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[J-16-1987} 
IN THE S UPREME COURT OF PE NNSYLVANIA 

EASTERN DISTRICT 

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL, No. 551 Disciplinary Docket 

v. 

PETER M. STERN I 

( Philadelphia) 

NIX I c. J. 

This 

Petitioner : No. 2 
. 

. 

Disciplinary Board No. 2 DB85 

Respondent 
. 

. 

. 

. 

Attorney Registration 
No. 03314 

: ARGUED: January 29, 1987 

OP INION 

FILED: June 3, 1987 

Court, in response to the Report and 

Recommendation filed in this m�tter by the Disciplinary Board of 

the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania ("Board"), has issued a Rule to 

Show Cause why Respondent, Peter M- Stern, should not be 

disbarred from the practice of law in the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania. Having considered the pleadings and briefs filed 

by Respondent and the Off ice of Disciplinar_i: Counsel, having 

heard oral argument, and after a full review of the record 

submitted by the Board, we are constrained to 

R 

d s rr 

s use must 

I. 

a 

ude that the 

Res e

The O ice of Dis plinary Counsel filed a Petition for 

Discipline on January 14, 1985, in which it e that 



Respondent had violated four provisions of the Disciplinary Rules 

of the Code of Professional Responsibility, specifically: 

(1 ) DR l-102(A){3), prohibiting an 
from engaging in illegal conduct 
moral turpitude; 

attorney 
involving 

(2) DR l-102{A) {4}, prohibiting an attorney
from engaging in conduct involving 
dishonesty, fraud, deceit or 
misrepresentation; 

(3) DR l-102{A) (6), prohibiting an attorney
from engaging in other conduct which
adversely reflects on his fitness to practice
law; and

(4) DR 7-102(A)(7),
from counselling or 
conduct the attorney 
fraudulent. 

prohi biting an attorney 
assisting a client in 
knows to be i 11  egal or 

The immediate predicate for the Petition for Discipline was a 

letter in response to a reques-t from the Office of Disciplinary 

Counsel, from the United States Attorney for the Eastern District 

of Pennsylvania. That letter stated that Respondent had been one 

of the principal government witnesses in the prosecution of 

William O'Farrell, President of Teamsters' Union Local 500, for 

attempting to extort a Fifteen Thousand Dollar .. ($15,000.00} bribe 

from one of Respondent's clients. The United States Attorney 

further related that he had en aware an t on m e 

e F I t 

un e at 

O Farr 1 

admissions concerning that 1 tion. 
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The Petition for D isci pl ine was referred to a Hearing 

Cammi ttee on February 14, 1985. {l) That Committee conducted a 

hearing on September 26, 1 985, during which a detailed 

stipulation of facts was adopted, and filed its Report on 

February 27, 1986. The Hearing Committee found that Respondent 

had violated only DR 7-102(A) (7), and recommended a private 

informal admonition by Disciplinary Counsel or, at most, a 

private reprimand by the Board. See Pa. R.D.E. 204(a) {5), (6).

Exceptions were filed by the Office of Disciplinary Counsel and, 

on April 9 ,  1986, the matter was referred to the Board. In its

Report and Recommendation, transmitted to this Court on July 7, 

1986, the Board concluded that Respondent had violated DR 1 -

102(A}(3), DR l-102{A)(4), DR l-102{A)(6), and DR 7 -102(A)(7), 

and recommended the imposition by this Court of a public censure, 

see Pa. R.D.E. 204(a) (3), and the Pc:yment of costs, see Pa. 

R.D.E. 208(g) (1).

Upon consideration of the Board's Report and 

Recommendation, this Court issued upon Respondent a Rule to Show 

Cause why he should not be disbarred. Respondent's request for 

at 
s Court. Ha ng enter 

o bviate the need for testimon
to improve his ances for le treatment, 
now be heard to n t his i ss ions are 
e vidence to prove his.transgressions. 

a 
not 
ent 



oral argument was granted. ( 2) Having been briefed and argued, 

this matter is now ripe for disposition. 

II. 

Our scope of review and the criteria which guide us in 

evaluating the evidence in attorney disciplinary matters have 

been recently set forth in Office of Disciolinarv Counsel v. 

