . {itis] a question for legislative judgmemi”‘gs as to what
type of differential treatment a juvenile shouid receive.

Therefore, while courts admit that public access o a juvenile’s
name has a negative impact on the entire rehabilitative process,
they are unwilling to correct it. This is worsened by the fact that
expulsion statutes are applicable to students who are only alleged 1o
have committed a crime. In such cases, there has been no convic
tion according to law, yet there has been a conviction according to
society.

Recent legislative enactments demonstrate that juvenile
records are becoming more and more accessible to the public
either through open court rooms or failure to seal or expunge
records. While some statutes still restrict many segments of the
public from access to such records, the only individuals who ap-
pear to have little or no access are employers. This has remained
such so that courts can protect a juvenile’s ability to obtain future
employment. However, this same reasoning is an argument that
may be made for education. [t is allowed by state statute thatif a
child is convicted of commiting a felony, she may be excluded
from school permanently or for a lengthy period of tme. If courts
do not step in and limit access to a juvenile’s criminal record to
school departments and personnel, those juveniles convicted will
be denied an equal opportunity to an education and, therefore,
will not have an equal opportunity for employment because they
will lack the necessary skills. Not only will the release of confiden-
tial records allow for the failure of states to provide juveniles with
an education, it will also influence a juvenile’s future involvement
in crime because students will not be able to obtain employment o
provide for themse¢lves and their families.

D. Presumption of Innocence

~ Many expulsion statutes overlook the premise behind the jus-
tice system that a person is innocent until proven guilty. This is
evident in the fact that school districts are permitted to suspend
and/or expel a student who has sim ply been charged with a felony
or delinquent act. There is no required scrutiny of the facts which
underlie the chaige nor is there a reasonable doubt siandard
under which conviction could be had. Instead, a report is simpiy

R——_

YRS Id ar 603,
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received stating that the student has been charged for an offense
and the school then decides whether such alleged behavior would
be harmful to other students and/or school personnel. Whas
about 2 determination that the student in fact committed the al-

Further, under expulsion statutes which are based upon con-
viction and/or adjudication, students that have pled guilty to
charges brought against them are expelled. They are also expelled
for judgments of 2 continuance withour a finding. Therefore, it
must always be explained to a student that if they plead guilty to a
charge, regardless of the reason, they will be expelled from school.
This is also 2n issue which should be addressed by the defense 1o a
judge when a juvenile in a state providing for such an cxpulsion is
faced with a felony or juvenile charge. Without this discussion,
many more students are going to be expelled from school with no
further education.

V. Possisie SoLuTtions

When considering possible solutions, 1 believe that there are
two areas which must be addressed: (1) pre-delinquent interven-
tion™ and (2) post-adjudication intervention.'*” Within these two
areas, 1 will discuss programs which have previously been and/or
a¢ cumrently being implemented. In addidon, 1 will present issues
which must be addressed in order to work towards the prevention
of violence which expuision statutes do not address.

However, prior to considering the following solutions, the best
solutions are to either abolish or amend all current expulsion stat-
utes. Lam of the strong belief that the only true way to prevent this
njustice and deprivation of an education is to abolish all existing
expulsion statutes. If this is not an option, then these statutes must
be amended $o as to mandate that an alternative education be pro-
vided to all students who are expelled regardless of the reason. If
neither option is to occur, then we must look to the following
Sofutions,

A PeDelinguent Intervention
Itis my contention that before Congress and the various state

i P
% xmma]. LUNDMAN, PREVEXTION AnD CONTROL or JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 13

{1584,
T 3t i
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legislatures can begin to punish specific conduct, they must firg
determine the cause and, in response, possible solutions to preven;
such violent behavior.

In approaching violence in the schoois, Congress and the leg-
islatures must first determine the cause and then attempt 10 pre-
vent such behavior from occurring within society. To approach
this, there are several things that must be done.

First, legislative bodies must actually talk and listen to sw.
dents. Students, much more than the government, have some idea
as to what the cause is, and how to prevent violence in the schools.
This is so simply because it is students who are either canrying
weapons or who need protection from those who are. Itis difficult,
if not impossible, for Congress and state legislatures to address the
issue of school violence without knowing how adolescents struggle
with the issue. When asked about violence and its effect on the
future, one student responded that:

{t1he world today is very violent and it is hard trying tosurvive. 1

picture the worid as a big tree, and everyone starts at the bottom

and when you are at the 1op you have survived. On your way to
the top are many branches, twigs and leaves. 1 try to move to the
top very fast, but carefully.

I made 2 iot of mistakes. On the way I have shot at people. |

have gotten into gangs. | have stabbed people, and have fought

peopie. As I moved deeper down the branches, (they) get thin-
ner and thinner and at the end that is where I fall and die.

What I tried to do is leave the branch. Put myself in reverse and

move on.

I moved a little. 1 go to school and I don’t sell drugs vet, hope-

fully, I won’t. Hopefully, I'll just move the right way, move o

wards a positive branch. %8
Another student stated that “[a]s for the future, I see a bunch of bod:
ies lying on the street.”??®

In addition, when asked about possible solutions, the answers one
would most likely hear are “I would have counseling™ or “1 would
make all gangs come together during school hours and make a little
peace treaty during school hours™™ or “it’s not a matter of more s
cunty or any types of things like that as it is kicking the knowledge 1©

128 DEBORAH PROTHROW-STITH & MicHAELE WEIsMANN, DEADLY CONSEQUENCES
How Viorence 1s DESTROVING OUR TEENAGE POPULATION AND A PLaN To BEGH S01¥:
ING THE PrOBLEM 87 (1991).

lf;g Id. at 94,

13¢ Lyneue Richardson & Debra Willi Schoot Secuniy, CAT&
LSt Nov. 1904, ac 11, re Williams, Teens Sound Off On »
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the people that this is your school, making safety for yourself . . .
They need to come out with some kind of counseling thing wheré
swdents try to work out their problems by themselves, 152

Whﬂf\: taikmg to students may seem somewhar trivial, simplistic,
and idealistic, it is what the students believe is needed and, therefore
are solutions that must be addressed when imp}cmenu‘ng solutions tr;
the problem of violence in neighborhoods and schools.

This style of conversation with students is the first necessary step
which must be taken when considering possible methods of preven-
tion rather than, or at least before, punishment. In order 1o combat a
problem, there must be a cause. Simply punishing the bebavior after
it occurs is not going to correct or prevent it from occurTing in an-
other neighborhood or school.

In addition to talking with students, Congress and the states
should ook to other school districts around the nation to consider
programs which, through student involvernent, have been imple-
mented to cornbat and prevent the issue of violence.

For example, in Chicago, Hlinois, public schools have mple-
mented 2 program known as STAR (Straight Talk About Risks),!®®
This program attempts to teach children about the dangers of gurns,
how to recognize threatening situations, and how to make wise
choices to ensure their safery.!™

In Baltimore, Maryland, after the superintendent of schools real-
ized that children were afraid of going to and from school, the public
schools created a “safety corridor.™'®® This involves a group of
churches, businesses, and other institutions that volunteer to open
their doors to students for two hours before and after school.*® The
volunteers are trained in conflict resolution and crime prevention and
have also been taught what to do if a child has been involved in a
crime, is injured or ill, or is just plain scared. %

In Cleveland, Ohio, public schools have developed a program for
efemcmazy school students which teaches what is and is not appropri
# behavior. The program teaches kids what hands should and
should not be used for, as well as covering such issues as sexual mis-
conduct, fighting, and cheating on tests.'>®

25
- Teaching Rids How t0 Hondle Anger, Avoid Violence, Carauxst, Nov. 1994, at 12

a:’; Blizabeth Crouch, What Other Cities Are Doing to Protect Kids, CATALYST, Nov. 1994,
isé ii
8y i
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In conjunction with the aforementioned, there must be a redp.
vestment of economic resources into poor, underserved communities,
Resources are necessary to rebuild and revitalize neighborhoods ang
business districts of these communities. We must devise programs in
which youth from surrounding communities go into neighborhoods
and clean up sureets and alleyways, paint buildings, and help remodel
the interiors and exteriors of vacant buildings. Buildings that are re.
modeled may then be rented or sold, or used for subsidized housing.
By this revitalization, businesses will be more apt to move back into
these communities, thus creating jobs for the unemployed.

Through the implementation of such programs, youth will begin
to feel a sense of pride in their communities and in themselves due 1o
their involvement in the revitalization process. In addition, with the
revitalization of neighborhoods, adults will also begin to take pride in
their communities. With a new sense of pride, adults will have a rea-
son to take back their neighborhoods and they will have 2 better sense
of self due to better living conditions. This in turn will have a positive
effect on their children,

There must also be a financial investment in the school system.
All schools need to be upgraded to a standard that far surpasses what
is currently available in many areas throughout the country. Through
the reinvestment of money, more teachers can be hired which wil
help lower classroom size, making them more personal and stwuc
tured. This is essential because, “[r]esearch shows that schools with
strong principals; schools that are not too large; schools where disci
pline is fair, but firm; schools where teachers are imbued with high
expectations for every child; schools where parents are drawn into the
educational orbit, are schools where learning takes place.”'* Withan
investment of funding, these factors will be attainable.

