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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

This Court has long affirmed that universities may 
conclude, based on their academic judgment, that es-
tablishing and maintaining a diverse student body is 
essential to their educational mission and that the pur-
suit of such diversity is a compelling interest. Petition-
er does not directly challenge that holding here, with 
good reason. It is more apparent now than ever that 
maintaining a diverse student body is essential to Har-
vard's goals of providing its students with the most ro-
bust educational experience possible on campus and 
preparing its graduates to thrive in a complex and 
stunningly diverse nation and world. These goals, 
moreover, are not held by Harvard alone, but are 
shared by many other universities that, like Harvard, 
have seen through decades of experience the trans-
formative importance of student body diversity on the 
educational process. This Court should therefore reaf-
firm its longstanding deference to universities' academ-
ic judgment that diversity serves vital educational 
goals. 

The Court should also reaffirm its previous deci-
sions recognizing the constitutionality of holistic admis-
sions processes that consider each applicant as an indi-
vidual and as a whole. Harvard developed such policies 
long before they were embraced by Justice Powell in 
Bakke and reaffirmed by this Court in Gruffer. In 
Harvard's judgment, based on its decades of experience 
with holistic admissions, these admissions policies best 
enable the university to admit an exceptional class of 
students that is diverse across many different dimen-
sions, including race and ethnicity. Admissions pro-
cesses that treat students in a flexible, nonmechanical 
manner and that permit applicants to choose how to 
present themselves respects the dignity and autonomy 
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of each applicant, while also permitting Harvard to ad-
mit exceptional classes each year. Compelling Harvard 
to replace its time-tested holistic admissions policies 
with the mechanistic race-neutral alternatives that pe-
titioner suggests would fundamentally compromise 
Harvard's ability to admit classes that are academically 
excellent, broadly diverse, extraordinarily talented, 
and filled with the potential to succeed and thrive after 
graduation. 

Many of the specific arguments made by petitioner 
are unique to the admissions policy of the University of 
Texas at Austin ("UT"). UT ably responds to those ar-
guments, and Harvard addresses them only to empha-
size two errors in petitioner's understanding of strict 
scrutiny. First, petitioner's insistence that a universi-
ty's consideration of race or ethnicity, as part of a holis-
tic admissions process, must be restricted to the last 
"few places to fill" in an admissions class misreads 
Bakke, ignores Grutter, and advocates an unworkable, 
counterintuitive rule. Second, petitioner's suggestion 
that the constitutionality of race-conscious admissions 
turns on the precise rationales and evidence a universi-
ty had in mind at the time such admissions policies 
were first adopted misunderstands the nature of uni-
versities' admissions processes. Although Harvard's 
desire to achieve a diverse class has been unwavering, 
Harvard's admissions policies have not been static. 
And Grutter forecloses the suggestion that a university 
may not rely on evidence acquired and experience 
gained after the adoption of such policies in defending 
race-conscious admissions policies. 
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