Keller, 509 Pa. 573, 506 A.2d 872 (1986}: 

Before analyzing the testimony offered in 
support of the charges it must be noted that 
this Court's review of attorney discipline is 
a de nova one. Thus, we are not bound by the 
findings of either the Hearing Committee or 
the Disciplinary Board. Matter of Green, 470 
Pa. 164, 368. A.2d 245, (1 977); Office of 
Disciplinary Counsel v. Walker, 469 Pa. 432, 
366 A. 2d 563 (1976); Office of Disci Plinarv
Counsel v. Campbell, 463 Pa. 472, 345 A.2d 
616 (1975), cert. denied, 424 U.S. 926, 96 
s.ct. 1139, 47L.Ed.2d 336 (1976). A lthough 
we are free to evaluate the evidence 
presented before the Hearing Committee, In re 
S ilverbero, 459 Pa. 107, 327 .[\.2d 106 (1974), 
cert. denied, 456 U.S. 975, -102 s.ct. 2240, 
72 L.Ed.2d 849 (1982), we may be enlightened 
by the decisions of these triers of fact who 
had the opportunity to observe the demeanor 
of the witnesses during their testimony. 
Matter of Green, supra: Office of 
DisciPlinary Counsel v. Walker, suora; Office 
of DisciPlinary Counsel v. Camobell, suora • 
• • • 0 Nor is the petitioner re qui red to 
establish the misconduct through direct 
evidence. The ethical vi ations 

y rcumstant 

(2) Pursuant to Pa. R.D.E. 208(e) (3), Respondent had an a ute 
right to or al argument upon re quest. Res pendent, however, al so 
requested an e dentiary hearing before this Court, a oc ure 
for w the Rules of Disciplinary Enforcement make no 
provision. This writer denied that request on Novem r 10, 1986. 

1 98 4 



Lem is ch ' s Case , 3 21 
(193 6); S al us' s Case, 
(193 6) • 

Pa. 110, 184 A. 72
321 Pa. 106, 184 A. 70 

Id. at 579-80, 506 A.2 d at 875. 

We will first consider the findings of fact made by the 

Hearing Committee� Prior to the hearing in this matter, 

Respondent and the Office of Disciplinary Counsel entered into 

detailed stipulations which were ultimately adopted by the 

Hearing Committee as findings of fact. The relevant facts as set 

forth in those stipulations are as follows.( 3) 

Respondent was born in 1941 in Philadelphia. He 

graduated from Cheltenham H igh S chool, where he was editor-in-

chief of the school newspaper. Respondent then attended 

Dartmouth College, where he was vice-oresident of his class and 
-

-

managed the campus radio station. While at Dartmouth Respondent 

won a fellowship which enabled him to work for academic credit at 

the National Labor Relations Board in Washington, o. c.

Respondent graduated from Dartmouth with high honors in 1963 and 

subsequently entered the University of Pennsylvania Law School, 

where he was an editor of its Law Review, wrote several articles 

on labor law, and assisted a pr essor in wri ti a a r: law

treat se He aw

r 

es 

ee ars as an asso ate th the firm dis, Gree i d, 

(3) Facts omitted from the S at ions 11 ovi 
footnotes in su e nt text. 
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Nari n and Mann. In 1969 Respondent moved to the firm of Blank, 

Rome, Comisky and McCauley 

in that firm three years 

{"Blank, 

later. 

Rome") and 

At Blank, 

became a partner 

Rome, Res pond en t 

supervised several other attorneys in the labor section. He also 

chaired the Philadelphia Bar A ssociation's Labor Law Committee 

during the mid-1970's. 

