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Who we are

Race Equality Foundation was set up in 1987 as the Race Equality Unit of the National Institute for Social Work (NISW). It became an independent charitable organisation in 1996. 
Our overall aim is to promote race equality in social care and social support. We understand social care to mean the various forms of support provided to people in need. We are aware that social services departments are no longer the sole providers of social care and that this can now be provided by agencies such as: primary care trusts; voluntary organisations; social housing, education as well as social services departments. To that end, our areas of work include education, health and housing.
We undertake: training, consultancy and research and development work and produce practice guides, research reports and other written documentation. We also have extensive experience in equalities training especially from a race equality perspective and we have carried out training for major organisations within the fields of social care, health and housing.

This paper responding to the Discrimination Law Review represents our collective view and is based on the considerable experienced that we have amassed over the past twenty years of organisational operation.
Initial concerns

When the Commission for Equality and Human Rights (CEHR) was first posited it was greeted with scepticism by many organisations including our own. Our view was: the decision to establish the CEHR seemed to be ill-considered, as the main ‘selling’ feature presented was that of having the three main areas of equalities operating under a single roof.
We could discern no visible benefits, as the areas of equality would still be operating independently. In the absence of functional connectivity between the equalities, all that was being offered was a ‘one stop shop’. The primary reason for this exercise seemed to be one of cost-cutting, known as ‘downsizing’ in the commercial arena.

The Race Equality Foundation, The 1990 Trust, The Black Londoners Forum and over a 100 other Black and Minority Ethnic organisations put forward this view jointly during the government’s consultation process. 

We and our partner organisations made it clear that in the absence of a Single Equality Bill, the CEHR lacked functional validity and was not desirable. We were fully aware that such a Bill would be exceedingly difficult to construct and while solving some problems would potentially create others if its crafting was not carefully handled. Therefore while we were appreciative of the fact that the Government had accepted the suggestion made by ourselves and many other organisations, we were nevertheless far from sanguine regarding the appearance and content of a future Single Equality Bill.

At Race Equality Foundation we were concerned that the unique nature and complexity of racism and its remedial process race equality would become subsumed by the other equalities and therefore lost. Our reasoning can be summarised as follows:

· The issue of race both transects and incorporates all the other areas of equalities;
· The issue of multiple discrimination is often ignored and even when recognised fails to be accorded due prominence;
· The sophisticated, complex, and seemingly abstract nature of institutional racism is hard to comprehend but an understanding of its components is a prerequisite for legislation, policy formation, and practice aimed at its elimination; 

· As a concept, institutional racism has met with determined resistance both during the course of and after the Lawrence Inquiry. There was therefore a very real possibility that a Single Equality Act concerned with combining the area of equalities would omit this singularly important explanatory and conceptual tool.
In our opinion, the authors of a future Single Equality Act would be best advised to learn some of the lessons accruing from the Equality Standard. 

The Equality Standard incorporated the areas of race, gender, and disability and also comprised both a planning tool and a set of performance indicators. It is apposite to note that the guidance to the Standard made it clear to public authority users, that due to the distinctive characters of the three areas of equalities, compliance with the provisions in one area did not signify compliance with the remaining areas.
The views recounted above pre-dated the publication and our reception of the Discrimination Law Review. We therefore accept that our prevailing views can not but affect our perception and analysis of the aforementioned Review.

Methodology

Given our late reception of the Discrimination Law Review and the brevity of the time accorded for the response to the consultation, we have decided to follow our own format in constructing a written response. We will directly address a few of the questions contained in the Review but will concentrate on questioning the assumptions, concepts, and language utilised in the paper. Our analysis will have currency and resonance across all the sections that collectively comprise the Review. 
Our focus on the usage of terminology is not motivated by mere pedantry but is designed to demonstrate that the need for linguistic and conceptual clarity is a prerequisite for making the substantive contents of the Review truly accessible to all. 

We are guided in this endeavour by the axiom that the soundness and accuracy of any conclusion is predicated on the validity of its premise.

