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Academic Freedom and Academic Duty

Michael A. Olivas, University of Houston Law Center

The following is the Presidential Address of Michael A. Olivas before the  House of Representatives at the 
AALS Annual Meeting on January 7, 2011.

I preparatio for this talk, I wet 
ito traiig, but I always kew what 
my theme would be. I read ad pro-
duce higher educatio literature for 
a livig, ad bega to arrow the 
focus to threats to teure ad to aca-
demic freedom ad the cocomitat 
academic duty obligatios that arise 
out of our status as teured profes-
sors. There have bee so may se-
rious threats i law schools that it 
seemed a atural observatio trail: 
a William Mitchell law faculty mem-
ber arrested i Rwada for his pro 
boo represetatio i a electio 
matter there;1 a New York Uiversity 
School of Law faculty-joural editor 
sued for crimial libel i Frace for 
publishig a book review;2 law school 
cliics reviled for their work, ad 

threateed i Marylad, Louisiaa, 
Michiga, New Jersey, ad i sev-
eral other states;3 a law scholar sued 
for her research o family law, where 
her uiversity chose ot to idemify 
her;4 a law review that pulled a piece 
from publicatio, due to threats from 
the compay that was beig writ-
te about;5 other law faculty, such as 
Uiversity of Califoria, Berkeley’s 
Joh Yoo, puished for their views, 
as have bee others who were ot o 
law faculties.6 

The zoe where professorial 
speech is protected is shrikig, so 
that law professor habitat is aki to 
that of the disappearig savaahs 

ad rai forests. Exhibit umber 
oe is the 2006 Garcetti v. Ceballos case, 
where the Supreme Court ruled that 
whe public employees speak “pur-
suat to their official duties, the em-
ployees are ot speakig as citizes 
for First Amedmet purposes, ad 
the Costitutio does ot isulate 
their commuicatios from employ-
er disciplie,” regardless of whether 
or ot the speech ivolves a “matter 
of public cocer.”7 The majority al-
lowed that “there is some argumet 
that expressio related to academic 
scholarship or classroom istructio 
implicates additioal costitutioal 
iterests that are ot fully accouted 
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1 Josh Kro, “Lawyers Report Itimidatio by Rwada,” NY  Times, Jue 13, 2010, A16.

2 Jeifer Howard, “Libel Case, Prompted by a Academic Book Review, Has Scholars Worried,” Chron. of Higher Educ., April 25, 2010, available at: 
http://chroicle.com/article/Libel-Case-Prompted-by-a/65224/; see also, Jeifer Howard, “British Libel Law Chills U.S. Scholars’ Speech, 
but Chage Is Afoot,” Chron. of Higher Educ., April 23, 2010, A8, 10 (UK libel case).

3 See, e.g., Robert R. Kueh ad Peter A. Joy, “Keecappig” Academic Freedom, Academe, 8-15 (November-December 2010) [icludig 
Table: Publicized Istaces of Iterferece i Law School Cliics, at 12-13, available at: http://www.aaup.org/A AUP/pubsres/academe/2010/
ND/feat/kuehchart.htm .] 

4 Scott Jaschik, “Twistig i the Wid,” IsideHigherEd.com, November 30, 2005, available at: http://www.isidehighered.com/
ews/2005/11/30/liability (icludig other examples of lawsuits agaist scholars). The chillig legal effect upo scholarship has bee widely 
chroicled; see, e.g., Beedict Carey, “Academic Battle Delays Publicatio by 3 Years,” NY Times, Jue 12, 2010, A13 (psychology publicatio 
delayed); Amy Gajda, The Trials of Academe: The New Era of Campus Litigation (2009).

5 Peter Moagha, “A Joural Article Is Expuged ad Its Authors Cry Foul,” Chron. of Higher Educ., December 8, 2000, A14, available at: http://
chroicle.com/article/A-Joural-Article-Is-Expuged/15905/; Peter Moagha, “Professors Settle Suit With U. of Dever Over Retracted 
Article,” Chron. of Higher Educ., September 7, 2001, A25, available at: http://chroicle.com/article/Professors-Settle-Suit-With-U/22321/.

6  Peter Jaschik, “Torture ad Teure,” IsideHigherEd.6om, April 14, 2008, available at: http://www.isidehighered.com/es/2008/04/14/
yoo (reviewig calls for firig Professor Yoo for White House memos); Fraces Tobi, “Torture Memos’ Joh Yoo Greeted at Berkeley by 
Protesters,” PoliticsDaily.com, September 2, 2009, available at: http://www.politicsdaily.com/2009/09/02/protests-welcome-torture-memo-
writer-joh-yoo-back-to-berkeley/ . His class locatio has had to be hidde from o-class members, so as to avoid disruptios. “Class i 
Hidig,” Nat’ l Jurist, February 2010, 12, available at: http://www.xtbook.com/xtbooks/cypress/atioaljurist0210/#/12. Perhaps the most 
promiet academic puished for his views was Ward Churchill, who has exhausted virtually all his optios, although a jury foud him to have 
bee wrogly dismissed from his teured positio at the Uiversity of Colorado. Scott Jaschik, “A Loss for Ward Churchill -- ad Others?,” 
Isidehighered.com, November 29, 2010, available at: http://www.isidehighered.com/ews/2010/11/29/churchill; Christopher N. Osher, 
“Churchill loses bid to retur to CU job,” Denver Post, November 24, 2010, B1.

7 547 U.S. 410, 421 (2006). See, e.g., Sheldo H. Nahmod, “Public Employee Speech, Categorical Balacig ad § 1983: A Critique of Garcetti 
v. Ceballos,” 42 U. Rich. L. Rev. 562 (2008). See also Matthew W. Fiki ad Robert C. Post, For the Common Good: Principles of American Academic Freedom 
(2009). While threats to academic freedom ad teure are thought of as the provice of liberal academics, these issues cross partisa lies, as 
with Professor Yoo ad with Professor Richard J. Peltz, who has writte at legth about his ow situatio, where he felt he was “mobbed” for his 
viewpoits. See Richard J. Peltz, “Peumbral Academic Freedom: Iterpretig the Teure Cotract i a Time of Costitutioal Impotece,” 37 
J. Coll. U. L. 159, 160-162 (2010) (recoutig his experiece at Uiversity of Arkasas, Little Rock).
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for” ad held, “We eed ot, ad for that reaso do ot, decide whether the 
aalysis we coduct today would apply i the same maer to a case ivolvig 
speech related to scholarship ad teachig.”8 Noetheless, almost immediately, 
this limited decisio was used by lower courts to allow public colleges to sac-
tio faculty who would ot have bee puished for their views before Garcetti. 
Recogitio that this case will likely frag its way through college goverace poli-
cies ad practices is dawig upo legal scholars ad the academy. 9 

These exteral threats must be recogized ad dealt with, as appropri-
ate i each istace, as they arise both i legal educatio ad i may other 
fields of study. I will also be drawig additioal attetio to iteratioal 
threats to law professors ad academics aroud the world, as exemplified by 
the admirable work coducted by Scholars at Risk, who try ad rescue these 
imperiled colleagues to safer situatios.10 Attetio must be paid to these 
examples, which are too-commo ad which dimiish us all, eve whe re-
mote threats, or threats that seem remote, arise. I truth, if ay oe of us 
is i dager for our discourse or our work, we are all edagered: the bell 
tolls o behalf of all of us. I the fial sectio, I spell out the correlative 
obligatios to udertake service ad draw attetio to the features iheret 
i academic duty. 

Threats to Academic Freedom and Tenure:

Perhaps more disturbig, there are may iteral threats as well, such as 
the ABA Coucil Stadards Review Committee (SRC) cosiderig de-cou-
plig its teure requiremets from its isistece upo academic freedom, 
ad o loger requirig a system of teure or security of positio.11 Not 
oly are these immediate ad pedig threats to the clear ad log-stadig 
ABA requiremet that its accredited law schools must have a teure system 
or equivalet, but there is eve a revisioist attack upo the history of the 
requiremet itself, icludig the extraordiary assertio that there ever 
was or ever had bee a teure requiremet (what oe press report called i 
July, 2010 a “iterpretatio of curret policy [that] is beig met with much 
skepticism.”)12 This was such a shockig iterpretatio that I was, however 
implausibly ad temporarily, struck silet. Applicat istitutios such as 
Husso Uiversity thought there was a teure requiremet, ad brought 
suit; the Court decidig the case certaily thought there was a teure re-
quiremet as well.13 Whe I served o the ABA Coucil ad the o the 
pael that drafted the 2008 Report of the Committee (of the Sectio o 
Legal Educatio ad Admissio to the Bar) o Security of Positio, I cer-
taily also thought there was a teure requiremet. 

8 547 U.S. 410, 425 (2006).

9 A very large literature has arise to aalyze this rise i the legalizatio of colleges. See, e.g., Gajda, supra at ote 4; Barbara 
A. Lee, “Fifty Years of Higher Educatio Law: Turig the Kaleidoscope,” 36 J. Coll. U. Law 649 (2010).

10 The orgaizatio’s work is featured at: scholarsatrisk.yu.edu . To see a 2010 example of a Iraia legal scholar, Nasri 
Sotoudeh, jailed for his views, see: http://scholarsatrisk.yu.edu/Educatio-Advocacy/Alerts-Scholars-i-Priso.php. 

11 For example, see http://apps.americabar.org/legaled/committees/comstadards.html (summary of documets proposed 
ad cosidered by ABA Coucil, Sectio of Legal Educatio ad Admissios to the Bar, 2010).

12 Scott Jaschik, “Law School Teure i Dager?” IsideHigherEd.com, July 26, 2010, available at: http://www.isidehighered.
com/ews/2010/07/26/law.

13 I Re Petitio of Husso Uiversity School ofLaw, 989 A.2d 754, 756-757 (Supreme Ct., Maie, 2010).
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It is quite extraordiary that i the decades durig 
which Stadard 405(c) required for regular full-time 
faculty a policy o academic freedom ad teure, appar-
etly o oe ever advaced a serious view that this require-
met could be satisfied by a law school assertig its policy 
is “we do ot have a teure system here.” Moreover, it is 
odd that cliicias must, uder the preset Stadards, be 
accorded security of positio “similar to teure,” while a 
law school may (uder the SRC pael’s proposed read-
ig) provide oly that much, or apparetly eve less, to 
traditioal full-time faculty. Surely the cliical Stadard 
has bee widely uderstood to accord lesser protectio to 
cliicias tha it did to traditioal faculty, ad eve less 
to legal writig istructors. If the SRC, The Coucil, or 
the ABA wish to chage this, they should say so, ad do 
so without attemptig to hide the ball or rewrite history. 
To do so would be a bad—dreadfully bad—idea, ad this 
discourse requires better tha “it was ever so” or “’twas 
ever thus.” Our Associatio will cotiue to work with 
its log-term sister orgaizatio, with whom we collabo-
rate i the re-accreditatio process by virtue of our ow 
membership review efforts, but this developmet must be 
see for what it is: a pla to recostitute the law profes-
soriate ito a cotiget, part-time, uteured faculty, 
apparetly to stregthe the had of school admiistra-
tors i the service of “flexibility” ad “busiess-like ef-
ficiecies.” It is hard to square these developmets with 
the icreased attetio we at AALS have paid to our core 
values. Perhaps the ABA is uwittigly doig us a favor by 
actig i a way that has highlighted these fracture lies. 
But likely ot. 

Oe of the additioal argumets for teure is that the 
promise of cotiual employmet gives faculty a ice-
tive to work o behalf of the istitutio ad that good fac-
ulty goverace requires a teure system. Eve at major 
istitutios, particularly publics with the declie of state 
support so evidet, faculty goverace is rapidly erodig 
as chaged ecoomic coditios are pushig admiistra-
tors to make quick decisios: they do’t have the time to 

be ivolved with a cumbersome faculty debate o issues. 
Or faculty will apprehed, perhaps correctly, that if they 
are oly beig hired for istructioal outputs, they will 
act accordigly as subcotractors for hire—field hads 
like the Uited Farm Workers. At the same time as fac-
ulty goverace is decliig, the for-profit udergradu-
ate colleges are geeratig much more faculty cocer 
about learig outcomes tha we are ad they are actually 
rewardig faculty based upo what their studets lear 
(largely uheard of i the rest of higher educatio). I 
this istace, the ABA cocers about learig outcomes 
may have a salutary effect, although both God ad the 
devil will reside i the evetual details.

