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four, or perhaps five, or …); and numerous schol-
arly articles … . Professor Fishman has also occa-
sionally taken court assignments to defend indi-
gent defendants, in which capacity he complains 
bitterly about prosecutors doing to him what he 
delighted in doing to defense attorneys when the 
shoe was on the other foot.

Advice to Lawyers

The National Archives in Washing-
ton, DC, house many treasures, not the 
best-known of which are the books filed as 

“RG 267, Entry No. 56 – Records of the Office of the 
Clerk: Scrapbooks on Court’s History. 880–935.” 
These are, according to the official finding aid, four-
teen volumes of Supreme Court-related miscellany, 

“[a]rranged chronologically by date of item. Contain 
chiefly newspaper clippings, but include a few maga-
zine articles, cartoons, and humorous poems, con-
cerning the Court and its members and officers.”

A full treatment of this collection would be too 
large to fit in a Green Bag, but a few samples are 
within our reach. In this issue we offer an entertain-
ing morsel (see facing page) from the first Scrapbook. 
We have had no success identifying the author of this 
work, but we suect it was an inside job. It appears 
to address some of the more trying aects of the 
day-to-day interaion between the Clerk and the 
Bar, while also showing that the patience and good 
humor with which the Clerk’s office deals with the 
charaers that praice at the high court is a thing 
of the past, as well as the present.

The Ivey League

Anna Ivey is, we admit, a longtime friend 
of the Green Bag. We can nevertheless un-
lushingly endorse her new book about 

law school admissions because it is truly and simul-
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RG 267, Entry No. 56, Vol. 1. Courtesy of the National Archives and Recods Administration.
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taneously useful and entertaining. Consider two 
passages. The first lists “some common reasons why 
people with very high numbers [grades and LSATs] 
are rejected” by law school admissions offices:

 Your application reveals that you’re an arrogant 
show-off. Every class at every school on the face 
of the earth has that one person who is universally 
reviled by students and faculty alike, and if you’re 
admitted, you’re likely to be that person.

 You have a demonstrated disposition to do or 
say things that are likely to get you kicked out of 
law school or the bar, whether it’s murder, sexual 
harassment, fraud, embezzlement, or a taste for 
heroin.

 You’re an aging, bitter PhD candidate who has 
never held a real job in her life, is fleeing to law 
school because she can’t find a job on the brutal ac-
ademic market, doesn’t know the first thing about 
law school, the praice of law, or her post-JD job 
proects, and thinks she deserves to be in law 
school because she’s the second coming of Akhil 
Amar, the legendary Yale Law School professor.

The second excerpt explains why not all of those 
high grades are really high:

All the Ivy League schools, as well as Stanford and 
Yeshiva, are notorious among law school admis-
sions officers for their grade inflation. The admin-
istrations of Stanford, Princeton, and Harvard 
have pulicly declared war on grade inflation, but 
they haven’t won those battles yet. Schools that are 
known, on the other hand, for their tough grading 
curves are Reed, Harvey Mudd, Swarthmore, Chi-
cago, Johns Hopkins, Caltech, Georgia Tech, and 
the military academies. (To give you some idea, not 
a single person in Chicago’s class of 2004 graduated 
with a 4.0 average.) Admissions officers are also fa-
miliar with some of the more unusual transcripts, 
like those from Santa Cruz and St. John’s, which 
don’t use conventional grades but provide written 
evaluations instead.
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