Language and Conceptual Framework
It is accepted that any attempt to combine all the existing areas of equalities would prove to be formidable given the distinctive character and complexity of each area of equality legislation. However the conceptual language used has itself created far more difficulty and complexity than there needed to be. In addition the confusing use of language has introduced a considerable amount of contradiction, which can be discerned throughout the entire Review.
We accept that confusing language exists within current legislation and that this is not therefore a new phenomenon. It is however, the stated intention of the Review to ‘modernise, simplify and harmonise’ all the equalities legislation into a Single Equality Act. Indeed, the section of the Review entitled ‘What a harmonised and simplified law should look like’ on pg 26 states: 
As far as possible, our discrimination law should:

Be set out in one piece of legislation (a Single Equality Act), supplemented by clear, practical, common sense guidance and codes of practice;
Use language that can be understood by everyone who is affected by it, whether it gives them rights or places responsibilities on them;
The Review has in no way achieved its stated objective, but there is a revealing phrase used in the quotation, namely ‘common sense guidance’ that contributes to the terminological confusion in this document. The term common sense is used throughout the Discrimination law Review. A notable usage of the term occurs on pg 13 of the Review as follows:
In simplifying the law, we want to make sure that:

We address real problems in a common sense way;
We note that there is no attempt to define what is meant by ‘common sense’. It is assumed that the meaning would be universally clear. This is an erroneous assumption as the notion of common sense is very subjective and its constitutive elements are open to dispute even within cultures, much less between cultures. The inclusion of this term within important sections of the Review impedes comprehension and is therefore far from helpful.
There are many other unhelpful terms in the Review that need to be examined more closely.

Protected grounds
The phrase protected grounds is used throughout the Review to refer to the people and areas of equalities covered by legislation. The term ‘protected’ may be preferred by legislators but it is our contention that its use is misplaced as it does not take account of the realities of life experienced by the people covered by legislation. The significant number of people who have lost strong cases while attempting to use equalities legislation would find the use of this term both inaccurate and offensive.
Legislation by itself does not protect anyone. Bereft of compliance and enforcement, legislation is relegated to a ‘paper exercise’ and this has been primarily the case in relation to equalities legislation.  We shall expand on this theme further in relation to the issue of Equal Pay.
Suffice it to say that at this juncture we prefer the more accurate term ‘covered’ and we note that the Review sometimes uses this term in a coterminous manner with ‘protected’ although they by no means signify the same thing.
Systemic discrimination and persistent disadvantage

The terms systemic discrimination and persistent disadvantage can be found in varying forms throughout the Review but are used together in the Overview Chapter on pg 14 as follows:
We need to consider what is causing the absence of certain groups from these areas of society, and whether we need to do more to address persistent disadvantages.
Further:

Discrimination law also increasingly recognises the need to address systemic discrimination which can lead to disadvantage. Following the racist murder of Stephen Lawrence, the recommendations of the Macpherson Inquiry into how the Metropolitan Police handled the case resulted in the Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000 which introduced a positive duty on public authorities to promote race equality.
Although mention is made of the Macpherson Inquiry, it is quite clear to us that the lessons accruing from the Inquiry have not been comprehended.
  Firstly the use of the word ‘can’ in the phrase ‘systemic discrimination can lead to disadvantage,’ seems to imply that an alternative outcome is possible.
Secondly the issue is not one of systemic discrimination but of institutional racism, which results in discriminatory practice. The ‘persistent’ part of the process is the entrenched racism and sexism that exists at the higher levels of institutions in the ‘old boys’ network and at lower levels as part of ‘occupational’ culture. Those who hold these beliefs operate with impunity and the behavioural expression of their belief is incorporated into discriminatory practice. It is important to understand the sequence of events.

We fully appreciate that it is not possible to legislate in relation to the beliefs of people, even though those beliefs might be extremely unsavoury. However, it is very feasible and necessary to devise effective legislation that can interdict and penalise the incorporation and enactment of negative beliefs in the form of policy and discriminatory practice.
Thirdly, the result of discriminatory practice is not merely one of disadvantage. This term is inherently anodyne as it dilutes and masks the cost and impact of discriminatory practice on the victims. In relation to institutional racism, the effect is so comprehensive that the life chances of Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) people are impacted detrimentally. Where the police are concerned, the effects can be seen in the difficulty of recruiting and retaining BME police officers and in the often biased service given to BME communities.
The Macpherson Inquiry stated the following in relation to the persistence of institutional racism:

It persists because of the failure of the organisation openly and adequately to recognise and address its existence and causes by policy, example and leadership. Without recognition and action to eliminate such racism it can prevail as part of the ethos or culture of the organisation, it is a corrosive disease.
We have remarked previously about the hiatus that exists between the perceptions of legislators and the actual experience of those covered by the equalities Acts.

