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AM: Our conversation today is with Dori K. Berstein, director of the Supreme Court Institute and 
adjunct professor of law at Georgetown University Law Center. Our interview is taking place at the 
Edward Bennett Williams Law Library on the Georgetown University Law Center’s campus, 111 G St. 
NW, Washington DC. Dori has served as adjunct professor and director of the law center Supreme Court 
Institute for nearly a decade. She came to the law center after serving as an appellate litigator at the 
United States equal employment opportunity commission for almost eighteen years. Having previously 
worked as a law clerk for then judge Ruth Bader Ginsberg on the US Court of Appeals for the DC 
circuit, prior to that, Dori was a staff attorney in the office for the chief staff counsel for the DC circuit, 
and a trial attorney in the civil rights division of the United States department of justice. She’s a 
graduate of the New York University Law School, and earned an LLM in appellate advocacy as a fellow 
in the appellate litigation clinic at Georgetown Law. Welcome Dori. 
 
DB: Thank You. 
 
AM: And thank you for joining  us today to share some recollections about your work in the legal 
profession and in legal education. So Dory, we’re going to start with your career, a few questions before 
we talk about your work as a litigator and instructor. Let’s start with your early years, where you grew 
up, your family, education, and how you became interested in studying and practicing law. 
 
DB: I grew up in New Britain, Connecticut, otherwise known as the hardware capital of the world. It’s 
where Stanley works‒if you’ve ever seen “Stanley” on a tape measure or a hammer, that’s where it’s 
from. It’s a little blue collar town in central Connecticut. I went to public schools there where very few 
students who graduate from high school go to college. It’s very working class. From there, I went to 
college and I graduated from college, and I thought I would be a high school English teacher, but I 
didn’t want to take any of the education courses that they had in college, so instead I graduated and 
thought, “Well, I’ll go to New York City and see if I can work in publishing,” because I thought 
publishing means you sit around reading novels all day, which sounds great. I went to New York and i 
ended up working for Fairchild Publications which is a large trade publisher most notable for publishing 
“Women’s Wear Daily,” and a whole lot of other trade publications. I was working in their syndication 
department as a secretary for about two hundred-ten dollars a week, living in a little room without any 
windows in an apartment with two other people above a gay bar called the Barbary Coast on Seventh 



Avenue and Fourteenth Street, and I was bored out of my wits. I started working with kids at this social 
service center as a volunteer with their writing, both creative writing and school writing. I started 
thinking I’ve got to figure out a way to pay the rent and also do something socially useful. So I’m 
looking at the want ads thinking maybe I’ll become a social worker, but the only jobs at that time‒this 
was about 1980 at this point, and Ronal Reagan was president and funding for social services had been 
eliminated and many programs and the only jobs for social workers were  geriatrics and drug 
rehabilitation and those seemed kind of depressing, so I took the LSAT and I got into law school nad 
moved a few blocks downtown to NYU. I really had no idea what being a lawyer was, it was sort of 
process of elimination. 
 
AM: It’s quite a pivot though, from possibly teaching English to social work to law. 
 
DB: I was not entirely clear on what I wanted to do, but when I went to law school, I didn’t really know 
what practicing law would be like or even what law school would be like. I was terrified that I was 
going to fail in law school, and I discovered that it’s kind of similar to what I was doing when I was in 
college as an English major. If you’re doing literary criticism, it’s basically taking a text, which is a 
novel or a poem, and constructing an argument about the meaning of that text based on the text, the 
historical context of when it was written, maybe some background about that author, or what that 
author’s purpose was, and that’s very similar to what you so in constructing a legal argument, so I sort 
of took to it pretty naturally.  
 
AM: You enjoyed those years at NYU? 
 
DB: I did! I met my husband and I so I always say, “I loved law school because I fell in love.” That’s 
my overwhelming memory of law school, moving in. That was very nice. 
 
AM:  And so you graduated from law school. What did your husband...at the same time… 
 
DB: Yes, he was a year ahead of me. 
 
AM: He was a year ahead of you. 
 
DB: And I graduated in 1984, and I had worked for a law firm in New York City for my second 
summer. I determined after that‒several weeks of working at this law firm‒that I was not going to work 
for a law firm. I just didn’t care about the work, it didn’t have any meaning for me. It was just about 
money, which has never been a big motivator for me. My husband was working for a law firm in New 
York, and I said to him‒we weren’t married yet and we were engaged‒and I said I’m not working for a 
law firm when I graduate, so unless you want to work for a law firm, we’ve got to leave New York, 
because there’s no way we’re going to be able to afford to live here, unless one of us works for a law 
firm. So we decided to move down to Washington where there are many more opportunities for people 
who didn’t want to work in a law firm, so we were both hired by the federal government.  
 
