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uA·· Professor Sets Guidelines 
by Maria Khan 

"The Lonesome Death of Hattie Carroll" 
BY BOB DYLAN 

William Zanzinger killed poor Hallie Carroll 
With a cane that he twirled around his diamond ring linger 
At a Baltimore hotel society galh 'rin: 
And the cops were called in and his weapon took from him 
As they rode him in custody down to the station 
And b ooked William Zanzinger lor first-degree murder. 
But you who philosophize disgrace and criticize all/ears, 
Take the rag away from your lace. 
Now ain 'I the lime lor your tears. 
William Zanzinger, who at 24 years 
Owns a tobacco farm of 600 acres 
With rich wealthy parents who provide and protect him 
And high oUice relations in the politics of Maryland, 
Reacted to his deed with a shrug of his shoulders 
And swear words and sneering, and his tongue it was a snarling, 
In a matter of minutes on bail was out walking. 
But you who philosophize disgrace and criticize all/ears, 
Take the rage away from your lace. 
Now ain 'I the lime lor your tears. 
Hallie Carroll was a maid of the kitchen. 
She was 51 years old and gave birth to 10 children 
Who carried the dishes and look out/he garbage 
And never sal once at the head of the table 

Professor Michael Block 

And didn 't even talk to the people at the table 
Who just cleaned up all/he food from the table 
And emptied the ashtrays on a whole other level, 
Got killed by a blow, lay slain by a cane 
That sailed through the air and came down through the room, 
Doomed and determined to destroy all the gentle. 
And she never done nothing to William Zanzinger. 
But you who philosophize disgrace and criticize all/ears, 
Take the rag away from your lace. 
Now ain 'I the lime lor your tears. 
In the courtroom of honor, the judge pounded his gavel 
To show that all's equal and that the courts are on the level 
And that the strings in the books ain't pulled and persuaded 
And that even the nobles gel properly handled 
Once that the cops have chased alter and caught 'em 
And that the ladder of law has no lop and no bottom, 
Stared at the person who killed lor no reason 
Who just happened to be leelin' that way without warnin: 
And he spoke through his cloak, most deep and distinguished, 
And handed out strongly, lor penalty and repentance, 
William Zanzinger with a six-month sentence. 
Oh, but you who philosophize disgrace and criticize all/ears, 
Bury the rag deep in your lace 
For now's the time lor your tears. 

The sentence given William Zanzinger is the ultimate 
example of judicial discretion run amok. But Dylan's lyrics 
may summarize why a generation once wholeheartedly 
committed to individual freedom ultimately helped to elect a 
Congress which, for the first time in the nation's history, 
restricted the federal judiciary's absolute privilege in 
sentencing. 

The process began in 1984, when Congress passed the 
Comprehensive Crime Control Act which provided for the 
creation of a permanent U.S. Sentencing Commission and 
charged it with the responsibility of"[ establishing) sentencing 
policies and practices for the federal criminal justice 
system." Those policies were to be accompanied by 
"detailed guidelines prescribing the appropriate sentences 
for offenders convicted of federal crimes." 

The idea of mandatory sentencing guidelines was not, on 
the whole, warmly received by the judiciary, and it was all 
but jeered by the bulk of the defense bar. 

In spite of those objections, in 1985, then-President 
Ronald Reagan appointed seven sentencing commissioners, 
including UA Law and Economics Professor Michael Block. 
For two years, Block and his fellow commissioners worked to 
meet Congress' demand for sentencing recommendations 
and, in 1987, presented to it the "Guidelines Manual", an 
inch-thick document that prescribes" appropriate sentences 
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UA Professor Sets Guidelines ... 
(continued from page 1) 

for each class of convicted persons, based on offense 
behavior categories and offender characteristic categories." 

The job of the Commission, however, did not end there. 
The commissioners (whose six-year terms are staggered) 
were also given the responsibility of annually revising their 
guidelines. 

But before even the first of those revisions was submitted, 
internal differences began to d isturb the structure of the 
Commission which had , ironically, preservered through so 
much external controversy. 

In February of 1988, Rutgers University Law Professor Paul 
Robinson resigned from the Commission, reportedly due, in 
part, to its refusal to use existing scientific data when setting 
sentences. A year and a half later- on August 22, 1989 -
Block, primarily for the same reason, turned in his resigna
tion to President George Bush. 