The Discrimination Law Review reflects this divide together with a superficial understanding of the manner in which institutions and organisations truly operate. This deficiency in comprehension stands in stark contrast with the stated objective in the Overview on pg13:
In simplifying the law, we want to make sure that:

We have practical law which takes account of the realities of people’s everyday lives and the way businesses and other organisations operate.

A comprehensive knowledge and understanding of the sophisticated and often subtle operation of systemic processes is a sine qua non in relation to the development of effective equalities legislation. Weak or un-enforced legislation leads to disillusionment, frustration, and anger on the part of the affected victims with all the attendant consequences that such feeling has for community cohesion.
Less favourable treatment and more favourable treatment

As mentioned previously, we had hoped that as part of the modernising process terms such as less and more favourable treatment would be removed, as they are both confusing and misleading.

Paragraph 1.11 on pg 33 states:
Because direct discrimination is “less favourable treatment”, at present this requires a comparison to be made. Otherwise, how can we tell if someone has been treated less favourably?
We shall address the issue of comparison and comparators later. For now we will focus on the two aforementioned terms.
The issue is not really about favouring or not favouring but about treating people appropriately and fairly whether they seek employment or a service.

The principle of equality is often, and in our opinion accurately, defined as rendering to ‘each according to his/her need’. The Audit Commission in their paper on equality commented that the principle recognises ‘that one size does not fit all’.

The authors of the Review clearly do not understand the principle of equality even though they use similar wording in certain parts of the Review.
The depiction of ‘more favourable treatment’ in paragraph 6 on pg 61 is illustrative of our contention:

But our discrimination law also recognises that different situations may require different approaches. Treating everyone the same can actually result in an unequal outcome. So the law allows for positive steps to be taken to create greater fairness or to proactively promote equality. This need is reflected in:

The approach of disability discrimination law, which allows more favourable treatment of disabled people.

The internal contradiction contained within the above passage is readily apparent. 

Firstly, there is no such concept as ‘greater fairness’ and the term is a veritable oxymoron. 

Secondly recognition that disabled people often require different services can hardly be described as ‘more favourable treatment’ when the outcome is the provision of appropriate services. 
The statement in paragraph 4.36 on pg 72 is informative:
Perhaps more crucially, the lack of a clearly understood purpose for positive action measures gives rise to confusion with positive discrimination. This risks fostering unjustified concern about favouritism being shown to disadvantaged groups. Instead, we want everyone to recognise there may be occasions when positive action to address their particular needs may help them, and that this can actually lead to a fairer outcome for all.
The confusion does not come primarily from associating positive action with positive discrimination, but from the loose and inaccurate usage of the terms ‘less favourable’ and ‘more favourable’ treatment.

The significant level of internal dissonance is likely to undermine the objective of bringing clarity on this subject to public authorities as stated in paragraph 2.2 on pg 50:
At the same time, we want public authorities and providers of public services to be clear what their responsibilities are. It must be as easy as possible for public sector staff to know when it is acceptable to differentiate between people, for example, to use one or more of these characteristics to address a particular person’s individual needs.

We cannot be sanguine that public authorities on readings these passages will be anything other than totally confused.
Similar remarks can be made in relation to the use of the term discrimination in favour of and discrimination against. This confusingly dual usage of the term can be found throughout the body of the Review. Unfortunately, shortage of time precludes a more comprehensive examination of this issue.

Under-representation

It is a truism that the effects of institutional racism and sexism can be discerned both in terms of over-representation as well as under-representation. It is extremely surprising therefore that the phenomenon of over-representation is barely acknowledged in the body of the Review as a whole and omitted from crucial areas. The section referring to balancing measures, chapter 4 on pg 19 states:
In this chapter we are seeking views on the following issues and proposals:

Whether to adopt provisions to allow for wider balancing measures to allow more rapid progress to be made towards redressing under-representation and disadvantage;

Despite the importance of the proposed balancing measures, the issue of over-representation is clearly omitted and yet the following interesting statement is made in paragraph 4.38 on pg 72 of the Review:

