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CHMERTZ?

by Pete Aloe

Student Admissions
Committee Threatened

Maréh, 1981

tained that those who are ad-
mitted onSAC’s recommendation

set to challenge incumbent Edward I. Koch for
Mayor of New York. Newsday reported on
Tuesday, March 3rd, that Prof. Schmertz, a
‘“‘Rockefeller”” Republican, wrote the City’s five
Democratic Party County leaders requesting
permission to oppose the Mayor in this year’s
Democratic primary.

In the February 1980 CONSCIENCE, Suzy
Mandel and Kenneth Mollins reported that Prof.
Schmertz had been ‘‘approached by several groups,
including the Liberal Party and various unions with
high hopes of his running on their slate, or with
their support.’”’ He had then told CONSCIENCE that
he would seriously consider running if the right
overtures were made to him by the right coalition.

Prof. Schmertz joined with Labor mediator
Theodore Kheel, Village Voice writer Jack
Newfield, Historian Arthur M. Schlesinger and
other Democrats and Republicans several weeks
ago to form the Coalition for a Mayoral Choice to

find Mr. Koch an opponent, because “for an im-
portant position like Mayor (of New York City),

debate.”

Prof. Schmertz, a Bronx native, needs approval
from Queens Borough President Donald Manes,
Brooklyn leader Meade Esposito, Manhattan’s

to run in their
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Miriam Bockman, Bronx Chairman Stanley

Friedman, and Staten Island leader James Smith,
because the New York State Election Law requires
their *‘permission’’ for a memi % party
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the approval of each County Party ‘‘Executive
Cornmittee’ which is composed of the (Assembly)
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(Continued on page 2)

The faculty has scheduled a
meeting on Tuesday, March 10th,
at which they will consider
abolishing the Student Ad-
missions Committee (SAC). SAC
considers borderline law ap-
plicants and recommends those
students who have distinguished
themselves in ways other than
the GPA-1.SAT criteria. SAC is
based on the philosophy that
law students selected by looking
at more than traditional quan-
titative measurements can

succeed. Similar committees

exist at other law schools In-
cluding Northwestern and

Temple. SAC admits fewer than

10 percent of Hofstra Law

students admitted.
SAC came under fire at a

February 19th meeting of the

committee complained that SAC
violated applicants pri-
vacy rights. They also main-

large

Two faculty members ‘on that _

have failed to make a substantial
contribution to the law school
community. The committee did
not consider whether a similar
privacy breach occurs when
faculty and @administrators
consider applications, and the
minutes point out that there is no
indication whether students
admitted via SAC did better or
worse then other students. The
Committee voted 3-2 to eliminate
SAC with students John Ferreira
and William Netusil voting to
retain the committee. (Student
Report p.4.)

John Ferreira went to the
February 12 Student Reps
meeting to seek the Reps support

for SAC. But Representative-at-
Sal Russo said that Dean

- =

pi'bgr was in no imminent
danger. The Reps deferred
taking any action on SAC untl

(Continued on page 6)

Angels, Transit Police Bring Their Case to Hofstra

Lisa Evers, representing Guardian
Angels Leader Curtis Sliwa, presented the
volunteer subway patrol’s case to several
hundred law students and guests. The
Wednesday, February I18th forum was
sponsored by the Democratic Law
Students Association.

(Curtis Sliwa was slated to appear, but
the events of the preceding weekend made
it “imperative’’ that he remain close to
the situation in New York City. While Ms.
Evers was at Hofstra, Mr. Sliwa gave a
midtown press conference announcing a
hunger strike until William McKechnie,
the City’s Transit PBA chief, agrees to
meet with the Guardian Angels Leader.)

Ms. Evers, a personal representative of
Mr. Sliwa, has a role in developing the
Guadian Angels. As a Patrol Leader, the
young lady from the lower east side of
Manhattan, age 23, leads groups of eight to
twenty. She manages a N.Y.C. art firm,

Bushido, and sports a brown belt from the

Nisai school of Karate. She became an
Angel because ‘‘it fits my attitude.’’ She

works at it four nights a week and whenever

she can during the day. An Angel for over
a year, Ms. Evers, who is single, is one of
28 females in the over 1,000 member
group. When in Angels’ garb, she can be
found patrolling the IND ““A”" and the IRT
“2”" subway routes.

(The following is based on reporting by
- Pete Aloe, Corey Bearak, Ron Frier, and
Cindy Orbach and written by Mr. Bearak.)

Charles Holster, Democratic Law
Students President, introduced the

Guardian Angel Lisa Evers to an audience
comprised primarily of law students that
more than filled the seats in the Law
School’s Moot Courtroom.

She explained her presence in place of
Guardian Angels leader, Curtis Sliwa, as

due to the arrest on Friday, Feb. 13th, of

eight to sixteen Angels and the then
heightening ‘ ‘dispute’’ between the Angels
and the City’s transit police union.

Ms. Evers set out immediately to allay
fears that the Guardian Angels are a
paramilitary organization. People join the

(Continued on page 13)
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Lisa Evers

hoto by L.aurie March

by Cindy Orbach

As law students, we realize the Im-
portance of hearing both sides of an issue.
On Wednesday, Feb. 25, 1981, one week
after a representative from the Guardian
Angels came to speak, William
McKechnie, the President of the Transit
P.B.A., shared his views at a forum
sponsored by the Republican Law Students

Association.
He started with a question: ‘“‘Who are the

Guardian Angels? Are they good peOpll.?,
kiddie vigilantes or a great public
relations scam?’’ When the group started
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in February, 1978, as the Magnificent 13,
according to McKechnie, they set up strict
guidelines for each member which In-
cluded no jeans, unobtrusive clothing,
being cleanshaven, and carrying whistles.
They were modeled after the auxiliary
police and were set up to watch over
and reassure the elderly and fe-
male riders. More importantly, the
Transit Police Union chief continued, they
were to have completed a 20-hour course
and to submit adaily log of activities to the
Transit Police; there was to be no physical
violence unless they were threatened. The
group grew and developed into the
Guardian Angels. According to
McKechnie, “the only guideline kept was
the retention of their whistles.”” He feels
that their (alleged) negative actions
(larceny, possession of drugs and guns,
assault, complaints of riders) far out-
weigh the Angels’ positive actions of
heroics which have yet to be documented.

The Guardian Angels draw tremendous
media attention and Curtis Sliwa, the
‘‘self-ordained leader’’ as McKechnie
referred to him, seems to thrive on Iit.
Whenever and wherever there is a media
event, McKechnie alleged, Sliwa and the
Guardian Angels are there. He quoted a
recent US magazine article where Sliwa
said that he would be a fool not to profit
from the Guardian Angels; that they were

a marketable commodity .