ResJ?Ondent was responsible for some of Blank, Rome's 

most significant labor clients, including numerous clients in the 

food and paper converting industries. One of the largest of

those clients was the Frankford Quaker Grocery Company 

("Frankford Quaker"), which served a local supermarket chain. In 

1980 Frankford Quaker experienced financial difficulties due to a 

shrinkage in volume and sought;_ the cooperation of Local 500 of

the Teamsters Union, which represented Frankford Quaker's 

employees, with regard, to · work ass.ignments. Officers of 

Frankford Quaker asked respondent to deliver Five Thousand 

Dollars ($5,000.00} to William O'Farrell, President of Local 500, 

in the hope that O'Farrell would not opppse the requested 

assistance. Respondent initially refused to deliver the money 

but eventually acceded to 

Qua r t eat to reta 

0 rr l on two occas ans 

T us o lars ( , 000 0 

s 

s 

on t 

i en t' s d eman 

essf 

seco 

en Fran ord 

t met t

e F ve 

Some time later O'Farrell demanded that another of 

Respondent's clients, Data File Inc y O'Farrell a Fifteen 

6 



Thousand Dollar ($15,000.00) bribe. Respondent refused and 

advised Data File not to make such a payment, whereupon he was 

discharged as counsel. In early 1982 the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation ("FBI") began investigating bribes allegedly 

extorted by O'Farrell. Respondent met with two Assistant United 

States Attorneys and an FBI agent in or about January, 1983. 

During the meeting, Respondent acknowledged his delivery of 

Frankford Quaker's funds to O'Farrell. ( 4) Based on the 

information provided by Respondent concerning O'Farrell's alleged 

attempt to extort money from Data File, Inc., the federal 

government obtained the indictment of O'Farrell in the United 

States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania. 

Respondent served as the principal prosecution witness. (5)

In Paragraph 11 of the Stipulations Respondent admits 

that his delivery of the funds to O'Fa.rrell in violation of the 

Labor Management Relations Act violated DR7-102(A) (7). The 

(4) The FBI had learned of Respondent's payment to O'Farrell
from a confidential source and had furnished··the United States 
Attorney with that information. See N.T. Sept. 26, 1985 at 9-10, 
14, 47. The prosecution was concerned that the information
concerning Respondent's prior involvement with O'Farrell 

to disclosure to the d Br 
1963 a s  exc y e

ed Sta es 

no est mmuni , t osecution 
neverth ess zed him as a precaution. While the 
stipulations do not address the outcome of the tri , it appears 
from the record of the instant matter that O'Parr 1 was 
ac itt N.T. Sept. 26, 1985 at 122. 



Stipulations also include various evidence in mitigation, which 

shall be discussed later. 

In addition to adopting the Stipulations summarized 

above, the Hearing Committee made two additional findings of 

fact: 

6.1 On the second occasion, when O'Farrell 
accepted the $5,000 preferred by Respondent, 
O'Farrell told resp:::,ndent that he, 
O'Farrellf,l considered it a gift and that he 
did not intend to do anything for it. 

6.2 On the second occasion when Respondent 
prof erred and O'Farrell accepted the 
$5,000.00, Respondent did not expect or 
intend that O'Farrell would be influenced in 
respect to any of his actions, decisions, or 
duties as a representative of Frankford 
Quaker employees. 

The Disciplinary Boar!] in its Rep:::,rt and Recommendation 

to this Court questioned these two findings but did not decide 

whether Resp:::,ndent's payment to O'Farrell was a bribe or a gift. 

The Board did, however, recognize that either type of payment 

would vi elate federal law. ( 6) This Court considers the intent to 

influence a crucial factor in determining_. the gravity of 

Resp:::,ndent' s breach of our ethical standards. Accardi ngly, we 

have independently examined 

f res 

record ore us, as is our r ght 

t H 

(6) Section 302 of the Labor Management R ations Act, 29 u.s.c.

§186, is "a criminal provision, m um tum, whi aws 
all payments, with stat exce ions, betwe n empl r a 
representative." United States v. Ryan, 350 U.S. 305 
(1956). 



Quaker's funds to O'Farrell are supported by no credible 

evidence. 