Further, the curriculum in schools must be improved so s to in-
clude cultural education, drug and alcohol awareness programs, and
violence prevention programs.

First, by teaching students about all cultures we are educating
them about different histories, backgrounds and races. This is esserr
tial because if children are taught about our differences, then they will
also be made aware of our commonalities. In addition, if children
learn about their ancestors, they will have more pride in who they arc.

Second, children need 1o be educated about violence and drugs
agd aicohol in the first grade because they are subjected to these
things at a very young age due to television, movies and society. How

139 PROTHOW-STITH & Weismann, supra nowe 128, at 168
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ever, this education needs to continue throughout a child’s schooling
and, as students progress into higher grades, this education should
secome much more intense, specific and straight forward. The effects
and consequences of violence and drugs and alcohol should be ex.

essed in 2 very honest and realistic manner. Studens need o be
made aware that death is final and effects many people, both in rela-
tion to the victim and the perpetrator.

Moreover, there need o be other outlets presented to youth that
wke the place of “hanging out” on street corners with their friends.
Possible outlets can include such things as the Boys and Girls Chubs,
neighborhood sports leagues, neighborhood dances, or community
centers where Kids can go to be with their friends while taking part in
some form of activity. Through these types of centers, youth are taken
off the street and given other choices that are fun and social.

Making available afterschool, weekend, and evening youth activ-

ities that provide academic, vocational, athletic, artistic, and

other types of activities for young people will provide positive

opportunities to prevent crimes [because we] are providing life-
enhancing alternatives to criminal activity. Midnight sports
ieague programs, for example, provide young people with struc-

tred athletic, educational, and job training activities that keep

atrisk youth off the street at night and provide key educational

and employment support. ¥

Another solution that must be considered is counseling services
in schools. Schools need to provide both individual and group coun-
seling for those youth who have either become involved with violence
or who are within a high-risk populaton. Through counseling, stu-
dents will find other options for dealing with feelings and fears that
do not involve violence.

Individual counseling is important because it provides students
vith a neutral person with whom to talk. Many of these youth do not
have, or feel they do not have, an adult figure in their lives to whom
they can go to talk about issues which are creati ng pressures and fears.

Further, there needs to be some form of groupwork with these
youth, Groupwork is important because it shows kids that they are not
abne—~that there are others with the same issues they have. ltis
"ﬁfm easier for a youth to listen to someone their own age who is
8oing through or has gone through similar experiences and who is
l §UWMng up under the same pressures.

In looking at other solutions for the preventon of violence, we
teed to realize that youth are affected by many varving environmental

""I‘;‘ﬁ"“--m._._
Comumittee Heating, supra note 5¢.
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and psychological factors that were 1.10% as p‘revalent wo decades ago
when the juvenile justice system was in its prime. One such factor is 2
self-fulfilling prophecy.’*! Many of our youth have been stereotyped
as being part of a population that is lazy, Yzmcd}zcated, and involved
with drugs and, therefore, heavily involved in crime and violence. In
response to this, society treats youth according to this stereotype and,
after having been treated accordingly for such a significant period of
time and by such a significant number of people, “{e]ventully, the
prophecy creates the facts which prove it correct.”" 2 Our youth have
seen generations before them follow in those footsteps and believe
that it is the only way of life. With this “criminal” lifestyle comes not
only an image of a person driving a nice car, but also the necessary
concern of being safe. Many youth who are involved in violence grow
up in a cormmunity in which they live in fear. This typically means
growing up very fast and much to soon. To the younger population, a
nice car and money means respect from one’s peers, while fear means
safety.

Moreover, a feeling of isolation, poor relationships with friends
and family, weak decision making skills, and low self-esteem, are inter-
nal beliefs or feelings that motivate a youth towards violence.!*
Through the use of weapons and criminal involvement, a youth is
achieving a sense of respect which helps to relieve feelings of loneli-
ness and selfdoubt. In conjunction with this, we must also look at the
environment in which most kids involved in violence are living, the
type of activities they engage in, and opportunities they have available
to them.*** While there are kids that have achieved while growing up
in the same situation, we must address the ones that have not. We
must determine what it is that they need to achieve.

There have been several programs at various times throughout
the counuy which have addressed all of the issues which 1 have dis
cussed in the hopes of solving this very problem. These programs,
some of which are either still in existence or which have been repli
cated, were developed specifically to prevent violence in communities.
For example, the Chicago Area Project (CAP), which began in 1932,
aHempts to prevent juvenile delinguency through neighborhood in-
volvement and mprovement.'® This program, which functions
mostly through adult volunteers, encourages adults within the neigh-

i:; BORTNER, supra note 94, ar 249,

o BORTNER, supru note 94, at 249 (citing Kai T. Erikson, Nots on the Suiobgy o
eviance 302 in THOMAS J. SCHEFF, MENTAL TLLNESS AND SoCIAL ProcEssEs (1967)-
rre Bortner, supra note 94, ar 1218-24.

. BORTNER, supra note 94, ar 218.94.
LuNomaN, supra note 196, a¢ 58,
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borhood to join community committees, elect committee leaders, and
nitiate ﬁmd—mzsmg acuviies.™ The funds which are raised are spent
mostly to employ indigent gang workers who are assigned to neigh-
borhood youth gangs, refurbish rented storefront community centers,
and buy sports equipment used in the recreational programs run by
ad l.!k mlunteer& 147

Through community committees, CAP focuses on three primary
actvities. First, it sponsors recreational programs for neighborhood
children through the use of neighborhood park facilities, In addition,
several of the community committees built summer camps outside of
the city and sponsor extensive summer camp programs for neighbor-
hood juveniles.’** Second, community committees sponsor needed
community ¥nprovement campaigns which focus primarily on health
care, sanitation, educational, and law enforcement services. 149 Lastly,
community committees engage in specific activities intended to pre-
vent and control juvenile delinquency.?5®

The prevention of juvenile delinquency is done in several Ways.
First, CAP employs indigent gang workers who are assigned to neigh-
borhood youth gangs.'*! Second, gang workers, staff members, and
adult volunteers advocate on behalf of neighborhood Juveniles with
the juvenile justice system.'” These workers also advocate on behalf
of neighborhood juveniles prior to arrest, following arrest, and during
incarceration.'®* However, if these attempts fail, szaff members and
wlunteers frequently visit the juvenile so they realize that the commu-
ity is sill behind them and is ready to provide acceptance and assist-
ance upon their return. >4

Similarly, Midcity Project (MP), which was located in Boston,
Massachusetss, from 1954 1o 1957, also directed its efforts at three fac-
tors thought to play a causal role in urban delinquency: the commu-
tity, the family, and the neighborhood gang.*®® MP deveioped and
Srengthened previously existing community groups and utilized ex-
isting professional agencies, such as settlement houses. ™ In addition,
fanilies which had a long history of repeated use of welfare services

8 Lo

» Supra note 126, at 62.

:2 Linoma, supra note 126, at 62.

” Libsan, supra note 126, at 69.
% LUNDMAN, suprs note 126, at 62.63,

» Sufra note 126, ar 63,

;Z Lovouan, supra note 126, at 63

s Livwas, supra note 196, at 63,

i, Lontres, sugra note 126, at 69,

: supra note 126, at 63,

::: Lvoman, supra note 126, at 68,

fupra note 126, a: 68,
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were identified and subjected to a special and intensive program of
psychologically-oriented case-work. 7

However, the major thrust of MP’s work was similar to that of
CAP’s work with indigent gang members. The only noticeable differ-
ence was that MP’s workers were social workers with graduate de.
grees.!*® These workers changed the gangs into formal clubs, served
as “intermediaries between gang members and adult institutions, such
as employers, schools, police, and other professional agencies, and en-
couraged law-abiding behavior through groupwork techniques, per-
suasion, and role modeling.”*? The workers were in contact with the
gangs on an average of three times per week, and each of these con-
tacts lasted between five and six hours.’™ The remainder of the work-
ers’ time was spent performing other services such as conferences with
teachers and police officers.'® These services lasted for approxi
mately ten to thirtv-four months. %2

The last project worth mentioning, the New York Mobilization for
Youth (MFY), functioned under the premise that youth must be given
an opportunity to act in nondelinquent ways so as to prevent them
from participating in delinquent acts.'®® MFY included thirty separate
programs which focused on the areas of work, education, community
organizations, and group service.'%*

One of MFY's programs, Urban Youth Services Corps, hired sev-
eral hundred unemployed neighborhood youths and focused on fos-
tering the types of attitudes and behaviors (e.g., following orders,
reporing to work on time) necessary to succeed in the working world,
and on strengthening the participants’ job skills.’®® Following this
training, a Youth Jobs Center attempted to find permanent jobs for
those who successfully completed the training program.'®

In addidon to Youth Services Corps, MFY also created educa-
tonal programs, such as the Homework Helper program, in which
low-income high school students were hired to tutor children in ele-

157 LunpMaN, sugra note 126, at 68 {citing Walter B. Miller, The fmpact of o Toil
Commaunity” Delinquency Control Project, Sociar. PRosLEMS, Fall 1962, at 169).