McKechnie, who stated that Mr. Sliwa
“had memorized every phone number of
every newspaper and T.V. station in

(Continued on page 13)
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Student Reps In Action

by Pete Aloe

At the February 19 Student
Representative Meeting, the
Reps voted 4 to 1 to hold a
referendum to raise the student
activity fee. The referendum was
proposed by Second-Year Rep
Eddie Geller, who noted that the
present $10 fee has not been
raised since the Law School
opened 11 years ago. Geller
stated that since then, the student
activity fund has become in-
sufficient to adequately fund
student activities.

The lone dissenting vote was

cast by Cesar Callan, First Year

Rep from section C. Callan noted
that the students in his section
feel that there should be no fee
increase because many of the
groups funded by the student reps
should be more self-sufficient. He
stated further that student funds
should not pay for many of the
clubs’ general operating ex-
penses since so few students are
actually members. Geller
responded that the student
groups have had to cut back on
beneficial programs because the
student reps can’t afford to fund

them all.

Although the motion to hold the
referendum passed easily, the
Reps could not agree on how
much of an increase they should
propose. After three attempts to
increase the fee failed to pass,
one for a five dollar hike, another
suggesting a ten dollar hike, and
a third leaving the choice bet-
ween the five and ten dollar hike
up to the students, the Reps
decided to table the matter for a
future meeting.

In related business, the Reps
allocated $350 to the Democratic
Law Students Association.
Robert Fischl an officer in the
club, pointed outthat his club had

sponsored many speakers in-
cluding Lisa Evers of the
Guardian Angels, and now
required more funds to continue
functioning and to bring more
speakers. Responding
questions from Jonathan
Gorham, Section B Rep, Fischl
defended the fact that his club
raised none of its own funds. The
Democratic Party will not help
fund the group, explained Fischl,

and it would be inappropriate to

charge members for activities,
which, according to the Reps’
funding guidelines, should be
open and free to all Sal Pontillo
introduced questions on whether
the club should be allocated funds
from the $900 reserve fund set up
to fund new groups and activities,
since the Dems had exceeded
their original budget. Despite the
questions, the motion to give the
Democrats an additional $390

passed without dissent.
In other business, Second-Y ear

Representative Sal Pontillo
reported that a proposal to give
students three votes at faculty

meetings was being developad.
Currently, student reps vote at

faculty meetings only when a
majority of the faculty agrees
that the student votes should be
counted. The new proposal would
allow students to vote in all
matters except for questions
such as tenure and promotion
The Reps also discussed the
possibility of adding another
Dean’s hour to future class
schedules so that Student ac-
tivities would not conflict.

At a prior meeting, the Student.

Representatives met without
Quorum on February 12. The
Reps decided to ask University
President James Shuart (see
Lttter to the Editor) to put
student members ‘on the comr-

Hofstra Law students Ben Rubinowitz (’81) and Ernesto
Marrero (’82) took first place in the Regional Trial Advocacy
Competition sponsored by the Young Lawyers Division of the
Texas State Bar Association and the American College of Trial
Lawyers. The Law School hosted the competition which was held
at Federal Courthouse for the Eastern District of New York in
Brooklyn on Saturday and Sunday, February 28 and March 1.
Myrka A. Gonzalez, a Hofstra Law student, and Anthony
DiMarco, Chief Administrator of the New York State Bar
Association, coordinated all arrangements for the competition.

Contestants tried either side of a bribery case before a three
judge panel. Several judges and prominent attorneys served as
judges: Federal Court Judges Mark A. Constantino, Edward B.
Neaher, and George C. Pratt; State Supreme Court Justices
Frank A. Vaccaro, Robert Kreindler, Thomas R. Jones, and
Arthur Spatt; United States Magistrate John L. Cadin; Federal
Court nominee John Sprizzo; Queens Assistant District Attorney
Irwin Klein: Brooklyn Legal Aid Attorney Lee Ginsburg; and
Mary Daly, Deputy Chief of the Justice Department’s Special
Prosecutions Unit for the Southern District of New York.

HOFSTRA DUO WINS REGIONAL ADVOCACY COMPETITION

By virtue of having the winning team, Hofstra Law received

three silver trophies, one for the school and one each for Ben and

Ernesto, and $2,000 for the advancement of trial advocacy. The
prize money will be applied towards the cost of sending Hofstra
Law’s team to the National Competition in Houston, Texas on
March 25, 26 and 27. Teams from 21 other law schools are also
participating. Each team will represent one side in a murder
trial. Of course, the whole Hofstra Law Community wishes

..Ben and Emmesto_the best of luck.

‘ crease

mittees to seach out a new Dean
for the Law School. The
University President has
promosed Student Rep Sal Russo
that students would have input on
the committee. Last semester,
Dean Regan announced he would
resign from his post as Dean,
effective August 31. President
Shuart has yet to announce how
Regan’s successor will be

chosen.
In other business, John

Ferreira, a student on the
Academic Standards Committee,
warmmed the Reps that some
faculty members wanted to
eliminate the Student admissions
committee and the first year
weighted average index. The
faculty is scheduled to decide the
matter at their Tuesday, March
10, 1981 meeting. The student

weighted average  index
is a program that adjusts first-

year grades to account for
discrepancies between first year
sections. Section A Rep George
Silver defended the indexing
program, pointing out that
Professor Monroe Freedman
recently gave his section A
Contracts class 35 “Ds” on a
midterm. Rep. Sal Russo said
that Dean Regan had indicated to
him that the programs were in no
imminent danger. The Reps
deferred taking a position on the
proposals until they could obtain
more information.

TUITION HIKE

POSSIBLE

When asked about the
possibility of a tuition in-
again this fall,
President Schuart said that he
was trying hard not to, but
“reastically ... ” He shook
his head and then continued
that “we just can’t say what
will be next year.” —Burke

J.ll |‘

STUDENT GROUPS

Republican
Law Students

Association

by Frank Mann

The Republican Law Student’s
Association is a student group
serving its members and the Law
School at large. Hofstra is the
founding chapter of a rapidly
growing association of New York
area chapters. It thus
provides an opportunity for its
members to meet other
politically oriented students from
other law schools, as well as
potential employers and local
political figures. The highlight of
each year is the annual John C.
Fremont dinner, where one can
rub elbows with important
G.0.P. politicos. The Hofstra
chapter is also working on a
“Republican Dale-Hubbard” for

our graduates.

The Hofstra chapter is deeply
committed to making Hofstra
Law School not just a good school
but a great one. There are
several groups working on
concerete proposals to improve
the school. Our efforts will soon

be “going public.”

