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Judge Thomas, if you are confirmed and if you join the current
revisionist Supreme Court—and I call it a revisionist Supreme
Court as opposed to a conservative court because the current court
has gone beyond the conservative judgments illustrative of the
unanimous opinion of Chief Justice Burger in the Griggs court. I
think—I would ask if you would be philosophically attuned more to
the Justice O'Connor line or the Justice Scalia line. And I will deal
with two cases for illustrative purposes.

When I had finished my questioning, when my time ran out on
the second round, I had been asking you about Rust v. Sullivan.
And in Rust v. Sullivan, Justice O'Connor dissented. That was the
case where you had a regulation by the Department of Health and
Human Services which had stood from 1971 to 1988 and then it
was changed, and the Supreme Court upheld its change on a varie-
ty of grounds which I had specified in my last round. But the one
which struck me the most peculiarly was the ground that it is ap-
propriate to change a regulation when it is in accord with a shift in
attitude. That has related, in part, to your compliment of Justice
Scalia in your Creighton speech where he had referred to political
considerations on changes in regulations.

Justice O'Connor on the other hand voted to uphold the original
regulation and to strike down the new regulation because, as she
put it, "It would raise serious constitutional problems and would
constitute a serious first amendment concern." But I would ask
whether you would side with the O'Connor branch or the Scalia
branch of the revisionist court.

Judge THOMAS. Senator, without reference to Rust, I think as I
attempted to explain when we addressed this last week, Chevron v.
U.S.A. involved an instance in which EPA changed its regulation,
an existing regulation concerning the bubble concept. That was a
concept that was hotly contested, and EPA had adopted a regula-
tion rejecting the bubble concept, as I remember it.

Subsequent to that, EPA revisited the concept and adopted it,
and the question was whether or not this new regulation was a rea-
sonable interpretation of EPA's underlying statute, or the statute
in that case. And the Court held that it was, indeed, and upheld
the regulation.

That is generally the existing law with respect to deference to
agencies' reasonable interpretations in the administrative law area.
Whether or not that is easily transported to the difficult case that
you have just mentioned or is easily reducible to an instance in
which there seems to be just a change and, as you say, shifts in
political—shifts of attitudes and whether shifts of attitudes would
constitute a reasonable basis for making such a change or that
shift in attitude comports with a reasonable interpretation of the
underlying statute is, I think, a totally different question.

But the point that I am making is simply that the Supreme
Court has permitted—in the leading case in the administrative law
area has permitted there to be a change of regulations by the
agency, even when the existing regulation had been in place for
some time.

Senator SPECTER. Judge Thomas, in Rust v. Sullivan, the Court
concluded that the regulation was acceptable, saying that:
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The regulations simply ensure that appropriate funds are not used for activities,
including speech, that are outside the Federal program scope.

That ruling gives me enormous concern. It has given many,
many people in this country enormous concern in light of the very
extensive Federal rule on funding. So that if you have a Federal
program which is funding a given activity and you say that no one
can speak in opposition to that program, there is an enormous lati-
tude for restricting freedom of speech. And my question to you is:
Do you think that it is appropriate when there is Federal funding
involved to limit speech when that speech is outside the Federal
program scope?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I think that in this case, with respect to
the question, the underlying question in Rust v. Sullivan, I think it
would be, from my standpoint, moving too far to comment on the
underlying issues.

Senator SIMON. Why?
Judge THOMAS. AS I have indicated in other instances, Senator,

in these difficult cases, it is important to me that I not compromise
my impartiality should cases of this nature, similar cases be consid-
ered by the Supreme Court in the future, if I am, of course, fortu-
nate to be confirmed.

Senator SPECTER. But, Judge Thomas, I am not asking you about
any specific issue, let alone any specific case. I am asking you
about a very broad—a broad, broad philosophical question. It is as
broad as the areas of Federal funding, which are gigantic, and it is
as broad as the first amendment freedom of speech, which we hope
even exceeds the breadth of Federal funding. And the issue is, just
because the Federal Government gets into funding and establishes
a scope of a program—and I am not talking about any specific
issue—doesn't that give you at least some concern about limita-
tions on speech, if you could curtail speech where Federal funding
is involved?

Judge THOMAS. I think as I suggested last week, Senator, I was
very concerned in instances in which it appears or in instances in
which regulations by the Government curtail our fundamental
freedoms, and in this case freedom of speech. I share that concern.

What I am attempting to avoid is offering a judgment on an
agreement with a point of view on a very hotly contested and diffi-
cult case that could certainly come before the Court again.

Senator SPECTER. Well, Judge, I am really beyond the case, but I
will not press it further. Let me move on with my question to you
about the revisionist court and, if you join, whether you will be on
the Scalia branch or the O'Connor branch, and go back to Johnson
v. Santa Clara. Justice O'Connor takes Justice Scalia to task for
his dissent which he says is an academic discussion, and then I
think in a very important doctrinal view says that:

Justice Scalia's dissent rejects the Court's precedents and addresses the question
of how title VII should be interpreted as if the Court were writing on a clean slate.

You have already stated that you believe the constitutional inter-
pretation is a moving body, depending on the tradition and customs
of our society, without being rigidly controlled by original intent.
And here you have Justice Scalia taking title VII, as Justice O'Con-
nor says, writing on a clean slate. And Justice O'Connor rejects
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that and says that we have to take into account the Court's prece-
dents.

My question to you: Would you choose a preference between the
approaches between Justice O'Connor and Justice Scalia on that
issue?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I think it is important for any judge to
take into account, even when he or she disagrees with a particular
case, to recognize that there is the additional burden and addition-
al question of whether or not this case should be overruled; that is,
a question about the doctrine of stare decisis.

I do not think that judges should assume, simply because they
disagree with a particular case, that we are operating as though
there was no prior case law or there are no precedents and feel
free to act as though they are not in any way controlled or re-
strained or constrained by prior case law.

My sentiments, without expressing a particular judgment on that
case, my sentiments would be toward a preference for recognizing
that there is significant weight to be given to existing case law and
that the burden is on the judge who wants to change that prece-
dent, to not only show why it is wrong, but why stare decisis
should not apply.

Senator SPECTER. Thank you. I am going to score that one for
Justice O'Connor, which may make it one to one.

Let me move on to the war powers issue, Judge Thomas, a ques-
tion which has not yet been broached and one that I think is enor-
mously important and one which you and I had discussed in the
informal session which we had before the hearings started.

We have just seen a historic event in the course of the past year
with the gulf war and the vote by the Congress authorizing the
President to use force in the gulf war. In your writings, you have
been concerned about congressional activity in many areas; and in
your speech at Brandeis University on April 8, 1988, you said:

In many areas of public policy, including foreign policymaking, Members of Con-
gress can thwart or substitute their will for that of the Executive.

And you focus on foreign policy.
You have been very critical of the Congress, as I had commented

earlier, noting that there is little deliberation and even less wisdom
in the manner in which the legislative branch conducts its busi-
ness. And in your speech on September 3, 1987, at the American
Political Science association, you quoted with approval a statement
by Gary Jacobson that in Congress there is great individual respon-
siveness, equally great collective irresponsibility.

There are many issues where there is a confrontation between
the President and the Congress, which we all know, and I would
like your views as to the authority of the Congress under its consti-
tutional, exclusive responsibility to declare war, as opposed to the
President's authority as Commander in Chief, which is a very cen-
tral issue, was a central issue earlier this year.

Let me start with the question that I told you I was going to ask
you, and that is whether the Korean conflict was, in fact, a war.

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I, in response to our informal discus-
sions, did attempt to resolve an issue that scholars and political sci-
entists, lawyers, seem to have been debating for the last 40 years
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and I recognized, I believe as I indicated to you, the hostilities in
Korea and the President's response. Of course, I don't think that
there was a suggestion that the President could not respond, but
your question at the time went to whether or not there should
have been a declaration of war.

Senator SPECTER. Correct.
Judge THOMAS. And the short answer to that is, from my stand-

point, I don't know. I have attempted to look at that question, but,
again, it is one that scholars haven't resolved and that legal minds
haven't been able to resolve. And I think that I would be impru-
dent to attempt to resolve it in this environment.

Senator SPECTER. Well, Judge Thomas, when I asked you the
question at our informal session as to whether the Korean conflict
was a war, you said, "You asked that question of Judge Souter."
And I said, "That is right." And he ducked, and then I said, "Well,
let me give you the weekend." He came back and he said, "I don't
know."

Now, I thought that was OK under those circumstances where it
was from Friday to Monday, but you and I talked about this on
August 1 and now it is September 16. And I don't think that the
Korean incident is going to be repeated. It is not asking you to
comment on a pending case, and it is well established historically
as to what happened. And this is a crucial issue as to whether
American troops are going to be committed to combat on the Presi-
dent's word alone as Commander in Chief or whether it is going to
require a congressional declaration of war.

So, to the extent that I can push it just a little bit, let me repeat
the question. Was it a war?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, this isn't one of the instances in which I
am saying that the issue of whether or not the Korean—the hostil-
ities in Korea was a war would be coming before the Court. This is
an instance when, as I have indicated to you, I simply don't know.

Senator SPECTER. Well, let me try again. Instead of moving to an
easier question, I will move to a harder one.

In early January of this year, there was a lot of debate as to
whether the President had the authority to commit troops in the
gulf war without a resolution. President Bush asserted he did. And
this Judiciary Committee held hearings in early January, and some
even suggested, I think ridiculously, that the President would be
impeached if he moved ahead without waiting for a congressional
resolution. I thought it was ridiculous because Congress had sat on
its hands for months and had allowed the United Nations to set a
date for the use of force January 15, and finally—finally—Congress
acted, started some discussions on January 10 and moved on it on
January 12.

I am not going to ask you whether you think the Constitution
required congressional action or the President had the sole author-
ity to act as Commander in Chief, because if you won't answer the
Korea question, you are not going to answer that one. So let me
ask you instead: What would the considerations be that you would
work through in approaching that kind of a legal issue?

Judge THOMAS. It is a very difficult issue, Senator. I have ad-
dressed whether or not—in the War Power Act, resolution, of
course, is very complex and has a variety of reporting provisions,
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as well as the more difficult provision involving the withdrawal of
troops.

I think that, as I may have alluded to in our conversation earlier
in private, the whole issue of what the President's authority is, as
opposed to the authority of Congress, seems to be one that is more
amenable to the kind of process that this body and the Executive
went through or engaged in the Persian Gulf conflict; that is, one
in which the conflict is resolved in the political context.

I don't think there is certainly not very much in the way of judi-
cial precedent or judicial consideration of this particular issue. And
as I have noted before, there is an ongoing debate among scholars
on both sides of the issue. I for one, just as I have viewed the issue,
as I have looked at it, it seems to be one of those instances in
which the differences, particularly when there is an existing con-
flict, are better worked out in cooperation between the executive
and the legislative branches.

Senator SPECTER. Well, Judge Thomas, I agree with you totally
that it is better to work them out, but that issue could come before
the Court. And a concern which I have expressed is your state-
ments suggesting a lack of wisdom in the Congress, and I know you
have already said that you will be fair and impartial and that what
you had said in the past was as an advocate as opposed to where
you stand as a judge. So I don't think there is any use in pursuing
that one any further.

Let me turn to a specific case which you have decided, Judge. Al-
though you did not write the opinion, it is a case of some signifi-
cance involving the United States v. Jose Lopez. It is a case which
involves the interpretation of socioeconomic status under the Uni-
form Sentencing Guidelines which have been enacted to try to
bring uniformity on sentences in criminal cases. Those guidelines
say that socioeconomic status should not be considered on the sen-
tencing issue.

The facts in this case were very compelling about Mr. Lopez in
terms of his own background, where, as the opinion of the court
said, the tragic circumstances involved the death of his mother by
his stepfather murdering her, his own threats that he had to leave
town to avoid problems, his growing up in the slums of New York
and Puerto Rico, and of not fitting in because of his dual back-
ground.

The U.S. attorney prosecuting the case on behalf of the Govern-
ment in asking for a tough sentence argued that—and this is also
from the opinion:

The Government urges that a focus on particular life experiences would permit
every defendant to distinguish himself from all others, and this would undermine
the purpose of the uniformity of sentencing procedures.

You were on the panel which upheld an expansion of the sen-
tencing guidelines which prohibited considering socioeconomic cir-
cumstances. And my question to you is: How far do you think it is
appropriate to go in that line? And was the U.S. attorney prosecut-
ing the case, in asking for a tough sentence, really totally wrong in
the concern expressed that it would permit every defendant to dis-
tinguish himself from all others and thus undermine the purposes
of uniformity in the guidelines?
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Judge THOMAS. The concern—as you indicated, Senator, I didn't
write the opinion, and

Senator SPECTER. But you joined in the opinion.
Judge THOMAS. I joined in the opinion. After awhile, you learn

that when you don't—after about 150 or 200 of these cases, they
are a little hard to recall. But this case was a difficult case. It is
one that took into account the notion or the concern that this body
had that sentences be uniform, that there not be wide disparities in
sentences.

At the same time, the question was when there is an individual,
such as Mr. Lopez, who has had very difficult and traumatic cir-
cumstances in his or her life, is this a factor that is not socioeco-
nomic. Even though it may have resulted from socioeconomic
status—that is, where he lived—are these factors that should be
considered?

I think what the court did in that case—and I haven't had an
opportunity to review that opinion—is to wrestle with that difficult
issue, but also to recognize that there was in the uniform guide-
lines a prohibition against considering socioeconomic status and I
think ultimately feeling compelled to comply with that require-
ment.

Senator SPECTER. Judge Thomas, the issue of the death penalty
has not arisen in these proceedings except for one reference earlier
to Federal court habeas corpus, but that is a very important sub-
ject. There are deep-seated differences of opinion on the matter. I
was a district attorney in Philadelphia for many years and believe
the death penalty is a deterrent. Philosophically, is there anything
about the application of the death penalty which would bother you
from upholding it, if confirmed for the Supreme Court?

Judge THOMAS. Philosophically, Senator, there is nothing that
would bother me personally about upholding it in appropriate
cases. My concern, of course, would always be that we provide all
of the available protections and accord all of the protections avail-
able to a criminal defendant who is exposed to or sentenced to the
death penalty.

Senator SPECTER. Well, since Furman v. Georgia, there have been
elaborate circumstances set up for consideration of all the mitigat-
ing circumstances. But there has been a concern beyond the impo-
sition of the death penalty in terms of its not violating the eighth
amendment to cruel and unusual punishment. And I frankly am
pleased to hear your answer that you would support it in the ap-
propriate case.

There has been another concern about the tremendous delay, in
some cases as long as 17 years, an average of 8x/2 years. And there
are proposals pending which I have authored which would set time
limits within the Federal system to give an opportunity in the Fed-
eral court for a full hearing, but to make it a priority case because
it is really watched by so many people as to whether law enforce-
ment is really serious in carrying out penalties.

One of the legislative provisions calls for a time limit in the Su-
preme Court to decide these matters within 90 days, unless the
case is so unusual that it requires an extension of time, in which
event the Court could take longer on a stated reason.
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But I have two questions for you. One is—and people said this
was too much for Congress to do because the Court didn't sit in the
summertime, and the response to that was, well, the Court could
sit in the summertime like other courts do. And my question to you
is: Do you think that Congress has the authority to establish a
timetable—as we have under the Speedy Trial Act, for example—
and, second, to try to abbreviate it, whether 90 days is a reasonable
time? Or if not, what time limit would be?

Judge THOMAS. Of course, there is precedent, as you have alluded
to, Senator, for establishing timeframes. Whether or not Congress
has the authority to do it in this particular case I have not had an
opportunity to think about. But Congress certainly has established
timeframes in a procedural way that governs the way Federal
courts at the district court level, certainly in our Rules of Civil Pro-
cedure that govern the way that we do business. The Speedy Trial
Act I think is the best example, the one best example.

The question as to whether or not 90 days is the appropriate
time, I don't know. My concern would be this: I know that there is
the attitude that we must move on, that you must clear these cases
from the docket. We feel that way. We certainly feel that pressure
as judges. But I think that there can be instances in which 90 days
is not enough. There can be instances in which it may take more
time to assure oneself that a particular defendant has been accord-
ed all of his or her rights.

I would be reluctant to say that I endorse a particular cookie-
cutter approach, but at the same time, I have no alternative to
offer as to what is an appropriate length of time. But my concern
would always be that we do not put ourselves in the position of
adopting an approach that would ultimately in some way curtail
the rights of the criminal defendant.

Senator SPECTER. Moving, Judge Thomas, to the Voting Rights
Act, you have criticized Supreme Court decisions there and have,
as noted in your Wake Forest speech back on April 18, 1988, re-
ferred to the individual right to vote as opposed to protecting some
ethnic group with sufficient clout. But the Voting Rights Act has
been very carefully tailored to try to provide that there is organiza-
tion of voting districts so that a specific group does have some
clout, as opposed to a large representation or a configuration which
deny a group of some meaningful participation in the electoral
process.

My question to you is: Don't you think, aside from the general-
ization of individualism, that there is some very important objec-
tive to be reached through the Voting Act to have a group with an
adequate meaningful participation in the political process?

Judge THOMAS. Yes, I agree with that, Senator. My concern—I
think when I wrote that, these speeches on individual rights versus
group rights, I believe, and that was a one-paragraph example. I
was using this general example, and it is the general concern that I
have had throughout my speeches, and that is in according group
rights that you don't overlook individual rights. I was not—I loose-
ly, I think, referred to the voting rights cases, but the debate that I
was referring to was the school of thought when—I remember in
the early 1980's there was some suggestion and some feeling that
the Supreme Court cases prior to the amendments of the Voting
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Rights Act required proportional representation. And, of course,
there were denials to that, but there was that school of thought.

My attitude was that if, indeed, there is proportional representa-
tion that that presupposes—I think that is the word I used in that
speech—that presupposes that all minorities would vote alike or all
minorities thought alike. And that is something that I have—those
kinds of stereotypes are matters that I have felt in the past were
and continue to feel are objectionable.

Senator SPECTER. Thank you, Judge Thomas.
I know my time is up, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator.
Our next questioner would be Senator Kennedy, but I under-

stand he is prepared to yield to Senator Metzenbaum because Sena-
tor Metzenbaum is also required to be at the Gates hearing and to
question there.

Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank
you, Senator Kennedy.

Good morning, Judge Thomas. It is nice to see you again.
Judge Thomas, your testimony before this committee has

touched upon the subject of economic rights several times. This is
an area of concern because over 50 years ago, the Supreme Court
used economic rights arguments to strike down laws that were de-
signed to protect workers' rights and establish a minimum wage.

In a 1987 speech to the Business Law Section of the American
Bar Association, you stated that, "The entire Constitution is a Bill
of Rights and economic rights are protected as much as any other
rights."

You also stated that, "Legislative initiatives such as the mini-
mum wage in Davis-Bacon provided barriers against black Ameri-
cans entering the labor force." You went on to say, "It is amazing
just how little attention has been paid to these outright denials of
economic liberties."

Frankly, Judge Thomas, I am amazed to hear you say that legis-
lative initiatives such as the minimum wage provided a barrier
against black Americans. I would say percentage-wise in my opin-
ion—I don't have the statistical data, but I would guess that per-
centage-wise no group of Americans benefited more from the fact
that employers could not pay them less than $3.35 an hour. And, of
course, it has gone up since that time.

But, Judge Thomas, in this 1987 speech you characterized the
minimum wage as "an outright denial of economic liberty," and
you stated that, "Economic rights are as protected as any other
rights in the Constitution."

My question to you is: In 1987 did you believe that the minimum
wage law violated economic rights which you thought were protect-
ed by the Constitution?

Judge THOMAS. NO, Senator. And I think I have made myself
clear here, and I have discussed it here. I don't have a copy of the
speech in front of me.

The point that I was making with respect to minimum wage was
a policy point, not a constitutional point. But let me address the
constitutional point first.

I have indicated that I believe that the Court's post-Loc/mer deci-
sions are the correct decisions; that those cases were appropriately
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decided; that the Court is not a super-legislature to second-guess
the very complicated social and economic decisionmaking of the
legislative and executive branches.

With respect to the minimum wage, there was an ongoing policy
debate concerning what the impact of the minimum wage was on
certain minorities, particularly minority teenagers, and there is
data to suggest that each time the minimum wage rises, minority
teenagers, the unemployment rate increases.

Now, that is not to suggest that the minimum wage itself is not
beneficial; indeed, it is. I think we all want everyone to make a
decent wage. I certainly believe in that. But I think that there was
a legitimate debate as to what are some of the impacts or unin-
tended consequences of it, and that was the basis of that comment.

Senator METZENBAUM. Well, Judge Thomas, as Chairman Biden
pointed out on Wednesday, economic rights currently are not enti-
tled to the same degree of protection as other rights, such as due
process, equal protection, and free speech. If they did receive that
degree of protection, it would be much harder for Congress to pass
laws protecting the environment, workers' rights, and the safety of
workers in the workplace.

The speech in which you made that statement regarding econom-
ic rights was not a speech on political philosophy that you were
giving to the Cato Institute. You were talking about the Constitu-
tion and economic rights, and you were talking to the Business
Law Section of the American Bar Association. These were corpo-
rate lawyers. I am sure many of them were delighted to hear what
you had to say about economic rights being protected by the Consti-
tution as much as any other rights.

But on Wednesday, in response to a question from Chairman
Biden, you stated that in constitutional adjudication, it would not
necessarily be the case that the protection of economic rights
"would be at the same level that we protect other rights."

Now, based on what you said in 1987 and what you told this com-
mittee, it would appear to me that today, as well as in your re-
sponse to the chairman, that you have changed your views regard-
ing this subject. You didn't make a distinction in your speech be-
tween young blacks and older blacks. You were talking about all
blacks.

What has prompted you to change your views on this matter of
economic rights?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I have not changed my views. The point
that I was making is that we do have rights, property rights, eco-
nomic rights, within our Constitution. Now, we have other rights
in our Constitution. The question becomes in constitutional adjudi-
cation at what level of scrutiny can those—or at what level of scru-
tiny does the Court look at regulation of those rights? They do
exist. They are in the Constitution. I don't think there is any dis-
agreement about that. The level of scrutiny for socioeconomic—in
this case, the relevant factor for economic rights is rational basis. I
have not quibbled with that, and I have made that clear.

In fact, in that very same speech or in one closely related to that,
I made the point that the individuals who wanted to revisit the
level of scrutiny for economic rights, I disagreed with them—indi-
viduals, as Chairman Biden mentioned, such as Macedo. But the
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mere fact that you don't review those rights in the same way
doesn't mean they don't exist, and it does not mean that they are
not important.

However, I think what we do recognize in this society is that
there are some rights that we value that are so deeply embedded in
our society, at the core of our society, such as our first amendment
rights, that we will review with a different standard. But to review
it as a different standard in no way says these rights are unimpor-
tant. It recognizes our political process.

The CHAIRMAN. Will the Senator yield on my time?
Senator METZENBAUM. Of course.
The CHAIRMAN. Professor Macedo has come up several times. I

have raised him. And I would like for the record to read a letter I
received from Professor Macedo on Friday afternoon. I am sure he
wouldn't mind. And this is his book. He said I kept holding up Ep-
stein's book. I might as well hold up his book. [Laughter.]

It says, "Dear Senator Biden: Many thanks for giving me 15 min-
utes of fame, as Andy Warhol promised. Quite apart from this,
though, it might be hard to profess objectivity now"—that is not
relevant.

He said, "I could not agree more that the natural law issue is
worth pursuing and have been a bit disappointed by Judge
Thomas' vagueness." I might note parenthetically I have been very
happy with that.

As a token of my appreciation, I wanted to offer a few pieces of work to you and
your staff. The article, "The Right of Privacy: A Constitutional Moral Defense" is
pretty clear and straightforward, I think, on the question of why something like
natural law is inescapable in constitutional adjudication, as you have said at the
hearings. I send along the book.

Then I want to read from just one paragraph of the article he
sent along to make sure everything is clear in the record as to why
both Senator Metzenbaum and I are pursuing this about Dr.
Macedo. This is Steve Macedo's article, "Economic Liberty and the
Future of Constitutional Self-government," sent to me Friday by
Professor Macedo, and it is Macedo, M-a-c-e-d-o. He says: N

The future economic liberty under the Constitution depends on the viability of the
double standard—

his words, the double standard—
that has for nearly half a century characterized judicial interpretations of our fun-
damental law. The modern court applied a searching level of scrutiny to challenge
laws that interfere with a list of preferred freedoms, including liberties associated
with speech, religion, and privacy, or that involve discrimination against discrete
and insular minorities. At the same time, and despite the Constitution's several ex-
plicit supports for economic freedom, laws interfering with economic liberties and
property rights are typically subjected to a lax test designed to establish only the
merest rational basis exists for the law in question. In applying this double stand-
ard, as I shall explain at greater length below, the modern court ignores the Consti-
tution's support for economic liberty, disparages close connections between economic
and other forms of freedoms, and invests legislators with unwarranted measures of
trust, trampling at the core ideal of our constitutional regime the aspiration of rea-
sonable self-government.

Now, the judge knew and I knew and everyone else knew why I
asked that question, because Professor Macedo believes that the
standard—which I understand you have no quarrel with and
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accept, that has been around for half a decade, as he points out, is
one that we should continue.

Judge THOMAS. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. He believes it is one we should jettison. That was

the reason for the questions and the reason why I appreciate—
whether I agree with it or not—your answer distinguishing the fact
that you do not agree with Macedo that we should jettison this
double standard, as he called it. Am I correct?

Judge THOMAS. Right.
The CHAIRMAN. I thank the Chair, and I ask unanimous consent

that the letter to me be introduced in the record as if read.
[The letter follows:]
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(6I7!494»9O4384FAX September 12, 1991

Senator Joseph Biden
Chairman, Judiciary Committee
SD-224, Dirksen Senate Office Building
United States Capitol
Washington, DC 20511

Dear Senator Biden:

Many thanks for giving me 15 minutes of fame - as Andy
Warhol promised.

Quite apart from this - though it might be hard to
profess objectivity now - I have been very impressed with
your questioning. I could not agree more that the "natural
law" issue is worth pursuing, and have been a bit
disappointed by Judge Thomas's vagueness.

As a token of my appreciation, I wanted to offer a few
pieces of work to you and your staff. The article on "The
Right to Privacy: A Constitutional and Moral Defense" is
pretty clear and straightforward, I think, on the question
of why something like natural law is inescapable in
constitutional adjudication, as you have said in the
hearings.

. X send—along— the -bookr—-in_part, in case you need
-another prop. It was a good visual--effect when you waived
the Epstein and Fried books - but I wouldn't want you to
wear them out!

May I make one humble request? I believe that Warhol's
promise has a proviso to the effect that when you get your
15 minutes they've got to spell your name right. Mine se'e.ms
to have entered the transcript as "Masito," according to the
New York Times at least. Since I am not Japanese but \
'^Portuguese (like many of your constituents in New Jersey) I \
wonder if someone could correct the transcript? i

Again,^many thanks. You are doing an honorable job, /
and doing it well. Keep up the good work!

-- - - -Sincer-elyv,

Stephen Macedo
Associate Professor
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The CHAIRMAN. I thank the Chair for allowing me—not the
Chair.

Senator METZENBAUM. YOU are the Chair.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I thank you very much. Sitting next to

Senator Thurmond I am never sure what I am. He is always the
Chair. But thank you very much for the interruption, but I thought
it important to put that in the record. Anyone who wants to look
at the book, this is it, "Liberal Virtues."

Senator METZENBAUM. One last question on this matter of the
minimum wage. You gave me a rather lengthy answer, but I think
this just takes a simple yes or no.

Do you still believe that the minimum wage law is an outright
denial of economic liberty for employers?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I think that I characterized it in the
way that I think that I meant it, and that is that it does have unin-
tended consequences of eliminating certain individuals or preclud-
ing them from entering the job market. There is data on that. I
have

Senator METZENBAUM. YOU haven't answered the question, Judge
Thomas, I beg to point out to you. You are talking about the
impact. I am not asking about the impact. You are saying it does
preclude certain individuals from obtaining jobs. My question is:
Do you still believe that the minimum wage law is an outright
denial of economic liberty? Which is what you had stated, I think it
was in 1987?

Judge THOMAS. And I explained, Senator, I think, what I meant
by that. It does not allow certain individuals to enter the work
force. And I did not intend to suggest, as I have also indicated to
you, that this was some sort of constitutional judgment.

If we are talking about constitutional law, liberty in that sense,
then the answer is no. That is not what I am saying.

Senator METZENBAUM. One of the most puzzling parts of your
testimony to the committee last week is your suggestion that we
should discount most of your past statements on legal and policy
issues because those were made in your role as a policymaker
rather than as a judge. The interesting thing is that your support-
ers assert that your childhood experience of growing up poor in the
segregated South is a very important part of our consideration, and
I agree with that. Your supporters argue that your personal history
demonstrates that you will bring sensitivity to the bench when con-
sidering issues of race and poverty. I am not sure whether I agree
with that.

You have basically said the same thing to us. In other words,
your argument seems to be that your childhood background is
more relevant to assessing your qualifications for the High Court
than are a decade of speeches and writings and an 8-year record
while head of the EEOC. Frankly, Judge Thomas, I have difficulty
with that. Your tenure at EEOC is the major portion of your
record. That is what qualified you for the court of appeals. Quite
frankly, your tenure on the appellate court has been so brief that it
gives us little indication of what kind of Justice you would be on
the High Court. By your own admission, you spoke out on a
number of issues during your chairmanship at the EEOC.
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Judge I start from the assumption that public officials mean
what they say. I do not think you were going around the country
articulating views and advocating policy positions that you did not
believe in. And if you were articulating views or advocating posi-
tions that you did not believe in, I think it is incumbent upon you
to tell this committee when and why you were doing that.