AM: Is that how you developed an interest in litigation? 



 
DB: I sort of link that to litigation in the sense that I got hired at the justice department doing civil 
rights...I knew I wanted to be a cause litigator. I knew I had to have a cause. I had to really care about 
what I was doing, and I really did care deeply about discrimination, and in particular, I worked in the 
education section of the civil rights division, which mostly works on school desegregation and that was 
something I felt really strongly about. I’m sort of a conflict averse person by nature, and it is a little 
weird that I ended up becoming a litigator. I really don’t think I could have done it if I didn’t feel like 
the ends justify the means. There are some people who are probably the best litigators who are the happy 
warriors‒they enjoy a fight. I felt like I had to do the fight because it was something worth fighting for. 
If I didn’t care about it, I wouldn’t have wanted to do the fight. 
 
AM: And after the US department of justice...the department of justice...let’s see you moved to‒ 
 
DB: Actually from there, is when I came to Georgetown to work in the clinic. 
 
AM: Oh, I see.  
 
DB: And what happened was, I was working as a trial attorney in the justice department, and I didn’t 
want to be a trial attorney. I knew that pretty early on, because there’s basically two kinds of 
personalities for litigation. You can either be an adrenaline junkie in which case you’re a good trial 
lawyer, or a control freak in which case you’re a good appellate lawyer, and I definitely fall into the 
latter category. I actually tried to transition, to move in the justice department into the appellate section 
of the civil rights division, but at that point in time they weren’t hiring people who weren’t ideologically 
committed to the goals of the Reagan civil rights agenda. They weren’t taking people who had been 
hired just as line attorneys in the civil rights division, they were taking people who they knew were 
going to advance their agenda which was not a traditional civil rights agenda.  
 
AM: But that didn’t discourage you into eventually pursuing appellate practice. 
 
DB: That’s right. So what I did was I left the justice department and came to Georgetown where I got to 
do this fellowship in the appellate clinic. That’s how I learned how to be an appellate litigator, by 
working with Steve Goldblatt and the students here and doing appellate work. That’s how I sort of 
transitioned into becoming an appellate litigator. But it was sort of a circuitous path because in the 
middle of my fellowship I had a baby, which was not what I had planned to do, it’s just the way things 
worked out. I had my first child between the first and second year of my fellowship. I had her in July, 
and I was back when the students came back at the end of August. It was a very short maternity leave, 
but she was a very… Let’s just say she was a little better off fussy child as an infant. I would drop her 
off at daycare  and think “Thank God.” She’s in the hands of trained professionals, and now I can go to 
work and relax.  
 
AM: Well it must have been a pretty busy time then. 
 



DB: Ya, that was intense. So then after that, so I had this kid, and I was just sort of overwhelmed. So I 
thought back at work I’m supervising students, I’ve got this kid at home, who basically never sleeps, 
and‒ 
 
AM: So you didn’t either? 
 
DB: Right, and I was thinking now I’m supposed to go look for a job to do after the end of this 
fellowship, but I had a friend who was the senior fellow when I was the junior fellow‒the clinic has two 
fellows and it’s a two-year fellowship, so each year one is the senior, the other is the junior. The person 
who was the senior fellow was a woman named Ellen Pearlman who also got pregnant during her 
fellowship, but hers was a little better-timed because she had her kid at the end of the fellowship rather 
than the middle, and then she went over to the DC circuit staff counsel’s office, and she said to me, 
“Apply for this because it’s nine-to-five, you’ll be able to get out of here, people are nice here, you’ll 
just do your work, it’s a good ‘mommy job,’ and you’ll definitely get it, and you don’t have to worry 
about looking for a job.” So I said “Okay, I’ll do that,” and there was another person, Martha Tommack, 
who was also a former fellow of students who also got pregnant and went to that office. There was a 
steady stream of us, it was like this progression. So I then went and interviewed and I got an offer and so 
I decided to do that. That’s where I was, and that’s where the then Judge Ginsburg called me one day 
and asked me if I would be interested in working for her at the end of my two-year stint in the staff 
counsel’s office. So that’s how I ended up clerking for Judge Ginsburg which was a very‒I thought of 
myself as the accidental law clerk because I didn’t come to it in the usual way. I would never have 
applied to her when I was in law school because I would not have even thought I would have gotten an 
interview with her.  
 