The R.L.S.A. has and will con-

tinue to present speakers in the
legal, law_ enforcement, and

professional areas to speak on

subjects of interest to the law

school community. To ensure

that all sides of an important

issue were presented, we spon-
sored William McKechnie,

President of the N.Y.C. Transit

PBA, who spoke here on
February 25 in response to the
Guardian Angels speaker. On
March 11, Town of Oyster Bay
Councilman Doug Hynes will

Democrats

Sponsor

Speakers

March 11—Wednesday, 12
noon, Rm. 230. Hope Bagger—
Regional Director of Gray
Panthers. Senior Citizens Ac-
tivist Group.

March 18—Wednesday, 12
noon, Rm. 230. Karen Bragg and
Gerry Giannattasio, willspeak on
current legal issues affecting the
disabled.

In the near future, we will also
be presenting speakers on:

—the battle for equal rights for
women |

—consumer group organizing
to oppose further Lilco rate hikes

—The National Rifle
Association’s views on gun

confrol
(Dates to be anmunced).

We welcome suggestions from
all sources. Notify us by dropping
a note in our mailbox in the
Admissions office.

P.S. We salute the Republican
Law Students Association, for
their timely presentation of
William McKechnie, Transit
P.B.A. President. Since our goal
is to create awareness of issues
and to stir up discussion, we
welcome the presentation of
contrasting viewpoints. We will
be as cooperative as possible with
other student organizations to

achieve this end.

prominent Hofstra alumnus.

Our meetings are held during
the Dean’s Hour on Wednesday
(Room to be announced). They
are open toall. Also, check our

speak at Hofstra. We have also  pylletin board for an-
tentatively scheduled a nouncements.
Schmertz...
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; Photo by Bob Rediger
Ernesto Marrero and Ben Rubinowitz

Pocket Part ’81. The Hofstra Law School year-
book will have an advance sale the week of March
16-20. The yearbook will go on sale for $5 during the

week: $8 when it is sold in May. Be sure to look for |

your yearbook salesperson in the Law School
Lounge and tell him or her that “‘I would like to
purchase my yearbook now to take advantage of
this great savings.” If there are any questions
please contact Glen Walther, the business manager

of the yvearbook.

Professor Schmertz maintains the letters are not
his ‘““declaration of candidacy,” but are in line with
his February 14th Letter to the Editor of the New
York Times, where he urged the Republicans not to
endorse Mr. Koch.

Prof. Schmertz told CONSCIENCE he asked the
Democratic Party chiefs for permission to enter
their primary if Mr. Koch is allowed in the
Republican Party’s race. Republican Leaders
Vincent Albano (Manhattan), George Clark
(Brooklyn), and State Senator John Calandra
(Bronx), have stated their inclinations to endorse
the Mayor while City Councilmember-at-Large
Jack Muratori (Queens) remains neutral.

“If there is a significant basis or bases on which
to mount a campaign and the right kind of forum
and a significant coalition,” stated Prof. Schmertz,
“I would be prepared to” run for mayor.

CONSCIENCE polled the five Democratic
Leaders: Miriam Bockman stated through an aide,
she had not yet received the letter; Meade Esposito
was on vacation; Donald Manes said ““it makes no
sense’’ for a Republican to run in a Democratic
primary;’’ he previously stated that he would not be
inclined to permit it; James Smith did not answer
his phone; and Stanley Friedman “opposed the

concept.”’
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Mixed Reviews For Moot Court

by Eddie Geller
The Moot Court program this year was the
culmination of months of debate and planning. It was

fraught with innovation and change. Gone were the -
‘advisors. In their place a text was offered. The student

and faculty judges sported familiar faces. No longer
were the unhoned skills of Hofstra advocates to be
aired before honorable justices and honored attorneys.
Gone were the two credits; in their place, a dreaded
grade. Gone was the late-night intimacy and unity of
purpose echoing through empty halls. And perhaps the
hardest cut of all. Gone was the relaxed ambiance of
the faculty lounge at the end of the ordeal. No cake. No
coffee. No smiling faces. Just the inevitable post-
mortem, and perhaps the hint of a grade.

This, under the directorship of Susan Seel, was the
faculty’s response to problems that surfaced in the
1980 program. It was the result of questionnaires,
surveys and discussions covering all aspects of the old
system. Unconstrained in effecting new goals, students
were forced to sacrifice a full week of intersession to
research their briefs. -

Professor Seel appeared gratified at the result. “The
briefs showed ingenuity, good creativity, an ability to
understand a new area of the law with which they were
unfamiliar: This is a big accomplishment!” Last year,
she explained, the briefs were too homogenous; they
were the work of advisors.

Student Criticism

Nevertheless, many students felt that guidance
would have been of some help. “They gave us
questions we couldn’t handle,”” said first-year student
Barry Rutcofsky. “There was no framework for
handling the problem,” he added He felt that many of
his colleagues had ‘“‘missed the point” in their
research. The judges agreed Briefs without review
frequently contained grammatical and argumentative
errors based on samples in the recommended text.
Students introduced cases quite unrelated to those of
their opponents—or indeed to be the bench memo—to

wuttress arguments.

R 1 e N LS

662 FRANKLIN AVE.

The textbook used in the program was described by
one student as ‘‘a horror!” He also felt that it appeared
to be concerned more with aesthetics than either with
the content of a good brief, or the development of a
clear argument. Professor Seel explained that all
available texts were reviewed The one selectsd was
deemed the best, although it, in turn, had to be sup-
plemented by a handout designed to reinforce areas of
deficiency. Since assignments had been given out at
the end of November, students had about six weeks to
peruse the materials and guidelines before receiving
their individual problems.

A common criticism among judges was that
students should have been given copies of the grading
sheet as a form of guidance. Many were surprised to
learn that such a list was in fact provided within the
prescribed textbook.

The Program’s Practice and Theory

The program was outlined at a meeting with
Professor Susan Seel and organizer Deborah Kleinberg
in response to student comments. There were, indeed,
five faculty members available for 15 problems and 268
students. Under the energetic directorship of Professor
Seel, Professors Kadane, Kleuer, Neumann and
Bohrer supervised a Moot Court Board made up of
three 3rd-year and twelve 2nd-year students. These
upper-class students wrote fact patterns and bench
memoranda under the guidance and with the advice of
these faculty members. Professors reviewed each case
before it was sanctioned for release. Every faculty
member involved in the program worked on three
problems, outlined the areas to be dealt with, made
sure the student board member had a basic un-
derstanding of relevant facts and procedure, and
assisted each student with the start of her or his
research.

Judges also reported that students frequently had
little or no handle on the facts of their case in oral
argument. The endless scavenging for cases seemed to
continue almost into the courtroom. The cast of
characters, the economic and public policy arguments
of the classroom, dissolved within an endless flood
of cases. All too often it was reality that appeared
moot.

