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Writing began in September, 12 
hours weekly worth of  rehearsals in 
January, and now, the 36th Annual 
NYU Law Revue has puts its show, 
“How To §ucceed in Law School 
Without Really Trying,” to bed after 
four performances last week, April 7 
through 10. In the long tradition of  
Law Revue functioning as a cathartic 
expression of  the law school’s angst, 
the production focused squarely on 
the economic downturn, with the 
twist that the lack of  paying jobs was 
all part of  a plot concocted by a cack-
ling, deranged parody of  Assistant 
Dean for Public Interest Law Deb 
Ellis. The scheme was uncovered by 
a team of  intrepid, ambitious Com-
mentator reporters looking to crack a 
substantial news story for once.

When writing for the show be-
gan in September, Steve Knoepfler 
’10, the production’s plot director, 
quickly realized that jobs — or 
rather the lack of  them — would 
dominate this year’s Law Revue. 
“A lot of  the ideas writers were 
coming up with were basically 
about the economy,” he said. 

While the show’s topic was a 
reaction to the gloomy economic 
environment, Law Revue’s newest 
incarnation also appeared in many 
ways to address some concerns 
from last year’s show. The show 
moved briskly, wrapping up in just 
over two hours even including a 
15-minute intermission. Though 
the show’s runtime diminished, the 
number of  professorial parodies 
seemed to explode.

“We realized people liked to 
see the professors made fun of,” 
Knoepfler said. “We talk about 

them all the time, the same way 
as high school students talk about 
their teachers.” The result? In ad-
dition to Alexa Fields’s ’10 impres-
sion of  Assistant Dean Deb Ellis, 
Law Revue spoofed a flamboyent 
Prof. Hills alongside Professors 
Adler, Epstein, Sharkey and Yoshi-
no. “I hope we didn’t come across 
as mean,” Knoepfler said. 

For her part, Assistant Dean 
Ellis took everything in stride. “I 
enjoyed watching all the power that 
‘Deb Ellis’ had in Law Revue,” she 
said, adding “if  I did have that much 
power over the economy, I would 
ensure funding for all legal services 
to hire all the lawyers they need at 
starting salaries of  $75,000.” She 
even participated on stage Saturday 
night and was seen taking pictures 
with her doppelganger.

But what of  the show’s more 
adult-rated content? Past per-
formances have lampooned law 
school “romances,” but watching 
a parody of  Prof. Adler urinate on 
a student? Gasps filled Tishman 
Auditorium when a very large, 
very purple dildo was brandished 
on stage. “We didn’t set out to do 
any of  that,” Knoepfler defended. 
“I remember reading it and think-
ing, ‘This is really funny though.’” 
After witnessing a parody of  
Dean Richard Revesz, played by 
a woman, vigorously making out 
with his wife, Professor Vicki 
Been, played by a man, did the 
administration get a say in any of  
this? “They don’t tell us what to 
do,” Knoepfler said. 

However, the administration 
did ask that the show dampen any 
overt endorsement of  drinking and 
boozing. This is consistent with 
the decision to make Law Revue a 

semi-dry event this year.  Efforts to 
curb drinking at the event were con-
siderable, and what was the ultimate 
verdict on a dry Law Revue?

“There was a marked difference 
between the crowds last year and this 
year, and the change was definitely 
for the better. The audiences — 
especially on Wednesday, Thursday, 
and Saturday — were so great! They 
could hear the show, so they followed 
the plot and laughed at our jokes!” 
said Katie Svoboda ’11.

Even the Friday show, the 
only show to sell out, appears to 
have been less of  a drunken riot 
than past years. “People were still 
hollaring and catcalling through 
the first few scenes, but this year 
they seemed to settle down and 
realize there was a good show 
going on,” said Chris Symeonides 
’11, a member of  the band. 

Attendance was down some-
what compared to past years, 
either as a result of  fewer 1Ls 
in the cast to hype up their sec-
tions or, more likely, the drink-
ing restrictions. However, the 
audiences were, in a word, much 
more “respectful” this year. “I 
can’t tell you how gratifying it was 
to perform in front of  a captive 
audience. We work so hard on 
the show, and the audience was 
able to really appreciate that this 
year,” Svoboda added.

As the cast spent Sunday 
recovering from it all, catching 
up on schoolwork and resting 
were top priorities. Still, Knoep-
fler said he’d do it all again in an 
instant. “Law Revue was totally 
worth it. A blast to be a part of.” 
Especially when the audience can 
hear you singing about throwing 
Commentators into a fire. 
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The cast of NYU’s Law Revue poses at the top of the show during the musical number “It’s the Law Revue,” where 
the cast sang: “Our notes are nonexistent. / We’re all so far behind. / But we’ll learn all we need to. / From SBA out-
lines!” This year’s production was entitled “How to Succeed in Law School Without Really Trying.”
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By doug martin ’11
staff Writer

Here at NYU we tend to 
pride ourselves on our generally 
open, tolerant and sophisticated 
community. In most cases, I think 
we do so rightly. Public discourse 
in most forums tends to be con-
scious of, and sympathetic to, 
racial, gender, sexual, national 
and disabled sensitivities. But 
there is one type of  discrimina-
tion which I have found prevalent 
among NYU students and faculty 
alike. For lack of  a better word, it 
can be called stateism (the ‘e’ is 
included to differentiate it from 
the political system). 

While such stateism can 
sometimes be seen in references 
to people from New Jersey or 
California, the state that I no-
tice the most scathing remarks 
about is my home state — Texas. 
We’ve all been seen it. Criminal 
professors making snide com-
ments about how certain rules 
may not be applicable in Texas, 
because you’re allowed to shoot 
whomever you want to there. 
Torts professors stating how a 
something might be actionable, 
except in crazy Texas. Consti-
tutional law discussions about 
gun rights, with side jokes about 
everyone in Texas. At some point 
or another, I would bet that every 
single student at this law school 
has been present when a derisive 
or at least mocking comment 
has been made about Texas in a 
classroom setting, not to mention 

lived there for a while, so I can 
tell you, they really look at things 
differently there. It’s really like a 
different country,” said the stu-
dent. “And, God-willing, will be 
again soon,” a student near me 
said out loud, without a hint of  
discretion. The professor gave it 
some fleeting consideration, and 
moved on. 

I was flabbergasted. No one 
pointed out the ridiculousness 
of  claiming that a population of  
that size could all be “confronta-

tional.” Nor how ludicrous it was 
that the law in Texas could be so 
substantially different because 
its people are so “different.” Or 
even that living somewhere “for 
a while” could not possibly make 
you an expert on a region the size 
of  Texas. The professor didn’t 
even think it necessary to cor-
rect her suggestion that we settle 
things with guns, even though 
more NYU students come from 
Texas than any other state, with 
the exclusion of  California and 
New York (of  course). Later in 
the same course, however, when 
making a comment about Bar-
Bri’s prep courses, she thought 
it necessary to apologize if  any 
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Your Girl’s

 Favorite Columnist

By michael mix ’11
editor-in-chief

To paraphrase Dwight Schrute: 
sniff, sniff, oh no, 2L year is almost 
done. It’s almost done! I am going 
to miss it so much. I am going to 
cry myself  to sleep every night over 
the summer.

FALSE! I am not going to miss 
2L year.

Seriously, no one should ever 
envy 2Ls. I don’t think I have ever 
worked this hard in my life, and I 
have friends who do more work than 
I do. Given that it is the last issue 
of  the year, I think I should recap 
2009-10, month-by-month, to revisit 
the craziness.

August, 2009 – I participate 
in EIW at a downtown hotel. While 
there, I struggle to remember any 
fun facts about the different firms, 
and I constantly worry that I’ll forget 
which firm I’m interviewing with 
during the middle of  the interview. 
In the meantime, I get angry that the 
hotel repeats Tuesday’s lunch and 
Wednesday’s lunch on Thursday and 
Friday respectively, striking a blow 
to supporters of  sandwich diversity 
everywhere.

September, 2009 – we witness 
the enthralling conclusion to the Dr. 
Li-Ann Thio saga when Dean Rich-
ard Revesz leads a town-hall meet-

ing in front of  a packed Greenberg 
Lounge. As with most controversies, 
the students react with either intense 
anger or intense indifference. The 
one positive development is the law 
school’s new “Google policy” for 
future professorial hires. I can’t wait 
to see what Google tells us.

October, 2009 – virtually noth-
ing happens the entire month. I 
seriously think I should get a Pulitzer 

for somehow filing the front page in 
the Oct. 28 issue of  The Commentator. 
Talk about a slow two weeks.

November, 2009 – outline, 
outline, outline, Tiger Woods, out-
line, outline, outline, outline.

December, 2009 – we all take 
fall exams (snooze) and go on 
Winter Break (yawn). Much more 
importantly, we were all introduced 
to The Situation, Snookie, Pauly D 
and the rest of  the cast of  the Jersey 
Shore! True story — I recently bought 
a bottle of Gruner Veltliner wine that 
was labeled “Paul D,” on the outside 
chance that your girl’s favorite DJ had 
a secret life as a viticulturist. Alas, it 
was a different Paul D. On another 
note, last week I bought a different 
bottle of  wine called “Schardonnay,” 
named after the former Mets catcher 
Brian Schneider, who apparently 
owns a vineyard. I clearly have dis-
criminating tastes in wine.

January, 2010 – I become pos-

sibly the last person on the planet 
to see Avatar. Everyone compares 
the film to Fern Gully, which annoys 
me because I thought I was the only 
one to constantly make Fern Gully 
references in my writing. Therefore, 
I am currently taking suggestions for 
a new go-to random film to refer-
ence (though I admit that even if  I 
abandon Fern Gully, I still frequently 
listen to its absolutely fantastic song 
“Toxic Love”).

February, 2010 – NYU closes 
the entire university, including the 
law school, halfway through the 
day because of  a snowstorm. Two 
weeks later, the university closes 
again because of  snow, this time an 
entire day. Rest assured, I doubt that 
during neither snow day, no law stu-
dent decided to watch the 2000 film 
Snow Day, starring Chris Elliott, Iggy 
Pop, Chevy Chase, Pam Grier and 
Emmanuelle Chriqui, also known as 
Sloan from Entourage. Is that the most 
random cast ever assembled?