The 2012 Aual Meetig’s presidetial sessios i 
Washigto, D.C., will examie these ad related is-
sues, icludig the may movig parts of legal educatio 
i this ew cetury. I urge the membership ad leader-
ship i the Sectios to cosider turig their attetio, 
as appropriate, to issues we cosider crucial. I suggest 
that some of these will iclude fiacig legal educatio 
ad the implicatios for fiacial aid ad studet debt;14 
the restructurig of the professoriate;15 the istitutioal 
balace of istructioal techology, distace learig, 
ad asychroous faculty-studet iteractio;16 service 
learig ad skills traiig issues;17 ad more creative 
curricular developmets i the third year of the J.D. 
Moreover, the Geeral Agreemet o Trade Services 
(GATS) ad other iteratioal egotiatios will affect 
bar membership ad legal practice eligibility,18 i ways 
we have ot yet divied. All these issues are worthy of at-
tetio i our deliberatios ad ogoig dialogues, ad 
if we do ot get i frot of these developmets, we shall 
surely trail after them. I do ot have a sigle aswer for 
ay of these complex ad iterlockig issues, ad would 
isist that every school must fid its ow pH levels, but I 
feel that these likely are amog the right questios, oes 
arisig whether or ot we like them. I trust all of you, my 
colleagues, to thik these through with our usual gusto 
ad commitmet.

14 Michael A. Olivas, “Payig for a Law Degree: Treds i Studet Borrowig ad the Ability to Repay Debt,” 49 J. Leg. Educ. 333 (1999); Philip G. Schrag, “Federal Studet Loa Repaymet 
Assistace for Public Iterest Lawyers ad Other Employees of Govermets ad Noprofit Orgaizatios,” 36 Hof. L. Rev. 27 (2007). 

15 There are virtually o data o law faculty time expeditures or the overall restructurig of the law professoriate. Oe exceptio examiig cliical faculty is Ceter for the Study of Applied 
Legal Educatio, Report o the 2007 - 2008 Survey 29 (2008), available at: www.CSALE.org. See also, Roald G. Ehreberg, ad Liag Zhag, “Do Teured ad Teure-Track Faculty Matter?” 
40 J. of Hum. Res. 647 (2005).

16 Bruce J. Wiick, Foreword: “What Does Balace i Legal Educatio Mea?” 60 J. Leg. Educ. 107 (2010); see, e.g., Bradley E. Cox, Kadia L. McItosh, Patrick T. Terezii, Robert D. Reaso, 
ad Breda R. Lutovsky Quaye, “Pedagogical Sigals of Faculty Approachability: Factors Shapig Faculty–Studet Iteractio Outside the Classroom,” 51 Res. in Higher Educ. 767 (2010).

17 See, e.g., William M. Sulliva et al., Educating Lawyers: Preparation for the Profession of Law (2007); Nelso P. Miller ad Bradley J. Charles, “Meetig the Caregie Report’s Challege to Make Legal 
Aalysis Explicit--Subsidiary Skills to the IRAC Framework,” 59 J. Leg. Educ. 192 (2009)

18 See, e.g., the work of Professor Laurel S. Terry: “GATS’ Applicability to Trasatioal Lawyerig ad its Potetial Impact o U.S. State Regulatio of Lawyers,” 34 Vand. J. of Transn. L. 989 
(2001); ad 35 Vand. J. of Transn. L. 1387 (2002); “The Bologa Process ad its Implicatios for U.S. Legal Educatio,” 57 J. Leg. Educ. 237 (2007).
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2011 AnnuAl Meeting SightingS

The 2011 Aual Meetig attracted a record umber of legal educators to Sa Fracisco, Califoria, 
Jauary 5-8, 2011.  The AALS would like to thak those ivolved i the Aual Meetig plaig 
for helpig to make the 2011 meetig a success! 

I additio to the may superb programs, etworkig opportuities, poster sessios, publishers, 
exhibit hall, ad receptios, AALS provided coferece attedees the opportuity to orgaize 
iformal gatherigs with colleagues.

2010 IALS President Mónica Pinto and 
2010 AALS President H. Reese Hansen

Thank you to all our exhibitors for filling our exhibit hall and providing a place for 
Annual Meeting attendees to interact, exchange ideas and learn about new publications, methods 

and resources for teaching and scholarship.

Poster Presentations were in record number 
this year and drew a great crowd!

The Special Committee to Review Scholarly Papers for the 2011 Annual Meeting 
selected two winning papers: (from left to right) Associate Professor Ashira Pelman Ostrow 

(Hofstra University) “Process Preemption in Federal Siting Regimes;” 
Grant S. Nelson, Pepperdine University School of Law; and Assistant Professor Melissa 

Murray (University of California, Berkeley) “Marriage as Punishment;”

The Committee chose these papers as co-winners from a strong field of 65 submissions. 
The winners presented their papers at the Annual Meeting on Friday, January 7, 2011
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AALS Keynote Luncheon Speaker, 
Ohio State University President E. Gordon Gee

Food, friends and fun at an AALS Reception!

2011 AALS President Michael A. Olivas, 
President-elect Lauren Robel and 

Immediate Past President H. Reese Hansen

Executive Director, Chief Executive Officer 
Susan Westerberg Prager, 

AALS Immediate Past President 
H. Reese Hansen and 

Managing Director Jane La Barbera
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Why Attend?

Every so ofte, there is a coferece that leaves its mark 
o legal educatio for years to come. What sets these co-
fereces apart is that they address a critical topic at a criti-
cal time. We are at a pivotal momet i the history of legal 
educatio. Forces from outside ad iside the academy 
have geerated a powerful impetus for legal educators to 
recosider the law school curriculum. Outside the acade-
my, chages i the legal professio drive by the ecoomy, 
techology, ad the law, are usettlig log-held views 
about the types of itellectual tools ad skills our gradu-
ates require. We ca o loger comfortably assume that 
studets will receive appreticeships i practice or that 
their professioal edeavors will be cofied to a sigle 
legal system ad culture. Moreover, reformist iitia-
tives fashioed outside the academy, such as the Caregie 
Report, are callig o law schools to improve the way they 
prepare studets for professioal roles, offerig their 
ow distictive visio of the law school curriculum ad 
pedagogy. Simultaeously, ew developmets withi the 
academy are geeratig mometum for curricular chage 
as well. These developmets iclude advaces i learig 
theory, growth of experietial learig opportuities, 
ew uderstadigs of how the law operates, cost cosid-
eratios associated with icreased tuitio, ad a prolif-
eratio of faculty with advaced degrees i other fields 
relatig to law. Amog the raks of both established law 
schools ad recetly fouded istitutios ca be foud 
istaces of sigificat iovatio i respose to these 
forces.

As legal educators, our resposibility is to assess the 
eed for chage i light of core values of legal educatio, 
ad to fashio a worthy law school curriculum. This co-
ferece will provide attedees with kowledge ad ideas 

that ca iform curricular iitiatives at their ow schools. 
Day oe will focus o challeges cofrotig legal educa-
tio from without ad withi, drawig o social scietists 
ad leaders i the legal professio as well as kowledge-
able law faculty ad uiversity admiistrators. Days two 
ad three, held joitly with the Cliical Coferece, will 
cocetrate first o core values, ad the o particular 
resposes to the forces pressig for curricular chage, 
such as greater icorporatio of experietial ad multi-
discipliary learig ad a more “globalized” curricu-
lum. Surveys of law school practices, as well as exemplary 
law school programs ad experieces, will be icluded 
i these sessios. Challeges of achievig istitutioal 
chage give the dyamics of law school goverace ad 
decisio-makig will also be addressed, both by experts 
i orgaizatioal behavior ad thoughtful veteras of the 
process. 

Throughout the three days, a mix of presetatios ad 
small group discussios will be liveed by the ogoig 
role-play of a law school curriculum committee, which 
will be cosultig regularly with its “faculty,” cosist-
ig of the coferece participats. This “faux” curricu-
lum committee will be assessig the ideas put forward at 
the coferece, modelig faculty decisio makig pro-
cesses, ad ultimately presetig a curriculum proposal 
for the attedees to cosider i a iteractive process. 
Participats will leave the coferece with cocrete ideas 
ad strategies for actio at their ow istitutios.

Topics:

Dramatizatio (Faux Faculty Curriculum Committee 
meets); Forces from Outside the Academy; Forces from 
Withi the Academy

Joint Sessions with AALS Conference on 
Curriculum and Conference on Clinical Legal 
Education ( June 13 and 14): 

Core Valuesthat Shape a 21st Cetury Legal Educatio; 
Uderstadig Law Across Borders ad Cultures; Faux 
Faculty Curriculum Committee Recovees; Experietial 
Learig; Readiess for the Professio; Istitutioal 
Chage; Faux Faculty Curriculum Committee ad Fial 
Proposal

2011 Mid-Year Meeting Conference on the Future of the   
Law School Curriculum

June 11-13, 2011

Seattle, Washington

~Planning Committee for Conference on the 
Future of the Law School Curriculum

Pat K. Chew, University of Pittsburgh School of Law
Elizabeth B. Cooper, Fordham University School of Law

Franklin Gevurtz, University of The Pacific Mc George 
School of Law

Carole E. Goldberg, University of California, Los Angeles 
School of Law, Chair

Larry D. Kramer, Stanford Law School
Emily J. Sack, Roger Williams University School of Law
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AALS would like to offer a warm welcome to Chancellor Freddie Pitcher and the Faculty of our 
newest member school, Southern University Law Center, of Baton Rouge, Louisiana. 

Congratulations to Southern University Law Center 
for its admission to membership in the AALS!

“Fouded i the era whe access to the state uiversity was restricted for Africa-America 
studets, the law school at Souther Uiversity has made a importat differece i the his-
tory of its state. Today the Law Ceter remais devoted to its historic missio but also works 
to further diversity i a broader sese, steadfast i its focus o the eed for access to legal 
educatio ad the eed for effective lawyers who will serve all segmets of society. Through 
excellet leadership, the devotio of may faculty ad staff, ad a remarkably egaged studet 
body, the school has embraced the core values of this Associatio. The Executive Committee 
has determied that it ow meets the requiremets of membership. Please joi me i mark-
ig the sigificace of the admissio of the Souther Uiversity Law Ceter to membership 
i the AALS, as the first of the state-sposored historically black college law schools.”

-Professor Dean Hill Rivkin of the AALS Membership Review Committee and University of Tennessee College of Law
 at the First House of Representatives Meeting held on January 6, 2011 in San Francisco, California 

Left to right: Former AALS Deputy Director Elizabeth Hayes Patterson, AALS Immediate Past President H. Reese Hansen, 
Southern University Law Center Representative Evelyn L. Wilson, AALS Executive Director Susan Prager, 

and Southern University Law Center Chancellor Freddie Pitcher.
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We are at a pivotal momet i the history of legal educa-
tio. Forces outside ad withi the academy are creatig a 
powerful impetus for legal educators to recosider the law 
school curriculum. Cliical educators have a critical role to 
play i this process. As AALS Presidet H. Reese Hase 
said i his letter to the ABA Stadards Review Committee 
dated Jue 1, 2010, cliical courses are the culmiatios of 
the substative courses i the curriculum, reiforcig ad 
extedig the learig i substative courses. Through 
cliical courses, Hase said, “studets typically develop 
problem-solvig skills, lear to exercise critical judgmet, 
ad ehace aalytical thikig as they brig substative 
law to bear o practice experiece. They represet some of 
the kids of itegrative educatio that are highly praised 
i the Caregie Report.” As cliical legal educators, we 
owe it to our studets, our law schools, our o-cliical 
colleagues, ad ourselves to review ad recosider what we 
do i cliical teachig, what we ca teach our o-cliical 
colleagues, ad what they ca teach us, all with a view to 
improvig the law school curriculum.