Ethnic minority job applicants, for example, may be just as well qualified or more qualified in some cases than the majority population, yet under-representation still persists in certain sectors.
Again the chance to perceive the dual relationship between under-representation and over-representation is missed. The fact is: in relation to employment, the under-representation of BME people in the higher job grades is mirrored by their over-representation in the lower grades or in the ranks of the unemployed. A similar position can be discerned in relation to the employment of women and indeed, this is the only area in which the phenomenon of over-representation is acknowledged i.e. in relation to low paying jobs.
The Commission for Racial Equality has for many years advised employers that they needed to monitor the over-representation of BME workers in certain crucial areas as they are usually and indicator of the presence of Institutional racism:

· Low ranking positions usually indicative of lack of career progression
· Grievance complaints

· Disciplinary action

· Dismissals

Given this fund of guidance and experience, it is hard to understand why this critical factor is almost excluded from the Review. We would suggest that the authors of the Review need to address this area as a matter of urgency. Failure to do so will reflect negatively on all the other provisions of the Review.
Equal treatment rather than fair treatment

The following statement in paragraph 1.16, pg 34 is interesting:

However, we believe it is better to keep the essentially comparative nature of British discrimination law, which reflects the fact that discrimination law is by its nature generally about equal treatment rather than fair treatment, and is consistent with European discrimination law.

We find the dichotomy drawn here between equal treatment and fair treatment to be both unwarranted and likely to create confusion for everyone who will be affected by the Act. The concept of fairness is an inherent component of the principle of equality and we note that the Review has linked fairness and equality throughout its extensive content. This is a good example of the internal contradictions in the Review to which we have repeatedly referred.
Tensions between objectives

Throughout the entire Review we have discerned a consistent theme, namely that of taking a ‘softly softly’ approach to dealing with employers within the public, voluntary and private sectors. The Review refers to this approach as being ‘proportionate’, a less charitable organisation than our own would call it appeasement. We do not believe that we are being unfair in making this statement as the evidence is contained in the body of the Review.
We perceive an internal tension between certain objectives that involves considerable contradiction. This contradiction often impacts negatively on the proposed measures for change.
 The Review acknowledges that after 40 years of equalities legislation persistent discrimination remains a factor in areas such as equal pay, employment and education. However the Review contains many statements that seem to contradict its recognition of entrenched discriminatory practice.  In relation to simplifying the law, the Review states on pg 12:

Rather than just consolidating the current legislation, we want to take this opportunity to review it, and decide whether we can improve it, to make it fit for the 21st century. At the same time, we want to make sure that it provides the necessary protection against real unfairness while taking a proportionate approach to the regulatory burdens this necessarily imposes on private, public and voluntary sector businesses, authorities and organisations.

We are concerned that despite the stated sentiments regarding dealing with unfairness, the real objective may be seen to minimise the so called ‘regulatory burden’ that is likely to be imposed on employers. 
The statement in paragraph 5.6 on pg 80 is much more explicit:
In considering the issues, the aim is to design a duty which strikes an appropriate balance between the costs and administrative burdens which will be placed on public authorities, and the benefits in terms of the outcomes which will be achieved.
Despite mention of striking an appropriate balance, it would seem that the Review’s concern is disproportionately focused with the costs and administrative burdens that might be conferred on employers. If that were indeed the case, the perspective of the Review, in our opinion, is skewed in the wrong direction. The primary focus should be on the development of sound equality provisions that incorporate effective enforcement tools.

We are by no means ignoring the issue of costs, but in our experience the financial aspects are often overplayed. Moreover, a focus on cost from the inception of any scheme or service serves to negatively constrain the quality of the final product. The Review could gain some valuable insights from the provisions of the National Health Service and Community Care Act 1990. The Community Care Act was also concerned with costs but perceived that the provision of high quality and needs based services would be effective in considerably reducing costs over the long term.