I have to assume that when you expressed views on legal and
policy issues as EEOC Chairman, those were your views. I can
accept the idea that your views on certain matters may have
changed between now and the time which you expressed yourself
on a particular issue. But it is difficult to accept the notion that
the moment you put on that judge's robe, all the views and posi-
tions which you held prior to going on the bench just magically dis-
appeared. That is not my experience of the way it is in the real
world.

If that was the case, then there would be no point in looking at
anything beyond the past 16 months of your life. The pre-judicial
record and positions of a nominee are usually a good indicator of
what kind of judge that nominee will be. That is why we have
these hearings—to explore that record and those positions.

You have spoken out a great deal on contemporary social and po-
litical issues. I want to ask you about some statements you have
made on these issues because so often today's political or social
issue becomes tomorrow's legal issue for the Court.

I think it is important for the Senate to have a sense of how you
think about these matters. I have copies of speeches I want to ask
you about. If you need to refer to those speeches or believe that a
quote has been taken out of context, you should say so. I am trying
to get a sense of how you think about political and social issues,
and it is important that we be accurate.

For example, in an April 1987 speech at the Cato Institute,
which has been referred to quite often, you stated that you "agree
wholeheartedly" with former Treasury Secretary William Simon's
statement that:

We are careening with frightening speed toward collectivism and away from free
individual sovereignty, toward coercive, centralized planning and away from free in-
dividual choices, toward a statist, dictatorial system and away from a nation in
which individual liberty is sacred.

Now, Judge, this statement frankly does not comport with the re-
ality of American political life in 1987. Why is it that in the sev-
enth year of one of the most conservative administrations in this
century you believe that this country was "careening with frighten-
ing speed toward a statist, dictatorial system"?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I think that I have not an opportunity
to go back and review that speech in detail. I have looked at it and
don't know exactly where that quote appears in it. But the point I
think throughout these speeches is a notion that we should be care-
ful about the relationship between the Government and the indi-
vidual and should be careful that the Government itself does not at
some point displace or infringe on the rights of the individual. That
is a concern, as I have noted here, that runs throughout my speech-
es.

In quoting former Secretary of the Treasury Simon, I think I was
just underscoring that point.
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Senator METZENBAUM. Well, Judge Thomas, if you have the
speech in front of you—if you don't, I will send it to you—let me
point out to you where it appears because I think that is very sig-
nificant, and I think you have made a significant point. It is in
your windup. "I find myself agreeing wholeheartedly with former
Treasury Secretary William F. Simon when he asserts that"—and
then I read the whole quote. And then you go on to say, "I can't
think of a more appropriate time for truth than the Bicentennial of
our Constitution"—thank you. Was there some material in be-
tween?

I am informed by my staff that
Judge THOMAS. Which speech
Senator METZENBAUM. That was the very end of the speech.
Judge THOMAS. Which speech was that, now, Senator?
Senator METZENBAUM. This was the speech to the Cato Institute

on April 23, 1987. My question to you, so we don't lose sight of it, is
that this was the seventh year of the Reagan administration, and I
am trying to find out from you how you concluded that the country
at that time was "careening with frightening speed toward a stat-
ist, dictatorial system."

Judge THOMAS. Senator, as I indicated to you and I think as I
indicated throughout this speech, the point that I was making is
that we were losing sight of the—it was my feeling that we were
losing sight of the relationship, the appropriate relationship be-
tween the individual and the Government. And in quoting former
Treasury Secretary Simon's speech, I think it was simply to under-
score that point.

Senator METZENBAUM. And you thought this was happening
during the Reagan administration?

Judge THOMAS. I think the relationship—my point was, again, as
I indicated, that the concerns seemed to be diminished about the
rights of the individual, and I was underscoring that point with
that quote.

Senator METZENBAUM. I will go on. In an April 1988 speech at
Cal State University, you declared that:

Those who have been excluded from the American dream increasingly are being
used by demagogues who hope to harness the anger of the so-called under class for
the purpose of advancing a political agenda that resembles the crude totalitarianism
of contemporary socialist states much more than it does the democratic constitution-
alism of the Founding Fathers.

Now, Judge Thomas, I think most Americans believe that any
laws that resemble "the crude totalitarianism of contemporary so-
cialist states"—your quote—would be inconsistent with our Consti-
tution. I think most Americans believe that, if you are confirmed,
you would have a duty to strike down any such laws. That is why
we need to know what you meant when you used such terms.

In 1988 when you made that statement, what programs and poli-
cies did you have in mind when you spoke of "a political agenda
that resembles the crude totalitarianism of contemporary socialist
states"?

Judge THOMAS. The point that I was making in that particular
portion of the speech, again, was this: That there seemed to be
some efforts to disenchant or to encourage or to take advantage of
disenchantment of certain individuals in order to, I think—and this
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was, again, a policy point of view—to enlarge the role of Govern-
ment. That was a concern of mine, and I think it is consistent with
the concern that I expressed to you or that I expressed in the Cato
speech.

I think that that was an appropriate concern. Of course, once
again there is quite a bit of rhetoric there, but the point is quite
simply that the relationship that I felt was getting lost in the shuf-
fle and in the confusion was the relationship of the individual to
the Government.

Senator METZENBAUM. That speech was in 1988, and in your
speeches in 1987 and 1988, you seem to be talking about running
toward this totalitarianism, toward a socialist state. And yet it is in
a very conservative President's administration.

I sort of wonder, were you just using words to make a good
speech, or did you really believe the things you were saying? Be-
cause the facts belie your assertions.

Judge THOMAS. I think, Senator, I also made it a point to bring
the same concerns with respect to particularly minority individuals
whom I have noted in this speech in its relationship even with the
administration, that the administration was not addressing those
concerns and certainly were not at that time addressing minorities
as individuals. I think that that was one of the reasons and one of
the bases of the Heritage speech.

Senator METZENBAUM. Yes, but the concern for the minorities
was not being expressed by that administration. It was the reverse,
and it wasn't that totalitarian socialist state about which you
speak. That wasn't the problem. The problem was to try to prevail
upon a conservative Republican administration to be concerned
about minorities' problems. It wasn't this other concern about
which you speak that was affecting minorities, as I see it.

Let me go on.
You wrote a chapter of a 1988 book entitled "Assessing the

Reagan Years," in which you dismissed as an invention the argu-
ment that the ninth amendment undergirds the right to privacy. In
the article, you expressed concern that the ninth amendment pro-
vides judges with a blank check to strike down legislation deemed
by the Court to violate certain unenumerated rights. You also state
that, "The ninth amendment will likely become an additional
weapon for the enemies of freedom."

In 1988, Judge Thomas, who are these enemies of freedom that
you were referring to?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, the point, again, that I was making, I
have noted what my approach and concern about the ninth amend-
ment itself was. It was the concern that judges would use the ninth
amendment without reference to anything more than his or her
own predilections, and that the adjudication of the ninth amend-
ment had to be rooted in something other than that, had to be
rooted in tradition and history.

With respect to my concern, the larger concern, it was that the
efforts would be to enlarge the Government at the expense of the
individual, not so much a commentary on the ninth amendment,
but it is the overall point that I have made throughout these
speeches, the relationship of the Government to the individual.
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Senator METZENBAUM. But you didn't answer. Who were these
enemies of freedom?

Judge THOMAS. Well, I don't think I named any. I think it was
just a general—those who

Senator METZENBAUM. Did you have anybody in mind?
Judge THOMAS. Not in particular, Senator.
Senator METZENBAUM. In an October 1987 speech at the Cato In-

stitute, you expressed concern that:
Maximization of rights is perfectly compatible with total Government and regula-

tion. Unbound by notions of obligation and justice, the desire to protect rights
simply plays into the hands of those who advocate a total state.

It sounds like you had serious misgivings about protecting rights.
In 1987, how did you think the protection of rights could lead to a
total state?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I think the point that I made earlier in
the hearings is that I wasn't talking about the rights that we con-
sider fundamental, but that one could just simply say that he or
she has a particular program and that program then becomes a
right, and that it would actually be nothing more than one's pref-
erences, as opposed to the rights protected in the Constitution, and
that a proliferation of these rights or policies would actually under-
mine the value of the rights that we hold near and dear or the
rights that are currently protected by our Constitution.

Senator METZENBAUM. But in a 1988 speech at the Pacific Re-
search Institute, you said, "Too great an emphasis on rights can be
harmful for democracy." I needn't tell you that if you are con-
firmed, your job on the Supreme Court will be to protect the rights
of Americans.

What made you believe that emphasizing rights can harm de-
mocracy?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, as I indicated, the rights that I was talk-
ing about there were not constitutional rights but rights that could
proliferate simply by name, and these rights are nothing more
than programs or policies as opposed to our constitutional rights or
our fundamental rights.

Senator METZENBAUM. Let me go to a different subject. During
the past 15 years, a number of American companies adopted poli-
cies which barred women from certain jobs unless they could prove
that they were not capable of bearing children. These so-called
fetal protection policies left the working women in the unconscion-
able position of having to undergo irreversible sterilization if they
wanted to keep their jobs. Tragically, that is just what happened to
a number of women at companies such as American Cyanamid and
Johnson Controls. Six months ago, the Supreme Court completely
banned these policies as illegal sex discrimination.

Judge Thomas, as head of the EEOC from 1982 to 1990, you had
responsibility for protecting the millions of working women in this
country against sex discrimination. Shortly before you took over,
the EEOC decided not to resolve allegations of sex discrimination
involving these fetal protection policies until it developed a formal
position on the issue. In the interim, the sex discrimination charges
were investigated in the field and then simply sent to the Commis-
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sion's headquarters in Washington where they were held, pending
the development of an EEOC position.

But under your leadership, under your command, the EEOC
failed to address this intolerable situation, not for 1 week, not for 1
month, not for 1 year, but for over 6 years. During this entire
period, dozens of charges of women involving fetal protection poli-
cies sat at your headquarters without resolution. The women who
filed those charges had rights, but their right became meaningless
in the absence of enforcement. And they didn't just lose their
rights, Judge Thomas. These working women lost their jobs, their
careers, their dignity, and in some cases even their ability to bear
children.

Under increasing pressure from a House Education and Labor
Committee investigation, the EEOC finally took a position in 1988
and began to resolve these charges in 1989. By that point, over 100
charges had piled up. Your agency couldn't even find many of the
women who had filed the charges, so their cases were thrown out.
For these women, justice delayed was justice denied.

I am very troubled by the EEOC's complete abdication of its
entire enforcement responsibilities in this area. I am particularly
disturbed because it appears that you were personally—personal-
ly—involved in the Commission's decision not to protect women
from these policies. First, a memorandum prepared by the EEOC's
Office of Legal Counsel described your personal preference that the
EEOC refrain from deciding whether these fetal protection policies
could be illegal under any circumstances:

On Chairman Thomas' suggestion, the EEOC staff manual now emphasizes that
the Commission has not decided whether an exclusionary policy or practice is or can
lead to a violation of Title VII.

In a second memorandum written to you in 1983, one of your
own staff aides emphasized the need for the EEOC to decide wheth-
er these policies were illegal. "Since the charges, once investigated,
will have to"—this is the quote in a memo—"Since the charges,
once investigated, will have to be dealt with in some fashion, I rec-
ommend that the staff now begin preparing options for handling
them. Otherwise, the Commission could end up with an inventory
of unresolved and unresolvable charges." That was in 1983.

You responded by writing at the top of the memorandum, "Let's
discuss. I have serious problems with this area."

You must, indeed, have had serious problems because you ig-
nored that staffer's warning and left women unprotected for a total
of 6 years.

Judge Thomas, why did it take you 6 years to help the women or
to take any action to help the women who had filed these charges?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, as you noted, this was as very difficult
area. The question for us was if an employer has a policy that says
that women will not be allowed in a certain job, because the job
itself, the radiation or, I believe in Johnson Control, battery acid
could lead to harm to the ovaries or to the woman's ability to bear
a healthy child or the next generation could have problems such as
cancer, et cetera.

Initially, the concern was how do we make a judgment as to
these health risks. I think we had extensive coordination or worked
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with OSHA. I believe we worked with the EPA, et cetera, to try to
make this determination, what standard do we apply and what role
do we play. Again, I am basing this on my recollection of the early
1980's.

We subsequently decided to—our normal procedure in that in-
stance is to bring the cases into headquarters until we develop a
policy. This was one of the more difficult areas, as we were devel-
oping other policies. This was not the only policy.

Ultimately, I think we moved to giving guidance that indicated
that the decision would have to be made based on business necessi-
ty, which was a strict standard. Finally, the position which we
adopted was that if an employer were going to exclude women, it
had to be based upon a bona fide occupational qualification, and
that is ultimately the standards that the Supreme Court adopted.

Senator METZENBAUM. Mr. Chairman, I have about 10 or 15 min-
utes more on this one subject, and then I would be concluded. I am
perfectly willing to wait my turn and come back for the next
round. I just wanted to know if the Chairman desires me to con-
clude.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I would think that we should take a break
now, in any event, to give the Judge an opportunity to stretch his
legs, and we can just huddle here for a second.

I might say right now, Judge, I am trying to figure out the time,
because we are going to finish with you today and early, as I said
on Friday, even if we have to declare 2 o'clock the lunch hour. It
looks as though we have somewhere between 20 minutes or half an
hour more on the Republican side, maybe. I am not positive of that.
I think that is right. Senator Hatch has a few questions and I do
not know whether anybody else has any more questions.

On the Democratic side, my questions, depending on how quickly
we go through them, could take anywhere from 20 to 45 minutes, I
do not know. It depends on the discussion we get into, if we do get
into one. It is mainly recapitulation. I can tell you now I am going
to talk to you a little bit about expressive conduct in speech and
separation of powers.

Senator Kennedy has around 20 or 30 minutes. The Senator from
Ohio has 15 minutes or so. The Senator from Vermont has

Senator LEAHY. Mr. Chairman, I think I will take my full time. I
understand Senator Thurmond stated that the witness misunder-
stood my question when I asked about cases during the past 20
years. I may want to go back into that, too, now that the question
is fully understood. But I also have some other areas of question-
ing, so I would expect to take my full time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Senator from Alabama has roughly one
round, half an hour, is that correct?

Senator HEFLIN. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. And the Senator from Illinois is about 10 min-

utes.
Senator SIMON. Less than that.
The CHAIRMAN. Less than that. So, we are down to the wire now.

What I would do is ask you, as we break these 10 minutes, to make
a judgment as to how we are going to do that, but let us

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Chairman, in view of Senator Metz-
enbaum's question, Senator Hatch desires some time to answer it.
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The CHAIRMAN. OK. Well, let us not get upset about it. We are
close and let us just keep plugging along.

Let us take a 10-minute break now, Judge, and then maybe Mr.
Duberstein and I can speak a minute here.

[Recess.]
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
Before I yield to Senator Hatch, what we have been doing, I say

to the public, in the interim is trying to figure out how we best
order bringing the testimony of Judge Thomas to an end, without
cutting off legitimate questions that are left, and there are some. I
think if we just let the string run here, we are going to do just fine.

I received an admonition, though, Judge, I want to tell you this.
Your mom may be angry. She said she wants to go home. She told
me she has one of her patients who is 104 years old, has been
watching this on television, saying when is she coming home, and
she told her patient, "Clarence won't let me," and I am sure you
are going to tell her, "Biden won't let Clarence. [Laughter.]

Let us see if we can move this along now. Again, I do not mean
in any way to disparage you. There are some very important ques-
tions that are left, but I think if we can just move with dispatch
here, whether or not we get it done by lunch, we will get it done.
We are not going to be long beyond that. I think we may still be
able to do that, but let us just move along.

Senator Hatch.
Senator HATCH. Thank you, Chairman Biden.
I do not want you to go home, either, just yet. I think you have

really added a lot to these proceedings, so we are proud to have you
here.

Judge, I think you fully understand that it is awful tough when
you make a lot of speeches in the past, and I am sure that some of
those speeches were written by an ardent and well-intention staff,
as they are for us in many cases, and I think we all understand
that.

You are being criticized on one side for not being liberal enough,
and then I notice in the press this morning there are other articles
that are criticizing you for not being conservative enough, so I
think it just goes to show that you cannot please everybody.

I do just want to take a few minutes, because Senator Metz-
enbaum did go into your EEOC record, and I think the Washington
Post sums it up pretty well, because on May 17, 1987, the Washing-
ton Post said this—and you had been in there for, what, 5 years at
that time?

Judge THOMAS. That is right.
Senator HATCH. OK. Here is what the Washington Post said:
Things are markedly different at the Equal Employment Opportunity Commis-

sion. Here the caseload is expanding and budget requests are increasing under the
quiet, but persistent leadership of Chairman Clarence Thomas.

Now, that is pretty darn good, after 5 years, being in this very
tough maelstrom of a position, to have the Washington Post praise
your leadership, knowing that you were in the Reagan administra-
tion, which they did not very often praise, and some people think
with just cause, but I think it is important to point that out.
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Second, let me point out some more. When you became Chair-
man of the EEOC, I was chairman of the Labor Committee at that
time. Senator Kennedy was my ranking member, and now it is re-
versed. He is chairman and I am ranking. But we overviewed the
EEOC. When you became Chairman of the EEOC, the General Ac-
counting Office right at that time issued a report on the state of
the EEOC, and that report listed the numerous financial and man-
agerial problems at the Commission. In fact, it was entitled, "Con-
tinuing Financial Management Problems at the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission," and it was issued May 17, 1982, right at
the time you came into office.

Now, if you would just look at some of the—well, first of all, the
1982 GAO report, talking about the predecessors who operated the
EEOC, they found that the agency up to that time couldn't even
control its funds or its accounting practices. They said:

The Commission has failed to properly maintain and operate the system. Records
and reports produced were unreliable, receivables were not properly collected, and
bills were not paid on time. Also, in failing to follow some established procedures,
the Commission's employees have created violations of law that now must be dealt
with.

These problems predated you coming into the Commission. In the
1981 interim report, GAO stated that, "Some of EEOC's actions"—
now this is even before you were put in—"Some of EEOC's actions
may be thwarting its efforts to eliminate employment discrimina-
tion."

Then the Office of Personnel Management released another
report on the EEOC in May 1982. It was entitled, "A Report on
Personnel and Administrative Management in the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission." They had audited some 60 jobs at
the EEOC's Office of Administration before you became Chairman
or went to that Commission. They audited the 60 jobs to determine
the relative accuracy at the EEOC's pay scale, and they found that
53 positions were overgraded, 42 percent of the positions were over-
graded by 3 or more grades, 26 percent were over 2 grades, and 32
percent were by 1 grade.

Just look at the headings of the summary of findings. I think
they indicate the disarray the EEOC was in when you came, No. 1,
"Substantial overgrading exists within the Office of Administration
and likely exists in other parts of the agency." This is before you
came in. This is the predecessor agency.

No. 2, "The supervisory structure is excessive and expensive."
No. 3, "The Personnel Office's two core programs, staffing and clas-
sification, are not in compliance with OPM requirements." No. 4,
"Administrative operations are deficient in closing out contracts,
accounting for physical property, cataloging in the library and mail
room operations." No. 5, "The agency's management accountability
plan may be failing to account for quality of its achievements." No.
6, "Management appears to have tolerated and contributed to a
work environment beset by acrimony, improperly employee con-
duct, poor performance, and favoritism." Those are the titles or the
headings of the sections in that OPM or Office of Personnel Man-
agement report.

Let me ask you a question: Did you work on those problems?
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Judge THOMAS. Senator, during my confirmation hearings in
1982, one bit of advice that you gave me, indeed you told me you
would hold me accountable for, was within a short period, to cor-
rect particularly the financial problems within a short period of
time, and we were able to do that. In fact, we were able to correct
the financial accounting problems and have a GAO certified
system, I believe within 2 years.

Senator HATCH. In fact, the EEOC had $1 million they could not
even account for, is that not so, at that time?

Judge THOMAS. That was one of the items that you told me spe-
cifically to account for in the travel area.

Senator HATCH. And you cleared that up and resolved it?
Judge THOMAS. We cleared that up and put in place a variety of

procedures and a variety of checkpoints, so that would not reoccur.
I think it would not be overstating the case to say that EEOC today
has one of the finest financial accounting systems in Government.

Senator HATCH. IS it not true that each one of those problems
listed in that OPM report and listed in the GAO report, you either
improved or resolved?

Judge THOMAS. We resolved those, I believe, shortly after you in-
structed us to do so, as chairman of the Labor and Human Re-
sources Committee. We attempted to address some of the long-term
problems, but the recommendations that were made in the GAO
report became the basis for our short-term plan, the immediate ac-
tions that we had to take upon arriving at EEOC, but most of those
problems were corrected, I believe, within the first year or two.

Senator HATCH. In fact, you cleared up monitoring consent de-
crees and settlements, you insured not only that the judgments
were won, but that they were enforced. I think most would say,
having watched your tenure, would say you were creative when
changed circumstances necessitated an alteration in ongoing con-
sent decrees, some would cite the Ford Motor Co. situation as one
of the highlights. You certainly aggressively corrected and im-
proved management of the systemic litigation system, which was in
disarray at the time.

I could go into all of that, but I do not want to take the time. I
just want to make the point that some of these criticisms that are
being brought up about the EEOC are not only wrong and misin-
formed, but they are distorting what really happened, because you
inherited an agency that was in disarray, the people were fighting
with each other, they were not bringing the litigation as they
could. Even the age discrimination cases were in disarray. You did
not have a central management system that was working well, you
did not have a good accounting system or a good financial system,
you had a lot of back-biting among employees, because they were
upset with each other because there was not a management team
that was necessary. All of that, as far as I could see, during your
tenure was improved upon or resolved. Is that a fair statement?

Judge THOMAS. We did our best, Senator, and we think that we
not only addressed those problems, but we were able to engage in
some practices and to engage in some programs and develop pro-
grams that took EEOC far beyond where it was in 1982.

Senator HATCH. Well, I have to say that I think most who really
know the situation, and I happen to know it, can find something to
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criticize, no matter what, because it is a big agency with a lot of
problems, and they are tough problems, they are among the tough-
est problems in our society today, they involved equal employment
opportunities and all kinds of other civil rights issues. It is a very
complex area, so they can find fault, but the fact is that you
cleared up all of these tremendously difficult problems that existed
down there.

Some would say that you really—in fact, most who know would
say, in fact, I think all would say who know that you put forth an
aggressive effort to stamp out workplace discrimination at the time
that you ran the EEOC. In fact, some would say that is unques-
tioned.

Litigation recommendations received from district offices in-
creased dramatically. The changes went up as high as 400 or 500
percent increase in better approaches of the EEOC.

I do not want to take the time of the committee, because I know
we are trying to get through this and do our very best to finish
today, and I do not want to take anybody's time. But let me just go
into this one problem on fetal and reproductive hazards that Sena-
tor Metzenbaum brought up.

If I understood his charge, it was basically that, at the EEOC at
the time you were Chairman, women who were barred from certain
jobs because of fetal protection concerns did not have their rights
enforced, but let me just respond to that.

During your tenure there at the EEOC—and you correct me if I
say anything wrong here—there was a legitimate difference of
opinion among lawyers and others over whether title VII forbids
employers from excluding women from jobs that might endanger
any unborn children that they might be carrying or that they
might carry in the future.

Now, that is a very, very complicated area of employment law
and title VII law. It involves scientific and medical considerations,
as well as legal considerations. And because of the complexity of
the issue and because other Government agencies such as OSHA,
the Occupational Safety and Health Administration, and the EPA,
the Environmental Protection Agency, had to weigh it in their
views or weigh in with their views on this issue, it naturally took
some time for the EEOC to formulate a position on this issue, and
as it did, fetal protection discrimination charges that were filed
with the EEOC were naturally held in abeyance, because a judg-
ment had to be reached, a fair judgment, taking into consideration
all of the matters, including medical and legal and other matters.

But because the charges were filed that were held in abeyance,
they were not prejudiced because they actually had been filed, is
that correct?

Judge THOMAS. That is right.
Senator HATCH. SO, you had protected the rights of these people

during the time that the medical, legal, scientific, and other consid-
erations were taking place, and the filing of the charges tolled the
statute of limitations and stopped it from running.

Moreover, the plaintiffs whose charges were held in abeyance,
they were free, as I understood it—and correct me if I am wrong—
they were free to sue privately in Federal court, is that correct?
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Judge THOMAS. They could have perhaps received the right to
sue later and gone into Federal court, Senator.

Senator HATCH. If they had wanted to.
Judge THOMAS. That is right.
Senator HATCH. SO, nothing was interfering with their rights to

do that, which was a very important right.
Judge THOMAS. That is right. The difficulty, Senator, as you

pointed out, was that it was as very complex area and an area that
involved a tremendous amount of work safety-related problems, as
well as health and medical problems and concerns, and we at-
tempted to work them out or to wrestle with them, but EEOC does
not have the scientific and medical capability on its own to make
or did not have the capability to make all of those determinations.

We attempted to coordinate, as I said to Senator Metzenbaum,
with the other agencies and that took some time. However, even
during that process, we gave significant detailed guidance, I believe
in 1983 or 1984, to the field on how to handle and how to investi-
gate these charges, and then ultimately to forward those to our
headquarters.

Senator HATCH. After study of the issue in 1988, the EEOC, as I
understand it, issued regulations reflecting case law as it had de-
veloped up to that time in the Federal courts of appeals.

Now, the regulations permitted fetal protection restrictions on
female employees only when the employer demonstrated that there
was a substantial risk of harm to the fetus and that there were no
other reasonably available less discriminatory alternatives that
would effectively protect female employees' offspring, is that cor-
rect?

Judge THOMAS. That sounds accurate, Senator.
Senator HATCH. Further, the EEOC regulations required that if

there was a similar danger to male offspring, that fertile men be
excluded from the positions, as well, so you handled it that way.
When I say you, I mean the EEOC, because you just do not do
these things by yourself.

After the seventh circuit ruled in 1989 that plaintiffs had to bear
the burden of disproving that an employer's sex-based fetal protec-
tion policy is justified by business necessity, the EEOC announced
that it rejected that decision and that its regulations, the burden of
proof remained on the employer to show that a fetal protection ex-
clusion was a bona fide occupational qualification under the crite-
ria of the 1988 regulations.

This year, the Supreme Court, in International Union v. Johnson
Controls, Inc., agree with the EEOC, that the burden of proof is not
on plaintiffs in fetal protection exclusion cases, so they came down
to the same point of law that you had come up with. In addition,
however, the Court went further and held that a fetal protection
exclusion policy can never be justified as a bona fide occupational
qualification.

But the bottom line is that no one was prejudiced by the EEOC's
consideration of this extremely complex set of cases or issues,
should I say, and that the position taken by the EEOC was reason-
able, in light of the fact that it was based on the developing case
law in the courts of appeals.
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I just wanted to bring that out, because I think that if that is not
brought out, you are not being treated very fairly, because you did
everything you knew how to do under the circumstances, and final-
ly the Supreme Court resolved it, and it resolved it going a little
further than EEOC went, but, nevertheless, adopting basically your
ideas up to that point.

Now, one last thing: When the Justice Department was consider-
ing amicus participation in the Meritor Savings Bank v. Vincent
case, concerning whether sexual harassment on the job constituted
a title VII violation, would you be kind enough to tell us what role
you played in formulating the Government's position?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, that case, of course, involved the in-
stance of whether or not there could be sexual harassment outside
of the context in which a woman does not receive her promotion as
a result of not agreeing to engage in the prohibited conduct; that
is, if a woman does not concede to the wishes of the supervisor. It
was whether or not there could be a hostile working environment.

Our agency, as was the practice, communicated with the Justice
Department that we felt that the Government should be actively
involved in this case. There was some resistance. Some individuals
argued that hostile environment was not a violation of title VII as
sexual harassment.

My direct role was not only at EEOC in developing the argu-
ments that were transmitted to the Justice Department, but to per-
sonally meet with the Solicitor, his staff, individuals who disagreed
throughout the Justice Department, and to argue for the Govern-
ment's involvement in that case in the Supreme Court. And ulti-
mately EEOC itself played a very extensive role in the develop-
ment of the legal arguments in that case in the Supreme Court.

Senator HATCH. Well, that is great, because that issue of whether
sexual harassment on the job constituted a title VII violation, then
Solicitor General Charles Fried of the Harvard Law School said
that that was an open question the Court had not resolved. So he
then sought the views of the EEOC.

Judge THOMAS. That is right.
Senator HATCH. He came to you and said, We would like to have

your ideas on this tough question, we would like to know where
you stand. And he personally said that you, Judge Thomas, then
Chairman Thomas, Chairman of the EEOC, forcefully argued that
the Federal Government should side with the woman plaintiff that
sexual harassment is clearly discriminatory and cognizable under
title VII, this issue that was not decided, had never been decided by
the Court.

As you know, the Government did side with the woman plaintiff
in the Meritor Bank v. Vincent case, and the Court finally held
that sexual harassment creating an offensive, hostile, or abusive
work environment constitutes sex discrimination under title VII.

I think it needs to be pointed out, for a number of reasons, but
the principal reason is that when the chips were down, when that
case could have gone either way, as either not within the confines
of title VII—in other words, outside of title VII and therefore not
enforceable, or within, Chairman Thomas argued forcefully with
the Solicitor General's office and with the administration that
sexual harassment of women should be included within title VII,
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and the Supreme Court upheld your position. Now, I just wanted to
bring that out.