158 1 UNDMAN, supra note 126, ac 69.

159 LUNDMAN, supra note 196, at 69,

160 LunpMaN, supra note 126, at 70.

161 Lunpman, supra note 196, at 70,

162 Tasvmman, supre note 126, at 70.

(;;;9:;1.35.&? R. Roszrys, Juvenme JUsTice: POLICIES, PROGRAMS, AND SERVIGES, 17-48

84 Id as 48,
65 Id
66 g
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mentary school. 167

Lastly, a group service aspect of the project included services for
ngtswho had joined a gang, as well as delinquency prevention pro-

aimed at younger children.’®® ¥or youths aged eight through
twelve, MFY developed the Adventure Corps which was a character-
building organization designed to reach delinquency-prone youths by
providing exciting recreational and educational activities for young
people as an alternative 1 gang membership.16°

While these are only a few prevention programs that have been
and can be implemented, through their use, it is my contention that
many youth will have 2 better sense of self and feeling of safety. They
will be given guaranteed choices to help alleviate some of the issues
and pressures that are prevalent in their dailv lives. Through these
programs, students have another route offered other than the path of
violence.

While society is concerned with the cost of funding these types of
programs, we must realize that violence in itself is a verv costly prob-
jem. The cost of criminal violence on a natdonal scale has been esti-
mated to cost more than $3.5 billion, with $1.5 billion resulting from
firearms 1" The average cost to weat a child wounded by a gun is
more than $14,000 alone.'” With costs being this high, how can we
not afford to invest in the prevention of violence? With this invest-
fuent, we are not only helping those individuals who are atrisk of be-
coming juvenile offenders, but we are improving society as a whole
vile also helping to prevent a problem.

‘naddition to these prevention programs, other steps need to be
wken which many may view as extreme. One such step is either a
complete ban on weapons or some other action which will make it
more difficult for a person to purchase a weapon. While individuals
are given such a fundamental right under the United States Constitu-
tion," some control needs to be in place so that access to these weap-
o8 & not so simple. It should be of great concern to society that a
YBM%{:? the street can obtain a weapon faster than she can obtain a

1g Wac.
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B, Post-Adjudication Intervention

In regards to individuals who have been convicted for felonies
or adjudicated delinquent, services must be provided to them so
that they are not simply placed back in a situation in which they
were unable to function previously without the use of violence. In.
tensive counseling needs to be provided while a youth is either in
lock-up or in a detention center so that she is taught ways to handle
the stress of growing up in a violent world. "This is important espe-
cially when kids are carrying weapons because “they think [that] by
carrying guns, . . . they will be protected from dying.”'”*

An example of a program that has implemented these services
is the Provo Experiment (Provo}, an all-boys program which was
located in Utah County, Utah between 1959 and 1965. Provo was
premised on the belief that treatment had to be community based,
because it was in the community that juveniles made their delin-
quent decisions.’™ This nonresident facility utlized an intensive
group program with employment and a delinquent peer group as
the primary instruments of treatment.!™ In Provo, the boys pri-
marily lived at home and when they were not in school, they were
either working in a paid city program or at the site partaking in
group activity. However, following their departure from either
school or work, the boys attended a group meeting.’™ Following
the completion of the meetings, the boys returned to their own
homes. During the summer, except on rare occasions, every boy
attended an all-day program which involved work and group dis-
cussion.'”” This treatment program lasted approximately five to six
months for each boy.'”®

In accordance with the services previously mentioned, it is es-
sential that individuals who have been expelled under weapon and
conviction statutes be provided with educational services. How-
ever, these services must be more structured and monitored than
regular school services. This alternative education should include
individualized instruction, reward systems, goal-oniented work,
Shr9ng and competent teachers, small classrooms, and continuous
activity. While these sound like essential elements of all educa
tonal services, it is primarily needed in the case of atrisk juveniles.

178 ProTHOW-STITH & WEISSMAN, supra note 128, at 84.
174 T uNDman, stepra note 126, ar 187,
375 L uNDMaN, supra note 126, at 158,
176 Lunpman, supra note 126, ar 158,
777 LUNDMAN, supra note 126, at 158.
178 LUNDMAN, supra note 126, at 158,
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These youth need structure and commitment in their Hves so that
they can overcome the label and life they have come to know.

V9L, Concrusion

In the past year, nearly 1000 students were expelled from
school under suspension and expulsion statutes,!™ Twenty per-
cent of those expelled were thirteen-years old or younger, while
some were as young as eight-vears old.'®® The offenses Ieading to
expulsion ranged from snapping a girl’s bra strap to murder. If we
have any hope of saving the younger generation and preventing
farther increase in the lethality of juvenile crime, we must realize
that expulsion statutes are not working. We rust begin to progress
back to the thought process that initiated the separation of the ju-
venile justice system from the adult system. The focus must once
again be on rehabilitation and prevention as opposed to punish-
ment and retribution.

Unformmnately, the impetus behind expulsion statutes fails 1o
address these issues and are. therefore, not confronting the most
relevant factors which permeate violence in and around schools,
Because of this, the goal behind expulsion statutes is unassailable
because the statutes do not provide solutions to problems which
actually plague the public schools and surrounding communities.
Often, the statutes actually create more harm than good.

i T
n i
mﬁ&‘m% on the Rise. Lawvirs Wiy, Mav 8 1995 a1 &
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MBANMIRI v. BUM OIL CO.: A HYPOTHETICAL
CASE OF INTERNATIONAL,
ENVIRONMENTAL TORTS

Okechukwu Athanasius Durur

I. INTRODUCTION

It was about 11:00 in the morning. Ngozi had just missed the iast
twentypassenger boat to Tkwem, the negrest city, which was approxi-
mately three howrs away by this mode of transportation.  Conseguently,
Ngori had no other means of getting to Thwem to buy the ingredients for
the family’s dsnner. Other than by air transportation, the only feasible
means for Ngozi to get to Ihwem would be to swim through the dangerous
ond poliuted river that links the village to the city. The makeshift road-
ways are covered in mud, about twentyfeet deep. What used to be a
bridge had tumed into a death trap that had hilled ten villagers from
Mbanmiri,

Married with five children — two boys and three girls, ages twelve
o wenti-four — Ngozi's ordeal is typical of the daily lives of
Mbanmirians, whose standard of living has been reduced to subhu-
man sandards since BUM Oil Company! started its oil exploitation.?

Mbanmiri is a small village of approximately 100,000 people, lo-
cated within southeastern Nigeria.® Mbanmirians have 2 long and
proud history of being selfsufficient. Their livelihood revolves
around farming and fishing. Most of the local stores and market-
places were esmblished to accommodate the tourist industry, which
developed from the uniqueness and quality of the scafood from
Mbanmiri, Isolated from other villages, Mbanmirians never had to
deal with the economic or social concerns that prevailed in neighbor-
ing ciies, There was never a health epidemic of any sort; the primary
health concerns ranged from the common cold to severe body aches,
womething often attributed to the Mbanmirians’ more than fifteen

t]D., 1996, City University of New York School of Law; B.S., 1992, A.S., 1991,
Jd"“f‘? College of Criminal Justice {(CUNY). Thanks to Professor Steven Kessler of
New York Law School for his editorial comments, To Professor Paula Berg of Ciry
Univervity of New York School of Law, for her editonial suggesdons, comments, and
tacomragement, a world of thanks.

¥ ‘ «BD-M{-

' n’”‘f’f? of Ngod and BUM is fictional. What follows in this Inmroduction is
m‘w background for Mbanmiri v, BUM Oil Co., the nypothetical internatonal

Wl tort action analvaed in this Note. } e <
the country of Nigeria is not used in a hvpothetical manner, the vik
B of Mbarumiri is purely the wr%ter's creation.
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hours-a-day work habit. Of course, this was Mbanmiri before the com.
ing of BUM. _

BUM is incorporated in the state of Delaware, with more than
fifty branch offices in major cities in the United States. BUM started
its 01l exploraton in Mbanmiri in 1971 when Nigeria became the eley-
enth member of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries
(OPEC).* BUM also maintains offices in three different cites in Nige-
ria. Perhaps to avoid developing a true relationship with Mbanmiz-
ans, BUM maintains only its drilling facilittes in Mbanmiri. There are
no separate offices or emnployee residences in Mbanmin. Indeed, a
majority of BUM employees are either from neighboring cities or
fromn other parts of Nigeria. The handful of Mbanmirians who are
employed by BUM are primarily used as unarmed security guards for
the path to the makeshift roadways that lead to the drilling site.
BUM’s senior employees are transported to the drilling site by corpo-
rate helicopter, while lower level employees are driven in 2 Mack
ruck that was converted into a passenger bus. Other types of
automobiles cannot be used on the treacherous roadways.

