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I come today like an unwelcome dinner guest. To the
extent that I deviate from the character of this meeting as a
celebration of success and outstanding achievement, I hope
you will forgive me. My remarks are about lawyer
character and they can properly be regarded as criticism of
today's law students and today's young lawyers. Some will
perceive them to be unwarranted criticisms.
I wish to apply the hypotheses of David Riesman
concerning American character to the current crop of law
students and young lawyers. In his great book, The Lonely
Crowd, Riesman identified two conflicting and important
types within the American character. He concluded that
some of us were "inner-directed" and that others, a larger
group in modern America, were "other-directed." Let me
first read two passages from Riesman's book so that those of
you who are not familiar with it will have an understanding
of what I am saying. Describing American culture, Riesman
writes as follows on page 22:

by James J. White
Associate Dean and Professor of Law,
The University of Michigan
[The following address was delivered by Dean White at the
U-M Law School Honors Convocation in the spring of 1980)

In the smaller families of urban life, and with the spread of
"permissive" child care to ever wider strata of the population,
there is a relaxation of older patterns of discipline. Under these
newer patterns the peer-group (the age- and class-graded group in
a child's school and neighborhood) becomes much more important
to the child, while the parents make him feel guilty not so much
about violation of inner standards as about failure to be popular or
otherwise to manage his relations with these other children.
Moreover, the pressures of the school and the peer-group are
reinforced and continued-in a manner whose inner paradoxes I
shall discuss later-by the mass media : Movies, radio, comics, and
popular culture media generally. Under these conditions types of
character emerge that we shall here term other-directed. To them
much of the discussion in the ensuing chapters is devoted. What is
common to all other-directeds is that their contemporaries are the
source of direction for the individual-either those known to him
or those with whom he is indirectly acquainted, through friends
and through the mass media. This source is of course
"internalized" in the sense that dependence on it for guidance in
life is implanted early. The goals toward which the other-directed
person strives shift with that guidance : it is only the process of
striving itself and the process of paying close attention to the
signals from others that remain unaltered throughout life. This
mode of keeping in touch with others permits a close behavioral
conformity, not through drill in behavior itself, as in the traditiondirected character, but rather through an exceptional sensitivity to
the actions and wishes of others.

Riesman defines inner-direction at page 15 as follows :
The concept of inner-direction is intended to cover a very wide
range of types. Thus, while it is essential for the study of certain
problems to differentiate between Protestant and Catholic
countries and their character types, between the effects of the
Reformation and the effects of the Renaissance, between the
puritan ethic of the European and American north and west and
the somewhat more hedonistic ethic of the European east and
south, while all these are valid and, for certain purposes, important
distinctions, the concentration of this study on the development of
modes of conformity permits their neglect. It allows the grouping
together of these otherwise distinct developments because they
have one thing in common: the source of direction for the
individual is "inner" in the sense that it is implanted early in life
by the elders and directed toward generalized but nonetheless
inescapably destined goals.