Block said in an interview that the Commission was not 
dedicated to research as a basis for sentencing law and 
pointed to the area of white collar crime as an example of 
what he called its "inappropriately intuitive" approach. 

"The Commission raised the sentences for fraud without 
any clear rationale as to how the guidelines were really 
working. They just perceived the Congress wanted them 
raised and they were charging ahead for symbolic reasons," 
Block said. "It was sort of a know-nothing egalitarianism. The 
majority of the Commission, being quite conservative, felt 
that they needed to treat all criminals equally. It sounds 
good, but it's a slogan. I don't think you can use slogans to set 
sentencing policy when you're a commissioner." 

Although Commission Chairman William Wilkins could 
not be reached for comment, in an interview with the 
Washington Post in August, he claimed the group had done 
more research than any "agency in the history of this 
country." 

Block noted, however, that the Commission has not had a 
director of research for more than a year and said the result 
has been that commissioners have taken too close a role in 
research projects and have used them to push their 

particular points of view. He said the Commission would not, 
for example, initiate independe nt research in the area of 
criminal career provisions. 

"Third time offenders for certain selective offenses were 
doing 20 to 25 years, and I wa s trying to get them to consider 
not reducing the amount of imprisonment, but reallocating 
the imprisonment," he said. "But they refused to do that 
because symbolically it didn't look good. 

"My view is that, while this appears to b e a n extre mely get
tough commission, they're the criminals' fr iend in the long 
run beca use if you do something like this - you raise the 
sentences without a theory, without data- they won't survive. 
They'll be battered around in the courts and eventually 
battered around in Congress." 

According to Block, his attempt to use research as a basis 
for sentencing corporate defenda nts has been largely 
ignored by the Commission. 

His proposal, which draws heavily on the O ptima l Pena lty 
Theory of crime control that was developed by economists 
over the past 20 years, is summarized in his "Discussion 
Draft of Sentencing G uidelines and Policy Statements for 
Organizations," which was submitted to the Commission in 
July of 1988. 

In an article he wrote, Block explained his theory of 
sentencing corporate defendants: 

"The theory requires that the monetary sanction for a crime 
be a multiple of the loss caused by the offense, where the 
multiple is set so to just compensate for the fact that not all 
such crimes are detected and sanctioned. If the liklihood 
that a particular course of criminal conduct will be sanctioned 
is only one in four, then the offender is required to pay four 
times the loss ... Under Optimal Penalty approach to 
corporate sentencing, how seriously a particular offense is 
sanctioned depends on what is essentially a monetized 
measure of the loss both to immediate victims and to 
society." 

Block, who will be teaching a course in sentencing in the 
College of Law during the fall semester of 1990, is now a full
time Tucson resident and is currently teaching classes in 
Economics. 

Craig Hunsaker and Richard 
Pietrofesso await the 
results of the preliminary 
rounds at the Regional 
Moot Court Competition, 
which was held in Salt Lake 
City last October. 
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The Unknown Rules; The Honor Code 

At one's entrance into the illustrious 
institution known as the University of 
Arizona College of Law, students are 
told about the strict guide lines that will 
shape their be havior d uring their three 
years as students. These guidelines are 
codifi ed in the Honor Code, enacted 
by the students for the students. On 
initiation day, the Assistant Dea ns 
explain that if a nyone knows of one 
who breaks the rules, they are deputized 
to report these known violations. 

The Honor Code has been an 
enigma for most students because it is 
a complex body of administrative 
hyperbole tha t is nearly impossible to 
understand. This article will shed some 
light on the Honor Code and propose 
some thought- provoking discussion on 
the possibilities for the future of 
the Honor Code. Topics will include 
the new proposed cha nges in the 
Honor Code which were developed by 
Professor Gus Eckhart a s chairperson 
of the revision committee. Also, this 
article wi ll evaluate the current sanc
tions, enforcement, and compliance 
with the proper administrative guide
lines. Finally, we will look to the fac ulty
stude nt relationship to see if any 
possibilities for abuse exist in that 
area. 

Whe n a student suspects that some
one has violated the Honor Code, he 
or she is compelled to te ll the appro
priate authority. Associate Dea n 
Atwood is the one to inform, a nd it is 
important to note tha t she is currently 
the chair of the Honor Council. In an 
interview, Dean Atwood said tha t she 
is in the precarious position of initia ting 
proceedings, as well as ha ving the 
responsib ility to prosecute these indi
viduals. Dean Atwood believes that in 
a ll fairness to the accused she should 
only have the responsibility for one of 
these duties . The new code has 
provided for this confl ict, a nd the 
Associate Dean will only be responsible 
for the prosecution of students and will 
not be a member of the Honor Council. 