In order to achieve its objectives of cost-cutting and the provision of high quality services, the Community Care Act devised the concept and practice of the ‘purchaser provider split’. Under this system, monolithic institutions such as Social Services departments and National Health Service health authorities were forced to contract out a significant proportion of their services to external bodies in the voluntary and private sectors, in situations where those agencies were able to provide a cheaper and more effective service.  
The role of officers also underwent a change to reflect the purchaser/provider split. A division of labour was created among officers; one officer was now designated to carry out assessments and the other to purchase services. The job of the assessing officer was to focus exclusively on the needs of the individual client irrespective of costs and the job of the purchaser was to buy in a service from the provider best able to meet the demands of the assessed needs. This approach is invariably described as ‘needs-led’.
The Discrimination Law Review should access the transferable knowledge available within the field of Community Care.
The authors of the Review should also be aware that employers, particularly those in the public sector are not averse to being profligate with tax-payers money when it suits them. Even a cursory survey of trade union records would reveal that these employers are often prepared to pay out substantial amounts of money to tribunal claimants. Where BME workers are concerned, employers are prepared (when forced to) to pay out money instead of addressing any structural deficiencies that might have been revealed as a result of tribunal action.

For those of us who possess this knowledge, it comes as no surprise that racism, sexism, and other forms of oppression and incompetence remains entrenched within organisations and institutions.
The concern with administrative costs is also somewhat disingenuous. It is a prerequisite that any moderately competent organisation would have in place some form of administrative system. These existing systems would form the foundation for any new systemic elements engendered by equalities legislation. Certainly there would be initial costs as there would be when any new venture is embarked upon, but once in competent operation, the expenses would be defrayed by benefits.

The Cabinet office publication entitled ‘Ethnic Minorities and the labour Market’ published in 2003, makes the following statement on pg 41:

With ethnic minorities set to account for more than half of the growth of the working age population in the next decade, failure to tackle the problems of labour market underachievement will have increasingly serious economic consequences. Government has already acknowledged this, not least in its recent report on Community Cohesion.
We are also disturbed by the tendency within the Review to prefer the usage of voluntary action by those who have a duty to enact equalities legislation. This is especially the case where the private sector is concerned. The statement made on pg 21 is replicated in other areas of the Review:
In this chapter we seek views on the following issues and proposals:

The development of a light touch “equality check tool” for employers to use and consider introducing a voluntary equality standard scheme for businesses, which could be an independently assessed accredited standard or a non accredited good practice and compliance tool; and
Ways in which good equality practice could be encouraged and embedded in the private sector, without introducing additional legislation specifically aimed at private sector businesses.

The approach taken by the Review is singularly inappropriate as it is essentially based on the principle of voluntarism. Voluntarism is defined as:

The use of or reliance on voluntary action to maintain an institution, carry out a policy, or achieve an end           
Voluntarism is also dependent on the good will of the actor to ‘do the right thing’ because it is the ‘right thing to do’. Such an approach is not based on reality and if it is ever adopted, it will to prove to be disastrous and further entrench racist and sexist beliefs and practices. 
Given our views as expressed above we would not support the proposal made in paragraph 4.47,
Pg 74:

Do you agree that it would be helpful for organisations seeking to make progress towards their goals of tackling under-presentation and disadvantage to be able to use a wider range of voluntary balancing measures?

We firmly believe that balancing measures must be mandatory.

Regarding the proposal in paragraph 4.48, pg 75:

Do you agree that measures to meet special needs in relation to education, training or welfare or any ancillary benefits should be permitted in respect of all protected groups?

We agree with this proposal, but not with the usage of the term ‘special’. The issue is one of meeting the differential needs of the groups. 
Regarding the proposals made in paragraph 4.51, pg 76:
Do you agree with these proposals for the issuing of guidance by the Commission for Equality and Human Rights, but that the Commission should not have a role approving positive action programmes?

These proposals are too weak and we can only support the first part of the proposal. It is our opinion that the CEHR should have positive action proposal powers and should also be accorded expert witness status in the courts and tribunals. 

The use of Comparators

In relation to the question asked in paragraph1.16, pg 34:

Do you have any comments on our intention to keep the existing requirement for a comparator in direct discrimination claims?
And the question in paragraph 3.29, pg 59:
Do you agree that allowing the use of hypothetical comparators would be unlikely to give any benefit in practice?

