
All things are not equal 
Without inequality no place left for philanthropic dimension 

The other day at lunch with the 
dean of a prominent law school, I 
listened to how Robert Bork might 

have approved the invalidation of the 
anti-contraceptive bill that has gotten 
him in such trouble. 

What happened in Griswold vs. Con- 
necticut was that an ancient (19th 
century) bill, backed by Protestant 
Connecticut in 1879, forbade the sale 
or the use of contraceptives. Nobody 
was ever prosecuted under this silly 
legislation, and by 1961, nobody was 

really for keeping it on the books. The 
Protestants had lost interest in contra- 
ceptives, or rather in laws prohibiting 
their use, and although the Catholics 
didn’t much care for the law, the arch- 
bishop didn’t mind people thinking 
that the church was strong enough to 
bar the law’s repeal. 

So a Mrs. Estelle Griswold set up a 
birth-control clinic to prescribe con- 

traceptives to patients. This was all but 
acted out in the middle of the New 
Haven Green, in order to attract maxi- 
mum attention, and Professor Thomas 
Emerson of Yale, a First Amendment 
expert, pleaded in the name of privacy 
the illegitimacy of the contraceptive 
law. The Supreme Court — because it 
thought the law silly — granted. Sud- 
denly we had a thing called privacy, the 
right to. Exactly what right to exactly 
what privacy was something the 
Supreme Court more or less proceeded 
to determine on its own. 

Bork got into hot water, and remains 

in it, for insisting that the Griswold 
decision was inadequately argued. 

Well, how might it have been argued? 
The law school dean takes us imme- 

diately into the question of abortion, 
allying the two cases — abortion also 
was ruled against on the grounds of 
women’s privacy. You could plead, the 
dean said, that since only women get 
pregnant, then a rule involving women 
that was voted on only by men violated 
equal protection under the law. 

William F. 
Buckley Jr. 
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But we find ourselves in interesting 

waters, contemplating the limits of the 
right of one element of a republic to 
legislate the behavior of a different 
element. Consider, for instance, the 
current complaint of many servicewo- 
men that they are denied combat 
assignments. They maintain, according 
to different women’s groups testifying 
before a House subcommittee last week, 
that this exclusion prevents them from 
ascendancy in the ranks, leads to sex- 
ual harassment, and is a discriminatory 
application of the laws. They want to 
fight, and one congressman, Rep. Wil- 
liam L. Dickinson of Alabama, says he 
supports women for combat assign- 

ments, insisting only that they com- 

pete against men for these assignments. 
Ten years from now, a president will 

appoint some judge to the Supreme 
Court who ruled in 1987 that women 
were not entitled to join infantry com- 
bat units because gender-related regu- 
lations by the chiefs of staff are not 
outlawed by the 14th Amendment. Sen. 
Edward Kennedy and Sen. Joseph Biden 
will rule that anyone who took so 
archaic a position on the rights of 
women in 1987 is obviously not fit to sit 
on the Supreme Court in 1997. 

But, let’s face it, you cannot dis- 
member a collectivity without atomiz- 
ing it. Will we be saying that old people 
may not vote on the question at what 
age minors may legally purchase alco- 
hol? And are only these voters under 62 
to be permitted to vote on how much 
Social Security older people will get 
given that they, the younger genera- 
tion, are paying for it? Or is it the other 
way around: Only old people can vote 
on how much money the should receive? 

Two weeks ago, surveying the end 
bits of the Titanic, I wondered whether, 
if such a boat went down today, men 
would as a matter of course yield their 
places on the precious lifeboats to the 
women. Would this be denounced, by 
the kind of people who qualify to sit on 
the Supreme Court, as acts in implied 
contempt of the 14th Amendment? 

I swear, if thee is no place left for the 
philanthropic dimension. My God, isn’t 
affirmative action threatened? 
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Letters 

Theory ‘unscientific’ 
In response to Chris 

McCubbin’s editorial on the sub- 
ject of the scientist’s dislike of 
creationism, it would seem likely 
that any scientist would be irritated 
by the marketing of non-science as 
science in his or her field. 

Hypotheses can become theo- 
ries only by passing many tests 
which follow from their logical 
framework. The traditional crea- 
tionism “theories” would be better 
labeled as creationism scenarios— 
not really theories but ways we 

could imagine life arising if only 
their supernatural claims could be 
experimented on. Supernatural 
forces by definition can’t be the 
object of science so it is within the 
biologist’s right not to consider 
them. If creation scientists truly 
want to be on equal footing with 
evolution theories they should 
suggest that the species of the ani- 
mal world appeared suddenly and 
how this could be explained by 
natural processes. Any meaning or 

purpose behind these natural proc- 
esses should be left to the 
individual’s beliefs. 

This whole problem boils down 
to the question, “Are biologists 
rejecting valid ideas because they 
threaten their own?” A good anal- 
ogy could be one of a literature 
journal and its editor. If the 
Journal’s scope was 17th century 
German poetry, wouldn’t the edi- 
tor be justifiably annoyed if some- 

one kept submitting 20th century 
detective stories with fervent ap-’ 
peals of their quality and relevance 
to literature? The editor would 
refuse the offers... and the author 
might convince his friends he’s 
been done justice. 

Mark Schlegel 
senior 

physics 
Lane dangers cited 

In response to Monday’s edi- 
torial about the need for bike 
lanes in Lincoln, I am against 
the idea of having bike lanes es- 
tablished. 

Being a serious cyclist, who 
rides 8,000 miles a year, I have 
found that bike lanes create 
more conflicts with motorists 
than they eliminate. Having 
bicycled in Madison, WI, I have 
found that bike lanes increase 
the likelihood of a cyclist being 
hit by a turning motorists either 
moving into and from a parking 
space or opening the door in 
front of one. Bike lanes also 
encourage cyclists to make a left 
turn from the right edge of the 
road, which creates another 
hazard. 

Greg Forrester 
graduate student 
climatalogy 

2 I 

GOLD 
CHAINS 

50% OFF 
» 

FOREVER 
There is no more treasured gift than 
a brilliant solitaire diamond set in a 

classically lovely 14Kt. gold ring. 
Ref. NOW Ref. NOW 

1/10 carat $240 $175 1/2 carat $1250 *895 
1/4 carat $495 *395 1 carat $2495 *1695 

GORGEOUS DIAMONDS 
Set in 14Kt. gold—a dazzling gift. 
Pendants Ref. NOW 

1/10 carat $159 *125 
1/4 carat $399 *289 
1/2 carat $1295 ‘849 
Earrings Ref. NOW 

.05 carat $89 *59 ! 
1/10 carat $129 ‘89 I 
1/5 carat $269 ‘189 
1/3 carat $369 *275 
1/2 carat $895 *575 

A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF QUALITY 
One gorgeous marquise-shaped diamond 
surrounded by four additional diamonds 
—more than Vi carat total weight—are set 

in a contemporary 14Kt. gold ring. 
Ref. $1220 NOW *859 

■ 
THE CHOICE IS YOURS 
A contemporary band of genuine 
14Kt. gold, wrapped by a row of 
diamonds and your choice of 
sapphires or rubies. 
Ref. $365 NOW $^^5 

ONE GREAT-LOOKING RING 
A stunning diamond in a four- 
pointed star setting is accented 

k by the tapering lines of a 

I brushed gold band. 
I Ref. $495 NOW *295 

A PEARL AND A SWIRL 
One perfect pearl flanked by two diamonds, captured 
in gentle curves of a genuine gold ring. 
Ref. $160 NOW 