When a student feels that a violation 
may have occurred, he or she is rarely 
interested in doing more than reporting 
the initial suspicion of the viola tion. 
This creates prob lems for the Honor 
Council because they have no witness 
with which to further the prosecution. 
This exa~t situation occurred at the 

by Reid L. Robsahm 

end of last year. A student reported to 
Associate Dean Atwood that he/she 
had seen a fe llow student write over 
the a llotted time d uring a final exami
nation. The student had no desire to 
participate further than reporting the 
viola tion. Dea n Atwood was asked 
what, if a nything, had been done in 
response to this a llegation. She stated 
tha t this matter had been brought before 
the entire Honor Council, and inter
views with the suspected student had 
been conducted. The Honor Council 
decided there was inconclusive evi
dence with which to impose a serious 
sanction, so a minor sanction, such 
as a verbal warning, was imposed. 
Associate Dean Atwood did not feel 
tha t she could discuss this further or 
disclose any more information because 
this had been an informal action by the 
Honor Council. 

The new Honor Code would remedy 
the proof problem by forcing students 
to participa te in the prosecution of 
suspected violators. Under the pro
posed code it would be a violation of 
the Honor Code to fail to cooperate in 
the prosecution of a fellow student, 
and the fellow student would be told of 
the reporting student's identity. Some 
students may feel that their duty has 
b een fulfilled by the mere reporting of 
the violation, although this may make 
prosecution difficult a t times. 

In 1987 a serious violation occurred, 
a nd the Honor Council brought its fu ll 
power to bear on the student in a very 
severe manner. The Honor Council 
found that a student had knowingly 
misrepresented his/her grade point 
a verage on his resume in the hopes of 
getting a better job. The council 
decided that this warranted having a 
perma nent written reprimand placed 
on the student's transcripts. This written 
admonishment still remains. In the past 
two years this is the most drastic 
sa nction that has been imposed . Twice 
the Honor Council decided to notify 
the professor of a violation, and one 
othe r time an oral reprimand was 
given. Although the Honor Code is a 
negative entity, it is encouraging to 
know that, for the most part, the student 
body is honest. 

O ne proble m with the Honor Code is 
the lack of notice to the student body in 
general. Although there are two student 
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representa tives on the council, for the 
most part, the average student doesn't 
have any knowledge of what occurs a t 
the council meetings. In talking with 
Dean Atwood she explained that the 
student body, per the Honor Code, is 
supposed to receive notice of any 
action taken by the Honor Council. 
This notice is to be placed on the 
bulletin board downstairs, and con
fidentiality is maintained. This notice 
proviso serves the important function of 
explaining to the students what is 
inappropriate conduct. Associate Dean 
Atwood could not explain why but, to 
the best of her know ledge, this notifica
tion has not occurred in the past few 
years. She searched but was unable to 
produce copies of any notices saying 
they were not available. If the Honor 
Code is for the benefit of the student 
body, they should be made aware of 
any action taken by the Honor Council. 
The new Honor Code provides that 
notice will be more involved and 
complete. It provides for the publica
tion of the date of every meeting of the 
Honor Council, and allows those inter
ested to a ttend. 

The proposed new Honor Code 
relieves a very confusing area in 
the administration of this law school. 
Professor Eckhart, in conjunction with a 
student group from SBA, has created 
an organized and logical solution to 
problem areas which need to be 
addressed. The current Honor Code is 
complex and impossible to under
stand. It has a category called 
"General Student Conduct" which en
compasses a nything offensive, threat
ening, or unprofessional. There is no 
explana tory provisions which can help 
a student decide what is, or is not, 
sanctionable conduct. The proposed 
code provides a clear, concise explan
ation of what specifically will be a 
violation under the prior guise of 
general student conduct. For example , 
the proposed code provides a clear 
and concise definition of plagiarism in 
an attempt to avoid any future problems. 