The coferece this year will take place over four days 
i mid-Jue. We will sped the first two days of the cofer-
ece (Jue 13 ad 14) with o-cliical faculty ad deas 
i a joit curriculum ad cliical coferece desiged to 

give us a opportuity to iteract ad exchage ideas about 
the law school curriculum o a macro level. Durig this 
phase of the coferece we will use pleary sessios ad fa-
cilitated small groups to examie five topic questios: what 
are the core values of a 21st cetury legal educatio; how 
ca we uderstad ad teach about practicig law across 
borders ad cultures; how ca we use experietial learig 
to erich the curriculum; how ca we prepare studets to 
be ready for the professio; ad how ca we achieve isti-
tutioal chage. The sessios will be desiged to explore 
both competecies (e.g., critical thikig, problem solv-
ig, professioal judgmet) ad methods for achievig 
them (e.g., opportuities for studets to merge doctrie, 
skills, ad professioal idetity, to deal with situatios i 
which cliet problems, facts, legal rules, ad ethical pri-
ciples are fluid ad ill-defied, ad to see how law ad 
theory fuctio i practice). A overall goal of this part of 
the coferece is to idetify ad explore how to achieve the 
curricular chages that will promote learig for trasfer 
– learig that will maximize studets’ ability to fuctio 
as effective ad ethical professioals i ufamiliar settigs 
ad uder circumstaces that we caot ow predict. 

Throughout these first days of the coferece, the ple-
ary presetatios ad small group discussios will take 
place agaist the backdrop of a ogoig role-play of a 
law school curriculum committee. This committee will be 
cosultig regularly with its faculty (i.e., the coferece 
participats), ad will be discussig ad assessig the ideas 
put forward at the coferece, modelig faculty decisio-
makig processes, ad ultimately presetig a curriculum 
proposal for the attedees to cosider. Presetatios ad 
small group discussios, icludig the meetigs ad pre-
setatios of the “curriculum committee,” will iclude a 
mix of cliical ad o-cliical perspectives.

Conference on Clinical Legal Education
Learning for Transfer: (Re)conceptualizing What We Do in Clinics and Across the Curriculum 

and 

Clinical Directors’ Workshop
(Re)considering Security of Position and Academic Freedom in Clinical Legal Education

June 13-17, 2011

Seattle, Washington

~Planning Committee for Conference on Clinical Legal 
Education and Clinical Directors’ Workshop

Bryan L. Adamson, Seattle University School of Law
Amy G. Applegate, Indiana University, Maurer School of Law, Co-Chair 

Elizabeth B. Cooper, Fordham University School of Law
Elliott S. Milstein, American University Washington College of Law, 

Co-Chair 
Carolyn B. Grose, William Mitchell College of Law

Donna H. Lee, City University of New York School of Law
Barbara A. Schatz, Columbia University School of Law

Continued on page 9
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We will sped the ext two days of the coferece (Jue 15 ad 16) o our ow as cliical faculty, reflectig o what we 
leared durig the first two days, ad drillig dow ito oe of the core compoets of cliical legal educatio: problem 
solvig. Through pleary sessios, cocurret sessios, ad small group meetigs, we will examie four areas of problem 
solvig: (1) uderstadig the cotet ad cotext of legal problems; (2) diagosig or defiig legal problems; (3) mak-
ig decisios i the cotext of developig cliet-cetered solutios; ad fially, (4) itegratig what studets have leared 
i law school ad trasferrig that learig ito practice. 

O Jue 17, there will be a Cliic Directors’ Workshop addressig three mai topics: (1) the status of proposed chages 
to the ABA accreditatio stadards with respect to security of positio, ad strategies for respodig effectively to the pro-
posed chages; (2) the recommedatio made by the AALS Sectio o Cliical Legal Educatio’s Task Force o the Status 
of Cliicias ad the Legal Academy for a uitary teure track that icludes cliical faculty, i light of the proposed chages 
to the accreditatio stadards, ad (3) effective strategies for eablig juior ad seior cliical faculty to egage i schol-
arship, share their work, ad receive helpful critique from both cliic ad o-cliic colleagues. 

For more information go to: www.aals.org/calendar/

Conference on Clinical Legal Education
Continued from page 8

The Restructuring and Devaluing of the Faculty 
Role in Academic Governance:

I particular, the declie of the full time, teure-
eligible professoriate is occurrig obliquely ad diago-
ally, without everyoe’s otice. Law teachig has ot 
bee re-structured as much as has the remaider of the 
academy, where the overall full-time teachig raks 
have declied from 78 percet i 1970 to a disturb-
ig 51 percet i 2007,19 but legal educatio has also 
bee subject to this same regressio to the mea, ad 
eve full-time cliical law teachig has declied to oly 
34.2 percet i teure track or cliical teure posi-
tios i 2008.20 As professors Peter A. Joy ad Robert 
R. Kueh have authoritatively demostrated i their 
path-breakig work o the developig history of law 
faculty status: “The history of the Stadards for cliical 

faculty demostrates that although some i legal educa-
tio have bee resistat, the ABA has log supported 
the full itegratio of cliical courses ad the faculty 
teachig those courses ito law schools. The history 
shows a ubroke movemet by the ABA toward a sys-
tem that provides a log-term relatioship betwee the 
cliical faculty member ad the law school so that the 
cliical faculty member has job security ad the ability 
to participate i faculty goverace comparable to other 
full-time law faculty teachig doctrial courses.”21 It is 
precisely because of this log-stadig stewardship of 
required faculty autoomy ad security that the 2009 
tur of directio by the various ABA compoets has 
bee so sharply disappoitig. Reformig the etire 
system, as appears to be uderway, makes it impossible 
to gauge the overall effect, as with other complex system 

19 U.S Departmet of Educatio, Digest of Educatio Statistics: 2009 (Washigto DC, 2010), table 249, available at: http://ces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d089 .

20 Ceter for the Study of Applied Legal Educatio, Report o the 2007 - 2008 Survey 29 (2008), available at: www.CSALE.org.

21 Peter A. Joy ad Robert Kueh, “The Evolutio of ABA Stadards for Cliical Faculty,” 75 Tenn. L. Rev. 183, 229 (2008).

Continued from page 3

President’s Message

Continued on page 15
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Wome seekig equality i 
America today face a ueve pros-
pect. Wome are represeted i 
record umbers i all braches of 
govermet, yet also struggle i u-
precedeted umbers below the pov-
erty lie, ad they remai otably 
abset from may corporate board-
rooms. Two more wome have bee 
appoited to the Supreme Court, 
icludig the first Latia justice; 
yet the popular debate ad cofir-
matio hearigs were marred by 
race ad geder stereotypes ad by 
homophobia. 

Advocates of same-sex marriage 
ad ew reproductive techologies 
have challeged the traditioal fami-
ly, yet they have bee met by efforts to 
re-aturalize marriage, childbirth, 
ad the place of wome i the private 
sphere. These same cotradictios 
mark wome’s role i legal educa-
tio. Wome comprise a majority 
of studets i may law schools, yet 
wome are ot equally represeted 
i the professoriat. A recet AALS 
Report revealed a “teure gap” af-
fectig all wome, which was par-
ticularly wide ad icreasig amog 
wome of color. The predomiace 
of wome i lower-paid, lower-status 
positios without job security i the 
legal academy mirrors their relative 

absece from top positios i law 
firms, law schools, ad other highly 
paid legal positios. 

As we address the ufiished 
busiess of equality, wome cofrot 
complex challeges. Some impedi-
mets stem from a public perceptio 
that the cetral problems of wome’s 
equality were solved a geeratio ago. 
Other obstacles – which wome are 
ofte reluctat to cofrot – arise 
from the heterogeeity of the group 
itself. We are heterogeeous first i 
the ways we experiece our lives as 
wome: wome share commoali-
ties based o sex, while also differig 
alog lies of race, ethicity, class, 
immigratio status, religio, sexual 
orietatio, ad disability. I the cit-
ies ad rural areas of this coutry, as 
i the halls of law schools, these stark 
variatios ca give wome widely 
differet experieces of geder ad 
sharply differet stakes i its coti-
ued political amelioratio. 

Wome also vary i our cocep-
tualizatios of the challeges we face: 
“sex discrimiatio” has ceased to be 
the oly way of characterizig the so-
cial ad istitutioal dyamics that 
reproduce the iequality of wome. 
Theorists ad activists have argued 
that we are subject ot simply to the 
varied forms of exclusio ad hier-

archy that costitute “sub-
ordiatio.” Our lives are 
also shaped by pressures to 
coform to bifurcated ge-
der orms, to expectatios 
of cross-sex sexual desires 
ad the fulfillmet of these 
desires withi marital, u-
clear, reproductive families. 
This cocer with geder 

orms ad the costraiig social 
patters they produce creates pote-
tially fruitful areas of itersectio 
betwee femiism ad LGBT ad 
trasgeder theory ad activism. 

Fially we are heterogeeous i 
our persoal ad professioal aspira-
tios: May wome may ot aalyze 
sex or geder i these explicitly polit-
icized ways, or may ot use more for-
malized costructs to discuss them. 
We may be strugglig to do our best 
work – ad to achieve the recogitio 
it merits – i fields ad workplaces 
that are still domiated by me; we 
may be strivig to combie work ad 
family i the cotext of ievitable 
shortages of time ad moey. Yet we 
may wat to commit our efforts ot 
to upackig or respodig to ge-
dered dyamics i a theoretical way, 
but to developig practical strategies 
for cofrotig them i our daily 
lives or idividual workplaces. Such 
heterogeeity is hardly surprisig i 
a group that icludes more tha half 
of the huma race. Yet if wome fail 
to uderstad ad egotiate this het-
erogeeity i a self-aware, reflective 
way, we may ed up chasig a elusive 
uity, or diffusig our efforts with 
uecessary frictio. 

The 2011 Workshop o Wome 
Rethikig Equality will address 
these challeges, i the broader soci-
ety ad i the specific cotext of legal 
educatio. I aalyzig the remai-
ig barriers, we will thik specifi-
cally about how to uderstad ad to 
bridge the heterogeeity our group 
reflects – by glimpsig our shared 
stake i struggles of particular sub-
groups, ad by focusig o the im-
mediate istitutioal eviromet 

2011 Workshop on Women Rethinking Equality

June 20-22, 2011

Washington, DC

~Planning Committee for 
Workshop on Women Rethinking Equality

Kathryn Abrams, University of California Berkeley  
School of Law, Chair

Serena Mayeri, University of Pennsylvania Law School 
Elizabeth A. Nowicki, Tulane University School of Law

Angela Onwuachi-Willig, The University of Iowa 
College of Law

Lisa Pruitt, University of California Davis School of Law
Stephanie Wildman, Santa Clara University School of Law Continued on page 11
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that we all share. We will also ask how 
we might use may kids of coec-
tios amog wome – etworkig, 
metorig, sharig of iformatio 
– to secure greater opportuity, ad 
trasform the istitutioal settigs 
i which we live ad work. 

“Wome Rethikig Equality” 
will appeal to a full rage of teachers 
ad scholars i all subject areas. The 
program creates opportuities for 
a rich dialogue about the meaig, 
cotours, implicatios, ad status of 
equality for wome, specifically i the 
settig of legal educatio. Workshop 
sessios will focus o substative law 
ad scholarship, teachig cocers 
ad professioal developmet is-
sues. The substace ad format of the 
program will offer opportuities for 
etworkig ad small-group discus-
sio. We welcome participatio by all 
AALS members, ad particularly all 
wome, whether or ot their scholar-
ship icludes a geder focus. 

