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Great attorneys unite. They do not divide. Yet in our current culture, the role of lawyers within
– and their value to – society has changed so that too often we are only adversaries rather than
mediators or consensus builders. If we are able to build ties across lines of difference, this can
benefit our clients, our profession, our society and ourselves. Here, Kanazawa explains just how
that could happen and why we ought to try to do it.

I. Introduction

T

he changing perception of lawyers is challenging our place in society. From the lofty perch of
“guardians of the law,”1 lawyers have fallen to a point where only twenty-one percent of the public
believes lawyers, as a profession, have high or very high honesty and ethics (by comparison, more
than eighty-five percent of the public thinks nurses, as a profession, have high or very high honesty and
ethics).2
It was not always this way, and it need not continue this way.
In 1952, the media accused Senator Richard Nixon of using campaign funds for personal purposes, and
Nixon was struggling to retain his position as the Vice Presidential candidate on the Dwight D. Eisenhower Republican Presidential ticket. To regain his credibility with the American people, Senator Nixon
went on television and delivered his famous “Checkers Speech” in which he justified his actions by relying, in part, on a legal review of his expenses by a law firm, Gibson Dunn & Crutcher.3
1. The change in the perception of lawyers and their role in society is not just external. It is internal as well. The change is
reflected in the evolving Preamble to the American Bar Association’s Model Rules of Professional Responsibility. The 1908
Preamble to the ABA Cannons of Professional Ethics (last modified in 1963) emphasizes the role of lawyers in providing
stability to the courts and democratic self-government by dispensing justice in a manner that gives the public “absolute
confidence in the integrity and impartiality of its administration.” The 1908 Preamble also notes that the “maintenance of
justice pure and unsullied . . . . cannot be so maintained unless the conduct and motives of the members of our profession
are such as to merit the approval of all just men.” Canons of Professional Ethics 1 (Am. Bar Ass’n 1908), http://www.
americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/migrated/cpr/mrpc/Canons_Ethics.authcheckdam.pdf (last visited September 25,
2016). There is no mention of clients in the 1908 Preamble. Similarly, the 1969 Preamble to the ABA Model Code of Professional Responsibility emphasized the role of lawyers in protecting the rule of law. “Lawyers, as guardians of the law, play
a vital role in the preservation of society. The fulfillment of this role requires an understanding by lawyers of their relationship with and function in our legal system.” Model Code of Prof’l Responsibility 6 (Am. Bar Ass’n 1980), http://
www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/migrated/cpr/mrpc/mcpr.authcheckdam.pdf (last visited September 25, 2016).
Again, there is no mention of clients. By contrast, the current Preamble to the Model Rules of Professional Conduct emphasizes a lawyer’s representation of clients and diminishes a lawyer’s role in maintaining justice to that of a public citizen. The
current Preamble begins with the sentence, “A lawyer, as a member of the legal profession, is a representative of clients, an
officer of the legal system and a public citizen having special responsibility for the quality of justice.” The concept of a lawyer playing “a vital role in the preservation of society” which “requires an understanding by lawyers of their relationship
to our legal system” does not appear until the thirteenth paragraph of the 13 paragraph current Preamble. Model Rules of
Professional Conduct 3 (Am. Bar Ass’n 1983), http://www.americanbar.org/groups/professional_responsibility/publications/model_rules_of_professional_conduct.html (last visited Aug. 9, 2016). Our own vision of our role has changed
from primarily playing “a vital role in the preservation of society” to primarily “a representative of clients.”
2. See Honesty/Ethics in Professions, Gallup (Dec. 6, 2015), http://www.gallup.com/poll/1654/honesty-ethics-professions.aspx.
3. See Richard M. Nixon “Checkers Speech,” The History Place: Great Speeches Collection, http://www.historyplace.com/
speeches/nixon-checkers.htm (last visited Aug. 9, 2016).

IILP Review 2017 •••• 93

As a society, we have changed. We
live among a divided citizenry at
war with each other.
