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MANDATORY MINIMUMS
AND THE CRACK/POWDER
SENTENCING DISPARITY 

Sponsored by: Co-sponsored by: 

The Stanford Federalist Society
The Stanford Black Law Students Association
The Stanford Criminal Law Society 

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 6, 2007 
5:30 - 7:00 P.M. 

Kresge Auditorium, Stanford Law School 
559 Nathan Abbott Way 

Stanford, CA 94305 

FEATURING: 
THE HONORABLE EDWIN MEESE III 

Ronald Reagan Distinguished Fellow, The Heritage Foundation 
Former United States Attorney General 

and 
THE HONORABLE WILLIAM K. SESSIONS III 

Chief Judge, United States District Court for the District of Vermont 
Vice Chair, United States Sentencing Commission 

“Among the most unjust inequities in our criminal justice system is 
the disparity between mandatory minimum sentences for those 
convicted of crack and powder cocaine offenses...Indeed, it is the 
single biggest contributor to the sentencing gap between blacks 
and whites in the federal prison system.”  

–NKECHI TAIFA, SENIOR POLICY ANALYST, OPEN SOCIETY POLICY INSTITUTE
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t h e  r o l e  o f  j u d g e s  i n  t h e  c i v i c  a r e n a  ( c o n t i n u e d )

“Before they arrive on the bench (whether by election 
or otherwise) judges have often committed them-
selves on legal issues that they must later rule upon.  
See, e.g., [Laird v. Tatum, 409 U.S. 824, 831-33 
(1972)] (describing Justice Black’s participation 
in several cases construing and deciding the con-
stitutionality of  the Fair Labor Standards Act, even 
though as a Senator he had been one of  its principal 
authors; and Chief  Justice Hughes’s authorship of  
the opinion overruling Adkins v. Children’s Hospital 
of  D.C., 261 U.S. 525 (1923), a case he had criti-
cized in a book written before his appointment to the 
Court).  More common still is a judge’s confronting 
a legal issue on which he has expressed an opinion 
while on the bench.  Most frequently, of  course, 
that prior expression will have occurred in ruling on 
an earlier case.   But judges often state their views 
on disputed legal issues outside the context of  
adjudication – in classes that they conduct, and in 
books and speeches.  Like the ABA Codes of  Judicial 
Conduct, the Minnesota Code not only permits but 
encourages this.”

From Republican Party of Minnesota v. White, 536 U.S. 765, 
777-779 (2002), striking down provisions of the Minnesota 
Canons of Judicial Conduct prohibiting candidates from an-
nouncing their views on disputed legal or political issues.
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t h e  r o l e  o f  j u d g e s  i n  t h e  c i v i c  a r e n a  ( c o n t i n u e d )
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t h e  r o l e  o f  j u d g e s  i n  t h e  c i v i c  a r e n a  ( c o n t i n u e d )

❖

all of the participants agreed that at a minimum, it is 
proper for the judicial branch as a whole to take formal 

positions on matters of public policy that directly affect the 
functioning of the judiciary. ”

“
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c o n c l u d i n g  a n a ly s i s  a n d  s u g g e s t i o n s  f o r  f u t u r e  d i s c u s s i o n 
( c o n t i n u e d )
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c o n c l u d i n g  a n a ly s i s  a n d  s u g g e s t i o n s  f o r  f u t u r e  d i s c u s s i o n 
( c o n t i n u e d )