The Positive Side

Along with the criticism came many positive
comments. ‘“The absence of a real judge made for a
more relaxing atmosphere while still retaining the
reality of the experience,” said student Mindy Birn-
baum. Virtually everyone agreed that preparing briefs
two weeks before the start of the spring semester was
a “‘good idea” since it relieved pressure and allowed
school work to be done without interruption. But
students still encountered many problems, mostly in
the area of lack of direction and guidance.

And k ls Still Your Testimony That You Didn't Know
ISLAND BOOKS Carries A Full Selection Of New And
Used Casebooks, Hornbooks, Qutlines, Briefs, Gilberts,
Legalines, Smith Reviews And The Nuishell Series.

GARDEN CITY, N.Y.

Giving similar guidance to freshman students would
conflict with the underlying theory of Moot Court.
“First-year students should do something on their
own, stand on their own two feet,”” Professor Seel
maintained. According to Professor Seel the first
semester writing course is only the first stage of a
natural progression of development. The topics, the
general direction, indeed the whole divorce exercise,
is accomplished under the guidance of clinical in-
structors. Moot Court, another stage, requires a dif-
ferent type of research and analysis. Students who
properly research shouldn’t go too far off point. The
program teaches the students that they can find out

about an area of law—and become proficient at it—
using first semester tools. The students now research

issues they find themselves. They develop skills of
fact analysis. But, as organizer-in-chief Kleinberg

conceded, the new system still allows students to get
lost in their research

(Continued on page 12)

(516) 248-9393
Because Ignorance Is No Excuse
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To: Hofstra Law School Faculty Members
From: The Student Admissions Committee
Memorandum in Support of Continuing the Student

Admissions Committee _
Dean Regan recently asked the Academic

Standards Committee to advise him as to whether
or not the Student Admissions Committee (SAC)
should continue to review and recommend can-
didates for admission. The Academic Standards
Committee tabled consideration of the issues until
its next meeting on February 18. Until the issue is
resolved, the Dean has blocked the SAC from
reviewing applications by denying it access to
admission applications. The SAC urges faculty
members to vote in favor of continuing the SAC’s
function of reviewing and recommending can-
didates for admission. The following information is
provided to help you understand the role the
Committee plays in the admissions process, the
mechanics of its functioning, and the criticisms of
it.

. The Mechanics of the Hofstra Admissions
Process and the SAC’s Role in It

Applications for admission are divided into four
categories based on a measurement derived from a
weighting of LSAT scores and grades. Category I
applicants are those with the highest rankings;
most of these applicants are admitted after review
by the Admissions Director. Category II candidates
are reviewed by the Director of Admissions and
members of the Academic Standards Committee.
Category II candidates who are rejected after this
review are reconsidered by the SAC. Category III
candidates, whose applications are not reviewed by
the faculty committee, are reviewed by the SAC.
Nearly all Category IV candidates are rejected
after review by the Director of Admissions.

The SAC is composed of 43 students; members
are drawn from each of the three classes in the
school. In the past, members have been selected by
a variety of procedures, including a lottery. For the
past two years, members have been selected in the
following manner: they were given a written sketch
-of a fictitious law school applicant and were asked
to decide whether the candidate should be admitted
and to state their reasons for their decision. The
resulting essay was then read by the chairperson
and sub-committee chairpeople who decided on the
committee’s membership. The goal is to find
members who will evaluate candidates for ad-

mission thoughtfully and thoroughly. The Com-.

mittee also tries to select members who represent a
variety of colleges, majors, ages, and prior-to-law-
school experience.

The SAC is divided into seven subcommittees.
Usually beginning in February, each subcommittee
reads 10-15 applications weekly; all subcommittee
members read each application. The subcommittee
recommends admission or rejection for each
candidate. One-half of the full committee meets
every other week. Those candidates who have been
recommended for admission by the sub-
committees are presented to the full committee
(actually one-half the members of the SAC but
referred to here as the full committee). The
committee members each read the files that are
presented at full committee meetings they attend.
The full committee votes to admit or reject. The
SAC then sends the files, accompanied by cover
letters, of those recommended for admission to the
Dean. The Dean makes the admissions deter-
mination.

The SAC seeks to identify candidates who have
distinguished themselves in some way but who
would not be admitted if LSAT scores and grades
were the overriding factors in the admissions
decision. The Committee has no pat formula for
finding candidates who will succeed in law school.
Factors which weigh in the decision include work
experience, community and extracurricular in-
volvement, education, interests, and handicaps—
physical or otherwise—which the candidate has had
to face. Obviously, the SAC seeks only those can-
didates who it believes will be able to handle law
school work. Committee members debate the
merits of the applicants intensively in both sub-
committee and full committee sessions. We believe
that the review process is sufficiently open and
~ honest to give candidates fair consideration. The
work of the Committee results in an admissions
process which recognizes that quantitative
measurements alone do not define individuals.

Students also review applications at other law
schools including Northeastern, Temple, and

Student Admissions Committee Defended

Antioch.
IL. Criticisms

1. This is a lot of work for the small number of

people admitted.

In the past two years, less than 10 percent of the
class has been admitted through the SAC process.
Although the Committee would like to see ap-
proximately 10 percent of the class admitted in this
manner, we believe that the work is justified even
where less than 10 percent are so admitted. Clearly,
the process has value for those admitted, but there
are other values Inherent in the Committee’s
operation—the value of the experience to Com-
mittee. members and the value to the law school
community. The review process forces members to
think about and articulate the qualities that make
people able to succeed in law school, good par-
ticipants in the process of legal education, and,
ultimately, good lawyers. Committee membership
has been an integral part of our legal education. We

believe that the Committee’s existence reflects the

recognition that students have a stake in Hofstra
and, therefore, should be a part of the processes by
which the school continues. This quality of Hofstra
life is noted in the Dean’s message in the catalogue;
Dean Regan states, ‘“‘Students also participate
actively in the governnance of the school, serving
as voting members at faculty meetings and on
committees.”

2. The people who have been admitted through

the SAC process have tended to perform poorly

academically and to have been

“‘unremarkable’’ people in the law school.

Hofstra has represented itself as an innovative
law school. In the catalogue, the Dean makes
special mention of the diversity of the student body.
He states, ‘““A profile of an entering class would
show a rich and diverse mix of men and women who
had distinguished themselves in college, in other
careers, or in their drive to succeed” We think that
the Committee’s role concretely signifies the law
school’s perception that students are more than
grades and scores.

Just as an entering class is diverse, so are the
performances of students throughout their law
school careers. We reject the notion that class rank
is the only or best indicator of students’ success in
law school or of their subsequent performance as
attorneys. We think that students who, for some
reason, do not perforrn well on tests also have a
place in law school.