Most students here at the University 
of Arizona College of Law have heard 
horror stories of competing against 
students who are rela ted to the pro
fessor who is teaching the course. 
Obviously this is a n area which is 

(continued on page 6) 
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Independent Study with SALA 

Every Tuesday last semester I worked 
on the border. Along with fellow third
year Jim Wilson, I drove once a week to 
the Florence Detention Center of the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 
as part of my "independent study" 
credit hours for Southern Arizona 
Legal Aid, Inc. (SALA). 

The work consists of providing the 
attorneys at SALA with as much useful 
information as possible about indi
viduals scheduled for an immigration 
hearing. This is obtained by personally 
interviewing the detainees before their 
hearing. It is a form of legal triage, 
since many of the detainees have no 
reasonable grounds to stop their depor
tation and often ask to be deported. 

by Peter Herberg 

In other cases, there are legitimate 
legal grounds for the detainees to 
remain in this country. Many of these 
detainees are from countries in Central 
and South America, although some 
come from as far away as Africa and 
Sri Lanka. We try to help these people. 
Many have legitimate claims for politi
cal asylum. Some of them have fled 
after attempts were made on their lives. 
Others have been tortured or have had 
relatives threatened, killed, or simply 
"disappeared". 

Some of the detainees are criminals, 
awaiting deportation after serving their 
sentences in a U.S. prison. Many of 
these detainees were involved in drug 
trafficking rings. I have also interviewed 
several con artists who ran into trouble 

pulling off their scams in Las Vegas. 

The vast majority of these people, 
however, are good, honest, hard work
ing folk who are trying to survive and 
support families in their native land. 
They seek what everyone in law school 
does: a better life. Most of them will not 
reach their goal. 

I would recommend this program to 
any law student who is interested. The 
only frustrating aspect of the program 
was dealing with the INS bureaucracy, 
which at times was friendly and helpful, 
and then without warning would block 
our efforts at every turn. Then aga in, it 
should be the practice of law that 
carries the motto "It's not just a job, it's 
an adventure". 

ASU Team Wins Regional Moot Court Competition 
by ]ames Hetherington 

Arizon a m oot court team member Tom Jacobs relaxes in his suite before the first round 
at the Re gional Moot Court Competition. 

A team from Arizona State University 
took first place at the 1989 Regional 
Moot Court Competition, which was 
held in Salt Lake City, Utah on 
November 16-19, 1989. The team of 
Terri Corbett, Rochelle DesVaux, and 
Kay Weinberger advanced to the 
National Competition, which was 
scheduled for January 26-29, 1990. 
The second place team from Brigham 
Young University also advanced to 
Nationals. 

The teams from the University of 
Arizona did not fare as well going 1-1 
and 0,2 in the preliminary rounds. The 
lack of snow on the slopes added to the 
woes of some of the Arizona team 
members. 

A second team from Arizona State 
University progressed to the semi-final 
round. The success of the Arizona 
State teams is attributable, in part, to 
the strong support for the oral advocacy 
program by the school and surrounding 
legal community. Each Arizona State 
team had one second year student, 
who was chosen on the basis of the first 
year moot court program. Phoenix 
attorneys sat as judges in practice 
rounds a month before the Regional 
Competition. 
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Jose Fernandez-Mena is from a small 
pueblo in£1 Salvador, near the Honduran 
border. Jose served two years in the 
Salvadoran Army as required by law, 
but he would have preferred not to 
have fought at all. During his service 
Jose nearly lost a leg to a land mine. His 
brothers were less fortunate. They were 
killed by rebel troops d uring their two
year stint. 

Jose was released from the military 
after his right leg healed in a hospital. 
Jose returned home to his mother's 
house in the countryside to resume the 
life of a poor compesino. Within a week 
of his arrival a group of guerrillas came 
to his house, kidna pped him, and took 
him to their camp in the sierra. He was 
bound, blindfolded, and interrogated. 
After five days he managed to escape 
and fled to the capital, San Salvador. 
Jose knew that if he returned home, he 
would be placing his family at risk, 
although without him the family would 
have difficulty surviving. 

After two years living as a vagabond 
in San Salvador, Jose decided to return 
home to his family, despite the risk he 
presented to his family. Within a week 
after he returned, the rebels came to 
his mother's house. Jose's mother was 
beaten and raped. Jose was shot in the 
arm, struck several times with a machete 
on his back and legs, and was left for 
dead by the rebels. Somehow, Jose 
survived. 