The daily output for BUM's oil exploration is about 350,000 bar-
rels.® However, mamntaining such an output is not without conse
guences to the Mbanmirans. BUM paid little amention to the
environmental safety standards that are customary for oil companies
engaged in the business of oil exploration, storage, and/or handling
By 1980, the village of Mbanmiri was threatened with starvation. s
waters were polluted by the untreated sludge that resulied from
BUM’s practice of cleaning its machinery in a swamp that is directly
connected 1o Mbanmint waters. Further, there were occasional leaks
from ruptured pipes that carried oil from Mbanmiri to BUM’s depots
in neighboring cities. These oil leaks accounted for approximately
15,000 barrels a day. By 1990, there were reported leaks from the
poorly built landfills where BUM dumped its waste. The toxin leaks

+ Ser, eg, Chudi Ubezonu, Doing Business in Nigeria by Foreigners: Some o
Law, Policy, and Practice, 28 Int'L Laf.r 345 1.3 (1994). > a

® Some oil producing regions have daily outputs of more than 350,000 barrels.
See, e.g. Victoria C. Arthaud, Note, Environmental Destruction in the Amason: Con US
Courts Provide a Forum for the Claims of Indigenous Peogles?, 7 Go. s EwrL L Rev.
195, 205 (1994) (citing Diego Cevallos, Ecuador-Enuironment: Indigencus People Fight
Petreleum Expansion, INTER Press Service, Mar. 11, 1994).

& Se¢e, eg., Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 42 US.C. 886924 6925
;19?18) (_staaéng standards for the handling and disposal of hazardous wastes): %’;

rehensive Environmental Response, i iahility Act of 1980 {Cir

CLAY 49 o S8 06019675 p(;?gsa} .Corrzpensaacn and Liabilty

7 The word toxin generally refe = i icant.” Brack's Law DiC
TIoNARY 1492 (6 ed.glggo)_ 4 3 10 "any poison or foxicant,
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revealed that BUM was not using the Proper equipment, and where
proper equipment was used, it lacked adequate maintenance. BUM
did not respond to the human rights organization’s inquiry.

By 1992, there was a sudden outbreak of related diseases and
pirth defects.

By 1994, Ngozi had lost her hushand and grandparents who were
poisoned from eating contaminated fish. Community stores and busi-
nesses had stopped operating. As a result, many Mbanmiri women
were forced into prostitution, typically at the leisure of BUM's employ-
ees.® Deprived of their drinking water and vegetation, the once self
sufficient and preud people of Mbanmiri were reduced to near desti-
wtion.® Today, Ngozi and her fellow Mbanmirians must hurry to
catch the daily twenty-passenger boat 1o Ikwem, where they buy every-
thing from bottled drinking water 10 basic food items, 10

The Mbanmirians would like to bring a tort action against BUM
in the United States, since BUM has developed a symbiotic relation.
ship with some power brokers in the Nigerian government, particu-
larly where the corporate officers of BUM have been known to have
‘sympathetic” friends within every level of the Nigerian government
- from one administration to the other.

This Note analyzes the issue of whe ther plaintfls can bring inter-
national environmental tort actions'’ in United States courts for inju-
ries that occurred in a foreign country. Part I discusses the relevant
doctrines in this area, with emphasis on strict liability. Part III reviews
the relevant doctrinal defenses that might preclude the bringing of
any suchaction in the United States, with a closer look at the doctrine
of forum non conveniens. The Note concludes with a proposal for a
tourt nitiated approach where the defenses would be less onerous on

8 S g, Arthaud, supra note 5, at 214 (noting the effect of oil company develop-
Zentin the Gripnte, ranging from destruction of the region's fivelthood hunting,
fshing, and farming ~ 1o prostitution at the oil camps by the indigenous people)
Hoctriote omired).

’ , Supra note 5, at 201 (noting the detrimental effects of oil development
on the lives of the indigenous people in the Orientz).

' While the foregoing fact pattern is a hypothetical, it nevertheless mirrors some
of the fw! that are emerging as a result of the on-going debate on how to curb
ternational envisonmental rort zctions against multinational corporations that oper.
i in lessdeveloped countries where these corporations engage in activities thar are
%“ﬂmmdonzble. immoral. unethical and sometimes illegal. See, e.g., Howard W,
i’m&, Nigrria Accused of a 2.Year War on Ethruc Group. N.Y. Tivgs, Mar. 23, 1995, a1

I?I;A"hm& Supra note 5, ar 195-97. _

s ihe 66 Dow Chem. Co. v: Alfaro, 786 S.W.2d 674 (Tex. 1990) (applying some
the relevant doctrines in an international environmental tort action).
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plaintiffs who are similarly situated to the indigenous people of
Mbanmiri.

II. EnvIRONMENTAL TOrt DOCTRINES

An environmental tort has been defined as “a civil action seek.
ing damages for personal injuries or death where the cause of the
damages is the negligent manufacture, use, disposal, handling,
storage or treatment of hazardous or toxic substances.”? The fo}
lowing causes of action are pertinent for environmental tort
actions.

1. ANuisance. There are two types of nuisance causes of ac-
tion, namely, private and public.”® The Second Restatement of
Torts defines public nuisance as “an unreasonable interference
with 2 right common to the general public.™* In Graham Gil Co. v.
BP (il Co.,** the district court held that the defendant’s conduct,
which subsequently contaminated the surrounding water and soil,
interfered with the public’s right “t0 soil and water free of
contamination.”*®

In Graham, the contamination resulted from the defendant’s
activities in running a gasoline station and service center’” In
finding public nuisance, the Graham court reasoned that the plain-
4ff was uniquely affected given that “it makes commercdial use of s
property . . . .”' Similarly, the Mbanmirians have suffered harm
unique from other villages, given that BUM’s conduct destroyed
the village's commercial fishing.

Under the Restatement’s formulation, to determine when an
interference with the public right is unreasonable, the court may
look at the following factors: (a) Whether the conduct significantly
interferes with the public’s health, safety, peace, comfort ot cor-
venience;!® {b) whether the conduct is prohibited by law;* and (c}
wiigether themconduct “has produced a permanent or longlasting
effect .. . .”

32 NJ. SraT. Ann. § 24: 15-5.3(H)(1) (West 1995).

1% See eg. Bolin v. Cessna Aircraft Co., 759 F. Supp. 692, 719-20 (D. Kan. 1990
{distinguishing private nuisance from public nuisance).

i4 ResraTement (Szconp) oF TorTs § 821B{1) {1979).

5 885 F. Supp. 716 (W.D. Pa. 1964).

16 1d, atr 793,

17 Id at 7i8.

12 Id. a1 723,

19 See, e.p., RESTATEMENT Ssconn .

20 gy'§ B RETaTE { } oF Torts § 8218(2) (a) (1979)

21 Id, § 821R(2)(e).
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In Davis v. Shell Oil Co.,* the district court reasoned that polls-
tion caused by the defendant’s activities were sufficient to maintain
an action for nuisance. Like the plaintiff in Davis, the Mbanmiri-
ans have alleged facts sufficient to maintin an action for
naisance. ™

By contrast, a private nuisance is created when the defendant’s
conduct interferes with the use and enjoyment of another’s prop-
ety Under the Restatement’s formulation, one may be found
liable for a private nuisance when (1) her conduct is the legal
cause of the interference of the use and enjoyment of another’s
property; and (2) “the invasion is either {(a) intentional and unrea.
sonable, or (b) unintentional and otherwise . . . negligent or reck-
less conduct, or for abnormal dangerous conditions or activities,”?
In some jurisdictions, contributory negligence may be asserted as a
defensc when the nuisance action is based on negligent conduct

In Mowrer v. Ashland & Ref. Co.*" a case that involved a de-
fendant’s use of land for oil and gas exploration, the Seventh Cir.
cuit affirmed the district coun’s decision holding the oil company-
defendant liable for maintaining a private nuisance by causing
crude oil to seep out and contaminate plaintiff’s land, Similarly, as
the alleged facts indicate, BUM's oil exploration and drilling activi-
ties caused the resulting pollution of the waters in Mbanmiri.

Under a private nuisance cause of action, the Mbanmirians
must show that BUM’s interference was either intentional, neglh-
gent, or abnormally dangerous.?® For intentional acts, the rule re-
quires that the defendant either “created or continued the
nuisance with knowledge that harm to plaintiff’s interests was oc-
aming or was substantially certain to follow.™® As discussed
above, the defendant in Mowrer was held liable for maintaining a
private nuisance by engaging in oil exploration that caused the
plaiatff's harm,

g;?i Supp. 381, 384 (W.D. OHla. 1992).

z gm\'m&m {Secon) oF Torrs § 829 (1979).