I think it is also important just to conclude with this comment.
These are very difficult areas of law. Reasonable people can dis-
agree and without any prejudice on the part of anyone. And I con-
tend that, Chairman Thomas, once you get on that Court, you are
going to be watching out for the people, the little people out there
that many are worried about, who-need help and who need their
rights resolved and watched over. And you will do it in a fair and
reasonable, responsive way, as you did at the EEOC.

I have to say the EEOC still has plenty of room for improvement,
as does every agency of Government. But compared to what it was
in 1982 when you took over, it is worlds apart. And you are the
person who helped bring about the effective and good changes.
That needs to be said by somebody like me who has watched it for
all these years and takes a special interest in it and who wants
that agency to work right and well.

So I just wanted to say that and correct the record and commend
you for the service you have given, and I have absolutely no doubt
that you will give equal service, if not better service, on the Su-
preme Court in the interest of everybody in America.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think I took about 15 minutes. I
didn't intend to take more than 10, but I apologize.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator.
The Senator from Massachusetts, Senator Kennedy.
Senator KENNEDY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I wanted just to return very briefly to a couple of areas that we

talked about last Friday, Judge Thomas. Welcome back.
Judge Thomas, I want to come back briefly to the subject that we

talked about on Friday, your view of Justice Oliver Wendell
Holmes. On Friday, when I asked you for your view about Justice
Holmes, you said that—and I quote

He was a great judge. Of course, when you have opportunities to study him, we
might disagree here and there. But I had occasion to read a recent biography of
him, and obviously now he is a giant in our judicial system.

I then read your quotation from a speech you gave at the Pacific
Research Institute in 1988, including a portion in which you quote
a statement by Walter Burns on Holmes. And you correctly stated
that I was quoting your reference to Walter Burns' view of Holmes.
But I just want to read the entire passage into the record so that
your view of Justice Holmes in 1988 is not misunderstood.

You stated, and I quote:
We cannot expect our views of civil rights to triumph by acceding the moral high

ground to those who confuse rights with willfulness. The homage to natural rights
inscribed on the Justice Department building should be treated with more reverence
than many busts and paintings of Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes in the Department
of Justice. You will recall Holmes as one who scoffed at natural law, that brooding
omnipresence in the sky. If anything unites the jurisprudence of the left and the
right today, it is the nihilism of Holmes. As Walter Burns puts it in his essay on
Holmes, most recently reprinted in William Buckley and Charles Kessler's "Keep-
ing the Tablets"—

and here you quoted Mr. Burns—
"No man who ever sat on the Supreme Court was less inclined and so poorly

equipped to be a statesman or to teach what a people needs in order to govern
itself."

56-270 O—93 15
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End of quote of Burns.
And then you continued, "Or as constitutional scholar Robert

Falkner put it"-—and here you quoted Mr. Falkner—"What John
Marshall had raised, Holmes had sought to destroy" That's the end
of the quote of Falkner.

And you continued:
And what Holmes sought to destroy was the notion that justice, natural rights,

and natural law were objective, and that they exist at all apart from willfulness,
whether of individuals or officials.

So I think it is quite clear from the full quotation, Judge
Thomas, that you were harshly critical of Justice Holmes for what
you described as his nihilism in his effort to destroy your view of
natural law. It doesn't sound to me like you thought he was a great
judge in 1988.

Judge THOMAS. I guess, Senator, much of that perhaps resulted
from the concern about some statements in cases like Buck v. Bell
of Justice Holmes'.

Senator KENNEDY. Well, which is Judge Thomas' opinion of Jus-
tice Holmes: the one you gave on last Friday or the one you gave in
1988?

Judge THOMAS. Well, as I indicated, Senator, I have concerns
about statements like "three generations of imbeciles is enough or
sufficient." I think that we certainly would find problems with
that. What I indicated to you was that I did take the time to go
back and re-read about him. Even though I may have had disagree-
ments, that was not the end of the inquiry. I spent a considerable
amount of time going back and trying to understand him more
during my tenure on the bench.

Senator KENNEDY. Well, that was then and last Friday is now?
Judge THOMAS. NO. Last Friday, as I indicated, I had gone back

recently and read a biography of him subsequent to the speech.
That was the point.

Senator KENNEDY. Well, as I understand—and we will leave it at
this—your view last Friday is your current view, and your state-
ments that you said in 1988 was your view of Justice Holmes in
1988.

Judge THOMAS. Well, my point that I was making, notwithstand-
ing criticisms, the point that I made last Friday is that he was a
great Justice, whether we agree or whether I agree with him or not
or whether others agree or disagree with him. The point that I am
making now is that even though I might have had a point of view
in 1988 that was critical, that did not stop me from going back and
reading and learning more about him. I think that the important
point that I am trying to make is merely having a point of view is
not the end of the process for me. It is, indeed, the beginning of the
process of learning and growing and attempting to change if there
is evidence there.

Senator KENNEDY. Let me go on to the voting rights. We talked
briefly about it last Friday. You made some comments earlier in
the course of the hearing this morning. In 1988 you stated:

Unfortunately, many of the Court's decisions in the area of voting rights have
presupposed that blacks, whites, Hispanics, and other ethnic groups will inevitably
vote in blocs. Instead of looking at the right to vote as an individual right, the Court
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has regarded the right as protected when the individual's race or ethnic group has
sufficient clout.

In reviewing the Supreme Court decisions, the principal decisions
decided on the voting rights case, White v. Register and the Thorn-
burgh case—there is the Allen case as well, but that deals with pre-
clearance provisions. But on basically that very issue, these, as I
understand it, are the principal cases, and both on their very face
rejected the bloc voting:

In White v. Register, we have entertained claims that multi-member districts are
being used invidiously to cancel out or minimize the voting strength of racial
groups. To sustain such claims, it is not enough that the racial group allegedly dis-
criminated against has not had legislative seats in proportion with voting. The
plaintiffs burden is to produce evidence to support findings that the political proc-
ess leading to nomination and elections were not equally open to participation by
the group in question, that its members had less opportunity than did other resi-
dents in the district to participate in the political process and elect legislators of
their choice.

We are talking here about how State legislatures in Texas and
North Carolina had at-large elections, allegedly, and I think sup-
ported by the evidence considered in both of these cases decided by
the Supreme Court, that the at-large elections rather than the
single-member district elections were being used to diminish and
undermine the effectiveness of the rights to vote of individuals, the
blacks in Dallas, Hispanics in San Antonio, blacks in the Thorn-
burgh case, similar statements in the Thornburgh case, I think
even stronger.

Those and the Allen case were the three, as I understand it, the
major guiding beacons in terms of the Supreme Court's upholding
the importance of the right to vote, certainly in judging the actions
of legislatures, which in many instances, particularly in the Texas
Legislature, had a history of supporting segregation activities at
that time.

And we have seen subsequent to those decisions the changes in
the membership in those particular districts rather dramatically, I
might mention.

Well, what were you so critical of in terms of those cases, the
principal cases?

Judge THOMAS. The comment wasn't about the Thornburgh case,
Senator. The concern that I raised, I think the word I used was
"presupposed" bloc voting, and that had to do with—and as I
noted, I think, on Friday, I was not engaging in an exegesis of the
voting rights cases. The comments were made in a speech that was
about individual rights and the concern for individual rights and
what would happen to individuals versus—when you considered
groups versus individuals. And I simply used as an example and re-
ferred to, I think in one paragraph, maybe two, the Voting Rights
Act as one of the examples, and then I moved on.

The point that I was trying to make was that—and it was my—
there was a school of thought. There was thinking, I remember, in-
volving—being involved or reading about the debates in the early
1980's about the Voting Rights Act that felt that the early cases
that presupposed or would lead to proportional representation. It
was that kind of mentality that I felt presupposed that blacks
would vote a particular way, that there was the stereotypes. And
throughout all my speeches, I argued against the use of stereo-
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types. I think there was even some debate up to and immediately
prior to the amendments to the Voting Rights Act in 1982 concern-
ing proportional representation. But I was not, as I indicated, going
through any cases and specifically saying here is the precise lan-
guage in that case, but rather to that general school of thought
that interpreted those cases to require proportional representation.

I think that was also a concern, as I remember—and, again, I
was not directly involved in the debates over the Voting Rights
Act. But I think that there was some concern even then with the
legislation that came from the House of Representatives that it
might lead to—the results test might lead to proportional represen-
tation. The language, of course, in the Voting Rights Act, in the
amendments, preclude that. And, of course, the Thornburgh case
makes it clear that you don't presuppose now that there is bloc
voting, but rather it has to be proven.

So what I was talking about was this general assumption about
had to do with the school of thought with respect to proportional
representation and the presupposition that minorities all voted the
same way or thought the same way or acted the same way.

Senator KENNEDY. Well, I am interested in your view of the leg-
islative history because Senator Mathias and I were the principal
sponsors of the extension of the Voting Rights Act, very much in-
volved in the debate, and the legislation specifically includes in
title II, explicitly says that no group is entitled to legislative seats
in numbers equal to their proportion of the population. At least
among those that were very much involved in the legislative histo-
ry as well as the Supreme Court

Judge THOMAS. That is where
Senator KENNEDY. The only point I raise is when you mention

here many of the Court's decisions, I was just trying in my own
mind—and recognizing the importance of voting rights, to find in
my own mind what were the areas of the Supreme Court decisions
in voting rights that you are most critical of. But I understand
now—and I would like to move on—that with regards to White and
Thornburgh that you support certainly their

Judge THOMAS. I absolutely support the aggressive enforcement
of voting rights laws and certainly support the results in those
cases. I think I said that or attempted to say that last Friday.

Senator KENNEDY. Let me move on to another area that was
touched on during the course of the hearings but which I would
like to just clarify. Judge Thomas, in your exchange with Senator
DeConcini yesterday, you talked about your role in Adams v. Bell.
The Secretary of Education, Terrel Bell, was the defendant in that
lawsuit. Back in 1977 the Court had ordered the Office of Civil
Rights in the Department to process discrimination complaints
more properly and conduct compliance reviews within specific
timeframes. And you arrived as the head of the Office of Civil
Rights in May of 1981. So we have the Court going back to 1977,
you arrive in 1981. You were the official responsible for compli-
ances with the court order. Your agency was accused of ignoring
the court-ordered timeframes to act on race discrimination com-
plaints, sex discrimination complaints, and other discrimination
complaints in a timely manner.
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The plaintiffs in the case petitioned the Court to hold you in con-
tempt for violating the court order, and the Court held a hearing
on the petition in March 1982, which is 9 months after you had
taken office. You told Senator DeConcini the judge did not hold you
in contempt or take any other steps. You said, and I quote, "I think
ultimately what the judge realized was that we were doing all that
we could, that it was impossible for us to comply with it"—mean-
ing the order, and that is the end of the quote.

That, as I understand it, is not quite right. I would like to quote
from the contempt hearing on March 15, 1982. The judge concluded
that instead of enforcing the civil rights laws, you were dragging
your heels, carrying them out in your own way and according to
your own schedule, instead of complying with the timetable or-
dered by the Court. Here is what the judge said, and I quote:

I would like to see some kind of manifestation by the people that administer these
statutes that they realize they are under the constraints of a court order and ac-
cordingly are going to make a good-faith effort to comply.

It is true that the judge did not take the extreme step of actually
holding you in contempt of court, but this is what the judge went
on to say, and I quote the judge:

We do find, though, that the court order has been violated in many important
respects and that we are not at all convinced that these violations will be taken care
of and eventually eliminated without the coercive power of the court.

So the judge said very clearly that you violated the court order
in many important respects, used the word "violated." He was con-
cerned that you were still not making the good-faith efforts to
comply. He was clearly threatening you with contempt. He was ob-
viously pretty upset with you.

What do you think he meant when he said he might have to use
the coercive power of the court to get you to comply with the court
order?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, when I responded to Senator DeConcini,
I think I also noted—and I did not go back and review the tran-
script—that I had not had an opportunity to review the entirety of
the record or any orders by the court. It has been, again, now
about 10 years.

With respect to what the court was doing, the petition that was
filed with the court was filed prior to my going to the Office of
Civil Rights. I went to the Office of Civil Rights, I believe, in May
of 1981. That was filed sometime, I believe, in February or March. I
can't remember exactly when.

The office had never been able to comply with those timeframes
under the consent decree, and, indeed, we improved—in the brief
time that I was there, I actually became Assistant Secretary in
July. Even though I was there before, I was actually sworn in in
July of 1981. During that brief period, we were able to improve the
performance and to comply with the timeframes, certainly did
better than the individuals prior to us, but still were not able to
comply. And we devoted 95 percent of our resources in an attempt
to comply.

What I suggested to Senator DeConcini is perhaps that I did
not—I should have gone back and perhaps looked at some addition-
al steps in communications with the court in order to prevent the
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matter from reaching the point where it could be suggested that I
was in any way not acting in good faith or in defiance of the court
order.

Senator KENNEDY. Well, didn't the judge draw some conclusion
in terms of your performance and the previous official's perform-
ance?

Judge THOMAS. Again, I have not reviewed the record, Senator. It
has been quite some time ago.

Senator KENNEDY. I believe it did, but you can correct the record
and take a look at it and comment on it.

The judge may not have taken the harsh step of holding you in
contempt, but he did take other steps. Contrary to what you told
Senator DeConcini, he set a deadline for the completion of a study
that you had told the court you needed prior to taking any action.
He set a deadline for both parties to consider the results of the
study to agree on the revisions of the court-ordered timeframes, if
any were necessary.

Also, you had told the court—you told the committee this week
that you had expedited the study when you arrived at the Office of
Civil Rights. In both instances, you cited this as an example that
you were making your best effort to comply with the court order. I
would not say the judge thought you were making the best effort.
In a March 1982 hearing your lawyer commented that you had told
the court you expected the study to be completed within the next
month or two, the judge responded, "I think he kind of hedged on
that prediction. I think if we were going to leave it up to Mr.
Thomas, you might not get it this year." That is what the judge
said. He sounds pretty skeptical that you were going to comply
with the order.

Judge THOMAS. AS I indicated, Senator, the study that we were
referring to was begun prior to my arriving at the Office for Civil
Rights. And as I remember—again, it has been quite some time—it
had been scheduled for completion at one point, and I expedited
the schedule so that we could have that study in place so that we
could make the appropriate changes consistent with that study.

Senator KENNEDY. This is what the judge stated in reference to
your predecessor, Mr. Tattle:

I contrasted Mr. Tattle on the one hand, who was sitting in the same position Mr.
Thomas was AYz years ago. Mr. Thomas and I contrasted Ms. Chong and Mr. Rigau.
It seems the difference between these two people is the difference between day and
night. Now, Rigau admitted that they were behind in their work as far as the Office
of Federal Contract Compliance was concerned, but he manifested an active interest
in improving the machinery. Things weren't getting any worse. I think they were
probably better. And while things weren't completely in accordance with the time
frames, Mr. Tattle went out of office in the fall of 1978 or 1979.

This was the fall of 1979.
Things were on their way to being improved; whereas, at the time he took over,

things were in bad shape. That is my basic problem. I don't like to hold people in
contempt. On the other hand, I like to see some kind of manifestation by the people
that administer these statutes that they realize they are under the constraints of a
court order and accordingly are going to make a good-faith effort to comply.

Judge THOMAS. He was not
Senator KENNEDY. YOU can put in the record, whenever you get

a chance to examine the transcript
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Judge THOMAS. But he was not my immediate predecessor. My
immediate predecessor was Cindy Brown.

The difficulty that we faced, Senator, that I did not allude to—
and it is one that the office continued to labor under, and I think it
was an important difficulty—is that when the Department of Edu-
cation was created out of HEW, to my knowledge the Department
of Education Office for Civil Rights had about 80 percent of the
work and 60 percent of the staff and was inundated. I think it was
in a much different position from the HEW staff. But that is some-
thing that is a part of what you inherit when you move into a de-
partment, and it was a very difficult problem.

The assurance that I made and that I make here—and it is a
very firm one—is that we attempted to do all we could to dig our-
selves out from under the workload. That is quite a bit different in
terms of accomplishing than it was, say, at EEOC where I was not
a part of a larger department that controlled decisions over the de-
ployment of personnel and budgets.

Senator KENNEDY. Well, did you complain about the staff and
the resources?

Judge THOMAS. Absolutely. In fact, internally I complained, as
my successors complained, but there were competing interests. As
you remember, at that time the Department of Education itself,
the full Department, was undergoing a RIF. And though the OCR
did not have the same budgetary constraints, it was held to the
same standards and not permitted, for example, to hire staff.

Senator KENNEDY. Let me move on to another area. During your
opening statement, you praised civil rights leaders for having
changed society, and you stated, "I have benefited greatly from
your efforts. But for them there would have been no road to
travel." But in the past you have condemned those same civil
rights leaders in five different speeches. In 1985, for example, you
denounced, and I quote, "a civil rights community wallowing in
self-delusion and pulling the public with it." You omitted that
phrase from only two speeches during this period, the two speeches
you gave to predominantly black audiences.

What did you mean when you said that the civil rights communi-
ty was wallowing in self-delusion and pulling the public with it?

Judge THOMAS. Well, let me make two points there, Senator. I
have many other speeches in which I extensively praised the civil
rights community and its efforts, and speeches on Martin Luther
King's speeches with respect to the NAACP and many organiza-
tions, and I have always given credit concerning the efforts and the
major, major contributions of the civil rights movement and the
civil rights groups in our society.

The difficulties that we had during the 1980's was an important
difficulty, and that was this, that there was, to my way of thinking,
a need to begin to debate anew some old problems and to begin to
look at them with fresh ideas.

What you see in those speeches are my frustration or is my frus-
tration that that debate never took place. Instead, you see a similar
frustration expressed to the conservatives in the Heritage Founda-
tion speech. Rather than ultimately sitting down and beginning to
try to work out the problems, we were spending our time yelling
across the table at each other.



450

I had hoped that would not have been the case during the 1980's.
As we all know, much to our chagrin, and I think to the chagrin of
anyone who is involved, that that did not occur.

Senator KENNEDY. Then, in a 1987 interview with Reason maga-
zine, you were asked whether there were any areas where the
NAACP and the civil rights establishment were doing good, and
you interrupted the question to respond no. When the interviewer
asked, "None?" you said, "None that I can think of."

In at least three speeches, you said, "Members of the civil rights
movement had given in to the cult mentality and childish obedi-
ence"—this is your quote—"which hypnotizes blacks into a mind-
less political trance."

Again in 1988, here is a quote, "We must now not merely be crit-
ical of the many blunders and follies that have occurred in the
practice of civil rights, we must show how our reliance on Ameri-
can principle produces better results than those of our enemies."
That is pretty powerful stuff, calling leaders in the civil rights
movement "the results of those of our enemies," and then in 1987,
you publicly castigated civil rights leaders who, "bitch, bitch, bitch,
moan and moan and whine."

Judge THOMAS. I think that was made before, Senator.
Senator KENNEDY. The point that appears of the kind of debate

you were trying to begin, I remember the time also as most of
those leaders very much involved with working with Congress on
the extension of the Voting Rights Act of 1982, when we had initial
opposition. William French Smith, right before this committee, ex-
pressed his opposition, and he was going to recommend that Presi-
dent Reagan veto it.

I can remember the work that was done by the civil rights
groups in 1984, 1985, and 1986, when we were trying to overrule
the Grove City case, which affected all Federal funding, whether
they could be used in terms of discriminatory purposes.

I remember the work that many have done in terms of the sanc-
tions against South Africa. I know you have a different opinion
from many of the civil rights leaders, although that opinion was
different evidently from what you had at Holy Cross, where you
supported disengagement and the economic sanctions. They were
very much involved in overriding a Presidential veto.

And I remember the civil rights leadership in 1987 and 1988,
when for the first time we worked out fair housing legislation,
which had been basically stalemated in the Congress. These are
major kinds of proposals that they are very, very much involved in,
and what we find is a series of extremely critical comments about
all.

Then the time is moving on and you had in the 1987 interview,
you stated, "That I find exasperating and incomprehensible the as-
sault on the Bicentennial, the founding of the Constitution itself by
Justice Thurgood Marshall, his indictment of the Framers alien-
ates all Americans, not just black Americans." That is a strong
attack on Justice Marshall. He was criticizing the original Consti-
tution for accepting slavery.

I will give you
Judge THOMAS. Thank you, Senator.
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Let me go back and I will try to cast this generally. I will not
attempt to go through each one of those seriatim, unless you would
want me to.

I think in the interview, my point was that I was the wrong
person to ask with respect to comments about the existing civil
rights community, because of the manner in which the civil rights
community had treated me and that I am no more or less human
than anyone else, that there was serious disagreement, and I do
not think that the disagreements were at the level that they should
have been, and I suggested that.

I attempted to conduct myself in a way that we could have a con-
structive debate, and I reiterate the point that I have major speech-
es throughout my tenure that are very, very supportive and very
strongly indicate my allegiance to the civil rights community and
to the civil rights movement, but I do not think that allegiance and
that support should undermine the ability to disagree.

And the comment that I made with respect to the unanimity, the
homogeneity of our points of views I think are important. I think
that there is a need for debate. I have said from my early speeches
in 1981 that it is important, these issues are so difficult, and the
problems are so bad, that we need all of the talent, that we needed
all of the ideas possible, not just one point of view.

I did not feel that that opportunity ever occurred or that we had
the chance or I had the chance personally to engage in that debate,
and I thought it was a lost opportunity, and I said it on both sides
of the aisle with respect to the civil rights community, as well as
with respect to the Reagan administration.

Senator KENNEDY. Well, it would appear, and the record will
show, whether these are expressions of disagreement or strong neg-
ative statements.

Judge THOMAS. Yes.
Senator KENNEDY. Judge Thomas, I continue to have serious con-

cerns about your nomination. In your speeches and articles, you
have taken many strong positions, but again and again you have
asked this committee to ignore the record you have compiled over a
decade.

On natural law, despite your previous clear advocacy of using
natural law in construing the Constitution, you now tell us that
you do not see a role for the use of natural law in constitutional
adjudication.

On the right to privacy, you have walked away from your record
and statements. You now say that you support a right to privacy,
but you refuse to comment on its controversial applications.

On abortion, you have explained away your strong praise for
Lewis Lehrman's extreme article supporting the right-to-life posi-
tion, and said you just mentioned the article in the hope that the
rightwing audience would be more inclined to support enforcement
of civil rights.

You ask us to believe that an intelligent and outspoken person
like yourself has never discussed Roe v. Wade with another human
being.

You ask us to be confident that you will enforce a woman's right
to be free from gender discrimination, despite your prior stereotype
statements about women and work.
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You have abandoned your previous statements that business
rights are as important as individual rights or any other right. You
now claim you are satisfied with the Supreme Court decisions that
give less importance to business rights and greater importance to
individual rights.

You have criticized Supreme Court decisions protecting voting
rights and sustaining the power of Congress to appoint independent
prosecutors, to investigate wrong-doing in the executive branch,
now you seem to be supporting those positions.

You have trashed the leaders of the civil rights movement in
many speeches, but now you emphasize your debt to them. You
have trashed Oliver Wendell Holmes in one of your speeches, but
last Friday you called him a giant in the law.

You have harshly criticized Congress, and, as an executive
branch official in the Department of Education, you were on the
verge of being held in contempt of a Federal court for failing to en-
force civil rights laws.

You urge lower courts to follow a Supreme Court dissenting opin-
ion restricting job opportunities for women, instead of the Court's
majority opinion expanding those opportunities.

The vanishing views of Judge Thomas have become a major issue
in these hearings. If nominees can blithely disavow controversial
positions taken in the past, nominees can say those positions are
merely philosophical musings or policy views or advocacy. If we
permit them to dismiss views full of sound and fury as signifying
nothing, we are abdicating our constitutional role in the advise-
and-consent process.

Some say that the Senate should consider only the nominee's
qualifications and not his ideological views, but the Constitution
gives the Senate a shared role with the President in the appoint-
ment of Justices to the Federal courts, and for very good reason.

The Supreme Court thrives on the diversity of views of nine Jus-
tices who comprise it. It is our system of checks and balances. The
role of the Senate is one of the most important checks on the
power of the President to pack the Court with appointees who
share a single one-dimensional view of the Constitution.

When ideology is the paramount consideration of the President
selecting a nominee, the Senate is entitled to take ideology into ac-
count in the confirmation process and reject any nominee whose
views are too extreme or outside the mainstream.

As we move to the next stage of these hearings, I continue to
have major concerns about your nomination and about your com-
mitment to the fundamental rights and liberties at the heart of the
Constitution and our democracy. This is no time to turn back.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Now, where we are at this moment is that all Republican Sena-

tors have had a third round and we should be just going down the
row here, but Senator Grassley, who did not complete a third
round last week, apparently has a couple of minutes he would like
to use now, is that correct?

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes, at least not more than 5.
The CHAIRMAN. OK. Well, if it is all right with the Senator from

Vermont, if we yield to the Senator from Iowa. Everybody will
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have more time if they want it on the Republican side. Senator
Brown is entitled to any time he wants and we will do that. I just
wanted to make sure that people who have had a chance to ask
three times already yield to those who have only asked twice. Sena-
tor Brown has only asked twice, so he will get another chance.

At any rate, after all of that, why don't I just yield to the Sena-
tor from Iowa for whatever questions he has, and then we will go
to the Senator from Vermont.

Senator SIMON. Are we going to be breaking for lunch?
Senator GRASSLEY. Mr. Chairman, my point
The CHAIRMAN. Excuse me, Senator. I have been asked a ques-

tion, are we going to be breaking for lunch. I think that is going to
be inescapable. The question is whether we break immediately
after the Senator from Vermont, and I think that depends on how
long the Senator from Iowa goes, and he has as right to go long if
he wants, or whether we break after the Senator from Alabama.
That being the case, we would be down to very few minutes after
that, but we are probably going to have to break for lunch, and we
will do a very short break, meaning an hour, not an hour and a
half, when that time comes. But let us see how far we get right
now.

Senator GRASSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I take some time now just for
further clarification, more than anything else. I had previously dis-
cussed for the committee's benefit, more so than to question the
Judge, about the Adams v. Bell matter, and I thought maybe it
would be closed, but it is apparent that it is not closed.

Last week, I had asked that the transcript of the proceedings be
printed in the record; and you said it would be made available, and
at the time I thought that would be sufficient, but now I think it is
only fair that the transcript on the Judge's order in which Judge
Thomas was not held in contempt be printed in the public record,
and I think that it should be clear that Judge Thomas, as I said
previously and as I laid out in a factual record, only inherited a
very difficult situation and in no way intentionally violated the
law, so I would like to have that printed in the record, if I could,
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it will be printed in the
record.

[The information referred to follows:]
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T H Z C O U R T ' S ?::TI.:GS O ? ?:-CT -;-J r--::-:i"z.:"; :." --• '

THE COURT: '..'ell, as Mr. Tatel in his letter cf

yesterday — counsel have copies — correctly surris<==\. vj

ara reluctant to find the defendants in contempt for a vai*iacy

i- of reasons, not the least of which is that they arrived cr. c".-.s

scer.s relatively late ar.d "-he notion to hold them in contempt

• was filed within a matter of just a few months after they

3 ;•
; came aboard.

5 } we do find, though, that the order has been violated

'0 : in many important respects and we are not at all convinced

11 " that these violations will be taken care of and eventually

12 ' eliminated without the coercive power of the Court. Ke

!3 !' are not going to discharge the rule to show cause; we are not

14 ., going to hold them in contempt at this time.

15 !! V7e shall give the Government until June 1, which is

16 ! roughly-''45 days — a little longer than that -- or 75 cays,

!T I two months and a half, within which to complete the study to

18 '• which Mr. Clarence Thomas referred and to supply copies to

;9
all of the parties.

20 By the 15th of August, which is five months fr=n now,

21 : we shall expect the parties on the basis of the completed

" ' study to arrive at a consent order which will either il)

J" reiaspose the present guidelines, or (2) make modification of

J>- these Guidelines in view of the changed circumstances to vhic:

0004 3.7
"' Mr. Levie made reference, vhich guidelines woulc presu-T.a = .y
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za'::e ir.co sccoir; zr.£ z:?.r.ae m C.-.2 -nix o: cases, cr.y

increases in the complexity 2nd difficulty of cases, and anv

related considerations. But it is rr.y intention that th 2 crcer

that ths parties will subnit will cover all cf these
5

contingencies so far as they ars able to anticipate. j.: c.:~ I
6 , /

other hand, if they are not abla -c encsr into an orcar by /

consent, I shall expect that on, or before, the 15th of

August, each of the parties will present his own order and •

at that tine, we will acair. get into the question of what :

'' coercion will be necessary to insure the compliance with ,

this order, absent the consent of the parties.

Let ae say further that all of us have noted ihe

• game of "Musical Chairs" that the Department of KEV7 and now,

! apparently, the Department of Education is going through. I
15 1

. read in the papers that we nay not have a Department cf
16 j;

Education too much longer. I do not know what department of
1 - ' ]

• the Government will take over those functions. ^But I would

:s ' :

think that any consent order shouid bear on its face the

signatures, not only of the lawyers who are negotiating the

. settlement, but also the cabinet secretaries and department

• heads who are going to bear the burden of compliance.

Now having siad this, I want to say that this subject,

I think, has been very fully aired and I think all sides have

been very competentlv reo-«»sented. I 3m sorry that we have to

delay further this natter of seeir.q vhat happens to the crcer
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1 we entered in December of 1977.

2 ' Is there anything further, oentlemen?

3 ;; MR. LICKTI1AN: No, Your Honor.

4 THE COURT: Mr. Levie?

= MR. LEVIE: No, Your Honor.

: THE COURT: Stand recessed until further call.

i

8 :; (Whereupon, the Court's Findings and

9 'I Conclusions were concluded at 3:11 p.m.)

io i" * * * * *

i!