In this memorandum, we will not present data
concerning the academic performance of students

admitted through the SAC process. We believe that
data about only such students would not be very
useful. If academic performance data is to be

~scrutinized, it would have meaning only if “SAC”

students were viewed in comparison to students

admitted through the various other admissions
processes. If the school seeks to measure the

‘academic performance of various groups of

students, it is unfair to single out “SAC” students
without similarly measuring that of students
grouped by undergraduate college, major, age, or
admissions category.

There are several problems in answering the
charge that students admitted through the SAC
process are unremarkable, not the least of which is
that unremarkability has not been defined for us.
We reject a definition which measures
remarkability solely by the degree to which
students participate in organized activities.

The more serious difficulty in answering the
charge is the following: Thus far, the Committee
has not kept records of how its candidates fare,
either academically or otherwise. Any rebuttal is,
therefore, anecdotal. No students know they were
admitted through operation of this Committee
unless they have reviewed their admissions files.
Those who have and who want to offer themselves
as examples may do so. There are two ways we
could discover how candidates have fared other
than academically. The first would be for us to ask
all students to review their files, determine how
they were admitted, and come forward with case-
history-type evidence. We did not choose this op-
tion, believing that it would put students so ad-

‘mitted in an unfair and uncomfortable position.

The second method would be for committee
members to list what we know about candidates
and present this information to the faculty. This we
reject also. It would be an unnecessary invasion of
privacy. Even if the data were presented to the

(Continued on Page6)

Viewpoint/

MOOT COURT:

Reflections Of A First
Year Guinea Pig

by Cindy Orbach

Before I started law school, I'd heard much about the Moot Court
experience: how it was one of the most exciting times in the first year,
and how much you gained from the experience. In short, Moot Court
was supposed to be the highlight of one’s first year in law school.

Well, darkness set in for me this year. Heralded as a ‘“‘new
program,”’ it was decided by the powers that be that it was time for a
change. And what a change it was.

We (the first year class) came back from vacation one week earlier
than the rest of the student body. At 9:00 a.m. on Monday morning we
were addressed by a wise old judge from Nassau County who told us to
speak up and get to the point quickly when we had our oral arguments.
After that sixty-minute speech filled with judicial witticisms, we were
called up to the front of the room to receive our packets with our case
problems.

And then we were off. Two hundred plus hungry law students at-
tacked the library as if it were steak and they hadn’t eaten for a week.
By the end of the second day, the state digest which I needed was

- nowhere to be found. It remained ‘‘missing in action” for the rest of

the moot court weeks.
I suppose you expect me to go into a dirge regarding the lack of

consideration on the part of my fellow students. Happily, except for
the usual problem with the reshelving of books, the group of us stuck
together and lent each other much-needed support. After all, who else
could we turn to? We had no assigned advisors. Granted, there were
question and answer periods set aside—but every time you ran into a
blind alley or had a question when a session was not close at hand,
were you supposed to run to one of the faculty for help? How
much better it would have been if we had personal second and third
year advisors (the procedure every year prior to this) to keep us from
going off the deep end.

Much too soon January 26, 1981 came: time to hand in the briefs. In

other law schools, you hand in an outline, a first draft of the brief, and
then a final draft. After both the outline and the flrst draft you would
have a conference with the faculty to find ou 1 were g¢ 1 the
right direction. If you weren’t, time remained t'or you to correct the
inevitable mistakes before you hand in your final draft. In our
situation we made our own outline, first draft, and final without the
benefit of counsel.

After handing in the papers, we waited until the date our oral
argument was posted. Before the actual oral argument, we had to
attend the only class given on moot court, a three-hour lecture on oral
advocacy. It was very interesting to watch real live lawyers blow it in
court. You got ideas. on what to do (and what not to do) before the
judge. After two weeks of confusion it was a pleasure to finally have a
class to attend.

Second semester classes began, and every day at 3:00 p.m., a group
of students gathered around the bulletin board for Moot Court an-
nouncements. Day after day we would return to see if we were ‘““up,”
half hoping that we weren’t and yet wanting to get it over with.

My day finally came. My judges were fair and prepared. As I

represented the side which had to be morse vigorously defended, they
questioned me the hardest, yet were not intimidating. After it was
over, we were told we did just fine for our first time out and were given
some constructive criticisms on arguments each side could have
emphasized. The faculty judge then told us to come in for an ap-
pointment so that he could discuss our briefs with us individually.

I was one of the lucky ones when it came to judges. Stories were
related of judges not being prepared and of those bent more on an-
noying the student than on being an effective judge. Students’
critiques ranged from five minutes to an hour. Perhaps that was the
most realistic aspect about moot court; how many times in real life
practice does the case outcome depend on the type of judge presiding?

I do not sit and relate my experiences to attack the faculty and
moot court board who put in many hours of hard work. However,
many of us are disappointed and feel cheated. Thus, I write to suggest
changes to correct the program.

In the future, student advisors are a must—if only to provide a
shoulder to cry on. Second, there should be classes on how to begin the
work thrust at us. I wasted many days on research that could have

"been avoided if we had had some basic review as to how to approach

the problems presented. I realize we had just finished legal writing
and research, but one course does not a lawyer make. We just felt so
confused and lost; a few classes might have abated that feeling.
Third, outside judges add to the allure of Moot Court. It also adds to
the law school and feeds the egos of prominent attorneys who might be
so impressed with our writing and oratory skills that they might give
us a summer job. Well, we can dream, can’t we? Fourth, a teacher-
student critique of an outline and first draft (as was mentioned
earlier) would be extremely helpful.

Moot Court is designed to be a very important learning experience.
Let us hope that next year’s guinea pigs benefit from this year’s
mistakes.




Nassau District Attorney

Addresses Law School

by Jeremy Metz

Nassau District Attorney Denis
Dillon delivered what he termed
his first political speech since
declaring his candidacy for a
third term before some 60 Hof-
stra Law students in a forum
sponsored by the Democratic
Law Students.

Speaking before an en-
thusiastic audience, Dillon cited
his accomplishments in office:
depoliticizing the District At-
torney’s Office, investigating
“legal graft,” drastically cutting
the backlog of felony cases, and
increasing the conviction rate
from 75 percent in 1974 to 93
percent, with an increase in jail
terms for the same period
doubling from 1-3 to 2-3 of those
convicted.

He said he has met a mixed
reception to his efforts to
depoliticize the D.A.'s office.
“It’s very important to remove
the office from politics,
especially when we do political
corruption cases’’ he explained.
To accomplish this, he forbids the
Assistant District Attorneys from
attending political fund raisers or
from contributing to campaigns,
including his own. Before he took
office in 1974, Dillon reported that
Assistant District Attorneys
were required to be members of
the (Republican) County Com-
mittee, and to contribute 1 per
cent of their salary to the cam-
paign.