March, 2010 – I work feverishly 
to finish a first draft of  my A-paper 
before spring break. I think I may 
have blacked out at one point and 
accidentally wrote about property 
rights in the Alternaverse in Lost.

April, 2010 – I am psyched 
to learn that the protagonists of  
this year’s Law Revue work for The 
Commentator! Unfortunately, The Com-
mentator gets upstaged by Justice Ruth 
Bader Ginsberg and the Rich Uncle 
Pennybags guy from Monopoly.

Well, it has certainly been an 
interesting year, though I’m glad to 
see it go. 1Ls, enjoy next year! Who 
knows what Google will turn up on 
next year’s professorial hires.

outside the class. 
A recent incident I wit-

nessed that finally made me 
decide that I’d had enough oc-
curred in my Property class. I 
won’t use names, but not because 
I don’t want someone singled 
out. Rather, such discussions and 
remarks are so commonplace 
that naming individuals would 
unfairly focus on a couple people 
when it’s really a much larger 
problem. 

My professor finished dis-

cussing a case about an ease-
ment. It seemed strange to her 
that the court decided that the 
easement was permissive, even 
though the alleged grantor had 
put up a gate. Since it was a case 
from Texas, the professor found 
it necessary to point out the state 
of  origin. A student piped up 
(and I’m paraphrasing somewhat, 
but very little), “I think because 
there was no actual confronta-
tion. Texas culture and people 
are every confrontational, so the 
fact that there wasn’t one might 
indicate that it was permissive.” 
“So just because there weren’t 
any shotguns brought out, it 
was permissive?” the professor 
remarked, only half-jokingly. “I 

BarBri reps or the company itself  
might have been offended (even 
though her comment wasn’t de-
rogatory). 

No other state gets such 
treatment. In the very same 
course, in the very next class, we 
discussed a case that involved 
people standing on their lawn and 
toasting with champagne every 
time an AIDS patient from an 
adjacent care facility was taken 
to the hospital. There was no 
mention of  how horrible those 
people from New Mexico are 
for doing such a thing. Oh no. 
Attributing something like that to 
the nature of  a state’s residents 
would be unfair … unless that 
state is Texas.

What has Texas done to 
deserve such disrespect? Is it 
because our last president, who’s 
not to popular at liberal NYU, 
liked to trump up his Texan 
heritage? Well, he and his father 
were both born in Connecticut. 
As famous Texan Willie Nelson 
once said, “He’s not from Texas 
and, he ain’t a cowboy.” But do 
you know who is from Texas? 
LBJ, Dwight Eisenhower, Dixie 
Chicks, Dan Rather, Buddy Holly, 
Walter Cronkite, Lance Arm-
strong, Gene Roddenberry and 
many, many more great people. 

Is it because we’re so proud 
of  our heritage? Who wouldn’t 
be proud of  the Alamo, Sam 
Houston, the Populist move-
ment, cowboys, barbeque, coun-
try, rock, blues, and all sorts of  

other music? 
Texans are intelligent, hard-

working, fun-loving, friendly, 
tolerant, and talented people, 
just like Americans all over this 
nation. But we’re also stupid, 
argumentative, prejudiced, and 
lazy, just like Americans all over 
this nation. Texas is a diverse 
place, a meeting place of  many 
cultures and ideas, and its people 
reflect that. In many ways, Texans 
are different, and we’re proud 
to be to be different from other 
Americans as well as from each 
other.

I’m used to many people in 
my classes looking at me whenev-
er a comment about Texas comes 
up. This could be considered of-
fensive. Imagine if  people stared 
at or nudged black students, or 
Jewish students, every time their 
heritage African-Americans or 
Jews were mentioned (well, may-
be they do). I’m proud people 
know where I’m from. But I 
would also appreciate if  students 
and professors alike started look-
ing past their own prejudices and 
stopped acting like Texas was 
some crazy, lawless, throwback 
to 1876, or that we somehow 
aren’t as American as the rest of  
the country. At least that way, 
I could start trying to convince 
my friends back home that the 
stereotype of  all Yankees being 
assholes isn’t true. From my ex-
perience, some of  you actually 
aren’t. I should know too — I’ve 
lived here for a while.

Why Mess With Texas? NYU is Stateist (Yes I Made That Term Up)

When I was a 2L, It Was a Very Bad Year
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I’d Cross the 

Street for That

By laura miller ’10 and

rachel stier ’10
contriButing Writers

On April 1, 2010, the NYU 
Journal of  Legislation and Public 
Policy hosted a symposium, entitled, 
“Helping America Vote: The Past, 
Present, and Future of  Election 
Administration.” The symposium, 
held in partnership with The Bren-
nan Center for 
Justice at NYU, 
focused on leg-
islative reforms 
to improve the 
current system 
of  elections — 
including voter 
registration, vot-
ing technology, 
ballot design, 
voter ID laws, 
and the selec-
tion of  election 
officials. 

The sym-
p o s i u m  wa s 
timely because  
during the 2010 
election cycle, 
the above issues will again be at 
the forefront of  public debate. The 
symposium was a day-long event 
that was open to the public. The 
day began with remarks from Mi-
chael Waldman, Executive Director 
of  the Brennan Center, who spoke 
about the importance of  voting 

and democracy issues. Following 
Mr. Waldman, there were three 
engaging panels and a roundtable 
discussion which featured election 
law practitioners. The panelists 
included Wendy Weiser, Larry 
Norden and Justin Levitt of  the 
Brennan Center; Trevor Potter 
of  Caplin & Drysdale Attorneys; 
Edward Foley and Steven Huefner 
from the Mortiz College of  Law at 

the Ohio State University; Christo-
pher Elmendorf  of  the U.C. Davis 
Law School; New York State As-
semblymember Brian Kavanagh; 
Michael Pitts of  Indiana University 
School of  Law; Charles Stewart 
of  the Massachusetts Institute of  
Technology; Kristen Clarke of  

the NAACP Legal Defense and 
Educational Fund; and Marc Elias 
of  Perkins Coie LLP. The mod-
erators included Jonathan Nagler 
and John Ferejohn, both of  NYU, 
Tanya Clay House from the Law-
yers’ Committee for Civil Rights 
Under Law and Jerry Goldfeder of  
Stroock & Stroock & Lavan LLP. 

The symposium drew a strong 
crowd of  practitioners, interested 

community mem-
bers and students. 
The topics covered 
included: Michael 
Pitts’ discussion of  
implicit poll worker 
bias, Justin Levitt’s 
presentation of  
materials that are 
used to mislead vot-
ers and keep them 
from voting and 
an animated dis-
cussion where Pro-
fessor Elmendorf  
responded to paper 
topics presented by 
Professors Huef-
ner and Foley. Their 
conversation cen-

tered around an alternative system 
of  handling election law litigation 
— including the possibility of  an 
independent election court. The 
journal plans to publish a sym-
posium issue, containing works 
from the symposium panelists, this 
coming fall.

By andreW Kloster ’10
staff Writer

I have had the pleasure 
of  writing for The Commenta-
tor for the past three years 
and, at the risk of  sound-
ing overdramatic, this is my 
swan song. The Commentator 
has served its function well 
for me. Any institution has 
entrenched norms and when 
one gets frustrated within 
the system the only psycho-
logical release is to move 
“outside” the system. Thus 
when, for example, I saw the 
administration handle a bus-
load of  non-student protes-
tors with kid gloves, my only 
option was to write. Similarly, 
critiquing the then-Coke ban 
as ridiculous helped lift it as 
reply after reply clarified that 
the weight of  student opin-
ion was against it. When it 
became apparent that Dr. Li-
Ann Thio would be lynched, 
I supported her lynching so 
long as we all admitted that 
that’s what we were doing. 
Prevailing doublethink indi-
cates that I lost that one.

To be sure, students, 
a lumni and members of  
the administration read The 
Commentator but I cannot be 
sure of  its real impact. The 
only truth I am certain of  is 
the expressive value of  The 
Commentator for those who 
take part. So I encourage 
the 1Ls, the 2Ls and other 
members of  our law school 
community who see things 
worth changing to speak up. 
Here are some starters: the 
cost of  the Barrister’s Ball, 
residential terraces being 
closed for no real reason, 
common computers shut off  
to “save energy” (read: to 
prevent printing) when each 
classroom has computers on 
24/7, residence temperature 
regulation designed to give 
the façade of  control, early 
library closures, etc. So often 
your complaints fall on deaf  
ears in and out of  the class-
room. No subject is taboo 
(except, of  course, OCS) 
and writing will be cathartic 
— trust me!

In addition, by writing, 
you will be fulfilling the criti-
cal legitimating function of  a 
free press. Token responsive-
ness to criticism—when the 
administration throws us the 
occasional bone—provides 
the necessary façade to per-
mit the rest of  the univer-

sity to run smoothly. For 
example, without panels like 
“Speaking Up and Speaking 
Out” to support the illusion 
of  dialogue between faculty 
and students, there might 
be more pressure on the 
administration to engage the 
students in, I don’t know, the 
selection process of  convo-
cation speakers.

I would be remiss in 
my institutional duties to 
fail to provide some token 
pushback on this last subject 
before I close. In critiquing 
Valerie Jarrett as the choice, 
then, I simply hope to pro-
vide a straw man, so that at 
cocktail parties with donors, 
Dean Revesz can remark: 
“Ah yes, some fringe ele-
ments of  the student body 
also expressed concern about 
the choice, but they were 
decisively refuted.”

Why does she qualify as 
our convocation speaker? 
There are two reasons as far 
as I can tell. One, she is close 
with the President. Two, she 
has a law degree. Hardly a 
stellar resume. By way of  
background, her only other 
claim to fame is as a Chicago 
Democrat ic  apparatchik, 
the custodian of  low-rent 
renovation projects respon-
sible for (a) tearing apart 
poor neighborhoods and (b) 
profiting therefrom. But, I 
have indeed made mistakes in 
the past, so please look it up 
yourself  to see if  I am per-
haps overstating her creden-
tials. In any event, the sole 
responsibility of  a convoca-
tion speaker is to be inspir-
ing. The format typically has 
a speaker say something like 
“You can change the world 
and I should know: look at 
my accomplishments!” How 
can I be inspired by Ms. Jar-
rett? “You can change the 
world if  only you happen 
to piggyback on a future 
president!”