The first full day of the meetig 
will ope with a morig pleary o 
“The Ufiished Busiess of Wome’s 
Equality i Legal Educatio,” which 
will focus attetio o our shared 
cotext i cotemporary legal aca-
demia. This pael will focus o is-
sues that cotiue to impede wome’s 
equal opportuity i legal academia: 
from the lack of wome i certai 
substative areas of law teachig 
to cotiuig challeges faced by 
wome teachers i the classroom, 
with particular attetio to those 
faced by youger wome, wome 
of color, lgbt wome, ad pregat 
wome; to problems cofrotig 
wome as visitors; to the devaluatio 
of scholars who write outsider schol-
arship i all forms, icludig femi-
ist legal theory, critical race theory, 
ad queer theory; to the effect par-

etig leaves o cosideratio for 
teure; to the cotiuig reluctace 
to itegrate issues of geder equal-
ity i scholarship ad teachig i all 
substative areas of the law. Breakout 
sessios will take place i the pleary 
room, allowig participats to dis-
cuss i small groups the issues raised 
by the pleary. 

The secod pleary, “The 
Workplace as a Site of (I)Equality,” 
will feature work by social scietists 
ad others who have aalyzed barri-
ers to geder equality i a rage of 
cotemporary workplaces. Focusig 
o issues such as wome ad ego-
tiatio, subtle sexism, harassmet of 
female supervisors by male supervi-
sees, “pik collar ghettos,” ad work/
family coflict, they will describe 
research from other workplace co-
texts that offers wome faculty tools 
for thikig about our ow work e-
viromets. This pael, too, will be 
followed by breakout groups, which 
will covee i the pleary room for 
further discussio. 

Followig luch, the afteroo 
sessios will step back from the im-
mediate cotext of the workplace to 
explore broader questios of sex ad 
geder equality. The first afteroo 
pleary, “Meaigs ad Cotexts 
of Equality” will examie the roles 
of sex, geder, ad sexuality i pro-
ducig wome’s iequality, iclud-
ig their itersectio with attributes 
such as race or socioecoomic status. 
Paelists will also explore differ-
et ways of coceivig equality, such 
as substative otios of equality 
emergig i Caadia ad Europea 
cotexts. These coceptual tools will 
help participats to thik about i-
equality i a rage of cotexts, i-
cludig legal academia. After the 
pael discussio, cocurret sessios 

will provide participats with oppor-
tuities for more i-depth exami-
atio of sex ad geder i a rage 
of substative law cotexts, iclud-
ig but ot limited to iteratioal 
huma rights, reproductive rights, 
corporate ad tax law, crimial jus-
tice, ad ecoomic equality. The 
first day’s meetigs will be followed 
by a eveig poster presetatio 
ad receptio. The receptio will be 
structured to eable participats to 
meet others withi their substa-
tive fields; it will feature posters o 
forthcomig ad recet scholar-
ship by wome faculty. It will be fol-
lowed by a “Die-Aroud” optio, 
i which participats, who will be 
ivited to sig up i advace, ca 
meet i small groups for dier at 
earby restaurats. 

The secod day of “Wome 
Rethikig Equality” will retur 
to the law school settig to focus o 
wome’s professioal developmet 
ad istitutioal chage. The first 
pleary, “Wome as Scholars,” will 
examie the obstacles faced by par-
ticular groups of wome scholars, 
such as juior faculty, wome of color 
writig i femiist legal theory, or 
wome strivig for visibility ad i-
fluece i male-domiated fields. It 
will also explore ewer or less co-
vetioal vehicles for the dissemi-
atio ad promotio of scholarly 
work, such as popular books, ui-
versity press moographs, or blog-
gig. This pael will be followed by 
cocurret sessios o scholarship. 
I these sessios, faculty selected 
through a call for papers will pres-
et works-i-progress i small group 
sessios, receivig feedback from 
assiged commetators ad other 
participats. 

Workshop on Women Rethinking Equality
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The afteroo sessio will 
ope with a pleary o “Wome as 
Teachers.” This sessio will cosider 
evidece of a gap betwee the ways 
that today’s studets ad may fac-
ulty members talk about sex, geder, 
ad sexuality; it will ask how we ca 
bridge that gap i the ofte-vexed 
discussios these topics create. This 
pleary will examie presumptios 
of icompetece, which, cotiue 
to affect all wome faculty, but pose 
particular challeges to wome of 
color ad youger wome, as well 
as other issues i the evaluatio of 
wome as teachers. This pael dis-
cussio will be followed by break-
out sessios which will take place i 
the pleary room. The fial ses-
sio of the coferece, “Reshapig 
Istitutios” will proceed i three 

Workshop on Women Rethinking Equality
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phases. First a pleary discussio will 
highlight a series of potetial areas 
for actio, icludig: icreasig the 
recruitmet, promotio ad rete-
tio of wome of color; securig po-
sitios of leadership for wome i law 
schools; establishig structures that 
support metorig of wome faculty 
ad studets; re-valuig legal writ-
ig ad cliical work i the currecy 
of salary ad full academic “citize-
ship;” ad accommodatig the care 
resposibilities of all faculty mem-
bers. Participats will the break 
ito small groups to discuss strategies 
for addressig these issues withi 
their idividual law schools; fially, 
these groups will come together to 
share their suggestios i a coclud-
ig sessio. 

Topics: 

Ufiished Busiess of Wome’s 
Equality i Legal Educatio; The 
Workplace as a Site of Geder (I)
Equality; Meaigs of Geder 
Equality; Wome as Scholars; 
Wome as Teachers, Geder i the 
Classroom; Reshapig Istitutios; 
Cocurret Sessios: Meaigs ad 
Cotexts of Geder Equality (From 
Reproductive Rights to Reproductive 
Justice; Geder ad Ecoomic 
Equality; Geder ad Crimial 
Law; Geder ad Justice System; 
Larry Summers ad Tax Lawyers; 
Theorizig Geder); Cocurret 
Sessios o Scholarship Call for 
Papers.

For more information go to: 
www.aals.org/calendar/

2011 Annual Meeting Podcasts Now Online 

Over 130 sessios from the 2011 AALS Aual 
Meetig have bee digitally audio recorded. These re-
cordigs, kow as ‘podcasts,’ are available at o charge 
to faculty ad professioal staff from AALS member ad 
fee-paid schools.

A user ame ad password is required to access the 
podcasts. Your user ame is your primary e-mail address. 
If you do ot have or do ot remember your password, 
click the ‘forgot password’ lik o the bottom of the log-
i scree.

You ca browse the Aual Meetig podcast program 
by scrollig dow, or search for a specific sessio by typ-
ig ‘Ctrl F’ ad the typig a keyword. 

Click the Sectio ame of the sessio you are iter-
ested i ad your media player should ope ad begi 
playig the recordig. Loger sessios have bee broke 
up ito multiple recordigs—they will have several liks 
(such as ‘morig’ or ‘afteroo’) directly beeath the 
sessio ame.

Visit www.aals.org/am2011podcasts/ to liste to the 
recorded sessios.
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2010 Teachers of the Year
The AALS was pleased to celebrate the following teachers for their contributions to legal education. The AALS Core Values promote member law schools’ 
faculty to be “engaged in the creation and dissemination of knowledge about law, legal processes, and legal systems, and who are devoted to fostering justice 
and public service in the legal community.” The following teachers are to be commended for their work in furthering the mission of the AALS in improving 
legal education.

Vo R. Creel, Oklahoma City University School of Law
Gregory S. Crespi, Southern Methodist University, Dedman 

School of Law
Michael E. DeBow, Samford University, Cumberland   

School of Law
Sidey W. DeLog, Seattle University School of Law
James W. Diehm, Widener University School of Law
Joh Shahar Dillbary, The University of Alabama School of Law
Do L. Doerberg, Pace University School of Law
William V. Dulap, Quinnipiac University School of Law
William G. Eckhardt, University of Missouri-Kansas City 

School of Law
Joel B. Eise, The University of Richmond School of Law
Kimberly K. Ferza, Rutgers School of Law - Camden
Clifford Fishma, The Catholic University of America, 

Columbus School of Law
James L. Flaery, University of Pittsburgh School of Law
Harry M. Flechter, University of Pittsburgh School of Law
Heidi L. Forma, University at Buffalo Law School, State 

University of New York
Christopher W. Frost, University of Kentucky College of Law
Roald R. Garet, University of Southern California, Gould 

School of Law
James Garlad, City University of New York School of Law
Tracey E. George, Vanderbilt University Law School
Thomas Earl Geu, University of South Dakota School of Law
A. Thomas Golde, Thomas Jefferson School of Law
Patrick D. Goodma, University of California, Los Angeles, 

School of Law
James R. Gordley, Tulane University School of Law
Kathy T. Graham, Willamette University College of Law
Soia B. Gree, The John Marshall Law School
James R. Hackey, Northeastern University School of Law
Richard B. Hagedor, Willamette University College of Law
Matthew R. Hall, University of Mississippi School of Law
Daielle K. Hart, Southwestern Law School
Michael W. Hatfield, Texas Tech University School of Law
Kevi L. Hopkis, The John Marshall Law School
Justi Hughes, Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law,   

Yeshiva University
Alla Ides, Loyola Law School, Los Angeles 
Marco Jimeez, Stetson University College of Law
Leslie A. Johso, Widener University School of Law
RoNell Aderse Joes, Brigham Young University,   

J. Reuben Clark Law School
Samuel Jorda, Saint Louis University School of Law
Kristi Kalsem, University of Cincinnati College of Law
Sarah F. Kaltsouis, University of Washington School of Law
Joh M. Kag, St. Thomas University School of Law

Marjorie C. Aaro, University of Cincinnati College of Law
Jasmie C. Abdel-Khalik, University of Missouri-Kansas City 

School of Law
Paula L. Abrams, Lewis and Clark Law School
Arthur Acevedo, The John Marshall Law School
Vicet C. Alexader, St. John’s University School of Law
Craig H. Alle, University of Washington School of Law
Patti Alleva, University of North Dakota School of Law
Samuel J. Astorio, Duquesne University School of Law
Steve E. Averett, Brigham Young University, J. Reuben Clark 

Law School
Rory D. Bahadur, Washburn University School of Law
Paul R. Baier, Louisiana State University Law Center
C. Edwi Baker, University of Pennsylvania Law School
Paul D. Beett, The University of Arizona, James E. Rogers 

College of Law
Eric Berger, University of Nebraska College of Law
Joh M. Bickers, Northern Kentucky University, Salmon P. 

Chase College of Law
Lyda Black, The University of Memphis, Cecil C. Humphreys 

School of Law
R. Thomas Blackbur, University of Louisville, Louis D. 

Brandeis School of Law
Frederic M. Bloom, Brooklyn Law School
Kare M. Blum, Suffolk University Law School
Richard T. Bowser, Campbell University, Norman Adrian 

Wiggins School of Law
Kathlee F. Brickey, Washington University School of Law
Howard W. Brill, University of Arkansas, Fayetteville, Leflar  

Law Center
Richard Brooks, Yale Law School
Christopher J. Buccafusco, Chicago-Kent College of Law, 

Illinois Institute of Technology
Elizabeth Chamblee Burch, Florida State University   

College of Law
Alafair S. Burke, Hofstra University School of Law
Robert K. Calhou, Golden Gate University School of Law
Doald Campbell, Mississippi College School of Law
Derrick A. Carter, Valparaiso University School of Law
R. M. Cassidy, Boston College Law School
Eric C. Chaffee, University of Dayton School of Law
Leah M. Christese, Thomas Jefferson School of Law
Alliso Christias, University of Wisconsin Law School
David S. Cohe, Drexel University, Earle Mack School of Law
Joh M. Coley, University of North Carolina School of Law
Stephe R. Cook, University of Akron, C. Blake McDowell  

Law Center
Geoffrey Cor, South Texas College of Law
Nacy A. Costello, Michigan State University College of Law

Continued on page 14
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Michael J. Kaufma, Loyola University, Chicago, School of Law
Kevi Kelly, University of the District of Columbia, David A. 