In 1954, Boston attorney Joseph Nye Welch, in televised hearings, stopped the rabid anti-communist
crusade of Senator Joseph McCarthy with his impromptu defense of a young lawyer (Fred Fisher) who
worked for Welch’s firm and had once been a member of the National Law Guild. Welch’s simple words
caused the audience to applaud and turned public opinion against Senator McCarthy: “Until this moment,
Senator, I think I never really gauged your cruelty or your recklessness […] Let us not assassinate this lad
further, Senator. You have done enough. Have you no sense of decency, sir? At long last, have you left no
sense of decency?”4
Today, can you imagine any politician calling on a lawyer to regain his credibility with his or her voters?
Can you imagine any lawyer having the gravitas to stop a crusading Senator with an impromptu defense
of another lawyer in the middle of Senate hearing?
Indeed, in 2015, when New Jersey Governor Chris Christie retained Gibson Dunn & Crutcher to investigate and clear Governor Christie of any wrongdoing in the George Washington Bridge lane-closing
scandal, the $8 million spent on the law firm and its “unorthodox approach” of overwriting witness interview notes resulted in a judge slamming the investigation for its “opacity and gamesmanship.”5 The law
firm’s involvement gave Governor Christie no net gain in credibility before his constituents.
As a society, we have changed. We live among a divided citizenry at war with each other. We identify
with our own silo communities and see other silo communities as dangerous to our nation. A recent Pew
Research poll found our nation more divided than ever—ninety-two percent of Republicans are politically to the right of the median Democrat and ninety-four percent of Democrats are politically to the left
of the median Republican; twenty-seven percent of Democrats and thirty-six percent of Republicans view
the other party as a “threat to the Nation’s well-being.”6 We do not just disagree. We completely distrust
the other side and consider them our enemy and our country’s enemy.
On college campuses, there is an increasing tendency to listen only to those with whom we agree and
to not tolerate those with whom we disagree.7 We live in different worlds yet demand that the world conform to our vision of the world.
4. McCarthy-Welch Exchange (“Have You No Sense of Decency”), American Rhetoric: Top 100 Speeches, http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/welch-mccarthy.html (last visited Aug. 9, 2016).
5. Kate Zernike, Judge Faults Firm’s Failure to Keep Notes in Christie Bridge Investigation, N.Y. Times, Dec. 16, 2015, http://
www.nytimes.com/2015/12/17/nyregion/judge-faults-firms-failure-to-keep-notes-in-christie-bridge-investigation.
html?_r=0.
6. Political Polarization in the American Public, Pew Research Center (June 12, 2014), http://www.people-press.
org/2014/06/12/political-polarization-in-the-american-public/.
7. See Catherine Rampell, Liberal Intolerance is on the Rise on America’s College Campuses, Wash. Post (Feb. 11, 2016),
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/liberal-but-not-tolerant-on-the-nations-college-campuses/2016/02/11/0f79
e8e8-d101-11e5-88cd-753e80cd29ad_story.html; see also Greg Lukianoff & Jonathan Haidt, The Coddling of the American Mind,
The Atlantic (Sept., 2015), http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2015/09/the-coddling-of-the-americanmind/399356/.
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II. Public Perception
The public’s view of our profession also has rightfully changed.
In the early 1970s, the Watergate scandal shattered public faith in the role of lawyers as “guardians of
the law” and vital to the preservation of society. In an effort to reelect a Republican President, twenty-one
lawyers, including the President of the United States, planned and later tried to cover-up a criminal breakin of the Democratic National Headquarters. These lawyers willfully broke the law rather than uphold the
rule of law and shook the entire nation into demanding higher ethics from lawyers.8
In 1977, the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision to open the door to lawyer advertising bolstered the image
of self-interested greed among lawyers.9 Lawyers were now free to be merchants in the business of law
and could advertise their partisan prowess for clients–rather than their role in upholding the rule of law.
This simultaneously gave rise to the unique phenomenon of lawyer jokes in the United States and the
empirically unsupported perception that lawyers are all greedy.10
The broadly-televised OJ Simpson case in the 1990’s underscored a related perception that justice was
for sale and the perception that those who could afford justice could purchase it, again undermining the
view of lawyers as upholding the rule of law.11
Atticus Finch in the popular 1960 book and 1962 movie To Kill a Mockingbird epitomized the positive
image of lawyers, and these events and others tarnished that image.