AM: And can you tell us a little bit about that time? What it was like clerking? 
 
DB: So I remember the day I got a call‒this was not a natural progression to go from staff counsel’s 
office to a chamber’s clerk position. Staff counsel’s office basically handles all the motions work for the 
court, rights, procurement, opinions in cases that are argued to the court, and so you’re sort of a law 
clerk to the court generally, but not to a particular justice. It’s made very clear to you that this is not a 
stepping stone, that the chambers are sort of a different breed than the staff counsel’s office and you are 
not to ever think that you could apply to one of the judges because you wouldn’t want to put them in the 
awkward position of having to reject you‒which of course, they would. When I was working in staff 
counsel’s offices, I’d been there a few months, and I got a call from Judge Ginsburg’s chambers, it was 
her assistant, and she said the judge would like to speak with you. I thought, “Uh oh,” because that 
doesn’t happen, and she asked me if I would be interested‒she said I can give this to you in writing‒ and 
I wonder if you would be interested in working with me as chamber’s clerk. To my eternal mortification, 
my response to her was,”I’m not sure I would be able to keep the hours that you would expect of 
chamber clerks, because I have a one-year old at home.” I said this to the woman who spent her entire 
career fighting to make workplaces equal for women, and enable women to work with children. I said 
that to her and there was dead silence on the other end of the line, and she said, “Well, what are your 
hours now?” I said I usually get in around 8:30 and then I really have to leave no later than 5:30 because 



at 6:00 PM the daycare center closes and they start charging you ten dollars for every minute you’re 
away. 
 
AM: And you were explaining‒ 
 
DB: And then I come home, and then we have to do feeding and bath and lullabies and bedtime story 
and that...you know...after all of that, maybe if I’m still awake, I can do a little more work. And so she 
said, “I think we can accommodate that, why don’t you send your resume?” So I sent her my resume and 
I had an interview with her, and she offered me a position as the chambers clerk, which commenced at 
the end of my two-year stint with the staff counsel’s office. It was a revelation to me because at that 
time, there were only three women who were clerking for any of the judges on the DC circuit. At that 
time, each judge got three law clerks. Both of my coclerks already had clerkships lined up with justices 
on the US Supreme Court. Some of the other people who were clerking at the time included a fellow 
named Neil Gorsuch who was clerking for Judge Sentelle, and somebody named Andy Schlafly who 
was clerking for Judge‒the other Judge Binsberg, Douglas Ginsberg, and he was Phyllis Schlafly’s son‒
Phyllis Schlafly, as you may recall, was the arch nemesis of Ruth Bader Ginsburg as the leading 
opponent of the ERA. 
 
It was an interesting time, oh, another one of the law clerks at that time was a guy named Eric Posner, 
son of Richard Posner so this was an insight into‒this is how it works. It’s this old boys’ network, all 
these people went to Harvard or Yale, and they all have connections. Here I am, I’m like, now in like, 
early thirties, I have a child at home, and during my clerkship I got pregnant with my second child. And 
so...visibly pregnant...wandering around...it was like one of these things is not like the other‒that would 
have been me. But it was really transformational for me because she noticed things in me that I didn’t 
recognize that I have. She...I remember one day...she asked  me, “What are your plans after your 
clerkship?” “I was thinking I might go back to staff counsel’s office and work there.” Again, the silence, 
“I think that would be a waste,” she says to me. And she sent me for an interview with the solicitor 
general’s office of the United States, and I remember going to that interview‒there had been very very 
few women who had worked at that office. 
 
I went over there, I was about eight months pregnant at the time, I was wearing like the equivalent of a 
Laura Ashley tent, and I interviewed with then solicitor general, Ken Star and his principal deputy, John 
Roberts, and a few other people in that office, and I decided that‒I don’t know if I would have received 
an offer‒but I decided to withdraw my application. I know that the Judge was disappointed, I’ll put it 
that way. I just felt like, I can’t do this...it’s just...the work is just too voluminous and weighty for me to 
do this while I’m raising two little girls. And I know that Judge Ginsburg could have done it with her 
eyes closed, but I am not her, and I have never met anyone with her powers of focus and concentration. 
And so I ended up going to work at the EEOC doing appellate work there, and that’s where I stayed till I 
came here. 
 
AM: Right, almost eighteen years. 
 



DB:  Oh ya, so I had my baby, stayed home for three months with her. I would have stayed home longer 
if I knew what it was like to be with a baby who actually slept, because she was a sleeper, the first one 
wasn’t‒ 
 
AM: And how old was… 
 
DB: They’re four year apart. 
 