Clarke School of Law
Michael S. Kirsch, Notre Dame Law School
Michael Klarma, Harvard Law School
Alexadra B. Klass, University of Minnesota Law School
Richard D. Klei, Touro College, Jacob D. Fuchsberg   

Law Center
Reyold J. Kosek, Mercer University Law School
Susa S. Kuo, University of South Carolina School of Law
Patricia Leary, Whittier Law School
Margaret H. Lemos, Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law, 

Yeshiva University 
Elizabeth Weeks Leoard, University of Kansas School of Law
Jaet K. Levit, The University of Tulsa College of Law
Vicki J. Limas, The University of Tulsa College of Law
Thomas G. Liiger, University of Oregon School of Law
Ae Marie Lofaso, West Virginia University College of Law
William C. Lych, California Western School of Law 
Thomas O. Mai, University of the Pacific, Mc George   

School of Law
Dyla Malagrio, University of La Verne College of Law
Justi Marceau, University of Denver, Sturm College of Law
Paul Marcus, College of William and Mary, Marshall-Wythe 

School of Law
Lucy A. Marsh, University of Denver, Sturm College of Law
Barry D. Matsumoto, University of Iowa College of Law
Thomas A. Mauet, The University of Arizona, James E. Rogers 

College of Law
Margaret Sova McCabe, University of New Hampshire   

School of Law
Celestie R. McCoville, Chapman University School of Law
Daiel S. Medwed, University of Utah, S. J. Quinney   

College of Law
Ajay K. Mehrotra, Indiana University, Maurer School of Law
Luke Meier, Baylor University School of Law
Robert E. Mesel, St. Thomas University School of Law
Deborah J. Merritt, The Ohio State University, Michael E. 

Moritz College of Law
Darrell A.H. Miller, University of Cincinnati College of Law
James R. Moroe, Drake University Law School
Kelly Moore, University of Toledo College of Law
Michelle Brya Mudd, University of Montana School of Law
Eric L. Muller, University of North Carolina School of Law
A M. Murphy, Gonzaga University School of Law
Joh E. B. Myers, University of the Pacific, Mc George   

School of Law
Eboi S. Nelso, University of South Carolina School of Law
Julie A. Nice, University of San Francisco School of Law
Hele L. Norto, University of Colorado Law School
Da O’Gorma, Barry University, Dwayne O. Andreas   

School of Law

Kevi Fracis O’Neill, Cleveland State University, Cleveland-
Marshall College of Law

Timothy P. O’Neill, The John Marshall Law School
J. W. Parker, Wake Forest University School of Law
Amagda Pérez, University of California, Davis, School of Law
Michael J. Pitts, Indiana University School of Law-Indianapolis 
Richard Abraham Primus, The University of Michigan  

Law School
Alex Raskolikov, Columbia University School of Law
Ree Reich-Graefe, Western New England College   

School of Law
Barak D. Richma, Duke University School of Law
Lori Righad, University of Georgia College of Law
Larry J. Ritchie, Roger Williams University School of Law
Hillary A. Sale, Washington University School of Law
Victoria S. Salzma, Phoenix School of Law 
Ted Sampsell-Joes, William Mitchell College of Law
Richard H. Seamo, University of Idaho College of Law
Daiel P. Selmi, Loyola Law School, Los Angeles 
Joshua M. Silverstei, University of Arkansas at Little Rock, 

William H. Bowen School of Law
Mitchell Simo, University of New Hampshire School of Law
Kare R. Smith, Southwestern Law School
Peter J. Smith, The George Washington University Law School
Doald Smythe, California Western School of Law
Richard Squire, Fordham University School of Law
Gle Staszewski, Michigan State University College of Law
Julie Steier, St. John’s University School of Law
Otis H. Stephes, University of Tennessee College of Law
Stephaie Steves, St. Mary’s University of San Antonio  

School of Law
James A. Strazzella, Temple University, James E. Beasley  

School of Law
David A. Super, University of Maryland School of Law
David H. Taylor, Northern Illinois University College of Law
David A. Thomas, Brigham Young University, J. Reuben Clark 

Law School
Kare Throckmorto, University of Miami School of Law
Lee-ford Tritt, University of Florida, Fredric G. Levin   

College of Law
Rodey J. Uphoff, University of Missouri School of Law
Keeth J. Vadevelde, Thomas Jefferson School of Law
Stephe I. Vladeck, American University Washington   

College of Law
David Ira Walker, Boston University School of Law
Byro L. Warke, University of Baltimore School of Law
Blake A. Watso, University of Dayton School of Law
Kathry A A. Watts, University of Washington School of Law
Sea Watts, Creighton University School of Law
Susa L. Waysdorf, University of the District of Columbia, David 

A. Clarke School of Law
Roederick C. White, Southern University Law Center
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chages. Oe thiks of the complexity of health care re-
form or comprehesive immigratio reform, with their 
ow cetripetal forces.

I am most cocered with the subtleties of this re-
aligmet, the effects upo goverace ad upo aca-
demic duty. I believe, as does former AALS presidet 
Judith Aree, that disappoitig ruligs are already 
flowig from the decisio of the U.S. Supreme Court i 
Garcetti v. Ceballos to allow the govermet to cotrol the 
speech of its employees.22 May of these 
cases are detailed i a 2009 report from 
the America Associatio of Uiversity 
Professors, “Protectig a Idepedet 
Faculty Voice: Academic Freedom after 
Garcetti v. Ceballos.”23 Though comprehe-
sive, the report does ot have the space 
to list the dozes of cases curretly mov-
ig through the system, ad it could ot 
possibly idetify istaces where gover-
met employees have chose the path of 
least resistace by ot speakig out or ot 
challegig employer decisios, kowig 
how the deck is ow stacked agaist them. 
Because of this, whe discussig Garcetti, 
college faculty ad others defedig faculty members’ 
free speech eed to highlight what it really meas to 
idividuals affected by the Supreme Court’s crabbed 
readig of the First Amedmet. As I vigorously ad 
frequetly exercise my First Amedmet ad academic 
freedom privileges, I ofte have felt the stig from ru-
ig afoul of authoritaria iterests, several of whom 
have complaied directly to my Uiversity of Housto 
presidet(s), especially after I had bee ivolved i is-
sues cocerig udocumeted college studets,24 pub-
lic college admissios (the top te percet pla),25 ad 
a law that precluded state employees, icludig profes-
sors, from servig as cosultats or expert witesses 
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agaist the state i legal actios (aimed i part at my 
activities).26 My the-presidet idicated that if so may 
legislators were goig to complai about me to him, as 
they were, I should have at least kicked up more dust. 

But oe of these earlier cotroversies prepared me 
for the fire storm that hit whe it became kow that 
I had helped ed a practice of legacy poit admissios 
at a differet public istitutio, Texas A&M Uiversity. 
Whe Hopwood27 was overtured by Grutter v. Bollinger,28 

this istitutio evertheless cotiued 
to quietly practice reverse affirmative 
actio through the legacy poit system, 
while aoucig it would ot follow 
Grutter, but would emphasize “merit.” Two 
black colleagues (oe a key legislator ad 
the other Professor Joh Brittai, ow 
teachig at the Uiversity of the District 
of Columbia David A. Clarke School 
of Law) ad I wrote a opiio colum 
callig the istitutio’s leadership out 
for its hypocrisy.29 Withi days, the leg-
acy policy was discotiued. I had more 
tha a doze letters, several e-mails ad 
may phoe calls callig for my scalp. I 

eve received a remostrace from a imate i federal 
priso, who excoriated me i a letter for “helpig elimi-
ate the Aggie Legacy, which [he] had hoped to pass to 
[his] ow childre.” May of these letters were copied 
to my presidet, who called me ad cogratulated me 
for the colum ad its results. He told me that he was 
proud to have me o his faculty, ad would I please let 
him kow ext time I was goig to do this kid of thig, 
so he could be prepared to defed me. Recoutig the 
several istaces where I had bee complaied about, 
he also said, “This is why we eed teure ad academic 
freedom,” a geerous setimet that may college pres-
idets would either hold or ackowledge. 

22 Judith Aree, “Govermet as Educator: A New Uderstadig of First Amedmet Protectio of Academic Freedom ad Goverace,” 97 Geo. L. J. 945, 1000 (2009).

23 REPORT: Protecting an Independent Faculty Voice: Academic Freedom after Garcetti v. Ceballos (2009), available at: http://www.aaup.org/NR/rdolyres/B3991F98-98D5-4CC0-9102-ED26A7A A2892/0/
Garcetti.pdf 

24 Adrew Guy, “Big Ma o Campus, Law professor fights for issues dear to his heart,” Hous. Chron., Jue 4, 2001, A1.

25 Rick Casey, “Of Fairess, Privilege ad Top 10 Percet,” Hous. Chron., August 22, 2010, B1, B4, available at: http://www.chro.com/disp/story.mpl/metropolita/casey/7164545.html.

26 146 F.3d 304, superseded by Hoover v Morales, 164 F 3d 221 (5th Cir. 1998). I served as a expert witess agaist the Uiversity of Texas Health Sciece Ceter. University of Texas v. Than, 901 S.W.2d 
926, 931-32 (Tex.1995) [TX Supreme Court]; 188 F.3d 633 (5th Cir. 1999).

27 Hopwood v. Texas, 861 F. Supp. 551 (W.D. Tex. 1994), aff ’d, 78 F.3d 932 (5th Cir.), cert. deied, 116 S. Ct. 2581 (1996).

28 539 U.S. 306 (2003).

29 Se. Rodey Ellis, Michael A. Olivas, ad Joh Brittai, Editorial, Hous. Chron., Jauary 11, 2004, Outlook-1(callig upo Texas A&M to employ affirmative actio ad to discotiue legacy 
prefereces). 
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I my more-tha-30 years of 
teachig, scholarship ad public 
service, I have leaed ito the wid 
ad called out wrogdoig whe 
I discovered it. May of you kow 
my activities with the Aual Dirty 
Doze List,30 makig my selectio 
as AALS Presidet all the more 
ulikely. I have ot bee seriously 
threateed, but oly because I use 
foototes, briefs, ad r-squares, ot 
more militat meas or luchroom 
protests. Whe I was the America 
Associatio of Uiversity Professors 
(AAUP) Geeral Cousel, the 
Uabomber was still at large, sed-
ig letter bombs to uiversity faculty 
ad officials aroud the coutry.31 
(His moiker was i tribute to his 
status as the Uiversity ad Airlie 
Bomber.) I had serious discus-
sios about my safety with college 
security ad mail facility officials, 
at the suggestio of aother of my 
Uiversity of Housto presidets, 
who was worried about my high 
profile. She told me quite memo-
rably that teure would ot pro-
tect me from a letter bomb. Today, 
more tha I fear ay letter bomb 
or physical threat, I am cocered 
about the more geeralized Garcetti 
chillig features ad silecig that 
occur i hard times, whether eco-
omic or political. Each of you will 
likely have your ow persoal set of 
experieces, especially if you are 
afflictig the comfortable, rather 
tha comfortig the afflicted. Law 
professors are blessed with may 
opportuities to do both.

Academic Duty:

A icreasig umber of schol-
ars have oted that the professori-
ate is beig restructured, ad that 
it is occurrig o cats’ feet. I the 
thermodyamics of faculty gover-
ace, if teure were ot available, 
why should faculty commit to ay 
istitutio, ad ot act as if they 
are solo, idepedet cotractors? 
Why take duty seriously? I thik 
it a likely result that a cotiget 
ad part-time ad adjuct faculty 
will regress dow to the mea, ad 
will ot perform the may acil-
lary activities that full-time faculty 
are expected to udertake i their 
istitutio buildig. I have always 
cosidered academic citizeship 
a importat requiremet of beig 
a professor, ad have felt called to 
the vocatio of service as a es-
setial compoet of my teachig 
ad scholarly obligatios. Beig a 
faculty member carries a umber 
of ueumerated resposibilities, 
particularly istitutioal service to 
improve the life of the orgaizatio, 
ad also to professioal groups, 
growig from our sigular status as 
lawyers ad professors. O almost a 
daily basis, I have come to appreci-
ate the orgaic way that these dif-
feret facets of oe’s professioal 
life become itertwied ad erich 
the other parts. Surely I am a bet-
ter scholar of higher educatio law 
ad casebook author for my service 
as a expert witess, for ad agaist 
colleges, ad these skills will as-
sist me i makig certai that the 

results of the repeal of Do’t Ask, 
Do’t Tell32 ad of CLS v. Martinez33 
are figured ito our law school 
policies, as the teets of Grutter have 
iformed ad helped shape admis-
sios practices. Just as all members 
of a polity or commuity determie 
their civic duties ad ivolvemet, 
so should professors choose amog 
may alteratives, whether they are 
i AALS, i other legal orgaiza-
tios, or i other importat sec-
tors where our skills ad iterests 
reside.