What we do as lawyers has not changed. We are agreement-makers. We cross “enemy” lines and draft
agreements that create mental constructs, which help our clients and others work cooperatively together
in the present and future. We work with legislators and regulators to agree on societal rules and apply
those rules in a manner that smooths the path for future development and growth. In litigation, we find
ways to mend seemingly intractable tears and somehow seal agreements in ninety-eight percent of the
cases filed.12 In the two percent of cases we take to trial, we present evidence and arguments to encourage
the trier of fact to see the picture of justice in our heads and agree with our version of the story. Indeed, the
entire litigation process is an agreement to a process by which we can all–winners and losers–finally put
a dispute behind us. We are agreement-makers. This has not changed.13
8. See Victor Li, Watergate’s Lasting Legacy is to Legal Ethics Reform, Says John Dean, ABA Journal (Mar. 31, 2014), http://
www.abajournal.com/news/article/John_Dean_tells_Techshow_audience_how_Watergate_led_to_legal_ethics_reform/;
see also On-Demand CLE Comes to Minnesota, Hennepin Lawyer (Dec. 31, 2014) (noting that mandatory CLE began in Minnesota in response to the concern about lawyer ethics in the wake of Watergate).
9. Bates v. State Bar of Arizona, 433 U.S. 350 (1977).
10. See Debra Cassens Weiss, 1980s-era Lawyer Jokes Were Unique to U.S., Sociologist Says, ABA Journal (Mar. 28, 2014),
http://www.abajournal.com/news/article/1980s-era_lawyer_jokes_were_unique_to_us_sociologist_says/; see also Alex
Beam, Greed on Trial, The Atlantic (June, 2004), http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2004/06/greed-on-trial/302957/; see also Paul F. Teich, Are Lawyers Truly Greedy? An Analysis of Relevant Empirical Evidence, 19 Tex. Weslyan L.
Rev. 837 (2013).
11. See Michael Holtzman, Is Justice for Sale?, AvvoStories (Nov. 4, 2015), http://stories.avvo.com/money/is-justicefor-sale.html; see also Sara Sternberg Greene, Why Don’t the Poor Trust Justice? Blame O.J. Simpson, Newsweek (Feb. 12, 2016),
http://www.newsweek.com/why-dont-poor-trust-justice-blame-oj-simpson-426072.
12. See Patricia Lee Refo, Opening Statement: The Vanishing Trial, A.B.A. Litigation Online (2004), http://www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/publishing/litigation_journal/04winter_openingstatement.authcheckdam.pdf.
13. Proponents of “procedural justice” use empirical studies to argue that people do not follow the law because of
any “carrots or sticks” incentives but rather because they believe it is legitimate. This is more than simply being properly
enacted according to the applicable rules. It also means having a dispute resolution system that gives complainants an
opportunity to voice their complaint; processes disputes through a transparent and objective process; treats litigants with
respect; and is staffed by people who are sincere. When these elements are present, empirical studies worldwide indicate
that parties are satisfied and can move forward from disputes of the past, even when the decision is against them. See generally Tom Tyler, Why People Obey the Law (2006). The lawyers’ traditional role of upholding the rule of law consistently
promoted this legitimacy. But, with the current emphasis on representing clients, the lawyer’s role has been distorted into
“winning” for their client without regard to the “procedural justice” that would assure litigants will trust and be satisfied
with the outcome of our dispute resolution system.
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What has changed is how we view ourselves. We have bought into the myth that justice is for sale and
we are in the business of law. Telling ourselves and others that we are warriors and team champions fighting for our clients detracts from our central role as agreement-makers. Warriors are not agreement-makers. Sports team captains are not agreement-makers. They are by definition dedicated to defeating the
opposition. They draw hard lines between themselves and their enemies. They strategize to undercut and
exploit the weaknesses of their opponents. They train to intimidate and show no mercy for any who stand
in their way. They are focused on their own goals and are hostile to the goals of the opposition. They selfishly want to win at the expense of the opposition.