K

1 5

* ! CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER
17 j " '

« \ The above and foregoing typewritten reeord is hereby

19 [ certified by the undersigned as the official transcript of

20 i1 the proceedings in the above-ca?tioned matter. ^ ^

. :'. .,.-(') I. f ' . / .-/"A*•'
•v; ;, VERMELL A. MARSHALL

Official Court Reporter

23 \
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Senator GRASSLEY. I would also like to correct what seems to be a
wrong impression here regarding Judge Thomas' relationship with
civil rights groups and leaders.

In an October 23, 1982, speech before the Maryland Conference
of the NAACP, as the then newly installed Chairman of the EEOC,
here is something that I thought Judge Thomas said well that ex-
presses his working relationship:

I would like to talk with you about why I believe that you are the group that can
truly make a difference for blacks in this country, what I think of the challenges
will be in the future, and what we are doing at the Federal level to address the
problems of discrimination. The pervasive problem of racial discrimination and prej-
udice has defied short-term solution. The struggle against discrimination is more a
marathon that short sprint.

Political parties have come and gone, leaving behind them the failures of their
quick fixes. Promises have been made and broken, but one group, the NAACP, has
remained steadfast in the fight against this awful social cancer called racial discrim-
ination. The NAACP has a history of which we can all be proud. From its inception
in 1809 until today, the work this organization has done in the area of civil rightr is
unmatched by any other such group. At each turn in the development of blacks in
this country, the NAACP has been there to meet the challenges.

Judge Thomas has often acknowledged the significant role of
civil rights movements and how he personally has benefited from
it. In volume 21 of the "Integrated Education" publication in 1983,
Judge Thomas wrote, "Many of us have walked through doors
opened by civil rights leaders, and now you must see that others do
the same.

In a January 18, 1983, speech at the Wharton School of Business,
in Philadelphia, Judge Thomas said, "As a child growing up in the
rural South during the 1950's, I felt the pain of racial discrimina-
tion. I will never forget that pain. Coming of age in the 1960's, I
also experienced the progress brought about as a result of the civil
rights movement. Without that movement and the laws it inspired,
I am certain that I would not be here tonight."

An October 21, 1982, speech to the Third Annual Metropolitan
Washington Board of Trade, EEO Conference, Judge Thomas de-
scribed himself as "a beneficiary of the civil rights movement."

An April 7, 1984, speech at the Yale Law School, Black Law Stu-
dents Association Conference, Judge Thomas noted the freedom
movement of black Americans was not a sudden development, but
"had been like a flame smoldering in ihe brush, igniting here,
catching there, burning for a long, long time before someone had
finally shouted fire."

He asked, in effect, who was responsible for this. Then Judge
Thomas went through a litany of people and events that helped fan
the flames of black freedom. He asked in part whether it was—
* * * the founders of the NAACP or the surge of pride which black folks felt, as
they huddled around their ghetto radios to hear Joe Louis preaching equality with
his fists, or hear Jesse Owens humbling Hitler with his feet, was it A. Philip Ran-
dolph mobilizing 100,000 blacks ready to march on Washington in 1941, and FDR
hurriedly signing Executive Order 8802, banning discrimination in war industries
and apprenticeship programs, or the 99th Pursuit Squad, trained in segregated units
at Tuskegee, flying like demons in the death struggle high over Italy, was it Rosa
Parks, who said no, she wouldn't move, and Daisy Banks, who said yes, black chil-
dren would go to Central High School, of the three men who had been the black
man's embodiment of Blitzkreig, the most phenomenal legal brains ever combined
in one century for the onslaught against injustice, Charles Houston, William Hasty,
Thurgood Marshall, or a group of students who said we have had enough, I mean
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what is so sacred about a sandwich, Jack, or men named Warren, Frankfurter,
Black, Douglas, who read the Bill of Rights and believed.

I realize, Judge Thomas and for members of this committee, it
may seem more newsworthy to report the judge's remarks only
when they have been critical of traditional civil rights leadership,
and I realize some of his critics who object to his expressed views
against reverse discrimination and preference wish to make him
look ungrateful, but it is a false portrait of character being drawn.

So, Judge Thomas, I think you have a lot to be proud of in not
only your statements, but your actions in support of efforts of
others in the civil rights community who carry the ball and run
with it, and I think you have adequately recognized their contribu-
tion, and I thank you for it.

That is the end of the time that I will use now, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I want to thank you, Senator.
After conferring with Judge Thomas' spokespersons in the break

here, it seems appropriate we will take a break for lunch now.
Now, let me just give everyone a heads up on where we are going

to go from here. We will go to Senator Leahy next, unless Senator
Metzenbaum comes back and claims his 15 minutes. Then what we
will do I hope, as I count the time, we should be able to finish ev-
erything by 4 o'clock today with Judge Thomas.

We will then move to the ABA today, and they will probably
move to the first panel of witnesses. We will move at least to one
other panel, maybe two, and tonight we will go with the public wit-
nesses until sometime close to 6:30, to try to move this along, be-
cause we are going to end early tomorrow night and we will not be
in session on Wednesday, so we will see how much we can move
along and catch up with the other end here.

Now, we will break for lunch until 1:30, at which time, in all
probability, we will resume with, if it is convenient for Senator
Leahy, with Senator Leahy

Senator LEAHY. I will be prepared to start my questioning right
at 1:30, if that is what the Chair wants.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, we will start at 1:30. We will recess until
1:30.

[Whereupon, at 12:17 p.m., the committee was recessed, to recon-
vene at 1:30 p.m., the same day.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

The CHAIRMAN. The hearing will come to order, please.
The Chair recognizes the Senator from Ohio, Senator Metz-

enbaum.
Senator METZENBAUM. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Judge Thomas, before the break this morning, I was inquiring

about the EEOC's failure for 6 years to process sex discrimination
charges involving fetal protection policies. I am frank to say that I
regret that I missed your ensuing discussion of this issue with Sen-
ator Hatch and, as has been publicly stated, I missed it only be-
cause I am also sitting on the Gates nomination hearings which
are going on at the same time.

But as I am informed by my staff, you agreed with Senator
Hatch's statement that "women were not prejudiced by the EEOC's
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failure to act on this issue for over 6 years while you were Chair-
man."

Judge Thomas, I simply cannot accept the idea that women were
not harmed by the agency's default on this issue. The women who
lost their jobs due to sex discrimination were certainly harmed.
Some of them didn't get their jobs back for 10 years, and some of
them never got their jobs back at all.

Had you acted in a timely manner to resolve their charges, they
surely would have been spared much of this harm. And had the
EEOC declared fetal protection policies to be illegal in 1982, as it
did in 1991 after your departure, the women who were forced to
undergo sterilization in order to keep their jobs might have been
spared that terrible outcome.

Judge Thomas, you pointed out that women were free to file
their own lawsuits challenging fetal protection policies. The women
who lost their jobs, that were sterilized as a result of fetal protec-
tion policies, were blue collar women working at an hourly wage.
These women came to the EEOC, because they could not afford to
file their own cases or they needed assistance with the complex
issues involved.

These women sought the help of the EEOC in fighting for their
rights. That is why the agency is there. But under your direction, it
didn't hear the cases, it turned its back on these women.

My question is do you really believe that these women did not
have their rights prejudiced at all, simply because they retain their
right to bring a private lawsuit?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, the point that I thought Senator Hatch
was making was that the right to bring a lawsuit or to engage in
litigation continued to exist and did not expire. I do not think
either one of us intended to suggest that individuals who have to
wait for long periods of time to resolve these issues aren't in some
way and to some extent prejudiced to that degree.

The point with respect to what we did during my tenure I think
has to be refocused in this way: In thinking about this issue, where
we eventually arrived in developing a policy, I believe the BFOQ
approach was originally rejected prior to my going to EEOC, and
there was significant debate about that.

We attempted to resolve the issue in what I think was an appro-
priate way. It didn't happen as fast as most of us would like it, but
it was a very, very difficult issue and it was one the rulemaking
and the final resolution that you are talking about or that you
commented on was one that was developed during my tenure, al-
though finalized after my tenure.

It again was something that in these difficult areas you would
hope to have been able to done a lot quicker or done in a more ex-
peditious way, but this was one of the most difficult issues we wres-
tled with.

Senator METZENBAUM. Well, before the break this morning, you
stated in response to my question that it took 6 years for the EEOC
to take action on charges involving fetal protection policies, be-
cause you were faced with difficult issues outside its area of exper-
tise. However, Judge Thomas, even if these charges did present dif-
ficult issues, that would hardly justify taking no action on them for
so many years.
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In addition, although some of the charges may have turned on
complex scientific issues, many others represented clear violations
of title VII. For example, in one case, a female job applicant was
denied a job requiring exposure to lead due to fetal health risks
which might arise if she became pregnant. The employer's person-
nel manager told her that she wouldn't like plant work, anyway,
that plant work would be too dirty for her and that he could use a
pretty face in his office.

The applicant, understandably, filed a discrimination charge in
1981. The Commission investigated the charge, but took no action
to resolve it for 8 years. In 1989, the commission closed the case,
because it was unable to locate the charging party.

Now, some charges filed with the Commission languished, even
though the employer had offered no evidence at all to back up its
discriminatory assumptions regarding the health risks posed by the
hazard in question. In other cases involving x-ray technicians, the
commission had already issued their decision prior to your tenure,
finding violation based on parallel facts. I do not dispute that some
of these issues may have raised difficult issues, but do you really
believe that that justifies the EEOC's total inaction for 6 years?
One has to say why did it take so long for any action at all to
occur.

Judge THOMAS. Senator, as I have indicated, I think that the
agency during my tenure could not be said not to have been taking
any action. The results may not have occurred in a way that we
would have liked it to have occurred, as expeditious as possible, but
to say that we took no action is incorrect, I believe.

The agency, the Commissioners, including myself, attempted to
review this particular policy in a professional way and a way that
would protect the rights of women. We recognized—and there was
disagreement among staff, as well as Commissioners, and I think
even within the Government—we recognized that this was a diffi-
cult issue that involved scientific, as well as health problems or
health concerns, and we attempted to resolve it in a way that took
those factors into consideration.

Senator METZENBAUM. Judge Thomas, I must also take issue
with Senator Hatch's suggestion that, in the Johnson Controls deci-
sion, the Supreme Court "adopted basically your ideas on fetal pro-
tection and carried them a little further." As Senator Hatch point-
ed out, your position in the EEOC's 1988 policy guidance was that,
where a substantial risk to a fetus or potential fetus existed, em-
ployers could use fetal protection policies which applied only to
women.

What Senator Hatch did not mention is that your 1988 policy al-
lowed women to be excluded from jobs, even if those women were
fully able to perform their jobs, but the Supreme Court expressly
rejected that position in Johnson Controls, holding that these poli-
cies could never be justified by reference to the well-being of a
fetus or potential fetus. In short, it took the EEOC 6 years under
your tenure to develop a position that the Supreme Court rejected
out of hand.

Judge THOMAS. I could be—if my recollection serves me right,
Senator, I think Senator Hatch must have been referring to I think
the 1990 policy. Again, I do not have that in front of me, but I



461

think the 1990 policy was consistent with the Supreme Court deci-
sion. I would have to go back and look at that. Again, I am operat-
ing just off memory.

Senator METZENBAUM. Judge Thomas, the facts actually speak
for themselves. This was an issue of great significance to women in
the workplace. According to the Bureau of National Affairs, as
many as 15 to 20 million jobs may involved reproductive hazards,
and thus could have been affected by exclusionary fetal protection
policies.

Given the fact, it is not surprising that one Federal judge said
that the Johnson Controls case was "likely to be the most impor-
tant sex discrimination case since the enactment of title VII."

You were sworn to protect the rights of the millions of working
women in this country against employment practices that com-
pletely barred them from high-paying industrial jobs. Frankly,
Judge Thomas, based upon the facts, not on opinion, but based
upon the facts, it would appear that, instead of protecting these
women, you abandoned them. For most of the 1980's, you refused to
resolve over 100 discrimination charges that had accumulated at
Commission headquarters.

In addition, when you finally began to act, you sold women short
by allowing employers to adopt facially discriminatory policies that
excluded women who were fully capable of performing their jobs.

In this year's Johnson Controls decision, the Rehnquist Supreme
Court concluded that employers have no business depriving women
of their jobs in the name of protecting non-existent future fetuses.
The Court expressly held that "decisions about the welfare of
future children must be left to the parents who conceive, bear, sup-
port and raise them, rather than to the employers who hire those
parents." That is the Court's language.

Three months ago, the EEOC finally took the position that "poli-
cies that exclude members of one sex from a workplace for the pur-
pose of protecting fetuses cannot be justified under title VII." The
EEOC conceivably, probably should have reached that conclusion
10 years ago. You had an opportunity to make it occur. You didn't.

The EEOC's failure to protect women apparently at your direc-
tion gives me and millions of American women and men cause for
concern, because it appears on the basis of the facts that you didn't
protect their rights, when it was your sworn responsibility to do so,
and I am very worried that you won't protect their rights as a
member of the Supreme Court.

Judge Thomas, as I reflected on our last 4 days of hearings and
as I reflect back on your answers to my questions this morning, I
feel compelled to repeat a point I have made to you. I am struck
and can't figure out a reason, I can't comprehend the number of
times in which you suggest that this committee should discount
past statements which you have made.

For example, you gave speeches to lawyers and wrote articles in
law journals advocating the use of natural law, a subject to which
the chairman has addressed himself quite extensively, but now you
say that you never meant to suggest that natural law should be
used in deciding cases.

You have condemned aggressive legislative oversight, character-
ized Congress as unprincipled and out of control, and commended
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Justice Scalia's narrow vision of congressional power under the
separation of powers clause, but now you say that those remarks
were just part of the normal tension and give-and-take between
Congress and the executive branch.

And other issues such as economic rights, the minimum wage,
and affirmative action, there is a conflict between your testimony
to the committee and statements which you have made in the past.

But in the area of abortion, one of the most important issues
facing this Nation, one that has been discussed and about which
you have been asked at great length, it is in that area that you
have most seriously sought to distance yourself from your past
record.

To the millions of American women who are wondering where
you stand on that critical issue, your answer is "trust me, my mind
is open, I don't have a position or even an opinion on the issue of
abortion." Judge Thomas, that is just incredulous. It is difficult for
millions of Americans, whether they are pro-choice or pro-right-to-
life, to accept.

You have a record in this area. You simply don't want us to take
account of it. You are asking us to believe that you didn't really
mean it, when you said Lehrman's antichoice polemic was splendid.
You are asking us to believe that you didn't really mean it, when
you signed onto a report that criticized Roe and other pro-choice
decisions.

You are asking us not to worry that you criticized the key consti-
tutional argument supporting a woman's right to choose. You are
asking us not to worry that you were on the editorial board of a
journal that has only published articles on the abortion issue which
vehemently attacked a woman's right to choose. You are asking us
to ignore the fact that your nomination is championed by antiabor-
tion groups and that you were selected by a President who has
pledged to appoint Justices who will overturn Roe. And you are
asking us not to be concerned that you, like other nominees have
gone onto the Court and undermined the right to choose, have sin-
gled out this particular subject for silence.

Judge, I cannot ignore your past statements on the abortion
issue and on other critical legal issues and policy issues. I cannot
accept the idea that we should give little weight to what you said
or did before going on the bench. I reject the notion that what you
said or did about certain issues becoming a judge bears no relation
whatsoever to what you will do with respect to those issues once
you are on the bench.

And I cannot accept your suggestion that we should discount
some of your most controversial statements, such as your praise of
the Lehrman article or your condemnation of the Morrison case, on
the grounds that you didn't endorse or agree with what you were
saying. That explanation only raises more questions than it an-
swers.

The bottom line is this, Judge: You have a record and I believe
this committee and the Senate must evaluate your nomination
based upon that record and based upon the way in which you have
discussed that record with this committee.

Thank you, Judge Thomas.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Senator Brown would be next, if he were here, but I yield to Sen-

ator Leahy.
Senator LEAHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Judge Thomas, I am told that, at least for your testimony, the

end is near—a matter that I was going to say you probably see
with mixed emotions, but I doubt that would be a fair statement.
You are probably happy to have it end. I hope you and your family
had a pleasant weekend.

I must admit, while I was up in Vermont this weekend with my
family, I heard more discussion about you than I have heard—well,
ever since your nomination. Many people came up to me in grocery
stores and at gas stations and on the street, virtually every place I
was-—in fact. And I believe that all but one person I talked with
during the weekend mentioned you, and their views either for or
against your confirmation.

I told them what I have told others here; that I have been here
for virtually all of your testimony. I have done this so that I might
know you better. I am one who spends the time here with you. For
many of those who will speak either for or against you, I will read
their statements, but they are not the ones about to be voted on
one way or the other. You are. And so I have been here to get to
know you better.

I want to know how you think, what you consider most impor-
tant in the law or cases, what kind of Justice you would be if con-
firmed, how qualified you are. In many ways I don't really have
those answers. I probably never will, even at the time you finish
testifying today. Apparently the judgment has been made, either
by you or your advisers or in conjunction with each other—I don't
know—not to answer many questions, for whatever reason. And
you have stated in a number of instances—when people suggested
you weren't answering the questions—you have stated your rea-
sons why. So I will re-read the transcript to see if a better view of
you develops.

One of your advisers, Senator Danforth, feels he knows you very
well. I am sure he does. He has had years and years of getting to
know you, and all of us on both sides of the aisle have the greatest
respect for Senator Danforth. But we haven't had that experience
with you, so every Senator has had to make up his or her mind
based on what you said or have not said here.

I said to somebody this noon that I wanted to look into the
window of your soul, if I could, although I find the shade down
quite a ways. And that may be me. That may be ineptitude on my
part. That may be design on yours. That may be the ships in the
night. I don't know.

Let me ask you a few more questions. While I could ask dozens
and dozens more beyond the ones I will ask, I suspect that I might
not know any more than I do now if I were to ask them. So let me
just take a few.

Even though you have been asked a number of questions on nat-
ural law, I find that I still get asked a lot of questions about that.
Again, when I was home in Vermont, people would ask just exactly
what is meant by natural law, or what you mean by it. You have
testified here that natural law plays no role in constitutional adju-
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dication. You told Senator Hatch on Tuesday, I believe it was, that
a constitutional amendment was required to outlaw slavery. Does
that mean that you believe that the Dred Scott case, which was de-
cided before the 13th and 14th and 15th amendments were enacted,
was correctly decided?

Judge THOMAS. I don't think I
Senator LEAHY. At the time it was decided.
Judge THOMAS. NO, I don't think I have suggested that and didn't

analyze it in that way. But I believe the question there was wheth-
er or not—since he was not an escaped slave, the question was
whether or not he enjoyed the privileges and immunities of a citi-
zen, and I think it would have been analyzed a bit differently. But
my own reaction to that is that it was not correctly decided, and I
have not gone back and redecided it.

Senator LEAHY. Have you not argued that Justice Taney failed to
take into consideration the natural law principles in the Declara-
tion of Independence, particularly those that all men are created
equal?

Judge THOMAS. I don't have that before me, and I don't have the
analysis before me, Senator. But I think that I could be wrong on
this. I think that was a privileges and immunities case.

Senator LEAHY. But did you argue that Justice Taney failed to
take into account natural law principles in the Declaration of Inde-
pendence?

Judge THOMAS. NO, I think I—and, again, I don't have that
before me, but I think the reference was to the Founders' under-
standing of natural law and what they were including in the Con-
stitution.

Senator LEAHY. Did you tell Senator Hatch that a constitutional
amendment was required to outlaw slavery?

Judge THOMAS. I did. But the issue there was a different issue. I
think the issue was a black individual who had been taken to a
nonslave territory rather than having escaped to that territory.
That would have been the similar arguments that were made by
individuals who were free blacks and what their rights were.

Senator LEAHY. Should Justice Taney have used natural law in
the Dred Scott case?

Judge THOMAS. I think he should have, again, read the Constitu-
tion and attempted to discern what the Founders meant in drafting
the Constitution.

Senator LEAHY. But if he did that before the 13th, 14th and 15th
amendments, would he not have had to uphold slavery? I mean,
slavery was allowed at the time the Constitution was drafted.

Judge THOMAS. I think the separate issue is, the individual and
complicating issue is if you are in a State that does not have slav-
ery or in which slavery is outlawed.

Senator LEAHY. Judge, let me quote from a couple of your
speeches. At Wake Forest in April 1988, you said, "I thought that
OUie North did a most effective job of exposing congressional irre-
sponsibility. It forced their hand, revealed the extent to which
their public persona is fake." You said then a year later, "Lieuten-
ant Colonel Oliver North made perfectly clear last summer that it
is Congress that is out of control."
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Now, I don't want to debate the issue of how you felt and what
you said at those times, but I take those particular statements be-
cause last year, as a judge on the court of appeals, you ruled in
favor of Colonel North in his criminal case. You voted, in effect, to
sustain the opinion of the panel which had overturned his convic-
tion on the ground that it was tainted by the use of congressionally
immunized testimony.

Now, the reason I mention your vote in that case in which you
were with a substantial 8-2 majority, as well as your earlier state-
ments, is because I have heard you say over and over again, during
your testimony, that you were concerned that in giving us an
answer you might affect your judicial impartiality. You said, in
effect, that you did not want to recusfc yourself from cases that
might come before the Supreme Court because of what you said
here.

Did you ever consider disqualifying yourself from sitting in judg-
ment on Colonel North's case on the grounds of either the strong
support that you expressed for him in 1988 or your criticism of the
Iran-Contra congressional hearings?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, first of all, let me address the statement
itself. As I have indicated, *xiy statement was in reference to some-
thing that happens sometimes with respect to oversight hearings,
or I guess in the political environment, and that is that hearings,
substantive hearings become overly publicized or over politicized.
And in this instance, I indicated—and this is the way I felt in
giving that speech. Colonel North exploited that to his own advan-
tage. I at no time expressed—and, in fact, in reflecting on my feel-
ings toward him during that time, my own view was that if he lied
to Congress or if he had engaged in any kind of unlawful conduct,
then he should suffer the consequences. At no time did I condone
that.

On the court of appeals, the issue was a rehearing petition,
whether or not that case should be reheard en bane. And I didn't
feel that I was in any way less—in any way or anything other than
impartial in considering that.

Senator LEAHY. SO the answer to my question is "no."
Judge THOMAS. I did not. I felt that I had not expressed any opin-

ion on his culpability or on his criminal conduct.
Senator LEAHY. I want to make sure I understand the answer.

The answer to my question is "no"?
Judge THOMAS. That is right.
Senator LEAHY. DO you think that there is a core of political

speech that is entitled to greater constitutional protection than
other forms of speech?

Judge THOMAS. I think that, Senator, the value that we place on
speech, whether it is freedom of the press or whether it is freedom
to engage in discussions about politics or whether it expressive con-
duct, we see those as—and the Court has treated those as—funda-
mental rights and has protected those accordingly.

Senator LEAHY. IS all speech the same, though? Is all speech
given exactly the same constitutional protection?

Judge THOMAS. Well, I think that the Court, of course, has not
accorded the same protection of speech to commercial speech, for
example. But the issues that have faced the Court have usually in-
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volved whether or not—the difficult issues have involved expres-
sive conduct as opposed to pure speech. And

Senator LEAHY. What about—I am sorry.
Judge THOMAS. And the exercise that the Court has gone

through has, in essence, been whether or not the Government or
the State can in any way regulate that expressive conduct and
under what circumstances, in cases, for example, like O'Brien or
the cases such as Texas v. Johnson, the flag-burning case.

Senator LEAHY. YOU are not saying, then, by any stretch, that
only political speech is protected? I mean, there is a lot of other
speech beyond political speech that is protected by the first amend-
ment.

I realize what you said about the expressive forms of speech.
Judge THOMAS. Senator, I have not analyzed every single speech

case, but my own value would be to protect the entire amendment
in all of its fullness and not to find ways to creatively read out that
protection. I think it is important that we protect all of the amend-
ment.

Senator LEAHY. NOW, for example, if you had non-political
speech, like say a scientific debate, that would be protected by the
first amendment? I am not trying to get you to a specific case. You
understand, Judge. I just want to make sure we differentiate be-
tween the types of speech. But a scientific debate, first amendment
protections?

Judge THOMAS. Well, I think that speech, we value all of our
speech. What I am trying to say is I don't limit and see no reason
and haven't seen the Court limit our freedom of speech to whether
or not we are talking about science or whether we are talking
about politics. Certainly the Court has attempted to accord protec-
tion to speech such as, for example, the most recent case being
Texas v. Johnson, the flag-burning case.

Senator LEAHY. NOW, in that case, that was a 5-4 decision, as I
recall. The Court refused to uphold a conviction on the basis that
flag burning was a political statement. Is that a fair shorthand

Judge THOMAS. NO. It was expressive conduct.
Senator LEAHY. Expressive conduct?
Judge THOMAS. Expressive conduct, that the individual was

making a statement, a political statement in burning the flag, and
that was protected by the first amendment. And the analysis nor-
mally is whether or not the Government can in some way control
the conduct or regulate the conduct; whether the Government, if it
is expressive conduct, has a compelling interest in regulating that
conduct.

Senator LEAHY. DO you agree with the Johnson case?
Judge THOMAS. Again, Senator, I have not—I think it is inappro-

priate for me to express agreement or disagreement, but I agree
that we certainly should—that expressive conduct should be pro-
tected by the first amendment. And I think that the difficulty for
the Court has been to what extent can it be regulated, not whether
or not it should be protected.

Senator LEAHY. Would it be safe to say you would draw the line
at certain kinds of expressive conduct? Suppose somebody says, "I
am going to make a political statement by driving 95 miles an hour
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down Constitution Avenue." Might you say that that might stretch
the first amendment guarantees a tad far?

Judge THOMAS. I think the analysis would be along the lines of
whether or not the Government has an interest, a compelling inter-
est in regulating this conduct. And I think that we would probably
both—and that is an extreme example. We would both have some
difficulty with the Government not regulating someone speeding
down Pennsylvania Avenue at 95 miles an hour, although at times
you feel in some cabs that you are going 95 miles an hour along
Pennsylvania Avenue.

Senator LEAHY. In New York Times v. Sullivan, which I think we
would all agree is the benchmark libel case, the Court held that a
public official could not recover damages unless he could prove
that the defamatory information was made with actual malice.
Does that standard provide sufficient protection for public figures
in your mind?

Judge THOMAS. I guess I haven't looked at it from that stand-
point. You know, I think all of us who have found our names occa-
sionally in the newspaper would like to feel that we have

Senator LEAHY. Never happened to you, has it, Judge?
Judge THOMAS. Well—but as I was telling my wife during this

process, no matter how badly it turned out as far as the publicity, I
think that the freedom of the press is essential to a free society.
And she sort of looked at me, because we were going through the
midst of it, sort of, Are you out of your mind? But I believe that,
and I believe that even as I was going through it and even as I am
going through it.

But I think what the Court was attempting to do there was, of
course, to balance the first amendment rights, the freedom of the
press as we know it, and to not have that in a way impeded by
one's abilities to sue the media or to intimidate the media, and ap-
plied a standard of actual malice and struck a balance by protect-
ing the rights of the individual with the standard of actual malice.

That is something, of course, that one could debate, but I think it
is demonstration, a clear demonstration on the Court's part that
the freedom of the press is important in our society, is critical in
our society, even though individuals may at times be hurt by the
use of that right.

Senator LEAHY. DO you see any need to change that standard?
Judge THOMAS. I at this moment certainly have not thought

about changing that standard and have no agenda to change that
standard. I think the Court is—my view, as I have attempted to ex-
press here, is that we should protect our first amendment freedoms
as much as possible.

Senator LEAHY. When you were at the EEOC, you spoke often
about preparing our young people for the high-technology jobs of
the future. You mentioned especially minorities. I totally agree
with you, and I would hope that more and more Government offi-
cials would continue to say the same thing and that more and
more people in the private sector would say it, because I don't be-
lieve we are doing anywhere near enough.

I also know that as new technologies come along, we need to look
at some of the civil liberties questions they bring up. One scholar
even suggested a 27th amendment to explicitly extend civil liber-
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ties, including freedom of speech, privacy, and protection against
unreasonable search and seizure, and apply it to these new technol-
ogies. I am not endorsing that proposal, but it raises the questions
that come up all the time about how we interpret the Constitution
in light of technologies that were totally inconceivable at the time
the Constitution was written, and some that were inconceivable
even 50 years ago.

Do you have any comment on the adequacy of constitutional pro-
tection for computer and new telecommunications technologies?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I think perhaps some of the same ques-
tions were raised with respect to search and seizure and certainly
addressed by the Court when telephonic communication became an
important part of our way of life, and I am certain many of the
cases or many issues will arise as to tapping in the computer data
bases, as well as issues involving such things as caller ID.

I have not explored all of those issues. I certainly have seen our
laws, particularly our constitutional laws, moving and developing,
as those technologies move and develop. It certainly has done that
in the past, and I would have no reason to believe it won't have
that capacity in the future.

Senator LEAHY. We have talked to you about specific issues here,
on civil rights, on relations between the Federal Government and
States, Roe v. Wade, and a number of others. On some of those spe-
cific issues, you have said that you did not want to discuss them or
you had certain parameters beyond which you would not discuss
them, because they might come up again.

Let me ask you, then, in the abstract, about your basic sense of
stare decisis. Say a case comes before you, you have to make a
judgment in deciding whether you should overrule a decision. You
feel that the case law that might otherwise control was wrongly de-
cided. The new case you have now is perhaps on all fours, and you
have to decide whether to overrule the earlier decision.