» 5% ¢, Copart Indus., Inc. v. Consol. Edison Co.. 362 N.E.2d 968, 973 (\.Y.
g?g??g%‘;dg Gardozo's opinion in McFariane v. Citv of Niagara Falls, 160 N.E.
, ).
o S18F.24 638 (7ih Cir. 1975),
ATRMENT (SECOND) OF Torts § 822 (1979).
s X0 . Rychalk, Common- Law Remedies For Envrronmental Wrongs: The Roie of
ﬁmﬁw 59 Miss, LJ. 657, 674 {1989} (riting W, Prosser & W. Reerox, THe
W Towrs 62425 (5th ed. 1984)). _
318 F2d at 661 {finding that facs supported holding the defendant liable
Pevaie nuisance).
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Similarly, the facts are sufficient to find that BUM created the
conduct that subsequently interfered with the use and enjoyment
of the Mbanmirians’ land. By operating with improper and/or in
adequately maintained equipment, BUM created and continued
the nuisance in Mbanmiri. Further, as a2 Delaware corporation
where similarly situated oil companies operate under various env.
ronmental regulations,® it would be difficult for BUM t0 claim
that it had no knowledge that the resulting harm was substantially
certain to occur.®

Also, activities analogous to the facts in this hypothetical, in-
cluding those found in the cases cited above, have been held to
constitute unreasonable interference.®®

Contributory negligence would not apply here since none of
BUM’s tortious conduct can be attributed to any intentional act of
the Mbanmirians.®* Moreover, contributory negligence is not avail-
able where the defendant intentionally created the nuisance. %

2. Trespass. This cause of action exists when there has been a
substantal invasion of the plaintiff’s property interest by the de-
fendant.® In the environmental torts context, an invasion of the
plaintiffs’ property by polluting substances generated by the de-

31 Ser, eg., Resource Conservadon and Recovery Act, 42 US.C. §8 6924, 6825
{1988} (stating standards for the handling and disposal of hazardous wastes); Conr
prehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CER-
CLA), 42 11.5.C. 8§ 9601-9675 (1988).

%2 As a standard practice, oil companies are generally aware that fajlure to comply
with the applicable reguiations would often lead to consequences detrimental to the
neighboring environment. See, &g, Arthaud, sutranote 5, at 211 (discussing the cor-
sequences of oif exploitation in the Oriente). In response to the increased environ
mental disaster in oil producing regions, some commentators have calied for
environmental regulation covering the activities of American ofl companies in foreign
oii producing regions. Seq, e.g., Alan Neff, Not in Their Backyards, Kither: A Proposal frr o
Foreign Environmental Practice Ad, 17 Ecorooy L.Q. 477 (1990},

33 See, e.g., Chatham Steel Corp. v. Brown, 858 F. Supp. 1130 (N.D. Fla. 1994)
{holding defendan: liable for careless disposal of battery castings); Dickerson, Inc. v.
Holloway, 685 F. Supp. 1555 (M.D. Fla. 1987) {holding United States hiable for failure
o ensure proper disposal of polychlorinated biphenyls (chemical waste)); Wood ¥.
Picillo, 443 A.2d 1244 (R 1982) (affirming decision holding defendant Hable for
gi’:mte ?lrlt}‘! public nuisance resulting from defendant’s operaton of a chemicaj waste

mp site}.

z 84 Ser, eg., Copart Indus., Inc. v. Consol. Edison Co., 362 N.E.2d 968, 970 (NX.
977) (stating that contributory negligence is not available where the nuisance 18
based on defendant’s intentional conduct),

25 Id; see also W. PAGE KEETON ET AL., PROSSER anD KEETON ON THE Law oF ToRs
§ 65, at 461 (5th ed. 1984) {hereinafter PROSSER AND Keeron]; Restarement (8i¢
onp) oF ToRTs § 467 (1965).

o See, eg, Schwartzman, Inc. v. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co., 867 F. Supp

838, 844 (D.N.M. 1994) (citing Pacheco v. Martinez, 636 P.2d 308 (NM. Ci. App-
1981) in defining trespass).
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fendant would suffice as a trespass cause of action %7 In a related
case, Schwartzman, Inc. v. Atchison, Topeka & Sanig Fo Ry. Co.8 the
district court opined that a trespass cause of action “contempiazcs
actual physical entry or invasion. ™ Here, BUM’s activities created
the pollution that actually invaded and contaminated the waters in
Mbanmixi,

Inanother case, Wilson Auto Enters. v, Mobil 0il Corp.,*° the dis-
wrict court reasoned, in part, that a defendant may be held hable
for the unauthorized invasion of another’s property.*! In that case,
the plaintiff brought an action alleging, in part, that the defend-
ant’sactivities in operating a retail gas station cansed the release of
hazardous chemicals that subsequently invaded and polluted the
plaintiff’s property* Similarly, the toxin leaks from BUM's poorly
built landfills that reached and coniaminated the waters in
Mbanmiri constitutes an unauthorized invasion of the Mbanmiri.
ans’ property.

3. Negligence. Under the Restatement’s formulation, one is li-
able for “conduct which falls below the standard established by law
for the protection of others against unreasonable risk of harm. "+
To mamtain a negligence action, the plaintiff must show that (1)
the defendant owed her a legal duty;** (2) that the defendant
breached that duty;** (3) that there is a causal connection berween
the defendant’s breach and the plaintiff ’s harm;* and (4) that the
plaindff suffered actual injury.*” Factual causation is also krown as
the “but for” test,* which requires that the plamntff prove that the
injury would not have occurred absent the defendant’s conduct.*®

The threshold question in a negligence action is whether the
defendant owed a duty to the plaintiff.® In Kowalski v. Goodyear Tire

T Said ar 844,

% 8aTF. Supp. 838 (D.NM. 1994},

% M a g4 (distinguishing between trespass and nuisance causes of action); Cer-
tghinov. Boeing Co., 873 ¥, Supp. 398, 400 (D. Or. 1994) (same) (citation omired).

€ 798 F. Supp. 101 (D.RL. 1591),

4 I & 106 (citarion omitted).

14 at 108-04,

S RestamEmENT {Seconp) oF TorTs § 982 (1965},

* S eg, Prosser anp KeETON, supra note 33, § 30; see also Eiseman v. Staze, 511
NE2 1198 (N, 1987) (holding that 10 prevail under the negligence theery, plain-

st demonstrate that defendant owed her a duty).
AND KEETON, supra note 35, § 30 a1 165,
i ﬁ. §30, at 165 #re ;

E?:»&ga Prosser avp Kerron, supra note 35, § 41, at 266,
* % ¢g. Palsgraf v. Long Iland RR., 162 N.E. 99 (NY. 1928) (holding that
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& Rubber Co.,>' an employee and his wife brought an action against
the defendanttire manufacturer alleging that the employee’s ex-
posure to a harmful chemical caused the wife’s bladder cancer®
The district court stated that the defendant’s control over a hazard-
ous substance carries with it a duty to protect foreseeable plain-
tiffs 3*  Here, BUM controlled the polluting chemicals that
subsequently contaminated the waters and vegeration in Mbanmin.
Tbus, like the defendant in Kowalsk, BUM owed 2 duty to the
Mbanmirians to minimize the rsk of pollution. *

Once a duty has been established, the Mbanmirans need to
show that BUM breached that duty.>® As previously stated, BUM
failed 10 use proper equipment and when proper equipment was
used, there was a lack of adequate maintenance.

Often, the most litdgated issue in a negligence action is
whether the defendant’s conduct was the proximate cause of the
plaintff’s harm.*® The pertinent question here is whether BUM’s
conduct created a foreseeable risk of harm to the Mbanmirians >
In Paisgraf v. Long Island R R the New York Court of Appeals
concluded that the defendant had no way of knowing “that the
parcel wrapped in newspaper would [eventually] spread wreckage
through the {train] station,”® Unlike the plaintiff in Palsgraf, how-
ever, the Mbanmirians were not so situated that BUM was not able
to foresee their resuiting harm.

In Western Greenhouses v. United States,®® the district court con-

defendant owed no duty 1o the plaintiff); Edwards v. Honeywell, Inc., 60 F.34 484 (7th
Cir, 1995) (citing Palsgrafin affirming decision holding that defendant owed no duty
to the plaintiff); ser afso Fiseman v. State, 511 N.E. 24 1128 {NY. 1987,

51 841 ¥. Supp. 164 (W.D.NY. 1984},

52 Id. at 105.

58 Id. at 111

54 Id,

55 See, e.g.. FOWLER V. HARPER ET Ar., THE Law oF Torrs § 19.1, a1 2 {24 ed. 1086)
{discussing proof of breath in negligence cases).