To use a physical analogy one might compare an innerdirected person to an aircraft that is navigating within an
inertial navigation system, a gyroscopic system that
determines where it is by reference to its own gyroscope
and by its knowledge of where it started. The other-directed
person is like an aircraft navigating with radar. The radar
operates by sending out constant pulses of energy and by
reading and portraying the rett1rn pulses.
After he sets out the two character types described above
in his book, Riesman takes pains to deny that either is to be
more respected than the other. I find Riesman's denials, at
least insofar as they are aprlied to lawyers, to be
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unpersuasive. My thesis today is twofold: first that almost
all great lawyers are inner-directed; second that most of
you, and most young lawyers of today, are insufficiently
inner-directed. Some would say that it is obvious why a
lawyer is better for being inner-directed, for responding to
his gyroscope rather than to his radar but perhaps not all
would agree. To some extent the "right" character may be a
function of how one defines lawyer. To focus the analysis
let me give you three examples of men I believe to be great
lawyers.
The first is Clarence Darrow, a person who attended our
Law School. a man who is widely regarded as one of the
outstanding trial lawyers of the century. Consider one of his
most famous cases in which he represented a black family
in Detroit who were being tried for conspiracy to commit
murder. Dr. Sweet and his family had moved into a white
neighborhood of Detroit. In the course of a demonstration,
occasioned by their moving into the white neighborhood,
someone within the house shot and killed a person on the
street and the Sweets were charged with conspiracy to
commit murder. Mr. Darrow successfully defended the
family on conspiracy and in a second trial procured a
verdict of innocence when Henry Sweet was tried alone for
murder.
Consider as a second candidate, Joseph Welch, the Boston
lawyer who opposed Senator McCarthy in the Senate
hearings in the early 1950s. Welch's representation of the
people accused by McCarthy was careful and highly
effective. His representation had a great deal to do with the
decline of McCarthyism, for his skillful work disclosed how
baseless were McCarthy's claims and how paranoid and
wild-eyed were the charges.
Finally consider Thurman Arnold, in his later years a
Washington lawyer whose name remains as the Arnold of
Arnold & Porter. Arnold's active opposition of McCarthy
was but one in a long line of public and outspoken acts that
he took on behalf of and against various causes. It must
have been highly frustrating for his partners when Arnold,
as he was accustomed to do, would appear as a private
citizen to testify against legislation that his clientele wished
to have passed.
I suggest that none of these three men, nor any of the
thousands of equally able but less fmaous lawyers, could
have accomplished what they did, or would have done what
they did, had they been primarily other-directed. I suspect
that one cannot overestimate the hostility cif the white
population in the 1920s to the idea that blacks should have a
right to live next to them.
By the same token it is difficult in today's climate to
conceive the fear that McCarthy spread throughout even
powerful institutions in the United States. In that era two
members of The University of Michigan faculty left the
University under circumstances produced by McCarthyism.
People lost jobs in the television and movie industry and in
government. No person who depended upon the support
and approval of any institution big enough to be the subject
of McCarthy's wrath was free to ignore the possibility of
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being black-listed. Welch took a considerable risk'in
standing as the leader publicly and on television of the
opposition to Senator McCarthy.
Finally consider in today's law profession, commonly
now called the law business, the folly of someone such as
Thurman Arnold testifying contrary to the interests of his
clientele and thus contrary to his own direct economic
interest.
I submit that none of the three could have done what he
did had he been navigating with radar. Darrow and Welch
would have seen the wide-spread hostility in society at
large to their positions. Almost every conceivable peer
group to which they could have looked for direction would
have thought that representing the people they did, if not
wrong, was at least exceedingly foolis}.1. It is certain that
Thurman Arnold must have received the same message
from his peers, namely his colleagues in law practice and
his clientele. Had he been looking to those responses and
not to his gyroscope, surely he would not have done what he
did.
That is my thesis, namely to be a great lawyer one must be
inner-directed and not other-directed. From my examples,
one can determine how I define a lawyer. He is unique in
that he holds himself out principally as a representative of
one side in a conflict. By hypothesis, his position will
disagree with and perhaps offend those on the other side.
Empirically, we know that his position will often offend
those not associated with the case at all.
Second, and perhaps less unique, is the lawyer's service
on and to legislatures and other appointive and elective
public agencies. One cannot expect doctors or businessmen
to withstand the heat and controversy that are associated
with the workings of such agencies. As in the case of
individual conflict involving his client, it is to the lawyer
that we look for dispassionate and objective advice about
legislative and administrative acts.
I turn now to the second part of my thesis, namely that
you, the law students of today and the young lawyers, even
the pure and honest post-Watergate lawyers, are
insufficiently inner-directed and, in the words of Thomas
Wolfe, have too little of the "right stuff."
First some of you will object: "Why, I would oppose
Senator McCarthy." "I am against the kinds of restraints on
free speech, free thought, and free activities that he would
have imposed. I would have been ready to stand up against
him." An even greater number will say: "Why of course I .
would defend a black man accused of murder in connection
with a housing dispute. I recognize not only the right of
every person to have effective trial counsel, but also the
right of anyone to live wherever he wishes to." Some of you
might even argue that you would be prepared to appear in
public and take a position as a citizen that would be
contrary to the interests of one of your clients.
Even if such assertions were to be believed, and by and
large I do not believe them, they miss the point. To favor
integrated housing today is to be other-directed. Certainly it
is a tenet of the upper middle-class educated American