It is difficult to trust someone who is selfishly dedicated to defeating you. You are constantly on guard
and trying to figure out how they are outmaneuvering or cheating you. Consumers perceive used car
salesmen, as merchants, as selfishly dedicated to defeating them. They just want to sell you a car to move
their inventory and make money. They do not care if the car suits your needs or fits your budget. They just
want your money. Warriors are noble for risking their own lives but are no different in their one-sided
objectives.
By contrast, we trust, are open to, and are moved by those who appear to be acting selflessly.
Jerry Buss, the former owner of the Los Angeles Lakers NBA basketball franchise, put together ten
NBA championship teams and fielded championship contender teams in almost every year that the Los
Angeles Lakers were not the NBA champion. At his funeral, one of his business partners, Frank Mariani,
revealed how he did it. Jerry would look at every deal from all sides. If the deal was not fair to all sides, he
would not do it. In fact, in one deal, he agreed to the transaction and decided at the last minute that it
wasn’t quite fair, so he threw in an additional player in the trade to make it fair.14 As you can imagine,
people who did business with Jerry Buss were probably more open and less guarded in doing deals with
him. Selflessly thinking of others is disarming.
The movie Invictus dramatizes how Nelson Mandela understood the persuasive and uniting power of
selflessly being a little above the fray when he became President of South Africa. After twenty-seven years
of hard labor and isolation in prison under the apartheid South African government, revenge would be
an understandable reaction when the government released Mandela and when South Africa elected him
President. Instead, Mandela embraced the white Afrikaans sport of rugby and rallied the nation to support South Africa’s rugby team at the 1995 Rugby World Cup, even though the majority of the country
(and his primary constituency) was black, considered rugby a symbol of the apartheid past, and would
normally root for teams opposed to the all-white (except for one black) South African Springboks team.
Crossing lines that previously divided his country and personally punished him, Mandela worked with
the white Springboks captain, François Pienaar, to have the white Springboks team train and befriend
black South African youth across the country. By doing so, the black youth and white Springboks team
began to identify with each other and erase the lines that separated them. In the final game of the 1995
Rugby World Cup, Mandela personally showed his identification with the team and their primary supporters, by wearing the green Springboks cap and shirt when he walked onto the field, as the President of
the host country, for the final match. Eighty percent of the spectators in attendance were white South
African supporters of the Springboks team. Rather than simply reversing the power balance between
whites and blacks, Mandela erased the dividing lines by reaching across and embracing the white community through a sports and national lens that saw all South Africans as one.
This is what great attorneys do; they unite rather than divide. They put together complicated deals that
address and enhance all parties’ wants and needs. They listen and embrace the ideas of others, much like
14. See Ross Pickering, VIDEO: Dr. Buss Memorial in Full, Featuring Speeches from Kobe, Shaq, Magic, Kareem, Phil, Riley,
West, and More, Lakerholicz.com, http://lakerholicz.com/video-dr-buss-memorial-in-full-featuring-speeches-from-kobeshaq-magic-kareem-phil-riley-west-and-more/2013/02/22 (last visited Aug. 9, 2016).
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This is what great attorneys do; they unite
rather than divide.
improv artists adept at taking over with a “yes and . . .” attitude that helps move everyone forward.15
Even at trial, they try desperately to understand the trier of fact so that the pictures they paint and the
colors they choose to illustrate their story will resonate with their deciding audience. Great attorneys seek
common ground and an agreement, not division.
This is our essential contribution to society. We remind people of what we have in common. Whether it
is the rules, laws, private agreements, or the social norms and conventions developed through common
law, lawyers use what we have in common to fashion new agreements or put old disputes to rest. Our
power lies not in our weapons or wealth but in our words and the degree to which our words help our
fellow citizens see commonality and agree.
We are not scientists. We do not have the luxury of time to find some evolving “truth.” Our fellow citizens cannot wait for years of research and experimentation to move forward. They need an agreement
now. They need lawyers who can cross lines, listen to the opposition, build trust, and creatively shape
agreements that will allow us to cooperate and put disputes behind us now.