AM: They’re four years apart, okay.  
 
DB: And so then I went to EEOC and I stayed there until the baby graduated high school. And then I 
left.  
 
AM: So while you were at EEOC, can you tell us a bit about your work there, some highlights, maybe 
even some low points...What was that experience like? 
 
DB: Well I started at the EEOC in October of 1992, which was the day after President Clinton was 
elected. It was an interesting time, because I was arguing mostly in front of appellate judges who were 
appointed by Reagan and G.H.W. Bush. They were very conservative judges, they were not particularly 
hospitable to discrimination claims or workers’ rights generally. It was pretty frustrating. I mean, I loved 
the work, I loved the people I was working with, but the courts were not in my view, applying the law as 
congress intended.  
 
And this was particularly true for the Americans with Disabilities Act, which was passed in 1990, and 
became effective in 1992, so right when I started was when we were at the forefront of bringing 
disability discrimination claims against private employers. It was like, you had to educate these judges 
about disability discrimination in a way that I think must have been what it was like litigating Title VII 
cases back in the mid-1960s‒to try to explain to judges why women actually could work in construction, 
and they could work in prisons, and they could work as police officers or fire fighters.  
 
The experience trying to argue these cases was… Here’s an example: suppose you have a person who 
has insulin-dependent diabetes, and they are in a workplace where there is a rule that you cannot have 
any food at your workstation, and you have very strict shifts required, you can’t take a break unless at 
certain defined periods. Well somebody who is in that position could certainly do the job, could be 
completely qualified for that job, but they need an accomodation, which is a change to those rules, to 
enable them to work. If you try to argue that case to most of the appellate courts at that time, they would 
say that that person is not covered by the ADA. Why? Because they would say, “Somebody with 
insulin-dependent diabetes doesn’t fit within the definition of someone with a disability and you have to 
have a disability to be entitled to that accomodation. So unless you have some substantial limitation in a 
major life activity, you're not disabled.” I think what they were thinking was either I have insulin-
dependent  diabetes, or I know someone, and that person’s not disabled.  
 



Their concept of who has a disability was like blind people, people in wheelchairs, you know the 
obvious. But somebody who can’t get an accomodation who has insulin-dependent diabetes is going to 
be substantially limited, because they’re not going to be able to find a job, or they’re not going to be... 
whole segments of the workforce that are not available to them.And ultimately, Congress did end up 
having to amend the Disability Act to make clear that the definition, like a major life activity, is 
metabolizing food, and then people with insulin-dependent diabetes will be covered. But the courts were 
so limited in their perspective of who has a disability that it was frustrating the whole goal of Congress 
in enabling people with disabilities to function in the workplace.  
 
AM: Did that frustrate you as well? 
 
DB: Oh yes, and this is sort of a measure of how extreme the courts of appeals were in the context of 
discrimination cases. In the time I was at EEOC I worked on five cases that went to the Supreme Court, 
so I was working with the solicitor general’s office o those cases, and four of those cases, the first four I 
worked on, we got reversals in favor of the employee‒nine-zip. Now this was not an uer-liberal US 
Supreme Court. But you had all nine of these people saying that the courts of appeals were getting this 
wrong. So that’s the measure of how far these courts were going. They just were making it very difficult 
to prevail in employment discrimination claims. The last of those cases went five-four, and I had won 
the case on the sixth circuit. I’d argued it en blanc in the sixth circuit and we won and they went to the 
Supreme Court, and we lost five-four and that decision was wrong‒wrong, wrong, wrong. And it was 
one of these weird line-ups, I mean we had both Justice Scalia and Justice Ginsburg and Justice 
Kennedy and I forget who the other one was, I think probably Stevens. I mean, it was not a typical line-
up. I think Justice Breyer wrote the majority appealing, unreasoned. But I guess that was how I knew it 
was time to leave, so something else.  
 
AM: And so that was the move toward the end of your career at the EEOC? 
 
DB: Yeah. 
 
AM: Okay, so from that point on, then you joined Georgetown? 
 
DB:  Yes, so I sort of had gotten to the point where I was really tired of fighting for a living, which is 
like litigating is, and I saw this posting on SCOTUSblog‒I thought, I really knew it was able to be time 
for me to leave EEOC, but I really couldn’t imagine another job I’d want to do as a lawyer that you 
know if… Arguing civil rights appeals, that’s about as good as it gets from my perspective. And then, 
low and behold, there’s this position posted on SCOTUSblog, and I thought, “Oh, this is great!” because 
I could help other people, I could use my skills to help other people prepare for argument but I don’t 
have to...it’s not on me. It’s not my case, and so ultimately I could give you advice, and then say, “good 
luck to you.” 
 
