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PILSA Ought to Offer
Need-Based Stipends
Evan Mintz, 2L

T

his year the Public
Interest Law Student
Association and Office of
Career Services raised more than
$400,000 in its annual fundraiser
to support Cardozo student public sector summer internships. As
one of the 274 of students benefitting from this endeavor, I could
not be happier. However, I’ll
probably be cashing my stipend
checks with just a little more joy
than many other students because
I will be spending this summer in
Austin, Texas, a city with a cost of
living around half that of New
York City. This summer, my rent
will be about a third of what it is
now, groceries will cost half as
much, and the New York beer
specials will be the Austin beer
regulars. And yet, I will be receiving the same amount of money as
every other stipend student.
Whether it knows it or not, OCS
has created an incentive to find
an internship in a city with a
cheap standard of living—or better yet, in a city with family members who can provide free housing and food (but that was last
year’s ill-fated adventure). OCS
needs to take a look at its spending powers and recognize the
incentives it is creating, and the
incentives it isn’t creating but
should be.
By doling out a flat fee to all
students, OCS instantly encourages students to find internships
in the cheapest places possible.

This system denies extra funding
to students who may need it the
most while granting extra funding
to those who do not need any
more help. OCS could create a
need-based system in which students must demonstrate a baselevel of funding required for their
summer. This base would be an
amalgamation of housing costs,
food, utilities and transportation.
Once these bottom-line requirements are met, extra funds could
be distributed either in a flat payment to all stipend receivers, or
to those who have the lowest
base cost to attempt to mitigate
the conflict between the fairness
of need-based payments with the
equality of a flat fee. However,
the difference may not be that
extreme. Given the cost of storing goods in New York, flying to
and from an internship, and the
economic loss of the effort of
finding a new place in a new city,
the amount saved by working in a
cheaper environ may not be all
that much. However, under the
current system there is no way of
knowing. Even if OCS does not
change its current payment system, it would be a good idea to
survey students on their spending
habits during their summer
internships to see just how much
of a difference there is.
While OCS’s lack of current
discretion may result in unintended effects, it also prevents them
from nudging students in directions that could benefit Cardozo.
Simply because of location and

Faculty Responds to
YU’s President Joel

available job fairs and interviews,
one can fairly assume that most
Cardozo students are getting
internships somewhere near New
York City. However, it may benefit Cardozo for students to spread
out over the summer, stretching
the Cardozo brand beyond the
tri-state area. OCS could offer
students extra funding if they
secure internships in targeted,
desired markets. Hypothetically, if
Cardozo PR were planning outreach programs in California or
Florida, students who work there
over the summer could receive
more money if they take part in
whatever programs are planned
in those states.
This incentive does not have
to be constrained to geographic
issues. Perhaps there are specific
jobs, non-profit organizations, or
even general practice areas where
Cardozo wants to expand its visibility. OCS could list the targeted areas at the beginning of the
year and offer extra funding to
students who end up in one of
the targeted jobs for the summer.
This system would both reward
students for helping Cardozo and
create a greater student awareness of Cardozo’s goals for the
future.
Right now, OCS has an effective spending power and students
are already jumping through
hoops to get their stipends. It is
time to put this power, and students’ need for money to buy
groceries, to good use for
Cardozo.
J
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Best Not to Speculate about
Benjamin Cardozo’s Sexuality
Benjamin Margulis, 3L

A

ccording to Evan Mintz,
the Cardozo community
should be shocked by
Yeshiva University’s choice to
name its law school after
Benjamin N. Cardozo, given its
reprehensible attitude toward
homosexuality. Mr. Mintz maintains that we should all be
stunned given that Justice
Cardozo was “a man whose own
sexual orientation is quite questionable.” For support, Mr. Mintz
relies in part on the notion that
historical miasma and Justice
Cardozo’s desire to keep his private life private so obscure the
question of the Justice’s sexuality
that we are incapable of discern-