In the interest of  prag-
matics, I understand that 
inviting Ms. Jarrett could be 
a way of  currying favor with 
the Obama administration. 
If  that is the case, way to go 
OCS, I hope we get some 
jobs for our graduates out 
of  the deal. But if  that is the 
case, I hope we are not pay-
ing Ms. Jarrett. She can get all 
the money she wants out of  
the Grove Parc Plaza devel-
opment projects; no need to 
waste more donor money.

Journal of Legislation and Public Policy
Holds Symposium About Voting Issues

Kloster Says His Farewell;
Gives One Final Opinion

By stavan desai ’11
staff editor and

elyse feuer ’11
staff editor

It may not be known to our 
readers, but your Commentator 
Food Critics have an obsession 
with good cheeseburgers. As 

such, whenever we hear about 
a must-have burger, we put it 
to the test. Corner Bistro was 
preceded by a reputation as a 
neighborhood gem, a good bar 
with an amazing burger — that 
sort of  thing. In the end, the 
burger was just eh, although it 
was very reasonably priced and 
the pub ambiance/atmosphere 
gave it a different feel than any 
other burger we’ve had up to 
this point. 

Our group of  five arrived 
at 8 p.m. on a Monday to find a 
line of  20+ waiting to be seated. 

We opted, instead, to sit at the 
bar where we ordered a burger, 
side of  fries (three between the 
five of  us) and a beer each. The 
bar was fairly full, and noisy. It 
definitely had the feel of  a pub, 
complete with McSorely’s light 
and dark beer on tap ($2.50). 

Now, on to the Bistro burg-
er ($6.75) it-
self, which in 
my op in ion 
was a disap-
pointment (al-
though there 
w a s  s o m e 
disagreement 
on this). The 
b u r g e r  wa s 
nicely cooked, 
but that was 
about all we 
can say was 
actually good 
about it. Well, 

that and the size: there was a 
substantial amount of  meat 
on that bun, and it was fairly 

airy (not dense), increasing the 
visual size (probably around 
half  a pound). But cooking a 
large quantity of  meat properly 

expectations. we weren’t expect-
ing anything amazing, but we 
were expecting a pretty decent 
burger. What we got was a nor-
mal, just-ok burger. If  you find 
yourself  going to Corner Bistro, 
we suggest you go for not only 
the burger (as we did), but also 
for a decent amount of  beer, 
with some friends, for the pub 
atmosphere and maybe a night 
of  going out. As it compares 
to the other burgers we have 

sampled, we’d say it’s the worst. 
Its price is closest to Shake 
Shack, but we think the Shake 
Shack burger had a much greater 
depth of  flavor, and was overall 
more satisfying, despite being 
smaller in size. However, half  
the group felt differently, and 
while no one thought the Corner 
Bistro Burger was outstanding, 
some thought that it was better 
than Shake Shack. We’ll let you 
go and decide for yourself !

Intelligent People Can Disagree, but 
Corner Bistro’s Burger Was Just “Eh”

doesn’t necessarily create a good 
burger. We thought the meat was 
lacking flavor. Honestly, even 
a little salt could have gone a 
long way to enhance the natural 
meaty flavor of  the burger (but 
of  course, we don’t want it tast-
ing salty either, so in modera-
tion!) On top of  the burger was 
a little cheese, which reminded 
of  a Kraft single. The lettuce 
looked mediocre (white and 
iceberg-y).

The bun was also another 
major source of  disappoint-
ment. We don’t know where it 
came from, so we apologize for 
guessing, but we would venture 
that it was a Pepperidge Farm 
sandwich bun from the grocery 
store. Now when we make a 
burger at home, that’s what we 
use. But when you make a half-
pound burger in a restaurant, 
you have to use something bet-
ter. The bun was too small, and 
too flimsy. It was just destroyed 
by the meat on top of  it. The 

fries were thin and crispy, and 
we thought they were decent. 

All in all, we would say 
we came there with moderate 
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As NYU’s second-oldest jour-
nal, the Annual Survey of  American Law 
has both an established reputation in 
the legal community and an extensive 
alumni network. The Annual Survey 
is a generalist journal, which means 
that the articles we publish will ex-
pose you to a vast array 
of  topics, viewpoints, and 
sources. With a focus on 
practitioner work, the ar-
ticles that we develop and 
publish present not only 
abstract concepts, but also 
tangible ideas that equip 
our readers with practical 
knowledge.

Additionally, the An-
nual Survey is a great place 
to write. The broad scope 
of  our journal means that we will 
publish a Note on any topic so long 
as it is related in part to Americato 
the point where it can be published. 
Whether you need help selecting a 
topic or have a topic but have heard 
horror stories of  pre-empted Notes, 
the Annual Survey is a place to develop 
you ideas and get published.  

Those with an interest in aca-
demia or writing in general may want 
to take advantage of  our exceptional 
Note Writing Program. The Program 
provides unparalleled support to its 
participants, helping them along ev-
ery stop of  the note-writing process. 
Members of  the Note Writing Pro-
gram are also exempt from certain 

editorial tasks, such as some cite 
and substance checking assign-
ments.

Finally, the Annual Survey 
hosts some of  the most inter-
esting events at the law school, 
such as this year’s dedication of  

Annual Survey Vol-
ume 67 to Arthur 
Miller, and will be 
attended by legal 
luminaries such as 
Justice Ruth Bader 
Ginsberg, Jeffrey 
Toobin, and Second 
Circuit Judge Rob-
ert Sack. We also 
host symposia on 
cutting edge issues 
in American law.

For example, last year’s symposia 
on pre-emption was the first aca-
demic conference on the subject in 
the wake of  the Supreme Court’s 
landmark Wyeth v. Levine decision. 
As a staff  editor, you would be 
integrally involved in planning and 
running these events, as well as in 
producing the written record for 
publication in our issues.

While some of  these op-
portunities are available at any 
of  NYU’s journals, the Annual 
Survey is uniquely suited to pro-
vide is a broad range of  op-
portunities relating to published 
scholarship, academic writing 
and public events.

nihar shah

editor-in-
chief

The Jour-
nal of  Law & 
Liberty is one 
o f  N Y U ’s 
youngest jour-
nals, and since 

the inception of  the Journal, we have 
done our best to adhere to a phi-
losophy unique to the law school. 
Founded on principles of  classical 
liberalism, we strive to find the immu-
table principles that govern society in 
each issue that we face. We believe in 
the freedoms of  life and liberty as well 
as the power of  individual thought. 
Accordingly, the Journal strives to 
maintain a level of  academic excel-
lence that reflects the intricacies and 
variety of  subject of  which classical 
liberalism is prevalent.

The reality is that for staff  
editors at most journals the “mis-
sion statement” and the ideals that 
are important in screening article 
submission do not effect your job 
in cite and substance checking. 
However, one unique aspect of  our 
journal is that at under 75 members, 
we not only ask our staff  editors 
to be valuable contributors to the 
internal operations of  the journal, 
but we also ask them to use their 
minds to expand the boundaries of  
the issues that we cover and the way 
that we cover them. This past year 
the Executive Board asked the staff  
editors to play a major role in prepar-
ing the symposium application for 
the following year, and behind one 

2L’s vision, the Journal was able to 
secure a unique symposium for 
2011. These are the types of  op-
portunities that we not only expect 
to be afforded to our staff  editors, 
but we only desire to offer posi-
tions on our Journal to staff  editors 
that desire the opportunities that 
are afforded to them.

Above all else, however, the 
Journal of  Law & Liberty is unique 
in its dedication to diversity of  
ideologies among its members. 
The Journal’s Executive Board is 
composed of  members of  NYU’s 
ACLU chapter, the Federalist 
Society, ALSA groups and every 
political party imaginable. Each and 
every one of  us feels that we have 
grown personally and academi-
cally through our interactions and 
discussions that happen everyday 
in the journal office. Our scholar-
ship reflects this dedication to the 
diversity in our member selection 
process. We solicit articles from all 
corners of  the world in all areas of  
academia in order to explore in full 
how each issue that is presented 
can be looked at from a variety of  
viewpoints.

We want you to join our Journal, 
but we want you to do so because 
you are interested in exploring is-
sues in a way that you may have 
not considered before, and because 
you are looking for a community 
of  those that are not necessarily 
like-minded, but open-minded. If  
these characteristics sound like a 
journal experience right for you, 
then the Journal of  Law & Liberty 
will be an ideal fit.  

There are many reasons to 
join the Law Review, and we have 
found our time on the journal 
both rewarding and enjoyable. 
To give you a sense of  the value 
of  joining the Law Review, we 
have explained some of  these 
reasons below. 

Articles
As a generalist journal, the 

Law Review publishes Articles 
spanning a wide array of  legal 
fields. No matter what your 
legal passions are, as a member 
of  the Articles Department, you 
will likely have the opportunity 
to review and edit pieces that 
match one of  your areas of  
interest. Moreover, the breadth 
of  topics represented by Articles 
submitted to our journal allows 
for an incredible opportunity to 
develop your legal knowledge 
and areas of  interest.

Notes
The Note-writing and selec-

tion process is extraordinarily 
fun and collaborative. All jour-
nal members are encouraged 
to write a Note, and each has 
a Notes Editor to guide his or 
her work on a one-on-one basis. 
Before submitting a Note for 

eli northrup

student development editor

The Review of  Law and Social 
Change is a journal. If  you are a pub-
lic interest minded student who is 
engaged with issues of  social justice, 
you might enjoy being a member 
of  this journal. If  you are a 1L, you 
should think about applying to it.  If  
you are selected you might 
receive a free tote bag.

What makes Social 
Change unique? Our jour-
nal focuses on publishing 
articles that propose in-
novative solutions to social 
problems. Social Change is 
committed to developing and pro-
moting scholarship that has impor-
tant implications for social justice 
work in a wide range of  areas. In 
contrast to how it works at many 
other journals, you will become  
part of  the article selection process 
immediately upon acceptance to 
Social Change. From the beginning 
of  your time on the journal, you 
will be reading articles that have 
been submitted for publication, 

darryl stein

editor-in-chief

publication, members receive exten-
sive feedback from their Notes Edi-
tor and a group of  peers. We have 
found this process to be extremely 
constructive and valuable; the Notes 
process not only produces a pol-
ished piece of  legal writing, but also 
aids in developing the research and 
writing skills that carry well beyond 
the time spent on the journal.