As part of his attempt to raise
the public awareness of “legal
graft’’ he used the grand jury to
investigate suspicious activities.
For example, D.A. Dillon

Dean

Search
Update

by Richard James Burke

University President James
Shuart’s February 5, 1981 bi-
weekly student media meeting
began with a discussion of the
search for a new Law School
Dean.

The President began by ex-
plaining that he was unable to
answer any of the questions in
any detail because he still had to
meet one more time with the
trustees of the University. He
pointed out that there are
traditional procedures that
Hofstra follows in these in-
stances, such as search com-
mittees composed of faculty,
administration, students, and
alumni. However, he added that
there have been recom-
mendations, some from the Law
School, not to follow traditional
procedures but, because of the
lateness of the situation, to use
exceptional techniques instead.
President Shuart would not ex-
pand upon what those technigues
might be, but did say that he
would try to chose the best ap-
proach from all those recom-
mended to him.

There was one question left
unanswered: Why has this been
allowed to drag on so long?

described how towns and cities in
Nassau County had deposited
funds in non-interest bearing
accounts. Those banks then
contributed to the incumbent
officials’ campaigns. He esti-
mated interest losses to towns
and cities at about 6 million
dollars.

He lashed out at Chief Judge
Cooke for transferring three
Nassau County criminal judges
to New York City to aid in civil
matters. The result, he stated,
was that the county jail is now
severely overcrowded. “Fifty-
three percent of those in the jail
have never been convicted of a
crime, and are awaiting pre-trial

conferences in inhuman con-
ditions, and are people who are
presumed to be innocent!”’

In response to student’s
questions about his position on
the death penalty, Dillon stated
that while he personally favors
life imprisonment without parole,
there is ‘““no question that the
death penalty deters crime.”’ The
real question according to Dillon,
iIs whether the death penalty is
the best ‘“method.” Citing
specific examples, he explained
that juries are reluctant to
convict in capital cases, and that
capital cases usually wind up in
appellate courts, where they are
closely scrutinized.

Denis Dillon
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ON TARGET

AGAIN!
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BRC students had no cause for concern on four of the six
essay questions on the July 1980 New York Bar Exam,
because Joe Marino, Sr, a virtual legend in New York bar
review (with over 35 years of experience) thoroughly analyzed
the issues that appeared on those questions during the bar

review lectures.

BRC’s amazing ability to “predict” many bar exam issues
Is only one of the critical differences that give our students
a competitive edge on the exam. Ask a BRC representative

for others.

YOUR BRC REPS:

honnie Raymond

Andrew Nathan
Stephen Levitt
Denise Wolfbiss

Susan Lee Mandel
Alese Ginsburg
Barry Mehlman

Nancy Santiago

John Story =
Phil Rogers '*"5:',?
%,
""""I/III/

SENIORS:
NON=SENIORS:

Eastern Regional Office:
/1 Broadway, 17th Floor
New York, New York 10006

212-344-6180
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AMarino-Josephson/BRC

ENROLL NOW, SAVE $25,00!
ENROLL NOW, SAVE $150,00,

Bill Rebolini.
John Papa

Evan Torgan
Arnold Keith
Dave Dean

Mime Silver
Barbara Yellen
Laura Miller
Matt Radin
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Letters to the Editor

To the Editor:

First I want to thank CON-
SCIENCE and Mr. Wayne
Landesman for publiczing the
International  Property In-
vestment Journal. I alsoam very
hopeful that IPLJ will contribute
to Hofstra’s growing reputation.
There are, however, a few
details concerning the initial
organization and structure of the
IPIJ which might be misun-
derstood on the basis of the
second paragraph of Mr. Lan-
desman’s article. I think it is
especially important to make
these clarifications since doing so
will result in the recognition of
important contributions of in-
dividuals unmentioned in the
article.

The concept of the IP1J is that
it is to be a unique joint
production of law students and
persons outside the Law School,
primarily interested
academicians and practitioners.
Therefore, what Mr. Halper
suggested was that the
arganizations with which he Is
connected co-sponsor with
Hofstra Law School the IPLJ.
Thus the IP1J is sponsored by
Hofstra Law School, the World
Association of Lawyers and the
International Institute for Real
Estate Studies. It was this idea
that Mr. Halper brought to Dean
Regan last winter. Dean Regan
immediately saw the benefits

which association with the IPLJ
could bring to the Law School. He
discussed the matter with Dean
Resnick, Professors Lane and
Orlofsky and myself. We have all
worked to bring the IPIJ into
being.

Neither the World Association
o Lawyers nor the International
Institute for Real Estate Studies
has made any financial com-
mitment to Hofstra Law School.
The IPLJ is currently completing
negotiations on agreements with
an established academic
publisher, Harwood Academic
Publishers, and its sister
organization, Gordon & Breech,
Inc. These companies will in fact
undertake the financial risks of
printing, marketing and
distributing and will receive most
of the profit, if any. A good
working relation exists with
Marty Gordon, President of each
of the publishing companies. We
expect the IPIJ to have an im-
mediate audience, upon its first
publication, primarily with
academic libraries, not only in
the United States but throughout
the rest of the world.

Due to this arrangement with a
commercial publisher, the IP1J
requires little financial
assistance from  Hofstra,
althoughI am glad to say thatthe
Dean has found the minimal
funds needed so far, and has

provided the IPLJ with some
working space.

Although the Law School has
not made a heavy financial
commitment to the IPLJ, the
venture is primarily academic
from the point of view of the Law
School. The faculty has approved
the venture in principle and has
been extremely supportive of the
entire Faculty Committee for the
IP1J. That committee, which has
included Professors Lane,
Orlofsky and myself since last
winter, was enlarged and given
an official status after the faculty
vote approving the IP1J. Its other
members are Professors Agata,
Wypyski, Bohrer, Bush and
Geraghty.

Thus the IPILJ has had, and
continues to have, the benefit of
many helping hands on the
faculty and in the outside world.
It is built on a unique concept
which, hopefully, will offer
student editors an extra bonus of
direct and continuing contact
with U.S. and foreign prac-
titioners and  academics.
Moreover—and .this I find the
most exciting thing—it 1is
arganized to serve the whole
broad reach of land and related
property investment and
development. This is a vibrant
field in which the “international
transaction” is emerging from
the realm of the exotic into the
realm of an everyday reality.

Of course, I would be wrong to
lose the other opportunity that

Student Admissions Committee Defended...

(Continued from page 4)

faculty without the naming of names, it is probable
that some people would be recognizable. We are
unwilling to do this in an open facully meeting.
Finally, we do not think that we could measure
remarkability or unremarkability accurately: we
may not know all the students; we are not privy to
every incisive remark made in the classroom; we
may not know what students do outside the school
that is also a part of legal education.

