REVISITING THE LEGAL LINK BETWEEN
GENETICS AND CRIME

DEBORAH W. DENNO*

I
INTRODUCTION

In 1994, convicted murderer Stephen Mobley became a cause célébre when
he appealed his death sentence before the Georgia Supreme Court.! According
to Mobley’s counsel, the trial court should have enabled Mobley to be tested for
genetic deficiencies. The counsel’s interest in genetics testing was prompted for
unusual reasons: Mobley’s family history revealed generations of relatives with
serious behavioral disorders. Indications that Mobley shared a genetic
propensity for misconduct could help explain some of his troubling tendencies
and why he should not be executed.” In a highly publicized decision,® the
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1. Mobley v. State, 455 S.E.2d 61 (Ga. 1995).

2. See generally Deborah W. Denno, Legal Implications of Genetics and Crime Research, in
GENETICS OF CRIMINAL AND ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOUR 248, 248-64 (Gregory Bock & Jamie Goode
eds., 1996) (presented at the 1995 Ciba Foundation Symposium 194) (discussing the Mobley case in
light of historical and contemporary arguments concerning the use of genetics evidence in criminal law
cases). The news media focused on detailing the behavioral disorders across generations of the Mobley
family. See, e.g., Carolyn Abraham, DNA at 50: The First of a 3 Part Series, The Bad Seed, GLOBE &
MAIL (Toronto), March 1, 2003, at F1 (“[Mobley’s lawyer] knew that arguing a genetic defect would
never earn an acquittal. No credible expert would testify that genes made Mr. Mobley kill. But if there
was any evidence that bad behaviour ran in the Mobley family, it might hold up at the sentencing as a
mitigating factor.”); Steve Connor, Do Your Genes Make You a Criminal?, INDEP. ON SUN. (London),
Feb. 12, 1995, at 19 (““There is no legal defence to his crime,’ says . . . Mobley’s attorney. ‘There is only
the mitigating factor of his family history. His actions may not have been a product of totally free will.”
Murder, rape, robbery, suicide, ‘you name it,” the Mobley family has had it, he says.”); Convicted Killer
Seeks Brain Test, TIMES (London), Feb. 14, 1995, at 6 (“Violence, aggression and anti-social behaviour
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Georgia Supreme Court rejected that reasoning and affirmed the trial court’s
holding, explaining that the genetic theory involved in Mobley’s case “will not
have reached a scientific stage of verifiable certainty in the near future and . . .
Mobley could not show that such a stage will ever be reached.”

One year later, Mobley’s family history evidence again became an issue.
This time, new counsel representing Mobley filed a petition for writ of habeas
corpus claiming Mobley’s trial counsel were inadequate for a range of reasons:
failing to research sufficiently Mobley’s background for mitigating evidence,
neglecting to acquire funds so that a psychologist could provide expert
testimony during Mobley’s sentencing phase, wrongly declining an offer of
financial assistance from Mobley’s father to support Mobley’s genetics testing
and raising an “unorthodox mitigating defense that attempted to show a
possible genetic basis for Mobley’s conduct.” The habeas court vacated
Mobley’s death sentence on grounds that Mobley’s trial counsel were
ineffective;® on appeal, though, the Georgia Supreme Court reversed and

dominate the family tree of Stephen Mobley . ... Lawyers acting for Mobley asked a court to allow
him to undergo neurological tests to determine whether he was suffering from an imbalance of brain
chemicals that may have contributed to his behaviour.”); Michelle Henery, Killer Blamed His Family
History, TIMES (U.K.), Oct. 2, 2002, at 5 (According to Mobley’s counsel, Mobley’s criminality derived
from “four generations of Mobley men,” either successful or violent, “including a murderer, a rapist, an
armed robber, spouse abusers, several substance abusers and Mobley’s father, a self-made
millionaire.”); Kathryn Holmquist, Nature, Nurture, the “Criminal Gene”—What Makes Men Violent?,
IRISH TIMES, May 9, 1996, at 12 (“After [Mobley] was sentenced to death, his lawyers won an appeal.
They argued that he was not acting on the basis of ‘free will’ but due to a genetic predilection.
Virtually his entire family, they said, were violent.”); Minette Marrin, Freedom Is a Better Bet than the
Gene Genie, SUN. TIMES (UXK.), Oct. 6, 2002, at 3G (“Generations of Mobleys, starting with
[Stephen’s] great-grandfather, had been antisocial and violent, and his lawyers tried to argue that he
was hard-wired to be bad.”).

3. Various news accounts illustrated the degree of attention the Mobley case received. See, e.g.,
Mike Pezzella, Violence DNA Researchers Mum on Meeting, Hoping to Avoid Protests, BIOTECH.
NEWSWATCH, Apr. 15, 1996, at 14 (“The [Mobley] case became a minor landmark when Mobley’s . . .
attorney . . . attempted to get Georgia to pay for a DNA analysis of Mobley in order to obtain evidence
based on four generations of violence and aggressive business behavior in his family.”); Babs
Brockway, Mobley’s Death Sentence Is Upheld, TIMES (Gainesville, Ga.), Mar. 18, 1995, at 1 (“The
[Mobley] case gained international attention when [Mobley’s lawyer] Summer contended his defense
was hurt by Hall Superior Court Judge Andy Fuller’s refusal to approve $1,000 for the tests . . . [which]
could have shown that Mobley had a genetic predisposition toward violence.”); Not by Our Genes
Alone, NEW SCIL., Feb. 25, 1995, at 3 (“Mobley’s case became headline news in Britain last week, thanks
to a scientific meeting on the links between genes and crime, held in London . . . .”); Kam Patel, Adrian
Raine & Steven Rose, Perspective: An Inside Job Or A Set-Up?, TIMES HIGHER EDUC. SUPPLEMENT,
Feb. 10, 1995, at 16 (“[W]hat appears to be pretty much an open and shut case—even Mobeley [sic] has
never denied his guilt—has been catapulted on to the battlefield of a fierce worldwide debate.”); see
also Sarah Boseley, Second Front: Genes In The Dock, GUARDIAN (London), Mar. 13, 1995, at T2
(“Even if [the Georgia Supreme Court turns down Mobley’s appeal], lawyers believe it is now no
longer a case of whether genetic evidence will be allowed in court but when.”); Connor, supra note 2
(“[Mobley’s] last chance of reprieve rests with a plea from his lawyer that the murder was not the evil
result of free will but the tragic consequence of a genetic predisposition.”); Edward Felsenthal, Legal
Beat: Man’s Genes Made Him Kill, His Lawyers Claim, WALL ST. J., Nov. 15, 1994, at B1 (“The
[Mobley] case seeks to break new legal ground by bringing into court a growing body of research
linking genes and aggressive behavior.”).

4. Mobley, 455 S.E.2d at 66.

5. Turpin v. Mobley, 502 S.E.2d 458, 463 (Ga. 1998).

6. Id. at 461.
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reinstated the sentence, concluding counsel had been adequate.” Likewise, the
Georgia Supreme Court denied reconsideration of the potential for testing
Mobley for genetic deficiencies, but for a somewhat different reason than it had
expressed three years earlier.’ In the court’s view, Mobley had in fact been
“able to present the genetics theory” through a relative’s testimony about the
family’s generations of behavioral problems;’ however, even if the court had
allowed genetics testing, “there had been no showing that a geneticist would
have offered additional significant evidence.””® In March 2005, after more
appeals, Mobley was executed by lethal injection.™

Mobley’s request for genetics testing spawned an international debate on
the political and scientific acceptance of genetics evidence in the criminal law.™
Near the time of Mobley’s 1994 appeal, for example, the Ciba Foundation®
sponsored a symposium in London on the Genetics of Criminal and Antisocial
Behaviour® Because the symposium examined the legal implications of
genetics and crime research™ and contributed to the publicity surrounding the
Mobley case,™ the issues discussed at Ciba are significant to this article.'” The

7. Id. at 467.

8. Id. at 463-66.

9. Id. at 466; see also infra notes 41-45 and accompanying text (discussing the testimony of Joyce
Ann Mobley Childers).

10. Turpin, 502 S.E.2d at 466.

11. Mark Davis, Final Appeals Fail; Killer Mobley Dies, ATLANTA J. CONST., Mar. 2, 2005, at B3;
Mark Davis, Mobley Dies for 1991 Murder; Supreme Court Denies Last Appeals Half-Hour Before
Execution, ATLANTA J. CONST., Mar. 2, 2005, at 1JJ.

12. See, e.g., Mariya Moosajee, Violence—A Noxious Cocktail of Genes and the Environment, 96 J.
RoOY. SOC’Y MED. 211, 213 (2003) (“[S]ince genetic make-up is predetermined, some might seek to
make genes an excuse for misbehavior . ... The case of Stephen Mobley . . . is a case in point.”); Sarah
Boseley, Genes’ Link To Crime May Be Cited in Court, GUARDIAN (London), Feb. 14, 1995, at 4
(describing the difficulties and misconceptions regarding genetic predisposition to criminal behavior
related by participants in the Ciba conference on the Genetics of Criminal and Antisocial Behaviour);
Connor, supra note 2 (“[A]t a closed meeting of scientists at the Ciba Foundation in London, Mobley’s
family tree will again come under intense scrutiny, this time by researchers studying the link between
genes and violence.”); Roger Highfield, Scientists Can Test Foetus For Violent Gene, DAILY
TELEGRAPH (U.K.), Feb. 14, 1995, at 4 (“Discovery of a genetic link to aggression may soon have an
impact on America’s legal system.”) (referring to Mobley); Kenan Malik, Refutation: No Such Thing as
a Born Killer, INDEPENDENT (London), Feb. 14, 1995, at 15 (describing the Mobley appeal and the
Ciba conference as being “[t]wo recent events [that] have revived the debate about whether criminal
behaviour is genetically determined”); Colin Wilson, Are Some People Born Criminal?, DAILY MAIL
(UK.), Aug. 2, 2002, at 12 (considering “whether there is such a thing as a ‘criminal gene’” to be “one
of the great debates of modern times”); see also Denno, supra note 2, at 251-53 (citing articles
discussing the controversy surrounding the Mobley case).

13. The Ciba Foundation is a scientific organization now called the Novartis Foundation.
Information on Novartis Foundation Symposia can be found at http://www.novartisfound.org.uk/
symp.htm (last visited Sept. 1, 2005). For purposes of clarity, this article continues to refer to the Ciba
Foundation in the context of discussions about the Ciba conference.

14. The three-day Ciba Foundation symposium was held on February 14-16, 1995. Contents, in
GENETICS OF CRIMINAL AND ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOUR, supra note 2, at v. The papers presented at
the symposium were published in Genetics of Criminal and Antisocial Behaviour. Id. For the purposes
of the symposium, I wrote a chapter about the Mobley case. See Denno, supra note 2, at 248.

15. See Denno, supra note 2, at 248.

16. For further descriptions of the debates surrounding the issue of genetics and crime outside the
context of the Mobley case but in the wake of the Ciba conference on the Genetics of Criminal and
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Ciba symposium was also relevant to the legal field as a whole because the
symposium’s themes squarely addressed a topic that had seemed dormant for
years: the interdisciplinary links between genetics and crime. The twenty-five
symposium attendees represented a range of different academic areas, including
genetics, psychology, philosophy, and law.”® Their contributions are particularly
pertinent today, at the ten-year anniversary of the first Mobley appeal and as
Mobley’s execution again draws public attention to his case.

Mobley’s death stirs the genetics and crime debate with a key question:
How have courts and litigators treated genetics evidence in criminal cases
during the decade following Mobley’s first trial? Much of the controversy
concerning Mobley was based on the presumption that such evidence would
skyrocket in use and abuse. The following pages seek to determine if such
forecasts have been realized.

In essence, this article takes up where the Ciba symposium’s analysis of the
legal consequences of genetics and crime left off—to assess the kinds of
exchanges the Mobley case would provoke today. Contrary to predictions at
the time of Mobley’s appeal, it appears that little has occurred in the area of
genetics and crime warranting the concern that Mobley generated. Of course,
the criminal justice system should remain alert to the potential hazards of
genetics evidence. Yet unsupported fears could also curtail some defendants’
constitutionally legitimate attempts to submit mitigating factors in their death
penalty cases, in particular, genetics evidence that could validate the existence
of more traditionally accepted mitigating conditions, such as mental illness.
Presumably, judges and juries would be less likely to think that a defendant is
feigning states such as schizophrenia or alcoholism if such disorders commonly
occurred across generations of the defendant’s family.

Discussions of an interdisciplinary subject of this sort require clear
terminology, especially because of the close ties between biological and social
factors and the frequent muddling of the terms “biological” and “genetic.”
Therefore, this introduction briefly sets forth definitions of key terms according
to how they are used in much of the research literature and in this article. In
general, social variables, such as socioeconomic status, consist of environmental

Antisocial Behaviour, see Clive Cookson, Controversial Search for the Criminal Gene: A Conference
the Americans Would not Allow, FIN. TIMES (U.K.), Feb. 14, 1995, at 8 (“Ten of the 13 speakers [at the
Ciba conference] are from the US, where criminal genetics is a particularly controversial issue.”); Patel
et al., supra note 3, at 16 (exploring opposing viewpoints on the connections between genes and crime
and the implications of such on the legal system); Richard W. Stevenson, Researchers See Gene Link to
Violence but Are Wary, N.Y. TIMES, Feb. 19, 1995, at 29 (“Researchers [at the Ciba symposium]|
said . .. there was tentative but growing evidence of a genetic basis for some criminal and aggressive
behavior. But clearly mindful of the controversy on this issue, most . .. emphasized that the ‘nature
versus nurture’ debate was not an either-or proposition in this case.”); Tom Wilkie, Genes Link to
Violence and Crime Condemned, INDEP. (London), Feb. 15, 1995, HOME, at 2 (noting that the
controversy surrounding the issues discussed at the Ciba symposium had “now reached the European
Parliament”).

17. See infra Part I11.

18. Participants, in GENETICS OF CRIMINAL AND ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOUR, supra note 2, at vii.
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influences on a person’s behavior. Biological variables, on the other hand,
constitute “physiological, biochemical, neurological, and genetic” effects on
how an individual may act.® Genetic factors are a subset of biological variables,
distinguishable because they are inherited; in contrast, social factors are not
inherited.” All these categories—social, biological, and genetic—are related in
interesting ways. For example, being male is a genetic attribute that strongly
predicts crime.” Yet most men never commit an officially recorded crime,
particularly a violent crime.”® Likewise, other biological factors and a wide
range of social factors mediate the relationship between sex and criminal
behavior, so much so that social variables greatly dominate a researcher’s
ability to determine who among a small group of people will engage in
criminality.?*

A common stereotype is that an individual’s “genotype” or “genetic
constitution”® is static, as though there is a “crime gene” that “hard-wires”
certain people to violate the law.”® But this perspective, however entrenched in
the public’s mind, has no scientific support. Rather, an overwhelming amount
of evidence shows that “environments influence gene expression.” In other
words, an individual’s genetic structure may act developmentally and
probabilistically in the context of social variables by potentially predisposing an
individual to certain behavioral tendencies, such as shyness.® In turn,
“genotype influences societal response,” which explains, for example, why men
are far more likely than women to wear a tuxedo rather than a dress at formal
events.” These kinds of interlinkages between genotype and the environment
become helpful in assessing how genetics evidence may be viewed in a criminal
law case such as Mobley.

19. Jasmine A. Tehrani & Sarnoff A. Mednick, Crime Causation: Biological Theories, in 1
ENCYCLOPEDIA OF CRIME & JUSTICE 292, 292 (Joshua Dressler et al. eds., 2d ed. 2002).

20. Id.

21. Id

22. See Deborah W. Denno, Gender, Crime, and the Criminal Law Defenses, 85 J. CRIM. L. &
CRIMINOLOGY 80, 80-180 (1994) (examining a broad range of statistics on sex differences in crime).

23. Seeid.

24. See DEBORAH W. DENNO, BIOLOGY AND VIOLENCE: FROM BIRTH TO ADULTHOOD 7-28
(1990) (detailing a large longitudinal study of various biological and sociological predictors of sex
differences in crime).

25. GREGORY CAREY, HUMAN GENETICS FOR THE SOCIAL SCIENCES 68 (2003).

26. Denno, supra note 2, at 254; see also Holmquist, supra note 2 (referring to a “criminal gene” in
the title of a news article about the Mobley case); Marrin, supra note 2 (“[Mobley’s] lawyers tried to
argue that [Mobley] was hard-wired to be bad.”).

27. CAREY, supra note 25, at 452.

28. Denno, supra note 2, at 254; see also Terrie E. Moffitt, Genetic and Environmental Influences
on Antisocial Behaviors: Evidence from Behavioral-Genetic Research, in 55 ADVANCES IN GENETICS
41, 41-104 (Jeffrey C. Hall ed., 2005) (analyzing the interaction between genes and the environment
with respect to antisocial behavior).

29. CAREY, supra note 25, at 452. For an excellent discussion and analysis of these issues, see
Owen D. Jones & Timothy H. Goldsmith, Law and Behavioral Biology, 105 COLUM. L. REV. 405
(2005).
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Part II of this article briefly reviews the facts and legal arguments in Mobley.
Part IIT addresses the primary issues that concerned the court in Mobley, noting
that many of the original reasons for the controversy over the potential use of
genetics evidence remain the same as they did in 1994. Part IV discusses the
twenty-seven key genetics and crime cases occurring between 1994 and 2004,
since Mobley spurred the topical dispute. These cases, which are surprisingly
small in number, share several important characteristics: they overwhelmingly
constitute murder convictions in which defendants attempted to use genetics
evidence as a mitigating factor in a death penalty case (as Mobley did), and the
evidence is introduced mostly to verify a condition (such as a type of mental
illness) that is commonly acceptable for mitigation. Part V concludes that,
contrary to some commentators’ warnings during the first Mobley trial, the last
decade has not revealed a legally irresponsible application of genetics factors in
criminal cases. Rather, courts continue to regard genetics variables skeptically,
and society still embraces the same political and moral concerns over the role of
such information. At the same time, courts have failed to provide sound and
conceptually consistent reasons for denying defendants’ offers of genetics
evidence.

Unwarranted constraints on the admissibility of genetics evidence in death
penalty cases can undercut some defendants’ efforts to fight their executions.
For example, genetics evidence can help validate some traditionally accepted
mitigating factors (such as certain psychiatric or behavioral disorders) that can
otherwise be difficult for defendants to prove. By imposing unreasonable
limitations on genetics arguments, the criminal justice system may be
undermining the very principles and progressive thinking the cap on genetics
evidence was originally intended to achieve.

II
THE STEPHEN MOBLEY CASE

The facts and legal arguments raised in Mobley provide a broad context for
analyzing the applicability of genetics evidence for purposes of mitigation. On
February 17, 1991, Stephen Mobley entered a Domino’s Pizza store in
Oakwood, Hall County, Georgia, to steal money. In the course of the robbery,
he shot John Collins, the store’s manager, in the back of the head as Collins
begged for his life. Mobley was caught a month later and immediately
confessed to the crime.*

The two court-appointed attorneys assigned to Mobley, Daniel Summer and
Charles Taylor,* faced a daunting dilemma. There was little about Mobley that
aroused legal sympathy or provided “‘traditional mitigation evidence.”*

30. Mobley v. State, 426 S.E.2d 150, 151 (Ga. 1993); Mobley v. State, 455 S.E.2d 61, 65 (Ga. 1995);
Turpin v. Mobley, 502 S.E.2d 458, 461 (Ga. 1998); Denno, supra note 2, at 251.