Building trust is foundational.
Every new idea begins as a minority perspective: that the earth is not flat; that sanitation prevents disease; that women and people of color should have the right to vote; that a certain look or style is beautiful;
and we should treat people as equals. All of these ideas began with just a handful of believers. The majority eventually accepted some of these ideas. Why? Professor William Crano has devoted his professional
life to exploring this question—“how the weak influence the strong, how the minority changes the majority”—and has found:
To be effective, the weaker group must establish a link with the group in power. This is critical
because the majority must accept the outsiders as part of itself, as a part of the in-group, before
it will give them a fair hearing. A minority that fails to be accepted as the in-group is unlikely to
have much chance of moving the larger group. For the minority to influence the majority, it must
persuade the majority that “we’re all in this together, we are part of the larger group.” This is the
first and most critical rule of minority influence.16
We trust those who are like ourselves—people with whom we perceive share our values and principles.
Our greatest statesmen, leaders, and lawyers help us to see commonality where it might not be obvious, and they find ways to unite us with common values and common principles that build trust and
empathy between people seemingly at odds with each other.
At the beginning of World War II, we experienced two diametrically opposite approaches to dealing
with people in the United States that looked like our enemy, Japan. On the West Coast, West Coast Area
Commander General John L. DeWitt declared, “A Jap is a Jap […] There is no way to determine their
15. See Kelly Leonard & Tom Yorton, Lessons from The Second City: Yes, And: How Improvisation Reverses ‘No,
But’ Thinking and Improves Creativity and Collaboration (2015).
16. See William Crano, The Rules of Influence: Winning When You’re in the Minority 55-56 (2012).
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We owe the public more. Our oath of office is not
simply a license to earn money in the business of law.
By pledging to uphold the constitution and the rule of
law, we joined a profession dedicated to keeping our
society together by reminding our fellow citizens of
values and principles we hold in common.
loyalty.” With this sentiment, General DeWitt lobbied for and used President Roosevelt’s Executive Order
9066 to round up and intern 120,000 people of Japanese descent (two-thirds of whom were American-born
U.S. citizens) in the Western States. All things Japanese and anything that could remotely be used for
espionage or sabotage were confiscated and destroyed. With usually only a day’s notice to pack a single
suitcase for the internment, most of the Japanese lost everything they owned to scavengers and opportunists who paid, at best, pennies on the dollar for the property and businesses of the soon to be incarcerated
Japanese. To General DeWitt, the battle line he drew was appropriate. The Japanese’s losses of liberty and
property were only fitting for these people who looked like the enemy.17
In Hawaii, Military Governor General Delos Emmons drew a different line. He declared, “We must distinguish between loyalty and disloyalty among our people,” and risked his career by defying the President and
refusing to intern the 140,000 Japanese in Hawaii (except for around 1,000 potential enemy sympathizers). He
believed trust built trust and set in motion the creation of a nearly all-Japanese 100th Battalion and 442nd Combat Regimental Team, which would fiercely battle throughout Europe and became the most decorated military unit in U.S. history. To General Emmons, the line was loyalty to the United States regardless of how one
looked.18
The lines that DeWitt and Emmons drew affected what they saw. Both Generals used the same intelligence
to justify their actions. There were rumors but no documented instances of espionage and sabotage by the
Japanese. General DeWitt (and Attorney General and later Governor and U.S. Supreme Court Justice Earl
Warren) used this absence of espionage and sabotage as proof that it was coming and therefore the internment
was necessary. General Emmons offered the same facts as proof that the Japanese were loyal and that the
United States could trust them.19 The difference was simply where they chose to see the lines that divide
people.
17. See generally Densho, http://www.densho.org/ (last visited Aug. 9, 2016); see also The Untold Story: Internment of
Japanese Americans in Hawaii, http://hawaiiinternment.org/untold-story/untold-story (last visited Aug. 9, 2016); Richard Reeves, Infamy: The Shocking Story of the Japanese Interment in World War II (2015); John DeWitt, Densho,
http://encyclopedia.densho.org/John_DeWitt/ (last visited Mar. 25, 2016).