3. There are confidentiality problems where

students review files of those who may be

students.

The catalogue states that, “In cases of applicants
who have low SAT (sic) or GPA scores, the Student
Admissions Committee will make recom-
mendations to the Dean after it thoroughly reviews
each application as well as recommendations and
related materials.”” Presumably, candidates who
do not wish such review even now could ask not to
have it and expect their request to be honored. The
Committee has no objection to formalizing this by
the institution of a waiver allowing applicants to
state explicitly whether or not they want their
applications considered by the SAC. Although it can
be argued that this option is a non-choice because
everyone will want the fullest consideration
possible, it, in fact, would force candidates to
decide and take their chances as they wish. It is
analogous to the waiver on access to recom-
mendations in use at many universities and
graduate“Schools. '

A suggestion has been made that only third-year
students review applications; with any luck, those
students would not be at Hofstra when the can-
didates become students. We do not believe that
this is feasible. The Committee benefits from a
varied membership, including an experienced
group of members—those who already have served
for one or two years; these people help to assure the
smooth operation of the Committee. We find the
membership of first-year students particularly
valuable because these students are so close to the
application process. Finally, there might be a
problem in finding 43 members of the third-year
class who have the time to serve. |

We want to note that the Committee has tried to
discipline itself in this regard by providing that a
breach of confidentiality results in automatic ex-
pulsion from the Committee. (The Committee also
forbids members who know candidates from

participating in the discussion of that candidate. If

a member wishes to support such a candidate, he or

she may do so by writing a recommendation, which
is an option available to all members of the law
school community.)
[II. The Timing of This Decision

We wish to note that we think that all interested in
this decision would have been better served if this
issue had been raised earlier in this academic year.
We have been led to believe that the question of the
continued existence of the SAC stems from com-
ments unfavorable to student review of ap-
plications made by the ABA Accreditation Com-
mittee in the last academic year. If this is so, we
cannot understand why the Dean has waited to
raise the issue until the moment we were to begin
reviewing applications rather than doing so in
September when all parties would have had more
time to discuss the Committee’s role.
IV. Recommendations

We urge the faculty to advise the Dean to retain
the Student Admissions Committee. We believe that
it is an integral part of those elements which mark
Hofstra as a distinctive law school. We note from
our own experience that a significant attraction
Hofstra offered us was the active role of students in
many facets of the school’s governance. It was and
is of importance to us that Hofstra regards students
as capable of participating in this manner. To
abolish this role would lessen the distinction bet-
ween Hofstra and schools such as St. John’s,
Brooklyn, Cardozo, and New York Law. We would
like to remind the faculty that many of us came
here despite the lackluster environment of both the
University as a whole and the immediate suburban
surroundings because this kind of difference exists.

The Committee’s role clearly incicates the im-
portance Hofstra places on considering applicants
as individuals. We do not deny the importance of
the ability to do law school work, but we believe
that such ability may be manifested in ways which
cannot be measured quantitatively. We think that
the Committee furthers an important goal—having

a rich mix of people participate in the process that

is legal education.

We would welcome further study of the Com-
mittee’s operation by the faculty. We invite faculty
members to observe our meetings. We are willing
to form a joint student-faculty group to evaluate

further the Committee’s role in the admissions §

process.

this letter gives me. It permits
me to congratulate the Editorial
Board and the staff of the IPLJ.
Their enthusiasm and In-
telligence and their willingness to
work have all been tremendous.
We all have the highest hopes for
the IP1J. In any case I think that
the Faculty Committee and the
Board and Staff know that they
have undertakena project that is
important to them and that, if
they are successful, it will result
in an important new institution
connected with Hofstra Law
School.

BernardE.Jacob

Laud Dillon Talk

The following letter was
received by Charles Holster,
President of the Democratic Law
Students Association from Sherry
J. Friedman, Assistant Dean.

I would like to take this op-
portunity to thank you and the
rest of the officers in your
association for arranging the
important and pertinent talk
given by Denis Dillon. Mr.
Dillon’s talk served to create
positive publicity for your
association while, at the same
time, providing for a prestigious
guest speaker to visit the Law
School.

I look forward to future
presentations of this kind.

Committe

Threatened...

(Continued from page 1)

they could obtain more in-
formation. '
Dean Regan told CON-
SCIENCE that the issue was first
raised by American Bar
Association examiners visited
the school last Spring. They
questioned whether the student
SAC members are sufficiently
protective of the applicants right
to privacy. Dean Regan stated
that there is no drop-off in the
quality of those students .ad-
mitted through SAC. The Dean
re-affirmed the law school’s
committment to “total life ex-
perience” and social concern as
admissions criteria, but he stated
that he would accept whatever
decision the faculty makes.

The members of SAC have
written a memorandum to the
faculty defending their program.
The members maintained that
there is no confidentiality breach,
pointing out that prospective
students could be asked whether
they want to be considered by
SAC. The members say that SAC
“is an integral part of those
elements which mark Hofstra as
a distinctive law school.”

Vi ewpo int / %

by Ron Frier

When Curtis Sliwa formed his group of public defen-
ders, there were only 13 members and the group was
called ‘“The Magnificent 13.”” The group now comprises
over 1000 members. The Angels have branched out to
cover Long Island and may someday take to the streets of
other major metropolitan cities

The purpose of the Angels is viewed by some with
suspicion and mistrust. It is tough for most people to
believe that others wauld engage in life-threatening ac-
tivity to help strangers. Some view the group as having a
“master plan’’ to organize a youth revolution to take over
the country. Ms. Evers denied all of the evil intent
theories and stated that the goal of the group and its
members is to help society and gain self-respect in the
process. Hard core inner city youth grow up facing a
problem. Frustration about the evil world around them
often turns to anger and anger to violence. The Guardian
Angels offers these young people a choice. They can join
the group and have a positive effect on the evil and
thereby become worthwhile individuals. Frustration is
channeled into a constructive force. This opportunity to
‘““do good’’ has even attracted the attention of mambers of
New York City’s street gang leaders. Ms. Evers claimed
that gang leaders have joined the group and have become
crime fighters instead of crime perpetrators.

We need the Angels because police stand by while crime
takes place. More often, the police simply don’t go into the
dangerous areas that the Angels are willing to patrol. The
Angels serve as a psychological deterrent to would-be

muggers. It is far less likely that a mugging would occur
when a band of Angels is in the area ready to lend a hand

to the victim.

The members of the Guardian Angels pay their own
subway fares and use their own money to call police and
Angel headquarters. The headquarters is located in a rat-
infested building in the Bronx. If victims offer money to
the Angels for saving them, it is a rule of the group that
they must refuse to accept it. All this and still, many City

officials oppose the group.