Here, to elaborate upo the 
cocept of academic duty, I take 
my lead from the estimable 1997 
Harvard Uiversity Press book 
writte by the former Staford 
Presidet ad distiguished biolo-
gist Doald Keedy, Academic Duty. 
I his thoughtful ad provocative 
reflectios upo his log Staford 
career, he sets out a etire ethos of 
“academic duty,” across all the tra-
ditioal categories of faculty life. 
However, whe I read the book a 
doze years ago, I was struck by his 
old-fashioed sese of digity i 
faculty work, ad the correspodig 
ad reciprocal obligatios that flow 
from academic freedom. He wrote, 
“The terms resposibility ad eth-
ics are ofte used iterchage-
ably i speakig of the [academic] 
professios, ad it is temptig to 
elide them here ad let it go at that. 
But there is a distictio betwee 
two differet kids of obligatio, 
oe worth makig at the outset. 
Resposibility suggests the duty oe 
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30 Ediberto Roma ad Christopher B. Carbot, “Freeriders ad Diversity i the Legal Academy: A New Dirty Doze List?” 83 Ind. L. J. 1235, 1238-1239, 1245 (2008) (outliig Dirty Doze 
project ad reputatioal damages).

31 The FBI has posted Uabomber iformatio at: http://www.fbi.gov/ews/stories/2008/april/uabomber_042408.

32 Carl Hulse, “Seate Eds Military Ba o Gays Servig Opely,” NY Times, December 19, 2010, A1. For the policy’s applicatio to law schools, see Barbara J. Cox, “A ALS as Creative Problem-
Solver: Implemetig Bylaw 6-4 (A) to Prohibit Discrimiatio o the Basis of Sexual Orietatio i Legal Educatio,” 56 J. Leg. Educ. 22 (2006).

33 Michael A. Olivas, “Who Gets to Guard the Gates of Ede?” IsideHigherEd.com, Jue 29, 2010, available at: http://www.isidehighered.com/views/2010/06/29/olivas .

Continued on page 17
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owes to the istitutio—ad first 
ad foremost, to oe’s studets. It 
meas meetig oe’s classes well-
prepared ad maitaiig oe’s 
stadards of scholarship. It meas 
givig a studet the time he or she 
eeds to work out a problem. It 
meas retaiig some detachmet 
ad objectivity about highly parti-
sa issues i which it might be pos-
sible to exert a ufair ifluece 
over studets. I essece, it meas 
deliverig full support to a set of i-
stitutioal objectives. . . Academic 
life i America, despite its diverse 
istitutioal forms, presets com-
mo experieces ad challeges. 
Every professor teaches; most write 
papers or books ad review those 
writte by others; most have rela-
tioships, friedly or otherwise, 
with peers; may get grats to sup-
port scholarly work; may publish 
their fidigs i scholarly jourals 
or books. Ad all are looked upo, 
by studets ad others, as persos 
somehow resposible for advacig 

Michael A. Olivas’ Week of October 18-24, 2010, Non-travel Week

Hours Activities

4 Teachig class (reduced load)

4 Preparig for teachig (ew text)

7 Class advisig/review studet papers/office hours (arraged)

3 Committee/faculty meetigs (UH/UHLC)

5 Faculty developmet (luch speakers ad lectures, proposal  readig ad review) 

2 Studet developmet (speakig ivitatio, faculty advisor to  studet orgaizatio) 

10 AALS (calls, draftig, oppressig miorities ad immigrats)

2 Letters (faculty, staff, studet recommedatios)

10 Research, scholarship (readig, writig, draftig, computer searches, editig galleys, meetig with RA’s)

4 Other phoe (professioal, referrals, other)

2 Proposal writig, IRB protocols

10 Lecture preparatio (four differet upcomig lectures, icludig AALS)

5 Miscellaeous (coffee, bathroom breaks, music recordig, messig aroud, schmoozig, Prairie Home Compaio)

2 E-mails (surfig, googlig, sarkig)

TOTAL 70 hours [7:00 a.m.-7:00 p.m. M-F; 10 hrs on weekend]

34 Doald Keedy, Academic Duty 19, 21-22 (1997). 
Continued on page 18

By defiitio, everyoe’s time 
aggregated ad apportioed will be 
differet, ad as a AALS board 
member ad presidet-elect, my 
time may eve be more idiosy-
cratic tha that of others. But it was 
very clear from the surprisig logs 
that I sped a great deal of time i 
work that does ot redoud directly 
to my ow direct ad persoal be-
efit, quite apart from my AALS 
duties. I am certai that this pro-
portio of exterally directed time 
has shifted sice I etered the acad-
emy i 1982, ad whe I was first 
makig my ow way ad establish-
ig myself i my career. This has 
resulted i a more satisfyig mix of 
time spet with studets, especially 
my research assistats, ad this has 
bee true for may years. If I had 
measured a differet week this or 
aother semester, the mix would 
be differet, ad I would have re-
corded more dissertatio advis-
ig ad less lecture preparatio. I 
just eded a log period of work i 
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the capacities ad potetialities of 
the ext geeratio. That is a very 
large resposibility, ad it is the 
essece of academic duty.”34 Every 
reader may sketch i his or her ow 
defiitio of this cocept, a syop-
tic ad cotextual term that allows 
persoal reflectio ad ivites self-
referece. 

I decided upo a persoal case 
study, eve at the risk of appearig 
self-servig. (How legal academics 
sped their actual time is a subject 
o which virtually o data exist.) I 
order to apply these exactig orms 
of Keedy’s academic duty i case 
study fashio, I recorded my ow 
activities for a week at radom, ad 
as may juior associates i firms 
do, maitaied a log i fiftee-
miute icremets for seve days. 
I live a life quite differet tha do 
may others, ad come i every day 
durig the week before 7:00 a.m., 
ad leave after 7:00 p.m. (I tell my 
frieds that I sped “half-days” at 
work.) 
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which I served as a expert witess 
i a protracted legal matter, so the 
may hours I had billed dropped 
off. Earlier i the fall term, I wrote 
six letters for promotio ad te-
ure cases, so oe of these complex 
draftig issues showed up o this 
log. But oe thig is crystal clear: 
I give away a great deal of my time 
to pro boo ad other service work, 
ad this is how it should be. Whe I 
kid that I am paid to grade papers, 
but throw i a lot of other thigs, it 
is oly partially i jest.

May of you do what I have doe, 
ad more, or less. Oe of the glori-
ous, uwritte parts of our job de-
scriptios is that we get to sped our 
time o importat service duties, 
defied as we see fit, but which law-
yers aloe may udertake. Examples 
are kow to all of us: forays ito 
federal govermet;35 service o the 
U.S. Civil Rights Commissio;36 
actig as iterim Attorey Geeral 
for the State of Ohio;37 servig as a 
tribal court judge with the Pueblo 
of Lagua, presidig judge with 
the Isleta Court of Tax Appeals, or 
appellate judge with the Southwest 
Itertribal Court of Appeals; 
38 leavig a deaship to become 
the Uited Natios Deputy High 
Commissioer for Refugees.39 
May, if ot most law schools have 
well-trodde pathways betwee the 
classroom ad various goverme-

tal ad o-govermetal orgai-
zatio (NGO) service. The Bible 
admoishes that those of us with 
may talets must use them for the 
good of the whole ad toward soci-
ety, as much is expected of us. Our 
ow bar orgaizatios, academic 
societies, ad professioal associa-
tios eed the very best we have to 
offer, ad our society eeds us to be 
active ad geerous with our time. 
Virtually all of us do some of this 
academic duty, but it is devalued 
ad urewarded for the most part. 
Yet who will do this sometimes-
thakless ad urecogized but 
essetial work i a world of coti-
get faculty, which will also require 
us to add coutless hours of assess-
met activities to evaluate all the 
visitors passig through?

Professor Keedy (the former 
Staford presidet) otes thatthe 
“istructios for fulfillig [aca-
demic duty] are left vague eve for 
the prospective practitioers. For 
this reaso cofusio ad misu-
derstadig ofte prevail iside 
academia, ad the public is equally 
cofused. Thus, uderstadig 
the professioal resposibilities 
that costitute academic duty is im-
portat for those who will fulfill 
them. But it is equally importat 
that they be uderstood i the same 
way by the public.”40 Part of our so-
cial cotract is that we cotribute, 

particularly to legal reform—how-
ever defied—ad ot just work for 
hire ad pay. I fair exchage for 
extraordiary discretio ad def-
erece accorded us, we must repay 
these privileges with our academic 
duty. We eed ot merely specu-
late about this resposibility, as it 
is explicated i substatial detail 
i the AALS Hadbook Statemets 
of Good Practices, Statemet of 
Good Practices by Law Professors 
i the Discharge of their Ethical 
ad Professioal Resposibilities 
(“Resposibilities to the Bar ad 
Geeral Public”), available o the 
AALS website.41 These are aspi-
ratioal, but lay out the premise 
of Academic Duty of which I am 
speakig.

I hope to sped this year o my 
watch of this extraordiary eter-
prise that is the AALS, learig 
ad listeig about the academic 
duty that is at our core ad the 
workig with you to elevate it i our 
public lives. I promise to all of you 
that I will ot squader this wo-
derful gift you have give me, ad 
I will work hard to be worthy of it. 
Represetig you ad our mem-
bers, I will defed teure ad aca-
demic freedom, especially i the 
legal academy, ad will raise my 
voice i chorus with yours for a 
expaded readig ad recogitio 
of academic duty ito all our pro-
fessioal lives. Thak you for this 
opportuity.

35 At the preset, cosider the examples of Elizabeth Warre 

[http://www.law.harvard.edu/faculty/directory/idex.html?id=82 ] ad Neal Katyal

[http://www.law.georgetow.edu/faculty/facifo/tab_faculty.cfm?Status=Faculty&ID=272], amog may. 

36 See, for example, Gail Heriot 

[http://www.sadiego.edu/law/academics/faculty/bio.php?id=701] ad Cruz Reyoso

[http://www.law.ucdavis.edu/faculty/Reyoso].

37 Dea Nacy H. Rogers of Ohio State stepped i whe the Ohio AG positio was vacated: http://moritzlaw.osu.edu/ews/ewsrel.php?ID=249.

38 Christie Zui Cruz of the UNM Law School has held all these positios while egaged i law teachig: [ http://lawschool.um.edu/faculty/zui-cruz/idex.php].