31. Turpin, 502 S.E.2d at 463; see infra note 38 and accompanying text.

32. Turpin, 502 S.E.2d at 463.
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Mobley’s father was a multimillionaire.® White and young (age twenty-five at
the time of his crime), Mobley had recently left a home of economic privilege®
having experienced “a childhood standard of living [that] had ranged from
middle class to affluent.”® Mobley’s parents and sister, as well as Mobley
himself, stated that he had never been neglected or abused, sexually or
physically.®® Rather, Mobley showed an early and continuous history of
personal and behavioral disorders that became ever more troubling with age.
As a young child, Mobley cheated, lied, and stole. Such conduct worsened in
adolescence, resulting in prison sentences for forgery and culminating in
numerous armed robberies during Mobley’s mid-twenties. Following this years-
long crime spree, Mobley robbed and murdered Collins. While awaiting trial
for Collins’s death, Mobley’s aggression was out of control: He fought
continually with other inmates, sodomized his cellmate, tattooed the word
“Domino” on his own back, and verbally taunted and threatened prison guards.
As a youth and as an adult, seemingly no amount of counseling or punishment
could contain Mobley’s outbursts.*

Mobley did have one advantage at the time of his trial—his attorneys,
Summer and Taylor,® proved to be creative and concerned advocates
determined to put forward the best case that someone like Mobley could
possibly have. According to Summer’s account of his trial tactics, he and
Mobley “realized that they had no legal defense to the armed robbery and
murder charges because of Mobley’s numerous confessions, and they also
recognized that they had no traditional ‘mitigating’ evidence that they could
offer the jury to convince them to spare [Mobley’s] life.”* In light of these
circumstances, Summer attempted to collect a wide range of other information
in order to provide some kind of explanation for Mobley’s history and
disposition.” In the course of analyzing Mobley’s family, for example, Summer

33. Denno, supra note 2, at 251.

34. Id.; Turpin, 502 S.E.2d at 463-64.

35. Turpin, 502 S.E.2d at 464.

36. Id. at 463. Journalist Tom Junod depicted Mobley’s comfortable childhood in blunter terms:
Deprivation? Want? Hey, they may explain your typical murderer, your average everyday
ghetto shooter, but they sure . . . don’t explain Tony Mobley. Nothing does. Sure, his father’s
hard and his mother harder; sure, they divorced when Tony was at a delicate age; sure, he
resents . . . his older sister. But please, Dr. Freud, you have to believe him: There is nothing
any of them did—father, mother, sister, grandpa, grandma, maiden aunt—to deserve him. He
didn’t get beat, he didn’t get [sexually abused]; no, beating and [sexual abuse], they were what
he did, and that’s how it has always been.

Tom Junod, Pull the Trigger, GENTLEMEN’S Q., July 1994, at 92-94.

37. Turpin, 502 S.E.2d at 463-64; Denno, supra note 2, at 251-52; Daniel A. Summer, The Use of
Human Genome Research in Criminal Defense and Mitigation of Punishment, in GENETICS AND
CRIMINALITY: THE POTENTIAL MISUSE OF SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION IN COURT 182, 189 (Jeffrey R.
Botkin et al. eds., 1999).

38. Turpin, 502 S.E.2d at 463.

39. Summer, supra note 37, at 189; see also Turpin, 502 S.E.2d at 463-66 (recognizing the lack of
available mitigating evidence in Mobley’s background).

40. Turpin, 502 S.E.2d at 463-66.
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interviewed Joyce Ann Mobley Childers, the first cousin of Mobley’s father.**
At Mobley’s sentencing hearing, Ms. Childers testified that four generations of
Mobleys—including Mobley’s uncles, aunts, and a grandfather—consistently
engaged in acts of violence, aggression, and behavioral disorder.” Such
behavior ranged from serious crimes (murder and rape) to extreme spousal
abuse, alcoholism, explosive temperaments, and antisocial conduct.”® At the
same time, a substantial number of Mobleys were highly successful at business.*
This split created a family reputation of peculiar renown: the Mobleys were
either behaviorally disturbed or business achievers, and, in a number of cases,
they were both.*

What instigated Stephen Mobley’s violence? No one knew, but Summer
attempted to find out. He and Taylor requested experts and financial support
of $1,000 so that scientific tests could be conducted to determine if Mobley
showed any kind of genetic or neurochemical imbalance.*

In an effort to bolster the demonstrated need for funding, Summer
introduced into evidence a then-recent article by Han Brunner and others,
published in the prestigious journal Science.* The article (and other
publications following it)® reported the results of genetics testing of a Dutch
kindred of four generations.” The kindred included fourteen males affected by
a syndrome characterized by borderline mental retardation and serious
behavioral dysfunction. Brunner and his co-authors had sufficient
documentation on eight of these males to note more specific and consistent
disorders among them, including impulsivity, verbal and physical aggression,
and violence.® A number of the kindred’s males also had committed serious
crimes. One man had raped his sister and, after he was institutionalized,

41. Id. at 465; Denno, supra note 2, at 251. At the time of her trial testimony, Joyce Ann went by
the name of Joyce Ann Mobley Childers. Denno, supra note 2, at 251. The Turpin court, however,
refers to her using two different last names: Joyce Ann Elders, see Turpin, 502 S.E.2d at 465, and Joyce
Ann Childers, see id. at 467 (basically the name she used at trial). The court does not explain the
discrepancy in names.

42. Turpin, 502 S.E.2d at 465.

43. Id.; Denno, supra note 2, at 251 & fig.1.

44. Denno, supra note 2, at 251 & fig.1.

45. Id.

46. Id. at 252; Summer, supra note 37, at 189.

47. H. G. Brunner et al., Abnormal Behavior Associated with a Point Mutation in the Structural
Gene for Monoamine Oxidase A, 262 SCIENCE 578 (1993) [hereinafter Brunner et al., Abnormal
Behavior]; see also Paul S. Appelbaum, Behavioral Genetics and the Punishment of Crime, 56 PSYCH.
SERVICES 25, 25 (2005) (discussing the Brunner et al. study).

48. For a general overview of the research, see Han G. Brunner, MAOA Deficiency and Abnormal
Behaviour: Perspectives on an Association, in GENETICS OF CRIMINAL AND ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOUR,
supra note 2, at 155, 155-67 [hereinafter Brunner, MAOA Deficiency]. For details on the studies, see
Brunner et al., Abnormal Behavior, supra note 47; H. G. Brunner et al., X-Linked Borderline Mental
Retardation with Prominent Behavioral Disturbance: Phenotype, Genetic Localization, and Evidence for
Disturbed Monoamine Metabolism, 52 AM. J. HUM. GENETICS 1032 (1993) [herinafter Brunner et al.,
X-Linked).

49. Brunner, MAOA Deficiency, supra note 48, at 156.

50. Id.
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stabbed the institution’s warden in the chest. Another man habitually forced
his sisters to undress at knife point, while another tried to kill his boss. Yet two
more were arsonists and several regularly groped or grasped female family
members.” Tests on these males showed a defect on the X chromosome,
known as monoamine oxidase A (MAOA) deficiency, which was passed from
mother to son and linked to regulating aggression.*

According to Summer, it seemed reasonable to investigate whether Mobley
was also afflicted by the MAOA deficiency or by a comparable kind of
disability. Indeed, a co-author of the Science article®® had volunteered to
perform genetics testing on Mobley to determine whether Mobley shared the
same or a similar kind of genetic mutation.® Other researchers offered to
assess whether Mobley demonstrated abnormal levels of additional kinds of
chemicals that can be linked to aggression, such as serotonin, noradrenaline,
and adrenaline.® As the Supreme Court of Georgia explained,

[Summer’s] strategy in the penalty phase centered around the following theme:
Mobley has a personality disorder that has affected his behavior since he was a child,
this behavior may be the result of a genetic problem that he cannot control, the jury
should show him mercy because people with personality disorders tend to “mellow

out” as they age, and Mobley has accepted responsibility for his crimes by cooperating
with the police and offering to plead guilty.56

Of course this plan failed in Mobley’s case.”” Yet the implications of the court’s

holding raise many issues that were underscored by the Ciba symposium® and
that remain relevant today.

III
ISSUES RAISED BY MOBLEY

A. Mobley Themes at Ciba

Several themes that emerged at the Ciba symposium were fueled specifically
by Mobley. First, the symposium’s mere occurrence highlights the unusual
interdisciplinary concern with the possible link between genetics and crime.*
The second theme was the narrowness with which the press and public viewed
the Mobley case, focusing mainly on the tie between the case and the Brunner
article in Science. This emphasis was unfortunate but not surprising, partly

51. Brunner et al., X-Linked, supra note 48, at 1035.

52. Brunner et al., Abnormal Behavior, supra note 47, at 578-79.

53. Seeid. at 578.

54. Denno, supra note 2, at 252. The co-author who volunteered to test Mobley was Xandra
Breakefield. Id.

55. Id.

56. Turpin v. Mobley, 502 S.E.2d 458, 466 (Ga. 1998).

57. See supra notes 8-11 and accompanying text.

58. See supra notes 12, 16 and accompanying text.

59. Typically, symposia at the Ciba Foundation do not involve topics that would interest
nonscientists. See The Novartis Foundation, http://www.novartisfound.org.uk (last visited Sept. 25,
2005). See also supra note 16 and accompanying text.
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because Mobley’s counsel had introduced Brunner’s study into evidence in
support of a request for funds for genetic and neurochemical testing of
Mobley.® Yet medical analyses of Mobley were intended to be far broader
than simply an investigation of MAOA deficiency, in part because Mobley did
not appear to fit the common characteristics of an individual suffering from
MAOA deficiency syndrome. At the Ciba symposium® and in the Mobley case
itself,® commentators emphasized that Mobley’s tested IQ was average, a sharp
contrast to the borderline IQ shown by the males in Brunner’s study.®
Likewise, Mobley’s disorder, if it had any genetic basis whatsoever, seemed to
be transmitted through males, not through females.** Therefore, the proposed
Mobley evaluations were geared toward uncovering a wide range of
neurochemical imbalances, the origins of which could be biological or even
environmental.

The Ciba symposium prompted interest in a third theme—the future legal
use of genetics evidence. A symposium chapter, Legal Implications of Genetics
and Crime Research,” estimated that after Mobley, attorneys would increasingly
attempt to introduce genetics evidence in criminal cases.® This estimate was
not based on the perceived quality or moral acceptability of the evidence, but
simply on a belief that defense counsel would progressively investigate scientific
discoveries in their various efforts to provide mitigation for their death row
clients.®

B. Mobley Themes Since Ciba

Historically, genetics evidence has been no stranger to law.®® Now, however,
the themes of the Ciba symposium take on new significance as research grows.
Genetics studies are gaining in sophistication,” and criminal defense attorneys
are becoming more interdisciplinary.”

60. See supra notes 4647 and accompanying text. The MAOA deficiency issue has come about in
other cases. See Appelbaum, supra note 47, at 25-27.

61. Denno, supra note 2, at 252.

62. Turpin v. Mobley, 502 S.E.2d 458, 463 (Ga. 1998) (“[P]sychological reports showed that
Mobley had an average IQ.... Although some psychological reports early in Mobley’s childhood
suggested that he might have a learning disability or organic brain disorder, later reports found no
evidence of either.”).

63. Brunner et al., Abnormal Behavior, supra note 47, at 578.

64. Denno, supra note 2, at 251 & fig.1.

65. Id. at248.

66. Id. at252.

67. Id. at 252-55.

68. It is beyond the scope of this article to analyze either the research or the publications
examining the link between genetics and crime in legal cases. For a few overviews of this literature, see
CAREY, supra note 25; Denno, supra note 2; Jones & Goldsmith, supra note 29; Moffitt, supra note 28;
see also Matthew Jones, Overcoming the Myth of Free Will in Criminal Law: The True Impact of the
Genetic Revolution, 52 DUKE L.J. 1031, 103940 (2003) (describing XYY Syndrome-related studies in
the context of the early history of genetic defenses in criminal trials).

69. For recent research reviews, see CAREY supra note 25, at 431-57; Tehrani & Mednick, supra
note 19, at 292-302; Moffitt, supra note 28, at 41-104; Terrie E. Moffitt, The New Look of Behavioral



Winter/Spring 2006] REVISITING THE LEGAL LINK 219

Despite the enhanced acceptance of genetics research, however, genetics
evidence™ continues to be plagued by the same problems and concerns that
were raised ten years ago at the Ciba symposium. Such concerns include the
following: (1) the historical association of genetics evidence with abuses by the
Nazis during the Holocaust; (2) the meaning accorded the evidence in terms of
the potential chilling of society’s notions of free will; (3) the possible
stigmatizing effect of such evidence, exemplified by past efforts to screen and
genetically follow targeted children or to corral through preventive detention
those individuals deemed genetically predisposed to violence; (4) the absolution
of societal responsibility for the social and economic factors that lead to crime if
legal actors find a “genetics” defense acceptable; and (5) suggestions that juries
may be more readily swayed in court by genetic or biological studies because
such research seems more objective and precise than social or behavioral
factors.”” All five issues, which remain unresolved, influence how the criminal
justice system perceives genetics research.

At the same time, however, modern research continues to emphasize the
importance of environmental effects on behavior,” thereby debunking the
common myth that an individual’s genetic structure is static.” Indeed, during
the past decade, criminological investigations have increasingly incorporated
genetic, biological, and social factors as vehicles for understanding crime.
When these studies employ many different kinds of variables, their results show
that genetics and biology continually accentuate the significance of social
factors on behavior—so much so that the three interactive categories
(“genetic,” “biological,” and “social”) are often difficult to separate and
decipher.” In light of these kinds of discoveries, the next part examines cases
that have used genetics evidence since the time Mobley was decided.

Genetics in Developmental Psychopathology: Gene-Environment Interplay in Antisocial Behaviors, 131
PSYCHOL. BULLETIN 533 (2005).

70. See Summer, supra note 37, at 182-90.

71. Of course, there are vastly different types of genetics evidence, ranging from family history to
modern medical testing. It is artificial to aggregate all the research under one heading. This type of
lumping also confuses debates about when and where the evidence should be appropriately applied.
The umbrella heading of “genetics evidence” is used in this article, however, to make general points,
while recognizing that the points made could differ in their accuracy depending on the type and quality
of evidence being discussed.

72. Denno, supra note 2, at 254; see also infra note 189 (describing the reactions to a 1995
University of Maryland conference on The Meaning and Significance of Research on Genetics and
Criminal Behavior, in which the public and some conference participants voiced many of these same
five concerns).

73. See DENNO, supra note 24.

74. Denno, supra note 2, at 254.

75. For examinations of the relationship among these variables, see CAREY supra note 25; DENNO,
supra note 24; Jones & Goldsmith, supra note 29; Moffitt, supra note 28.
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v
GENETICS EVIDENCE CASES: 1994-2004

The various arguments about the role of genetics in the criminal law are still
largely theoretical. Genetics evidence has not gained widespread acceptance in
current case law despite Mobley and the few decisions since that have
resembled it. Those criminal cases that have used genetics evidence, however,
reflect the interdisciplinary efforts of attorneys to help explain defendants’
behaviors. Twenty-seven criminal cases have referred to genetics evidence over
the past decade—that is, since Mobley was first decided in 1994 to the end of
2004."

A. An Overview of the Genetics Evidence Cases

The Appendix”” and Charts 1-3" give an aggregate overview of the cases
involving the twenty-seven male defendants. As Chart 1 shows, most of the
cases are appellate court decisions in which the defendant either received the
death penalty (twenty-one cases) or life in prison (three cases).” This

76. These cases, which are summarized in the Appendix and in Charts 1-3, infra, were compiled
using legal research databases only. Other cases may exist in which genetic predisposition evidence
was at issue or potentially could have been at issue; however, such cases were either not published or
were not made known publicly in a way that made them readily verifiable. (A general internet search
turned up references to cases in which genetics evidence was relevant; in most instances, however,
efforts to locate such cases on Westlaw or LexisNexis were unsuccessful.) The twenty-seven cases
discussed in this article also do not include Mobley, 455 S.E.2d 61 (Ga. 1995), which already has been
examined in some detail, or other decisions in which genetics evidence may have been an issue in a
context not relevant to this article. For example, in People v. Rodriguez, 764 N.Y.S.2d 305 (N.Y. Sup.
Ct. 2003), the New York Supreme Court held a defendant may be compelled to provide a blood sample
for DNA testing so the defendant’s DNA could be compared to DNA evidence from a crime scene. Id.
at 311-15. The court ruled that the defendant’s DNA could be used only for that criminal proceeding,
however, and could not be placed into a DNA database for comparison with DNA evidence from other
unsolved crimes. Results of DNA testing must be kept confidential—defendant has an “‘exclusive
property right’ to control dissemination of his genetic makeup.” Id. at 311. In essence, the opinion
concerns privacy rights and DNA samples, as well as ways in which genetic material has been abused in
the past. Id. at 307-15.

77. See infra p. 239.

78. See infra pp. 221,223, 224.

79. See infra Chart 1 and app. In twenty-one of the twenty-seven examined cases, the defendant
received the death penalty. See Dennis ex rel. Butko v. Budge, 378 F.3d 880, 882 (9th Cir. 2004), cert.
denied, stay denied, Dennis v. Budge, 542 U.S. 959 (2004); Landrigan v. Stewart, 272 F.3d 1221, 1223
(9th Cir. 2001), vacated, reh’g en banc granted, 397 F.3d 1235 (9th Cir. 2005), aff’g in part, rev’g in part,
Landrigan v. Schriro, 441 F.3d 638 (9th Cir. 2006) (en banc); Hendricks v. Calderon, 864 F. Supp. 929,
931 (N.D. Cal. 1994), aff’d, 70 F.3d 1032, 1035 (9th Cir. 1995), cert. denied, 517 U.S. 1111 (1996); Fudge
v. State, 120 S.W.3d 600, 601 (Ark. 2003); Rogers v. State, 783 So. 2d 980, 980 (Fla. 2001); People v.
Armstrong, 700 N.E.2d 960, 963 (Ill. 1998); People v. Franklin, 656 N.E.2d 750, 750 (Ill. 1995); Stevens
v. State, 770 N.E.2d 739, 745 (Ind. 2002); Benefiel v. State, 716 N.E.2d 906, 910 (Ind. 1999); State v.
Manning, 03-1982 (La. 10/19/04); 885 So. 2d 1044, 1057, cert. denied, Manning v. Louisiana, No. 04-8851,
2005 U.S. LEXIS 3059 (U.S. Apr. 4, 2005); Billiot v. State, 655 So. 2d 1, 2 (Miss. 1995); State v.
Ferguson, 20 S.W.3d 485, 485 (Mo. 2000); State v. Timmendequas, 737 A.2d 55, 65-66 (N.J. 1999); State
v. Hartman, 476 S.E.2d 328, 331 (N.C. 1996); State v. Hughbanks, 99 Ohio St. 3d 365, 2003-Ohio-4121,
792 N.E.2d 1081, at ] 30; State v. Spivey, 692 N.E.2d 151, 155 (Ohio 1998); State v. Wilson, No. Civ.A.
92CA005396, 1994 WL 558568, at *1 (Ohio Ct. App. Oct. 12, 1994); Von Dohlen v. State, 602 S.E.2d
738, 740 (S.C. 2004), cert. denied, South Carolina v. Von Dohlen, No. 04-937, 2005 U.S. LEXIS 2695
(U.S. Mar. 21, 2005); Cauthern v. State, 145 S.W.3d 571, 578 (Tenn. Crim. App. 2004); Alley v. State,
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breakdown in disposition is critical because it indicates that genetics evidence is
submitted primarily as a mitigating factor in death penalty cases rather than as a
defense relating to the defendant’s level of culpability at the trial court level.
The criteria for evaluating and admitting mitigating evidence are far broader
and more flexible than those used for defenses.®

~H l\\aDl-l;'\ l‘l L

[ E

SEVERITY OF SENTENCING BY NUMBER OF CASES

Death (21)

Life (3)

Acquitted (1)

35 years (1)

| SENTENCE }—‘

Driving license revoked (1)

25 0 5 10 15 20

— | NUMBER OF CASES |—————

958 S.W.2d 138, 140 (Tenn. Crim. App. 1997); Hall v. State, 160 S.W.3d 24, 26 (Tex. Crim. App. 2004),
cert. denied, Hall v. Texas, No. 04-8762, 2005 U.S. LEXIS 5073 (U.S. June 27, 2005). In three cases, the
defendant was sentenced to life imprisonment. See Davis v. State, No. M2003-00744-CCA-R3-PC, 2004
WL 253396, at *1 (Tenn. Crim. App. Feb. 11, 2004); State v. Maraschiello, 88 S.W.3d 586, 590 (Tenn.
Crim. App. 2000); State v. Arausa, No. 2002-439113 (Dist. Ct. Lubbock County July 5, 2002), aff’d,
Arausa v. State, No. 07-02-0396-CR, 2003 WL 21803322 (Tex. Ct. App. Aug. 6, 2003). In one case, the
defendant was acquitted. State v. DeAngelo, No. CR 970108668, 2000 WL 973104, at *1 (Conn. Super.
Ct. June 20, 2000). In one case, the defendant was sentenced to thirty-five years of imprisonment.
People v. Hammerli, 662 N.E.2d 452, 452 (Ill. App. Ct. 1996). Finally, in one case, the defendant’s
driving privileges remained suspended. Sanchez v. Ryan, 734 N.E.2d 920, 921 (Ill. App. Ct. 2000).