55_Sae, e.g., Palsgraf v. Long Island RR., 162 NE. 99 (NY. 1928) (applying the
proximate causation analysis).

37 Id. at 100 (articulating principles of the foreseeability test in stating that *[t/he
risk reasonably 10 be perceived defines the duty to be obeyed. and risk imports refa-
tor . .. ")) see adto Prosser ang Keerown, supra note 35, § 41, at 264 (stating that “legal
responsibility must be Hmited to those causes which are so closely connected with the
result and of such significance that the law s justfied by imposing lizbility”); Branster
ter v. Gerdeman, 274 S.W.2d 240, 245 (Mo, 1955} {stating that “fa) causal cotneston
m_usidhc r::stab}iished between the negligence charged . .. and the loss or injury sus
tained . ... ")

58 162 N.E. 99 (NY. 1998).
59 Id. at 101
60 878 F. Supp. 917 (N.D. Tex. 1995}

I
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cluded that the defendant had no way of knowing that its waste
disposal would subsequendy contaminate plaintiff 's property.®* In
that case, landowners were suing the government for contamina.
tion resulting from waste disposal from an adjacent Air Force bage.
The court reasoned that the industry’s standard practice at the
ime of contamination was such that the defendant could not have
anticipated the resulting harm.** Unlike the defendant in Western
Gremhouses, however, the oil industry’s standard of practice at the
time when BUM started its oil exploration in Mbanmiri was such
that BUM should have foreseen the resulting harm suffered by the
Iﬂ (K ‘a!

For factual causation, the Mbanmirizns must show that but for
BUM's conduct the resulting harm would not have occurred.5%
The facts as alleged here are sufficient to meet the but for test.®

In jurisdictons that recognize conuibutory negligence, a
plaineff who contributed to his or her injury is completely barred
from recovery.®® Under comparative negligence doctrine, how-
ever, plaintff 's negligence would reduce any recovery only in di-
rect proportion to her fault.®’

4. Negligence per se. Where a defendant's conduct violates 2
siatute set forth by the locality, negligence per se may be raised as 2
cause of action.®® Also, where the defendant's non-compliance
with the applicable statute caused the resulting injury, negligence
fer se can be used to impute liability.*® In Myers v. United States,”

81 %927,

6 jd

* The applicable standard here would be the standard for oil companies incorpo-
mied under the laws of the United States. Ser supra notes 31-32.

% S eg, Prosses anp KELTON, supra note 35, § 41, at 266.

% k showld be noted that this Note does not attempt an in-depth analysis of a
segligence acdon. For a discussion of negligence, see David W. Barnes & Rosemary
McCool, Rassomable Care in Tort Law: The Duty to Take Corrective Measures and Precaution,
¥ Anze L. Rev. 357 (1994).

% S cg. ProssER AND Ke£TON, supra note 35, § 65, at 461; ReSTATEMENT (SEC.
oo} o Torrs § 467 (1965},

) 5 SwProssen anp Kreeron, suprg note 35, § 67, at 472 {discussing "pure” compara-
v negigenice). There are three types of comparative negligence: “pure,” “modi-
Bed," and “dight-gross,” /4. For a discussion of comparative negligence, see Gary T.
{wo7) . and Comparative Negligence. A Reappraisal, 87 Yare L.J. 697

* Sw, eg., Wendell B. Alcorn, Jr.. Liability Theorirs for Toxic Torts, 1988 AB.A Sec.
I&j'&mm & Exv't 3; Schwarzman, Inc. v. Atwchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry,
G 87 F. Supp. 838, 847 (D.N.M. 1994) {stating the elements of negligence per s¢)
G250 omitied),

M:: S eg. Martin v. Herzog, 126 N.E. 814 (NY, 1920): Osborne v. McMasters, 41
w;::& (Minn. 1889) {applying negligence per s to impute Hability on the defend-
wiclated 2 starutory provision that required proper labeling of drugs).
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the Sixth Circuit stated that to rely on negligence per s the plain.
tiff must show that the defendant owed her a dury.”™

5. Strict Lability. Viewed by commentators as one of the most
sweeping causes of action for environmental torts,” strict liability
as formulated in the Restatement states: “One who carries on an
abnormally dangerous activity is subject to liability for harm to the
person, land, or chattels of another resulting from the activity,
aithough he has exercised the utmost care to prevent the harm ™
Borrowing from the reasoning in the famous English strict liability
case, Rylands v. Fletcher,”* the Restaterment ouslines the following six
factors to be considered in determining when an activity is abnor
mally dangerous: (a) the existence of a high degree of risk of some
harm to a person, or the land or chattel of others;” {b) likelihood
that the resulting harm will be great;”® {¢) inability to eliminate the
risk by exercising reasonable care;” (d) extent to which the activity
is not a matter of common usage;”® {¢) inappropriateness of the
activity for the place where it is carried on;” and (f) extent to
which the activides’ value to the community is outweighed by its
dangerous attributes.** The accompanying comment to this sec-
ton of the Restatement states that the relevant question in deter-
mining how abnormally dangerous an activity is in relaton to the
communaity is whether the “dangers and inappropriateness for the
locality [are] so great that, despite any usefulness it may have for
the community, it should be required as a matter of law to pay for
any harm it causes, without the need of 2 finding of negligence s

Here, the pertinent inquiry is whether BUM’s conduct was an
abnormally dangerous activity® In Darton Corp. v. Uniroyal Chemi-
cal Co.,*® the district court reasoned that the abnormal activity was

70 17 F.3d 890 (6ch Cir. 1994),

7! Id. at 899. The facts in this hypothetical do not raise any issues on negligence
per? ;e, Sz:,us further analysis of this doctrine is unnecessary.

e.g., Richard ], 1i » Environmental And Toxic Tort Lingation, G317 AL~

ABA, 493.g502 {1988)'1.' ppes

73 RESTATEMENT (SECOND) OF Torys § 519(1) (1977 {emphasis added).

74 L.R. SHLL. 830 (1868).

5 Rustatement (Szconp) oF Torts §520(a) (3977,

76 14§ 526(b).

77 1d. § 520(c).

78 14, § 520(d).

7% I1d. § 520(e).

80 Jd. § b20(D.

8 Jd. § 520 cmu £,

_32 See, eg., Restarement (SECOND) OF TORTS § 519 (1977) (defining the general
principles of abunormally dangerous activity},

8% 893 F. Supp. 730 (N.D. Ohio 1905},

_
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the defendant’s disposal of waste, as opposed to the mere manufac.

ing of toxic chemicals.®* Similarly, the abnormal activiies here
are BUM’s handling of its waste products, As previously stated, the
abnormal activities that BUM engaged in ranged from operating
the poorly built landfills that resulted in toxin leaks, to the practice
of cleaning its machinery in a swamp directly connected to
Mbanmiri waters.

As noted, to determine when an actvity is abnormally danger-
ous, the Second Restatement of Torts lays out six factors to be con-
sidered.® In a case brought by a landowner against a storage plant
operator, Buggst, Inc. v. Chevron US.A., Inc., the court could not
find, as a matter of law, that activities at the petroleum storage and
distribution plant were not ultrahazardous. ¥

Here, BUM may nevertheless argue that it had no way of
knowing that there was a likelihood that the resulting harm from
its conduct would be great. This argument, however, does not pass
muster when viewed in light of the fact that, as a multinational cor-
poration, BUM was on notice as to the standard of practice for
similarly situated oil companies, and the resulting consequences
for noncompliance ® In Indiana Harbor Belt R R v. American Cyana-
mid Co, the court reasoned that an activity presents a great risk of
harm when the potential for harm from one mishap is so great and
there is a probable risk of the mishap occurring % Here, BUM's

3 14 a2t 740,

B Sue supra notes 75-81 and accompanying text (outining the six factors).

% 857 F. Supp. 1427 (D. Or. 1094).

¥ I at 1452-33 (ciation omitted). The court relied on the applicable statute
which defined oil and other petroleum products/wastes as hazardous substances. But
# Schwartuman, Inc. v. General Elec. Co., 848 F. Supp. 942, 945 (D.N.M. 1998} (find-
g that, under New Mexico law, the docurine of strict liability does extend to “han-
ding, transportation, storage or disposal of petroleum products” where the risks can
be eliminated by exercising reasonable care).

