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of agreements to arbitrate and preventing the states from effectively
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arbitration clauses associated with the traditional model of arbitration
have outlived their usefulness. The answer is a qualified yes for
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agreement and statutory claims are involved. This Article explores the
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This Article discusses the merits of a proposed punitive damages
cap in arbitration and the appropriateness of mandatory arbitration for
employment discrimination claims. Banning punitive damages would
detrimental because it would create the perception that arbitration puts
claimants at a disadvantage compared to other forums. In addition, the
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This Article describes a model for a fair and efficient securities
arbitration system and evaluates a series of proposals for improvement
of the securities arbitration system administered by the National
Association of Securities Dealers, Inc. (“NASD”) made by the NASD
Arbitration Policy Task Force. Elements of a fair and efficient
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This Note examines amendments to the federal habeas corpus
statutes through the Anti-Terrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act of
1996, in particular focusing on the effect of the amendments on
successive petitions brought by federal and state prisoners. Although
the 1996 amendments were purportedly intended to curb “abuse of the

-writ” by limiting repeated meritless petitions, they in reality do much
more: they effectively deny prisoners the right to bring some types of
claims altogether.