Diversity
The Law Review has a strong 

commitment to diversity, which 
begins with our selection process. 
We select 12 of  our members 
based primarily on their personal 
statements and resumes, while also 
taking grades and performance on 
the writing competition into ac-
count. In making these selections, 
the Diversity Committee considers 
many factors—race, ethnicity, sexual 
orientation, socioeconomic back-
ground, personal achievement, and 
physical or mental disability, to name 
a few. We strongly believe that the 
Law Review is strengthened by the 
broad range of  backgrounds and 
experiences that the members bring 
to the work that we do, whether it 
is editing Notes or selecting Articles 
to publish. Our commitment to 
diversity also extends to the atmo-

sphere of  the Law Review as an 
organization, where we seek 
to foster respectful and intel-
lectual debate.

Community
As a member of  the Law 

Review, you will have the op-
portunity to meet and get to 
know the other members of  
your class, as well as the rising 
3L class. Your fellow journal 
members will serve as an in-
valuable resource during your 
time at NYU and throughout 
your career. The Law Review 
hosts a number of  social events 
throughout the year, from a 
party for the release of  the 
October issue to a celebration 
of  the transition of  the Law 
Review’s leadership from the 
3L class to the 2L class. The 
Law Review community en-
compasses not only its current 
members, but also our alumni 
who generously offer their time 
and expertise, most recently 
holding a panel on the clerkship 
process for our 2L class. 

If  you have further ques-
tions or just want to chat, please 
stop by our office during the 
journal open house!

From the Law Review Senior Board

Meet the Environmental Law Journal

The Environmental Law Journal 
publishes scholarship in the fields 
of  environmental, energy, and land 
use law, but also includes articles on 
a wide range of  other substantive ar-
eas. We’re one of  the nation’s leading 
environmental law journals, and the 
reputation is well deserved.

In addition to the citation and 
substance checks that are the hall-
mark of  any journal experience, 
2Ls ca join one of  our substantive 
committees, either reviewing article 
submissions or student notes, orga-
nizing our annual symposium, or 
assisting our Managing Editor.  

Happy 40th Birthday Clean Air Act! Stay cool! From your friends at ELJ.

But perhaps most important-
ly, ELJ is a community of  friendly 
and fun people. We’re quickly 
becoming known throughout the 
D’Agostino sub-basement for our 
statute-themed parties. In fact, a 
few weeks ago we celebrated the 
40th birthday of  the Clean Air Act, 
one of  the most influential envi-
ronmental laws on the books. It 
was a rousing affair that included a 
power plant-themed birthday cake 
(see photo) and a cameo appear-
ance by Dean Ricky Revesz.

In that same spirit, we plan 
to enhance next week’s Journal 
Open House by combining it with 
our celebration of  the five-year 
anniversary of  House passage of  
the Energy Policy Act of  2005, 
the law that brought us such lovely 
things as a four-week extension of  
daylight savings time, and pollution 
control exemptions for gas drilling. 
We’d love to see you there.

and giving feedback on them. Your 
perspective will be heard!

Another benefit to being a 
member of  Social Change is that it 
provides a space in which members 
of  the law school community can 
come together to socialize, network, 
and organize. We’re talking about 
an actual physical place where these 
things take place—the Social Change 

office in the basement of D’Agostino 
Hall. It is one of  the largest spaces 
used to house journals, and it even 
has a couch for napping on. A variety 
of  progressive student groups use 
Social Change as everything from a 
home-base to a storage facility.

Wanna know what else? Social 
Change will also help you with your 
A-paper! The Student Article De-
velopment Editors (or SADEs) will 
organize a peer-review of your paper, 

and engage in extensive editing and 
review of  the work with the goal 
of  producing an article of  publish-
able quality. Social Change maintains 
a strong “presumption of  publish-
ability” for student pieces that have 
gone through this process, and 
we do not distinguish between 
student and practitioner pieces 
(i.e. by calling them “Notes”) in 

the publication.
Social Change pub-

lishes four issues per year. 
In addition to publish-
ing the work of  NYU 
students, we also publish 
articles by nationally-
recognized scholars, legal 

practitioners, and activists. The 
NYU Review of  Law and Social 
Change is nationally recognized as 
one of  the preeminent publica-
tions of  legal scholarship on social 
justice issues.

If  what you just read ap-
peals to you, and you are inter-
ested in joining our community, 
you should apply. Social change 
… change you can believe in (not 
really our slogan).
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It has been brought to my at-
tention that I may have overused the 
word awesome in my presentations.  
I think I could have used it a few 
more times. The Journal of  Law & 
Business is more than a journal — it’s 
an exciting community, and it offers 
opportunities above and beyond 
what you’ll find anywhere else. Even 
as a Staff  Editor, I actually liked it. 
We’re awesome because we love the 
work we do and because the work we 
do is awesome.

Yeah, we have a foosball table.  
Yeah, it’s awesome. But what’s even 
cooler is joining a journal that does 
work that you really care about. Our 
articles are interesting and cutting-
edge, our Symposium is a hit, and our 
events are an amazing opportunity 
to learn more about the work that 
corporate lawyers do and about what 
issues will matter to you as you start 
your career.   

Every journal likes to talk about 
itself  as a community, but when 
you join the JLB, you’re not only 
becoming a part of  the staff, you’re 
also joining the larger community 
of  alumni, advisors, and fans we 
have throughout the city. Our Pro-
fessional Advisory Board is made 
up of  leaders in the field and is a 
unique resource that makes our 
Journal stand out in an awesome way.  
Having such strong connections to 
practitioners helps us draw a serious 
crowd for our Symposium, bring 
in big-name panelists, and provide 
high-quality events for you.   

As a 2L, you’ll have an oppor-
tunity to influence what we publish.  
This keeps you up to date on de-
velopments in the field, and it feels 
pretty cool. Even as you’re check-

ing footnotes, 
you’ll be read-
ing articles 
that matter 
— many of  
which will ac-
tually be writ-
ten by practi-
tioners. This 
j umps t a r t s 
your knowl-
edge about the intersection of  law 
and business, gives you something 
to talk about in interviews, and may 
spark a new personal interest. You 
will also have an opportunity to work 
with the Developments or Sympo-
sium Editors to plan our events.  

We have already started plan-
ning for next year, and it’s going to 
be awesome. The Developments 
Editors are working on events for 
JLB members that are really exciting.  
We’re hoping to place an emphasis 
on practical skills, networking and 
giving our members information 
that’s relevant to career development.  
We’re even hoping to host a pre-EIW 
event for our rising 2Ls to welcome 
you to the Journal and make sure 
you start your year off  on the right 
foot. The Symposium Editors have 
already started working on next year’s 
main event, and guess what? Yeah, it’s 
going to be awesome.

So there you have it 1Ls. The 
JLB is seriously awesome, and the 
Board is really looking forward to 
next year. We’re hoping it will be the 
Journal’s biggest year yet. I hope you 
choose to join the community of  
people who openly love corporate 
law, but either way, feel free to stop 
by and challenge me to a game of  
foosball.

I joined a 
journal because 
I  was told, 
“that’s what 
you do in law 
school if  you 
want to get a 
good job and 
be successful 
in life.” I stayed 
on the journal 

because it provided me with an op-
portunity to improve my writing, 
meet new friends, and be part of  an 
exciting effort to cultivate interest-
ing legal scholarship. The Journal of  
Legislation and Public Policy is more than 
just a line on your resume — it is an 
opportunity for personal publication, 
it is the ability to engage in legal aca-
demia, and it is a community. 

Legislation serves as a forum for 
debate on major public policy issues 
and legislative initiatives, and it creates 
the opportunity for students to read 
cutting-edge scholarship on interest-
ing, innovative topics. It also provides 
students with a place to meet others 
with common interests.

We share a common intrigue 
in legislation and public policy, yet 
the Journal’s staff  couldn’t be more 
diverse. Whether you want to go 
into public interest, corporate law, 
academia, or have no idea, there is 
a place for you on Legislation, and 
you will be in good company. The 
Journal provides its members with 
an opportunity to meet students they 
might not otherwise interact with and 
to seek advice from those with more 

experience. As a 2L, it’s great to build 
relationships with 3Ls whom you can 
then utilize as a resource in picking 
classes, applying to clinics and clerk-
ships, or making job-related decisions.  
Happy hours provide a great oppor-
tunity to facilitate this exchange, and 
everyone bonds over the luxurious 
accommodations of  our office.

The Journal of  Legislation and Public 
Policy is going places. Currently in its 
13th year, Legislation is both rooted 
and growing. This duality is one of  
the best aspects of  working on the 
Journal. It allows all members of  the 
staff  to play a decisive role in the fu-
ture of  the publication and the ability 
to shape the direction of  the Journal. 
At the same time, the Journal’s insti-
tutional knowledge and alumni base 
provide support for current students 
and enable us to progress in a unique 
way. This foundation is critical, how-
ever, it is also wonderful to not be 
completely constrained by where the 
Journal has been, and to be able to 
make decisions about where we want 
the Journal to go.

We have big plans for the next 
year of  Legislation. From special 
themed issues and a robust notes 
program to exciting office decorating 
plans, Legislation garb, and an ever-
expanding social calendar, now is the 
time to join us. If  I haven’t convinced 
you yet that Legislation is the place to 
be, come visit us at the Open House 
or shoot me an email at eic.legis@
gmail.com, and I will wow you with 
the intricate inner-workings of  the 
Journal of  Legislation and Public Policy! 

sara silverstein

editor-in-chief

sarah chapman

editor-in-chief

You’ve 
heard it be-
fore: while 
working at 
the Journal 
of  Interna-
tional Law 
and Politics 
(JILP), you 
will make 
l a s t i n g 
friendships, 

build your editing skills, and 
develop your own scholarship.  
Instead of  telling you this again, 
I’ll tell my favorite JILP story, 
which is about war.