& Se supra notes 8132 and accompanying text. Indeed, onc of the applicable
ates provides: “[afny peron who is the owner, operator, or person in charge of
ay wessel, onshore facility, or offshore facility from which oil or a hazardous sub-
stance is discharged . . . shall be subject to a civil penalty in an ammount up to $25,000
per day of violation . . .." 88 U.S.C. § I521(b) (7)(A) (Supp. V 1998). Where such a
equlation is available and readily enforceable in the oil producing regions outside of
the United Seates, BUM and the like would be compelled 1o comply with the environ-
Dentl standards. Ses, ¢ Hanson Hosein, UNSETTLING: Bhopal and the Resolution of
j mﬁu&mgmﬁmw Disaster, 16 B.C. Inr'1. & Comp. L. REV.
8 (1993) {proposing a mandated insurance scheme for international environmen-
al where the multinational corporations involved would be required to pro-
'“i;mﬂ funds t5 be used in compensating the victims of those disasters),

062 F. Supp. 635 (N.D. t. 1987).

%7 a 643,
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improper disposal of toxic waste created a great risk of harm o the
Mbanmirians,

Because BUM was duly licensed by the Nigerian government,
it is likely that they will argue that Mbanmiri is an appropriate loca-
tion®! and that oil exploration in the village is a matter of common
usage %

in a case where a gas station owner sued an oil company for
damages caused by gasoline leakage from underground storage
tanks, the court declined to apply strict Liability.*® In that case, Ar
lington Forest Assocs. v. Exxon Corp.** the court reasoned that gas
stations are necessarily appropriate near residential areas, and are
as a matter of common usage in the communities.®® In reaching its
conclusion, the Arlington court looked favorably on the benefit of
the gas stations to the nearby residents,%

Unlike the residents and gas stations in Arlington, however, the
Mbanmirians received no such benefit from BUM and improper
waste disposal was not cartied on by many in Mbanmiri. Thus, it
was not common usage.%

Perhaps BUM's most predictable argument against strict liabil-
ity would be that the harm resulting from its conduct can be elimi-
nated by exercising reasonable care 8 In Ariington Forest Assocs. v.
Exxon Corp.,* the court declined to apply strict liability on the
ground that underground storage of gasoline is not an abnormal

:; ez supra pp. 16-17 and accompanying notes.
4.
:2 Arlington Forest Assocs, v. Exxon Corp., 774 F. Supp, 887, 891 (.. Va. 1991),
Id.

95 Id, at 391 (quoting the Second Restatement of Torts in defining common usage
as one that is carried on by many people in the community},

96 Id. (observing that gas station in residential areas is “widespread and routine”}.

97 Id. The political dynamic which allows some foreign governments to issue
licenses to oil companies notorious for non-compliance with environmenial reguia
tons in ofl producing regions outside of the United States, is beyond the scope of this
Note, If the reader wishes o explore this and other related issues, however, the folr
lowing should be helpful: Matthew Lippman, Transnational Corporations and Repressive
Regimes: The Fthical Dilemma, 15 Car. W, InT't, L.} 542 (1985); Judith Kimerling, Disre
garding Envirenmental Law: Petroleum Develppment in Protected Natural Areas and Indige
nrgu;lefands in the Ecuadorian Amazon, 14 Hastings InT'L & Cowme, L. Rev. 849
{ ).

98 See, e.g., Sprankle v. Borwer Ammonia & Chem. Co., 824 F.24 409 (5th Cir.
1987} (finding that the dangers from ammonia can be eliminated through exercise of
reasonable care); Philip Morts Inc. v. Emerson, 368 5.£.94 268 {(Va, 1988} (holding
that where harm resulting from disposing toxic chemicals can be prevensed by exer-
cising reasonable care, stict lability would not apply). But see City of Bridgezon v,
B.P. OiL, Inc.. 369 A.2d 49 (N ]. Super. Ct, Law Div. 1976} (imposing strict liability on
defendant for harm resulting from oi} storage}.

99 774 F. Supp. 387 (ED. Va, 1891).
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activity.®® In reaching it decision, the Arlington court reasoned
that strict lability would not apply where “reasonable precautions
would have sufficed to prevent the harm.”?" The rationale here is
10 use strict liability to deter only those activities with risks that ean.
not be eliminated by exercising reasonable care 19

However, in 2 seminal strict liability case, New Jersey State Dep t
of Envil. Protection v. Ventron. Corp.,'% the New Jersey Supreme Court
held that the dumping of toxic wastes is an abnormally dangerous
activity.’™ In Ventron Corp., the state’s Environmental Protection
Agency brought an action against several corporations for contami-
nating a community’s river through their mercury processing activ-
ities. % As was the case in Ventron, the contamination in Mbanmiri
waters resulted from dumped chemical wastes which created waters

" in which *fish no longer inhabit{ed] "%

; BUM may further argue that the benefit of its oil exploration

: activities to the Mbanmirians outweighs any resulting harm from its
waste disposal practices.'”” But, as previously stated. the abnormal
activily In question is the improper waste disposal, as opposed to oil
exploration per se.

In Indiana Harbor Belt RR. Co. v. American Cyanamid Co.,'** the
district court suggested, in dictum, that a court would be reluctant
to apply strict liability against a defendant who is the only industrv

-= inthe community.' Here, BUM is the only company in Mbanmiri
[ that is engaged in oil exploration. Indeed, no other business entity
' in Mbanmin compares in style, form, or substance.

In arguing its value to the community, BUM would likelv de-
fine the community as covering the entire country of Nigeria, The
rationale for such an argument would be that the company en-
tered into an agreement with the Nigerian government, and paid
s taxes and related fees to the Nigenan government, Therefore,

® 1. 3t 390 {applying the Restatement factors} {citation omirted).
:ﬂ 4 20 391
lbii‘»&"h Restarenant (Seconn) or Torts § 320 emu. b, {noting that other than
20DC energy, there is hardly any activity where the accompanying risk
ngnm be eliminated by “exercising the utmost care”).
468 A.2d 150, 160 (N]. 1983) {concluding that toxic waste dumping is an ab
Pomal dangerous activiy),

W S NT N £} {19

£, Resrareae {Seconp} oF Torrs § 5200 (1977
. iy,
% oy, Supp. 685 (N.D. In. 1967,

08 |
&cﬁaié’izlm {citing the Secgnci Restatement of Torts in discussing the extent of an
e to the community) (ciration omitted).
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one state to defer to the laws and jurisdiction of another,'? This
principle is usually triggered when the court is considering the ade.
quacy of procedural safeguards in another jurisdiction.’™ ¥
ever, this may be inapplicable to the Mbanmiri case because thy
principle “is more frequently applied in cases of pubiic regulatory
law, such as antitrust, than in cases of private law, such as tors "128

2. State Doctrine. This principle protects the acts of forcign
officials acting in their sovereign capacity.’* In Filartiga v. Peng.
Irala,'*° however, the Second Circuit suggested, in dictum, that ille.
gal conduct by officials of sovereign governments will not be pro.
tected under state doctrine,

3. Lecal Action doctrine. Under this principle, when the tor-
dous action relates to specific real property, the case must be re-
solved where the property is located,'™

4. Souvereign Immunity. This doctrine, which is similar o state
doctrine, has been codified in the Foreign Sovereign Immunities
Act.'® It provides: “[A] foreign state shall be immune from the
Jurisdiction of the courts of the United States. . . .”'%® An exception
under this rule arises when the foreign state is involved in private
commercial activities “carried on in the United States by the for-
eign state.”>* Also, in Xuncax v. Gramajo,'*® the court concluded
that the Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act does not apply to for-
eign officials who acted beyond their scope of authority,*®

126 See, e.g., Flynn v. General Motors, Inc., 141 F.RD. 5, 9 (ED.NY. 1992} (applying
the principle of comity).

127 14,

128 Extraterritorial, supra note 116, at 1628 (citing Timberlane Lumber Co. v, Bank of
America Nat'l Trust & Sav, Ass’n, 749 F,2d 1378, 1384-86 (9th Cir, 1984) (examining
“intrusion of 1.5, antitrust laws on the economic policies of Honduras™), and other
exemplary cases). International comity is not the focus of this Note, For a discussion
of comity, see Joel R, Paul, Comuty in Fnternational Law, 32 Hazv. InT'L EJ 1 (1981},

139 Sep, 2.g., Underhill v. Hernandez, 168 U.S. 950 (1897) {barring suit by a group of
Americans against the Venezuelan head of state); Banco National de Cuba v. Sabba
tino, 376 17,8, 308 {1964},

i30 630 F.2d 876 {24 Cir. 1980},

131 Sp, e.g., Mississippi & Missouri RR. v. Ward, 67 U.S, 485 (1862) {applying Joca!
action doctrine),

132 28 U.S.C. § 1604 (1088),

133 1. This statute generally provides the jurisdictional hook over foreign 3'3“’52'
Ses, eg., Argentine Republic v, Amerada Hess Shipping Corp., 488 US, 428, 4
(1983) (holding that Foreign Sovereign Immunity Act is the “sole basis for obeainiig

Jjurisdiction over a foreign state , ., ™),
134 28 USC, § 1605()42).
135 BRE F, Supp. 162 (D, Mass, 1098}, 343

136 Jd. 2t 175, (f Jones v, Petty-Ray Geophysical Geosource, Inc., 722 F. Supp
(8.D. Tex, 1989) (hoiding that under the Foreign Sovereign Immunity Act the Re
lic of Sudan is immune from action resulting from the wrongful death of 2 Tex