The Hearing Committee's finding that Respcrndent' s 

payment to O'Farrell was a mere "gift" is at odds with evidence 

furnished by the United States Attorney's office and with 

Respondent's own testimony. In its letter to the Board dated 

December 19, 1983, the United States Attorney's Office states: 

Stern explained that he represented a 
client named "Frankford-Unity, Inc., " as 
labor lawyer. The client had a dispute with 
its employees, who were represented by Local 
500 of the Teamsters Union, Stern explained 
that the compcrny was having i1nancial 
problems and that it needed some concessions 
from the union in terms of work rules, or in 
terms of having work done by outside 
contractors. The precise nature of the 
dispute is not clear to either of us but, in 
any event, it [isJ clear that the following 
events occurred. Stern explained that his 
clients, whose names he did not give 
requested that he give $5,000.to O'Farrell � 
that O'Farrell would "backoff" from his 
position ooposing anv concessions. (Emphasis 
added.) 

The testimony of Assistant United States Attorney Robert E. 

Welsh, Jr., during the September 26, 1985, hearing is to the same 

effect: 

It 
T 
occurred. 
dispute 
security 
that the 

us 
is 
I 

that t 
t t

by 
t t s 

labor problem dealt with a 
over work rules in that--or job 
might be a better way to say i t--in 
company wished to farm out certain 

8 



work. I don't know what kind of work, we did 
not get into that. But the point is that the 
Teamsters 500 was resisting, claiming and 
arguing that its employees or its members 
were entitled to the work. This is not an 
uncommon type of labor dispute. 

At this point, accordinq to Mr. Stern, his 
clients develooed the idea of attempting to 
influence a [sic] O'Farrell with a pavment of 
some form of consideration. (Emphasis 
added.) 

N.T. September 26, 1985, at 15. 

At the hearing Respondent characterized his discussion with 

Frankford Quaker's representatives concerning the payment as 

follows: 

Well, they cast around for something to do 
and in a discussion with me, they said, if 
you can't help us by discipline and fighting 
them, and we' re paying you this retainer, and 
more than the retainer sometimes, we are 
going to have to take another tack. We are 
going to have to do something else. There 
was discussion about--I don'.t reme.rnber the 
words or the give and take; but they said 
something to the effect, we want to see if 
payino him softens his attitude. (Emphasis 
added.) 

N.T. September 26, 1985, at 141. 

From the foregoing it is clear that the purpose of the 

payment to O'Farrell was to influence him in his capacity as 

Pres dent f 50 t t en was aware t at 

fact unw 1 ess to ra e se as 

tion e Res ent's f l e at t e

c act er of t transaction. The impact of Respondent's self-

serving testimony with regard to intent as to t effect 
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the payment pales before the overwhelming evidence to the 

contrary. We conclude, therefore, that Respondent facilitated an 

attempt by Frankford Quaker to bribe O'Farrell. 

Respondent's testimony establishes that he knew such a 

payment would be illegal and so informed his client: "I said, 

don't do it, it's against the law. I said, I can't get involved 

in it." N.T. September 26, 1985, at 87. As a seasoned labor 

attorney, Respondent would have been familiar with section 302 of 

the Labor Management Relations Act, 29 u.s.c. §186, which 

provides in pertinent part: 

(a) It shall be unlawful for any employer or
association of employers or any person who
acts as a labor relations expert, adviser, or
consultant to an employer or who acts in the
interest of an employer to pay, lend, or
deliver, or agree to· pay, lend, or deliver,
any money or other thing of value--

(1) to any representative. of any of his
employees who are employed· in an industry
affecting commerce; or

(2) to any labor organization, or any
officer or employee thereof, which
represents, seeks to represent, _or would
admit to membership, any of the employees
of such employer who are employed in an
industry affecting commerce: or

( 3) 

re 
uence an ot r em 

exercise of the right to 
bargain collectively 
re esentatives of their own 

es 
organize and 

through 
sing; or 



(4) to any officer or employee of a
labor organization engaged in an
industry affecting commerce with intent
to influence him in respect to anv of
his actions, decisions, or duties as a
reoresentative of emplovees or as such
officer or emolovee of such labor
oroanization. 