We intend to give a detailed answer to these questions.
Race Equality Foundation considers the use of comparators to be one of the greatest impediments encountered by BME claimants. In the area of employment it has negatively impacted the ability of BME workers to bring successful claims against their employers in tribunals.
We totally reject every form of comparator, whether ‘actual’ or ‘hypothetical’. Interestingly, the Review wishes to retain the use of actual comparators in cases involving direct discrimination but is unsure about retaining a hypothetical comparator in cases pertaining to certain areas of Equal Pay. The reason for hesitancy in the latter case is presumably based on the fear of transgressing European Community (EC) law. We would contend that the continued use of actual comparators also infringes European law. The problem with the comparator system is that it placed the ‘burden of proof’ on the claimant. This requirement was tantamount to making the claimant prove his/her own victimisation. Given the gross disparity of power between the individual claimant and the organisations and institutions that were often the respondents and the often narrow and conservative interpretation of the law by tribunals, the high failure rate of cases is only to be expected.
The EC Race Directive originating from Article13 placed the burden of proof in race-related cases on the respondents, who were tasked with proving that they did not possess discriminatory policies or engaged in discriminatory practices.
The Race Directive has been incorporated into British domestic law as the Race Relations Act 1976 (Amendment) Regulations 2003. We have not noticed any mention of this law and its provisions although the Race Directive is mentioned on paragraph 7, pg 28 of the Review.

It is also of interest to us that the listing of current domestic equalities laws in paragraph 6, on pg 28, includes only the Race Relations Act 1976.
Perhaps it is the fact that the Race Regulations contains the revised burden of proof that constitutes the real problem. 

We await clarification from the authors of the Review as to how they perceive the system of comparators can operate in tandem with the principles enshrined within the revised burden of proof.

The undermining effect of demanding comparators has a long history, located in the failure experienced by female claimants seeking redress under the Equal pay Act 1970.

Jeremy McMullen’s lucid book entitled ‘Rights at Work’ (1984) contains two interesting passages on pg 188-89:

Outrageous and pedantic decisions by tribunals during 1976 got the Act off to a bad start.  This, together with some celebrated equal pay strikes, had the beneficial effect of showing that going to the law to enforce workers’ rights must be regarded as a long shot.
Further:

Claims under the Act declined rapidly from 1,742 in 1976 to 39 in 1982, and the success rate went down to 5 per cent of all claims, or 15 per cent of cases heard (EOC Annual Report 1982). As the earnings figures on page159 show, this decline is due not to any significant march towards parity, but to the restriction by the courts of the scope of the Act and individual workers’ disillusionment with it as a means of achieving equal pay.
The situation remained unchanged until the European Court ruled that the UK had breached the then EEC regulations. The Act was changed in 1984 to bring it in line with the higher and less complicated standards required by EEC legislation.
The experiences recounted above have considerable contemporary currency reminding us that there has been very modest substantive change in relation to equalities.

Conclusion

We consider that most of the a priori apprehensions that we held regarding a future Single Equality Act, have been confirmed after perusing the substantive proposals contained in the Discrimination Law Review. 

The Review made the mistake of being too self-congratulatory in the ‘Overview’ and painting a picture of equalities progress that we are not able to recognise or visualise. Certainly, there has been a raft of legislation developed over the years but each legislative development has been the subject of a struggle carried out by pressure groups and activists. This fact is nowhere reflected in the pages of the Review.

We would agree that overt examples of racism in publications, signs and advertisements have largely disappeared from sight, but we would argue not from mind. There is an old adage, which states, “the stricter the government, the wiser the population”. Racism has now become, except for isolated areas, covert and sophisticated.
In reality there has been little substantive change. The plethora of statutes and regulations has largely been a ‘paper exercise’. Employers have become adept at manipulating the loopholes contained in equalities legislation. Moreover, enforcement is practically non-existent. 

The trade unions and tribunals have each in their own way failed to discharge their obligations to BME workers as delineated by race equality legislation. BME workers have become increasingly angry, frustrated and disillusioned with both race equality legislation and the agencies from which they seek help i.e. the Commission for Racial Equality, the unions and the tribunals. Our contact with various BME workers groups provided us with very valuable information.
We consider that the Review has failed to address the area of enforcement together with punitive action for those who consistently refuse to enact equalities legislation. The emphasis placed on voluntarism is misguided and will serve to exacerbate an already serious state of affairs. 
We believe there are some lessons to be learnt from the United States regarding the achievements of BME people. Regardless of the many and varied problems that exist in USA they possess punitive legislation in relation to equalities. This is a feature that the UK would do well to emulate in terms of domestic equality legislation.
It is our collective opinion that, we are unable to accept the provisions of the Discrimination Law Review as presently constituted. We are prepared however to review the proposals after modifications are made.
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