One of  the most important 
rules of  modern warfare holds 
that civilians may not be targeted, 
“unless and for such time as they 
take direct part in hostilities,” 
(article 51 of  Additional Protocol 
I to the Geneva Conventions).  
The rule seems simple enough: 
insurgents are legitimate targets; 
the butcher, the baker and the 
candlestick maker are not.

But this rule is open to a 
range of  interpretations, making 
it difficult to apply in practice.  
Troops clearly may target an 
insurgent who is firing on them, 

but what about when that insurgent 
goes back to his day job as an auto 
mechanic? What about someone 
who recruits suicide bombers, but 
never actually fights? Military forces 
and human rights organizations face 
these questions daily.

This is where JILP comes in.  
Last year, the International Com-
mittee of  the Red Cross, seeking 
to clarify the concept, published its 
interpretive guidance on article 51.  
It has since received intense criticism 
from some military lawyers and aca-
demics, who argue that the Red Cross 
interpretation allows individuals to be 
fully protected civilians by day, and 
guerilla fighters by night.  

JILP has dedicated one of  its 
upcoming issues to this debate. The 
issue features articles from some of  
the field’s most prominent practitio-
ners, as well as a response from the 
Red Cross. The articles in this issue 
will no doubt contribute greatly to 
the theory and practice of  the laws 
of  armed conflict.

JILP staff  was involved in 
every aspect of  these articles, and 
the work of  second-year students 
was not confined to Bluebooking.  
Everyone was invited to comment 
on the articles and help sharpen each 

author’s argument. For 2Ls, it was 
to see how legal scholarship actu-
ally develops.

JILP is committed to involv-
ing all of  its staff  in the serious in-
tellectual work of  a journal. This 
presents a valuable opportunity, 
because the line between theory 
and practice in international law 
is a particularly blurry one. As an 
international lawyer, articles in 
journals such as JILP will inform 
your arguments before tribunals 
and governments.  

If  war doesn’t interest you, 
remember that we are a general-
ist journal. You could become 
involved in our upcoming sym-
posium on Arctic Governance, 
which raises serious questions 
regarding the environment, trade, 
and international dispute resolu-
tion. Or you can enter our Notes 
Program, in which our notes 
editors will work with you to pub-
lish an article on any topic with 
international-law dimensions.

If  you are interested in the 
field, JILP offers an unparalleled 
opportunity to dive deeply into a 
range of  subjects in international 
law. Please track any of  us down 
for questions. 

One year 
ago, I was in 
your position. 
Just when I 
felt like I was 
starting to get 
the hang of  
law school 
… BOOM! 
My extracur-
ricular groups 
started hold-
ing elections, 

OCS began bombarding us with 
information about EIW, and we 
learned that the journal competition 
meant that we weren’t done with 
work when we finished spring finals. 
It was overwhelming. 

Hopefully I can help make the 
journal/Moot Court Board (MCB) 
application process a little less stress-
ful for you….  

Tip #1: Unless you want to 
be an academic, you should rank 
Moot Court as your top choice.

Journals vary in topic and the 
specifics of  how they operate (as 
well as how much of  your time they 
demand), but at heart they’re all the 
same. You will read scholarly articles 
and double-check their footnotes. 
You may get to edit the content of  
the articles and help decide which 
ones get published. You may also 
have the chance to write and publish 
your own scholarly article. If  you 
want to be a scholar, this is all excel-
lent training.

But what if  you don’t? What if  
you want to learn how to practice 
law, not philosophize about it? What 
if  your legal idols are Lt. Daniel Kaf-
fee (Tom Cruise in A Few Good Men), 
David Boies (the superstar who was 
hired to argue Bush v. Gore, among 
others), and Attorney General Eric 
Holder, not Richard Epstein and 
Arthur Miller?

My absolute favorite parts of  
law school have been the two ap-
pellate oral advocacy competitions 
I have competed in this year as part 
of  the MCB’s Competitions Divi-

sion. Not only were they immensely 
fun, but they also made me a much 
better (future) lawyer. My friends in 
MCB’s Casebook Division feel the 
same way. Meanwhile, I have a lot of  
friends on journals, and I don’t know 
any of  them who would say that the 

work they’ve done for their journal 
has been the most impactful part of  
their legal education, let alone their 
favorite part of  law school.  

As for the job hunt, at NYU 
being on Moot Court is just as presti-
gious as being on a journal. And OCS 
makes sure that firms know that.  

Tip #2: Make sure your Blue-
booking, formatting, and gram-
mar are impeccable.

Regardless of  whether you want 
to be on MCB or a journal, Tip #2 

is incredibly important for both 
your ICWA brief  and your note. 
A large part of  your score in the 
competition will be determined 
objectively for the same reason 
law schools require the LSAT: we 
need an apples-to-apples way to 
compare people, and attention to 
detail counts. Thus, you can rack 
up a lot of  points by making sure 
that your Bluebooking, format-
ting, and grammar are flawless.  
Don’t leave this stuff  for last. 

Tip #3: Clarity, organiza-
tion, and citations to authority 
go further than creativity.

We have to understand your 
argument before we can be im-
pressed by your thinking. 

Short, declarative sentences 
are effective. Topic headings are 
your friends. Supporting authori-
ties make arguments powerful. 
These principles are vital for all 
legal writing, but especially for 
the journal competition in which 
we will be reading hundreds of  
ICWA briefs/notes on the same 
basic topic. Many an interesting 
argument has actually detracted 
from an author’s score by being 
unclear, written in legalese, me-
andering, or poorly supported. 
Wow us with the crispness of  
your prose and the methodical 
march of  your logic.

Tip #4: Know what 
you’re getting into.

Talk to your Lawyering TAs 
and upperclassmen in your ex-
tracurricular groups. Ask them 
about their experiences. Some 
journals are more work than 
others, and they all have different 
social dynamics.

Tip #5: Rank honestly.
You can’t game the JMS 

system. Don’t try. There are too 
many variables. Think critically 
about what you hope to gain from 
this experience. If  you base your 
ranking on that, you won’t be 
disappointed by the results. 

Good luck!

Ben heath

editor-in-chief

Jessup International Law Moot Court 
Competition - Joe Russo, Matthew Lafar-
gue, Brian Abrams, Julian Arato, Sandeep 
Challa, Andrew Michaels, Matthew Walker, 
Semi-finalists (Joe Russo - Best Oralist; Mat-
thew Lafargue - Top 15 Oralist; Team - 4th 
Best Memorial)

National Appellate Advocacy Competi-
tion - Leigh Nathanson & Kevin Osowski, 
Finalists

Pace Environmental Law Moot Court 
Competition - Tom Kessler & Ran 
Mukherjee, Quarter-finalists (Team - Best 
Brief)

Asylum & Refugee Law Moot Court 
Competition - Carley Palmer & Mark 
Weiner, Champions.  (Carley Palmer - Best 
Oralist; Mark Weiner - 3rd Best Oralist)

National Sexual Orientation Law Moot 
Court Competition - Brian Berggren & 
Daniel Novack, Semi-finalists

Evans Constitutional Law Moot Court 
Competition - Dana Burwell & Derek 
Scadden (Team - 2nd Best Brief)

Spong Invitational Constitutional Law 
Moot Court Competition - Edward Fu & 
Tony Mozzi, Semi-finalists

Prince Memorial Evidence Competition 
- Ella Capone & Will Frank, Quarter-
finalists

Moot Court Triumphs

miKe gordon

chair, moot 
court Board

Moot Court’s Tips for the Writing Competition

The Journal of International Law and Politics

Journal of Legislation and 
Public Policy
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By mariJa pecar, ll.m. ’10
staff Writer

Relax, unwind and take a deep 
breath. 

Actually, better make that two. 
Why? Because, dear reader, you 

are about to embark on the trip of  
a lifetime: a voyage that will propel 
you, with your imagination in tow, 
to places you never even fathomed 
could exist. And for that you will 
need all the composure and clarity 
of  mind you can muster. 

…Plus, lapsing into a fit of  
spastic hyperventilation will not 
do you any favors in attempting to 
look even semi-alluring in the eyes 
of  whoever is sitting nearby and can 
see you reading this. 

So, to continue the tale of  this 
idyllic getaway. 

There are few words in our 
lexicon that, when married, are 
capable of  evoking such acute 
feelings of  exhilaration, excitement 
and liberation in a haggard law 
student’s fatigued mind as are the 
following two short ‘n’ simple ones: 
“SPRING” + “BREAK”. 

I don’t know about your-jaded-
selves, but I for one am truly flab-
bergasted and astonished by the 
ability of  two such humble and un-
remarkable parents to give birth to 
a phrase commanding such colossal 
prestige among the “under-[choice of  
age at reader’s discretion]” and such ten-
der nostalgia among the oldies. 

This linguistic gem is like a 
sprinkle of  gold-dust; like a breeze 
on a scorching summer’s day; like 
the light at the end of  our long dark 
academic tunnel. 

In fact, such is the momentous-
ness of  this epic phrase that one 
marvels at the immensity of  over-
sight, extent of  imbecile and depth 
of  cretin on the part of  thesauri 
compilers that precipitated its exclu-
sion from the list of  synonyms to 
words such as “freedom”, “ecstasy”, 
“elation” and, more importantly: 
“salaciousness”. (Or, in the alterna-
tive: “inebriation”, “wantonness”, 
“denial” and “ignominy”). 

In terms you might find more 
familiar, dear reader: it’s like the 
feeling when you (that’s right, 
YOU- not your high-cheek boned 
and asymmetrical-featured friend, or 
the enigmatic fellow you always see 
ruffling his undulating locks non-

chalantly in class next to you, or the 
cutesy girl whose silky blonde hair, 
twinkling smile and endearing giggle 
no guy or girl is immune to- but you) 
… manage to not only swoop the 
gal/guy you’ve been lusting after in 
silence for months off  her/his feet 
but, to top it all off, to do it in a way 
guaranteed to make the recounting 
of  the incident to your friends (or 
Facebook community) the next day 
well and truly worth it. (Or, perhaps 
more realistically, it’s like you imagine that 
feeling to be. Because, let’s face it, we all have 
our limits, and the sooner we make peace 
with that, the better. That’s why Mother 
Nature giveth us imagination; why Hugh 
giveth us Playboy Inc. and why Mattel 
giveth us Barbie & Ken.) 