AM: This was a brand new institute. 
 



DB: No, the institute had been around since, I think it started in 1990, 2000. So it had been around for 
about ten years, I started in the summer of 2010. I never won anything before, I had always worked for 
big institutions, as sort of, somebody...you know… deciding how things would run was way above my 
paygrade. Coming here, it was like this opportunity to sort of‒wow, we can decide how we want to run 
this thing. It took me a while to figure out how I wanted to do this, because this was something 
completely different than litigating, running a program like this. As I look back, I think I had three 
primary goals: the first is of course providing the best possible preparation for that advocate, and the 
way I approached it was to think if I were the person who was preparing to argue the case, what kind of 
moot what I want someone to provide to me. That’s always the way I approach each of these cases, 
what’s the best...who are the best panelists that I can get to help this person given his or her skill or 
experience level, and the nature of the case that they’re planning to argue. The second goal is to 
maximize the educational benefit for students and when I got here, there were people who were 
graduating from this law school who had never been to a moot court, a Supreme Court institute moot 
court, and hadn’t really heard of us, didn’t really know what we were doing. I thought that’s insane, 
because if I had had the opportunity when I was in law school to observe people prepare to argue cases, 
it would have been so valuable, and anybody who wants to be litigator, this is huge for them. It’s just 
such a huge advantage to be able to watch these people and watch this process.  
 
AM: So how did you bring the students in? 
 
DB: When I started, what was interesting was the person who is the faculty director of the Supreme 
Court Institute is of course none other than Steve Goldblatt, and so it all sort of came full-circle. The 
year I started, he wanted to initiate a collaboration between SCI and the legal research and writing, now 
we call “legal practice program,” so that every first-year legal research writing section would attend a 
moot court. Before they went to the moot court, somebody, one of us, would go in and explain the case‒
teach the class. Teach them about the case they’re about to see, and about the moot court process, how 
we do it and why we do it. It was me and Herve Gorenstein, and Steve Goldblatt who would sort of 
rotate who would do which cases, and to teach the classes. Over time, they basically dropped out of the 
picture, and I took over doing all of that because Herve started teaching more and more other classes, 
and I really enjoyed this piece of it. 
 
I got more strategic as time went on in terms of figuring out which cases would be best for students to 
come see, I learned that it’s not a good idea to put first-year law students into a complicated bankruptcy 
case, because they will not be engaged, shall we say. So I did get better at strategizing, and we 
coordinated with other professors if there was a case coming up in a certain subject matter that people 
were teaching and would ask people who were teaching that subject, “Do you want, would you be 
interested in partnering,” just to sort of bring the program more into the law school, into the educational 
process.  
 
After a few years, I decided I wanted to spend more time with students, I really like the students here. So 
I designed this class as a practicum class which is sort of like a simulated law clerk’s experience, so I 
had eight students and each one serves as a clerk to a professor or practitioner who has volunteered for 
that moot court panel. So they write a bench memo, and they go to the moot court, they go do an 



argument and then a post mortem, comparing the two, and they teach their case to the class and it 
enables them to sort of get really deep into a case and I feel like it was a way for me to give students the 
maximum educational benefit that you can get out of one of these cases, because the deeper you get in, 
the more you know getting in, the more engaged and more interesting it is to watch the preparation 
process. I sort of just made up this class and went to the curriculum committee and they said, “Okay, 
sure.” I just started doing it and it’s worked out pretty well, I really enjoy doing it. 
 
AM: So you ended up teaching, after all? 
 
DB: Isn’t that funny? Yes, I did end up teaching. But I have to say, I love‒I mean I work also with a few 
students that help run the program in terms of enabling students to attend by putting them through the 
conflict clearance process, because nobody can attend a moot unless they determine that they don’t have 
any company that’s… 
 
AM: Getting research assistance taken care of… 
 
DB: Yes, so I work with them and I work with my students in my class and I just love the energy and 
sort of the student’s‒I mean if you’ve worked for a sufficient amount of time in a government office 
with a whole mess of other people who’ve been working there a while...EEOC, is like there are lifers 
that are people who are there. That’s what people thought I was, people were shocked when I left. But 
you can get kind of cynical about the whole process especially if you’re working in the area of civil 
rights, and I came here and I was surrounded by these students who were sort of at the beginning and 
they’re very energized, it’s wonderful, it’s invigorating and it makes you feel like there’s hope, which is 
great.  
 