When Jose recovered, he fled El 
Salvador and found his way across 
Guatemala and into Mexico. Jose 
found work in Tapachula, Mexico, as a 
carpenter. As an undocumented for
eign national, Jose was treated harshly 
by the native Mexicans. Because Jose 
did not have a work permit, his boss 
was not required to pay him the 

JOSE 
by lim Wilson 

minimum wage. He was constantly 
harassed by his Mexican co-workers 
because of his refugee status. Unable 
to earn enough money for himself and 
his family in El Salvador, Jose decided 
to make the long journey north to the 
United States. 

Crossing the border into the United 
States was relatively easy compared to 
what was awaiting Jose on the other 
side. After watching the border patrol 
pass by in their green vehicles, Jose 
slipped through a small hole cut in the 
chain link fence and entered Arizona. 
Jose was elated, but his excitement 
was short lived. Within half an hour of 
crossing the border a t Nogales, he was 
apprehended by the Border Patrol and 
placed in the Santa Cruz County 
Jail. 

The Border Patrol never informed 
Jose of his right to seek political asylum. 
He was asked to sign deportation 
papers which he could not read. Jose 
could not understand the Border Patrol 
agent which read the form to him 
because the agent spoke with a strange 
accent and used words that Jose had 
not heard before. Jose refused to sign 
and remained in the Santa Cruz 
County Jail. 

There were about 20 other prisoners 
in the large dormitory where Jose was 
placed. Most were Mexican nationals 
who had entered the United States 
before and were waiting to be deported 
again. There were others who, like 
Jose, were from Central America. The 
Mexican nationals made newcomers, 
like Jose, their slaves. They were 
deprived of sleep and forced to clean 
the large cell every morning. Sometimes 
a prisoner would place toilet paper 
between Jose's toes and light it while 
Jose was asleep. 
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After two weeks in the Santa Cruz 
County Jail, Jose witnessed an unpro
voked attack upon a Guatamalen 
refugee by a group of Mexican pris
oners . The Guatamalen was beaten 
until he fell to the floor bleeding. Jose 
got the attention of the guards and 
requested medical help for the beaten 
prisoner. This request was denied. 

After three weeks in the Santa Cruz 
County Jail, Jose obtained a list of legal 
help agencies from another prisoner. 
Jose contacted the Southern Arizona 
Legal Aid (SALA). With their help Jose 
was transferred to another cell where 
he was no longer subjected to physical 
abuse. SALA was also able to refer 
Jose to an immigration attorney in 
Tucson who did pro bono work. With 
her help, Jose was transferred to the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 
Detention Center in Florence, Arizona. 
One month after his detention by the 
Border Patrol, Jose made his first 
appearance before an immigration 
judge. With SALA's help Jose completed 
his application for political asylum. 

Jose has mixed feelings about the 
United States, a lthough he looks for
ward to working in this country. Jose 
may never be able to return to El 
Salvador. He hopes that one day he 
can bring his family to this country. In 
the meantime, Jose faces more court 
hearings, more documents to complete, 
and the formidable task of starting over 
in a new, often hostile, environment. 

This story is a composite of various 
interviews with Central Americans at 
the INS Detention Center in Florence, 
Arizona, in connection with an inde
pendent study project at Southern 
Arizona Legal Aid. Jose Femandez
Mena is a fictional character, but all of 
the factual allegations are true. 
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Pros and Cons of the New First Year Moot Court Program 

For the first-year student who knows 
little about legal research and writing 
and is not exactly thrilled about public 
speaking, the words "moot court" 
could be the source of many night
mares. For those students who have not 
had the opportunity to work or somehow 
gain experience in the legal field, the 
research and writing for the moot court 
brief could be the extent of their 
practical legal training. Perhaps we 
should not rely too heavily on this 
experience, but some of us may be 
forced to. 