80. Mitigation evidence can be introduced during the penalty phase of a death penalty case to
support attorneys’ explanations for why a defendant should not be executed. LINDA E. CARTER &
ELLEN KREITZBERG, UNDERSTANDING CAPITAL PUNISHMENT LAW 137 (2004). The evidence,
which is typically introduced through the use of expert testimony, focuses on a potentially wide range
of individualized circumstances—for example, that the defendant had no prior criminal record, came
from an abusive home, is remorseful, will not be dangerous in the future, is young, has a mental
disorder, or suffers from any one of various life circumstances. Id. at 137-38. Although the Supreme
Court permits substantial flexibility in the kind of evidence that can be admitted for mitigation
purposes, the Court also allows states considerable discretion in how that evidence can be structured.
Id. A substantial case law and literature on this topic are discussed in detail elsewhere. See generally
id. at 137-56 (providing a general overview of the key cases and literature on mitigation evidence in
death penalty cases).
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Chart 2 indicates that most of the genetics evidence is applied to validate the
existence of a serious condition, typically a mental illness or addiction, which
the defendant could introduce as mitigating evidence in a death penalty case or
at trial, irrespective of the genetics issue. For example, the majority of cases
involve a mental disorder of some sort, such as depression (three cases),
“mental illness” in general (three cases), or other problems reflecting a range of
conditions. Notably, four cases concern a defendant’s arguing a genetic
predisposition to alcoholism."

81. See infra Chart 2 and app. Genetics evidence has been used to validate the existence of a wide
range of serious conditions. See Dennis ex rel. Butko, 378 F.3d at 895 (Berzon, J., concurring) (mental
illness); Landrigan, 272 F.3d at 1228-29 (predisposition towards violence); Hendricks, 864 F. Supp. at
935 (mental illness); Fudge, 120 S.W.3d at 602-03 (violence towards women); DeAngelo, 2000 WL
973104, at *6 (bipolar disorder); Rogers, 783 So. 2d at 996 (porphyria); Armstrong, 700 N.E.2d 970
(alcoholism); Franklin, 656 N.E.2d at 761 (mental illness, predisposition towards violence); Sanchez,
734 N.E.2d at 922 (alcohol tolerance); Hammerli, 662 N.E.2d at 456 (severe mood disorder); Stevens,
770 N.E.2d at 750 (dissociative disorder); Benefiel, 716 N.E.2d at 913 (schizotypal personality disorder);
Manning, 03-1982 (La. 10/19/04); 885 So. 2d at 1097 (alcoholism); Billiot, 655 So. 2d at 8
(schizophrenia); Ferguson, 20 S.W.3d at 509 (depression); Timmendequas, 737 A.2d at 71 (pedophilia);
Hartman, 476 S.E.2d at 342 (alcoholism); Hughbanks, 99 Ohio St. 3d 365, 2003-Ohio-4121, 792 N.E.2d
1081, at { 113 (schizophrenia); Spivey, 692 N.E.2d at 165 (extra Y chromosome); Wilson, 1994 WL
558568, at *43 (alcoholism); Von Dohlen, 602 S.E.2d at 741-42 (depression, mental disorders);
Cauthern, 145 S.W.3d at 588 (impulsive behavior); Davis, 2004 WL 253396, at *4 (depression, mental
illness); Maraschiello, 88 S.W.3d at 598 (delusional disorder); Alley, 958 S.W.2d at 140-43 (physical
abnormalities, neurosis, Multiple Personality Disorder); Hall, 160 S.W.3d at 32-33 (Fetal Alcohol
Syndrome, Fragile X Syndrome, Klinefelter’s Syndrome, extra Y chromosome); Arausa, No. 07-02-
0396-CR, 2003 WL 21803322, at *4 (propensity of abused to become abusers).
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Chart 3 provides information on the nature of the evidence the defendant
seeks to admit. Most of the information is based on some kind of expert
evaluation or family history (eleven cases each, respectively), rather than a
medical study of the defendant.®* This revelation is important to the extent that
both the judiciary and the public appear more concerned about the direct
medical testing of a defendant than, for example, descriptive accounts of the
defendant’s family history. Regardless, both direct testing and family history
strongly reflect environmental influences.®

CHART 3:
NATURE OF EVIDENCE SOUGHT TO BE ADMITTED BY NUMBER OF CASES

Expert evaluation (11)
Family history (11)
Behavioral history (2)
Medical records (2)
Medical studies (1)
No evidence (1)
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—
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_ |
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82. See infra Chart 3 and app. Chart 3 illustrates the frequency with which defendants sought to
admit different forms of genetics evidence. The total number will be more than the number of
examined cases (twenty-seven), because in some cases the defense attempted to introduce more than
one form. Defendants sought to admit expert testimony regarding a direct evaluation of the defendant
in eleven instances. See DeAngelo, 2000 WL 973104, at *6; Rogers, 783 So. 2d at 995; Hammerli, 662
N.E.2d at 456; Stevens, 770 N.E.2d at 750; Manning, 03-1982 (La. 10/19/04); 835 So. 2d at 1097; Billiot,
655 So. 2d at 8; Timmendequas, 737 A.2d at 71; Hughbanks, 99 Ohio St. 3d 365, 2003-Ohio-4121, 792
N.E.2d 1081, at | 113; Spivey, 692 N.E.2d at 165; Alley, 958 S.W.2d at 140-43; Hall, 160 S.W.3d at 32—
33. Defendants also attempted to introduce evidence regarding their family histories in eleven
instances. See Hendricks, 864 F. Supp. at 935; Rogers, 783 So. 2d at 995; Armstrong, 700 N.E.2d at 970;
Franklin, 656 N.E.2d at 761; Sanchez, 734 N.E.2d at 922-23; Benefiel, 716 N.E.2d at 913; Hartman, 476
S.E.2d at 342; Wilson, 1994 WL 558568, at *43; Cauthern, 145 S.W.3d at 588; Davis, 2004 WL 253396, at
*4; Maraschiello, 88 S.W.3d at 598. Defendants attempted to introduce evidence regarding their
behavioral histories twice. See Landrigan, 272 F.3d at 1228-29; Ferguson, 20 S.W.3d at 509.
Defendants also attempted to introduce their medical records in two instances. See Benefiel, 716
N.E.2d at 913; Von Dohlen, 602 S.E.2d at 741-42. One defendant attempted to introduce medical
studies as evidence. See Arausa, 2003 WL 21803322, at *4. One case did not describe the nature of the
evidence sought to be introduced. See Fudge, 120 S.W.3d 600. Finally, one case examined did not
involve the introduction of genetics evidence, genetics being mentioned only in passing. See Dennis ex
rel. Butko, 378 F.3d at 895 (Berzon, J., concurring).

83. For further discussion of the tendency of individuals to overplay the powerful effect of biology
on behavior, see Deborah W. Denno, Commentary, in UNDERSTANDING CRIME: A
MULTIDISCIPLINARY APPROACH 175, 175-80 (Susan Guarino-Ghezzi & A. Javier Trevifio eds., 2005).
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Lastly, the Appendix includes seven cases” that make only passing
references to genetics evidence. Typically in these cases courts merely listed
the genetics evidence among the mitigating factors offered by the defense
during the sentencing or penalty phases of a death penalty trial. In the
remaining twenty cases, genetics evidence is an issue of varying significance.
Even when the genetics evidence is not pivotal, however, subtleties in the
opinions of all twenty-seven cases may provide some insight concerning courts’
future stances towards genetic and environmental factors as mitigation.

B. Tactical Strategies for Using Genetics Evidence

As a tactical strategy, the twenty-seven cases showed genetics evidence
employed in three primary ways: (1) to support a claim of ineffective assistance
of counsel, (2) to provide proof and diagnosis of a defendant’s genetic
condition, or (3) to indicate some likelihood of the defendant’s future
dangerousness. Any association between the type of strategy and the court’s
acceptance of the genetics evidence is difficult to garner, given the range of
other factors influencing these cases.

1. Ineffective Assistance of Counsel

Nine cases involved petitions and appeals by defendants based on claims of
ineffective assistance of counsel. In some of these cases, the court held that
including genetics evidence was a valid defensive strategy. In Stevens v. State,”
for example, defendant’s counsel had presented the defendant as a “passive
victim of abuse,” based in part on testimony from a psychologist who stated the
defendant’s genetic predisposition was partly to blame for his behavior.* The
court held that this defense strategy was sound and affirmed the lower court’s
denial of post-conviction relief.®’

Other ineffective assistance of counsel claims were based on the failure to
present genetics evidence adequately. The court in Von Dohlen v. State®
remanded the defendant’s case due to his counsel’s failure to sufficiently
prepare a defense expert witness for sentencing-phase testimony regarding the
extent of the defendant’s mental illness.* The remand was based in part on

84. DeAngelo, 2000 WL 973104, at *6; Rogers, 783 So. 2d at 997, Manning, 03-1982 (La. 10/19/04);
885 So. 2d at 1097; Timmendequas, 737 A.2d at 71; Wilson, 1994 WL 558568, at *43; Davis, 2004 WL
253396, at *4; Maraschiello, 88 S.W.3d at 598. Although these cases reference genetics evidence only in
passing, some of the cases are relevant nonetheless to discussions that appear elsewhere in this article’s
analysis.

85. 770 N.E.2d at 739.

86. Id. at 754.

87. Id. at 755. Stevens v. State, 770 N.E.2d at 739, may be seen as implicit approval of a genetics
defense because the court did not consider a defense theory partially based on genetics evidence to
constitute ineffective assistance of counsel. Yet the theory was obviously considered unsuccessful,
nonetheless.

88. 602 S.E.2d 738 (S.C. 2004), cert. denied, South Carolina v. Von Dohlen, No. 04-937, 2005 U.S.
LEXIS 2695 (U.S. Mar. 21, 2005).

89. Id. at 746.
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subsequent testimony from the expert witness that if he had been given certain
medical and psychiatric records that were available before the trial, he would
have diagnosed the defendant with a far more serious mental illness.® These
records indicated, in part, the defendant’s genetic predisposition for mental
disorders.”*

In other cases, however, courts placed less importance on genetics evidence.
In particular, these courts rejected defendants’ petitions or appeals claiming
their counsels’ ineffectiveness in failing to offer mitigating genetics evidence
during the penalty phase. In State v. Ferguson,” for example, the defendant
argued that his counsel should have investigated and presented information
concerning the defendant’s genetic predisposition to a major depressive
disorder.”® The court concluded that because sufficient mitigation evidence had
been introduced, the loss of this additional predisposition evidence did not
constitute ineffective assistance of counsel.* In Benefiel v. State,” the genetics
evidence involved the defendant’s predisposition to a personality disorder.®
Testimony regarding this predisposition had been offered during the guilt
phase, and the court was satisfied that the jury had been able to consider it in
the sentencing phase, even though it was not reintroduced; its absence from that
phase had therefore not affected the jury’s sentencing recommendation.” In
People v. Franklin® the court held that, even if the defendant’s counsel had
investigated and offered such mitigating evidence as the defendant’s “family’s
history of mental illness and violence,” it would have made no difference to the
jury’s recommended sentence.”® Similarly, in Landrigan v. Stewart*® the court
determined that evidence of the defendant’s alleged genetic predisposition to
violence would have been unlikely to affect the outcome of the defendant’s
case.'™

Landrigan’s procedural aspects are particularly interesting because the
appellate court opinion cites Mobley as precedent.'®” Timothy Landrigan was

90. Id. at741.

91. Id. at 741-42.

92. 20 S.W.3d 485 (Mo. 2000).
93. Id. at 509.

94. Id.

95. 716 N.E.2d 906 (Ind. 1999).
96. Id. at 913.

97. Id.

98. 656 N.E.2d 750 (IIL. 1995).
99. Id. at761.

100. 272 F.3d 1221, 1221 (9th Cir. 2001), vacated, reh’g en banc granted, 397 F.3d 1235 (9th Cir.
2005). The Ninth Circuit recently issued an order on this case. Landrigan v. Schriro, 441 F.3d 638 (9th
Cir. 2006)(en banc)(affirming in part and reversing in part district court’s denial of a capital habeas
petition because defendant demonstrated colorable claim of ineffective assistance of counsel during
penalty phase based on counsel’s failure to investigate and present mitigating evidence including
defendant’s family history and mental illness, which could have resulted in a sentence other than
death).

101. Landrigan, 272 F.3d at 1228.

102. Id. at 1228 n.4 (citing Turpin v. Mobley, 502 S.E.2d 458, 458 (Ga. 1998)).
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convicted of murder and sentenced to death in 1993,'® one year before
Mobley."® After the Arizona Supreme Court affirmed Landrigan’s conviction
and sentence'® and the district court rejected Landrigan’s petition for habeas
corpus relief, Landrigan appealed to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.’®
Landrigan’s numerous postconviction appeals and petitions were based in part
on a claim of ineffective assistance of counsel, arguing trial counsel did not
investigate and introduce mitigating evidence during the trial and sentencing
phases.”” At sentencing, Landrigan refused to allow his counsel to present
mitigation evidence.'® Only after sentencing did Landrigan state that he would
have cooperated with his trial counsel’s efforts to present mitigating evidence
regarding his alleged genetic predisposition, had the issue been raised.'®

The three-judge appellate panel denied Landrigan’s ineffective assistance of
counsel claim and affirmed the district court’s decision. The appellate panel
determined that Landrigan had not only ignored his counsel’s advice regarding
the introduction of mitigating evidence, but that he had actively thwarted his
trial counsel’s efforts to present his case in an advantageous manner.”® The
panel also noted the state courts’ skepticism that Landrigan would have
permitted a defense that included mitigating genetics evidence, “given
Landrigan’s apparently adamant insistence that mitigating evidence not be
presented” during trial.** Citing Mobley v. Head"" and Turpin v. Mobley," the
panel emphasized that the “rather exotic . . . genetic violence theory” proposing
that “Landrigan’s biological background made him what he is” would not have
affected the outcome of his trial, even if the theory had been introduced.”™ As
the panel explained, “although Landrigan’s new evidence can be called
mitigating in some slight sense, it would also have shown the court that it could

103. State v. Landrigan, 859 P.2d 111, 112 (Ariz. 1993).

104. Turpin, 502 S.E.2d at 460.

105. Landrigan, 859 P.2d at 118.

106. Landrigan, 272 F.3d at 1223.

107. According to an amended brief filed on January 8, 2001, mitigating factors would have included
evidence that “[Landrigan’s] brain does not work the way it is supposed to due to genetics and in utero
exposure to alcohol and other toxic substances.” Corrected Brief of Appellant at 22, Landrigan v.
Stewart, 272 F.3d 1221 (9th Cir. 2001) (No. 00-99011) [hereinafter Corrected Brief of Appellant]. This
condition “was exacerbated due to abandonment and other emotional detachments that [Landrigan]
experienced when he was a baby, as well as substance abuse as a youth and as an adult.” Id.

108. Landrigan, 272 F.3d at 1225.

109. Id. at 1228.

110. Corrected Brief of Appellant, at 61. Landrigan’s counsel on appeal argued that trial counsel
made only a minimal effort to gather mitigating evidence, and that “all the signals were there ... to
recognize [Landrigan’s brain dysfunction], conduct an investigation . . . and present it to the court at the
sentencing hearing.” Id.

111. Id.

112. 267 F.3d 1312 (11th Cir. 2001).

113. 502 S.E.2d 458 (Ga. 1998).

114. Landrigan, 272 F.3d at 1228 n.4. Landrigan refuted the panel’s reliance on the Mobley cases in
a subsequent supplemental brief. Supplemental Brief of Petitioner-Appellant at 2, Landrigan v.
Stewart, 397 F.3d 1235 (9th Cir. 2005) (No. 00-99011). Citing a wide range of research for support, the
brief emphasized that Landrigan’s genetic predisposition does not render violent behavior a certainty,
but simply indicates a higher risk for antisocial tendencies. /d. at 1.
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anticipate that he would continue to be violent.”™  Given Landrigan’s

reluctance to express remorse or provide the reasons for his crimes, “assuring
the court that genetics made him the way he is could not have been very
helpful.”**

Following the appellate panel’s decision, Landrigan filed petitions arguing
that the panel had erred in its consideration of “only one component of the
mitigating evidence: genetic predisposition to violence.”™” According to one
petition, Landrigan’s “organic brain dysfunction” was not exclusively the result
of genetics, but also of his “in utero exposure to alcohol and other toxic
substances, and early disruptive relations in his biological and adoptive
families.”™® The petition also noted that the panel had ignored precedent in
which an Arizona trial court had considered a defendant’s genetic history in its
imposition of life imprisonment rather than the death penalty.*® As a result,
the panel’s reference to genetics evidence as a novel theory might indicate that
“the law has not caught up to the science.”™ In addition, Landrigan took issue
with the appellate panel’s implication that evidence of Landrigan’s genetic
history did him more harm than good, since his history indicated a high
likelihood of “future dangerousness.”** Contending the panel had “converted
the mitigating evidence offered regarding Landrigan’s biological and genetic
background from a shield into a sword,” the petition noted that “future
dangerousness” is not a statutory aggravating circumstance under Arizona
law.'*

Recently, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals ordered that Landrigan’s case
be reheard by the en banc court.® The final outcome could have implications
for other kinds of cases, irrespective of the types of genetics evidence they may

115. Landrigan, 272 F.3d at 1229.

116. Id.

117. Petitioner-Appellant’s Petition for Panel Rehearing and Rehearing En Banc at 3, Landrigan v.
Stewart, 397 F.3d 1235 (9th Cir. 2005) (No. 00-99011) [hereinafter Petitioner-Appellant’s Petition].

118. Id. Respondents-Appellees argued, however, that the appellate court properly limited its
consideration of mitigating factors to genetics evidence, since it was the only evidence presented to the
state court in support of Landrigan’s ineffective assistance of counsel claim during the first post-
conviction relief proceeding. Respondents—Appellees’ Supplemental Brief at 7-10, Landrigan v.
Stewart, 397 F.3d 1235 (9th Cir. 2005) (No. 00-99011).