AM: It sounds like...after the EEOC or towards the later part of your career you’ve found your dream 
job? 
 
DB: Yes, in many ways, yes. What I’m doing, and I don’t know if this is why‒I actually have doubts 
about whether I should be doing this because I’m not really leaving the law center, I am leaving SCI, but 
I will be continuing here in a capacity of teaching my class, continuing to do moot courts, sit on moot 
court panels for SCI, help the new director transition into the job. Over the years, I’ve been working 
with the clinics, particularly the appellate clinics, mooting their students, reviewing the drafts of briefs, 
and I will be continuing to do that. I mean I basically started doing a lot of things that weren’t a part of 
my job because they’re fun, and I’m going to continue to do that, but I’m not going to continue the 
logistical challenge of scheduling‒like this year we did seventy-two moot courts, and roping in five 
people for every one of them, and attending everyone… That’s a little bit...the schedule’s somewhat 
endless. 
 
AM: For sure, for sure. Now, as you think about it, it seems like you have an affinity for the students, 
where do you see their futures going in law? There are so many changes, we’ve got technology, and 
artificial intelligence, so on and so forth. 
 



DB: You know, it’s hard for me to say, I agree that there are substantial changes, I sort of was feeling by 
the end of my time as a litigator that litigation was not really the best way to solve disputes‒it’s sort of a 
last resort, and I think it serves an important function in terms of a deterrent, and making sure that 
people follow the law because they can get sued if they don’t. But I really think alternate dispute 
resolution is a much more productive way, or mediation is a much more productive way to solve 
individual problems. In terms of solving societal problems, I don’t know. I would have said legislation, 
but I wonder if that’s even‒I would say that if I were coming out of law school now, I definitely think I 
would still become a cause lawyer because that’s who I am. I think I might focus on immigration and 
asylum cases, which is not something I would have ever thought of doing out of law school, but it’s 
where I feel like now energy needed to be put, because I think people’s rights are being violated and 
ignored. There’s always going to be a place in commercial litigation for people who have the interest in, 
you know they’ll make a lot of money, but… 
 
AM: Do you see those cause litigators here in the students? 
 
DB: Oh yeah. Oh definitely, I don’t know that all of them will get there because it’s much harder to find 
a job in some ways doing public interest than doing, you know‒it’s easier to get a job in commercial 
litigation, I think, but I think there are a lot of people, now especially in law school, who recognize that 
there are serious threats to our democratic institutions, and they want to fight to to preserve those.  
 
AM: Are any of your daughters in the legal profession? 
 
DB: No, so my older daughter, the one who was born when I was a fellow here, is now going to turn 
thirty-one next month. She is an elementary school teacher in a public school up in‒she’s just finishing 
her like fifth year as third grade teacher in the Bronx. Next year, she’s going to be elevated to fifth grade 
in Queens. So she’s staying in urban public education, so that’s really where she belongs. My younger 
daughter is still in DC, she is a bookseller at Kramerbooks, and she is an activist in the queer 
community. 
 
AM: Do you have any grandchildren? 
 
DB: Not yet, it’s a little bit of a sore subject. My older daughter is my best and only chance, I think, 
since my younger daughter is not heterosexual and doesn’t like children. But my older one is living with 
her boyfriend of several years who we like very much, and they’re talking about adopting a puppy this 
summer which is like a starter child, so I’m hopeful, I am hopeful. I will say, it is something I am 
eagerly, eagerly anticipating. I’m trying to keep my mouth shut.  
 
AM: Before we end our conversation, is there anything that you’d like to add? 
 
DB: I guess I would just say that I feel very very fortunate and privileged to have had the career I’ve 
had, and I feel like I’ve had really interesting jobs and worked with amazing people. I feel really lucky 
that I ended up here at Georgetown because it’s a wonderful community and the Supreme Court Institute 



is an amazing, amazing resource and I”ve met a lot of really phenomenal advocates. Again, the students 
are the future, so I feel privileged to have had contributed in some way to their education.  
 
AM:  Well thank you, Dori K. Bernstein, for talking with us today. We enjoyed it. This conversation on 
behalf of the Georgetown University Law Center. Congratulations on  a very successful career in law 
and as an instructor here. We are glad you’ll still be around for a little while longer at Georgetown, and 
working with the Supreme Court Institute. Thank you very much.  
 
DB: You are very welcome! 
 
 