?ub-
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1596]

5 Forum Non Conveniens. Perhaps the most Ont.?'r‘ous.fn:r{i!r
he Mbanmirians would have to overcome is the doctrine of torus
a0t conveniens.'¥ The starute ceqxf}qng this p;maplc states. an
relevant part, that “[f]or the convenience of parties and winicsses,
in the interest of justice, a district court may qans}er anv il
don to a0y other district or division where it might have been
brf;ught'“m

A majority of tort cases, including environmental tort cascs i
soiving an alien plaintiff and a United States defendant, have bees:
dismissed on the basis of forum non conveniens. '

A forum non conveniens analysis begins with the threshold
question of whether an adequate alternative forum exists '*“ The:r
s a srong presumption that generally favors the plaintutl s choie
of forum,"! The defendant can only overcome this presumpuion
by showing that the balancing of private and public interests tasons
dismissing the case from the chosen forum.'? In bulanciny he
private interests, the factors considered include: {11 “ease of ace exn
w sources of proof ;™ {2) availability of unwilling witniesses, 3
cost of producing willing witnesses;*** {4} the possibilin of view:z,:
the premises, where applicable;’® and (3) “all other gri ..
problems that make trial of a case easy, expeditious and u}rqw:.
sive.™ Additionally, the court considers whether anv subseques::

Fesiient who was ey inthe § Y < e
wg_ua o {im}.plq'ed ¢ Sudan), aff 2 954 F2d 1061 Hth(ar - ¢t e
¥7 % ¢4, Arthaud, supra note 5 (observin

’ . s e 3 g that the doctnne of forum ro: .
’I«Wf_n;;c?sz&aw to frustrate plaingiffs who are seeking relief 1n Amencan oot -
0}; jutes that occurred in 2 foreign couRtry}.
o BUSC § 14044z) {19883,
mdggei;g;hm. supra fote 5 Gulf Ol Corp. v. Gilbert, 330 1'% 40l fd”
v des rzfswi:ﬁbeC:Mﬂdcmd N reviewing a forum non cosveniens e -
Eﬁﬂﬁingsv.'ﬁaf; o ﬁﬁé?b v. Reyno, 454 U S. 285 (1981, fexpanding of (e
o vt an pugiz'c Exczors &S;Prfd'ﬁfms@'i (E.D. Pa. 1947 thodmg that hatas .-
Copier manufartaper). SUNg products abiliy case againe a4 e
Tolng, iy pre g o B0 ¥ Sell Ol Co., 300 F. Supp. 1324 15> To oo

0 vaie ; i
N fround f forum non Cﬂn\o‘enjcnp;;, and ?ubkc factors favored divmivin gy aw

W 5 g, ensings .
omitted), & * Bocing Co., 660 F. Supp. 796, 798 (¥ D P2 uws

4 i

g &ﬁﬁ?yv&mmmm e 4TFERD 511 FDNY o
{?im""n} (quoting By 5 :j}ﬂ'ongé}omump&on in favor of planyit G
@ %" é;‘i m"*“a’g. :’Pﬂfil (Q_;mf&on ﬂﬁi:@i{;no. £54 US ar 255 jan

Sietory), Corp. v, Gilbert, 33¢ U5.501, 508 (104

[ I

-
“Hrouthiung she nevgee oovs s
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judgment can be enforced.'’

The relevant public interest factors include concerns of
whether the courts are being congested,“a the burden of jury duty
on a community with no “relation to the litigation,”*® the local
interest in having “localized controversies decided at home,”%
and the interest “in having the trial of a diversity case in a forum
that is at home with the state law that must govern the case rather
than having a court in some other forum untangle problems in
conflict of laws, and in law foreign to itself."*>!

The docrrine of forum non conveniens “seeks to promote con-
venience to the parties and ensure fairness of the tmial.”’® How-
ever, the reality is that the doctiine has been disparately used
against foreign plaintiffs.'*® In a recent case involving plaintiffs
from twelve foreign countries who were injured from exposure to
the defendants’ products,’™ the court concluded that the balanc-
ing of private and public factors favored granting the motion based
on forum non conveniens.!3*

If improper waste disposal and other chemical dumping prac-
tices are prohibited in the United States, corporations that are in-
corporated under the laws of this country should not be allowed to
evade liability by pleading forum non conveniens after engaging
in known abnormally dangerous activities. The courts should be
more active in curbing intercontinental environmental torts that
are being perpetrated by multinational corporations.’ In balanc-
ing the parties’ convenience, the courts should be cognizant of the
fact that foreign plaintiffs are also often brutalized by their govern-
ments, especially where the defendant has developed a symbiotic

be7 Delgado v. Shell Oil Co., 890 F. Supp. 1324, 1366 (5.D. Tex. 1995 {cidng Gon-
zalez v. Naviera A.A. B32 F.2d 876, 878 {&h Cir. 1987)).

148 Gifbert, 330 US. at 508.

148 74 ar 508.09,

150 I at 509,

151 14

152 Extraterritorial, supra note 116, at 1628.

158 Ses, e.g., William L. Reynolds, The Proper Forum for a Suit: Transnational Forum
Non Convenzens and Counter-Suit Injunctions in the Federal Courts, 70 Tix. L. Rev. 1663,
1691-94 (1992) (noting how foreign plaintffs receive “disparate treatment” under the
doctrine of forum non conveniens) {citadon omitted).

154 Delgado v. Shell Oif Co., 890 F, Supp. 1324 (5.D. Tex. 1995).

155 I ar 1369.71.

36 As this Note demonstrates, the conduct of these multinagonal corporations has
often been devastating 1o the people and their environment. e, £g, Lairold M.
Street, Comement, 7.5, Exports Banned for Domestic Use, But Exported to Thard World Coun-
trigs, 6 INT'L Trane LJ. 95 {1881).
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relationship with the polidcal leaders.'®

IV, ConcLuston

The absence of an international environmental tort cause of
action'® creates the need for foreign plaintiffs to use the Alien
Tort Claims Act to seek relief in United States courts. Given the
globalization of commerce and technology, and the emerging envi-
ronmental justice movement,'” intemational environmental tort
practice is bound to mushroom within the next few vears. As such,
itioner should become familiar with the dwvnamics, as

the practl ) )
demonstrated in this hypothetical case, of the courts’ balancing act

with regard to forum non conveniens.

Perhaps, under the Alien Tort Claims Act, courts should rec-
ognize environmental torts analogous to BUM's conduct as a crime
in violation of the law of nations. As the court suggested in Xuncax
u Oramajo,'™ conduct that is universally condemned should be rec-

ized as being in violadion of international law.'® Also, within
the boundaries of the established public and private interest fac-
tors articulated by the Supreme Court in Guif Oil Corp. v. Gilber1'*?
courts should take the initiarive by engaging in a more equitable
balancing of the parties’ interests where, if the various policy issues
are fully exarnined, the onus would not weigh so heavilv on foreign
plaintffs, If the doctrine of forum non conveniens seeks 0 pro-
mote fairness,'®® it necessarily follows that the Mbanmirians of the
world should be allowed their day in court.’**

157 This is especially true in the so called less developed countries, Sar, r.z. Lappr
AR, supra, note 97.
S ETREI S e

Lg, [ oxic Tort Litigation. fssues and Thar Impact
m&whmmmhmmm 092] ALIL-ABA 525 2336 £1994) (noung zpi:za{
envrenmental justice movement “really began in 1982 a1 2 demonstration in Warren
C?“’?‘?,_M Carolina”); Richard J. Lazarus, Pursuing “Environmenial Justice™  The
M‘Eﬁ&s of Environmental Protection, B7 Nw. L. L. Rev. 787 (1999 {examun-
8 environmental racism); Vicki Been, What & Farmess Got to Do With t? Environmenial
%Mﬁ%mquqmay Undatirable Land Uses, 78 Corneri L. Rev. 1001, 1003 n 7
( _5) {observing that sires for "locally undesirable land uses™ have a disparate imparct
T
. Supgp.

W 184?? (D. Mass. 1995},

oy 330 US. 501, 508.09 (147).
S supra note 136, at 1628,

lot :
W%nﬂgm presents a hypothetical scenatio of an oif producing regron
. sﬁﬁ&&mﬁ;’; the issues raised are anything but ficuonal. See. e.g. Dele
000 OF hoe o ‘Nm?,}pne 7. 1995, at A4 (reporting on the real life
the Tves of the ig:;‘cmmmt used its military might to crush and titerally annihs-
genous people of Ogoni. an ol producing region in Nigena,
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who dared to demand humane reatment from Shell Oil, 2 multinational oil company

tﬁi‘gﬁzggeg drilling oil from this region for more than thirtyseven years). An effec
A haﬁons mlvoivement and/or initiative also is needed. The calling for such
¥8is, however, {5 bevond the scope of this Note.