So, (to regress from this digres-
sion) that, dear reader, is what the 
legendary institution that is Spring 
Break feels like. Or rather, what it 
has the potential to feel like, provided 
you are masterful enough to choose 
the right travel destination; have 
friends (who aren’t tedious, vapid or 
overly fastidious) to go away with, 
and are willing to leave your pre-
conceptions and certain character 
traits (including shame and dignity) 
at home. 

Since by the time you’re plan-
ning the trip it is probably too late 
for you to attempt to try to make 
new friends, even if  you decide 
your present ones to be mediocre at 
best, and since cleansing yourself  of  
ingrained inhibitions is a long-term 
process, the one crucial aspect of  
the Spring Break experience that 
demands immediate attention is 
always the destination, since that 
has the potential to make or break 
your escapade. 

True to form, the Spring Break 
2010 excitement landed in multifari-
ous destinations. 

Some chose to escape the hec-
tic concrete jungle in search of  inner 
tranquility on top of  a faraway peak; 
some went in search of  cultural im-
mersion and culinary exploration; 
some decided to test their strength 
of  character, resilience and endur-
ance by subjecting themselves to 
natural perils; whereas others opted 
for rest, relaxation and Vitamin D 
absorption on the glistening beaches 
of  various remote utopian islands. 
More pertinently, many answered 
the unrelenting calls of  their inner 
urges by heading to those few un-

mentionable destinations swarming 
with similar people in pursuit of  
similar pursuits, where a textbook 
Spring Break time is always guaran-
teed to be had. 

And yet, despite the variety of  
options on offer, there were some 
who shunned all of  them, went 
against the grain and rebelled. Yes, 
there exist in every law school class a 
few bright sparks who opt to walk a 
truly revolutionary path, spitting on 
the likes of  Panama City Beach or 
Cancún. Those daring nonconform-
ists and audacious mavericks chose 
to defy the Spring Break tradition 
by turning their backs on tropical 
beaches and daiquiris, and instead 
of  digging their feet deep into the 
warm sand, they put on their shoes 
and headed straight for the epicenter 
of  joviality: the LIBRARY. 

If  words were on a spec-
trum of  fun, LIBRARY and 
SPRING+BREAK would not 
only sit on opposite ends but would 
barely be able to see each other 
without the help of  a mighty pair of  
binoculars. To call them antonyms 
would be understating it. 

But, in the “whatever rocks 
your boat” spirit, no judgment shall 
be passed here (though reader is, as 
always, free to condemn to his/her 
heart’s content). In fact, and prob-
ably much to your surprise, skeptical 
reader, recent reports indicate that 
even this unorthodox Spring Break 
destination had a few things up its 
sleeve to ensure that those who 
travelled there were not left wanting. 
Sure, the place still looked the same 
and yes, it would have been nice if  
the shelves had experienced a meta-
morphosis and were adorned by a 
collection of  Bacardi’s finest rather 
than lined with the usual endless 
volumes of  law reports, but you can 
never have it all (or rather, you may 
just have to be more resourceful and 
invest in beverage paraphernalia)! 
Regardless, there was still plenty on 
offer, provided you were cunning 
enough to spot the hidden oppor-
tunities and plucky enough to seize 
them (at the right time, with the 
right companion and behind the 
right stack). Behind the façade of  
intellectuality, Library Spring Break 
is, essentially, a free-for-all scavenger 
hunt where survival of  the slyest is 
the ruling word and the bounty is 
boundless. 

Alas, although the devil is 
always in the detail, your thirst for 
‘knowledge’ (to be diplomatic about 
it), dear reader, will, for the sake of  
sparing everyone’s modesty, have to 
remain unquenched (at least by this 
story, though feel free to ask around 
— the law school grapevine is a 
creature perpetually in full bloom).

Suffice it to say that ‘what hap-
pens in the grotto (cave? Furman base-
ment?), stays in the grotto’. 

For all you know it, that Spring 
Break you’ve been dreaming about 
since you were [insert age of  choice] 
could be closer than you think! And 
there’s no reason spending it in the 
library need render it any less worthy 
of  video documenting, if  appearing 
in niche cinematographic produc-
tions is one of  your Spring Break 
aspirations. In fact, with a little effort 
and the right equipment, you could 
even start your own GGW-esque 
series, which could, with a little luck, 
turn into a successful franchise, so 
that before you know it, you’ll be 
rich enough to ditch the whole ‘law 
school’ shindig and won’t have to 
worry about trivialities like Spring 
Break planning ever again. Tempt-
ing, no? 

(Sure, in walking this route you also 
run the risk of  getting caught and hav-
ing to sweet-talk/bribe/beg/weep your 
now-sorry behind out of  indecency charges 
and/or expulsion threats, but success 
always comes at a price and sometimes 
you just gotta take a gamble and make 
that plunge! On the other hand, a fable 
of  heroic public lewdness is sure to be a 
winner with the grandchildren and a saga 
guaranteed to make the coolness levels of  
your future aged-self  soar to unprecedented 
heights, so there’s always a silver lining! In 
short: sometimes, the fruits of  one’s labor 
simply take longer to ripen, but that doesn’t 
render them any less sweet and succulent.) 

However, if, come Spring 2011, 
you do find yourself  taking this 
‘road-less-travelled-by’ (be that pur-
posely, as a result of  your intentional 
decision-making, or fortuitously, as 
the unfortunate consequence of  a 
bout of  disorganization and/or lack 
of  friends/funds), in order to make 
the most of  the cards you’ve drawn 
or been dealt be sure to talk to the 
library locals. And no, that doesn’t 
mean the librarians; helpful though 
they are, their particular expertise 
is not what we’re after here. The 
locals are the boys and gals you see 
wandering the library sporting a sea-
soned look about them that only an 
added year of  law school can instill 
and exuding a pungent “I know what 
I’m doing since I’ve been here before at this 
time of  the year” scent”. However, 
they’re totally worth stomaching 
their somewhat supercilious aroma 
for: they speak your language, are 
guaranteed to know all the best 
places and hot-spots in the resort 
(regardless of  what you’re after), and 
are rumored to be friendly enough 
to take newcomers under their wing, 
so they will surely lend you a ‘help-
ing hand’, show you their ropes and 
teach you the tricks of  the trade. 
But, be sure to tip, in cash or kind 
(although some also accept person-
alized negotiable instruments). If  
you thought a Lonely Planet guide 
is good to have in your back-pocket 
when exploring uncharted territory, 
wait til you see what these natives 
have in store for you. 

So, when thoughts of  Spring 
Break begin to creep into your mind 
next year and as you embark on 
your organizational campaign, look 
back at this, take a deep breath (or 
two) and consider your options- all 
of  them. 

Although exotic destinations 
have their appeal, there’s a lot to be 
said for ‘going local’. 

And that concludes this little 
parable. But, those desiring more 
information, please peruse the fol-
lowing “2010 Library Spring Break 
Experience” survey: 

Air Miles collected: NONE
Hours spent at airport lounges & $ 

invested in duty-free purchases: ZERO
Quantum of  face lost in eyes of  real 

Spring Breakers: QUANTIFICA-
TION IN PROGESS 

Time wasted looking at online travel 
brochures & checking weather forecast in 
hope that South America and other warm-
weather destinations are experiencing 
uncharacteristic bouts of  torrential rain, 
or (depending on levels of  envy), facing a 
hurricane and/or arrival of  a school of  
especially hungry sharks: INDETER-
MINATE 

Number of  bathroom breaks: 
Enough to worry a urologist 

Number of  visits to the basement 
(including miscellaneous secluded library 
locations): Undisclosed for fear of  
embarrassing one’s grandmother. 

Frequency of  basement visits: Di-
rectly proportionate to levels of  
boredom. 

Quality of  basement visits: Contin-
gent on the presence and/or quality 
of  third party company. 

Lessons Learned & Conclusions 
Drawn (based on personal reasons for 
spending SB in lib and individual experi-
ences): 

One
(a) Be more organized with 

work during the semester; OR
(b) Hire somebody to write 

your A-paper; OR 
(c) Acquaint yourself  with 

Internet pilfering strategies. 
Two
(a) Learn to book holidays on 

time; OR
(b) Hire a holiday planner (or 

unemployed wedding planner); 
AND

(c) Begin accumulating suitably 
qualified friends at least 4 months 
prior to critical Spring Break pe-
riod.

Three
(a) Be less nerdy; 
OR (In the absence of  character 

strength to overcome urge to succumb to 
nerdiness)

(b) Become more adept at 
concealing evidence of  said ner-
diness by finding alternative study 
locations during period in question 
OR investing in wig and/or hat + 
shades. 

Four
(a) Learn to give greater 

thought to potential consequences 
of  own boredom-induced actions; 
AND 

(b) Gain increased self-restraint 
(particularly when interacting with 
members of  local population); 
AND 

(c) Invest in wig and/or hat + 
shades to sport throughout your 
post-Spring Break library time 
(since sightings of  locals are report-
edly frequent yet unpredictable).

Spring Break 2010: A Tale of Unexpected Debauchery
Destination: LIBRARY! Discover the hidden treasures of a place you thought you knew so well…
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24’s Dénouemont Is Bittersweet to One Longtime Fan 

I’d Cross The Street
For That

By mariJa pecar, ll.m. ’10
staff Writer

April 10, 
in the afternoon, 
while sipping tea, 

To our beloved, most cherished 
and most memorable Mayflower 
descendants;

Our Dearest J.D.s:
As you read this, envisage us 

lounging in the solitude of  our quar-
ters; contemplative and brimming 
with a medley of  fluctuating emo-
tions; swimming in a thick soup of  
crimson sorrow, velvet tenderness 
and doting adoration, laced with 
longing and sprinkled with a lavish 
pinch of  lustful yearning. 

Our heart is overflowing with 
things it craves to say to you; yet 
there are moments when speech 
amounts to nothing at all and oth-
ers when being in your resplendent 
Pilgrim presence leaves us dumb-
founded, tongue-tied and tripping 
over our own sensations. Oh, if  
only a glimpse could capture the 
rainbow of  emotion you stir in us 
and the waterfall of  joy that showers 
us whenever you’re near! 