119. State v. Eastlack, No. CR-28677 (Ariz. Sup. Ct. Apr. 11, 1997).

120. Petitioner-Appellant’s Petition, at 13. In further support of this assertion, appellant’s counsel
submitted a supplemental letter calling the court’s attention to recent scholarship related to the use of
biopsychosocial research in the legal system. Jeffrey L. Kirchmeier, A Tear in the Eye of the Law:
Mitigating Factors and the Progression Toward a Disease Theory of Criminal Justice, 83 OR. L. REV.
631 (2004).

121. Petitioner-Appellant’s Petition, at 14-15.

122. Id. at 16. Attorneys for the appellee responded by arguing that the appellate court did not
present the genetic predisposition as evidence of future dangerousness, but simply indicated it was
unlikely to have affected the outcome of the trial. Respondents-Appellees’ Response to Petitioner—
Appellant’s Petition for Panel Rehearing and Rehearing En Banc at 13, Landrigan v. Stewart, 397 F.3d
1235 (9th Cir. 2005) (No. 00-99011).

123. Landrigan v. Stewart, 397 F.3d 1235, 1235 (9th Cir. 2005).
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use.” Like Mobley, Landrigan touches on many of the key and varied issues
pertaining to the use of genetics evidence.

Before addressing more fully Landrigan’s arguments and the broader
matter of how genetics evidence should play a role in the criminal justice
system, it is helpful to put Landrigan in context with other genetics and crime
cases. In Hendricks v. Calderon,”” the court remanded because defense counsel
had not offered mitigating evidence of the defendant’s predisposition to mental
illness during the penalty phase.”® In doing so, the court suggested that
mitigating evidence regarding the defendant’s “difficult life” (including his
genetic predisposition to mental illness) might have affected the case’s outcome
regarding sentencing.”” This argument was at odds with the reasoning in
Benefiel, Landrigan, and Franklin, in which genetics evidence had been offered
and admitted.”®

Conversely, genetics evidence suggesting a predisposition to impulsive
behavior was proffered by the defendant’s counsel but omitted by the trial court
in Cauthern v. State.® In rejecting the defendant’s claim that he was prejudiced
by the omission of this mitigating evidence, the court noted that the defendant’s
stepsiblings experienced similarly abusive upbringings but did not appear to
suffer from violent inclinations.”® Alley v. State™* was comparatively dismissive
of genetics evidence.™® But the court readily accepted the testimony of medical
experts who saw no need to investigate the possibility of genetic problems
during their evaluation of the defendant despite their statements that he
suffered from various physical problems that could potentially “point to a
syndrome with genetic origin.”*®* The experts’ decision was particularly notable
given their acknowledgment that certain genetic conditions can potentially
influence people’s behavior.™

124. See infra Part V.

125. 864 F. Supp. 929 (N.D. Cal. 1994), aff’d, 70 F.3d 1032 (9th Cir. 1995).

126. 70 F.3d at 1045. The court rejected the defendant’s claim that his counsel was ineffective for
failing to present this same evidence during the guilt phase. Id.

127. Id.

128. The reasoning in Hendricks markedly contrasts with the arguments presented in State v.
Hartman, 476 S.E.2d 328 (N.C. 1996). Hartman argued the trial court’s restructuring of his requested
jury instruction regarding his family history of alcoholism prevented the jury from considering relevant
mitigating evidence—specifically, Hartman’s genetic predisposition to alcohol abuse. Id. at 342. The
trial court instead submitted the following instruction: “‘Consider whether the defendant is an
alcoholic.”” Id. Stated this way, Hartman posited, the jury “‘was more likely’” to view Hartman’s
alcoholism “‘simply as weakness or unmitigated choice.”” Id. The court rejected this argument,
holding that a “catchall mitigating circumstance” instruction that had been submitted was sufficient to
address any such concerns. Id.

129. 145 S.W.3d 571, 613 (Tenn. Crim. App. 2004).

130. Id. at 609.

131. 958 S.W.2d 138 (Tenn. Crim. App. 1997).

132. Id. at 149-50.

133. Id. at 143.

134. Id.

299
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2. Proof and Diagnosis of Genetic Conditions

A second use of genetics evidence is to prove or support a diagnosis of a
genetic condition. The cases in which genetics evidence was employed for this
purpose demonstrate the challenges of applying legal principles to complex
scientific information. Dennis ex rel. Butko v. Budge™ mentions genetics
evidence in a different venue—the concurring opinion—which in that case
comments on the difficulty of distinguishing mental illness from “the myriad . . .
memories, experiences and genetic predispositions that go to make up each
individual’s unique personality.”*®*® The concurrence also emphasizes the
criminal justice system’s difficulty in handling and interpreting mental health
issues: “We as judges and lawyers attempt to capture these philosophical
dilemmas in words that can have very different meanings to different people,
and that often may not respect the concepts that mental health professionals
would use to capture cognitive and volitional capacity.”**

The challenges arising when applying legal principles to scientific evidence
are well documented, and genetic variables are no exception.”® For one, courts
are reluctant to embrace genetics evidence, which may be due in part to the
seemingly arbitrary standards for determining what constitutes mitigation and
the vague criteria for diagnosis of genetic conditions. Even among the
relatively small number of cases analyzed in this article, for example, there is
great variety in the types of mitigating factors proposed.**®

In most cases in which the defendant’s counsel offers genetics evidence, the
information consists almost wholly of the defendant’s family history.** It stands
to reason, of course, that a defendant’s family members could suffer from the
same genetic condition(s) as the defendant. Yet proof limited to family history
seems to invite responses such as that of the Tennessee Court of Criminal
Appeals, which emphasized in Cauthern that the defendant’s stepsiblings did
not suffer from the alleged predisposition.** Even in cases such as State v.

135. 378 F.3d 880 (9th Cir. 2004), cert. denied, stay denied, Dennis v. Budge, 542 U.S. 959 (2004).

136. Id. at 895.

137. Id.

138. See generally Denno, supra note 2, for an overview of some of these challenges.

139. See supra Chart 2; infra app. These types of mitigating factors include predispositions to
alcoholism, depression, impulsive behavior, violence, and aggression. See supra Chart 2 and supra note
71 (discussing the different types of genetics evidence). The conditions range from the specific (such as
XXY Syndrome, porphyria, and bipolar disorder) to the general (for example, mental disorders,
personality disorders, mood disorders, and “genetic defects”). See supra Chart 2 and supra note 81
(listing the ways genetics evidence validates the existence of serious conditions).

140. See, e.g., Landrigan v. Stewart, 272 F.3d 1221 (9th Cir. 2001) vacated, reh’g en banc granted, 397
F. 3d 1235 (9th Cir. 2005), aff’g in part, rev’g in part, Landrigan v. Schriro, 441 F.3d 638 (9th Cir. 2006)
(en banc); Hendricks v. Calderon, 864 F. Supp. 929 (N.D. Cal. 1994), aff’d, 70 F.3d 1032 (9th Cir. 1995);
People v. Franklin, 656 N.E.2d 750 (Ill. 1995); Sanchez v. Ryan, 734 N.E.2d 920 (Ill. App. Ct. 2000);
State v. Hartman, 476 S.E.2d 328 (N.C. 1996); State v. Hughbanks, 99 Ohio St. 3d 365, 2003-Ohio-4121,
792 N.E.2d 1081; Cauthern v. State, 145 S.W.3d 571 (Tenn. Crim. App. 2004); Davis v. State, No.
M2003-00744-CCA-R3-PC, 2004 WL 253396 (Tenn. Crim. App. Feb. 11, 2004); State v. Maraschiello,
88 S.W.3d 586 (Tenn. Crim. App. 2000).

141. Cauthern, 145 S.W.3d at 609.
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Hughbanks,"* in which the court acknowledged the negative effects of a family
history of mental illness on a defendant, such mitigating evidence does not
appear likely to affect the outcome of the case.*® In some circumstances,
proving a genetic predisposition through family history may even backfire. In
rejecting the defendant’s ineffective assistance claim in Landrigan, the Ninth
Circuit stated: “It is highly doubtful that the sentencing court would have been
moved by information that [the defendant] was a remorseless, violent killer
because he was genetically programmed to be violent, as shown by the fact that
he comes from a family of violent people, who are killers also.”* Citing
Franklin,** the Ninth Circuit further warned, “although [defendant’s] new
evidence can be called mitigating in some slight sense, it would also have shown
the court that it could anticipate that he would continue to be violent.”** Of
course, this argument takes on a double-edged-sword rationale that wrongly
presumes a genetic attribute is static.'”’ Despite the questionable accuracy of
this presumption, such arguments appear to be highly persuasive to courts and
the public alike.

Nor does genetics evidence appear to flag the attention of the trial court
when proof other than family history is offered. In Arausa v. State,® the
defendant had requested appointment of a psychiatrist in part to help him
assess the mitigation value of a research study that indicated a genetic
predisposition among victims of abuse to become abusers.'”® The appellate
court skirted the genetics issue, finding no error in the trial court’s rejecting the
defendant’s request: the defendant’s original request for a court-appointed

142. 99 Ohio St. 3d 365, 2003-Ohio-4121, 792 N.E.2d 1081, at ] 136-37.

143. In Hughbanks, id. at ] 134, and at least two other cases, State v. Spivey, 692 N.E.2d 151 (Ohio
1998), and State v. Wilson,No. Civ.A. 92CA005396, 1994 WL 558568 (Ohio Ct. App. Oct. 12, 1994), the
courts did not expressly reject mitigating evidence regarding genetics, but held that the aggravating
circumstances of the crime outweighed any mitigating factors. Family history was not specifically
offered as proof of a genetics defense in Spivey and Wilson. Spivey involved a diagnosis of XYY
Syndrome. 692 N.E.2d at 165. A defense expert testified that although the syndrome itself does not
cause aggression, the defendant’s family environment exacerbated his condition and resulted in his
criminal behavior. Id. Wilson merely listed the defendant’s genetic predisposition to alcoholism
among the mitigating factors presented during the penalty phase, and offered no further information
concerning its origins. 1994 WL 558568, at *13 n.5.

144. Landrigan, 272 F.3d at 1228-29.

145. People v. Franklin, 656 N.E.2d 750 (Il1. 1995).

146. Landrigan, 272 F.3d at 1229. The Franklin court further concluded the following:

The proffered evidence regarding defendant’s psychological problems and his family’s violent
and psychological history was not inherently mitigating. Although this evidence could have
evoked compassion in the jurors, it could have also demonstrated defendant’s potential for
future dangerousness and the basis for defendant’s past criminal acts. The evidence of
defendant’s mental illness may also have shown that defendant was less deterrable or that
society needed to be protected from him.

656 N.E.2d at 761 (citations omitted).

147. See supra note 122 and accompanying text for other commentary on the double-edged-sword
dilemma in Landrigan; see infra Part V for further discussion of this issue in the context of additional
conceptual problems with the genetics evidence cases.

148. No. 07-02-0396-CR, 2003 WL 21803322 *1 (Tex. App. Aug. 6, 2003), aff’g State v. Arausa, No.
2002-439113 (Dist. Ct. Lubbock County July 5, 2002).

149. Id. at *2.
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medical health expert had been based on a need to analyze the defendant’s
competency, not the research study.”® In State v. Maraschiello,”" the defendant
claimed his genetic predisposition for a delusional disorder (as demonstrated by
his family history) was exacerbated by Gulf War Syndrome." This appellate
court also followed the lead of the trial court in avoiding the matter of genetics.
The testimony pertaining to Gulf War Syndrome had been excluded on
unrelated grounds, and the defendant’s alleged predisposition did not come up
again at trial (or on appeal).”™ Only in Hendricks v. Calderon™ did an
appellate court consider it a mistake not to offer as mitigation evidence pretrial
hearing testimony on the defendant’s genetic predisposition to mental illness
and its aggravation by an abusive childhood.™

3. Future Dangerousness

Evidence regarding genetic predispositions brings with it the third use of
genetics evidence in the criminal law: the debate over the prediction of future
dangerousness,™ as discussed in Franklin®" and Landrigan.™® In many of the
cases this article analyzes, genetics evidence takes the form of an individual’s
predisposition toward some condition or behavior.” This approach does not,
of course, guarantee the afflicted individual will develop that condition or
engage in that behavior; it indicates merely that the likelihood of occurrence
may be heightened. For example, in State v. Spivey,® the doctor who
diagnosed the appellant with XYY Syndrome testified that this abnormality put
the defendant “at risk for committing criminal acts, but that the syndrome itself
did not cause him to be aggressive and to commit violent acts.”*®" Instead, the
defendant’s family environment was faulted for triggering his preexisting
tendencies toward violence.'®

The issue of future dangerousness was explored in further detail in State v.
DeAngelo,™ in which several psychiatrists evaluated the mental condition of an

150. Id. at *4.

151. 88 S.W.3d 586 (Tenn. Crim. App. 2000).

152. Id. at 599.

153. Id. at 599-611.

154. 864 F. Supp. 929 (N.D. Cal. 1994), aff’d, 70 F.3d 1032 (9th Cir. 1995).

155. Id. at 934-35.

156. Future dangerousness and other issues raised by genetics evidence are discussed in People V.
Rodriguez, 764 N.Y.S.2d 305 (N.Y. Sup. Ct. 2003), which concerns defendants’ privacy rights in the
context of the recent trend to collect DNA samples. See supra note 76 for a more detailed account of
Rodriguez.

157. People v. Franklin, 656 N.E.2d 750, 761 (1l1. 1995).

158. Landrigan v. Stewart, 272 F.3d 1221, 1229 (9th Cir. 2001) vacated, reh’g en banc granted, 397
F.3d 1235 (9th Cir. 2005), aff’g in part, rev’g in part, Landrigan v. Schriro, 441 F.3d 638 (9th Cir.
2006)(en banc).

159. See supra Chart 2; infra app.

160. 692 N.E.2d 151 (Ohio 1998).

161. Id. at 165.

162. Id.

163. No. CR 97010866S, 2000 WL 973104, at *2 (Conn. Super. Ct. June 20, 2000).
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individual who had been acquitted of criminal charges because he was unable to
recognize or control the wrongfulness of his behavior.®™ The evaluating experts
disagreed on their diagnoses and treatment recommendations for the
individual, as well as their assessment of the risk he posed to the public if
released.™ The court ultimately determined the individual should be
committed to a maximum security psychiatric unit because he was a danger to
society.™  As the court stated, “[p]sychiatric predictions of future
dangerousness, while of some value, must not be unduly relied upon. The
court’s main concern must be the protection of society, and not necessarily
therapeutic goals.”*®’

DeAngelo and comparable kinds of cases illustrate the strain between the
legal and mental health fields when they consider genetic information. Such
tension is accentuated because genetics evidence is typically introduced into
trials through testimony from mental health professionals.!® Establishing
consistent criteria for assessing the expertise of these witnesses is therefore
likely to be a critical step toward the general acceptance of genetics evidence.
In DeAngelo,”® for example, the court questioned the credentials and
objectivity of at least one testifying psychiatrist.'® In turn, the court in People
v. Hammerli'™ likewise seemed dubious of the defense’s expert witness
testimony.’”> The court emphasized that although the defendant’s treating
psychiatrist had diagnosed the defendant with depression (yet had noted
improvement), all four defense experts “found defendant to be legally insane at
the time of the murder and were able with hindsight to fit defendant’s actions
into their various diagnoses.”*® As the court explained, each of the experts
detected “in defendant’s behavior facts to support [that expert’s] own
opinion.”* In Billiot v. State,"™ the court exhibited a more overt lack of
deference toward the treating mental health expert, who diagnosed the
defendant with a genetic predisposition. Instead, the court relied on the
combined testimony of the majority of expert witnesses in determining that the
defendant was competent to be executed.'® Acknowledging that the lone,
treating mental health expert who testified otherwise “had done more recent

164. Id. at *1.

165. Id. at *3-6.

166. Id. at *11.

167. Id.

168. See supra Chart 3; infra app.

169. 2000 WL 973104, at *1.

170. Id. at *11.

171. 662 N.E.2d 452 (11l. App. Ct. 1996).

172. Id. at 458.

173. Id.

174. Id.

175. See Billiot v. State, 655 So. 2d 1, 13 (Miss. 1995) (stating that the expert’s testimony was not
outcome-determinative, although the testimony reflected the broadest and most recent research on the
defendant).

176. Id. at17.
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and more extensive research on the issue of [defendant’s] sanity,” the court
nonetheless refused to give that witness’s testimony greater weight than that of
the other witnesses."”” In People v. Armstrong,*® the court concluded that a
social worker had lacked the expertise to testify concerning the defendant’s
genetic predisposition to alcoholism.”™  Perhaps Armstrong could be
interpreted as indicating that the genetic predisposition evidence might have
received greater consideration if the testifying witness had the necessary
expertise.

Even among qualified experts, however, conflicting diagnoses are another
factor likely to hinder general acceptance of genetics evidence. The drawbacks
of such incongruity are indicated in cases such as Hall v. State® 1In Hall,
psychologists for the defense testified that the defendant suffered from various
genetic afflictions; in contrast, the state’s psychologist offered directly opposing
testimony, asserting that the defendant did not exhibit the symptoms of any
such disorders.®™ Not surprisingly, courts are quick to point out such
disparities. The DeAngelo™ court, for example, noted the psychiatrists’
inability to agree on a diagnosis of the defendant,® an outcome that
encouraged the court to have him committed.”®

Opverall, this analysis of the last decade’s twenty-seven genetics evidence
cases shows how courts generally have continued to constrain the admissibility
or use of genetic factors, even as mitigation in the penalty phase of a death
penalty trial. Thus, there is little to no indication that genetics evidence has
reinforced concerns expressed in the context of Mobley, most particularly
worries that actors in the criminal justice system would increasingly and
irresponsibly rely on such evidence in their decision-making. So far, evidentiary
rules and procedures continue to keep the evidence in such a safe place
substantively that a major concern may be that defendants do not have
available the full range of mitigating factors to which they are constitutionally
entitled in death penalty cases.

Vv
CONCLUDING COMMENTS

In 1994, Mobley v. State®™ garnered substantial notice because of defense
counsel’s strenuous efforts to test for genetics evidence for mitigation in

177. Id. at 13.

178. 700 N.E.2d 960 (I1. 1998).

179. Id. at 970.

180. 160 S.W.3d 24 (Tex. Crim. App. 2004).

181. Id. at 30.

182. No. CR 970108668, 2000 WL 973104 (Conn. Super. Ct. June 20, 2000).
183. Id. at *11.

184. Id.

185. 455 S.E.2d 61 (Ga. 1995).
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Stephen Mobley’s death penalty case.’® According to some commentators at
the time, if such testing had been allowed, it could encourage political and
moral abuses of such highly controversial information.” Yet the survey here of
the twenty-seven cases that have used genetics evidence in the decade following
Mobley shows no apparent basis for these worries.'® Genetics evidence is
seldom offered. When attorneys do attempt to introduce it during the penalty
phase of a death penalty trial, most courts still question its applicability.

In essence, since Mobley, little has changed legally in the area of genetics
and crime. The topic remains controversial for many of the same reasons it did
ten years ago.” Likewise, the press and public still seem confused about the
meaning and role of mitigating evidence in death penalty cases.'®

186. See supra note 12 and accompanying text.

187. See Denno, supra note 2, at 254 (outlining the political and moral concerns over genetics
evidence); see also supra note 12 (discussing potential abuses in the context of the Mobley case); infra
note 189 (discussing potential abuses in the context of the 1995 University of Maryland conference on
The Meaning and Significance of Research on Genetics and Criminal Behavior).