18. See generally Tom Coffman, How Hawaii Changed America (2014); see also Facts About the 442nd, 442nd Regimental Combat Team, http://www.the442.org/442ndfacts.html (last visited Aug. 9, 2016); Education Center, 100th Infantry Battalion Veterans, http://www.100thbattalion.org/ (last visited Aug. 9, 2016); Densho Encyclopedia Delos Emmons,
http://encyclopedia.densho.org/Delos_Emmons/ (last visited Aug. 9, 2016).
19. See Crano, supra note 16; see also Coffman, supra note 18.
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On April 4, 1968, Robert Kennedy, then a U.S. Senator running for the Democratic Presidential nomination, landed in Indianapolis, Indiana, for a campaign stop and learned that a white man had shot and
killed Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Although his campaign warned him not to make an appearance in a
black neighborhood, Kennedy proceeded directly from the airport to that black neighborhood and stood
on the back of a flat-bed truck to inform the unaware black audience of what he had just learned. He
acknowledged that a white person had shot and killed Dr. King and said, “you could be filled with bitterness, and with hatred, and a desire for revenge. We can move in that direction as a country, in greater
polarization […] filled with hatred toward one another. Or we can make an effort, as Martin Luther King
did, to understand, to comprehend, and replace that violence, that stain of bloodshed that has spread
across our land, with an effort to understand, compassion, and love. For those of you who are black and
are tempted to […] be filled with hatred and mistrust of such an act, against all white people, I would only
say that I can also feel in my own heart the same kind of feeling. I had a member of my family killed […]
he was killed by a white man.”20
In one of the most remarkable impromptu speeches of all time, Bobby Kennedy created a common
bond with all in attendance that cut through the more obvious black and white lines presented. He identified with his audience and brought them to a higher plane that united all in the memory of the love and
compassion exhibited by Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. and his own brother John F. Kennedy. This act of
statesmanship–of bringing people together rather than dividing them–resulted in calm and no rioting in
Indianapolis.21
As lawyers, when we choose to see ourselves as warriors dedicated to winning for our clients rather
than more detached agreement-makers dedicated to justice for all, there are consequences. As warriors,
we draw hard lines between our friends and enemies. As warriors, we are partisans and are indistinguishable from the divided world we live in. As warriors, we promote the interests of our side at the expense of
those who disagree. As warriors, we do not trust the other side and do not expect the other side to trust
us. As warriors, we are skeptical of our opponent’s honesty and ethics and expect our opponent to be
similarly skeptical of our honesty and ethics. We both want to win. And by our partisanship, we both have
diminished credibility with each other and with any third party.
We owe the public more. Our oath of office is not simply a license to earn money in the business of law.
By pledging to uphold the constitution and the rule of law, we joined a profession dedicated to keeping
our society together by reminding our fellow citizens of values and principles we hold in common.
To be more, we need to be more than warriors. We need to be more than cheerleaders or team captains hailing the righteousness of our own team and taunting the illegitimacy of our enemies. To create real social
change, we need to persuade those with whom we disagree. But they will not let down their guard or hear
what we are saying if they and ourselves perceive us as warriors from an opposing side dedicated to defeating them. When we draw lines that include some but not all of us–e.g., Japs, Muslims, Christians, blacks,
whites, poor, rich–we divide into teams with no empathy or trust for any other team but our own. We can and
must do better. When non-Japanese stand up for Japanese, when blacks stand up for whites, when whites
stand up for blacks, and when the powerful stand up for the weak, they reframe how we see each other and
set the foundation for real change. They erase the lines and remind us that we are all in this together.

20. See Robert F. Kennedy, Remarks on the Assassination of Martin Luther King, Jr., American Rhetoric: Top 100
Speeches, http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/rfkonmlkdeath.html (last visited Aug. 9, 2016).
21. Will Higgins, April 4, 1968: How RFK Saved Indianapolis, Indystar, Apr. 2, 2015, http://www.indystar.com/story/
life/2015/04/02/april-rfk-saved-indianapolis/70817218/.
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