29 u.s.c. §186(a) (emphasis added). (7) 

Respondent was reluctant to accede to Frankford Quaker's demands; 

his scruples, however, were overcome by his desire to keep an 

important client. Respondent described his motivation as 

follows: 

I have thought in my own mind there were 
two pressures. One was to maintain an 
advance of position, where I was trying to 
build the labor law practice at the firm. It 
was a fast track. I was charged with going 
out and hustling business, trying to do that 
sort of thing. I was pressed by the client 
because he said, you know, somebody else will 
do it if you don't. I would lose the client. 
And I was not right. I was _weak. I should 
have said,· well, then get yourself another 
lawyer. Get yourself another lawyer. I have 
never done anything like it before, never 
since, and if I had some--I thought I was 
intimate with these guys at Frankford Quaker. 
I thought I was solid with them. r. thought
that, you know, I was in an ascending 
position with the law firm. 

N.T. S em r 2 6 , 19 8 5 , a t 1 4 5 • 

1 , sonment for to 
su ection (d) was to provide that 

violative of section 302 in excess of $1,000 is 
punis ble by a fine of up to$ 5 000, or pr son�ent 
five ye a rs , or both • 2 9 u. s. c . § 18 6 { a ) . 

one year. 
a pa ent 
a f any 
fo to 



From the foregoing evidence it is clear that Resi;ondent 

knew he was being requested to violate the law and made a 

deliberate decision to do so rather than suffer what he rcei ved 

as a setback to his career. His ethical judgment was compromised 

by purely selfish financial considerations. On this record we 

must conclude that Respondent committed a serious breach of the 

Disciplinary Rules, violating DR l-102(A) (3 ), which prohibits an 

attorney from engaging in illegal conduct involving moral 

turpitude; (8) DR l-102(A) (6), which prohibits an attorney from 

engaging in other conduct which adversely reflects on his fitness 

to practice law; and DR 7-102(A) (7), which prohibits an attorney 

from counselling or assisting a client in conduct the attorney 

knows to be illegal or fraudulent.(9)

Having ascertained that Resr:ondent has committed 

multiple serious violations of our Di?ciplinary Rules, we must 

now determine the appropriate di sci pl i ne to be imr:os ed. It 

should be noted first that disciplinary sanctions are not 

( 8) In
Simon,
"moral
j us
A

our recent decision in Office of Disciplinary Counsel v.

510 Pa. 312, 507 A. 2d 1215 
turpitude" 

hones 
0 

as " ' ••• anything 
or 

2 State 

t f ce 
2 w c 

uct invo dis 

(1986), this Court defi 
done knowingly contrary to 
mor ' " 

I at 320 507

57 4 

an a 
nesty, fra t or 

mis re esentation, is established by 
interpreted that rule in O ffice Dis 

the record. We recently 
plinary Counsel v. s

Al ugh there is, in the broadest sense, 
dishonesty ·involved in every crime, we not 



primarily designed for their punitive effects. Office of 

Disciolinarv Counsel v. Tumini, 499 Pa. 284, 288, 453 A.2d 310, 

(1982). Rather, as explained in Office of Disciolinarv 

Counsel v. Keller, supra: 

The primary purpose of our system of 
lawyer discipline is to protect the public 
from unfit attorneys and to maintain the 
integrity of the legal system. See In re 
Oxman, 496 Pa. 534, 437 A.2d 11�(1981), 
cert. denied, 456 u.s. 975, 102 s.ct. 2240, 

FOOTNOTE ( 9) CONTINUED. 

(nor did the Board) find that respondent's 
conduct involved dishonesty, fraud, deceit, 
or misrepresent.:::.�i.::-,,1. To charge respondent 
with a violation of this rule under the facts 
presented in this case would be to make this 
rule too broad and all encompassing. The 
rule should be construed in its normal sense 
and "dishonesty" should not be taken out of 
context. Rather, it· should be considered as 
it is commonly associated with those 
violations ·involving theft, misappropriation, 
etc. See, e.g., Office of Disciolinarv 
Counsel v. Lewis, 493 Pa. 519, 426 A.2d 1 138 
( 19 81) • 