188. See supra Part IV; infra app.

189. Few conferences on the topic of genetics and crime have occurred since the Ciba symposium.
For example, shortly after the Ciba symposium took place, the University of Maryland held a
conference on The Meaning and Significance of Research on Genetics and Criminal Behavior. David
Wasserman, a legal scholar and organizer of the conference, noted at the time, “There are a hell of a lot
of people attending this conference who think the dangers of genetic research are as great in the long
term as the dangers of atomic energy.” Pezzella, supra note 3; see also Wade Roush, Conflict Marks
Crime Conference,269 SCIENCE 1808, 1808 (1995) (“The [Maryland] conference . . . has been protested,
canceled, rescheduled, and otherwise dogged by controversy ever since it was first planned....”).
Previously, the conference had been cancelled because of the controversial nature of the topic.
Abraham, supra note 2 (“In 1992, just a year before Mr. Summer seized on the Dutch family study, the
U.S. National Institutes of Health cancelled a conference on crime and genetics at the University of
Maryland after black groups protested that such research was racially motivated.”); Cookson, supra
note 16, at 8 (“Public pressure forced the US National Institutes of Health to cancel a conference on
[genetics and behavior] in 1992 after opponents of the research detected racial overtones in some of the
proposed contributions.”); Pezzella, supra note 3 (“Even participants [of the Maryland conference]
found the meeting somewhat distasteful. Paul R. Billings, a professor at Stanford University . . . said he
feared the current concentration on genetics could bring back the kind of eugenics movement that was
espoused by the Nazis.”); Richard W. Stevenson, Researchers See Gene Link To Violence But Are
Wary, N.Y. TIMES, Feb. 19, 1995, at 29 (“[The Maryland] conference was called off after critics said that
it was too accepting of the idea that inherited personality traits were the primary causes of crime and
violence and that it would promote the notion that criminals could be identified by genetic markers.”);
Tom Wilkie, Scientist Denounces Criminal Gene Theory, INDEPENDENT (London), Feb. 13, 1995,
HOME, at 2 (“‘[The Maryland conference] was seen as overtly racist.””).

190. This confusion was particularly apparent at the time of the Stephen Mobley case. Some news
media referred to the genetics evidence as a culpability defense, not as a basis for mitigation. See
Moosajee, supra note 12, at 213; Robert Davis, ‘We Live in an Age of Exotic Defenses’, USA TODAY,
Nov. 22, 1994, at 1A (“Stephen Mobley blames his genes for making him kill . . . . [E]xperts say these
defenses are typical of the bizarre and unusual rationales that increasingly are being heard in
courtrooms across the USA as defendants try to find something—anything—to blame.”); Felsenthal,
supra note 3 (“In a novel and highly controversial defense, [Mobley’s lawyers] are arguing that Mr.
Mobley’s genes may have predisposed him to commit crimes.”); Holmquist, supra note 2; Marrin, supra
note 2. But see Abraham, supra note 2 (“[Pleople are concerned [the argument] nullifies the idea of
free will and responsibility. But I’'m not using it as a defence, per se, but as a mitigating factor—you
know, ‘If you're thinking about putting this guy to death, think about this.””)(quoting Daniel Summer);
Connor, supra note 2 (““There is no legal defence to his crime,” says . .. Mobley’s attorney. ‘There is
only the mitigating factor of his family history.””). On occasion, the media also assumed Mobley
founded his appeal on having a genetic disorder, although the appeal was based on the denial of his
motion for funding to test for any genetic disorder. See Boseley, supra note 3; Malik, supra note 12.
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A key question remains, however. What is the overall framework courts use
to rationalize their skepticism regarding genetics evidence? Not all courts have
viewed genetics evidence negatively. In Von Dohlen v. State,”™ for example, the
court considered such information (in conjunction with other evidence)
sufficiently compelling to remand the defendant’s case for resentencing: the
defendant’s counsel had not provided a testifying expert with records that
indicated, among other things, the defendant’s genetic predisposition for mental
disorder.*®® Von Dohlen is one of a number of exceptions,' however, among a
larger group of cases that have rendered genetics evidence insignificant.

Like Mobley, courts have provided various reasons for excluding a
defendant’s offer of genetics information, including the following: (1) counsel
had already submitted sufficient mitigation evidence and additional data on the
defendant’s genetic proclivities would probably not have affected the outcome
of the defendant’s case;"™ (2) genetics evidence has questionable credibility
when compared to other evidence introduced at trial,'® particularly when
testimony from different experts conflicts;'* (3) the theory of a link between
genetics and violence is “unorthodox” or “exotic”;'® (4) genetics evidence
can cut against a defendant’s case because it suggests the defendant will
continue to be violent;'® and (5) genetics evidence does not comport with some
courts’ theories of criminal responsibility, which may emphasize, for example,
the protection of society over “therapeutic goals.”*®

There is little or negligible foundation for any of these five rationales,
however. First, there is only a fragile basis for questioning the credibility or
impact of genetics evidence when such evidence is so rarely admitted into court.
Indeed, part of the controversy over the admissibility of genetics research has
usually involved the opposite claim—that because of its aura of scientific
sophistication and precision, genetics information would weigh too heavily on a
jury and have a disproportionate effect on a case’s disposition. The extent of

191. 602 S.E.2d 738 (S.C. 2004), cert. denied, South Carolina v. Von Dohlen, No. 04-937, 2005 U.S.
LEXIS 2695 (U.S. Mar. 21, 2005).

192. Id. at 741-46.

193. See also supra notes 154-55 and accompanying text (discussing Hendricks v. Calderon, 864 F.
Supp. 929 (N.D. Cal. 1994), aff’d, 70 F.3d 1032 (9th Cir. 1995) and Fudge v. State, 120 S.W.3d. 600
(Ark. 2003)). See also infra app.

194. See, e.g., Landrigan v. Stewart, 272 F.3d 1221 (9th Cir. 2001), vacated, reh’g en banc granted, 397
F.3d 1235 (9th Cir. 2005), aff’g in part, rev’g in part, Landrigan v. Schriro, 441 F.3d 638 (9th Cir. 2006)
(en banc); Mobley v. State, 455 S.E.2d 61 (Ga. 1995); People v. Franklin, 656 N.E.2d 750 (Ill. 1995);
State v. Ferguson, 20 S.W.3d 485 (Mo. 2000).

195. People v. Hammerli, 662 N.E.2d 452, 452 (Ill. App. Ct. 1996); Cauthern v. State, 145 S.W.3d
571 (Tenn. Crim. App. 2004).

196. Hall v. State, 160 S.W.3d 24, 26 (Tex. Crim. App. 2004), cert. denied, Hall v. Texas, No. 04-8762,
2005 U.S. LEXIS 5073 (U.S. June 27, 2005).

197. Turpin v. Mobley, 502 S.E.2d 458, 463 (Ga. 1998).

198. Landrigan, 272 F.3d at 1228 n.4.

199. Id. at 1229.

200. State v. DeAngelo, No. CR 97010866S, 2000 WL 973104, at *11 (Conn. Super. Ct. June 20,
2000).
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this influence would be particularly significant if the evidence were compared to
other, more traditionally accepted, mitigating information.®* For example,
there are compelling arguments that some genetics evidence could be relevant
and useful if applied in a limited way, such as buttressing other proffered
mitigating conditions,” as in cases when the defendant’s veracity concerning
the existence of a condition is questioned.”®

Likewise, courts’ rendering of genetic factors as “unorthodox” or “exotic” is
ironic, given that courts themselves perpetuate this supposed status of
unusualness. Regardless, a factor need not be conventional in order for it to be
considered mitigating. The claim of “exoticism” is also dubious on its face.
Genetics evidence has a long history in legal cases,” even if that past was
controversial or has seemingly been forgotten by modern courts, such as those
deciding Mobley v. State®® and Landrigan v. Stewart.”®

The double-edged-sword aspect of genetics evidence stressed by some
courts?® has also long been acknowledged. But this dilemma characterizes
many other mitigating factors, for example, those available to juvenile
offenders. In Roper v. Simmons,?® the Supreme Court held that the Eighth and
Fourteenth Amendments prohibited the execution of persons aged younger
than eighteen at the time their crimes were committed.”® The Court reasoned
that relative to adults, juveniles are more immature and irresponsible,
vulnerable to negative pressures from their peers and environment, and fragile
and unstable in their identities.”® Although these disparities explained why
juveniles may be less culpable, they also heightened the likelihood that
juveniles would engage in impulsive thinking and criminality.”* In other words,
the very factors that argued against juveniles’ eligibility for the death penalty
also made them more prone to misconduct. Youth can be a double-edged
sword, although the Court has taken steps to contain that possibility.

Similarly, courts that exclude genetics evidence because it does not mesh
with their theory of criminal responsibility seemingly confuse the requirements
for mitigating evidence with other criminal law doctrines. This problem also

201. Denno, supra note 2, at 253-54; see also supra note 72 and accompanying text (discussing the
five stated problems concerning the use of genetics evidence in criminal cases).

202. See supra note 81 (listing the ways that genetics evidence validates the existence of a serious
condition); infra app.

203. See infra app. (listing Alley v. State, 958 S.W.2d 138, 142 (Tenn. Crim. App. 1997) and Billiot v.
State, 655 So. 2d 1, 8 (Miss. 1995)).

204. See supra note 68 and accompanying text.

205. 455 S.E.2d 61 (Ga. 1995).

206. 272 F.3d 1221 (9th Cir. 2001), vacated, reh’g en banc granted, 397 F.3d 1235 (9th Cir. 2005), aff’g
in part, rev’g in part, Landrigan v. Schriro, 441 F.3d 638 (9th Cir. 2006) (en banc).

207. See Denno, supra note 2, at 254; supra note 122 and accompanying text (discussing the double-
edged-sword issue in the context of the Landrigan case).

208. Roper v. Simmons, 543 U.S. 551 (2005).

209. Id. at 578 (“The Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments forbid imposition of the death penalty on
offenders who were under the age of 18 when their crimes were committed.”).

210. Id. at 569-70.

211. Id.
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arose when the media covered the Mobley case. Basically, some journalists and
commentators treated mitigation in a death penalty case synonymously with
criminal defenses pertaining to a defendant’s culpability.”® The admissibility
criteria for mitigation, however, are far more encompassing than criminal
defenses because the criteria serve substantially different goals.”

Part of the general difficulty with these cases also involves courts’ apparent
ignorance of the interactions among social, biological, and genetic variables.
This oversight is exemplified in Landrigan v. Stewart®* The defendant’s
counsel noted that Landrigan’s “organic brain dysfunction” stemmed from the
effects of both genetic and environmental sources;”™ yet the court primarily
emphasized the exclusion of the genetics component.*® As this article has
noted, however, biological, genetic, and social variables are highly interactive
and difficult to separate without creating artificial categories.”"’

Overall, this article has taken a relatively narrow view of the use of genetics
evidence, thereby excluding or limiting a number of topics of interest: (1) the
question of whether such evidence should be applied outside the context of
mitigation in death penalty cases; (2) the doctrinal differences in how the
evidence has been implemented within the mitigation context (for example, the
differences between the evidentiary requirements necessary for proving a claim
of ineffective assistance of counsel as opposed to future dangerousness); (3) a
comparison of courts’ treatment of genetic factors with other kinds of social and
behavioral research (even though much of the criticism of genetics evidence
could pertain to social science evidence in general); (4) a comparison of the
different types of genetics factors used in cases; or (5) an analysis of the broader
philosophical debates and exchanges concerning the role of genetic factors in
the criminal justice system and theoretical models of criminal responsibility.
All these issues are significant, but they exceed this article’s scope.

At the same time, the topic of genetics and crime will not go away.
Although courts do not appear to be exploiting genetics information in the way
commentators on Mobley feared, the criminal justice system still lacks a sound
conceptual framework for handling genetics research no matter what it decides
to do with it. The warnings of the past are important to heed. As surveyed
attorneys agreed over a decade ago in the context of Mobley, “the question is
not if this kind of genetic testing is admissible as mitigating evidence in criminal
trials, but when.”*®

212. See supra note 190 and accompanying text.

213. See supra note 80 and accompanying text.

214. 272 F.3d 1221 (9th Cir. 2001), vacated, reh’g en banc granted, 397 F.3d 1235 (9th Cir. 2005), aff’g
in part, rev’g in part, Landrigan v. Schriro, 441 F.3d 638 (9th Cir. 2006) (en banc).

215. See supra note 118 and accompanying text.

216. See supra note 117 and accompanying text.

217. See supra note 75 and accompanying text.

218. Mark Curriden, His Lawyer Says It’s in the Killer’s Genes, NAT’L L.J., Nov. 7, 1994, at A12.



239

REVISITING THE LEGAL LINK

Winter/Spring 2006]

‘puewIal 10§

SISeq 9} JO SWOS PAULIO] JARY
Aew 1nq ‘onsst [ej0ald ® jou
seam uonysodsipaid o130u00)

"9/ 1e P QUILID AU] JO W] Y} JB UOHIPUOD [BIUSW

s, Juepuojop surnoidop A[91eIndoe WOoIj ssaujIm 11odXo asuajop

® pajuoaaid uoneredaid Jo oe[ S [oSUNOD 9SUIJIP 1By} FUIP[OY
‘Surreay SUOUIUS MAU B I0J POPUBWIAI PUB PISISAI 1INOD)
swoidng eurjore) yinos ay) [eadde uo Inq ‘jorpa1 poruop a3pnl
Surreoy oy, ‘zp—IH/ 1€ "pl "sIOpIosip [ejuaw 1oj uonisodsipard
01}10U93 [[BISAO UR UO SE [[om Sk ‘uoissaidop oruoayo

S JUBpULJap 10J siseq o1ouds 9[qIssod e SurjesIpur spIoda Uo
j1ed ur paseq uo9q 9ABY P[NOM SISOUSRIP SIY], SSOU[[I [B)USW
SNOLIOS 9IOW B [)IM JUBPUSJOP Y} PASOUTLIP 9ARY P[nom Y
‘(Te1) oy} 910J9q 9[qB[IBAL U9q PRY YIIYM) SPI0daI dLIeIydAsd
pUe [EDIPaW UTR1ID USAS oY PeY JeY) PaIjIsa) Isujeryossd o)
‘Furreay joro1 uono1auod-isod oyl 1y T/ I8 "pJ "SSOUJ[I [RIUSUI
S JUBPULJOpP PoleISIOpUN PeY 9SUJIP Y} 10 ISLIjeryoAsd e
‘oseyd Surousjuas oy} Surinp jey) Surngie ‘JoI[oI UOIIOIAUOI-}sod
10j pordde oy pue ‘Teadde 1091Ip UO POWLIIJJR 9I0M QOUIIUIS
pue SUONIIAUOD SIH “OFL 18 PZH'S 209 YIBap 01 paouajuas

pue £19qQ0J PoULIE PUEB JOPINW JO PIIOIAUOD SEM JUBPUIJI(]

"(S00T ‘TZ "TeIN

'S"N) $692 SIXAT "S'N S00T

‘LE6-10 "ON ‘Uajyoq UOA
‘A DUIJOAD) YINOS ‘PaIuap
1422 ($00C "D'S) 8EL PTH'S
209 ‘211§ A Ua]Yo(J UOA

‘3urssed ur A[uo pouonuow
sem uonysodsipaid o130u00)

‘p] "PAWLIIJJE Sem UOIIIAUOD SIH “9JUSPIA? SO1}QUdS Y] 0}
pole[oIun SWIe[d UO 1Ino)) dwaidng vuUeISINOT 21) 01 po[eadde
juepuojo(d L6—960T 3t 'PI . uonisodsipaid onjous3 e woij
powIwols ARy AU YOIYM ‘SId[qoId [oyoo[e SIY PoZIWIuIuL,,
juBpuJop ‘uoneneA?d JleIydAsd e Sulnp jey) sunels
‘Auowns9) 11odx9 uoneINIW PAIdJJo ISIIRIYIAsd OI1SUQIO]

® ‘oseyd Surou)uas oyl 1Y LG0T 1B P "0S G88 YIeap 0}
PooUQIUSS PUER JOPINW 92IFIP-1SIIJ JO PIIOIAUOD SBM JUBPUJI(J

(s00T ‘v 1dv

'S"N) 650€ SIXAT "S'N $00T

‘TS88-0 "ON “BUBISINOT “A
SuruueN ‘paruap 1422 ‘401
PZ "0S 688 :(+0/61/0T "&1)
T861-€0 ‘Sutuuvjy “a 211§

spudwuIo))

Lrewruing

ase)




[Vol. 69:209

LAW AND CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS

240

‘3urssed ur A[uo pouonuow
seam uonysodsipaid o130u00)
‘uonyisodsipaid onouod
po3a[re sIy 01 poje[aIun
sem Teadde s juepuajoq

‘T Ve P 's[eaddy

[eUTWIID) JO }IN0)) 93SSAUUA ], 9y} 0) [eadde uo pourIgje [essIusIp

S)I pUB PASSIWSIP SBM JII[aI UOIOIAU09-1sod 10} uonnad STy ‘T4 1€ pJ
‘JuowuoSLIdWI 9I] 0] PEOUIIUAS PUL JOPINUW 22I39P-]SIIf JO PIIIAUOD
Sem JUBPUQJ( ‘PJ 'SSQU[[I [BjUdwW 10J pazifelidsoy uooq pey sroquiow
A[Turej snorowinu asnedsaq ssauj[l [eyuaw 10j uonisodsipaid onouss e pey
JUBPUQJOP Jey] 9SUJOp 2y} 10J payynsal IsteIydAsd v 4. 18 ‘96€€6T
M $007 "SQUWILID Y] JO W) 2y} J& 93e)s [ejuowl siy sem A1rodoxd
[ooyos uo uodeom e SUIALIRD PUB YUSWIIFUBPUD SSO[I2I ‘IopInul

10 [e1n) s,juepuojop jo aseyd g o) J& onssI PasaIu0d A[UO oY,

“(¥00T

‘T1°99 "ddy
WD) "UUd],)
96£€ST TM 00T
Dd-€9-VOD

-t L00-€00CN

‘ON ‘2IDi§ A S1aD(]

‘609 e "‘p[ "suoheurpur
Ju9lo1A Wolj 1ojjns 03 Jeadde
jou pIp Inq s3urguriqdn
aAIsnqe poouarradxa s3urqrs
-do3s s juepusjop jey) pajou
1IN09 oY) ‘TeLr} FUUIUS
-a1 [e3ides oY) J8 punoIdyoeq
SIJ JNOQE 90UOPIAD Fune3nIW
juasaid 01 aInjrej oy 4q
paotpnfaid sem oy jey) wirep
s, Juepuajop surnoafor uy

"8/ 1B "P] "oWOIINO

9Y} 0] 9OUQIOIJIP OU OPBW JARY P[NOM [oSUNOD AQ SFUTIO}IOYS

Aue 3urpjoy ‘Jorol uond1Au0d-1sod Jo [eruep oy pawigje sjeaddy
[BUIWLID) JO 1IN0)) 93SSAUUI, AU ], "§8G 18 "pJ "Iolaeyoq 2arsindur

03 uonisodsipaid onjouas e 3unsa33ns A10)SIY A[IWER] S, JUBPUIJOP

Jo pajuasald u29q 9ARY PINOD 2OUIPIAL UONIESNHIW JeY) Pal1)s)
3urreay uonod1au02-3sod oyl 1 ssouim 1radxo ouerydAsd siy :sgurreay
Surouojuas Surpadaid y1oq Je [2SUNOD JO 9OUBISISSE JAIIIIJJoUI JO

wrep e uo jred ur peseq uonnad siy jo [erusp ay) poreadde juepusjog
‘6LS 18 "p] "POTUSP SBM JOI[OI UoNdIAU0d-1sod 103 uonnad juonbasqns
s Juepuajop pue ‘[eadde Uo pawLIgje sem 20U)UIS YT, "Yleop