Tell me the kind of weight that you would give to these various
points. How much weight would you give to the Supreme Court's
acceptance of the basic principles of the case—subsequent accept-
ance—after the Court had decided the earlier case, which you
happen to think was wrongly decided?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, it is hard to say exactly and precisely
how much weight you would, in judging a case, I give to a particu-
lar component. I think, though, that when you have a precedent
that has been relied on in the development of subsequent Supreme
Court law, it is not one that was simply there and has never been
relied on by the Court, but I think that you would give significant
weight to repeated use of that precedent and repeated reliance on
that precedent. I think that is very important.

Senator LEAHY. DO you give weight also to changed circum-
stances? Suppose we have changed substantially, as a country even,
since the earlier case was decided. Is that something that can at
least be considered or should be considered?

Judge THOMAS. I think what the Court does, and it depends on a
particular case, Senator, is if a precedent or a rule becomes un-
workable, the circumstances change to a point that it is no longer a
useful precedent and it is one that is not applicable—I can't think
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of one off the top of my head right now, but I think the Court could
revisit a precedent when it becomes unworkable.

Senator LEAHY. What about the importance of stability, and ad-
verse consequences that might result from overturning a case that
people had relied on up to that point?

Judge THOMAS. I think what is critical there, Senator, is this,
that one of the reasons in our case-by-case system of adjudication
for having stare decisis is to provide for that continuity, and I
think that continuity is a basis for the stability of our system. It is
certainly a basis around which institutions can develop, it is a basis
around which people can develop some sense of predictability in
our system, it is a basis upon which I think people can react in a
positive way to our system. I think that the continuity and the sta-
bility is important.

Again, let me just add and underscore the factors that you are
isolating here, by saying that I think the burden is on those who
would change a precedent to show more than simply that they dis-
agree with the underlying opinion. I think there is that additional
burden, which would include an analysis or would certainly include
the factors that you set out here.

Senator LEAHY. Absent changed circumstances, does the lapse of
a significant amount of time weigh heavily in such thinking, or
should it?

Judge THOMAS. I think that to this extent and perhaps in this
way, I think that in two ways, at least, that the passing of time
will certainly have some relationship to the manner, maybe not di-
rectly, but the way that the Supreme Court has used that prece-
dent, whether it has cited that precedent over a long period, wheth-
er it has built a body of case law around that precedent.

The other point is that, over time, an important precedent could
be a basis upon which or around which institutions develop and
grow, expectations develop and grow, and I think that those would
certainly be taken into consideration, so in that sense I think time
is important. But I add this, though, that there have been prece-
dents in our time, for example, Plessy, which was overruled, which
had been around for quite some time, and certainly I don't think
there is any argument that that should not have been revisited,
notwithstanding the significant time that it had been around, but I
only use that as a caveat.

Senator LEAHY. But in Plessy v. Ferguson, there were, of course,
at least to some extent in our society, changed circumstances, or
were there?

Judge THOMAS. Well, society had changed somewhat, not totally.
I think that sometimes we think that it changed more than it actu-
ally had and we hope that

Senator LEAHY. Some might ask if it has changed all that much
since then.

Judge THOMAS. Well, some do ask rhetorically.
Senator LEAHY. HOW do you feel?
Judge THOMAS. Senator, the fact that I am sitting here engaged

in a discussion with you at a confirmation hearing for the Supreme
Court of the United States indicates that there is some change, but
throughout there has been much discussion about my speeches and
interviews, but you would find a common theme running through-
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out them, and that is this, that there may have been changes, but
there is still so much yet to change.

There are so many individuals who are left out of our society
who deserve and should have a central role or full participation in
our society and all that it has to offer, and that is something that I
believe in, it is heartfelt, it is something that I have reiterated over
the years, and, notwithstanding the changes, there needs to be
more.

Senator LEAHY. Let's go through all the different things we have
talked about: Changed circumstances and what you said about
that; the length of time the case has been on the books, weight to
be given to what a change or overruling a case might do to practice
that may or may not have become accepted practice.

What if, after you have gone through all of that analysis, in your
heart you look at that decision and you say "I don't like it. I read
that decision, I disagree with it." Preceding from all the questions
of changed circumstances, the affect of time on society, acceptance,
et cetera, you Judge Thomas sit there—if you have been confirmed
as a Supreme Court Justice, you sit there as Justice Thomas—and
you say "I don't like that case, I disagree with that case in my
heart, morally, politically, emotionally, legally, whatever the
reason is, I disagree with it." What weight does that carry, as com-
pared to all the other things we have talked about?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, there is Justice Marshall's dissent in
Payne v. Tennessee, I think is a very important admonition, and
that is that you cannot simply, because you have the votes, begin
to change rules, to change precedent. That is not a basis for doing
it. I think it is a very stern and necessary admonition to everyone,
all of us who are judges.

On a personal level, as a judge, I at the end of the day, if I made
a decision in a case that way, that willfully, I could not say to
myself in the mirror that I have acted consistent with my oath and
the way that I see my obligations as a judge. I do not think that it
is appropriate to just simply say, as a judge, this is the way I feel
and that overrides everything else. I don't see where we have order
to our system, and I certainly don't see where that is consistent
with the discharge of my obligations under my oath as a judge.

Senator LEAHY. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman, I thank you. I have many, many more questions,

that I do not anticipate going through.
Judge I commend you for being here and I hope you won't think

it inappropriate if I also commend your wife and the rest of your
family who have been here. I mentioned to your son last week that
I admire his aplomb and his ability to stay there, and you would be
pleased in his response of why he was willing to do that for you.
Thank you, Judge.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
We will break for 10 minutes.
[Recess.]
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the Senator from Alabama,

Senator Heflin.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Judge Thomas, your explanation of the
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The CHAIRMAN. Excuse me, Senator. I am sorry. I apologize for
interrupting. I was told by staff that Senator Brown, in fact, had
no questions. I misunderstood. I guess you wish to make a state-
ment. Is that correct, Senator Brown?

Senator BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think I can com-
plete this within

The CHAIRMAN. Take your time. I am sorry. I just was told you
had no questions or nothing to say. Senator Brown. I apologize to
my friend from Alabama.

Senator BROWN. I thank the chairman. I simply wanted to make
an observation that I think is important to appear in the record.

There is a lot riding on this consideration, and I don't think any
of our members have made statements that they intentionally
meant to be misleading. But as I review the record, one thing, at
least in my mind, is quite clear. Judge Thomas' remarks with
regard to how he would use natural law in my view are very clear
and very consistent. He stated before this committee that he would
not use natural law in the interpretation of the Constitution if he
sat as a Justice of the Supreme Court.

In viewing the consistency of that, I have looked back at the 1V2
years of his tenure on the circuit court of appeals, and also at a
very similar question that was asked of him when he came before
this committee for confirmation to the circuit.

The transcript of what he said at that time is virtually identical
to what he said before us. And the suggestion by some that there is
some sort of a change in his commitment to not use natural law to
interpret the Constitution I think simply is not borne out by the
facts. I wanted that observation as part of the record.

I will yield back, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
The Senator from Alabama.
Senator HEFLIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Judge Thomas, your explanation of the apparent inconsistency in

your evaluation of Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, from a speech
in 1988 to the explanation that you give today, troubles me. Let me
read this again, the speech at the Pacific Research Institute civil
rights task force, which I will read shortly. But as I understand
your explanation, it is that when you made this speech you were
not as familiar with the work and the opinions and the writings of
Oliver Wendell Holmes as you are today; and that when you made
this speech, you didn't realize as much as you do today about
Holmes; and that since making this speech, you have read books on
Holmes and you have changed your opinion.

Now, is that a correct statement of your explanation?
Judge THOMAS. NO, I don't think so, Senator, and it is probably

because I didn't make myself clear. What I was attempting to say
was that I did make the statement, and the concerns that I did
have were expressed there. But I said that I did not stop there in
my development; that he was someone that I continued to look at,
and after going on the bench I decided to go back and to read more
about him and to look at him as a person. There was a recent biog-
raphy of him, "The Honorable Justice," which I read. And it didn't
necessarily mean that I didn't—that what I said there is what I be-
lieved at that time, but rather that I didn't stop with just that
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point of view. I wanted to know more about him and that clearly
he is a great Justice, but that doesn't mean that we can't disagree
with him.

Senator HEPLIN. Well, basically you are saying, as I understand
you, that you read a biography, you studied his writings, his opin-
ions, his life, and you came to a conclusion he was a great Justice.

Judge THOMAS. With the—no. I came to the conclusion that I had
differences of opinion with him, but, you know, I think it is one
thing to read about a judge or a Justice, I think, when you are on
the outside. It is another thing to read about him when you are sit-
ting on the bench also. And I think know more about him now, but
I still have that disagreement, as I said, with him that I expressed
in that speech.

Senator HEFLIN. Well, in that speech, you basically are express-
ing a disagreement with Justice Holmes about natural law. Are
you not?

Judge THOMAS. Well, no. The disagreement, I think the overall
disagreement was one in which I felt that he did not look back to
the Declaration that is the backdrop of our regime, not to use it to
interpret the Constitution, but rather to not think that there is
anything back there at all. As I indicated, our Founding Fathers
believed in natural law, and not to recognize that

Senator HEFLIN. I don't see anything in here about Founding Fa-
thers and looking back—let me read to you the statement that has
caused this criticism.

The homage to natural right inscribed on the Justice Department building should
be treated with more reverence than the many busts or paintings of Justice Oliver
Wendell Holmes in the Department of Justice. You will recall Holmes as one who
scoffed at natural law, that "brooding omnipresence in the sky." If anything unites
the jurisprudence of the left and the right today, it is the nihilism of Holmes. As
Walter Burns put it in his essay on Holmes, most recently reprinted in William F.
Buckley and Charles Kessler's ' Keeping the Tablets," "No man who ever sat on the
Supreme Court was less inclined and so poorly equipped to be a statesman or to
teach what a people needs in order to govern itself well."

As constitutional scholar Robert Falkner put it, "What Marshall—

Meaning John Marshall—
had raised, Holmes sought to destroy." And what Holmes sought to destroy was the
notion that justice, natural rights, and natural law were objective, and that they
existed at all apart from willfulness, whether of individuals or officials.

Now, that is the quote.
Now, from reading this, it would appear that in your scholarship

prior to this speech that you had read Walter Burns' essay on
Holmes and you agreed what constitutional scholar Robert Falkner
said about him. But for you to attack with words like this in a
speech a Justice of the Supreme Court, as well as one who is gener-
ally regarded as one of the giants of the Supreme Court, raises
some question in my mind.

First, what was your scholarship in determining at that time
before making those statements about Holmes? How much had you
read about him at that time?

Judge THOMAS. I think I had read what I cited there, and, Sena-
tor, as I noted earlier, one of the points that I had felt that, you
know, his statement in Buck v. Bell was troublesome to me. My
point was not so much that he did not use natural law or anything;
it was a matter of my attempting to understand natural law at
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that time as a backdrop to our Constitution, not as a method of ad-
judication.

What I was saying recently to Senator Kennedy here with re-
spect to Holmes is that, as a judge, I decided that—I knew I had
read Mr. Kessler and some of the others. As a judge, I decided that,
look, I want to go back, and I want to learn more about Oliver
Wendell Holmes. I want to know more about Warren Burger. I
want to know more about all of our judges and Justices. And as a
judge, as I indicated, in my readings my point was that even
though I may have had in that context, in pulling together my own
political theory and trying to develop my own way of looking at our
country, my own philosophy, I wanted to look at him from the pos-
ture of a judge. And that was a comment that I was trying to make
to Senator Kennedy earlier this morning.

I think that it is totally different, at least it has been for me. I
have heard comments here that it doesn't make any difference.
You don't change when you become a judge. And, of course, you
have been a judge. But for me, becoming a judge, as opposed to
being in the executive branch, was a dramatic change. And it is
one that certainly required me to take a step back and to look at
the responsibilities of the job and to look at the difficulty of decid-
ing cases. It also gave me a different appreciation of the role of a
judge, one that I could not have had when I was on the outside
talking about how we govern our country as opposed to how we ad-
judicate our cases.

And I think that any of us who became judges or who have
become judges look to someone like an Oliver Wendell Holmes,
whether we would agree with him from a political theory stand-
point or not. My job, my effort has been as a judge to learn from
everyone. That is what I was attempting to do, and that is why I
indicated to Senator Kennedy—I was trying to suggest a sense of
humility that one learns when one sees the daunting task of being
a judge.

Senator HEFLIN. Well, now, reading this from your speech, it ap-
pears to me—well, it is certainly subject to an interpretation, but it
is a very strong interpretation that you are criticizing Holmes be-
cause Holmes takes the position that natural law should not be
used in constitutional adjudication.

Judge THOMAS. That was not my intention there, Senator. My in-
tention was solely to indicate that I didn't believe that he had an
understanding of what it meant to our regime, as a teacher or as a
political theorist. I think it would have been easy enough to say
that he should have used it in constitutional adjudication. I have
not said that.

My effort was solely to look in that speech and the speeches that
I have given, to solely look at how our Constitution and how our
form of government relates to the Declaration and our Founding
Fathers, et cetera. I think I have tried to say that throughout these
hearings.

I in no sense considered myself a jurist or considered myself
someone who felt that the role of natural law was to be a part of
constitutional adjudication. I did not feel that. And I have indicat-
ed—attempted to indicate that.
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Senator HEFLIN. Well, I read this part of that toward the end of
your speech. These are your words: "And what Holmes sought to
destroy was the notion that justice, natural rights, and natural law
were objective, and that they existed at all apart from the willful-
ness, whether of individuals or officials."

Earlier in the speech, you say, "You will recall Holmes as one
who scoffed at natural law, that brooding omnipresence in the
sky."

Now, this language isn't talking about Holmes the political theo-
rist, but it is speaking about Holmes the jurist.

Now, explain—this leaves me that you at this particular time are
criticizing Holmes because he said and believed that natural law is
not to be used as a means of constitutional adjudication.

Judge THOMAS. Well, I think my criticism perhaps was a bit
broader than that, Senator. Certainly—I know I am repeating
myself. I did not then nor do I now see a role for natural law in
constitutional adjudication except to the extent that I have noted,
and that is as the Founding Fathers saw it.

What I was attempting, the point that I was attempting to make
in my speeches, in this speech, was that you couldn't just simply
ignore it and say it doesn't exist at all, it didn't exist, it had no role
in our regime, it had no role with the Founding Fathers.

The Founding Fathers did believe in that. It did have a role in
our Declaration, and it did in some significant ways influence the
kind of government that was established in our country. But at no
point—at no point—did I suggest that it had a role in constitution-
al adjudication.

Senator HEFLIN. All right, sir. Now, let me ask you about the
Sears & Roebuck case. This was a case that EEOC was the plaintiff
and brought against Sears & Roebuck, largely based on a reliance
upon—almost entirely I would say, a reliance upon statistics to
prove disparate impact. And I think that you were not the head
when this suit was filed.

Judge THOMAS. That is right.
Senator HEFLIN. But as the suit went along, you personally au-

thorized the increase of money for statistical studies in that case.
On March 30, 1983, you authorized an increase of $135,000. In May
1983, you again authorized the increase of another $534,000. On
August 10, 1984, you authorized another payment of $315,896. Now,
close to $1 million was authorized to you, as I understand it, for
statistical studies as the case went along.

Then in the case, as the case was proceeding and had not come
to any judgment, you made the speech in which you criticized, rely-
ing on statistics, and basically said that the agency had relied too
heavily on statistics and investigations initiated by the Commission
itself and in its review of complaints filed by individuals. And in
that statement, you said, "For example, he said a case filed by the
Commission in 1979 against Sears & Roebuck Company, still pend-
ing in the Federal court, relies almost exclusively on statistics to
show discrimination against women."

I am not arguing statistics or whether it is proper or not, but
with the investment that had been made in that case, isn't it un-
usual for a head of an agency to, in effect, cut the feet out from
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under the agency's lawyers by making such a statement pending
the litigation?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I believe that that statement occurred
once in an interview in 1984. The circumstances of the interview I
will not get into. It was not in a speech, and it wasn't in prepared
remarks. Not that that excuses it.

There had been an ongoing debate about the use of statistics, not
statistics alone but the use of statistics. And I felt that in specific
cases in the agency that we had used broad statistical comparisons
or broad statistical disparities. I think we discussed it a little earli-
er in my testimony before this committee. We used those broad dis-
parities as a basis for deciding whether or not discrimination oc-
curred, and it didn't necessarily always show that. I have expressed
that concern, and we made changes in the way that we operated at
EEOC to address that concern and to solve that problem.

With respect to this case, I indicated immediately after I made
that statement—it was an inadvertent statement and it was an un-
fortunate statement, and I said precisely that. And I think I said
that in my last confirmation hearing or in the interview that I
had—I can't remember—that it was an unfortunate statement. I do
not believe that it either undermined the case or impeded the pros-
ecution of the case. It was, again, an unfortunate statement, nor
did it in any way undermine my commitment to pushing that case
and financing that case.

We pushed to the point of having to choose between furloughing
employees and financing that case. Although it didn't come to that,
we had chosen or decided—I decided that we would furlough em-
ployees rather than underfinance that particular case.

Senator HEFLIN. NOW, the age discrimination problem and the
fact that Congress had to come in twice to pass laws to give people
who had lapsed claims the right to pursue them causes some con-
cern that has been gone into, basically because there was a charge
against you, and it was made at your court of appeals hearing, too,
at that time. First there were some 78 cases that had lapsed; later,
continuing to grow, one figure was 900 and then 1,608 and then fi-
nally somebody came up with the idea of 13,000 of the cases. Your
explanation, as I recall, was that you didn't know how the 13,000
came along and that you, as head of the agency, after Congress
gave them the right to continue to sue, passed laws in effect elimi-
nating the hurdle of the statute of limitations. You all sent out let-
ters to those—over 2,000 letters went out pertaining to it.

In your explanation in the court of appeals—I don't believe I
have heard it here—you raised the issue that there were two stat-
utes of limitations and that there was confusion as to which one
would apply; that there was a 2-year statute and there was a 3-year
statute. And then came along the case of TWA v. Thurston that, in
effect, strictly construed the 3-year statute. The 3-year statute was
based on willfulness.

Now, there was some misunderstanding and confusion, not only
in your office but in the district offices, the State and the local of-
fices, pertaining to this. The statutes of limitations are always in
the minds of a practicing lawyer. He gets a lawsuit, and he investi-
gates, and he has got real fears that if the statute of limitations
ran against him. His client couldn't pursue in court because of the
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statute of limitations, and he would be subject to malpractice suits
as well as losing for his client outright. And it is a thing that prac-
ticing lawyers sometimes wake up in the middle of the night in
horror and dream of something like that. All practicing attorneys
develop a methodology in order to prevent the statute of limita-
tions from running on any case that is in their office. You try to
develop it where you will be sure that it doesn't happen.

Now, in this case, let me ask you, was the issue of the statute of
limitation an issue that was involved in the interpretation of this
as to why these claims lapsed?

Judge THOMAS. It was early on. When I arrived at the EEOC,
Senator, it was commonly felt that the agency had basically con-
flated the two statutes and considered the statute that really limit-
ed it to be the 3-year statute.

After TWA v. Thurston, there was certainly concern that you
could no longer do this. The agency had interpreted willfulness to
mean basically that if a company knew that it was covered by the
Age Act, then any violation during that period was a willful viola-
tion. That is a generalization. That was basically the agency's view.
So the agency simply responded to the 3-year statute. After TWA v.
Thurston, the agency had to take a look at and be concerned about
the 2-year statute.

Your view of the response to statutes of limitation is my view. I
think I noted earlier in the hearings that I have made that mid-
night run to the office of the attorney general, to the attorney gen-
eral's office. I wasn't in private practice, but you wake up in a cold
sweat and you throw something over your pajamas and you run
down to the office to make sure that you haven't missed the date
for filing a notice of appeal or responding to interrogatories or
what have you.

I felt that everyone responded when you heard "statute of limita-
tions." You responded with fear or apprehension, et cetera.

That was not the case, however. The response wasn't always that
way. It depended on the individuals in the particular offices, and
that is not a criticism of all the individuals. But some individuals
responded the way you and I responded. Some individuals did not
respond. Indeed, some individuals said that the statutes were
missed because it was a management decision, which horrified me
that anyone could feel that way.

But we did eventually put in—some managers had their manual
tickler system to show when the statute was running. What we had
to do in headquarters was to help to develop an automated tickler
system in the computer so that there was absolutely no reason why
anyone could say that he or she didn't know that the statute of
limitations was approaching.

But I would not pass off the change in the TWA v. Thurston
ruling in the way that we viewed the statute of limitations as a
reason for missing those statutes. It was a complicating factor. It
was one of the many factors. But I don't think that there is any
excuse for missing a statute of limitations. Indeed, when this whole
matter came up, I offered none.

Senator HEFLIN. Well, in order to clarify a distinction between
two statutes of limitation, isn't it from an administrative view-
point, since this involved primarily an issue of whether or not you
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or somebody can proceed to sue, whether you sue on behalf of
them, whether the EEOC sues on behalf of, or whether they allow
them to sue?

Now, it seems to me that any uncertainty would have called for
a managerial approach to try to at least take the thinking don't
take a chance on the third-year statute, you had better work on the
2-year statute if there is any question at all about it. Was there
any activity on the part of you or your lawyers in the EEOC to so
advise all people that were handling such claims on behalf of the
EEOC?

Judge THOMAS. That was certainly my response, Senator. I didn't
think that it made sense to rely on the 3-year statute of limita-
tions. That may have been a secondary approach, but it certainly
should not have been our primary approach.

We did, as I have indicated, I think in discussions with Senator
Metzenbaum, that when I arrived at the agency, the agency didn't
attempt to investigate most of the age charges. I don't know what
the percentage is, but it was a small fraction of the charges that
were actually investigated. Unlike title VII, the Age Discrimina-
tion in Employment Act does not require that there be an investi-
gation. There were normally some attempts made at conciliating or
reaching the employer, and the case was closed out by the agency
in about 60 days, and the charging party was told to find a lawyer
and pursue your case in court.

When I arrived at the agency, what we attempted to do as Com-
missioners was to recognize that we should put the age cases from
an administrative standpoint on parity with our other cases; that
is, we had an obligation to investigate them. Actually investigating
them, however, took more time.

We realized that, and we attempted to inform our managers and
to instruct them, cajole them, put it in their performance agree-
ments, to get them to realize that the inventory had to be managed
with this consideration in mind that there is a 2-year statute of
limitations that must be taken into consideration, not just the first-
in, first-out approach that had been used in the past.

That worked in many instances. In a number of instances, how-
ever, it did not work. We followed that up, again through perform-
ance agreements with management directives, as well as with re-
quirements that they take into account age cases that are ap-
proaching the statute of limitations, that they move those to the
head of the line. We did all those things.

The problem, however, was that in some offices there simply
wasn't a response, an appropriate response. Hence, we missed the
statute of limitations in a number of cases.

Senator HEFLIN. I believe my time is up.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Senator Simon.
Senator SIMON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Judge let me just add, your family deserves some kind of a spe-

cial medal for patience, sitting through all of this, and we appreci-
ate their doing that.

If I may get back to a question that you declined to answer, for
reasons I understand, and that is the Rust v. Sullivan decision. But
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what is involved there is something very basic, and that is whether
the Federal Government can restrict speech if we fund something.

Let me take some hypothetical cases that you will not be faced
with. The Federal Government funds libraries through the Library
Services and Construction Act; just a small amount, but we provide
some funding.

Would it be constitutional for the Federal Government to decide
there are certain books—let's just say back when we viewed com-
munism as an immediate threat, if the Federal Government decid-
ed you can't have any books by Karl Marx in the library because
we provide funding. Would that be constitutional?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I think that we could take an example
like that, and I could offer an opinion on it and say that that would
not be—that was a problem, a violation of the first amendment.
But I think that the difficulty would be in offering an opinion on
those kinds of examples would lead me back to Rust v. Sullivan.
But let me make this point: I would be concerned by any effort—
and I think that we all should be concerned that when the Govern-
ment can, especially with the Government being involved in more
and more parts of our lives every day, we should be concerned that
if the Government funds or attaches strings that limits fundamen-
tal rights merely because of the receipt of those funds. I would be
concerned about it, and I think as I noted earlier, I certainly would
be concerned in this case that there would be some condition on
the exercise of first amendment rights.

Senator SIMON. And I am not suggesting that—obviously you
have not had a chance to look at anything in depth here. But to get
a feel for where you stand, a little more of a feel than the generali-
ty that you just gave us, your off-the-top-of-your-head instinct,
would the Government have the right to restrict what books they
can have in a library?

Judge THOMAS. Without committing myself, Senator, could I
Senator SIMON. Without committing yourself
Judge THOMAS. I might
Senator SIMON. I don't want you to commit yourself to doing cer-

tain things: I don't want you to be on the bench and think, well, I
told the Senate committee this or that. But I am interested in
knowing what your feeling is on the first amendment.

Judge THOMAS. Well, I would hope that the Government can't do
that. I would have grave concerns if the Government can, through
simply providing funding, undermine fundamental rights. It would
be my hope that that could not happen.

Senator SIMON. All right. I have some other examples, but let me
get to a more specific example that you were involved in at the
EEOC. There was a man named Frank Quinn who was in charge of
the San Francisco district. He was the district director. In 9
months he was going to retire. He had high ratings. He was asked
by Newsweek magazine to comment, and he gave a comment that
was not complimentary to the Washington office of the EEOC. And
then he was transferred to the Birmingham office—meaning no
disrespect to Birmingham here now. I may get in trouble with my
colleague. He was transferred to the Birmingham office where they
had had a vacancy for a full year.
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He went into court, and a judge appointed by President Nixon,
Judge Schnackey, in upholding Frank Quinn's right not to be
transferred, said,

We have, I think, an overly outraged reaction to the initial publication demon-
strating at the very least deep anger at the temerity of anyone in Mr. Quinn's posi-
tion to make the statement that he did. On the evidence before me, I can find abso-
lutely no rational basis for the agency's conduct. All of the evidence tends to sup-
port Mr. Quinn's view that this was a deliberate, arbitrary, and capricious desire to
punish him. I haven't the slightest doubt Quinn was transferred as punishment for
the exercise of his First Amendment right.

Now, you may want to comment on the case. But the more fun-
damental question is: How do you view first amendment rights for
Government employees?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I fundamentally disagree with that
statement. And I did then and I do now. When I arrived at EEOC, I
established a policy and made it clear to all district directors, who
are members of the Senior Executive Service, that they would be
rotated. I had rotated some into headquarters from the field of-
fices—in fact, one from Birmingham—and intended to rotate the
others across the field.

The indication that this was in response to an article, I do not
believe I have seen the statement in the article, and certainly it
had no bearing whatsoever on my decision to move Mr. Quinn. I
have stated that and would continue to state that. And if I did, I
think it is inappropriate.

My own view is that individuals—I would hope that individuals
who worked for me wouldn't feel the need to criticize me publicly,
but I think they have the right to do so.

Senator SIMON. And they have the right to do that without being
transferred or anything like that?

Judge THOMAS. I think so. But this case was not that point.
Others have criticized me, and there certainly were no efforts
against them. I think that this was confused in this case with a
policy that I thought was important to the development of EEOC
as an agency. When I arrived at the agency, the agency was stag-
nant. The agency needed some stimulation, and I believe that the
agency needed to have the managers moved around, sort of stir up
the waters somewhat. And I made that clear, and we did rotate
managers and continue to rotate managers.

Senator SIMON. YOU can understand the judge's assumption, be-
cause it happened only a few days after the Newsweek article ap-
peared, that he was transferred because of that.

Judge THOMAS. That has been quite some time, but I think that
that had been in the works prior to the Newsweek article. I had
made a number of decisions early on in my tenure and simply
began to implement them. That had, from my standpoint, no rela-
tionship whatsoever. And I don't think—I don't remember that
what he said was particularly offensive anyway.

Senator SIMON. YOU gave a talk to the Kansas City Bar Associa-
tion in which you refer to the Newsweek article. You were unhap-
py with the Newsweek article, obviously. Do you happen to remem-
ber
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Judge THOMAS. But not the Quinn—I don't think I referred to
Mr. Quinn. I thought that the article was off base, but I didn't
refer to him, I don't think.

Senator SIMON. I don't have that here. I don't know. But in
terms of basic freedom of speech, if an employee of any Federal
agency speaks—and obviously some things are confidential, some
things are classified. There are some limitations. But just because
something would be embarrassing to an agency is not cause for re-
stricting freedom of speech for a Government employee?

Judge THOMAS. It certainly wasn't from my standpoint, and I
would be concerned if as an employee my speech was in some way
impeded.

Senator SIMON. In an area where you have expressed your opin-
ion here to the committee, on the death penalty—where I happen
to be in the minority on this committee—two realities are a part of
the imposition of the death penalty in our country. One is it is a
penalty we reserve for people of limited means. If you have enough
money, you hire the best attorneys; you never get the death penal-
ty. The second reality is that it is much more likely to be applied to
minorities. If you are black, Hispanic or Asian, you are more likely
to get the death penalty.

We have executed in this country literally hundreds of blacks for
killing whites. So far as I have been able to determine, my staff
has been able to determine, only two whites have ever in the histo-
ry of the country been executed for killing blacks.

If you were on the Court and the circumstances were such that
you felt that economic circumstances dictated a lack of qualified
counsel for someone who received the death penalty, or you were
persuaded that the fact that a person was a minority was a factor
in receiving the death penalty, what would your attitude be?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, it would be similar to the attitude I
have now and that I expressed here. I don't know of any judge who
could look out the back window of our courthouse and see busload
after busload of young black males and not be worried and not be
concerned and not be troubled. I think it is only exacerbated by the
fact that it is the death penalty.