510 Pa. at 320 n.7, 507 A.2d at 1219-1220 
n. 7. 

The common element in dishonesty, fraud, deceit and 
misrepresentation is deviation from the truth, as is illustrated 
by our prior disciplinary decisions. See, �, Office of 
Disciplinary Counsel v. Wittmaack, Pa. , 522 A.2d 522 ( 87) 
(failure to inform clients of interest: 

dencei f se test 
, 4 99 Pa. 2 4 5 3 A. 
j ; Off Dis 

425 A. 1981 sworn own 
ffice inary Couns 469 Pa 

366 3 f lure to i orm ient of verse 
influences and interests); Berlant Appeal, 458 Pa. 
439, 328 A.2d 471 {1974) (attempted solicitation of perjury);
Montgomery County Bar A ssociation v. Hecht, 456 Pa 13, 317 A. 
597 (1974} (false sweari ) • We find that element absent from 
Respondent's conduct.· 
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723 L.Ed.2d 849 (1982); Office of 
Di sci olinarv Counsel v. L ewis, 493 Pa. 519, 
426 A.2d 1138 (1981); Office of Disciolinary 
Counsel v. Griasby, 493 Pa. 1 94, 425 A.2d 
730 (1981). Disciplinary procedures have 
been established as a catharsis for the 
profession and a prophylactic for the public. 
Office of Disciolinarv Counsel v. Lewis, 
suora 493 Pa. at 5 2 8, 426 A.2d at 1142. 

Id. at 579, 506 A.2d at 875. 

In addition to protecting the public, it is our responsibility to

seek to preserve public confidence in the legal profession and 

the judicial system. See Office of Disciolinarv Counsel v. 

Lewis, 493 Pa. 51 9, 5 27, 426 A.2d 1138, 1142 {1981). 

Pa 

The public position of one who is a member 
of the legal profession is one of great 
responsibility. Integrity and the exercise 
of good faith in an attorney's professional 
engagements are essez::iti al for the protection 
of the public, the courts and the profession 
itself. It must be fully appreciated that 
each member of the bar is an officer of the 
Court. Consequently, it is .the solemn duty 
of the judiciary to insure ·that the proper 
standing of its officers is preserved. See 
Johnson Disbarment Case, 421 Pa. 342, 345, 
219 A.2d 5 93, 395 (1966); In re Davies, 93 
Pa. 116, 1 2 2  (1880). 

Matter of Leooold, 46 9 Pa. 384, 392, 366 A.2d 
2 27, 230-231 (1976) (footnote omitted). 

Rule 204 of the R es 

E 2 e

Dis inar 

recently described in our decision in 

cemen 



t ans ess 

Disbarment is an extreme sanction which 
must· be imposed only in the most egregious 
cases, Off ice of Di sci olinarv Counsel v. 
Kissel, supra; Matter of Leooold, 469 Pa. 
3 8 4 , 3 6 6 A. 2 d 2 2 7 ( 1 9 7 6} , because i t 
represents a termination of the license to 
practice law without a promise of its 
restoration at any future time. It has been 
deemed appropriate where the misconduct 
involves the types of breach of trust 
exhibited in this case. A s  noted in Johnson 
Disbarment Case, 421 Pa. 342, 219 A.2d 593 
( 19 6 6) : 

It is the duty of the courts to maintain 
the integrity of the Bar and to see that 
courts and its members "do not fall into 
disrepute with the general public through 
the unprof essi anal or f r;:i111111l�ri+: '::'0nduct" 
of attorneys (Forman's Case, 321 Pa. 47, 
184 A. 75) • "The power of a court to 
disbar an attorney should be exercised 
with great caution, but there should be no 
hesitation in exercising it when it 
clearly appears t-hat it is demanded for 
the protection of the public. The court 
by admitting an attorney to practice 
endorses him to the public as worthy of 
confidence in his profess�onal relations, 
and if he becomes unworthy, it is its duty 
to withdraw its endorsement •••• " 

Johnson Disbarment Case, suora
345-46, 219 A.2d at 595
omitted).

Id. at 586-87, 506 A.2d at 879. 

421 Pa. at 
(citation 

Having fully consider Res en t' s 

nst our st a 

are sat sf t t d s rmen s 0

Res ent's act ans e esen a

serious 

r e we 

blic. 

rst, motivated solely by pride and greed, he permitted h elf 

to be corrupted by his own client, discardi his proper role as 



legal advisor and becoming a mere conduit for effectuating his 

client's illicit intentions. Second, himself corrupted, he 

succeeded, after repeated efforts, in corrupting a labor leader 

and thereby disrupting proper labor-management relations in 

violation of federal law. Such conduct will not be countenanced 

by this Court. 

