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[A FEW QUESTIONS ABOUT THE DEATH PENALTY] 
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Should death penalty cases drag on for ten years while lawyers argue 
about procedural technicalities? 

Should such·' .. technicalities" prevent a judge from looking at all the 
.information necessary· to decide a case fairly? 

Should an attorney who is too drunk to drive a car be allowed to try a 
death penalty case? 

.. - ·-· ..... -- .. -r: ....... ----------

z A15 

(' 



I" 

e oe11eve tne answer to these 
questions is a simple "no." 
Whatever our feelings about 
capital punishiilCRG·me§t Amer1-
cans agree that if we have the 

death penalty, the law should be enforced swiftly 
and fairly. But that's not always the case: 

•A California man was sentenced to die even · 
though his court-appointed lawyer was drunk at 
trial and was arrested on his way to court with over 
three· times the amount of alcohol in his blood that 
makes it illegal to drive a car. 

•One-fourth of all Kentucky death-row in
mates had lawyers at trial who since have been 'im
prisoned, disbarred or suspended. 

•A Mississippi man was sentenced to.death 
after a trial where he was represented by a third
year law student. / 

Naturally we expect the courts to make sure 
that such outrages do not lead to unjust executions.· 
But courts c~nnot always do that. Because legal 
technicalities can tie up cases, of the innocent as 
well as the guilty, for years while judges try to figure 
out what they can and cannot dec;:ide. Sound frus
trating? Wasteful? Unfair? You bet. 

Now Congress has a chance to change all 
that. The Kastenmeier/Hughes Bill will require that 
people on trial for their. lives get a competent law-
y~r: If g Q~efh ~~g!~g£~ !~ !~l?~~~~~ ~ppe<=tls courts : 
will have to get right to the point: is the judgment, 
fair: and just? No more delays while lawyers haggle 
over techniCalities. No more upjust executions. 

We believe this bill deserves y~ur support. 

.Ge0rge J. Alexander, Profe.ssor, Santa Clara Univer
sitY; School of Law; Richard K. Grosboll, Attorn~y; 
Gerald Gunther, Professor, Stanford Law School; 
Leon Letwin, Professor, UCLA Law School; Robert 
M. Lindquist, Attorney; Mr. and Mrs. Gerald D. 
MClrcus; John C. Morrissey, Attorney; Ronald L. 
Ol$on, Attorney; Eva Jefferson Paterson, Attorney; 
Bddley S. Phillips; Attorney; Robert D. Raven; 
Attorney; Kandy and Stephen F. Rohde; ·Michael 
Rubin, Attorney; Susan F. Sawyer, Attorney; Alan 
W. Sparer, Attorney; Gerald F. Uelmen, Dean, Santa 
Cl;;tra University School of Law; Richard Wasser
strom, Professor, UC, Santa Cruz; Malcolm S. Wein
traub, Attorney; Robert Weisberg, Professor, Stan
ford Law School; Douglas R. Young, Attorney; 
Mitchell Zimmerman, Attorney. 

Congress is scheduled to vote on this Bill within the next 48 
hours. Please: telephone your Congressional Representative at 

202-224-3121 and urge passage of Title XIII, H.R. 5269, the 
Kastenmeier/Hughes. habeas corpus reform amendment. 
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Organizational listings for identification purposes only. Ad Hoc Lawyers Committee for Habeas Corpus Reform, 1663 Mission Street, Suite 460, 
San Francisco, Califo,rnia 94103. 
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