from which most of you are drawn that a person's race
should not stand in the way of any important choices. It is
equally a part of that group's belief that those accused of a
crime should have an effective defense. So to say that you
are inner-directed because you believe those things is not
persuasive. Those are the things that your peers tell you to
believe; things you should say.
It is the espousal of beliefs that are not popular among
your peers that proves one capable of following his innerdirections and not those of others. Show me the person who
speaks out publicly against the equal rights amendment;
show me the one who is willing to take a public position
against affirmative action; show me the person who is
prepared to defend Nixon in our community and I will show
you someone who is inner-directed. Were I more vicious, I
might accuse you, you who so eagerly accept today's liberal
norms, norms reverberated in your peers and accepted by
the larger part of society, to be yesterday's bigots. It is not
my thesis that you would have been members of the
Tireman Avenue Improvement Association. Rather it is that
you would have been on the sidelines at the McCarthy
hearings, or back at the office wringing your hands when
Thurman Arnold was testifying; that you would have read
about the Sweet trial with indifference.
If I am going to be so harsh, perhaps I have the duty of
coming forward with a little more evidence of your otherdirection. Let me suggest some for you to consider, for I see
evidence of conformity in the Law School community
everywhere. First is the conformity to standards of dress.
Since 1964 when I came to the faculty, we have been
through at least one full fashion cycle, perhaps two cycles.
It is now standard operating procedure to wear the threepiece suit, a restrained necktie, and carefully groomed hair
to interview and to appear in an equally studied but
disheveled state during the week. Since 1964 the norms of
student appearance have changed as rigidly and
compulsively as dress lengths in the New York fashion
market.
Second is conformity in course selection. Although we
have removed almost all the course requirements in
response to student demands, I see you flocking like sheep
to specific courses. Moreover, we hear overtones that
certain courses such as the clinic, are not elected by
students, not because those students believe the clinic is
educationally unsound for them but because employers
_might regard it as an undesirable course on the transcript.
For the same reason, we hear that students fail to elect
pass/fail in circumstances where they believe it would be
educationally sound because they fear the law firms'
reaction.
Third, I observe an almost total absence of criticism of the
accepted norms in the law student community. Who
criticizes the ERA? Who opposes affirmative action? Who
publicly favors reinstitution of the draft? I see little
evidence of public espousal of unpopular causes among our
student body. Finally, I would suggest that my thesis is
supported by the ease with which most of our student body

seem capable of fitting into large organizations, whether
those be corporate law offices, large law firms, or the
ACLU. My model inner-directed lawyer is at least
sufficiently eccentric that he is slightly uncomfortable in
such large organizations. While he may advance and find a
place there, he cannot fit too comfortably. So I see more
evidence than I would like that you are operating on radar
not only in class and job selection, but also in your
intellectual and political behavior.
Since this is supposed to be a happy occasion to celebrate
your successes, perhaps you were thinking that in
conclusion I can find a Deus ex Machina to snatch you from
the reach of my criticism, to find a way for each of you to
become Darrows, Welchs, or Arnolds. I cannot. Your
mothers and fathers, your peers, the television and
newspapers have made you what you are. Those things I
cannot change.
I would only hope that four or five years from now, when
each of you is doing very nicely with the law firm or when
you are comfortably established in the Justice Department
or, worse, in a public interest firm, that you have a twinge of
guilt when you do not appear before a public committee to
oppose some legislation that would have been in the
interest of one of your clients, or that you feel a little uneasy
when you reject the opportunity publicly to stand up for
someone who deserves your support or who represents
your true beliefs, beliefs that are at odds with those popular
in your community. In summary, I appear not as the way to
salvation but as a stimulus to guilt; guilt that may make you
behave a bit more as a lawyer should.

James J. White
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