Despite the lack of City support, the work of the Angels
goes on. With crime an epidemic, one wonders why the
Guardian Angels are not given the recognition they
rightly deserve. Should volunteer firefighters be hindered
in their efforts to help society too? They risk their lives to

good.

fight fires for no apparent reason They must be up to no

]
!
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EDITORIALS

A SELF-FULFILLING PROPHESY

The Reagan Administration’s flirtation with the affairs of El
Salvador demands our attention and concern. The President repor-
tedly decided to intervene in the conflict between ‘‘leftist’’ guerillas
and the ‘“center-right’’ civilian-military junta because the situation in
the tiny Central-American nation was ‘“‘so different from Vietnam”’
and because helping the El Salvadoran government defeat a small
“Marxist-led’’ insurgency in America’s backyard, according to
Presidential Counselor Edwin Meese, would ‘‘stop the expansion -of
Communism throughout the world.”

The Administration takes great pains to stress that the 19 military
men in El Salvador serve not as, in the Vietnam analogy, advisors, but
as ‘‘instructors’’ (an additional 50 are sought). A counter-insurgency
expert, Col Eldon L. Cummings, however, heads the U.S. military
assistance group there.

As American military presence in El Salvador grows (remember
that the initial U.S. involvement in Vietnam similarly started on such a
scale), the administration could turn El Salvador into a Vietnam.

The Administration’s public acknowledgement that American in-
volvement in El Salvador serves as a ‘‘winnable’”’ test of resolve
against Communist expansion concommitantly invites a greater
Soviet challenge, and the Soviets will have even less to ‘““lose.”” The
Kremlin can fault local ‘‘revolutionary leadership’’ if the Ad-
ministration does ‘‘succeed;’’ and if the guerillas do win (which most
familiar with El Salvador do not foresee under the current cir-
cumstances), the Soviets score.

International politics is not a game where nations and internal op-
position groups are played as pawns. Approached in such a manner,
everyone loses. -

The political situation in El Salvador, unlike Vietnam, seems sub-
stantially to favor that Central American government. Even in El
Salvador, military leaders and the civilian President, Jose Napoleon
Duarte, assert that their greater need is for economic aid, particularly
to fund such social reforms as land distribution. Robert E. White,
Carter’s Ambassador to El Salvador, stated that military aid could
compromise the position of President Duarte and other moderates in
“the junta. He further advocated social reforms and political recon-
ciliation to defeat the guerillas.

Government programs, such as land-distribution, account for much
of the loss of guerilla popular support. It is here that American
assistance can be most useful. What most distinguishes the United
States from the Soviet Union is that in addition to arms, America can
supply substantial economic and technical assistance.

STUDENT INPUT NEEDED

At their Tuesday, March 10, 1981 meeting, the faculty will decide the
fate of the Student Admissions Committee. Originally scheduled for
Thursday, March 5, mature ‘“‘intervened”’ to adjourn the meeting to
the new date.

The issue surfaced as the February, 1981 CONSCIENCE was at the
printer. Due to its urgency, we inserted a ‘‘late bulletin’’ to alert the

law school community to Dean Regan’s request to the Academic
Stardards Committee that they examine the Student Admissions

Committee.

While Dean Regan has flatly stated he has never ‘‘appeared’’ before
the Academic Standards Committee to raise the issue of students in-
volvement in the law school’s admission process, the Academic
Standards Committee voted, three faculty to two students, to disband
the Student Admissions Committee. The Dean explained that the issue
was first raised by the A.B.A. examiners who visited here last Spring.

They questioned whether student examinations of individual ap-

plications breached the confidentiality of those applicants; that IS

March, 1981 conscience 7

Corey B. Bearak

Editor-in-Chief
Managing Editors Linda Ashley
Robert M. Schaufeld
Senior News Editor Suzy Mandel
Layout Editors Robert Rediger
- Alan Bochner
Photography Editor Ted Sklar
- Associate Editor Glen Wolther

Staff:

Pete Aloe Laurie March
Richard James Burke Jeremy Metz

Ron Frier Kenneth Mollins
Eddie Geller Cindy Orbach
Wayne Landesman Brian T. Tanenbaum
Roy Landy

CONSCIENCE is distributed free of charge to members of the
law school community. Funding comes from adve: tising revenue.

and the student activity fee. Subscriptions for all others: $5 per

year. | |
CONSCIENCE is published on a monthly basis from August to

May by the students of Hofstra University’s School of Law.
Hempstead, New York 11550.

right to privacy. No question was raised however, on whether ad-
ministrative personnel or faculty members could similarly breach an
applicant’s confidentiality.

Though the Academic Standards Committee considered the A.B.A.
concern whether student review breached an applicant’s privacy,
CONSCIENCE fears the faculty prefers to abolish the Student Ad-
missions Committee for other reasons. No evidence exists, yet some
faculty raise questions as fo the performance of individuals admitted
through the Student Admissions Committee. Others question the
propriety of ‘‘total life experience’’ and social concern as bases for
admission to law school.

(Less than ten percent of the applicants to Hofstra Law School are
admitted through the Student Admissions Committee).

Dean Regan re-affirmed the Law School’s committment to ‘‘total life
experience’’ and social concern as bases for admission. He also stated
there is no discernable drop-off in quality in those students admitted
through the Student Admission Committee. They perform as well as
students admitted based on the ‘‘normal’ criteria.

The faculty, however, need not decide the matter Tuesday to prevent
the Student Committee from considering applicants for next year. The
Student Admissions Committee can not examine any applications until

the faculty settles the question. If the faculty tables a decision on the
matter Tuesday, it will be too late this year for the traditional student
involvement in the law school’s admissions process. The issue should
have been addressed early last Fall. Hofstra is becoming notorious for
decision-making delays—perhaps in the hope that critics will go away
(graduate?).

When the real issue is whether the faculty as a body is secure enough
to trust that their students as capable future practitioners can con-
tribute to their law school by participating in its administration. Could
it be that ‘‘self-government’’ is acceptable only where those in power

whether student examiners are sufficiently protective of applicants’

Letters...

To the Editor:

As many o you know, one
student will be selected to speak
at our conimencement exercises
this year. The graduating class

will decide, by popular vote, who

that person will be.

We could choose the most
popular of the candidates or the
one with the highest grade point
average. We might even vote for
the one who makes the funniest or
most intelligent in-class com-
ments. But these are not the

(Continued from page 6)

Speakews Test Proposed

proper critena tor selecting the
best public speaker for our
graduation.

The best way to choose between
several qualified candidates for
this job is to hear all those who
wish to compete and compare
them on the spot. We should hear
all those who wish to make a five
minute speech on any subject <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>