The administration has now omitted 
the research component of the pro
gram and is giving each first-year 
student a packet containing a factual 
"problem" and all the necessary re
search materials. This approach is 
intended to emphasize the adversarial 
and writing sections, and downplay 
the importance placed on research. 
The obvious problem is that after 
completing one full year of law school, 
some students will have gained almost 
no practical knowledge as to legal 
research. When this problem was put 
to Suzanne Rabe, the faculty member 
in charge of the program, she stated 
that "although a law school needs to 
prepare students for the job market 
after graduation, sometimes students' 
desires to obtain clerking jobs after one 
year are difficult to meet." The new 

Unknown Rules; Honor Code ... 
(continued from page 3) 

fraught with peril because an inadver
tent comment could give the relative or 
close friend an advantage over the rest 
of the class. Associate Dean Atwood 
was a sked about this issue and the fact 
that it is not mentioned in either version 
of the Honor Code. She stated that the 
faculty is guided in its actions by 
the Faculty By-laws, which they are 
required to follow. These by-laws are 
pmvided to all new teachers in under
graduate and graduate programs. In 
consultation with the Office of Faculty 
Services, nothing was discovered that 
required professors to refrain from 
teaching family members. On any 
undergraduate campus the competi
tion for grades is important, but it is 
critical in law school where students 
earn jobs by their GPA. Many firms say 

by Jennifer Pershing 

approach to the moot court experience 
will allow students to spend more time 
concentrating on classes second 
semester and less time searching for 
the one "perfect" case in support of 
their argument. 

Both programs have their strengths 
and their weaknesses, neither one free 
from criticism. The new program will 
give all the students the same factual 
problem, where previously there were 
different problems involving different 
areas of the law. Students were also 
introduced to the general problem as a 
writing assignment in their first-semester 
small sections, where this year the 
problem will be made available to all 
the students second semester. Many 
students and small-section professors 
were unhappy with the old program 
because of its inconsistencies. The 
major problem among the students last 
year seemed to be the fear that one 
small section would have an advantage 
over another. Since each professor 
was free to decide the type and form of 
writing assignment the eventual moot 
court problem would take for his/her 
section, many differences existed. A 
professor may have included more 
facts or given leads to helpful cases in 
the assignment, thus giving that small 
section a better glimpse of the problem 
than another. The fact that not all the 
sections had the same problem also 
created difficulties since some fact 

that they don't hire based on GPA, but 
this is a misrepresentation. Grades are 
of utmost importance and a close 
relationship with a professor should 
require students to take another in
structor's course. The Honor Code 
should explicitly provide for this 
exigency by disallowing a relative or 
close friend from taking that professor's 
course. 

Last year in a letter to the editor 
published in the Advocate, a student 
praised the existence of the Honor 
Code. This article is by no means 
designed to denigrate the existence of 
the Code, it is merely designed to 
inform the students of possible problem 
areas which could be revised to better 
accommodate their needs. This in
cludes notice of Honor Council actions 
and a voice in the creation and 
implementation of the new Honor 
Code. 
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situations dealt with an area of law 
covered first semester or which would 
be covered second semester. Some 
feared this gave certain students an 
unfair advantage over others. 

In response to these complaints, the 
administration and the small-section 
professors decided to make a change. 
Suzanne Rabe considers this change 
to be "the best solution to a thorny 
problem." The new program will defi
nitely alleviate some of the problems 
experienced in previous years but a 
clear lack of practical experience still 
exists. First-year students may be 
unfamiliar with the Arizona Digest 
"Key Numbers", the "Descriptive-Work 
Index", and how to find a relevant 
statute. 

Undoubtedly a law school's main 
concern should be giving students a 
general knowledge base to draw from. 
Nevertheless, one must also have the 
ability to generate desired results. It is 
true that in any job one does there is 
some amount of "on-the-job training" 
and perhaps law students should wait 
until they start working to learn the 
majority of their research skills. But for 
many students the lack of practical 
experience available at the law school 
is a major concern and this concern is 
not at all eased by reducing the 
amount of research experience given 
to them. 
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FINAL WORD 
Despite the fact that the holiday was set aside, a large crowd gathered at the University of Arizona to honor Rev. Martin 

Luther King, Jr. Voters this November will decide whether to repeal a state law which creates a state holiday honoring Dr. King. 

Regardless of the outcome, Arizona has caught national attention as the state which cannot decide whether or not to allow the 
holiday. 
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The First Amendment: 
Use It or Lose It 

The Advocate is YOUR newspaper, and it serves an 
important function at the College of Law. We need 
your support to continue the Advocate beyond this 
school year. 

If you are interested in writing material for the Advocate, 
or assisting in its publication, contact Dave Fleishman 
or James Hetherington. 

The Advocate also welcomes letters to the Editor. 
Express your opinion today. 

ARIZONA ADVOCATE 
University of Arizona 

College of Law 
Tucson, Arizona 

The Management 
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