0] P2OU2IUSS UTESE SBM JUBPUQJOP PUE ‘FUIDUSIUIS-2I I0] pIpUBIAL
1Ino)) eswardng aassouua], oy} ‘[eadde 10011p UO "SLS 1B PEM'S

SHT "UIBOp 01 PAOUSIUSS PUE JOPINUI AUO[Q] JO POIDIAUOD SeM JUBPURJ(T

"(#00z "ddv
WL "Uud])

TLSPEM'S ST1
‘2IDIS A ULYIND))

RILICLILLE(UG )

Arewuing

ase)




241

REVISITING THE LEGAL LINK

Winter/Spring 2006]

‘JuBRpUITOP
oy} Jsurege gurpury

UT 90UAPIAS IOTI0 YIIm
A[9A1309[[02 Auowin)sol
ST} poYSIom 1In0d 9,

‘0v—6€ 18 "P] "SISPIOSIP

o1}0U93 [BIOADS

0] UOIIPUOD [BIUW

S JUBPULJIp JO ‘JoaIat)
y[oe[ 10 ‘AJLIRIWIS )
Gurpie3ai juepuajop
oy} Jsurege pue

£q 30q pojuasaid sem
Auowmsa) Jey} pajou
sreaddy [eurmiL)

JO 1IN0D) SBXQT, oYL,

‘OF ¥ P "UOISIdAP $,1IN0D [BLI) AU} POWLIIJe SNy}

pue ‘a1e)s [eIUAW S JUBPUAJIP ) SUIPILTOI 90UOPIAD FUTIOI[JUOD 9JBN[BAD
03 uonsod 1s9q 1) UI SeM }IN0D [BLI} Y} Jey) pauruLIa)ap seaddy
[BUIWLID) JO 1IN0 SBX ], AU ], ‘JOI[Q1 PAIUIP 9I0JoIol) pUe ‘pople)al
A[[ejuow Jou sem JUBPURJOP 9y} JBY} POPN[OUOD 1IN0J [BLI) Seaqey

QU] ‘pJ ‘sIoplosip onouas yons jo swoldwAs JIqIyxa j0u pIp JUBPUJOp
oy} 1By} palels APIdxa ssoulim SIY], "G¢ I8 "p7 ‘[eln oy jo aseyd

33 oY) Sulnp paynsa) pey oym isi3ojoydissdoinou e woij yiaepiyje
[e}ngal e paniwuqns 9)el§ oY "¢ 18 ‘Pl "YHIq Je palSIXs pey yorgm
‘(AXX ¢8'9) SIopIOSIp 911oUaS Y10 SUIqUIISAI SOIISLIQIOBIBYD PIIIQIYXD
OS[e JUBPUSJAP AU JBY) PAIBIS PUB SWOIPUAS [OYOI[Y [B19,] JO [eo1dA)

se oouereadde s,juepuojop paqLIdsap JIABPYJe QU ‘7 18 "p] papieial
A[eiuow sem 9y 18y} Sune)s sisidojoyoisd om) woIj sIABPIje panuuqns
JUBPURJOP Y, "L7—97 I 'P] syAepije Jo Aem Aq Surreay e paroplo

J1 pUB ‘pPIA[0SOI UA3Q JOU PeY JBY) J0BJ JO ONSSI UR Sem UONBPIRIAI [RIUSW
S JUBPULJOP JO I0}JBW 9} JBY} PAUIULId)OP }INOD [BLI} Y} ‘UOIOR SBaqRY
SJuepuayop Uy L7 18 PEM’S 091 7PH (200T) ¥OE SN 9€S ‘DA

‘A SUPyIy 3O 1YSI[ Ul UOIIBISPISUOIAL I0J ASED ) POPUBRWL PUE UOISIOIP
Sreaddy reurwi) jo 1ano)) sexa, oy} pajesea 1no)) swardng oy,
'snd105 seaqey jo jum 1oy uonesrdde a3e1s e paqy pue 1uno)) swaidng
'S 2y 03 paeadde uay) JUBPUSJO(] "OOUSIUIS PUL UOIIIIAUOD SIY
poungje speeddy [eurwiti)) jo 3ano)) sexa] oY) ‘Teadde uQ ‘9z 18 pCM'S
091 ‘Yleap 0} paoudlues pue IapInwi [e3ides Jo poIdIAUOd Sem JUBPUSJO(

(00T

‘Lz ounf *S )
€L0S SIXAT

'S S00T ‘T9LY
-0 'ON ‘SvxaJ ‘A
NNNQm hwuw.zkmﬁ ‘1420
‘(p00g "ddy wi)
"XoL) ¥Z PEM'S
09T ‘omig “a vy

spudWuIo))

Areurung

ase)




[Vol. 69:209

LAW AND CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS

242

‘(uonisodsrpaid
J1}0U93 WO
paysm3unsIp 2q ued
SSoU[[I [RIUSW MOY
3unyse) ssouj[I [ejuowW
woij suonisodsipaid
yons SUnNeruaIoIp
JO 1X91U09

o1 ur suonisodsipaid
o110U03 suoTUAW
uorurdo SULIINOUOD
oY} Inq ‘9oUapIAD
SOI}OU9T QAJOAUL

Jou pIp J[SI1 9sed Y,

‘pI . Kioeded [euonijoa pue 9ANIIUZ0D
ainides 03 osn prnom sfeuoissajold yifeay [eyuor jey) s1doouods
o) 109dsa1 jou Aewr u9jjo eyl pue ‘ojdoad JuaIdfjIp 0] sFurueowW
JUQISJJIP AI9A 9ARY UBD JeY) SpIom Ul sewrwofip [esrydosoryd
asoy} axmydes 03 3dwone s1odme] pue sogpnl se o[m],, 1Y) pajou
OS[B 20UQLINOU0D AU, 'PJ . Aeuosiad anbrun s [enpiarput
yoes dn oyew 03 03 1eY) suonisodsipaid onouas pue seousrradxo
‘SOLIOUWIOW * * * PRLIAW 91]},, WOIJ SSOU[[I [BIUW © SUrysms3urisip

Jo K3NO1JIp 9y} uo pjudwwod uorurdo FULLINOUOD Y,
"'G68 1B P "UOIINDAXD JO Ae)S B 10] Jsonbar o) parusp pue uonrad
oy} Jo [esstwisIp o) paurgje sjeadde Jo 31n0o oy, "888 18 ‘P
‘poreadde [osunos 1ourI0] S IUBPUJI( ‘§]8—/88 18 P ‘Iudjodwod
POWO9P SeM JUBPULJIP Y] 2SNBIQ SUIPUER]S JO YOB[ JOJ PISSIWSIP
sem uonnad oy, 31In02 JOLISIP [BI9PaJ oY) ul sndiod seaqey
Ioy uonned pusLy-1XaU,, & Pa[lj pUB 3SED ) WOIJ J[9SIOY PIAOWL
[oSUnod s juepuajop ‘pealsu] ‘988 e py ‘Teadde oyl meIpyim
0} P9JOAIIP SBM [aSUNOD SIY pue ‘Juajedwod punoj sem juepuajo
‘Surreoy Aouejaduwos € 10J 3IN0D JOLIISIP 9)B1S 0] 9SBD O} PIPURWAL
1no)) swaidng epeAdN oY, €88 18 "pJ ooudiodwod s ,juepusjop
Suruonsonb ‘3sonbai s juepuojop pasnjol [9SUNOD SIH "UMBIPYIIM
9q 1eodde siy 1ey) paisonbal uaty) 1nq ‘1Ino)) swoidng epeAadN
oy} 01 poreadde juepuojo( 1IN0O JOLIISIP A38IS Y} AQ PISSIWISIP
sem YoIyMm ‘snd1oo seaqey Jo jum 10} uonnad e payiy Juepuajoq
‘powiIye 1oy dwoaidng epeAdN U], ‘788 18 PE' 8LE "UILP
0] P20UIUAS SBM pUB JOpInw 92139p-1si 01 L33 pafd juepusjoq

“($002)

656 "S'N THS ‘28png “a stuuaq
‘parudp Avis parudp 1420
‘($00T 11D WI6) 088 PE'A SLE
‘2o3png 4 oxying o1 X SIUUI (]

spudWwuIo))

Lrewrung

ase)




243

REVISITING THE LEGAL LINK

Winter/Spring 2006]

"}IN09 [e11} oY) AQ

UOTIBIOPISUOD parnbai jey) 10308y
Sunedniu Ajenuojod e se pajsI|
SeA UOT)IPUOD O1)oUd3 pagaf[e oy |,

b1 | 36 p 's10308] Sunesniw yons poy3romino

QUILID 91} JO SOOUBISWNOIID SurjeAarI3ge ) jey) punoj

1IN02 oY} 10 & Juowrdo[oaep pue YIMoI3,, SIY U0 J09JJ0 9AnIeIoU
AToY1] 2U3 paI0OU PUE SSAUJ[I [BIUSW WOLJ POISJINS SIOqUIdW
A[rurey s,juepuojop jo Auew jey) pagpo[mousdr I "/¢—9¢]

bl 1e "py -s101oe] pUNOI3yoRq JUBAJ[QI S, JUBPURJOP 9y} SUOWe
Aouapua) o1jouag,, apnjour 03 pareadde 1anod ajeqjodde oy,

1801 PTH'N Z6L
“IZI¥-01O-€002
‘69¢ pg 1S oo
66 ‘SYUDPqYSNEY
‘A 2IVIS

*}IN09 [e11} oY) AQ

UONBISPISUOD paimbai jey) 10)08]
Sunednu A[enuajod e se pajsi|
SeM TOT)IPUOD O1)oUd3 PIJI[e oY T,

‘€09 & ‘P "ME[ JO SUOISN[OUOD

pue s3urpury oiy10ads I10J 9Sed Y} POpPULUIAI PUB UOISIHOP
$,1IN0J [eLI) AY) PASIOAAI 1In0)) swaIdng sesuey Iy oyl ‘€0
—Z09 1€ "p] .’S[OPOW O[O S[BUI SIY WIOIJ POUIRA[ Sem Jel) IOIARYq
SI IO UOT}IPUOD 91}oUdT B WIOIJ POI[NSOI IAYIIQ,, YOIYM ‘USUIOM
SpIemo) 20u9joIA 10} Aysuadoid s, juepuajop Surpnjour ‘oseyd
Kyreuad oy} Surnp 20uapIAd Funesniw jussaid pue 91e31)SoAUL
01 ‘s3ury) Iay)o Suowe ‘pajrej pey SASUIO}E AU ], [oSUNod

JO 90URJSISSB 9A[}IQJJOUL JO UOIIBII[[R S, JUBPUJop Surpresdal
s3urpury ua)ILIm I0J sjuswaambar A1oinje)s jouwr Jjou pey uonnad
s Juepuajop SurAuap I9pIo $,}IN09D [BLI} 9} 1By} POpN[OU0d
UoIyMm ‘1ano)) swardng sesuesIy oY) 0} JOI[oI UOIIOIAUOD

-1sod 103 uonnad s1y jo [eruap e pojeadde juepuojo(q ‘poulIljje
sesueyIy Jo 1ano)) awoaidng oy, ‘109 1B PSS 021 "UIeep

0] PAOUIULS puk JopInul [e3ided JO PIJOIAUOD SBM JUBPUJO(J

“(€00T
V) 009 PEM'S
ONH SNQN% ‘a mMNQSnN

sjuwuo))

Arewuing

ase)




[Vol. 69:209

LAW AND CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS

244

“TOAQ]
9AT}UR)SQNS B UO JOU
INQ ‘90UAPIAD SO1)OUST
JO WIe[d §,JuBpuUJop
oY1 03 A[reoyyoods
popuodsor 11n0d 9y,

‘P51 P ‘TBLI} MOU B 0} PO[INUD
JOU Sem JUBPURJOP SUIPN[OUOD ‘POULIIJE I] OSUJOP a1 03 IsLieryoAsd

oy} 10J 3sonbaI a1} JO 9OUBAS[AI OU MBS 1IN0D ) ‘[OAJ] [BISUST

aIow B UQ "Apnis auag 9y} SSNOSIP 0) paau ay) uo isujerydisd e 10
1senbai [eursuo siy paseq jou pey juerjadde oy jey) popuodsai sjeadde
JO 1IN0D AU, ‘4 I P "SOA[QSWAY) SIASNQR SWO0I9q 0} ISNGe JO SWIIJIA
Suowe uonisodsipaid onjouad e Funeorpur Apnjs € ssnosip o) painbal
uooq pey isteryoLsd e jeyy 1red ur pangie Juepusjoq Ty I8 PI OOUIPIAD
uonesnu jo Juswdo[oAap 2y} Ul Wiy JsIsse 0} ‘peajsur ‘Isteryoisd

e )M Juounutodde ue 10j 1sonbal sy SuIsnjoI ur pairo pey 3Inod

[e113 9y} ‘Ter} pue)s 03 Jusjodwoo pue sues A[[eS9[ WIY punoj pey 1Inod
e oy £q pajutodde 3s13o70yd4sd e y3noyjpe jey) [eadde uo pourred
juepuoyod ‘I« 3B €116EH-2007 'ON “Iuawuosuduur 9JI] 03 paouajuas

pUE J[NesSe [eNxXas pojeArISFe ‘92130p-]SII JO PIIJIAUOD SeM JUBPUSJO(

"(€00T ‘9 3y
ddvy 1D 'xa])
¢TeL08TT IM
€002 “dD-96£0
-20-L0 "ON ‘o3§
‘A DSNVLY “‘p v
‘(2002 ‘s A
Ajuno)H yooqqn
10 ISIA)
€1T16EY-C00C ON
‘VSNDLY 4 VIS

SO

Arewruing

ase)




245

REVISITING THE LEGAL LINK

Winter/Spring 2006]

‘Burssed
Ul A[UO PAUOTIUSW SBM JDUIPIAD SI1JOUAL)

166 16 "p] "elifydiod pay[ed 9seasIp [BIUQW J1}0UST oIkl

© WOIJ PAIJJNS JUBPUSJOP 9} JeY) ssouim 11adxo yifesy
[BIUSW 9SUQJOP B WO} Auownsa) aseyd-A)jeuad se oouapIa
Sunednmu yons o3 1ygrom 1odoid uoa1s pey 11nood e oY)
ety Jaed ur Surpoy ‘pewigFe 1ano)) swaidng eplIof] oY)
‘feadde 10011p UQ "G86 1B PT "OS €8/ YIBOP O} PIOUIUS
SeM pUB JOPINW 99IF9P-1SIIJ JO PIIOTAUOD Sem JUBRPUJI(

“(1002 "®14) 086 PT
‘08 €8/ ‘@IS A 4930y

‘(A1091)

9suQJop FUNSIXa oYl YA PIIJI[JUOD
QARY P[NOM AT91RIIS SARUIII[R

oy} SUnNeOIpuUI) PO3IOM DABY JOU P[NOM
juepudjop oy} Aq pasodoid mou A393e1)S
9SuoJop AnIRUISN R oY) Aym Ino Junurod
JO 1X91u09 9y ur ‘3uissed ur Ajuo
pouonuaw sem uonisodsipaid onousn

"IOTARYQq

sty 10j awe[q 0} AJ31ed sem uonyisodsipaid o1ousd

S JUBpUQJOP 9} JeY) ISUSJIP Y} I0F Is130[0oyoAsd e Jo
Auownso) o) £q poyroddns sem A1003 SIY], "G/ 36 P
. -9snqe Jo wroIA darssed,, © sem oY ey} A109Y] S,9SUSJOP
9} YIIM PIIDIFUOD 9ABY PINoMm ‘Ino pajurod 11nod

o) ‘A391e1s 9anjeuIa)fe pasodoid s, juepusjoq "ZSL

e "pJ 'punos uaaq pey A39)eI)S S JOSUNOD ISUAJIP 1By}
Surziseydwo ‘swire[o 9soy} po1oafar 1anod swaxdns oy,
O/ 18 "p] TOSUNOD JO IOUBISISSE JANIIJJOUI JO SUWIIE[D
snorrea uo j1ed a81e[ ur paseq sem uonnad oy, 1an0)H
owoxdng euerpuy oy} Aq pOULIJE [RIUSP S)I PUB PITUIP
SeM JOT[oI UoTjo1Auod-isod 103 uonned s juepusjo
‘eURIPU] JO 1In0)) swoidng oY1 03 [eadde 30011p UO

PoULIje SeMm UONOIAUOS SIH "G/ 38 PCH'N 0LL "UIBSP
0] POOUIUAS PUEB JIOPINUI JO PIJIIAUOD SBM JUBPUAJI(]

“(z00T
pul) 6€L PTHA'N
OLL ‘201§ A SU2A9)S

SJUAWIWO))

Areuring

ase)




[Vol. 69:209

LAW AND CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS

246

"6CCT Ve PE'd TLT ‘unSipun

' JUSTOIA 9q 0} dNUNUOD P[NOM 37 JBY}
9jedonue pnoo 1 Je1y) 1IN0 9Y) UMOTS
9ABY OS[B P[NOM II ‘9suas JYSI[S SWOos

ur SurjeSnIw pa[ed oq Ued 9UIPIAS MU
[s.auepuoyop] ysSnoyire,, 18yl SUNUIWWOD
ut (G661 'I1) 0SL PTH'N 9S9 ‘Ul yun.L]

‘a 9]doag paIId OS[e 1IN0d Y], ‘67—-8ZZ1

18 'pJ . JOS[E SIS a1k oym ‘o[doad jusjora
JO AJIWe] & WIOIJ SOWO0D 9Y Jey} 18] oy}

£q umoys se ‘Jud[oIa 2q 01 powrwerdord
A[Teonouad sem o osnesaq ISy

JUQ[OIA ‘SSO[OSIOWAI € Sem [JUBpUdJop] Je)
UONBULIOJUT AQ PIAOW Ud3Q 9ARY pP[NOM
1In09 SUIdOUAIUIS Y} Jey) [nJIqnop A[ysiy
s11[1],, ‘poIeIS 1IN0D Y} ‘OSIMINIT "PI 'S
9y Jjeym WIY Spewl punoidyoeq [ed13ofoiq
[sauepuogop] 183 s35983ns,, L100U)

UL '8TTT 8 P TLT ‘UnSupuny [ SL0S
pue ‘owir} 91} e O1)OXd IdYJel,, S A0}
Q0UQ[OIA 21}OUD3,, Y} PIZII9)ORIRYD JINJILD)
WUIN 2y} ‘(8661 "8D) 8SH PTH'S T0S
‘€o1qoW "a wrdan g pue {(100¢ 1D WIT)
CIET PE'A L9T ‘o "4 £2]qopy Suni)

‘pr powirgge seaddy Jo 110D 3moIr)

IUIN 9UL, "P] "POONPOIIUI UQ dJUS[OIA 0} uonsodsipaid
2110U03 Paga[[e 9y} JO OUPIAD PeY ‘POIdSJJe U9aq 9ARY
pInom awooIno Y} jey) Ajqeqoid Ajqeuoseal Jou sI J1,, Jet])
PopN[OUO0D 1IN0d Y, "T€Z] 18 Pl . 20udpIad uonisodsipaid
o1oua3 Jo uonejuasald oY) pamof[e 9ARY p[nom 9y jeyl,,
QOUQ)SISUI S,JUBPUAJOP JO [eo1Idoxs SNy} sem 1IN0d Y], T
—0¢Z1 18 pf "uoneradood Jo Jor[ S, JUBPULJOP WOIJ PAINSAI
aseyd uouojuas oY) 03 1011d UOIIBTIISOAUL §,[OSUNOD
asuajop ul saenbopeur Aue ‘1oy)aing ‘Gzl 36 Pl SO0
[ons [[e pajremy) juepuajop ey} inq ‘oseyd 33 o)
unInp suondIppe [0YOd[e pue Inip S, Juepudjop Jurpiedal
90u9pIA? Juasald 03 pajdwolje pey [oSUN0d 9suUJop