As the United S tates Supreme Court stated 
in Ex Parte Wall, 107 U.S. 265, 274, 25 S.Ct. 
5 6 9 , 5 7 6, 2 7 L. Ed • 5 5 2 ( 18 8 2) : "0 f a 11 
classes and professions, the lawyer is most 
sacredly bound to uphold the laws. He is 
their sworn servant; and for him, ••• argues 
recreancy to his position and office.... It 
manifests a want or rictelity to the system of 
lawful government which he has sworn to 
uphold and preserve." Where one who has 
sworn to uphold the law actively conspires to 
breach it, his fitness to practice is 
unquestionably destroyed. 

Office of Disciolinarv Counsel v. Camobell, 
463 Pa. 472, 483, 345 A.2d 61 6, 622 (1975), 
cert. denied, 424 U.S. 926 (19.76). 

Accord, Office of Disciolinarv Counsel v. Casetv, 511 Pa. 177, 

182-183, 512 A .. 2d 607, 610 (1986). Respondent has grossly abused

the privileges entrusted to him and has debas�:3 not only himself 

but also the entire Bar of this Commonwealth, and his continued 

practice would be inimical to the ic interest. 

attem 

em as zes 

I s 

te 

is outst 

s t t s c 

e seve t 

i s ess as a 

t t as 

otherwise unblemished disciplinary record. He also points to his 

contrition and his cooperation with f eral law enforcement 
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officials. In addition, Res p:rnd en t stresses his active 

participation in professional, community and religious programs 

in the Philadelphia area. Finally, Respondent details the 

economic hardship, loss of social and professional standing and 

strain on his health and family life he has endured in the wake 

of his own misbehavior. We find that these factors do not offset 

the seriousness of Respondent's disciplinary violations or 

support his contention that he remains fit to practice law. As 

to Respondent's much emphasized cooperation with the federal 

authorities, the record reflects that he made his admissions only 

after being confronted by federal law enforcement officials aware 

of his misconduct. 

own self-interest. 

Cooperation at that point was clearly in his 

The same is, of course, true with respect to 

the subsequent disciplinary proceedings. We also note that the 

.s ti pulati ons into which Respondent �ntered, while admitting 

misconduct, were hardly a model of candor, and atte..111pt to paint 

as favorable a picture as possible under the circumstances. 

Respondent's involvement in professional, civic and religious 

acti vi ti es, while laudable, is not relevant to our basic inquiry, 

Respondent's fitness to practice law in this Common we 

Moreover t ut d a es xt 

avors we note t a es a e 

means ess ement as 

rsonal consequences of Respondent's well-publicized misconduct, 

we must conclude that pleas for s t must not cure this 



Court's resf)Onsibility to protect the public from unscrupulous 

lawyerso Respondent's downfall is entirely of his own making 

and, being the product of a deliberate decision to violate the 

law, is well-deserved. 

For all of the above reasons, we have determined that 

Respondent must be disbarred from the practice of law in this 

Ccmmonwealth. Accordingly, the Rule to Show cause is made 

absolute and Respondent Peter M. Stern is hereby disbarred. It 

is further ordered that he shall comply with Rule 217, Pa.R.D.E., 

and pay all costs of these proceedings. 

Mr. Justice Papadakos joins in this opinion and files a 

concurring opinion. 
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I join the majority opinion, but write separately to 

express my person4l dismay in the tat@ that has befallen 

Respondent as the result of his misconduct. His illustrious 

background and prominence in the legal community serve to magnify 

his e i aaches. It is ent1 ia te to expe t the 

most meticu ,c1dherence to e s rds fr wi h

e�captional abili s attorney• ld serve aa e 

other members of the Bar and aa public symbols of the highest 

professional ideals. When a member ot the elite, auch aa 

Renpondent, debaaen ·h!msel! and violates the law for sheer 



personal gain, public confidence in the le9al p,ofession is 

destroyed. 

Respondent has no right to expect less than disbarment. 
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