So, how do we love thee? We 
can barely count the ways! We love 
thee to the depth and breath and 
height our soul can reach. We love 
thee from Golding to the basement, 
around many a stack, through the 
courtyard and all the way back. We 
love thee thoroughly and devotedly, 
yet with caution: our love never cuts 
corners and always takes the stairs, 
yet it never wears flares. 

From the first day we saw you, 
flooding the courtyard with your 

splendor, you made us weak at our 
foreign knees and we longed to 
make you ours. Though you wear 
many faces, each is just as dear. 
With every intoxicating moment 
we spent sharing the library air with 
you our affection grew stronger. 
We yearned for you to be our map 
and compass in this alien land of  
pumpkin-pie overconsumption. 
We desperately wanted you to take 
us under your knowing wing and 
show us the ropes. Alas, you were 
having none of  it!

In love, things are rarely bliss-
fully rosy. The lover who is certain 
of  an equal return of  affection is 
surely the happiest of  men; but he 
who is a prey to the horrors of  anxi-
ety and dreaded disappointment is 
a being whose situation is by no 
means enviable, and this the LL.M. 
knows only too intimately, for you, 
beloved J.D.s, did not always fill us 
with such infinite felicity. No, things 
were thorny at first: you were coy 
and unrelenting. There were times 
when your mournful resignation 
felt like an iron gavel thundering 
through the silence. We watched 
as you laughed with your Section 
friends; listened as you recounted 
tales of  Lawyering, cheered as you 
shook your stuff  at Fall Ball and 
even felt a tingle of  pride when 
you answered in class. We were 
always there, hoping you would 
notice, and yet, as though oblivious 
to our adoration, you shunned us. 
We hankered for your company on 
the courtyard bench, yet you strode 
past indignantly. We pined for your 
attention at the library table, yet 
you diverted your gaze and judged 
us for our loud demeanor. We 

ached for your hands to graze ours 
in Golding as you reached for the 
sweetener and we for the sugar, yet 
you always retreated. 

Why the resistance, we thought, 
why the icy demeanor and brutal re-
jection? Was it something we said or 
inadvertently did? 

However, by treating us mean, 
you kept us keen. We began to think 
of  you as a beast 
that needed to be 
tamed; a rabid dog 
that needed to be 
leashed; an unruly 
hair that needed to 
be plucked. And 
thus was borne in 
us a new breath of  
fighting spirit and 
so we persevered, 
convinced that the agony of  the 
pursuit would be trivialized by the 
magnificence of  the prize.

Alas, there were days when we 
felt like we were wading through 
mud; carrying the weight of  the IRC 
in our heart; sitting at the edge of  
our strength. 

And yet, with every day that 
passed, we felt you giving in a little; 
loosening the noose of  contempt 
you had wound so tightly around 
us. It was as if  the ice around you 
was thawing under the heat of  
our persistence and the idea of  a 
“you + us” no longer seemed as 
nauseating. Although we floated in 
the doldrums, every now and again 
we would stumble upon a bout of  
turbulence and it was then that we 
knew that our efforts would not go 
to waste; that your monotone façade 
could be washed away and that our 
friendship was as inevitable as the 

passage of  time. You were as certain 
to fall in love with us and you were 
to go grey (though we hoped we 
would witness the former sooner 
than the latter). 

And then, as if  overnight, your 
veil of  ignorance was brushed aside. 
It seemed that your thunder of  
rejection was growing quieter and 
that your shower of  disdain had 

made the soil fertile 
enough for our veg-
etable garden of  love 
to grow. Young shoots 
of  camaraderie began 
to appear, reluctantly 
and sporadically at 
first but eventually 
growing longer and 
extending into stems 
and flowers and leaves 

— pulsating with life! Finally, the 
roots of  amity had taken and we 
blossomed! 

That said, it’s probably in every-
body’s best interests if  we end this 
tale here and now, for an account 
of  the moments of  elation that 
followed would only make these 
pages blush! 

And yet, in the midst of  this 
euphoria, we know in the depths of  
our non-resident heart that you are, 
nor could ever be, wholly ours, nor 
we wholly thine. The love we share is 
but a delicate candle fluttering in the 
wind; its flame nearing exhaustion, 
prey to even the slightest of  breezes. 
Despite all your fabulousness, you 
are like the milk we pour over our 
morning cheerios: you nourish and 
satiate us; we’ve grown accustomed 
to your flavor and would struggle to 
get through our days without you, 
and yet, we know that any moment 

and without forewarning, you could 
turn sour. You wear many a face and 
each brings its own trappings. Your 
coquettishness always looms on the 
horizon; you’re endlessly playing 
hard to get; and, though you give a 
little, you’re quick to snatch it away 
— one smile in the hallway costs 
three snubs at SBA. 

If  we were young and there 
were truth in every J.D.’s tongue, 
these pretty pleasures might make 
us sit tight. If  we were coming 
in the fall, your quirks would all 
seem petty and small. If  we could 
see you in a year, we’d wind the 
months in balls and store them 
until their time befalls. Had we 
but world enough and time, your 
coyness, our dear J.D.s, would be 
no crime. But, as things stand, at 
our back we always hear time’s 
winged chariot hurrying near and 
yonder all before us lie deserts of  
vast eternity. 

So, as your take this kiss 
upon thy Pilgrim brow and in 
parting from you now, this much 
let us avow — though we may 
resist, your sweet memory will 
duly fade, our dear, so you better 
make the most of  this: your little 
day, your little month, your little 
half  a year.

But no, there’s no use in weep-
ing! Though we are condemned to 
part, there’s such a thing as keep-
ing you in our L.L.M. heart. And 
so long as men can breathe or eyes 
can see, so long lives this, and this 
gives life to thee.

Until we meet again,
Your ardent lover, your de-

voted and humble servant, 
Your LL.M. class ‘10

By michael mix ’11
editor-in-chief

A few weeks ago, the televi-
sion world received some trou-
bling news — FOX decided 
to cancel 24 at the end of  this 
season. At first, my reaction was 
indifference bordering on relief. 
After all, the show has been 
pretty awful this season and I 
have often asked myself  why I 
still tuned in every week. But as I 
began to think about it, I realized 
that a part of  me is saddened by 
the end of  24. The public might 
ultimately remember the show 
for its right-wing perspective 
on torture, but many forget 
that its unique formula and 
crackling action helped usher 
in the era of  the serial drama 
on network television.

The serial has been around 
for ages, most notably in the serial 
films of  the 1930s and 1940s in 
which each “chapter” would be 
shown at a theater for a week. 
These serials were also known 
for their weekly cliffhangers 
(which sometimes weren’t entirely 
satisfying, as evidenced by Kathy 
Bates’s character’s famous diatribe 
in the movie Misery). Despite 
this history, prime-time network 
television had mostly avoided the 
serial drama (I’m not counting 
soap operas). The reason for this 
is obvious; the networks did not 
expect viewers to tune in every 

single week. In the days before hulu 
and DVRs, if  you missed an episode 
of  your favorite show, you would 
have to wait for a repeat. 

Most shows, such as Law and 
Order or CSI or E.R. only aired self-
contained episodes; there was little 
to no continuity week to week. Even 
shows which had some serial ele-
ments, such as the X-Files, preferred 
to have a week-to-week 
mystery. Other shows that 
were mostly serial, such as 
The West Wing, did pre-date 
24, but if  you missed an 
episode, you could usually 
figure out what was going 
on. Perhaps the only pre-24 
drama/thriller to use the 
serial format to its fullest 
extent was Twin Peaks, but 
that only lasted two seasons 
and the critics abandoned 
it after the first.

Enter 24. While it clearly was 
not the first serial drama on televi-
sion, its success definitely helped 
usher in this new era of  Lost, Flash-
forward, Heroes, etc. 24 had a lot of  
things going for it. First of  all, it 
premiered in 2001, so it was in the 
first generation of  shows to benefit 
from the popularity of  DVDs and 
the advent of  DVRs and Internet 
television. Unlike a show like Twin 
Peaks, consumers had ways to eas-
ily catch up on previous episodes. 
Furthermore, while it was borderline 
impossible to start watching halfway 
through a season of  24, it was very 

easy to begin watching at the start of  
a new season, as each season had its 
own disparate plot, retaining a hand-
ful of  characters year to year.

Also, 24 unintentionally came 
of  age in the world right after Sep-
tember 11. The show premiered 
about two months after the attack 
and captured the mood of  the 
country. The specter of  terrorism 

loomed large during that time, and 
the audience could empathize with 
a protagonist, Jack Bauer (Kiefer 
Sutherland), who was committed 
to stopping any further attacks on 
our country. The passage of  the 
Patriot Act also hit home when 
the show often delved into the 
theme of  where to draw the line 
between personal liberty and the 
need for information. 

While this race against time 
to prevent an attack was one of  
the show’s greatest strengths, its 
perspective on torture was probably 
the show’s greatest weakness. The 

show is unabashedly pro-torture 
in certain situations that demand 
instantaneous answers. If  a bomb is 
about to go off  and Jack Bauer needs 
to get information from a suspect, 
he had no problem shooting that 
subject in the knee or threatening to 
kill the suspect’s family. I completely 
disagree with this idea of  torture but 
the show is unfairly criticized as being 

completely right-wing, mostly 
by people who have never 
seen a single episode. While its 
torture ideology is obviously 
conservative, it also featured 
many sympathetic characters 
with clear liberal ethos, most 
notably David Palmer (Den-
nis Haysbert), quite possibly 
the best President ever, real 
or fictional. Palmer advocated 
reason rather than brute force 
and many of  his actions on 
foreign policy seemed to be a 

direct repudiation of  the Bush Doc-
trine. Similarly, some of  the more 
conservative politicians on 24, such 
as Charles Logan (Gregory Itzin), 
have been buffoons and criminals. I 
will vehemently argue to anyone who 
will listen that the show has a moder-
ate ideology and it upsets me when 
people discount the show because of  
its apparent conservative bent.