1B1[] PAJOU JNJILT UIN SUL HCCT 18 Pl ‘[ell sy JO
oseyd Furouojuss 9y} SuLINp 20uIPIAd Funesnu Judsaid o)
QIN[IeJ S, [oSUNO0D U0 PIseq [9SUNOD JO DURISISSE dAN)IJJOUT
powred juepuajep ‘9soy) jo readde uQ ‘sndioo seeqey

107 uonnad sIy sem Se ‘parudp sem JoI[o1 UondIAU0d-I1sod
103 woninad ST "¢7zT 1B P’ L7 "1Ino)) sweidng vuoziry
oy} £q Teedde 10011p UO poWIIIIJe SeM UOTIOIAUOD ST ")Bop
0} POOUDIUAS pUR IOPINUI JO PIIJIAUOD SBM JUBPUIJO(]

‘(ounq

u2) (900T 11D Ui6)

8€9 PE'd Tirp ‘0414108
‘A updrupuv| uvd

u1 8,424 1avd u1 3 ffv
“(S00T 1D Wi6) S€TT
PE A L6E ‘poruvas ouvq
ua 3,ya.1 ‘pawova ‘(1002
1D YI6) 12CT PEA TLT

DMIS A UDSLUPUDT

spudWuIo))

Lrewrung

ase)




247

REVISITING THE LEGAL LINK

Winter/Spring 2006]

‘04 18 ‘pJ ‘uoIsiaIadns
paxmbai a9131nboe oy
Je1[) UOT)EPUIWUIOIDI
saseryossd ouo

ur 901 & paAe[d 1op1osIp
Iejodiq 01 uonisodsipaid
onouas pago[e uy

‘Pl . 'SISYJ0 puE JjoswIy 0} IoSuep B s9IMIIsuod Appuasaid,, oy

Q0UIS ‘SIBOA U9} JO WNWIXEUW € 10 J1un orrjeryoAsd £111noss wnuwixew e 0}
ponIwwIod aq 9y jey) paiapio pue roguep ur orqnd oy} Ind pnom oseoo1
S JUBPUQJOP JRY) PUNOJ PBY WED] UOIIBN[BAD 91} ‘[[RISAO JRY) PIUIWLISIOP
1In02 9], ‘P . 'SISYI0 0} SNOISFURP PUE J[ASWIY 0) SNOISFUBP 2q P[NOD
oy ‘oposido oruew Iayjoue [pajrajns [Juepusjap] 2yl 1, Jeyl papnjouod
9H 9.1 'pJ .. I9piosip 1ejodiq 0} uonisodsipaid o130u93 € sey

oy J1 A[reroadsae ‘uorsiaradns [pa]poou,, Juepusyop jey3 payse) Isteryoisd
QUQ €4 I8 'PI YSLI 9ININJ JO JUSWSSISSE PUB SUOT}EPUSUIUIOIIT
juowWiea) I1aY) Ul paLrea Ing (D Q) IopIosIp dAIS|NdWOI—9AISSISqO WOTJ
PoIoJINs JUBPUSJIP JeY) pa2ide sIsLeIyoAsd ‘g, 18 "p1 ‘I0IABYSQ [BUIWLID
10 JUQJOIA 2IMINJ JO YSII & pasod Juepuojop IoY)oyM QUIULIS}P 0} SuLIeay
juonbosqns B 1y "UONIPUOD [BJUSW S,JUBPUSJOP SUIWLISIAP O} UOBUIUEBXD
UB PaIaPIOo 1IN0d YT, ‘T4 I8 ‘pOIEL6 TM 0007 SSnIp paquosaxd Afedor
pue [0Y09[E JO UOI}SAZUl pauIqUOd B 0} 9NP IOIARYSQ SIY JO SSAUNJFUOIM
oY} 9Z1uZ0991 10 [0I}UOD 0} J[qRUN WIY PUNOJ 1IN0D ) Id9)je soFIeyd
jinesse paydwayye pue ‘Ausdre] ‘A10qqoi Jo pepmboe sem Juepuajoq

(0002

‘oz aunf 1) "1adng
auo)) F0TEL6 TA
0002 ‘S998010L6 ¥dD

"ON ‘0ja5uya(g A avi§

‘uonjuow gurssed A[uo
U9AIS sem uonisodsipad
pada[e oy L 666 18 Pl
‘Tern} oy} woj Auownsa)
3ununosal Jo 1x93U0d
oY} Ul POUOT}UQW SBM
uonisodsipaid onjousn

‘609 18 ‘P . OWOIPUAS I\

JInn,, Surpredar Auownsa) Juonbasqns opn[ox2 03 UOISIIAP SN0 (L) )
pourgje speaddy [eUTWII)) JO 3IN0D) 93SSAUUAL, YL, “66S 1B Pl “Iep JINO
ueisIod 2y) sSunmnp Arejiur oy} ur sooudLradxo [nyssaa)s SIy Aq pa1eqrooexa
Sem UoIym ‘I9pIOSIp [euolsn[ap & 10J uonisodsipaid snouss e yim

paoIjIe A[qeqold sem JuepUSJop ‘A[IUIR] S, JUBPUSJOP UI SSOU[[I [BIUAW

0} onp Jey} 9SUAJIP ) I0J PAyIISa) pey IsLeIyoAsd e ‘[e1n) s juepuajop
1V Pl . OWOIPUAS IBA\ JIND),, WOIJ PAIOJINS o ey} AUOWIISI)

papnoxa A[njsuoim pey 3Inod [eL1) 2y} ey} Jred ur pawred jJuepuajop
‘leadde uQ "06S 18 PS°A'S 88 "uOsLId Ul 9I] 0] POOUSIUAS pUE UOSIE

pue IopINW 99139p-1sIJ SUIPN[OUL SOFIRYD JO PIIOIAUOD SeM JUBPUIJO(]

(000 "ddy "wr)
"UUSL,) 98S PE'M'S 88
O]121YISVAV N “A V]IS

syudwuIo))

Areuruing

ase)




[Vol. 69:209

LAW AND CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS

248

'SC6

je "pJ . 90uRIA[O) YIIY
polLIayUI Ue pey 219y
1ouonniad Jey) oAaI[eq
0) pasnjal A1dwrs 19013j0
Surreoy oy J, "pojLIoyuI
9q p[nod [oyooe

0] 20UeIQ[0] s, uosiad

e 1ey) Aqiqissod oy
pa1dadoe 19013j0 FuLIRay
9y} 1By} SMOYS PIOJAI
oy[1],, 18y} palOU 1IN0
oy} ‘Auowmnsay 11adxo
oy} Jo uonodalar s .1901J0
Surreoy pue s3I0

e oy3 Surpjoydn ug

Yo

18 'py ‘porslar Aradord useq pey Auownsa) siyl eyl Sulni I931e[ oY) “p1
9ano)) djereddy SIour[ 9} PIpP Sk ‘PIULIIe }IN0D JINOID RISV 776 I8
"pI "I9Y)ejpueRI3 PUE S[OUN SIY WOIJ [OYOI[E I0J 9OULBIS[0) YSIY B PIILIOYUL
oY 1By} PaWIR[D PRy JURPUAJI([ ‘ST I8 Pl .. 90UBIS[0] [OYOI[R PI)LIayUL,,
pogal[e s, Juepusjop surpiedor Auowrnsa) 119dxa jo uonosofor oy uo yred

ur paseq sem [eadde sauepusjoq ‘176 1€ PZA'N bEL ‘poreIsural sogoyiarid
Suraup siy oAey 0) uonnad s,juepusjep parusp 93e1S Jo A1819I109S oY I,

(000T 1D
‘ddv 11 026 PTA'N
€L UPLY A 2oyoung

‘Surssed
ur A[UO poUOIIUW Sem
uonysodsipaid o130u00)

"PI . TOSUNOD JO QOUR]SISSE DAT}OQJJOUL
0] JUNOWE JOU SQ0P dATBR[NUIND U] ARY P[NOM JBY} 90UIPIAS [BUOIIIPPE
juasaid 0} aInjrey s Josunod pue ‘uoneSniw jo 1roddns ur 9ouspIAd

[1o130] ordure,, sem 0101} “90USPIAD SIY} JO UOISSTWIANS Y} INOYIIM

UQAQ Jer]) SUIPNOUOD ‘pOULITIIe 1IN0)) duroxrdng LINOSSIA oY, "60S 18

‘pI ‘19pi1osip aaIssaidop 1olew e 0) uonisodsipaid onouad s yuepusjop jo
jooad Surpnpour aseyd Ajeuad o) Ul 00UIPIAd JUsaId pue 91eTIISIAUL 0}
PoTIeJ peY [9SUNOD SIY 9SNEIAq ‘GOS 18 “PI ‘[OSUNO0D JO 9OURISISSE JAT}OOJJOUL
jo wirepd ® uo 1red ur paseq sem [eadde s, juepusjoq "poruop sem

UOIIOW UOT)IIAU0D-1S0d S, JUBPUSJO(] "YIBOP O) PAOUAIUAS PUL PIJIIAUOD
ureSe sem Juepuejop 9y} ‘Terrjo1 pue jeodde Summoro ‘S8 18 PCM'S 0T
"[}B9P 0] PIOUIIUIS PUB IOPINUI 99IFOP-1SIT JO PIJIIAUOD SEM JUBPUIJI(

(0002
"OIN) S8F PE'M'S
0T ‘UOSN3.12,] 4 101§

SO

Arewruing

ase)




249

REVISITING THE LEGAL LINK

Winter/Spring 2006]

‘Surssed

ur A[uo pouorjuour

SeM QSUOJOp SO1JOUAT
‘GG 1e "py -uomnsodsipaid
o1joua3d paga[[e uo paseq
jou sem Teadde oy,

"ZL1 e p] 20UQJUIS PUB UONIIAUOD S, JUBPUIJOP

powIje 1o dwardng A9s1of MoN 9UL ‘[ 1B PI . 9[01 e [pa]Aeld

-+ [oAry] A $309)0p o130U03 puk O] MO[[],, S, IJUBPUIJIP Jey] PIIJIIS]
9suajop oY) AQ paqred 1s130joyd4sd e Jurreay SuUOUAUS AY) 1Y ‘99

—G9 Je "pJ *S93IeYD ISYI0 ) UO SAOUAIUSS JUSWUOSLIAWI 9JI] 0M) PIAISIAI
pue 931eyd ISPINW 3} UO YIBIP 0} PAOUUIS PUB PIIJIAUOD Sem 9H 'H9
18 PV LEL “INEBSSE 92139p-1sIly JO sjunod 1noj pue ‘Furddeupry oo13op
-)$11J ‘I9pINW AUOTSJ JO SJUNOD OM] “IOPINU )M PIJIRYD Sem JUBPUSJO(]

(6661 "I'N)
SSPCV LEL
‘svnbapusunui]

‘A 2IVI§

PI

-ouduas derrdoidde

ue SuruIuIL)op

Ul J1 JOPISUOD P[Nod

A1n[ oy 1B} 2INSUD 0}
juamIgns sem oseyd 3
oY} SULINp 9OUSPIAS SIY)
Surrejjo jey) popnOUOd
1IN02 Y, ‘p] ‘PoIdjjo
sem ‘Ioplosip Ajjeuosiad
& 0) uonisodsipaid
onouad e urpnpout
‘90UpIAD FunesnIu

oy yorym je aseyd o)
uo pasnooj eodde oy,

‘616 e "p] ‘pouijje pue 2o1pnlo1d ou paIsyyns JuBpUSIOP JBY) POUIULIDIOP
11n0) awaidng euerpuy oY) ‘Ainf oY) Aq posoduir 9ou9juas yjeap

oY} pajoaJJe AUOWI)SI) AY) 9ONPOIIUIAI 0} 2In[IeJ oyl ey) Apiqeqord
o[qeuosear ou Juipur] pJ . juowysiund papuULIUIOIII S)I POUTWISIOP

J1 USYM I9pISUOd 03 AInl oy} 10J 9[qe[IeA® SeM 90UIPIAD SIY) ‘oseyd

Kreuad o) ojur pajerodioour sem 9oudpIAd aseyd 33 oy} asnesd[q],, 1Y}
pouosear 11nod a1 ‘oseyd I[Ing oY) Surnp IopIOSIp SIY) 0} POLIISI) pey
S9ssouIIM 11adXa asnedaqg ‘¢16 18 "PI ... Iopiosip Ayeuosiad redAjoziyos,,,
01 uonisodsipaid o1joue3 v popnjour s1030e] SuneInIW oY, ‘716 I8 P
-aseyd Ajeuod o) Suninp 9ouopIAd Junesniw juosald 0} pafIe] [9SUNOD
s1q yey} 1ed ut pongie juepusjop eodde uQ ‘Z1-116 18 ‘Pl ‘pPoIUp

SeM [OSUNOD JO 9OURISISSE 9AT}OQJJOUI JO WIR]D B UO A[981e] Paseq JoI[al
uonoIAuod-jsod 103 uonnad sjuepuajo(q ‘[eadde J021Ip UO UOTIOIAUOD PUE
S9OUQJUAS Y} pouLIJe }ano)) dweaidng eueIpuy oy, ‘016 38 PZA'N 9L
“J1eop 0] pOULUAs pue IopInw pue 2del Jo pajoIAUO0d SBM JUBpUJO(J

(6661 "PUI)
906 PCA'N 9TL
‘218 “A jarfousg

SO

Arewruing

ase)




[Vol. 69:209

LAW AND CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS

250

‘osn1adxo
A1essooou o) passassod pey
ssow)m SUIAJNISa) 9) JI o[qISSIWIpE

€96 18 "pI

'$102dSaI [[B UI UOISIOAP S,1IN0D IOMO] Y} PAWLILJe PUe ‘T/—(0L6 I8 Pl
‘Auownse} I0Y)0 pue SIy) papnoxa Afrodoid pey 1anos [erry oy jeysl
prey 1no) swaxdng SIOUI[[] 9YL, ‘0L6 I8 P "Soneuasd uo uorurdo
ue 19Jj0 03 paxmbar asnzodxe oY) podOL] SSOUIIM 1) ASNBIAq

U09q 9ARY JYSIW 90UIPIAD ) JBY) wstoyoore 01 uonisodsipaid orjouad s juepusjop oy} 03 ayods (8661
$15933NS oWIOJINO SIY], “9OUIPIAD oYM IOYIOM [BIOOS B JO AUOWIIIS?) 9} PIIOLIISAI PRY 1IN0D [eL1) ) D 096 PZA'N
so1ouad Jo AN[IQISSIUPE [BIoUa3 |  ‘SULIBAY SUDUAIUIS AYI 1Y "€96 18 PN 00, "YIBap 0} paoudjuos 00L ‘Suosutiyy
9(} UO JUIWOD JOU PIP 1IN0 Y], pue IopInw AU0[oJ SuIpnoul S98IeYD JO PAISIAUOD SeM JUBPUIJI ‘a apdoad
‘Pl ... IOIABYDQ JUI[OIA
pue IOIABY2Q [BUIWILID SIY O} SPEI[
SpPo9U SIY [[J[NJ 0} JUSWUOIIAUD
oy} Jo ainjrej pue ‘A[nuuey ‘0LT ¥e "p] ‘uonEesnIW QWos pajuaw  swojqod
oY} ‘sonjouad SIYy ‘S10J0B] OM) [eo13o[01oAsd snotiea,, S, JUBPUJOP Y} JBY) PIIOU 1IN0 Y}
oY} Jo uoneuIquod ay[1],,, ‘7ey) | ‘90ueluss pue UONDIAUOD S JUBPUSJOP poULIje 1Ino)) dwaidng orgyo
poure[dxa 10U}Ing ssoWImM oY, | oY) YSnoyy ‘pPJ . 'SIO JUIOIA JIUIWOD O} PUB JAISSAIFFR 9q 0) WIY
‘Pl . YUSWUOIIAUD 9} WOIJ IO | 3SNEd JOU PIP J[OSI SWOIPUAS 91} JBY) INq ‘S}OB [RUIULID JUNIIUIWOD
2INjeU IOYJOW WOIJ ISYIIS oYeys | I0J ISLI Je Wy pase[d Ajjeuriouqe awosOwWoIyd [s,Juepuajap] ey,
IeJ & oARY jou pIp, [yuepusjep] | paynsal isiedads oy, 'G9T 1e "py ‘swo[qold [BIOIABYOQ pUER ASBISIP
*** pIegorsIy) ur, ‘snyJ, [eIUaW JO YSLI POSBaIoUl Uk Ul SUunnsal AJ[BULIOUQE SWOSOWOIYD
"G9T 1 'pJ . IOIABY2Q [BUIWULID Ul B ‘QUWIOIPUAS X A X IM JUBPUSJOP Y} PISOUTLIP ISI[IBD
93e3ud 01 AJOYI[ ST QWOIPUAS X A X pey oym Isiyerdads sorrjerpad [ejuowdo[oasp © wolj AuouInso)
[y uosrad e 1oy3oym ur 9[o1 papnpour aseyd Ajjeuad oY) SuLinp juepuajep Aq pajussaid (8661 O1YO)
[e1a & sAe[d JuowuoIIAUS AJrurey,, Q0UAPIAT “GGT 1B PZ'A'N 269 "UIBSp 0} PAOUSIUSs Sem pue 1ST PTA'N 269

jel) pojeIoqe[d Isiernads oy,

Iopinuw pajeaei3se Surpnoul saSIeYD JO PIISIAUOD SeMm JUBPUIJO(

‘Aoards -a aimg

supWo))

Arewuing

ase)




251

REVISITING THE LEGAL LINK

Winter/Spring 2006]

‘pI -osed juasaid oty

UI ONI) 10U SBM SIY) 18}
powred Inq ‘I0IARYaq
109jJe A[oAT}E3oU

Aewl $1030€] O130U33 1By}
PISpo[Mouyor SOSSOUIIM
11adxyg -Io1ARYOq

S JUBPUDJIP PIOUIN[IUL
9ARY AeW UONIPUOD
o1)9Ua3 S,JURPUITAP oY)
yeys sordur jeadde oy,

‘0ST 38 Pl .Te oY) jo oseyd Surouojuas oY) SuLInp 90UopIAd JunesnIu
JUBOIJTUSIS AUB 90NPOIIUT 0} FUI[IR] AQ SAT}IOQJJOUI SBM [OSUNOD SIY,, 1By}

91ed ur ‘pongie Juepuojo ‘UONIPUOD [BIUSW SIY Fuiroid 03 10adsar yim
[9SUNOD JO 9OUBISISSE DAIIDIJJO PAIUSP U2 pey Y Jey] PIWIL[D JUBPUJP
‘qeadde up ‘py . swojqoid o11oud3F JO UOIIBIIISIAUL AU ATBSS9dUUn

Se POWIap Wed) Y} * * * UONBN[BAD A} JO QW) 9} J&,, Jey) pojou Inq
To1aeyaq 1993Je A[qIssod pnom s309Jop o119ua3,, 18y} PAIIIS9) JUBPUIJIP
paurwex? pey oym Isiojoysksd v ¢y 1e P . "9Sed SIY} Ul ISI0NoUd3