As I have noted earlier in these hearings, one of the reasons that
it is so troubling is that it is a very fine line between my sitting
here and being on that bus. And I think that any judge who has
that obligation and that responsibility of adjudicating those cases
and has that responsibility of reviewing those cases should be con-
cerned if the death penalty is imposed based on socioeconomic
status and certainly imposed on the basis or at least to a large
extent disproportionately on the basis of race. It is certainly some-
thing that I am concerned about at this point and would continue
to be concerned about as a judge.

Senator SIMON. And it would be something that you would have
to weigh as a member of the Supreme Court. Am I reading you cor-
rectly?

Judge THOMAS. It is something that I certainly go there with in
my mind and in my calculus when I think about these issues.

Senator SIMON. But it is not just that you go there with that in
your mind. If you were convinced someone received the death pen-
alty because he or she did not have adequate counsel, for example,
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because of economic circumstances, would that be a factor that you
would weigh, among others?

Judge THOMAS. I think it would be important for me to take that
into account, Senator.

Senator SIMON. OK. Let me shift to a couple of loose strings. The
Jay Parker/South Africa issue we have talked about. We have re-
ceived one additional phone call from someone who verified that
there was a staff meeting. We talked about it; you did not recall.
Do you recall this any further upon reflection, or has anyone re-
minded you or anything at all?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I have attempted to reflect on it. My
recollection is as I have told you. I have attempted to try to under-
stand where the confusion could come from. And I knew that Jay
Parker, for example, represented one of the homelands. That could
be a source of confusion as to whether or not he represented South
Africa. I also knew that a colleague and friend of mine who worked
with me here in the Senate and went on to other endeavors, as
well as worked with me during the Reagan administration, repre-
sented South Africa. That was a matter of public knowledge.

I don't think—I do not remember or recall Jay Parker's involve-
ment being a matter of public knowledge prior to my nomination. I
certainly was not aware of it until the last few months.

The only confusion that I could think of, based on my own recol-
lection, would be that he has had significant dealings in South
Africa, and someone may have felt—or I may have imprecisely
stated that, and they may have felt that he was representing South
Africa. But I simply didn't know. I don't recall knowing, and I
don't recall such a meeting.

Senator SIMON. DO you now or have you ever had any financial
dealings with Jay Parker?

Judge THOMAS. NO. We had no financial dealings. He is a friend
of mine.

Senator SIMON. And, again, on recollection, you were not aware
prior to your nomination and the publicity that came with it of any
involvement on his part with the Government of South Africa
other than the homelands?

Judge THOMAS. NO, I was not. My recollection was that, again, a
mutual friend of ours, a Bill Keyes, was representing—and that
was public knowledge. He represented South Africa.

I was not aware of Mr. Parker's involvement, and I do not recall
the meeting that you indicated. Again, there may have been confu-
sion, as I have indicated, but I did not—I was in no way aware of
that.

Senator SIMON. Thank you very much, Judge.
I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Senator Kohl.
Senator KOHL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to commend you on your patience and open-minded-

ness during this hearing, particularly under circumstances which
were at times trying.

Judge Thomas, I would like to give you one more opportunity to
talk about what many of us are concerned about, and that is the
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possibility that you have a philosophy that tends to change with
your audience.

I would like to quote for you a part of a column that appeared
this morning in the New York Times and then ask you if you
wouldn't think about it for a moment and then comment on it,
hopefully to enlighten us.

The most striking aspect of Judge Thomas' testimony was his disavowal of just
about everything that he said in speeches made while he was Chairman of the
EEOC. The strident right-wing message was appropriate to his role in a right-wing
administration, he suggested, but he donned a new skin of impartiality when he
became a judge. Indeed, Judge Thomas went further in his disavowal. He implied
that he had made some of his conservative comments partly to please conservative
audiences. That was his explanation for his praise for the extreme anti-abortion po-
sition of Lewis Lehrman. But if he tailored his philosophy to please his audiences in
the past, might he not be doing so at this time in the Senate Caucus Room?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, there is much that has been said, but I
don't think that I said that I tailored my message to please an au-
dience. In fact, the Heritage speech was precisely the opposite of
that, it was to make the audience uncomfortable. My explanation
with respect to the Lew Lehrman reference was simply to convince
the audience to re-look and revisit the issue of civil rights. The
bulk of that speech, the first part of that speech is a criticism of
conservatives as well as the Republican administration.

The second point I would like to make, Senator, is that I do think
it is important to have be a member of the judiciary, as opposed to
being a member of the executive branch. There is a significant dif-
ference, and I have not through my history at EEOC or on the
bench or any place else attempted merely to please individuals.
That has not been a suggestion of mine.

I was a member of the executive branch and I think I conducted
myself as a member of the executive branch. I am a judge now, and
I think I conduct myself as a judge.

Senator KOHL. But you said that there was a difference—and you
said that consistently—between being a member of the executive
branch and being a member of the judiciary. And certainly there is
a difference, it is a simple fact. But you are being considered here
to become a member of the Supreme Court, because of whatever
your philosophy is—and we are attempting to get at that.

Now, are you saying that that philosophy has changed, as you
moved from the executive branch to the judicial branch, or are you
saying that you had a philosophy in the executive branch, but you
come now to judiciary with no philosophy?

Judge THOMAS. I said that, I think I have indicated I engaged in
ideological and political debates and discussions. I participated in
debates and policymaking, I participated in debates between the
two political branches. As a member of the judiciary, I do not think
that ideology is important and I do not engage in those political or
policymaking battles or discussions.

Senator KOHL. Just one more question and then we move on. I
don't differentiate perhaps as much as you might between ideology
and philosophy. I think that what we are saying here is we are
asking ourselves and asking you whether the philosophy that you
expressed when you were in the executive branch is the same phi-
losophy that you have today.
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Judge THOMAS. I am the same person, my outlook, I believe in
our country, I believe in trying to look at a problem and solve that
specific problem, to look at a statute or a case and be true to my
obligations with respect to that statute or that case.

I do not believe, however, that there is a role in judging for the
expressions of the kinds of personal views or the policymaking or
the personal opinions that you have in the executive branch.

Senator KOHL. That is all right, but would you say that I can
assume that, in general, the kinds of philosophies that you had ex-
pressed, however we interpret those, when you were in the execu-
tive branch, are not that dissimilar from the kinds of philosophies
that you carry today?

Judge THOMAS. I am the same person. I think the role, again, the
judicial philosophy versus being a policymaker is different. I think
that there is an indication of the kind of person I am when I was
in the executive branch and my outlook on life.

The only point that I am making is that, to the extent that those
are political statements or policymaking statements, I don't think
they are relevant in my role as a judge.

Senator KOHL. Thank you very much, Judge Thomas. I don't sup-
pose I will be speaking to you again, at least not in this capacity. I
found you to be an intelligent, bright, and humorous person.

With respect to the process itself, Mr. Chairman, I think that one
of the things that has come out of this confirmation hearing is that
we need to do as much as we can to ensure that the hearings in the
future leave us all, at least most of us, with a little more definite
feeling about what kind of a person, in terms of philosophy, we are
voting on.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
I have questions. It is my turn to come around. What I will do is

I will ask a few of them and then I will yield to the Senator from
Pennsylvania who has questions on his last round, and then I will
conclude.

Judge I would like to go right back to methodology, if I may,
without any preamble. I would like to talk to you about the Mi-
chael H. case, and famous footnote 6, if I may. I don't want to bore
the listening public with the esoteric underpinnings of that debate,
but let me just simply ask you: Do you concur with the rationale
offered by Justice Scalia as to how one is to determine whether or
not an interest asserted by a person before the court, an interest
asserted that there is a fundamental right that that person has,
whether or not you must go back and look at the most specific
level of that interest as asserted, like he suggests, or as has histori-
cally or traditionally been viewed, a broader look back at the more
general interest asserted, as Justice Kennedy and Justice O'Connor
indicated, notwithstanding the fact they concurred in the opinion
with Justice Scalia in the Michael H. case? Would you speak with
me a little bit about that?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, again, that is a very recent case and I
am in the position of not wanting to comment on that specifically,
but I am very skeptical

The CHAIRMAN. I am not asking you to comment on the case. I
am asking you to comment on the footnote.
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Judge THOMAS. I am skeptical, when one looks at tradition and
history, to narrow the focus to the most specific tradition. I think
that the effort should be to determine the appropriate tradition or
the tradition that is most relevant to our inquiry, and to not take a
cramped approach or narrow approach that could actually limit
fundamental rights.

I think that Justice Kennedy's reference to Loving v. Virginia
was a very catching reference in his reference and one

The CHAIRMAN. Excuse me, Justice Kennedy's reference to
Loving v. Virginia?

Judge THOMAS [continuing]. Was a very telling reference and one
that certainly caught my attention. But I think that I would be
skeptical of that kind of an approach, Senator, very skeptical
of

The CHAIRMAN. The Kennedy kind of approach?
Judge THOMAS. The Scalia approach.
The CHAIRMAN. I hope so. Justice Kennedy's references to Loving

I think are—and there are other cases we could point to and not
just Loving—as to whether or not we go back and look in history as
to determine whether or not there is a protected fundamental
right. In the case of Michael H., the issue there, as you know as
well or better than I do, was whether or not a father who, in fact,
was the father by blood of the young person in question, whether
or not he had any rights to visitation, notwithstanding the fact
that the child was born at the time when the mother was married
to another man. Justice Kennedy asserts that—Justice Scalia as-
serts that when you go back to determine whether or not there is a
personal right to privacy of a father to be able to visit his child,
that you go back and not look at whether or not fathers have those
rights, but whether illegitimate fathers have those rights, and he
concludes, as you well know, that nowhere in our English jurispru-
dential tradition are illegitimate fathers treated the way that "fa-
thers are treated."

When you narrow the scope to look that way, you can come out
with the ability to suggest that there is no historical background or
tradition that protects illegitimate fathers, ergo, in Loving y. Vir-
ginia, as you know better than I, it was a case that ended miscege-
nation in this country, at least in Virginia and the country, and if
you apply the Scalia method, you would go back and say is the
right of marriage, one that we always look to, and Scalia says no,
no, you don't look at marriage, you look at whether or not the mis-
cegenation laws were legitimate, they have always been viewed as
that in our unfortunate background, therefore. So, that is why it is
so important, as you well know, and, as I understand it, you are
not taken with the Scalia approach.

Judge THOMAS. Skeptical.
The CHAIRMAN. I hope you are more than skeptical, Judge.
Judge THOMAS. Well
The CHAIRMAN. At any rate, let me move on, if I may, for a

moment now to the issue of separation of powers, if I may, and go
back to Morrison v. Olson, if I may. I won't bother you with the
quotation. We have talked about it before, which is the quotation
about Morrison being the most important case since the Brown v.
Board of Education. We have talked about this passage several
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times, and you talked about it with Senator Leahy, and I want to
ask you why you thought the independent counsel case was the
most important since Brown.

Your answer, if I understood it when we spoke about it the last
time, was that you were addressing an audience for whom the topic
of separation of powers would seem, to quote you, "obscure" or a
topic that "doesn't excite people in the audience." Now, is that cor-
rect?

Judge THOMAS. And also it dealt with any case that dealt with
the structure of our Government. For example, INS v. Chadha
deals with the structure of our Government and the congressional
veto. I think those are important cases, because I think the Su-
preme Court has very few cases directly addressing the structure of
our Government.

The CHAIRMAN. I can understand the need, we all do in each of
our businesses, you when you were in the executive branch and us
in the legislative branch, trying to get the attention of an audience
that may not want to pay attention to an esoteric subject. It never
happens in these hearings, but it occasionally happens in other
places, so I understand the technique, and I don't say that critical-
ly, I mean that sincerely.

I never did get around to asking you whether you actually do
consider Morrison v. Olson the most important case since Brown v.
Board of Education.

Judge THOMAS. I think it is one of the most important cases. I
think it is among the important cases. Of course, I say that because
I think the cases that deal with the structure of our Government
are important cases.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I am sure you know why I was drawn to
this quote and comment, and it wasn't so much because it had a
darn thing to do with Brown v. Board of Education and looking
whether you thought something else was as important or the most
important since then.

As you know, there is a group of people beyond yourself who con-
sider the independent counsel case very important and maybe even
the most important case since Brown, and I am thinking of the lib-
ertarians who are devotees of Mr. Epstein and others, those people
who have two major items on their agenda and they state them
very forthrightly. One is to use the takings clause of the fifth
amendment to limit the power of society to regulate. You and I
have talked about that. And the other is to limit the power of socie-
ty to regulate by revitalizing the doctrine of separation of powers.

Now, when you gave that speech at the Pacific Research Insti-
tute, did you realize the significance of the independent counsel
cases for the people with what I will characterize as with these
views?

Judge THOMAS. This is the first I have heard of that. I have
heard of the takings argument, but I haven't heard of the separa-
tion of powers argument.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, the reason why again it was brought to my
attention, I am reading Solicitor General Fried's book, as we men-
tioned in another context, and Solicitor General Fried and I have
had our little disagreements before this committee and he has
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never been accused, at least in the circles I travel in, of being a
liberal.

In the book he wrote about his years as Solicitor General in the
Reagan administration, he refers to a group of executive branch
employees, primarily in the Justice Department, whom he refers to
as "Reagan revolutionaries." Professor Fried writes of the so-called
revolutionaries and what they thought about the Independent
Counsel case and why they thought it was such an outrage, such a
horrible decision, that is, upholding the Independent Counsel.

But they also thought something else, he said. They thought that
if they could get the Court to strike down the Independent Counsel
statute, they would have a basis for striking down all independent
agencies, because the rationale that allows the Independent Coun-
sel case to be struck down would allow the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, the Federal Trade Commission, the Federal
Communications Commission, the Federal Reserve Board—which is
one of their primary targets—to be struck down.

According to General Fried, this group wanted all of these agen-
cies placed under the thumb of the President, rather than continu-
ing to operate with a modicum of independence from the day-to-day
political influence, and I quote from his book, on page 154, "Order
and Law."

He says, "To the revolutionaries of the Reagan administration,
the independence of the independent regulatory commissions, for
instance, the ICC, the FTC, the FCC, the SEC, and, most important-
ly, the Federal Reserve Board, was on a fence against the principle
of the unitary Executive and of the separation of powers."

"So," he goes on to say, "that is why Morrison was such a big
deal to so many people, and still is to so many people, bright, at-
tractive and energetic people who would like very much, nothing
wrong about it, but would like very much to change the regulatory
process in agencies of this country."

If Justice Scalia's opinion, the lone dissent that you found so re-
markable—and that is your word, remarkable—in the Morrison
case, had been the majority opinion, all of these agencies would be
unconstitutional, if Scalia's dissent were the majority opinion, in-
cluding the Federal Reserve Board, an independent agency that
has served this country extraordinarily well in recent years, most
might suggest, because the rationale of Scalia's opinion does not
stop at the Independent Counsel statute, it would outlaw all inde-
pendent agencies.

Now, Judge, do you believe that the separation of powers re-
quires the abolition of independent agencies in the Federal Govern-
ment?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I have not thought that. In fact, I was
on the other side of that debate, but let me just walk through it a
second.

The CHAIRMAN. Please.
Judge THOMAS. EEOC was one of the rare independent regula-

tory agencies in the executive branch.
The CHAIRMAN. If I could stop you there, as you know, there was

a debate at the outset as to whether or not EEOC was, in fact,
truly an independent agency and designed to be one, unlike the
FCC and others which clearly unequivocally were meant to have
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independence in that the President could not dismiss without
cause.

Judge THOMAS. Well, that debate about EEOC was, for all practi-
cal purposes, conceded in the Reorganization Act of 1978. My argu-
ment, as the Chairman of EEOC, was that EEOC needed to be inde-
pendent, that it was enormously difficult, as one of my Commis-
sioners put it, we had the worst of both worlds. We were one of the
few independent agencies or commissions that had to have its regu-
lations cleared through the Office of Management and Budget and
engage in a process that the other executive branch agencies had
to engage in, and there were problems with that, so I advocated
just the opposite, that it be truly independent.

I was aware of the academic debate years ago, particularly after
the New Deal era, concerning administrative agencies. I did not
participate in that debate during my chairmanship of EEOC, and I
really just thought it was nothing more than the debate that you
would place next to the gold standard debate.

The CHAIRMAN. It is alive and well, I must tell you. [Laughter.]
Judge THOMAS. There are some limits to the things that I can

spend my time on, but I was not involved in that debate and was
not aware that there was a relationship or there was a second
agenda to Morrison v. Olson. This is news to me, as you explain it
today.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, Judge, in light of what you know now, you
do understand why this is such an important issue to question you
on, don't you? If you look again at the dissent in Justice Scalia's
dissent—and he has been consistent, by the way, this is not a new
notion for Justice Scalia—he takes separation literally and, as you
well know, he is in a position where he suggests that articles I, II,
and III set out the parameters for each of the branches and they do
it very precisely, and that any branch that in any way, voluntarily
or involuntarily, treads on the prerogative of another, in this case
if there is any executive capacity or judicial capacity that any of
these agencies possess, then, in fact, they have gone beyond what is
legitimately authorized in the Constitution under the separation of
powers doctrine, doctrine, I might add, that is not anywhere men-
tioned explicitly in the Constitution.

So, this is a big deal, and if there were five Justice Scalias on the
bench, we would find ourselves with a radically different means by
which we would be able to have this Government function. I am
not being pejorative, when I say that. For argument purposes, he
may be right, but it would radically change it.

The FCC has judicial functions as well as legislative functions, it
has rulemaking capacity. He argues, no, no, rulemaking capacity,
that's legislative, it can't be done. In Morrison, he argues, wait a
minute, you still have the—you put, in effect, the executive branch
in the position where it has to assign a special counsel, so notwith-
standing the fact you allegedly give independence, whether or not
to determine whether or not such counsel exists, you have already
stepped over the line, therefore, it is unconstitutional, because the
legislature is taking on some executive function.

I am not being facetious when I say this, but do you understand
why his dissent is so significant, if it were to be the majority view
of the Court, or do you disagree with my assessment of his dissent?
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Judge THOMAS. Well, in the context that you explain, I can un-
derstand your concern. My quote and my reference in the speech
was that with respect to the individual rights that were affected in
this particular case, but

The CHAIRMAN. I will accept that on its face, because I believe
you mean that and, believe it or not, I am delighted to hear that is
the case, and not the larger case, because it is a—when I say
agenda, I don't mean it again to sound so pejorative, when I talk
about an agenda out there unrelated to you, but I think we should
understand that there is a good deal of intellectual ferment.

I must admit, one of the reasons why the right has been so suc-
cessful is there is much more intellectual ferment on the right
than there is on the left today. I think the left has fallen back on
its laurels in many ways. It finds there is no need to come up with
new methods and means by which to promote its objectives, but
that is not lacking on the right and there is an explicit desire, not
at all denied by any of the young intellectuals who wish to see a
change, that the way to deal with too much Government bureauc-
racy and regulation is to eliminate the regulatory bodies that exist,
thereby giving the Executive total control over those elements of
regulation, as opposed to the legislative bodies.

I won't bore you with that. I accept your answer for what it is to
be the truth, and I will at this moment, unless you would like to
add anything, I will yield to my colleague in a moment.

Judge THOMAS. NO.
The CHAIRMAN. I suggest we break and give you a break, unless

you have a comment to make on what I said, and then I will yield
to my colleague when we come back, Senator Specter, and we will
have you question then, Senator.

We will recess, to give the witness time to stretch his legs a little
bit, about 10 minutes.

[Recess.]
The CHAIRMAN. The hearing will come to order.
The Senator from Pennsylvania, Senator Specter.
Senator SPECTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Judge Thomas, in my last round of questions, I was discussing

with you the topic of the revisionist court, which is a name that I
affix to our current Court because it is not a conservative court; it
is a revisionist court, as I see it. And I want to discuss with you
two cases which are illustrative of its being a revisionist court be-
cause they are two 1971 opinions by a unanimous Supreme Court,
with the opinions being written by Chief Justice Burger in a very
conservative thrust.

One of the cases is Swann versus the school districts, and I ask
you about this case because you had written on the subject in the
Boaz edition of "Assessing the Reagan Years." And you complained
about "Brown not only ended segregation but required school inte-
gration."

My first question to you is: If you end segregation, doesn't it nec-
essarily mean that you are requiring school integration?

Judge THOMAS. Well, I guess semantically the reference, my own
reference to those different terms would have been that desegrega-
tion would be the ability to simply not be barred from certain ac-
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tivity and integration would be more positive; that is, you are re-
quired to have a certain percentage or certain number.

Senator SPECTER. Judge Thomas, does your criticism of the
Swann case signify another one of the illustrations of your advoca-
cy from the executive branch, or is this something you reallyHhink
should be changed and something you would try to change if con-
firmed for the Supreme Court?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, the answer to the second portion of your
question is the same as I have said in other areas. I have no
agenda to change existing case law. That is not my predisposition,
and it is not the way that I approach my job.

The concern that a number of us raise with respect to just as in-
dividuals in this society, as individuals who have watched the
changes in our country, was simply that if we could demonstrate
that the educational opportunities were improving for minorities,
then whether it is busing or any other technique, then use it, but
make sure that we are helping these young kids. That was totally
out of the legal context. That just simply would have been a prefer-
ence that I expressed as a citizen.

I have not reviewed, gone back and looked at Swann or the other
cases and made any determination that would undermine my abili-
ty to look at those cases impartially. And I certainly don't have a
predisposition that precludes me in any way from looking at those
cases in an objective manner.

Senator SPECTER. Judge Thomas, let me pick up the second unan-
imous opinion, again written by Chief Justice Burger in 1971,
which I know you have reviewed, and that is Griggs, which has
been an enormous source of controversy. It has occupied a tremen-
dous amount of time by the Members of Congress, by the President.
It has occupied almost as much time for Senator Danforth as your
confirmation hearings have occupied.

This is a case which I have commented on when we have consid-
ered legislation to change the Ward's Cove decision because I think
it is a very serious matter when you have a statute enacted, as the
Civil Rights Act was in 1964, and you have a 1971 unanimous Su-
preme Court decision written by the Chief Justice, handling many
issues, two of which are the definition of business necessity and the
second of which is the burden of proof. And then 18 years later, by
a 5-to-4 decision, as I read Ward's Cove, that law has changed. Not
interpreted but changed. And four of the five Justices who voted in
Ward's Cove to change the law put their hands on their Bible in
the confirmation hearings in the course of the past decade and
swore not to change the law but to interpret the law. And I think if
there is any principle which is rock-bed we all agree to among the
14 of us here and the 100 in the Senate, it is that the Supreme
Court ought to interpret the law and not make law.

The Court in Griggs said that the touchstone is business necessi-
ty, and in Ward's Cove, the Court said that there is "no require-
ment that the challenged practice be 'essential' or 'indispensible.' "

Now, this is shortcutting a very extensive amount of complicated
discussion, but the essence of a defense was business necessity in
Griggs and in Ward's Cover they say it need not be essential, which
is about as direct as you can have on a change in language.
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When you testified before the Judiciary Committee on your con-
firmation for the District of Columbia, I had asked you about a
series of cases, and you had said, in part, "There is a definite
change in the burdens under Ward's Cove."

Is there any doubt, Judge Thomas, that Ward's Cove overruled
the Griggs case?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I think that if the Court had intended to
overrule it, I would hope that it would have done so explicitly.
When I was Chairman of EEOC and, as you indicate, when I ap-
peared before this committee the last time, you asked me about
this case. Our response at EEOC, when we were initially involved
in this, was that we should have simply—the Supreme Court case
should only have involved whether or not there was a prima facie
case. That was EEOC's official response.

Our reaction to the ruling—and I was at EEOC only a short time
after the ruling—was that there was a change in the business ne-
cessity test. That was our reaction. I was not there long enough to
determine precisely the extent to which there was this change, but
that was our reaction at the time. And I have not since I have been
a judge, of course, revisited those questions.

Senator SPECTER. Well, that is one of the two questions that I
told you in our brief meeting on August 1, that I would ask you,
only two, the questions about Korea and the question about Ward's
Cove reversing the Griggs case. And I would agree with you that it
would be preferable in the sense if it is explicit, but I think the
way this case has come down, it is a very plain conclusion.

My question to you is: Do you think that it is appropriate for the
Supreme Court, given the underlying premise that the Court is to
interpret law rather than make law, where the Congress has
passed a law like the Civil Rights Act in 1964, and a unanimous
Supreme Court interprets it in Griggs, and Congress leaves that
law unchanged, and in Ward's Cove the law is changed? Is that ap-
propriate?

Judge THOMAS. Well, as I indicated, Senator, my concern would
be that in those instances in which there is an interpretation on
the books or in case law and Congress has not seen fit to readdress
that in a statutory change or statutory amendment, then it seems
as though that there should be less of an inclination to want to re-
visit those issues, as compared, of course, or contrasted with consti-
tutional issues.

I can't say—and I don't think it is appropriate for me to place a
normative judgment on whether or not it is appropriate or not. I
would be, as a judge, concerned about changing, as I have said in
my discussions of stare decisis, existing interpretation that has
been long standing, that has been

Senator SPECTER. What do you mean by "normative," Judge
Thomas?

Judge THOMAS. Appropriate or putting a value judgment of some
sort on it.

My concern would be that in making those kinds of changes that
we are not paying sufficient heed to the principle of stare decisis.

Senator SPECTER. Well, I think that this is one of the central
issues which has been raised in your confirmation hearings. I
accept your statement about your previous comments as to the lack
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of wisdom in the Congress, but your commitment to interpret the
law and not make new law. And it seems to me that this is a classi-
cal illustration of the Court changing the law and making law, as
opposed to its function to interpret the law.

I was pleased to hear your comment about the dissenting opinion
by Justice Marshall in the Payne case, which involved the decision
last term which overturned two very recent U.S. Supreme Court
decisions when, as I heard you say, Justice Marshall's decision was
a "stern admonishment." Were those the words you used?

Judge THOMAS. I think "stern admonition."
Senator SPECTER. "Stern admonition." Do you agree with Justice

Marshall's dissent?
Judge THOMAS. I would like to—I think it would be inappropriate

for me, Senator, to agree or disagree with it.
Senator SPECTER. Why?
Judge THOMAS. I was certainly affected by it. I agree with his

statements concerning stare decisis to the extent that I suggested
here. I think that judges should be very concerned that their per-
sonal opinions are not the basis or their clout is not the basis for
making decisions.

Senator SPECTER. Well, do you agree with Justice Marshall's as-
sertion that "Power, not reason, is the new currency of this Court's
decisionmaking," his opening statement in Payne?

Judge THOMAS. I would, Senator, refrain from agreeing or dis-
agreeing with that. I agree that we should be concerned and be
aware of the principle of stare decisis and that we should guard
against making decisions as judges based on the number of votes
we have.

Senator SPECTER. Well, I won't press you further on it then. But
let me ask you if you agree that property and contract rights have
no higher status than personal liberties because the majority opin-
ion put property rights, contract rights on a higher level, saying
that stare decisis should be followed—that is, a precedent should be
followed, and more attention should be changed to not make the
modification if there were property rights or contract rights con-
trasted with personal liberties. Would you at least put personal lib-
erties on the same level with property and contract rights in fol-
lowing precedents?

Judge THOMAS. The answer to your question, Senator, is yes. I
don't understand the quote. It makes no—the statement in, I think,
Justice Rehnquist's opinion? It makes no sense to me. But I
would—my answer to your question would be yes.

Senator SPECTER. Thank you.
Let me move, and very briefly because there is not a great deal

of time, to a very complicated subject and just ask one question
about it. That is the subject of federalism, and it is this: Does our
modern Constitution, as it has been interpreted, place any restric-
tion on Federal power vis-a-vis the States? Or is the political
answer by Congress now the measure of the constitutional power
issue?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I don't know whether we know what the
limits are. I think we realize that there is much more involvement
on the part of the National Government in our day-to-day affairs,
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certainly through the 14th amendment and through the commerce
clause.

I think that that issue and similar issues come into focus in cases
such as the Garcia case, and I think that that is something that
will continue to be explored and debated in the judicial arena, as
well as, I am sure, in this body and at State government level.

Senator SPECTER. SO, you think the commerce clause might not
have the full sweep of enabling the Congress to do what it chooses
in the field of commerce and regulatory and legislative power?

Judge THOMAS. I don't question the current development of the
commerce clause, Senator. As I have noted earlier, my point is that
I don't think that any of us know precisely what the limits are
now, with the advances in communications, with the increased role
of the Federal Government, with the increased involvement of the
Federal Government in our day-to-day lives. I think that is some-
thing that certainly was at least to some extent a concern in the
Garcia case.

Senator SPECTER. Judge Thomas, there were two major cases de-
cided relatively recently on the equal protection clause, Metro v.
Federal Communications Commission, which was congressional
action, and Richmond y. Crawson which was a city council action.
My question to you is, in applying the equal protection clause, does
it make any difference whether the legislative enactment comes
from the Congress, as opposed to a city council?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, I think that Metro Broadcasting, of
course, used the equal protection analysis, but it was a fifth amend-
ment case. The Court has made a distinction in Crawson, as well as
in Metro, that when the race- or gender-based policy, I think race-
based policy in these cases, were as a result of Congress' effort, the
level of scrutiny is lower than it is if it is on a policy that is devel-
oped by a State or local government.

Senator SPECTER. Well, the fifth amendment due process clause,
of course, picks up the equal protection clause of the 14th amend-
ment

Judge THOMAS. That's right.
Senator SPECTER [continuing]. So the analysis would be the same

as the equal protection.
Judge THOMAS. That's right.
Senator SPECTER. SO, you would accord greater strength or lati-

tude to a congressional enactment, as opposed to a city council en-
actment?