ing its true nature. With all due
respect to Mr. Mintz, to advance
such a provocative idea only to
then ultimately plead historical
inscrutability is an act of intellectual dishonesty. Thus, the
Cardozo community should certainly be concerned, but not for
the reason that Mr. Mintz thinks.
Rather, we should be concerned
that our namesake’s sexuality has
been conscripted, not for the
purpose of promoting academic
or historical discourse, but to further Mr. Mintz’s argument against
the University’s discriminatory
policy. I believe that Justice
Cardozo deserves better.
Regarding Justice Cardozo’s
Family
After losing both their moth-

er and father at a young age,
Justice Cardozo and his five siblings were raised by their eldest
sister, Ellen (Nellie) Cardozo.
Then, one by one, the Justice’s
other siblings passed away, slowly
and inexorably leaving the Justice
and Nellie as the only Cardozos
remaining in the family home. It
is little wonder, then, that the
Justice felt a deep devotion
toward his sister-turned-mother
and sole surviving direct family,
even going so far as to say that he
“never could give Nellie the second place.”
Note too that Judge Albert
Cardozo, Justice Cardozo’s father,
also had a profound effect on the
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n March 10, 2010,
39 members of the
Cardozo faculty and
senior administration endorsed
the following letter to Yeshiva
University’s president Richard
M. Joel. The letter is in response
to the statement Joel issued after
a December 2009 panel at
Yeshiva University entitled
“Being Gay in the Orthodox
World.” Full details about the
panel, including a complete transcript of Joel’s statement were
printed in the March 2010 edition of the Cardozo Jurist (see
T HE C ARDOZO J URIST , Vol.
III, Issue 6).
Dear President Joel:
We write to express our
concern regarding your
recent
statement
in
response to a panel that was
held in December 2009 at
Yeshiva University on
“Being
Gay
in
the
Orthodox World.” The
panel reportedly focused on
the daily experience of gay
Orthodox individuals, current and former Yeshiva
University students among
them, particularly the clash
between their own sexual
identity and the teachings
of
their faith. Your
response indicated that
such public gatherings
“could send the wrong message” by contravening the
Torah’s “unequivocal condemnation” of homosexuality, thus suggesting that
the Yeshiva community
should henceforth cease
discussing such matters
openly. We do not write to
address any understanding
of the Torah’s teachings or
requirements. We write
because your suggestion
that the right to speak
openly depends on one’s
sexuality or one’s views on
sexuality is inconsistent
with basic principles of academic freedom and with
antidiscrimination principles that Cardozo has
always embraced. Any such
suggestion falls below the
expectations for a nationally recognized academic
institution and we assume
that you could not have
meant your statement to be

interpreted in this troubling
manner.
Universities are founded
on commitments to equal
dignity and respect for all
members of the educational
community and to free and
open discussion. Yeshiva is
no exception. When the
University opened Cardozo,
it reaffirmed Yeshiva’s own
dedication to and profound
respect for these principles.
And Cardozo, with the support and encouragement of
Yeshiva, has held fast to
this commitment by welcoming individuals, regardless of sexuality, as students, faculty and administrators, and by supporting
programs that openly discuss issues of sexuality.
We have done so mindful of and consistent with
the
policies
of
the
Association of American
Law Schools and the
American Bar Association,
both of which flatly prohibit discrimination on the
basis of sexuality and
embrace academic freedom.
See AALS By-Laws § 6-3;
ABA
Standards
for
Approval of Law Schools §
211. Our assurance of equal
dignity and respect is central
to our vibrant and successful intellectual community.
Unfortunately,
your
response to the panel at
Yeshiva, although ambiguous, is in some tension
with this history and ongoing commitment. Most
importantly, the suggestion
in your remarks that even
the public discussion of
homosexuality
somehow
transgresses the mission of
Yeshiva is inconsistent
with Cardozo’s policies and
practices, AALS and ABA
guidance, and the promise
of open discussion that
characterizes a university.
We therefore write to
affirm Cardozo’s longstanding support for and unqualified welcome of gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgendered students, staff, and
faculty, through open and
free discussion and equal
and sincere respect in our
community.
J
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