© J[NSU02,, 0} }IJ 995 J0U PIP Wed) Y} . ‘UISLIO O1}oUdF B YIIM SWOIPUAS B

01 jutod ueod sorfewoue [ed1sAyd Jo 19)1sn[d B,, 9[IYM 1BY) Pay1Isa) IsIeIyoisd
V “IoIoSulfeul € SB PRIJISSE[O Sem JUBPUQJO(] "UONEBSIISOAUL JOY}INJ JLIOW
jou pIp sny) pue 1opiosip Ajeuosiad oidnnur Jo 9suayap s,juepuUSIIP 0}
pore[oIun oq 03 pareadde swojqoid asoy) jey) pauredxa isienads weigoid
Ui[eay [BJUSW Y ] 18 "pJ “IuBpuURJOp 23 pajoriye jeys swoqod reorsAyd
snoreA SurpIedal IS1NoUs B poj[nsuod jou pey A3y) Jey) paijnso) [eLn)
210J2q JUBPURJOP PIJeNn[eAd Py JeY) Wed) [BJIPIW B JO SIOqUaW ‘FULIBdy
QU1 IV /] 18 p] 28pnl mou e ym SuLreay AIBUIPIAL UE JOJ }INOD [BLI)
QU3 0] 9SBD 9Y) PIPURWIAIL PUE JII[2I UOI}dIAU09-1s0d 103 uonnad s juepuajep
Jo [eruap pasioaal sjeaddy eurwui) jo 3ano)) 99ssouua], 2y, sjeaddy
[BUIWLI)) JO }IN0)) 23SSAUU ], 2y} 03 JYSLI Jo 1o1jewl € se pojeadde juepusjop
41n09 [e11} 9y} AQ po1udp sem 9y 1933y Py ‘Teadde 10011p UO UOIOIAUOD
[oBd pouLIje 1Ino)) awaldng 29ssouud ], oYL, 'Oy 18 PTM'S 8S6 Uieap

0] PAOUIUSS PUE JopInW FUIPN[OUL SIFIRYD JO PIIOIAUOD SEM JUBPUJI(]

(L661 ddy "wr)
UuS]) €T PTM'S
856 ‘iS4 oy

syudwuIo))

Areurung

ase)




[Vol. 69:209

LAW AND CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS

252

e

je 'pJ . IQNOP 9[qRUOSEBII
B puoAaq ssoquLIey

Sem IOII,, A} ‘10308
Sunedniw e se  asnqe
[oyoore 03 uonisodsipaid
o1}9U93,,, S,JUBPUIJIP JO
90UQpIAD FUMIIWUQNS JoU AqQ
PO119 1IN02 [BL1} 9] JI USAD
Je1]) po[nI 1ano)) swaidng
eurjoIe)) YuoN Y],

"67€ 1 ‘p] "pIWIYJe pue “p1 ‘pajnuqns

uooq pey Jey) 90UBISWNIID SUNBSIIW [[EYdIeD,, B 0} INP OOUIPIAD
Sunednmwu Aue 1opIsuod 031 9[qe sem AInl oy3 1Y) poy 1no)) swoaidng
'urjoIe)) YIION oYL PI . 9910yd pojedniuun 10 ssouyeom se Ajduirs,,
WSI[OYOJ[. S JUBPUIJIP Y} MOTA 0}  A[ONI] 010U Sem,, AInl o) pue ‘osnqe
[oyoore 03 uonisodsipaid o110uo3,, B pey JUBPUSJOP Y} IOYIOYM SUTWIOIOP
0} A1nf 9y} MO[[e JOU PIp JUSWIL)S SIY) ‘AeM SI) POIUSSAI] P . OIOYOJ[e
Ue SI JUBPUQJOP oY) IOYIdYM IOPISUO)),, UONINIISUI FUIMOT[O] o) Surjruqns
PEOISUI ‘WSI[OYOI[E JO AT0)STY AJTUIe] SIY S8 [Yons ‘90UopPIAd Junesnru
JUBAQ[OI Surjen[ead wotj Amf oy} pajusaaid pey SUOT)ONIISUI §,}IN0D

[e11} 91} 1By} UOT}IPPE UI pangIe Juepuajoq "Zh—6¢¢ 18 pI Al oy 0y
uvonejuasalrd ay3 Ajrpdurs 03 woy) Suruiquod peajsur ‘(aseyd Suouuss oy}
Surmp Ajqewnsaid) seoueiswnoln Sunesniu A10INje)s-uou d110ads jruqns
01 3sonbax s1yy Fursngor £q I0110 S[QISIOASI PIPTWITIOD PY }INO0J [BLI} )
1ey) pangie juepusjep eadde uQ "1¢g 18 PZA'S 9L “YIBAP 0} PIOUIIUIS
pue IopInw 92139p-1sij SuIpnoul S9SIBYD JO PIIOIAUOD SeM JUBPUIJI(T

(9661 "O'N)
8TEPTHA'S 9LY
‘UDULIDE] “A 9IDIS

spudWwuIo))

Lrewrung

ase)




253

REVISITING THE LEGAL LINK

Winter/Spring 2006]

‘pI . uorurdo umo siy
110ddns 03 sjoe} 101aBYOQ
S JUBPUQJOP UI punoy
[1rodxo] yoeq,, gSy 1€ pI
«'SOSOUFeIp SNOLIBA 10T}
0JUl SUOIOE S JUBPURJOP

117 01 1y SISpuIy yim o[qe
QIom puE IopInu Y] JO
auin) 2y} 1B duesul A[[e39]
9Qq 0} JUBPULJOP puUNoO],,
sjzadxo Inoj [re ‘uorssaidop
Suraoxdur yum wry
posougerp pey istjeryossd
Sunjean s juepuajop

o) y3noyiye 1ey) ‘ojdurexs
10j ‘3unou ‘Auownso)
Sossom)Im 110dX0 9sudJop
o1 Jo snoiqnp poaieodde
1ano) deqeddy oy,

'65-8SY

18 P . 9OUAPIAL 91} Jo ddueIropuodaid e £q ouesul sem 9y 1ey) 3uraoid jo
uoping Sy Urejsns o) pa[Iej JUBPULJOP JeY},, PAPN[OUOD 1IN0D Y}  ‘90UIPIAD
oY} JO 1YS1om JSoJIuBUI 9y} JSUTee Jou sem UOTIRUIULIANOP SIY[1],, asnesog
‘Pl SOUWILID AU} JO QWIN} Y} J& MB[ 91} JO sjuowaImbal o) 03 3onpuoo siy
uLI0Juo0d 0} 2[qe Ing ‘[I A[[eIUSW JUBPUJIP punoj A[1ed[,, Inq . ‘AUOwWIIS9)
110dx9 oy Jo Aue 300fo1 10 9ovIqUIL A[[RolyIdads 10U PIp,, 1INOD JINIIID

a1} Je]) Sunou ‘pawiyge 1nod efodde oy, ‘{Sy e 'py “eold Ajuesur

SI pa399fa1 A[}99.1100Ul pey 1IN0 [BLI} AU} pawIe[d juepudjop ‘qeadde

uQ ‘9Sf I8 "pJ . I9PIOSIP poow 219A3s 03 uonisodsipard o13oua3,, B yim
POIOI[JJe Sem JUBPUSJOP JRY) 9SUJOP Y} I0] parjnse) IsieryoLsd orsuoioj e
TeI 9N IV "ZSH 18 PCAN 299 ‘[rel ul sreak 9A1j-K111y) 03 paoua)uas pue ‘[t
A[[eauour nq AN puNnoj ‘IopInwi 99139p-1siy YIM PaSIeyd sem Juepuojo(

(9667 1D "ddy
D) 2SY PTA'N

799 ‘42U
‘A apdoag

sjuwuo))

Arewuing

ase)




[Vol. 69:209

LAW AND CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS

254

‘€riepr

'sossom)Im 11adxo 107310
oyl pey ueyy  Ayues
[sauepuajop] jo onsst oy}
UO [OIBISI JAISUIIXD
9IOW pUE JUSIAI 9I0W
auop pey,, eruaiydoziyos
01 uonisodsipaxd

O110U93 S,JUBPUAJOP

0} uIAJ1)S9) SSoUIIM

) 18] pagpo[mousoe
11nod 9jeqjodde oy,

"ZT 18 "P] *MITASI OAOU 9P 1ONPUOD
01 PasnJal 1Inod 1ey) ‘sofpnl 111 pue [eLn ) Jo 1uswdpnl oY) 01 paLIdJOP
A1odoid uonsonb Jorpe1 uororauos-3sod,, B se paInoaxe 2q 031 Aouorodwod
s uepuajop SuIzrrogaie) ‘pI 1 "pJ "PIINdAXe 9q 0} Jualaduwod sem
JuepUQSp 1eY) paurdo WIoyM JO [[€ ‘sassoulm 11adxd 19110 a1 Jo Auownsal
PoUIqQUIOD 91} URY) A[TABSY QIOW SSAUIIM SUO SIY) JO AUOWIISI) ) YTTom 0
SurIsnyaI Ul paIId 10U pey 1aNn0d [eL1} oY) p[ay 1no)) swardng 1ddrssissiy oy3
‘leadde up -jueladuwiod juepUSTop 91} PUNOJ SSI[SYIISASU 3IN0J Y], 'S Ie

‘p1 “eruarydoziyos jo  swoiduwds o) 10] uonisodsipaid o130u93,, S, JUBPUI}IP

JO osnedaq urrodurfew sem juepuajop oruarydoziyos A[po3afre oyl

JBY} OAQI[Oq JOU PIP 9 JBY} PIIIIISI) JUBPUIJOP PIUIWIEX PUE POMOTAIOIUT
pey oym 10ss9jo1d A3o0[0yoLsd e ‘pajnooxe oq 01 Aouoradwod s, juepusjop
9} QUIUWLISISP 0} TULIBAY ATRT)USPIAD UOIIIAUO0I-1s0d B 1y *7 18 PZ'OS

GSO "YIBap 0} PIOUSIUSS puk ISpIn [e31ded JO PIIOIAU0D SeM JUBPUJO(]

"(S66T "SSTN)

1 PTOS §59
“a11g “a101g

SO

Arewruing

ase)




255

REVISITING THE LEGAL LINK

Winter/Spring 2006]

‘(poprwo

suonelw) (L661) 8T-L19

‘€09 "ATY T NIAS 08 ‘waIshg
0USN[ [PUIULL) Y] PUD
Supuaiuag uo pvdut] [prusod
A12Y ] pup  SoUdr) U01ssa433Y,,
Y 01 uiog ‘ysmy

-9011d 99[199)) .~o1pnfoid ur
poynsar oseyd Suousjues oY)
Je A)TUBSUI pUE SSOU[[T [B}USW
01 uonysodsipaid onjouas e

JO 20U9pIAd SunesnIu ‘s3ury}
19730 Suowe ‘I9JJo 0} dIN[Ie]

S JoSUNOD [BLI} S SYOLIPUSE]
e} P[oY 1In0d oY)

‘SN, . I910BIRYD S IUBPUJOP
B 0] JUBAQ[QI, SB POLJISSBID 9q
A[UTR1I9D PINOM SSOU[I [RIUW
01 uonsodsipaid o139u9s ® Jo
QOUQPIAD ‘OSBD S SYOLIPUSH] U]
OUILID U} JO SAOUBISWNIIID
oY) 10 ‘I9)0RIRYD

‘punoidyoeq s,JuepuUSJOp € 0}
JUBAQ[OI QOUOPIAD Sune3riu
Aue 0} 199JJ9 9AI3 pue JOPISUOD
0] 9]qe 2q Isnwt A1nl 213, 11}
POIRINIAI 1INOD SYILPUIE]

oy “[(6861) T0E SN T6¥
‘y8neudT ‘A] Lsuag SunonQ,,

"GpOT 1B "PI "OSED 1) JO OWOIINO ) PAIdJJe

ARy JYSIW 91 INOLJIP,, SIUBPUJOP 9] SUIpIegal 90UapIAd Junedniu ey}
Pa1$238NS 19YLING INOILD) YIUIN YL, “St—H+0T 38 P’ A 0L ‘Tewoipnioxd sem pue
SOOUBISWNIIO 9} IOpUN 2[qBUOSEAI JoU sem dseyd Jurouajuas oy} Je Ajruesur
pue ssou[I [eauaw 03 uonisodsipaid o1jouas € Jo 9d0uapIAd Funedniw [enuajod
st} Surpoyyiim ‘oseyd 31ns o) SurInp asuojop Ajruesul Ue JnNoqe £J11so)

01 s312dx9 2y} [[Bd 0] 10U [9SUNOD [ELI} IO [qBUOSEAI SeM 1 Y3noy3[e 18y} 11nod
JOLIISIP Y} M paoige sfeaddy Jo 1ano) 3noIr) YIUIN YL, "PJ . SOPIOIOY 3y}
jo awrn) oy} 1e Ayoedes paysuruIp pey oy jey) pue dUBSUI SEM,, JUBPUIJIP JB)
[B11) J8 PAIJ1ISA) QARY P[NOM IQUIOUY "PJ . 'SSOU[[I [BIUSW SNOLIAS 0] 9[qBIdUINA
pue pasodsipaid A[[eonouas,, sem JUBPUJOP 9Y) pIlels 11adxd oUQ 'GEG 1B

‘p] °9snqe [enxas pue ‘Teuonjowrd ‘qearsAyd papnpout jeyy  Jurduriqdn orjewnen
pue jud[ol1a [B] * * * £q po1eqIoEX9,, sem uonisodsipaid ay3 ey} paure[dxa
s110dx9 oy, "Se—¢6 16 'ddng " 98 °SSOU[I [BIUSW SNOLIdS 0) uonisodsipaid
O1)0UdS B PeY 910J9IdY) Y JeY) PUE SSOU[I [B)USW JO AI0)SIY A[TUIe]

B PeY JUBPUSJOP 1By} SULIEAY U} 18 PILIS SISSOUIIM S J, ‘SQOUBISWNIIID
Sunesnmu Jnoqe payIISo) 9ABY PINOD OYM SISSOUWIM }10dxd om] [[ed 01 pafrej
PeY [9SUNOJ SIY PAWIRD JUBPUSJ( "T'U SEOT 18 PE'd 0L ‘SYOMPUaf ‘[eL siy

jo aseyd Ajfeuad oy} 0 SE [9SUNOD JO 9OUBISISSE DAT}IJFOUL JO WITR[D S JUBPUIFOP
uo JuLIBdY UOINOIAUO0D-}s0d B IOJ Urege papuewdI pue parudp sem uoniod
papuawe sjuepuajod (0661 11O UI6) 16 ‘06% PT'A 806 2onbSVA “a SYOLpUF]
"POPUBWIAI PUB PISIOAI Sem [eTuap ay) ‘Teadde uQ -paruap sem sndiood seoqey
3o 1um 103 wonnad ST "SEOT 18 P (0L "YIBOP 0) POOUSIUIS PUR ‘IOPINUI
Auo[ay Surpnjout ‘IopInul 99139P-1SIIJ JO SJUNOD OM] JO PIIOIAUOD SBM JUBPUIJI(T

(9661) TTTT

‘SN LIS ‘paruap
2490 (66T 11D
0I6) €01 P 0L
‘PHD (v661 T8O
"a’'N) 626 "ddng
" 198 ‘Uoapv)
‘a hv\u.:ﬁ@@m

RILICLILLE(UG )

Arewruing

ase)




[Vol. 69:209

LAW AND CONTEMPORARY PROBLEMS

256

‘pI "IISW INOYIIM WIE[D
S JuepuQjop SULIOPUAI SN}
‘gurreoy 3urouoluas oy}

Jo 93e)s puodas o) SuLmnp
onssI Je ssausnolaguep
aInny s,Juepuajep oy} ooerd
jou pIp uonnossoid ayj,,
Je1[) POPN[OUOD }INOI SIY}
‘IOAOMOY '(09/ I& 'PI .. onssI
je ssousnoIraguep aIning
suepuajop oy} sooeyd

91e)§ 2y} J1 ‘oored moyim
uostid ur oj1] [e1njeu s yeap
0] 90UQJUSS SATJBUII)[E U],
jey) Surure[dxo uorjonIsur
A1nl e 3sonba1 01 poyrej

peY [oSunod sIy jey) pongie
OS[e JUBPUSJAP ‘[9SUNOD

JO 9OUB]SISSE 9AI}OJJoul

Jo wireo siy jo 3roddns ug
"yons se payIIuapI A[[enjoe
I9AQU SeM JI y3notyye
‘paroalar pue 03 papnye

SeM QSUOJOP SO11OUAT

‘$G/ 18 "p] “pouLIje 1Ino)) swaldng sioul[[|

oy, ‘(penrwo uonejn) ‘py . WIY Wolj pa1dojoid aq 03 papaau £)a100s Je1])
10 9[qEBLIIOP SSO[ SeM JUBPURJOP JBY) UMOUYS dABY OS[E ABW SSOU[[I [BJUSW

S JUBPUQJIP JO 9OUIPIAD AU, 'S}O® [BUIWLID Jsed S JuBpuajop I0J siseq oY)
pue ssousnoIoguep aIninj 10j [enuajod s, JUBPUSOP PIILIISUOWP OS[B 9ARY
p[mos 11 ‘s1o1n[ oy} ur uorssedwiod PayOAd 9ARY P[NOd JUAPIAS SIY) YINOoyI [y
‘Sunesniu A[JUaIayul 10U sem AI03ISTY [BO130[0ydAsd pue JUa[OIA S AJTUIR] SIY
pue swopqoid [eor3ojoyd4sd s juepuojop Surpiedalr oouopiao parogjoid oy,
"90UQ]UDS S,JUBPUJIP PRII3JJ€ 9ABY P[NOM 2OUIPIAD [ONS IRy} A[oYI[Un

J1 pUNOJ 3IN0J Y], "19/ I8 'P] . 9JUS[OIA PUB SSAU[[I [BJUSW JO KI0ISIY

S A[Tureg s1y,, Surpnour 9dUdpIA UOTESIIIW PI[BOASI QARY P[NOM [9SUNOD

£Q uO1B3NSIAUL UE JBY) PISI[[B JUBPUSJOP ‘QOURISISSE JAIOIJJOUL JO WIR[D SIY
jo j1oddns uy “$G/ 1e Pl "POULIIJE Sem UONIIAUOD SIY PuUe 4Ino)) swaidng
stoul[[[ 2y} 0} poreadde sem Jorja1 Jo [e1UAP S, £1UNOD) YOO JO 3IN0D)

1MOII) YL, "T9—09L 38 PZH'N 959 [OSUNOD JO 90UBRISISSE DAIJIQJJoUl ‘Db
427u1 ‘3UIF9[[E ‘JoI[o1 uondIAU0I-1sod 1y3nos oy ‘1Ino)) swoardng stour([] oy
AQ pawLIIje 9I9M QOUIUSS [IBOP PUEB UOIIOIAUOD IOPINU S JUBPUJOP 90U

(5661

D) 0SL PTA'N

959 ‘unyuvL]
‘a 9jdoaq

RILICLILLE(UG )

Arewuing

ase)




257

REVISITING THE LEGAL LINK

Winter/Spring 2006]

‘gurssed ur Ajuo pauonuouwt
sem uonsodsipaid onouan

‘¢ 18 'py -oseyd Ayeuad

o1 Sulnp pojuasald ‘wstjoyosre o) uonisodsipaid oouad s, juepusjop se
[ons ‘s103oe} FunesnIu poySromino SWILId 9} JO SIOULBISWNIID Jurjeavi3se
oy3 yeyy ‘yred ur ‘Surururolap ‘powiygye seaddy jo 1ano) oy oyl qeodde
UQ ‘Ts 38 §9S8SS TA 7661 UIBOP 0} PAOUSIUSS PUB UOSIE pajeARISIE

pue ‘Guiddeupry ‘TopIni pojeARISSE JO PAIJIAUOD SBM JUBPUIJI(T

“(P661 ‘C1
o1gyQ) 8958SS
TM Y661
‘96£500VDT6
"V 'AID 'ON
‘UOSJIM A 2IDIS

spudWwuIo))

Lrewrung

ase)