39 T. Alexader Aleiikoff took a leave from the Georgetow law deaship to assume this positio, as he had doe to serve as Geeral Cousel of the the-Immigratio ad Naturalizatio Service: http://www.
law.georgetow.edu/faculty/facifo/tab_faculty.cfm?Status=FullTime&ID=208 

40 Keedy, supra ote 34, at 22.

41 The Statemet is olie at: http://www.aals.org/about_hadbook_sgp_eth.php .

President’s Message

Continued from page 17



page  19

AALS Section Chairs for 2011

Academic Support
Robi A. Boyle, St. Joh’s Uiversity School of Law

Administrative Law
M. Elizabeth Magill, Uiversity of Virgiia School of 

Law

Admiralty and Maritime Law
Joatha M. Gutoff, Roger Williams Uiversity School 

of Law

Africa
Margaret Maisel, Florida Iteratioal Uiversity 

College of Law

Agency, Partnership, LLC’s and Unincorporated 
Associations

Rutheford B. Campbell, Jr., Uiversity of Ketucky 
College of Law

Aging and Law
Lawrece A. Frolik, Uiversity of Pittsburgh School of 

Law

Agricultural Law
Joseph G. Hylto, Marquette Uiversity Law School

Alternative Dispute Resolution
Kelly Browe Olso, Uiversity of Arkasas at Little 

Rock, William H. Bowe School of Law

Animal Law
Taimie L. Bryat, Uiversity of Califoria, Los 

Ageles, School of Law

Antitrust and Economic Regulation
Bruce H. Kobayashi, George Maso Uiversity School 

of Law

Art Law
Julie Cromer Youg, Thomas Jefferso School of Law

Balance in Legal Education
Marjorie A. Silver, Touro College Jacob D. Fuchsberg 

Law Ceter

Biolaw
Christopher M. Holma, Uiversity of Missouri-

Kasas City, School of Law

Business Associations
Hillary A. Sale, Washigto Uiversity School of Law

Children and the Law
William W. Patto, Whittier Law School

Civil Procedure
Thomas O. Mai, Uiversity of the Pacific, Mc George 

School of Law

Civil Rights
Alexader A Reiert, Bejami N. Cardozo School of 

Law, Yeshiva Uiversity

Clinical Legal Education
Ala Kirtley, Uiversity of Washigto School of Law

Commercial and Related Consumer Law
Neil B. Cohe, Brookly Law School

Comparative Law
Padideh Alai, America Uiversity, Washigto 

College of Law

Conflict of Laws
Michael S. Gree, College of William ad Mary 

Marshall-Wythe School of Law

Constitutional Law
Garrett Epps, Uiversity of Baltimore School of Law

Continuing Legal Education
Jill Castlema, Georgetow Uiversity Law Ceter

Contracts
Keith A. Rowley, Uiversity of Nevada, Las Vegas, 

William S. Boyd School of Law

Creditors’ and Debtors’ Rights
Rafael I. Pardo, Uiversity of Washigto School of 

Law

Continued on page 20
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Continued on page 21

Continued from page 19

AALS Section Chairs for 2011

Criminal Justice
M. Katherie B. Darmer, Chapma Uiversity School 

of Law

For the Law School Dean
Aviam Soifer, Uiversity of Hawaii, William S. 

Richardso School of Law
Kellye Y. Testy, Uiversity of Washigto School of 

Law

Defamation and Privacy
Frak A. Pasquale, Seto Hall Uiversity School of 

Law

Disability Law
Robert D. Dierstei, America Uiversity, 

Washigto College of Law

Education Law
Emily Gold Waldma, Pace Uiversity School of Law

Employee Benefits and Executive Compensation
Barry Kozak, The Joh Marshall Law School

Employment Discrimination Law
Julie C. Suk, Bejami N. Cardozo School of Law, 

Yeshiva Uiversity

Environmental Law
Carme G. Gozalez, Seattle Uiversity School of Law

Evidence
Michael S. Pardo, The Uiversity of Alabama School 

of Law

Family and Juvenile Law
Vivia E. Hamilto, College of William ad Mary, 

Marshall-Wythe School of Law

Federal Courts
Thomas H. Lee, Fordham Uiversity School of Law

Financial Institutions and Consumer Financial 
Services

Aa Gelper, America Uiversity, Washigto 
College of Law

Graduate Programs for Non-U.S. Lawyers
Matthew Cox, Sata Clara Uiversity School of Law

Immigration Law
Nacy Morawetz, New York Uiversity School of Law

Indian Nations and Indigenous Peoples
R. Hokulei Lidsey, Souther Illiois Uiversity 

School of Law

Institutional Advancement
Peter Croi, Corell Law School

Insurance Law
Daiel Schwarcz, Uiversity of Miesota Law School

Intellectual Property
Mark P. McKea, Notre Dame Law School

International  Human Rights
Eri Daly, Wideer Uiversity School of Law

International Law
Daiel H. Derby, Touro College, Jacob D. Fuchsberg 

Law Ceter

International Legal Exchange
Joh F. Cooper, Stetso Uiversity College of Law

Internet and Computer Law
Lydia P. Lore, Lewis ad Clark Law School

Islamic Law
Russell Powell, Seattle Uiversity School of Law

Jewish Law
Samuel J. Levie, Touro College, Jacob D. Fuchsberg 

Law Ceter
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Continued on page 22

Jurisprudence
Bejami C. Zipursky, Fordham Uiversity School of 

Law

Labor Relations and Employment Law
A C. McGiley, Uiversity of Nevada, Las Vegas, 

William S. Boyd School of Law

Law and Anthropology
Melissa L. Tatum, The Uiversity of Arizoa, James E. 

Rogers College of Law

Law and Economics
Scott Hemphill, Columbia Uiversity School of Law

Law and Interpretation
David T. Ritchie, Mercer Uiversity Law School

Law and Mental Disability
Leslie P. Fracis, Uiversity of Utah, S. J. Quiey 

College of Law

Law and Religion
Nelso Tebbe, Brookly Law School

Law and South Asian Studies
Jayath K. Krisha, Idiaa Uiversity, Maurer 

School of Law

Law and Sports
Eri E. Buzuvis, Wester New Eglad College School 

of Law

Law and the Humanities
Jessica Silbey, Suffolk Uiversity Law School

Law and the Social Sciences
Kevi M. Qui, Uiversity of Califoria, Berkeley, 

School of Law

Law Libraries
Barbara A. Bitliff, The Uiversity of Texas School of 

Law

Law, Medicine and Health Care
Joa H. Krause, Uiversity of North Carolia School 

of Law

Legal History
Paul Fikelma, Albay Law School

Legal Writing, Reasoning and Research
Mark E. Wojcik, The Joh Marshall Law School

Legislation & Law of the Political Process
Aita S. Krishakumar, St. Joh’s Uiversity School 

of Law

Litigation
Ettie Ward, St. Joh’s Uiversity School of Law

Mass Communication Law
Amy Gajda, Tulae Uiversity School of Law

Minority Groups
Peelope Adrews, City Uiversity of New York School 

of Law

National Security Law
Mary-Rose Papadrea, Bosto College Law School

Natural Resources Law
Joyce E. McCoell, West Virgiia Uiversity College 

of Law

New Law Professors
Stephe I. Vladeck, America Uiversity, Washigto 

College of Law

Non-Profit Law and Philanthropy
Norma I. Silber, Hofstra Uiversity School of Law

North American Cooperation
Charles A. Marvi, Georgia State Uiversity College 

of Law

Continued from page 20
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AALS Section Chairs for 2011

Part-Time Division Programs
Deis R. Hoabach, Norther Ketucky Uiversity, 

Salmo P. Chase College of Law

Post-Graduate Legal Education
Howard N. Feto, III, Ohio Norther Uiversity, 

Pettit College of Law

Poverty Law
Davida Figer, Loyola Uiversity, New Orleas, 

College of Law

PreLegal Education and Admission to Law School
Traci D. Howard, Califoria Wester School of Law 

Pro-Bono & Public Service Opportunities
Ede E. Harrigto, The Uiversity of Texas School 

of Law

Professional Responsibility
Peter Joy, Washigto Uiversity School of Law

Property Law
Steve J. Eagle, George Maso Uiversity School of 

Law

Real Estate Transactions
Carol N. Brow, Uiversity of North Carolia School 

of Law

Remedies
Tracy A. Thomas, Uiversity of Akro, C. Blake 

McDowell Law Ceter

Scholarship
Robert G. Boe, The Uiversity of Texas School of Law

Securities Regulation
William K. Sjostrom, Jr., The Uiversity of Arizoa, 

James E. Rogers College of Law

Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity Issues
J. Kelly Strader, Southwester Law School

Socio-Economics
Irma S. Russell, Uiversity of Motaa School of Law

State and Local Government Law
Keeth M. Murchiso, Louisiaa State Uiversity 

Law Ceter

Student Services
Nacy L. Beavides, Florida State Uiversity College 

of Law

Taxation
James R. Repetti, Bosto College Law School

Teaching Methods
Rachel E. Croskery-Roberts, The Uiversity of 

Michiga Law School

Torts and Compensation Systems
Michael L. Rustad, Suffolk Uiversity Law School

Trusts and Estates
Bridget J. Crawford, Pace Uiversity School of Law

Women in Legal Education
Dae L. Johso, Oklahoma City Uiversity School 

of Law
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Workshop for Beginning Legal Writing Teachers

June 22-23, 2011

Washington, D.C.

Why Attend? 

The workshop is desiged to offer 
ew law faculty a itroductio to the 
teachig of legal writig, research, 
ad aalysis. The workshop will ad-
dress the basic tasks of the teacher 
of legal writig: classroom teach-
ig, desigig problems, coduct-
ig effective idividual cofereces, 
icorporatig the teachig of legal 
research, ad critiquig studets’ 
writte work. Additioally, the work-
shop will address ew teachers’ schol-
arly developmet ad istitutioal 
status issues.

Who Should Attend? 

The workshop will be of iterest to 
ew legal writig teachers ad to all 
ew teachers whose resposibilities 
iclude some teachig of legal writ-
ig. The program will be particularly 
valuable for (1) full-time professors 
ad adjuct professors who will be 
teachig legal research ad writig 
for the first time, (2) ew directors of 
legal writig programs, if those idi-
viduals have taught full-time for four 
or fewer years, (3) ewer legal writ-
ig professors who have ot had a 
opportuity to atted a atioal co-
ferece o teachig legal writig.

Plenary Topics:
Legal Writig i the Academy•	
Desigig Assigmets ad •	
Assessmets
Critiquig ad Feedback•	
Holdig Effective Stu•	 det 
Cofereces
Course Desig•	
Legal Scholarship•	

Concurrent Session Topics: 
Workig with the Director•	
New Directors•	
Directorless Program•	

Why Attend?

At the 29th aual workshop, ew law teachers will share 
their excitemet, experieces ad cocers with each other 
ad with a roster of seior ad juior faculty chose for 
their track record of success ad their diversity of scholarly 
ad teachig approaches. These professors will pass alog 
ivaluable advice about teachig ad testig techiques ad 
tips for developig, placig ad promotig oe’s scholarship. 
Speakers will also address how to maage the demads of 
istitutioal service, as well as the expectatios of studets 
ad colleagues, alog with special challeges that arise whe 
cofrotig cotroversial topics.

Who Should Attend?

The workshop will beefit ewly appoited faculty 
members, icludig teachers with up to two years of 
teachig experiece, ad those with appoitmets as 
visitig assistat professors.

Plenary Topics:
State of the Legal Academy i the 21st Cetury Law School •	
(Chagig Nature of Law Studets, Legal Scholarship ad 
Curriculum ad Teachig); Your Evolutio as a Scholar
Nuts & Bolts ad Tips & Tricks of Scholarship; Teachig: •	
Learig Styles; Teachig: Preparatio ad Methods
Testig ad Assessmet of Studets, Feedback about •	
Yourself, How You Measure Your Ow Progress ad 
Effectiveess as a Teacher

Concurrent Session Topics: 
Teachig Your First Law School Course•	
Itegratig Skills ad Doctrie•	
Itegratig Techology ito Your Teachig•	
Itegratig Comparative Law•	
Teure Track (service ad professioalism for juior faculty)•	
Etry Level/Job Market Track (Visitig Assistat Professors, •	
Fellowship)
Alterative Tracks (Adjucts, Cotracts, Grat Positios,•	  
ad other tracks)

Workshop for New Law School Teachers

June 23-25, 2011

Washington, DC
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Workshop for Pretenured People of Color 
Law School Teachers 

June 25-26, 2011

Washington, DC

Why Attend? 