Judge THOMAS. That's right, that is under existing case law,
that's the approach.

Senator SPECTER. Let me cut through quite a lot of discussion
with, again, a very direct question, without getting into the under-
girdings of the opinion in Metro Broadcasting, would you agree
with this succinct statement from Justice Stevens' concurring opin-
ion, at the very start, in Metro: "Today, the Court squarely rejects
the proposition that a government decision that rests on a racial
classification is never permissible, except as a remedy for a past
wrong."

Judge THOMAS. That's the state of the law.
Senator SPECTER. YOU agree with that state of the law?
Judge THOMAS. I have no reason to disagree with it.
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Senator SPECTER. All right. That is a very important point and I
am glad to hear you say that, because this really goes right to a
core of a good bit of your writing.

Judge THOMAS. Well, it doesn't, as I mean that as a judge, Sena-
tor. I have had no basis as a judge to disagree with it.

Senator SPECTER. NO, no, I am referring to the writings prior to
the time you became a judge.

Judge THOMAS. Well, that is a policymaking function, and I
Senator SPECTER. SO, that was a different lifetime than all of

Judge THOMAS. Well, I have to adjudicate these as a judge and I
know that is a distinction that some seem to think is troublesome,
but it is a very, very important distinction for me.

The CHAIRMAN. Will the Senator yield on that point?
Senator SPECTER. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Not the case law, but the point about a judge.

Judge, you are going to be the judge, you are going to be a judge
who is not bound by stare decisis, has nothing at all that would
bind you other than your conscience. And so I am a little bit edgy
when you give an answer and you say, well, that's the policy, as if
you are still going to be a circuit court of appeals judge, which
means you have to follow that policy.

You are going to take a philosophy to the Court with you, as
well, and you are not limited, as I understand it, in any way, in-
cluding the methodology you have indicated you would apply to
great questions of the day, from reaching a conclusion different
than that which the Court has reached thus far. So I don't know
why you can't tell us with a little more certainty in the case the
Senator just laid out as the state of the law, because it is a big
deal, whether you agree with it or not.

Judge THOMAS. Well, I understand that, Mr. Chairman, but what
I have attempted to do is to not agree or disagree with existing
cases.

The CHAIRMAN. YOU are doing very well at that.
Judge THOMAS. The point that I am making or I have tried to

make is that I do not approach these cases with any desire to
change them, and I have tried to indicate that, to the extent that
individuals feel, well, I am foreclosed from a

The CHAIRMAN. If you had a desire to change it, would you tell
us?

Judge THOMAS. I don't think so. That would be [Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. That is what worries me, Judge.
Judge THOMAS. But the
Senator SPECTER. Was that an "I don't think so"?
Judge THOMAS. I think the point that I am trying to make, Mr.

Chairman and Senator Specter, is that when I say I don't have an
agenda, I mean I don't have an agenda. I operate that way as a
court of appeals judge and that's the way I will function if I am
fortunate enough to be confirmed as a member of the Supreme
Court.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator SPECTER. Senator Biden, let me amplify Judge Thomas'

answer for you.
The CHAIRMAN. I would appreciate it.
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Senator SPECTER. He is testifying that he is not going to make
policy as a Supreme Court Justice, if confirmed. He has written ex-
tensively that the courts have been thrust into a policymaking po-
sition and that the courts have made policy. He has disagreed with
the policy and has stated that he would change a lot of law from
an advocate's position on policy, saying, for example, in Johnson v.
Santa Clara, that the dissent by Justice Scalia was preferable and
saying, in another context, although not totally approving it, that
one quick fix is to appoint new Justices to change the approach.

He is saying in these hearings, as I understand it, that all of that
policy consideration that you were commenting about in those
many speeches is a thing of the past, and you talked about that
solely as an advocate.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, you understand what concerns me. If I
were a judge

Senator SPECTER. Let me finish for him, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. I leave those usually for Senator Hatch.
Senator SPECTER. I object. [Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. If he were employing me as a judge, in good

faith, to change the position of the law, because he felt in good
faith it was in my power to do so as a judge, and then he became a
judge and didn't follow his own advice as to what he in good faith
was giving me that was within my power to do, I would wonder
about that. But that is my confusion and I will have to resolve
that, but I would be delighted to hear more of your explanation, if
you would like to give it.

Senator SPECTER. Well, to finish my question for you, Judge
Thomas, which is really an understanding of mine as to what you
are saying here, you are saying you are going to do your level best
not to make policy. You are making a commitment not to make
policy, you don't think that is a judge's function, and it is an about-
face from a lot of what you have written.

Senator Metzenbaum earlier made a comment that he is dis-
turbed by the position you have taken in disavowing much of what
you have spoken about in your tenure as Chairman of EEOC, con-
trasted with your background and your roots, and I think that is
something that this committee has to consider and the Senate has
to consider. I am not so sure but what your roots are not more im-
portant in trying to predict what you will do, if confirmed, than
your writings. Your writings and your answers are at loggerheads,
they are inconsistent with what has been said.

You had written earlier in your career that you thought flexible
goals and timetables were appropriate, and you changed that.
Judge Thomas, isn't it entirely possible you could change your
mind again and find that timetable and goals are the preferable
course?

Judge THOMAS. Senator, what I have attempted to do here is to
demonstrate that, in any number of areas, certainly the transition
from policymaker to judge is an important transition. In specific
areas, I have attempted to demonstrate, even when I have in the
policymaking area strongly held views, that I have always looked
to expand and to grow and to understand the counterarguments,
not to simply reinforce my own.
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There is always a possibility that someone who is open to argu-
ment, who thinks about issues, who is receptive to different points
of views, there is not only a possibility, but a hope that person
would grow and develop, and I hope that, in a positive way, that I
would continue as a person to grow and develop.

Senator SPECTER. Judge Thomas, we have seen lots of changes of
positions in the course of the hearings in the 10 or 11 years that I
have been here, and I don't know any way to stop the Supreme
Court of the United States from functioning as a superlegislature,
regardless of what is said here, so we have to make an assessment
of the whole man. But I understand what your statement is, that
you agree with a very critical aspect as to what Justice Stevens de-
fines on the Metro case. It is a very core issue and you don't have
any intent at the moment to change it. More than that, what can
be said.

Let me pick up with one other aspect of what Senator Metz-
enbaum had questioned you about. He had referred to a speech you
made in San Bernardino, on April 25, 1988, and picked out—and
this is illustrative of much of what you have written, and when I
say picked out, I don't mean extracted out of context—"Increasing-
ly, they are being used by demagogues who hope to harness the
anger of the so-called underclass for the purpose of utilizing it as a
weapon in their political agenda."

I had made an abbreviated comment last week about your status
as a role model and the fact that politics is involved at many levels
of the confirmation proceeding, and at most of those levels I think
it is appropriate. And one of the items which concerns me that I
raise in a positive sense when I was talking about Professor Carter,
is that you would be serving as a role model. You will be serving as
a role model for young African-Americans who would look to the
success you have achieved in terms of doing it entirely on your
own, and that might not be something that many of the traditional
African-American leaders want to hear.

Your speeches are full of comments about their being pro-Gov-
ernment and wanting the Government to have a larger role. But I
think it is a very healthy thing, whether you are right or whether
you are wrong, to have that other ideas put into the marketplace.

I had commented, and somebody didn't understand what I was
saying when I had called you, after I read a speech you made after
the 1984 election, that African-Americans were not as active in the
Republican Party as they should be, entirely appropriate at that
time. You weren't a judge. We sat down and talked about it, and I
think it would be a very healthy thing for my State, for the city of
Philadelphia, to have a two-party system, and to the extent there is
a role model here and you have said that, given a chance, blacks
would come to the conservative cause. That is not the element for
my decision, I repeat, but that is a lurking undercurrent which I
think is worthwhile to put squarely on top of the green-felt table
here today.

A final roundup, Judge Thomas, as my time is almost up and I
know your answers to these questions, because we have discussed
them at your confirmation hearing on the court of appeals, but I
think they are very important, and that is rockbed on Marbury v.
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Madison, that the Supreme Court has the last word, no doubt in
your mind about that.

Judge THOMAS. NO doubt, Senator.
Senator SPECTER. YOU are not going to revisit that question.
The other one which I consider to be very important is the issue

of court stripping. During my tenure in the U.S. Senate, there have
been efforts to take away the jurisdiction of the Federal court on
constitutional issues, and I just want to be sure that, if confirmed,
you would not countenance that kind of a major change in our con-
stitutional government.

Judge THOMAS. I think we discussed that the last time, and I
think that my position is the same, that I would not.

Senator SPECTER. Thank you very much, Judge Thomas. I think
about these hearings and the kinds of questioning, I think about
the old case of Ashcraft v. Tennessee, which ruled unconstitutional
relay questioning. You certainly had to do a lot of that here today,
and I commend you for your stamina and I thank you for your an-
swers.

Judge THOMAS. Thank you, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. Does anyone on this side of the aisle have any

further questions at all for the judge?
[No response.]
The CHAIRMAN. I am sure the judge appreciates that.
I yield to my colleague from South Carolina, Senator Thurmond.
Senator THURMOND. Judge, I just want to ask you one question.

There has been a lot of talk here about making policy. Under the
Constitution, the Congress makes the law. The executive branch,
headed by the President, administers the law, and executes the
law. The judicial branch interprets the law. This should not be a
question of courts making laws. Courts have done that, but they
should not have done it. This should not be a question of making
policy. A judge's job is to construe and to interpret the law. Judge
Thomas, is that the way you see your responsibility?

Judge THOMAS. That is the way I see it, Senator.
Senator THURMOND. That is a good answer, and that is the cor-

rect answer. [Laughter.]
Now, Judge, we are about through here. We are going to wind

up.
Mr. Chairman, yesterday the Washington Post ran an editorial

which I ask unanimous consent be placed in the record. Briefly, I
would like to quote from it. It states: "[Judge Thomas] will have a
clearer sense of discrimination and its remedies that any other
member of the Court * * * on the strength of the hearings so far,
we think he should be confirmed."

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it will be placed in the record.
[The article follows:]
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16 SWDAV, SEPTEMBER 15,1991

AN INDEPENDENT NEWSPAPER

The Thomas Hearings
ONE OF the truly unsettled questions in

American politics is how a prospective
justice of the Supreme Court should be

interrogated and judged by those members of the
U.S. Senate most responsible for his confirma-
tion. If you doubt this, only recall the hearings
held and the arguments generated when the last
several nominees were up for consideration. It is
still pretty widely accepted that a president has a
right to choose justices who reflect his own
philosophical predisposition and that if the nomi-
nee is to be rejected it should be on some other
grounds, grounds of moral, mental or profession-
al disqualification. It is also held, and we think
rightly, that the nominee should not be required
to tip his or her hand on specific decisions likely
to be made in the future. These are the givens.
The problem is that there are those who a) don't
accept them but b) rarely say so, rarely assert
that they just will not vote for someone whose
political philosophy they disagree with; so they
oppose in other ways.

They try to marginalize, caricature or morally
discredit the nominee. Neither political party has
a monopoly on this approach—it just depends
which is making the nomination and which is
called upon to approve it. What ensues are often
essentially trick questions, which generate trick
answers. Everyone on all sides becomes surpass-
ingly cagey, figuring how the issue or exchange,
is going to play, what the public relations traps
are and so on. Also across the political spectrum,
everyone has gotten pretty practiced and good at
all this, which is what accounts for the very
gamelike quality of the procedure. It's nobody's
fault and everybody's fault, and it has been very
much apparent in the Clarence Thomas hearings
and the arguments they have inspired in the
press and among lobbying groups in the past
week, just as it was in the hearings of his recent

predecessors.

We don't want to be too hard on the procedure;
it is true that in the past week there were some
interesting, even illuminating exchanges and that
some things became clearer, not murkier as a
result. But there was also much adjustment of
perspective in keeping with the two sides' new
imperatives. It was, for example, said by critics
of Judge Thomas that he and his supporters
dwelt at far too great length on his personal
background, his experience of discrimination and
poverty and struggle, as a qualification for the
job—as distinct from the requisite legal experi-
ence. His supporters, naturally, challenged this
complaint. The last time around, they were on
opposite sides: the critics of New Hampshire's
bookish bachelor, David Souter, had much to say
about how his limited life experience would likely
inhibit, even deform, his ability to understand the
caser before him, never mind the extent of his

judicial background—while the Souter support-
ers took the other line.

Did Judge Thomas modulate, trim, bob and
weave during the questioning? Well of course he
did. From time to time, it seemed to us he
dodged excessively, even though you could con-
struct a defense of his extreme defensiveness in
light of some of the traphke questioning. We
think the charge of total and instantaneous con-
version is not fair, however. For example, some
of the things Judge Thomas said on the agitated
matter of natural law had been said to this same
committee by him at his hearing in February of
1990, when he was appointed to the U.S. Court
of Appeals. Specifically he had told the senators:
"But recognizing that natural rights is a philo-
sophical, historical context of the Constitution is
not to say that I have abandoned the methodolo-
gy of constitutional interpretation used by the
Supreme Court. In applying the Constitution, I
think I would have to resort to the approaches
that the Supreme Court has used. I would have to
look at the texture of the Constitution, the
structure. I would have to look at the prior
Supreme Court precedents on those matters."

Our own sense, on the strength of what we
know of his record and the testimony given so
far, is that Clarence Thomas is qualified to sit on

. the court. He is surely not the most eminent
jurist who could have been selected, but neither
have many of his predecessors been. His views,
particularly on what are called broad remedies in
civil rights cases, are conservative. An adminis-
tration whose views are also conservative in this
area is unlikely to produce any other kind of
nominee. It is not clear to us that in every
respect these views are wrong or that Judge
Thomas's mind is closed, and in any case, in its
episodic resistance, the Judiciary Committee has
cleared with scant attention or dissent nominees,
now justices, whose similar views on the subject
are equally strong or stronger.

Nor do we think Judge Thomas comes to the
court or this point in his life with a malign or
distorted agenda. Quite the contrary. There has
perhaps been too much talk about how he beat
the odds and rose out of poverty and segregation
in rural Georgia 40 years ago. Maybe not even he
can be sure of all the effects this had on him. But
one thing is sure: He will have a clearer sense of
discrimination and its remedies than any other
member of the court, any other nominee this
administration is likely to send up—and any of
the members of the Judiciary Committee now
judging him. There seems also to be a streak of
individualism in him, a turn of mind that will not
easily accede to the prejudices and popular pas-
sions that sweep the day. On the strength of the
hearings so far, we think he should be confirmed.
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Senator THURMOND. Briefly I would like to just quote two sen-
tences. Here it is speaking of Judge Thomas. It states Judge
Thomas "will have a clearer sense of discrimination and its reme-
dies than any other member of the Court." In another place in the
editorial, in the last sentence, "On the strength of the hearings so
far, we think he should be confirmed."

I just wanted to put that editorial in the record. That is coming
from the Washington Post, Mr. Chairman. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. I say to my colleague, I am certain the Post is
delighted that you are praising them.

Senator THURMOND. It isn't so often I agree with them. I want to
give them credit when they deserve it.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that several articles
here, just three of them, one is in the Washington Post of August 6,
1991, "The NAACP is Wrong on Thomas," by Margaret Bush
Wilson. Another one is the Washington Post, July 16, 1991, "The
Clarence Thomas I Know," by Allen Moore. Another one is from
the Washington Post of July 17, 1991, "Talking with Thomas for 10
Years," by Constance Berry Newman.

I ask unanimous consent these appear in the record.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, they will all appear in the

record.
[The three articles follow:]



Allen Moore "7

The Clarence Thomas I Know
f I have been reading and hearing a lot about
Clarence Thomas these days. Some of it makes
^oe wonder Can this be the same Clarence
rThomas who worked for me in Jack Danforth's

ôffice 12 years ago and has been my friend ever
.since? .
'. The man I read about has been called an
^arch-conservative" who has "forgotten where he
.came from," who believes "affirmative action is
jjike heroin," whose seven years as chairman of
'the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
"were "the most retrograde in its history," whose
first marriage ended in a "messy divorce that
'deserves scrutiny," whose "opposition to abortion
"Is well-known," whose "allegiance to the pope"
•should be examined, whose actions are "guided
-by political calculation," and who is "harshly
'.judgmental and self-righteous rather than com-
.passionate and empathetic"
.» The Clarence Thomas I know is a caring,
•decent, honest, bright, good-humored, modest
ând thoughtful father, husband and public servant

jpho has already come farther in 43 years than
most of us will in a lifetime.
• The president did his nominee no favor when
he said race was not a factor in the nomination.

~tX course it was, and Thomas readily admits it,
'Just as he acknowledges that race played a role in

his selection for other jobs along the way. He has
never denied his indebtedness to, or admiration
for, those, such as Justice Thurgcod Marshall,
who helped open such doors. He does not blindly
oppose the notion of taking race into consider-
ation for hiring, promotion or admissions deci-
sions. What he does oppose are rigid numerical
goals and quotas, which he considers divisive and
unfair.

When he gets a chance to fuDy explain his
views in Senate hearings, he will challenge his
listeners to think beyond platitudes and con-
ventional orthodoxy. Clarence Thomas has al-
ways supported the idea of giving preferential.
treatment to the truly disadvantage, especially
minorities, rather than to those from middle or
upper middle-class backgrounds who happen to
be members of a targeted minority group. To do
otherwise risks stigmatizing those favored—to
make it appear as if they are incapable of
competing fairly. It also can put the unprepared
in situations where they are destined to faiL "God
helps those who help themselves," Clarence
might say, encouraging self-help and self-reliance.
Martin Luther King Jr., Malcolm X and Jesse
Jackson have stressed such themes. -.m

Regarding his feelings about the pope! I be-
lieve Clarence stopped being a practicing Catholic

when he left the seminary almost 25 years ago.
In recent years, he has attended a Methodist
church, a Christian church and, most recently, an
Episcopal church. _

I don't know how he feels about abortion, but I
would be very surprised if he didn't have an open
mind on Roe v. Wade. Many liberals and conser-
vatives on both sides of the abortion issue
acknowledge the vulnerability of that decision on
purely legal grounds, but I personally wouldn't
bet the ranch on how he would come down on the
issue.

I know something about Thomas's first mar-
riage because I spent many hours talking with
him as it broke apart. He was tormented both
about breaking his wedding vows and about the
impact of the divorce on his young son. He
sought me out for advice because I was a
divorced father with two well-adjusted children.
His divorce was handled amicably, with Clarence
given undisputed primary custody of his son.
Both parents have played a major role in his
upbringing, and all parties have great respect for
each other.

Clarence's record as EEOC chairman deserves
close scrutiny, just as it did when he was
renominated and reconfirmed for a second term

to



as chairman, and just as it did when he was
nominated and confirmed to his seat on the D.C.
Circuit Court of Appeals. The record will speak
.for itself, butsomeone should f^y W'k ipaHf th**
agency to find out how people feel about Thomas
the man and the leader.

Evan Kemp, his successor as chairman, mar-
vels at what Thomas did with a historically
underfunded agency that saw its budget cut nine
out of 10 times in the 1980s. (Usually Congress
cut the president's request, then beats up the
agency for its budget-related shortcomings.)
Clarence Thomas inherited a poorly managed,
dispirited agency whose employees were embar-
rassed to admit where they worked. His legacy,
according to Kemp, is that employees are now
proud to work at the EEOC and even named the
new headquarters building after him. Nonethe-
less, says Kemp, "Clarence won't get the credit
that is his due; I wi." People throughout the
agency sing Thomas's praises—his dedication,
his professional standards, his extraordinary sen-
sitivity to and support of the Tittle people," and
his inspiration to employees at all levels.

The suggestion that bis actions have been
politically motivated is. laughable. This is not a -
political animaL His passionate, behind-the-scenes

battles with the White House and Justice Depart-
ment conservatives during the Reagan years
were hardly politic. In addition, several times
through, the years, I strongly advised him to
approach his detractors both on and off the HQL
"They attacked me without knowing the facts,"
he would say, "and it would be hypocritical to
approach them." This is a man who advanced in a
political environment in spite of, not because of,
bis political skills.

Perhaps the most absurd charge leveled at
Thomas is that l i e forgot where he came from."
Thomas's professional and personal life, not to
mention his conscience, wouldn't permit him to
forget his roots if he wanted to. Neither would
the world around him. After lunch a few weeks
ago, he and I were strolling around downtown
Washington. He suddenly realized he was late for
an appointment and asked me (I'm white) to hail
him a cab.

1 have trouble getting a cab downtown, and
it's virtually impossible in Georgetown," he said,
jumping into the taxi I bad flagged down as the
driver mouthed an obscenity in my direction.

The writer was principal policy adviser to
Sen. John C Danforth (R-Mo.)for 11 years.
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Constance Berry Newman

Talking With Thomas forj.0 Years
In nominating Judge Clarence

Thomas to serve as associate justice
of the U.S. Supreme Court, President
Bush has chosen an individual who
has both the intellect and the intellec-
tual honesty for the job. He nominat-
ed a person who will be fair and sen-
sitive to the struggles of all
Americans—black, brown, white, red
and yellow.

Judge Thomas would not let peo-
ple's religion or station in life affect
the way they thought about their
rights. He has a special understand-
ing of those poor striving for political
and economic empowerment

And he is willing to listen to others
with whom he is not supposed to
agree. 1 know. I am one of those peo-
ple. For almost a decade Judge
Thomas and I have discussed many
issues, but most often our discussions
were about inequities in this nation
and approaches to ensuring equal op-
portunity for all. We agreed, we dis-
agreed, and we have both changed
our minds some.

The discussion and the debate
about Judge Thomas's qualifications
are confusing, and not all who have

. participated have been fair. What dis-
turbs me is that much of the discus-
sion is not even relevant Tn order to
be fair and relevant-we must ask.
What does the Constitution require?
Article H, Section 2, provides that
the president by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate shall ap-
point judges of the Supreme Court
The Constitution does not set specific
requirements such as an examination
or even citizenship. It is up to the'ad-
vise-and-consent process to deter-
mine the qualifications.

Through the years the questions
asked the nominees have changed be-
cause the issues have changed. What
has not changed significantly are the
basic value judgments made about
the nominees. I will set out what I be-
lieve to be the most important of
those values.

It is important that a justice of the
U.S. Supreme Court be competent
Even though the Constitution does
not require that they be lawyers, all
105 justices have had legal training,
with more than half having served on
the bench. The American Bar Associ-
ation has had uneven influence in the
process through various administra-
tions, looking at such factors as judi-
cial temperament, character, intelli-
gence and trial experience.

I will not second-guess the ABA.
However with regard to Judge Thom-

as's competence, fairness requires
recognition ofjhe following points:
Judge Thomas graduated from Holy-
Cross College with honors and from
Yale Law School. He was assistant at-
torney general'of Missouri from * '
1974 to 1977." He was counsel to
Monsanto Co. and legislative assis- '.
tant to Sen. John Danforth. He has
been confirmed by the Senate on four
separate occasions. The most rele-
vant confirmation was in 1989 as a
U.S. Court of Appeals Judge for the
District of Columbia. Since confirma-
tion he has participated in more than
140 decisions. ; • ' "

A justice of the court must have an
open, inquiring mind—a willingness
to listen and be sensitive to the strug-
gles evidenced by the issues before
the court. At the time of confirma-
tion, the Senate cannot know of the
issues the justice will face. What is
important is that the nominees have
no preconceived notions of how they
will decide specific cases. They must
be prepared to review complicated
briefs with an open mind and to listen
to the arguments, inquiring and then
deciding.

When Earl Warren was nominated
to be chief justice m 1953, there
should not have been and was not a

; way for the Senate to know how he
would decide the landmark case

• • Brown v. Board of Education in
1954. It was important to the Senate

— that Warren be competent and fair,
^inquiringabout the struggles evi-
• denced by the issues in the case. And

he was just that. We would have that
in Judge Thomas, an independent
thinker who is fair and who will lis-
ten. Judge Thomas has read and
quoted many people of varying points

• of view. That type of inquiring mind
is needed on the court.

A justice of the court must have in-
- tegrity, particularly intellectual hon-

esty. We entrust a great deal to the
nine on the Supreme Court. They
must honestly call the cases as they
see them. An independent thinker, •
Judge Thomas will have no problem*"
adapting to me culture ot tne Su-
preme court

I trust the president's judgment in
nominating Judge Thomas, but I can
go further. After almost 10 years of
discussions with him, I am comfort-
able with the idea that he will be one
of the nine people deciding the issues
that come before the Supreme Court
during my lifetime and afterward.

The writer is director of the U.S.
Office of Personnel Management
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Margaret Bush Wilson

TheNAACP Is ̂ ong on Thomas

TUESDAY, AUCUST 6,1991 A 1 5 _

The young man standing at my door that
summer day in 1974 looked like an African
prince. "Hello, I'm Clarence Thomas," he said. "I
know," I replied. "I've been expecting you." And
so began a friendship with someone I think of
fondly as a second son.

I first heard of young Thomas (then almost 26)
from his employer-to-be, Sen. John Danforth
(R-Mo.), who was attorney general of Missouri at
the time. Mr. Danforth told me he had just hired
a bright young law graduate from Yale and asked
if I knew of a place the young man could live for
the summer while studying for the Missouri bar.
My own son, Robert, was then a law student with
plans to work that summer in Washington. I
invited young Clarence to stay in my son's empty
room.

I don't recall seeing another young person as
disciplined as Clarence Thomas. First thing,
every day, he would exercise with my son's
weights and then be off to his studies. I asked of
him only one thing: I would prepare dinner, and
he would show up on time. We would eat
together every night, often with one or two
friends or relatives and talk about any and all of
the problems of the work).

We didn't always agree (Clarence was "con-
servative" even then), but I was impressed con-
tinually with one so young whose reasoning was
so sound. I must also admit that his arguments,
both legal and logical, forced me to rethink some
of my own views. 1 know I sometimes made him
see things differently, too, because Clarence
Thomas knew how to listen as well as talk.

Across the years, I have kept in touch with
Judge Thomas, and to this day I respect his

integrity, his legal mind and his determination.
Even when we disagree, I hove found him to be a
sensitive and compassionate person trying to do
what is right, working to make the world a belter
place.

Back then I sensed that he would one day be in
a position to have a larger impact, but I had no
way of knowing that this deternuncd young man
might one day have the chance to tackle some of
our country's problems on this nation's highest
court.

Recently, the NAACP National Board took
action opposing Judge Thomas's nomination. I
wish it had withheld judgment until after the
hearings, because the Clarence Thomas I have
been reading about often bears little rcsomblaiHc
to the thoughtful and caring man I have know
over these years.

Judge Thomas reflects the diversity and com-
plexity of African-American thinking, but his
views are not nearly as radical as his critics
suggest. He has pushed for a new frontier in civil
rights, and heaven knows we need one when
one-third of African Americans are still in poverty
as we approach the 21st century. He seeks ,i
climate where African Americans and other mi-
norities feel empowered to compete equally with
their counterparts of other races, with rntion.il
support from government programs.

Some have said that despite his chairmanship
of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commis-
sion for eight years, he has not been a champion
of civil rights. Those people obviously don't know
Judge Thomas or the real facts about his tenure
with the EEOC. His record will speak for itself
and will impress those willing to listen and look

beyond misinformed rhetoric. On a personal
level, he knows the struggle find hardship blacks
and the impoverished of every race grapple with
daily—not to mention the. plight of most families,
since in my judgment the central issue of our
time is that some 82 percent of the families in
these United States have no discretionary income
after bills and taxes are paid.

We didn't talk much about Judge Thomas's
background that summer 17 years ago, so it is
only recently that I have learned about his
humble beginnings. The cramped house with no
plumbing in rural Georgia, his wise but not
learned grandparents, the Catholic nuns and the
rest have only recently come into full view for
me. To rise above the dual curses of poverty and
discrimination requires tremendous individual ef-
fort from a special kind of person, help from
others and luck. All these have been present in
Judge Thomas's career.

Throughout the history of the U.S. Supreme
Court, I don't believe any other nominee can
claim to have conic so far. In point of fact, Judge
Thomas's unique perspective belongs not only on
the Supreme Court but in the legislature, in the
work place, at city hall and on our campuses.

No one c m deny that Judge Thomas would
differ with Justice Thurgood Marshall on some
issues. 1 don't always agree with the justice
myself. I do believe that both men show a
common, fundamental belief in the inherent
worth and rights of the individual. At one of his
four previous Senate confirmation hearings,
Judge Thomas said, "The reason I became a
lawyer was to make sure that minorities, individ-

uals who did not have access to this society,
gained access. . . . I may differ with others on
how best to do that, but the objective has always
been to include those who have been excluded."

As young Clarence Thomas left my home at
the end of the summer, he asked how much he
owed for his stay. I told him that he owed me
nothing, but 1 did want a promise from him. I
asked him to promise that if he were ever in a
position to reach out and help others that he
would do it, just as some had done for me and as I
had done for him.

He promised he would, and Judge Thomas has
been keeping his word ever since, looking out for
the vulnerable and victimized on the job, in the
community and at the court. I know that as a
Supreme Court justice Clarence Thomas will
continue to defend and protect the rights of the
needy. He does not permit anyone to think for
him, and lie is intellectually honest.

When the history of these times is written, it
will be interesting to see how historians view the
position of the National Board of the NAACP—
an organization committed to advancing colored
people, which is opposed, on ideological grounds,
to this nomination of a black man to the U.S.
Supreme Court.

Let the record show that the NAACP*s former
national board chair respectfully disagrees with
its position.

The writer, an attorney in St Louis, chaired
the National Board of Directors of the
National Association for the Advancement
of Colored People from 1975 to 1984.