Lastly, and probably most 
importantly, the show was actually 
once really good! Believe it or not, 
the dialogue was once crisp and 
the characters were not always 
recycled stereotypes. Sure, the 

early seasons had their share of  
silly plot devices (the amnesia 
plot was particularly galling 
and the mountain lion plot 
is still mercilessly lampooned 
on message boards), but the 
action always kept the viewer 
on the edge of  his or her seat, 
and the acting was top-notch, 
especially by Sutherland and 
Haysbert. I will never forget 
the Season 1 finale in which 
Jack’s wife is murdered in cold 
blood by CTU traitor Nina 
Myers (Sarah Clarke) in the 
most shocking twist in televi-
sion history. Furthermore, 
the Season 2 episode where 
formerly-heartless bureau-
crat George Mason (Xander 
Berkeley) sacrifices himself  
for the good of  the nation 
is absolutely gut-wrenching 
television.

Unfortunately, the show’s 
legacy will be tainted because 
the least several seasons have 
been weak. Too many great 
characters have been killed off  
and Jack Bauer is no longer 
the “everyman” of  the first 
couple seasons. There is even 
a movie in the works, which 
might hurt the show’s reputa-
tion even more. However, I 
don’t regret spending the last 
nine years watching 24; it gave 
audiences a thrill ride every 
week and spawned the popular 
serial dramas of  today.

J.D.s and LL.M.s at NYU Law School: A Love Story in Three Acts

Jack and the family say farewell after eight long days.

”
“Had we but 
wor ld  enough 
and time, your 
coyness, our dear 
J.D.s, would be 
no crime.
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By doug martin ’11 
staff Writer

This year’s installment of  Law 
Revue, entitled “How to Succeed in 
Law School without Really Trying,” 
was another tribute to the creativ-
ity of  NYU Law students. There 
were some gaffes and some jokes 
misfired, but on the whole it 
was a great production.

For starters, the music was 
great. Each of  the rewritten 
adaptations was were clever 
and well played by the band. 
The band’s transition music 
was great as well, and provided 
many laughs with their versions 
of  Zelda and Mario Brothers 
theme music. In some ways 
though, the strength of  the 
band was the detriment to the 
song as a whole, since once 
the instruments kicked up in 
earnest, it was usually near-
impossible to understand the 
lyrics. While I especially liked 
the “All That Jazz” adapta-
tion entitled “All That Swag” 
starring Sarah Koper ’12, the 
volume of  the band combined with 
the poor sound quality of  the mi-
crophones made it difficult to un-
derstand her. This is a problem that 
Law Revue perennially faces, and 
it makes one wonder why it hasn’t 
been fixed. With all the rehearsing 
Law Revue does, couldn’t someone 
sit in the audience and tell them the 

microphones should be louder? If  
this is the law school’s fault, then 
they should cough up a little more 
cash for some better mics.

Fortunately for the hard of  
hearing, Law Revue put the lyrics 
to all the songs inside the Playbill. 
This was immensely helpful, and 
allowed the audience to appreciate 

the writing, even if  it was difficult 
to appreciate the singing. 

The plot this year was a bit 
easier to follow than last year’s, and 
it was very apropos. Watching the 
economy collapse on stage was bit-
tersweet, reminding me of  my own 
employment difficulties, but letting 
me laugh at them too. The overall 

plot was a little harsh on Assistant 
Dean Deb Ellis, but it was probably 
her turn. Given the trashing that 
outgoing Vice Dean Barry Fried-
man tends to receive, both last year 
as the main villain and this year as 
the butt of  numerous jokes, Deb 
got off  kind of  easy.

There were several memorable 

performances, but from the main 
characters and the smaller parts. 
Sabrina Ursaner’s ’10 portrayal of  
Ruth Bader Ginsburg had the en-
tire audience in an uproar, myself  
included. Carley Palmer ’11 was fun 
as the Southern Belle, even if  the 
accent was a bit cheesy. 

The performance of  the pro-

fessors the night I was there was 
enjoyable as well. Professor Samuel 
Rascoff, who participated on Fri-
day night, seemed to have fun, 
which always makes up for the 
fact that professors are really just 
reading the script. The students’ 
portrayals of  the professors were 
a little less on point, but who cares? 

They were for the most part funny, 
even if  they didn’t really remind us 
of  the professors themselves. 

The music video “Just Cram”, 
a play on Lady Gaga’s “Just Dance” 
was superbly shot and edited, and 
the sticky-note costume was ridicu-
lous enough to probably satisfy the 
real Ms. Gaga. Maybe she’ll come 

By Brian Byrne ll.m. ’10
staff Writer

“Don’t give up your day 
job” has estab-
lished itself  as a 
derogatory term 
of  art to criticize 
sub-par,  par t-
time showman-
ship. One can only 
assume that this 
throwaway phrase 
carries an underap-
preciated potency, 
which threatens to 
scorch an extro-
vert and crumble 
fantastical hopes 
of  a life less mun-
dane. As a con-
verse sentiment 
however, I wonder what the 
effect is of  informing an ama-
teur performer that they should 
indeed give up their day job. In 
this instance, one assumes that 
the effect is profoundly flat-
tering and complimentary; a 
validation founded upon the vi-
ability of  turning one’s pastime 
into a profession. However, it 
seems rational to suggest that it 
could also arouse more stressful 
considerations for the recipient, 
such as the wisdom of  pursuing 
a career in law, rather than a 
career in theater. So impressed 
was I by Law Revue, that in 
the aftermath of  the show, it 
was this issue that evoked my 
intrigue most.

Immediately, I will admit 
that I had zero expectations 
of  Law Revue. As an LL.M., 
attending NYU for my first 

and only year, I felt immune to 
any hype stimulated by the stan-
dards of  prior years. Moreover, 
before the show, I made the error 

of  reading the explanatory leaflet 
designed to help non-lawyers with 
legal abbreviations and terminol-
ogy. This raised my expectations 
of  boredom to near fatal levels. 
Thankfully however, I kept an 
open mind, and within five min-
utes of  the show’s beginning, I was 
utterly enthralled. 

All That Swag was the per-
fect way to open and set the 
standard for the rest of  the show. 
That standard being intelligent, 
funny songs, coupled with tal-
ented performances, and great 
choreography. The band was also 
excellent and provided lively ac-
companiment, as well as offering 
fun transitions between the scenes. 
As the play progressed, I found it 
difficult to comprehend the notion 
that I was watching a law student 
production, simply due to the 
uncompromising quality of  the 

production. 
Although the entire ensemble 

held up an impeccably high stan-
dard, there were some standout 

performances. 
Alexa Fields 
’10 owned the 
stage. Her por-
trayal of  Deb 
Ellis was not 
just hilarious; 
it also had class 
and a captivat-
ing energy that 
filled the au-
ditorium. To 
witness that 
level of  raw 
talent really is 
an invigorat-
ing experience. 
As for Sabrina 

Ursaner ’10, I am still undecided 

as to whether she was funnier as 
Lady Gaga or Justice Ginsburg. 
Both were simply fantastic. Matt 

Lafargue ’10 and Tony Mozzi ’11 
were also great as Professor Rich-
ard Epstein and Phinneas Francis 
Bacon III respectively. 

Underlying the performances 
was a quality of  writing that can-
not go unmentioned. In terms of  
cleverness, Epstein’s advice for 
surviving the recession in Your 
Fungible Things verged on come-
dic genius (why not sell “scrapes 
of  bone marrow and eggs from 
your hoo-hah”) and ranks as my 
personal favorite of  the evening. 
That said; 99 Problems was not 
far behind (“I got two choices 
y’all, Interview hall or, Sign up 
with PILC, Ditch the chicks and 
Cristal”). Naturally, an as LL.M. 
student I cannot avoid a refer-
ence to the J.D.-LL.M. love ballad 
Without Law and how the insult-
ing nature of  the line, “Back in 

my home country, I have useless 
law degree!” is so unconditionally 
mitigated by how funny it is. On 

back to NYU and perform our ver-
sion for her admiring fans.

Finally, there was a bit of  a 
taint on this year’s Law Revue with 
the “banning” of  alcohol. One of  
the best parts of  Law Revue is the 
audience participation, which helps 
cover up some of  the slip-ups of  
the cast and crew. The audience this 

year started out significantly 
more subdued. However, it 
was a bit more raucous to-
wards the end. The loudest 
person I heard came from 
a clearly drunk man in a tie 
whom I met at the intermis-
sion. He said he wasn’t even 
a student; he had a “real job 
now.” While his behavior 
might have fit in a bit better 
last year, it was at time a bit 
embarrassing given that he 
sat directly across the aisle 
from Dean Richard Revesz, 
and was sometimes shout-
ing hooting loudly when no 
one else in the audience was 
making noise. Given that 
students still managed to 
get drunk, perhaps they’ll 

consider lifting the ban next year, 
especially since no one was sloppy 
or stupid enough to throw up in 
Tishman on Friday Night (ahem, 
Class of  2009). 

All in all, “How to Succeed in 
Law School Without Really Try-
ing” was a worthy addition to the 
Law Revue’s history of  success.

that note of  humor, I think 
the two videos produced were 
immensely impressive. Both 
Speaking Legalese and Just 
Cram videos were sidesplit-
ting highlights of  the show. I 
await the YouTube release of  
each video with an anxious 
impatience. I particularly feel 
obliged to point out the editing 
skill evidenced in the Just Cram 
video. Undoubtedly the process 
was painstaking but the result 
really is unbelievable. 

Because Law Revue has 
already finished, the posture 
of  this article is somewhat 
odd insofar as it cannot serve 
the purpose of  urging people 
to see it. Thus, in some re-
spects, it is merely an exercise in 
back-patting. However, within 
the intensity of  a law school, 

where free time is at a 
premium, I think it is 
crucial to acknowledge 
the commitment and 
dedication necessary 
to produce entertain-
ment of  this caliber. 
And in relation to the 
pastime/profession 
dichotomy alluded to 
earlier, I think many 
of  those instrumental 
to the success of  Law 
Revue this year should 
scrutinize their future 
career paths closely and 
consider entertainment 
as a plausible alterna-
tive to law. However, 
as talent rarely resides 

exclusively in one pursuit, I‘m 
confident they’ll do just fine in 
the day job too. 

Law Revue was Superb, Clever, Hilarious and Unintelligible 
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