From their first day of teachig util teure, miority 
law teachers face special challeges i the legal academy. 
At this workshop, diverse paels of experieced ad 
successful law professors will focus o these issues 
as they arise i the cotext of scholarship, teachig, 
service ad the teure process. The workshop dovetails 
with the AALS Workshop for New Law School Teachers 
by providig sustaied emphasis o the distictive 
situatios of preteured miority law school teachers.

Who Should Attend?

The workshop will be of iterest to ewly appoited 
miority law teachers as well as juior professors who are 
avigatig the teure process ad lookig for guidace 
ad support.

Plenary Topics:
Strategies to Success: Teachig, Service ad •	
Scholarship
Teachig•	
You Ca Do This•	
Scholarship (Gettig Started with Scholarly •	
Ageda: Idetity, Scholarship, Networkig; 
Those Who Have Already Writte  — Where are 
you o Scholarly Ageda?)
Service: Whe to Say No, Whe to Say Yes•	

For more information go to www.aals.org/calendar/

Planning Committee for the 2011 Workshop for New Law School Teachers, Workshop for 
Pretenured People of Color  Law School Teachers, 

and Workshop for Beginning Legal Writing Teachers

Okianer Christian Dark, Howard University School of Law, Chair
Darby Dickerson, Stetson University  College of Law

Luz E. Herrera, Thomas Jefferson School of Law
Kellye Y. Testy, University of Washington School of Law
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Proposals for Professional Development Programs
The Professioal Developmet Committee ivites 

AALS Sectios to submit a proposal for a professioal 
developmet program i 2013.  To esure a comprehe-
sive review of these proposals ad facilitate the request for 
ay additioal iformatio, the deadlie for submissio 
is May 27, 2011. Proposals received by May 27th will re-
ceive preferece i the selectio process.

The Associatio’s professioal developmet pro-
grammig cosists of oe-day workshops at the Aual 
Meetig ad two-day workshops ad three-day cofer-
eces at the Mid-Year Meetig. Programs eed ot fit ay 
particular format, but may past cofereces ad work-
shops have falle ito oe of the followig categories: 

subject matter programs aimed at faculty who 1. 
teach particular subjects or types of courses such 
as the 2009 Mid-Year Meetig Coferece o 
Busiess Associatios ad 2010 Mid-Year Meetig 
Workshop o Civil Procedure;

programs for groups with similar iterests other 2. 
tha subject matter such as the 2010 Mid-Year 
Meetig Workshop o “Post Racial” Civil Rights 
Law, Politics, ad Legal Educatio: New ad 
Old Colorlies i the Age of Obama ad 2011 
Workshop o Wome Rethikig Equality; 

programs that cut across subject matter lies or i-3. 
tegrate traditioal subject matter such as the 2008 
Aual Meetig Workshop o Local Govermet 
at Risk: Immigratio, Lad Use ad Natioal 
Security ad the Battle of Cotrol ad the 2006 
Mid-Year Meetig Workshop o Itegratig 
Trasatioal Legal Perspectives; 

programs that focus upo a type of skill or disci-4. 
plie as i the 2011 Mid-Year Meetig Coferece 
o Curriculum: Uderstadig Law Across 
Borders ad Cultures ad the 2009 Aual 
Meetig Workshop: Progress? The Academy, 
Professio, Race ad Geder: Empirical Fidigs, 
Research Issues, Potetial Projects ad Fudig 
Opportuities; 

programs dealig with matters of law school ad-5. 
miistratio or legal educatio geerally such as 
the 2011 Aual Meetig Workshop for Deas 
ad Law Librarias ad the 2012 Aual Meetig 
Workshop o Academic Support; ad 

programs explorig the ramificatios of sigifi-6. 
cat developmets i or affectig the law such as 
the 2008 Aual Meetig Workshop o Courts: 
Idepedece ad Accoutability.

Proposals should be as specific as possible, icludig a 
descriptio of the areas or topics that might be covered, 
i as much detail as possible, ad a explaatio of why it 
would be importat ad timely to udertake such a pro-
gram i 2013. The Professioal Developmet Committee 
particularly ecourages proposals for programs that 
are sufficietly broad that they will iterest more tha 
the membership of a sigle AALS sectio. The AALS 
strogly ecourages proposals that cotemplate differet 
or iovative types of programmig or develop iterdis-
cipliary themes. A sample of a well-developed proposal 
is available for review o the AALS Web site at: http://
www.aals.org/profdev/

The Associatio welcomes suggestios for members 
of the plaig committee ad potetial speakers, alog 
with a brief explaatio as to their particular qualifica-
tios. It is helpful to the plaig committee to have as 
much iformatio as possible about potetial speakers i 
advace of its meetig. Sice plaig committees value 
diversity of all sorts, we ecourage recommedatios of 
wome, miorities, those with differig viewpoits, ad 
ew teachers as speakers. Specific iformatio regard-
ig the potetial speaker’s scholarship, writigs, speak-
ig ability, ad teachig methodology is particularly 
valuable.

Proposals are solicited from sectios ad those pro-
posals are extremely valuable as a startig poit for the 
plaig committee. Plaig the actual program, i-
cludig the choice of specific topics ad speakers, is the 
resposibility of the plaig committee, which is ap-
poited by the AALS Presidet. The plaig commit-
tees ormally iclude oe or more idividuals who are i 
leadership positios i the proposig sectio, ad other 
teachers i that subject area.

As idicated above, proposals should be submitted to 
AALS Maagig Director, Jae LaBarbera, by May 27, 
2011. Please sed a electroic copy of your proposal 
by e-mail to profdev@aals.org Jae LaBarbera would be 
pleased to discuss proposal ideas with you ad to aswer 
ay questios you have about the Associatio’s profes-
sioal developmet programs. Please sed your questios 
by e-mail to jlabarbera@aals.org.
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Update your 2011-2012 Directory of Law 
Teachers listing today!

The AALS Directory of Law Teachers updatig process is ow ope olie.

Faculty at member ad fee-paid schools eed to update their ow profiles. 
This olie process has replaced the hard copy forms that have to be mailed 
from, ad retured to AALS each sprig.

While hard copies of the Directory will cotiue to be mailed to all member 
ad fee-paid schools, this ew process allows faculty ad schools to keep their 
iformatio updated year-roud, while makig productio of the hardcopy 
more streamlied ad efficiet.

Please visit www.aals.org/dlt/ for istructios, FAQs ad to logi or update 
your persoal iformatio.

A e-mail with istructios ad your curret biographical listig will be 
set to full-time faculty shortly. 

The AALS 
Directory of Law 

Teachers
2011-2012

Printed for Law Teachers as a Public Service by 

West Law School Publishing and Foundation Press

The Nomiatig Committee for 2012 Officers ad Members of the Executive Committee, chaired by Kevi R. 
Johso, Uiversity of Califoria, Davis, ivites suggestios for cadidates for Presidet-elect of the Associatio ad 
for two positios o the Executive Committee for a three-year term. The omiatig committee will recommed 
cadidates for these positios to the House of Represetatives at the Jauary 2012 Aual Meetig i Washigto, 
D.C. 

Suggestios of persos to be cosidered ad relevat commets should be set to Executive Director Susa 
Westerberg Prager, 1201 Coecticut Aveue, N.W., Suite 800, Washigto, DC 20036 or sprager@aals.org. To e-
sure full cosideratio please sed your recommedatios by July 15, 2011. Presidet Michael A. Olivas has appoited 
a able, iformed, ad represetative Nomiatig Committee. The Nomiatig Committee would very much appre-
ciate your help i idetifyig strog cadidates. To be eligible, a perso must have a faculty appoitmet at a AALS 
member school. 

I additio to Dea Johso, the members of the Nomiatig Committee for 2012 Officers ad Members of the 
Executive Committee are: Alicia Alvarez, The Uiversity of Michiga; Barbara J. Cox, Califoria Wester School 
of Law; Thomas D. Morga, George Washigto Uiversity, Immediate Past Chair; Victor C. Romero, Pesylvaia 
State Uiversity; Rosemary C. Salomoe, St. Joh’s Uiversity; ad Joh Valery White, Uiversity of Nevada, Las 
Vegas.

Nominations for AALS Executive Committee and 
President-Elect
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Call for Proposals for Crosscutting Program Proposals 
for 2012 AALS Annual Meeting

AALS is requestig proposals for Crosscuttig 
Programs for the 2012 AALS Aual Meetig i 
Washigto, DC.  These proposals are due April 15, 
2011.

The Crosscuttig Programs brig back ad build o 
a well-received feature of prior years’ Aual Meetigs, 
formerly called “Ope Source Programs.” Crosscuttig 
Programs should feature a iovative approach to pre-
setig legal topics. It ca also be iterdiscipliary. 
These programs should attract a wide audiece of those 
teachig i multiple subjects, ad be creative i topic 
ad presetatio.   

Whe developig the proposal, oe should cosider 
the followig: 

Is the format iovative? •	

Will the program attract a broad audiece? •	

Is there a diversity of preseters ad multiplicity •	
of plaers? 

Is there juior ad seior teacher ivolvemet? •	

Does the topic cross over commo issues ad •	
trasced a particular subject area? 

Would there be a publicatio comig out of the •	
submissio? 

To esure exceptioal topics for the Crosscuttig 
Programs, proposals should ot feature a program or 
subject that could be offered by a AALS Sectio or 
coflict with other program topics beig preseted at the 
2012 AALS Aual Meetig. Thus, the Crosscuttig 
Selectio Committee will evaluate all proposals i light 
of AALS Sectio programs. 

For your proposal to be cosidered, you must provide 
the followig submissio requiremets:

Program title•	

Detailed descriptio ad explaatio of what the •	
program seeks  to accomplish

Names of the plaers of the program ad de-•	
scriptio of how the program idea was geerated

Names of speakers to be ivited icludig their •	
full ames ad schools with a lik to or copy of 
their vita

Presetatio format of program •	

Program publishig iformatio: Will the pro-•	
gram be published? If so, where would it be 
published? 

Examples of past Crosscuttig Programs, former-
ly called Ope Source Programs, iclude the “The 
Busiess of Tax Patets: At the Crossroads of Patet, 
Tax ad Busiess Law” ad  “New Legal Realism.” 

Who Can Submit a Proposal?

Faculty members of AALS member ad fee-paid 
law schools are eligible to submit a proposal for a 
Crosscuttig Program. Foreig, visitig ad adjuct 
faculty members, graduate studets, ad fellows are ot 
eligible to submit a proposal. 

Please mail your submissios ad required iforma-
tio to crosscuttig@aals.org by April 15, 2011.
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aalscalendar

AALS 
1201 Coecticut Aveue, N.W. 
Suite 800 
Washigto, D.C. 20036-2717
phoe 202.296.8851  
fax  202.296.8869  
web s i te  www.aals.org

Future Annual Meeting Dates and 
Locations

January 4-8, 2012, Washington, •	 D. C. 

January 4-8, 2013, New Orleans•	

2011 Mid-Year Meeting
June 11-17, 2011

Seattle, Washington

Conference on the Future of the Law School 
Curriculum

June 11-14, 2011

Conference on Clinical Legal Education:  
Learning for Transfer: (Re)conceptualizing 
What We Do in Clinics and Across the 
Curriculum  
June 13-16, 2011

Law Clinic Directors’ Workshop: (Re)con-
sidering Security of Position and Academic 
Freedome in Clinical Legal Education
June 17, 2011

2011 Workshop on Women 
Rethinking Equality
June 20-22, 2011

Washington, DC

2011 Workshops for New Law 
School Teachers

Workshop for Beginning Legal Writing Law 
School Teachers

June 22-23, 2011

Washington, DC

Workshop for New Law School Teachers 

June 23-25, 2011

Washington, DC

Workshop for Pretenured People 
of Color Law School Teachers 

June 25-26, 2011

Washington, DC

Future Faculty Recruitment Conference Dates 

Washington, D. C. 

October 13-15, 2011•	

October 11-13, 2012•	

October 17-19, 2013•	

October 16-18, 2014•	

For more information go to www.aals.org/calendar/