S
to
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Senator THURMOND. NOW, Mr. Chairman, I am not going to take
time to give all these groups here a chance to just—several law en-
forcement organizations recently met with me to express their
strong support of Judge Thomas' nomination, several groups such
as the National Sheriffs Association, International Association of
Chiefs of Police, Federal Investigative Association, National Law
Enforcement Council, National Society of Former Agents of the
FBI, National District Attorneys Association, and Citizens for Law
and Order, a victims rights group. They all endorse Judge Thomas
for a position on the Nation's High Court. I ask unanimous consent
that certain documents of support from these organizations be
placed in the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.
[The information of Senator Thurmond follows:]
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ISTATIONAL. DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCIATION
toaa Norvrci trAiftKAX ar^ear. SUtre aoo. AUBCINDIMA. vrftcnvtA 28314

(703) 049-0232 •-

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, pre*idenfc Georg* Bush, has nominated Judge
Clarence Thomas to fill the Salted States Supreme Court
vacancy created by tha r«tiresoaat of Justice Thurgood
Marshall; and

WKKREA-S, the Board of Directors of tha National
District. Ateonv«y« Assooiafeion has raviewad the qualifications
bfi Judge thoaas and found bin exceptionally well qualified
for that important Supreme Court seat; and now

THEREFORE, BE IT.HS5OLVED that the National District
Attorney* JUaooiation urges the Senate Judiciary Conoittss
and fche Onieed States Senate to confirm without delay
frrasident Bush's nomination of Judge Clarence Thomas to
the. trailed States Supreme Court.

Done this 14th day of July 1991 at Tucson, Arizona.

AX2EST:
JACK B. XEX.V&KS0K
executive Director
national District Attorneys Association



505

GRAND LODGE
FRATERNAL ORDER OF POLICE

/ eSO SCUTH HIGH 3TWET. SUITE 20S • COLUMBUS, OHIO <M13-5MS • (814)221-0180 • FAX(S14)M1«»'

0aVSYRST0KE3

September 6, 1391

The President
The Khite House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

On August 14, 1991 during our recent National Fraternal Order of
Police Conference, we were honored to have you address our
delegates attending the conference regarding several legislative
matters and other issues of concern to law enforcement. At that
time, you asked for our support for Judge Clarence Thomas, your
nominee to the U.S. Supreme Court. As a result of your request,
our delegates passed a resolution instructing me to investigate
Judge Thomas' judicial background and report my findings and
recommendations to our Board of Directors.

Mr. President, I am pleased to inform you that after submitting
my report, the Board of Directors of the Fraternal Order of
Police (representing 226,000 member law enforcement officers in
forty-one [41] states) have agreed with you and voted to support
Judge Thomas' nomination to the Supreme Court of the United
States.

Please be assured, that the entire board' of the fraternal Order
of Police and X are available to assist you in whatever way
possible to insure the approval of Judge Clarence Thomas'
nomination.

Respectfully,

DHS:cch

Dewey R T Stokes ,
National president

NATIONAL HEADOUAflTSRS.

PoeMf*

Co.

brand fax transmfttal m«fflO 7671

""" f/ntt.. >c:

• ^ _ _



506

NATIONAL TROOPERS COALITION
112STATI STREET. SU7TE 1212. ALBANY. >.Y. 11107

September 5, 1991

NATIONAL TROOPERS COALITION

RESOLUTION

Endorsing the nomination of judge Clarence Thomas for Associate
Justice of the United states Supreme court.

Whereas, President George Bush has chosen to nominate Judge
Clarence Thomas for Associate Justice of the United States Supreme
Court, it is the sense of this assembled body to extend our most
stringent support of that nomination, and...

Whereas, the National Troopers Coalition recognizes that the office
of Associate Justice demands integrity, intellectual skills, and
dedication to the principal of equal justice, and...

Whereas, the office also requires unbending dedication to
principal, basic fairness, human decency, and justice under law,
and...

Whereas, the record of Judge Thomas impressively demonstrated these
qualities from his days as Assistant Attorney general in the state
of Missouri to his term as chairman of the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, to his latest office as a member of the
United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, and...

Whereas, the National Troopers Coalition firmly believes there must
be a fair and equitable Balancing of protecting the right of
society to enforce its laws on the one hand; and the constitutional
rights of the accused on the other, a n d —

Whereas, be it resolved that this assembly body of Troopers, which
represents over 43,000 Troopers and protects more than 200 million
Americans, seize upon this great opportunity to most stringently
support the nomination of Judge Clarence Thomas to Associate
Justice of the united States Supreme Court.

Now be it further resolved, that a copy of this resolution be sent
to the honorable members of the United states senate/

Adopted this Bth day of September, 1991. at the National Troop«r«
coalition Conference, Portland, Maine.

Richard J. Darli
chairman
national Troopers Coalition
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FOR'LAW AND ORDER, INC.
to i*w ana order with Justice for a/I"

i l l
Jade Collins
Eastern Regional Director
Citizens for Law and Order
Phone: (703) 569-8574

OFFICERS

PrejidOil
Phyllis M. CsllO*
Viet Pr«*i-*f.t
Soi»r' H. Kress
Secrtttry
Harold C:o*r
Treasurer
Deris S.Hunlt.ng

OTOMftS A3
OOPRT

iSSOCOUE JOSTICE 0 ? THE OMTIED STRTES SCTEREME

Citizens for law and Order (CIO) is a grassroots organization of
:iti2ens ccnmittad to a reduction of violent crime and the achievement
if a truly balanced and fair criminal justice system. We are proud of

EASTERN REGIONAL JUr two decade record of advocacy and accomplishment. As an umbrella
DIRECTOR .jroup, we represent: over forty thousand (40,000) individuals nationwide
JackCeiiint •'no ara active in criminal law issues.

BOARD OF
DIRECTORS

Bay DiffjS

,».-nei F Tucnar

Ooftn £. Nitlitn

WHumC McCord

Aicen Dti Masso

LMile rlamsty Eliotl

Stan H t u

Martin MeGure

LetChanctw

C. Sonaia Simin. M 0

H*rn« Salarne

Crisilna MacK

Fran Scnititwnz

Caileni Ctmsoeil

Ihe U.S. Supreme Court plays an absolutely critical role in
assuring the maintenance of a healthy, fair and balanced criminal
.ustice systea. its decisions on criminal law issues ijrpact both on
ndividual litigants and on the Federal and state court systems for
,*ars to came. Given this inportance of the Court and its individual
'ustices, C D cmrmissioned Barbara K. Bracher, a litigation attorney
;^r a major Washington, D.C. law fira, to prepare a report on the
.jdicial philosophy of Judge Clarence Thomas as it is reflected in his
,-riminal law and procedure opinions on the United States Court of
<jpeals for the D.C. Circuit.

Our own research and our reading of Ms. Bracher's report lead us
*J the conviction that Judge Thomas will bring to the Court a voice of
.jason, fairness, and balance in the area of criminal justice. He
^lamises to be equally as forthright in protecting the rights and
^jneerns of victims and the community at large as those of criminal •
^fendants. A thoughtful jurist with both a keen intellect and a
,^st»ained judicial temperament, he will very likely bring certainty
?-d predictability to this area of the law. He has demonstrated a
rmroon sense approach to questions of crxainal law and procedure,
consistently recognizing the practical problems faced by law
p-forcament officials an the street. And, very importantly, he sees
h'-s charter as construing and interpreting the law, and nob shaping it
r fit his own personal predilections or private agenda.

Considering these positive judicial attributes,and noting as well
t-» fine qualities reflected in Judge Thomas' background, personal
h story, and career to data, Citizens for law and Order (CIO) is

BOX I " 8 OAKLAND. CALIFORNIA 94661

TAX-EXEMPT

56-270 O—93 17
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pleased to endorse Judge Clarence Tbcaaa' nomination to the United
States Supreme Court.

As an all volunteer, strictly non-partisan orvawnitatirm, we have
nob given this endorsement lightly. As an organization, however, with
a special " T I T T I for victims, it is given in the conviction that Judge
Bunas, by virtue of the attributes cited above, will effectively
balanca the scales of justice by insuring for victiss true equality
before the law.

A copy of Ms. Brachar's report is appended.

September 4, 1991
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»tnMuvQttAL*MGC'xncifi crown or PGLICZ i iiioN.G:«biAo«aSoit«»o / Aningwi.viWnJa22Hi /

For Inaediats Release
Wednesday, August 28, 1951

Contact; Dun Rosenblatt
Sara Johnson

(703J 243-6500

IACP ENDORSES THOMAS NOMINATION
FOR qUPBEMff gfflURT

N. VA -- Che International Association of Chiefs o£

Polica today announced its endorsement of President Sush's

nomination o£ Judge Clarence Thonas to the United States Suprene

Court.

lACP's governing body aade the decision after carefully

reviewing the uacxground and professional racord of Judge Thomas

E* one of its regular meetings on August 10 in New XorJc. It was

determined that Judge Thomas is a well-qualified, tough, anti-

criae judge who has recognized the problems that Law enforcement

officers face in combatting crise.

-he U.S. Senate has already confirmed Judge Thomas four

separate tiaesi as A«*iitant Secretary for Civil Sights at the

Departaent o£ Sdueaticn in 1981. twice as Chairaan of the SECC in

1982 ana 1986, and most recently as U.S. Court of Appeals Judge for

the District Coluabia in 1990. He graduated fron ^oly Cross

College with honors in 1971 and Vale Law School in 1974.

Judge Thomas has resitted efforts to impose unreasonably

(MORE)
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(2)

burdensome requirements on the police and prosecutors or to

overturn criminal convictions on technicalities not required by the

Constitution. while guarding against infringements of the

fundasental rights e£ criminal defendants.

Among his noteworthy decisions! ''

-- In United states v. Lono. Judge Thosa* rejected arguments

that a trial judge erred in admitting police testimony during a

search of a defendant's apartment, which tended to show that the

defendant wa« dealing in narcotics. Siailarly, in United States

v. aooers. he upheld the adalsaion at trial of evidence of a

defendant's prior drug-dealing activity.

— Judge Thoaaa ruled against a defendant who argued that, at

his trial, the judge had improperly instructed the jury as to his

entrapment defense. In so noidlng. Judge Thomas observed that "the

government (had] introduced overwhelming evidence of [defendant's]

eagerness to sell craeK, enougn. we are certain, for the government

to have carried the burden of proof it needed to defeat

[defendant's] entrapment defense." (United States v. Whole)

The International Association of Chiefs of Police is the

world's oldest and largest non-profit organisation o£ police

executives. established in 1893. the IACP currently has

approximately 12.500 members in «5 nations around the world.

rurther information is available from the IACP at i"°

ciese Road. Suite 200. Arlington. Virginia aaaoi; TO«/»«_»;« -**^
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vfik. * ^ * ^ ^ * jM/

1110 North Glebe Road
Suite 200

Arlington, Virginia 22201
Phone (703) 243-6500
Cable Address IACPOUCE

President
LaeP Brown
Police Commissioner
New York, NY

Immediate Past President
Chane* A. Gruber
Chief of Pohce
Bgn.IL

First Vice President
C Roland Vaughn, III
Chiefof Police D I P " 1

Conyers, GA - ' •- 1

Second Vice President
Robert L Suthard
Secretary of Public Safety
Richmond, VA

Third vice President
Steven R Hams
Chief of Police
Rsdnvood, WA

Fourth Vice President
Sylvester Daughlry.Jr
Chief of Poaee
Greensboro, NC

Finn Vic* President
John T. WhotMl
Chief of Pose*

' Chodaw, OK : p I

David a Walchak
Chief of Posce
Concord, NH

Treasurer
a K Neinknecht
Associate Commissioner
for Enforcement
U.S. Immigration and
Naturalization Service
Washington, DC.

Division of Stale
and Provincial Poaca
General Chairman
Thomas A. Constanline
Superintendent
New York Stats Police
AMny.NY

Division of Slats Associations
of Chiefs of Posce
General Chairman
Theodore S. Jones
Chief of Police
Ohio University
Athens. OH

Past President and
Parliamentarian
Franca B. Looney
Farmingdale, NY

Executive Director
Daniel N Rosenblatt
Arlington, VA

September 5, 1991

The Honorable Strom Thurmond
United States Senate
217 Senate Russell Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Thurmond:

The International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) wishes to go on record
urging a favorable recommendation by the Senate Judiciary Committee regarding
the nomination of Judge Clarence Thomas to the United States Supreme Court.

After careful review of the personal and professional background of Judge Thomas,
the governing body of the IACP has determined that Judge Thomas will prove
himself to be a worthy Supreme Court Justice. His judicial temperament, breadth
of perspective and professional experience indicate he will serve the country
well on the Supreme Court.

Specifically, his record as a judge leads the IACP to believe that he will serve
the cause of law enforcement well. The views of Judge Thomas in United States
v. Long, United States v. Rogers and United States v. Whoie are indicative of
efforts on behalf of law enforcement concerns.

The IACP strongly supports quick action by the Judiciary Committee and the Senate
to confirm Judge The

Sincerely,

Daniel N. Bosenblatt
Executive/Director
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I'AX C-'

September 5, 1991

Th« Honorable Novell Heflin
United States Senate
728 Hart suiiding
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Heflin:

On behalf of the Alabama Sheriffs Association, I would
like to ask you co voco co confirm Judge Clarene« Thomas to
the United Stated Supreme Court.

At a recent meeting, the Sheriffs Of Alabama voted
unanimously to support Judge Thomas's nomination CO tha United
States Supremo Court. A resolution was pAised by the Alabama
Sheriffs Association directing me to writs a letter requesting
your support of Judge Thorns*'a nomination.

After careful consideration of Judge Thomas's record
and views in the tveas of lew enforcement, wo feel that Judge
Thomas would bo an excellent candidate co cerve on our Nation a
highest court. We hop* than you »har« our viowi and will
make a strong stand to assure Judge Thomas's Appointment as
a United States Supreme Court Justice.

W« appreciate your support in the past on matters of
concern to tha Sheriffs of Alabama. Thank you £or considering
this request.

Mike Blakely
PresidenC
Alabama Sheriffs Association

"SO Sheriff Shall ShtnH A It me"
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Senator THURMOND. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that a list of approximately 100 groups and individuals who have
strongly endorsed Judge Thomas be placed in the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.
Senator THURMOND. I won't take the time. It would take an hour

or two to read all this stuff. But I want the public to know about it.
I want the public to know these people all endorse this man. This
is coming from the people.

I ask unanimous consent that a list of approximately 100 groups
and individuals who have strongly endorsed Judge Thomas be
placed in the record.

[The information of Senator Thurmond follows:]
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LIST OF GROUPS IN STRONG SUPPORT

1. South Carolina Greenville County Council

2. V.O.C.A.L., Victims of Crime and Leniency

3. Mississippi Harrison County Republican Executive Committee

4. Veterans in Community Service

5. U.S. Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

6. Traditional Values Coalition

7. Council of 100, an Organization of Black Republicans

8• The National Tax-Limitation Committee

9. Department of Home Missions, Brotherhood Pensions and
Relief

10. Polish American Congress

11. West Virginians for Religious Freedom

12. Professional Bail Agents of the United States

13. American Road & Transportation Builders Association

14. The Associated General Contractors of America

15. Knights of Columbus

16. African American Committee

17. Family Research Council

18. National Small Business United

19. National Traditionalist Caucus

20. U.S.- Mexico Foundation

21. Association of Christian Schools International

22. National Sheriff's Association

23. International Association of Chiefs of Police

24. Federal Investigators Association

25. National Law Enforcement Council

26. National Society Former Agents of the FBI
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27. National District Attorneys Association

28. Citizens for Law and Order

29. Iowa Jima Black Veterans Group

30. Agudath Israel of America

31. Asian American Voters Coalition

32. Board of Directors of Catholic Golden Age

33. Citizens for a Sound Economy

34. Congress for Racial Equality

35. The Cuban American National Foundation

36. D.C. Black Police Caucus

37. The Improved Benevolent and Protective Order

of the Elks of the World

38. Indian American Forum for Political Education

39. International Mass Retail Association

40. National Black Nurses' Association

41. National Council of Young Israel

42. National Family Foundation

43. National Jewish Coalition

44. U.S. Chamber of Commerce

45. Zeta Phi Beta Sorority, State of Georgia

46. Alabama Attorneys to Confirm Clarence Thomas
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INDIVIDUALS IN STRONG SUPPORT

1. James Harkins, Maryland House of Delegates

2. Timothy F. Ireland, Florida House of Representatives

3. Debby P. Sanderson, Florida House of Representatives

4. Gwendolyn T. Bronson, State of Vermont House of
Representatives

5. Roger F. Wicker, Mississippi State Senate

6. William H. Harbor, Iowa House of Representatives

7. David G. Walchak, Chief of Police, City of Concord,
New Hampshire

8. Jimmy Evans, Attorney General, State of Alabama

9. Michael B. Cronin, Chief Executive Officer, St. Joseph
Hospital

10. Betty Southard Murphy, Baker & Hostetler

11. Henry McKoy, Deputy Secretary for Programs with the
North Carolina Department of Administration

12. Father Jack Rainaldo, Marquette University

13. J. Shelby Sharpe, Sharpe Bates & Spurlock

14. Mr. Frederick Dent, Mayfair Mills, Inc.

15. Mr. James L. Denson, C.E.O., Allpoints International, Ltd

16. LeRoy C. Zignego, Zignego Company

17. Michael O'Laughlin, United States Chauffeurs Training
Academy

18. Royce Fessenden, Fessenden Technologies

19. Renne Oliver, Executive Secretary, Teach Michigan

20. Stephen Strang, President, Strang Communications Co.

21. Mr. Michael O'Neil, President & C.E.O., TransTac

22. Morris J. Crump, Southern States Lumber Company

23. Pastor David T. Harvey, Covenant Fellowship of Philadelphia
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24. Armstrong Williams, The Graham Williams Group

25. Van Cook, Hill County Telephone Cooperative, Inc.

26. C.E. Falkenstein, M.J. Ruddy & Son, Inc.

27. D. Joe Smith, Jenner & Block

28. Dean Rodney K. Smith, Capital University

29. Jerald Hill, The Landmark Legal Foundation

30. Norman Smith, Constable, LeFlore County, Mississippi

31. Richard A. Delgaudio, The Legal Affairs Council

32. Beverly LaHaye, Concerned Women for America

33. Clay Claiborne, National Director, Black Silent
Majority Committee

34. Professor Cortus T. Koehler, California State University,
Sacramento.

35. Arizona State Senator Carole Springer

36. State Representative Jim Froelker, 110th District

Missouri House of Representatives

37. Mr. Camden R. Fine, President/CEO, Missouri Independent Bank

38. Ms. Carol A. Chapman, Assistant Editor, Charisma

39. Ms. Jane Dee Hull, Speaker of the Arizona House
of Representatives

40. State Senator Carol McBride Pirsch, Nebraska State
Legislature

41. C D . Coleman, Senior Bishop, Christian Methodist Episcopal

Church

42. Joseph Morris, President, Lincoln Legal Foundation

43. Evelyn Bryant, President, Liberty County NAACP

44. Dewey Clover, President, National Association of Truck Stop
Operators

45. Representative William B. Vernon, Massachusetts House of
Representatives

46. Representative Anna Mowery, Texas House of Representatives
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47. Dean Ronald F. Phillips, Pepperdine University School of
Law

48. Mr. Doyle Logan, President, Alabama State Lodge Fraternal
Order of Police

49. Mr. Willie Willis, President, Alabama State Troopers
Association
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Senator THURMOND. Mr. Chairman, a bipartisan group of ap-
proximately 35 black attorneys, business people, and community
and religious leaders from South Carolina traveled to Washington
in August and met with me to discuss Judge Thomas. That was in
August when we were in recess. Most of you were at home, but I
was here. They indicated their overwhelming support for Judge
Thomas.

Mr. Larkin Campbell, an attorney from Columbia, who is a
member of the NAACP, endorsed Judge Thomas' nomination and
stated, "Clarence Thomas is a man who would bring integrity,
wisdom, and foresight to the Supreme Court."

Mr. Fletcher Smith, a Democrat, an attorney, member of the
Greenville County Council, and a member of the NAACP, present-
ed me with a resolution passed by the Greenville, SC, County Coun-
cil in support of Judge Thomas.

Several other individuals spoke to me about their strong support
for Judge Thomas. To name just two or three, Ms. Jean Burkins, a
very prominent woman in Columbia, an attorney, and a member of
the NAACP; Rev. Norman Pearson, vice president of Fuller Enter-
prises, also a member of the NAACP; and Mr. James Moore, a civil
rights activist and founder of the Committee for the Betterment of
Poor People. All these people endorsed Judge Thomas.

I ask unanimous consent that appear in the record.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection. I hope there wasn't a reason

you weren't able to go home in August. You were welcome, I
assume.

You are not paying attention. [Laughter.]
Senator THURMOND. What do you think?
[The information of Senator Thurmond follows:]
Mr. Chairman, a bi-partisan group of approximately 35 Black attorneys, business

people and community and religious leaders from South Carolina traveled to Wash-
ington in August and met with me to discuss Judge Thomas. They indicated their
overwhelming support for Judge Thomas.

Mr. Larkin Campbell, an attorney from Columbia who is a member of the
NAACP, endorsed Judge Thomas' nomination and stated, "Clarence Thomas is a
man who would bring integrity, wisdom and foresight to the Supreme Court". Mr.
Fletcher Smith, a Democrat, attorney, member of the Greenville County, and a
member of the NAACP, presented me with a resolution passed by the Greenville,
South Carolina, County Council in support of Judge Thomas. Several other individ-
uals spoke to me about their strong support for Judge Thomas; to name a few: Ms.
Jean Burkins, an attorney in Columbia who is member of the NAACP; Reverend
Norman Pearson, vice-president of Fuller Enterprises, also a member of the
NAACP; and Mr. James Moore, a civil rights activist and founder of the Committee
for the Betterment of Poor People.

Senator THURMOND. Judge Thomas, we are just about through. I
just want to make two or three remarks to wind up here.

First, I want to commend you for the outstanding job you have
done during your 5 days of testimony. There have been efforts to
try to get you to express yourself about decisions and about what
position you would take on the Supreme Court maybe. You have
had the courage and the resolution and the good judgment not to
fall for that.

You have answered many difficult questions with clear, thought-
ful answers. You have shown that you have the intellectual capac-
ity to sit on the Supreme Court. You made a good record at Holy
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Cross where you graduated and also at Yale Law School, and that
stood you well today.

The many difficult circumstances you have overcome in your life
have given you common sense to go along with your formal educa-
tion. As Chairman of the EEOC, you showed that you had the prac-
tical experience to handle a difficult position in an exemplary fash-
ion. You did a fine job there in spite of some criticism that was un-
justified. You did a good job, too, at the Civil Rights Education De-
partment.

Your testimony has also shown that you have the appropriate ju-
dicial temperament and the sensitivity to do well on the Supreme
Court. I believe you will be fair and open-minded and will under-
stand the vast impact your judicial decisions will have on the
people affected by them.

While you have discussed natural law, you have made it clear
that you will exercise judicial restraint, following the Constitution
and relevant statutory intent. Your record on the D.C. Circuit I
think shows that you have done just that.

Regarding crime, you have made it clear that you will be sensi-
tive to the rights of victims who must have a say in our criminal
justice system, and that is important, and that you will also be fair
to defendants in hearing their cases.

In my opening statement, I stated certain characteristics I look
for in a Supreme Court nominee. In my 37 years in the Senate
here, I have had the pleasure of acting on hundreds and hundreds
of judges. And these are the qualities that I think we have to con-
sider: Integrity, courage, compassion, competence, judicial tempera-
ment, and an understanding of the majesty of our system of gov-
ernment, which a lot of people don't seem to understand.

Judge Thomas, I believe you have exhibited these qualities
throughout your life and during your testimony this week. I am
confident that you will make an excellent member of the Supreme
Court of the United States, and I commend you for the fine job
that you have done for this committee. Good luck and God bless
you.

Judge THOMAS. Thank you, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator.
Judge I have some additional questions on expressive conduct,

but observing the expressive conduct of the people behind you,
what I will do is I will submit those to you in writing in the inter-
est of time and to accommodate the witnesses we have to come
after. They will not take a great deal of your time. We will not be
finished with the public witnesses until the end of this week, so
there is plenty of time to answer the questions. There are only
about three or four of them, and I do want to talk about the Barnes
case and a few others that involve expressive conduct. I would ap-
preciate your answering them for me.

Judge, I appreciate very much your willingness to accept the
President's nomination, and I hope that as imperfect as the process
is—and there is none that I know that is perfect—that you appreci-
ate our responsibility. I thank you for the courtesy you have shown
to this committee, and we will hear from public witnesses who are
both for you, against you, and some who just want to come and ex-
press their concern.
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It has been the history of this committee, at least of late, of the
last several decades, to allow groups and individuals of standing to
do just that, and we will finish this hearing, God willing and the
creek not rising, sometime before this week is out. I have no inten-
tion of carrying it over into next week with the public witnesses.

Then within the next couple of weeks, we will as a committee act
on your nomination, and it will then be sent to the floor of the
Senate for the Senate as a whole to act on the nomination.

So I appreciate, again, your cooperation during this process. I
thank Senator Danforth and I thank the White House, with whom
you have been working for cooperating in the process. And I most
importantly want to thank your wife, who has sat through all of
this, and your sister, but even more importantly, Mom. It has been
a long, long time to sit there, and this is—a lot of what we talked
about, Mom, is boring, I know. But I appreciate your graciousness
to the committee, and it is obvious your loyalty and devotion to
your son is deep and is real. So I want to thank all of you.

Judge do you have any closing comment you wish to make to the
committee or to the public or to anyone?

Judge THOMAS. Just a word or two, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, Senator Thurmond, I would like to thank you for

the courtesy and the fairness that you have shown me through this
process. I am one of those who believes that this process is critical,
and the longer I am a judge, the more important I think this proc-
ess is.

I would like to thank my family for being so patient and so sup-
portive, and Senator Danforth who said when I was nominated that
we would spend a lot of time together and who has been so wonder-
ful to me. And, of course, I would like to thank the President for
nominating me.

I have been honored to participate in this process. It has been
one of the high points—indeed, it is the high point from a lifetime
of work, a lifetime of effort on behalf of so many people. This is the
high point.

Whatever your determination is, I would like to reiterate that I
have been treated fairly, that I have been honored, deeply honored
to participate here. And I am reminded of my reaction in Kenne-
bunkport when the President nominated me to the highest court in
the land. It always gives me goose bumps to say "the highest court
in the land." Only in America could this have been possible. Thank
you all so much for your courtesy.

The CHAIRMAN. Judge, let me close your participation by suggest-
ing to you, some have asked why we have not asked certain ques-
tions. Any question that I have failed to ask is only because I be-
lieved it was not relevant to whether or not you could or should sit
on the Supreme Court of the United States of America. And so I
have asked you all that I think is relevant. And you have answered
some, you have not answered some, and you have made your judg-
ments about what you should answer. Again, I thank you for your
cooperation.

What we will do now, because I know as soon as we break we are
not going to have much order in this room for a moment, so if you
will sit with me so I can announce who comes next so that every-
one will know, we will move from here immediately upon a little
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bit of order being restored to the caucus room, when it occurs that
you leave, to the American Bar Association which has been tradi-
tional under Democratic and Republican leadership in the Senate.
They are the first public witnesses we hear from.

Then we will hear from a panel of legal scholars who support
your nomination, and we will see how far along we are this
evening. But, again, it is my intention to finish the public wit-
nesses by Friday. So I want everyone to know that.

Again, thank you all. Thank you and your family for your coop-
eration. We will recess for 5 minutes.

[Recess.]
The CHAIRMAN. The hearing will resume.
Our first panel is a panel of distinguished members of the Ameri-

can Bar Association, and I would like to welcome them all: Mr.
Ronald Olson, Mr. Best, and Mr. Watkins, all of whom are here to
do as the ABA has done in the past, I don't know for how many
years, give us their best judgment as to the qualification of the
nominee, as they have with all nominees, to the Supreme Court.

Mr. Olson, I understand you are speaking for the committee, and
I would ask you to keep your statement to 10 minutes or less, and
then the panel of Senators will have questions for you all.

Again, welcome and thank you for being here.

STATEMENT OF RONALD L. OLSON, CHAIR, STANDING COMMIT-
TEE ON THE FEDERAL JUDICIARY, AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIA-
TION, ACCOMPANIED BY JUDAH BEST, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
CIRCUIT REPRESENTATIVE, AND ROBERT P. WATKINS, FEDER-
AL CIRCUIT REPRESENTATIVE
Mr. OLSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Thurmond, hon-

orable members of the Judiciary Committee; I will meet that 10
minutes.

I would first like to elaborate a little bit on our introduction. My
name is Ron Olson. I am a practicing lawyer in Los Angeles, CA,
and since August of this year, I have been the chairman of the
ABA's standing committee on the Federal judiciary.

I am accompanied today by two of my colleagues: Mr. Judah Best
on my left, and Mr. Robert Watkins on my right. Both are practic-
ing lawyers here in Washington, DC. Because of their location,
they were the primary investigators on behalf of the committee in-
sofar as the investigation of the Honorable Clarence Thomas is con-
cerned.

The three of us are here in a representative capacity on behalf of
the American Bar Association committee, and further our commit-
tee on behalf of the legal profession as a whole. I would like to say,
Senator, at the outset that it is a high honor to be here and be able
to participate in this proceeding, and we would like to express our
appreciation for the work of this committee, not only with regard
to this very important nomination, but every nomination to every
Federal court in the land.

Second, I would like to say that it has been a distinct privilege
for all of us on this committee to revisit the professional creden-
tials of the Honorable Clarence Thomas. With regard to our inves-
tigation, we were requested by the Attorney General of the United


