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NOMINATION OF JUDGE CLARENCE THOMAS TO
BE ASSOCIATE JUSTICE OF THE SUPREME
COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 11, 1991

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:01 a.m., in room
SD-325, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Joseph R. Biden, Jr.
{chairman of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Biden, Kennedy, Metzenbaum, DeConcini,
Leahy, Heflin, Simon, Kohl, Thurmend, Hatch, Simpson, Grassley,
Specter, and Brown.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN JOSEPH R. BIDEN, JR., A
U.8. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF DELAWARE

The CHAaiRMAN. The hearing will come to order.

Let me inform the Capitol Hill Police that, if there is not abso-
lute order and decorum in here, we will recess the hearing and
those who engage in any outburst at all will be asked to leave the
committee room.

Good morning, Judge.

Today, the Senate Judiciary Committee is meeting to hear evi-
dence on sexual harassment charges that have been made against
Judge Clarence Thomas, who has been nominated to be an Associ-
ate Justice of the Supreme Court.

I want to speak very briefly about the circumstances that have
caused us to convene these hearings. We are here today to hold
open hearings on Prof. Anita Hill’s allegations concerning Judge
Thomas. This committee’s handling of her charges has been criti-
cized. Professor Hill made 2 requests to this committee: First, she
asked us to investigate her charges against Judge Thomas, and,
second, she asked that these charges remain confidential, that they
not be made public and not shared with anyone beyond this com-
mittee, I believe that we have honored both of her requests.

Some have asked how we could have the U.S. Senate vote on
dJudge Thomas’ nomination and leave Senators in the dark about
Professor Hill's charges. To this, I answer, how could we have
forced Professor Hill against her will into the blinding light where
you see her today.

But I am deeply sorry that our actions in this respect have been
seen by many across this country as a sign that this committee

8y
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does not take the charge of sexual harassment seriously. We em-
phatically do.

I hope we all learn from the events of the past week. As one
person who has spent the past 2 years attempting to combat vio-
lence of all kinds against women through legislative efforts, I can
assure you that I take the charge of sexual harassment seviously.

The committee’s ability to investigate and hold hearings on Pro-
fessor Hill’s charges has now been dramatically changed by the
events which forced Professor Hill, against her wishes, to publicly
discuss these charges. The landscape has changed. We are, thus,
here today free from the restrictions which had previously limited
our work.

Sexual harassment is a serious matter and, in my view, any
person guilty of this offense is unsuited to serve, not only the Na-
tion’s highest court, but any position of responsibility, of high re-
sponsibility in or out of government. Sexual assment of working
women is an issue of national concern.

With that said, let me make clear that this is not, I emphasize,
this is not a hearing about the extent and nature of sexual harass-
ment in America. That question is for a different sort of meeting of
this or any other committee.

This is a hearing convened for a specific purpose, to air specific
allegations against one specific individual, allegations which may
be true or may not be true.

Whichever may be the case, this hearing has not been convened
to investigate the widespread problem, and it is indisputably wide-
:pread, the widespread problem of sexual harassment in this coun-
ry.
Those watching these proceedings will see witnesses being sworn
and testifying pursuant to a subpoena. But I want to emphasize
that this is not a trial, this is not a courtroom. At the end of our
proceedings, there will be no formal verdict of guilt or innocence,
nor any finding of civil liability.

Because this is not a trial, the proceedings will not be conducted
the way in which a sexual harassment trial would be handled in a
court of law, For example, on the advice of the nonpartisan Senate
legal counsel, the rules of evidence that apply in courtrooms will
not apply here today. Thus, evidence and questions that would not
be permitted in the court of law must, under Senate rules, be al-
lowed here.

This is a factfinding hearing, and our purpose is to help our col-
leagues in the U.S. Senate determine whether Judge Thomas
should be confirmed to the Supreme Court. We are not here, or at
least I am not here to be an advocate for one side or the other with
respect to the specific allegations which we will review, and it is
my hope and belief that my colleagues here today share that view.

Achieving fairness in the atmosphere in which these hea:;_i;is
are being held may be the most difficult task I have ever unde -
en in my close to 19 years in the U.S. Senate.

Each of us in this committee has already stated how he will vote
on Judge Thomas' nomination. The committee, as the Senate rules
require, has already voted in this committee on whether or not
Judge Thomas should be on the Court. Each of us has already said
whether we think Judge Thomas should or should not be a Su-
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preme Court Justice, for reasons related to or unrelated to charges
we will listen to today.

In this setting, it will be easy and perhaps understandable for
the witnesses to fear unfair treatment, but it is my job, as chair-
man, to ensure as best as I possibly can fair treatment, and that is
what I intend to do, 50 let me make three ground rules clear for all
of my colleagues:

First, while legal counsel sitting behind me has advised that the
rules of evidence do not apply here, counsel has also advised the
Chair that the Chair does have the power to rule out of order ques-
tions that are not relevant to our proceedings. Certain subjects are
simply irrelevant to the issue of harassment, namely, the private
conduct of out-of-the-workplace relationships, and the intimate
lives and practices of Judge Thomas, Professor Hill, and any other
witness that comes hefore us.

Thus, as chairman, I will not allow questions on matters totally
irrelevant to our investigation of the professional relationship of
dJudge Thomas and any woman who has been employed by him.

The committee is not here to put Judge Thomas or Professor Hill
on trial. I hope my colleagues will bear in mind that the best way
to do our job is to ask questions that are nonjudgmental and open
ended, in an attempt to avoid questions that badger and harass any
witness.

Second, while I have less discretion than a judge in a trial to bar
inappropriate or embarrassing questions, all of the witnesses
should know that they have a right, under Senate Rule 26.5, to ask
that the committee go into closed session, if a question requires an
answer that is “a clear invasion of their right to privacy.”

The committee will take very seriously the request of any wit-
ness to answer particularly embarrassing questions, as they view
them in private.

Third, the order of questioning: Because this is an extraordinary
hearing, Democrats and Republicans have each taken the step of
designating a limited number of Senators to question for the com-
mittee. On the Democratic side, our questioners will be Senators
Heflin, Leahy, and myself. As I understand it, on the Republican
side, the questioners will be the ranking member, Senator Hatch
and Senator Specter. That is said to make sure that we do not mis-
lead anyone as to how we will proceed.

In closing, I want to reiterate my view that the primary responsi-
bility of this committee is fairness. That means making sure that
we do not victimize any witness who appears here and that we
treat every witness with respect. And without making any judg-
ment about the specific witnesses we will hear from today, fairness
means understanding what a victim of sexual harassment goes
through, why victims often do not report such crimes, why they
often believe that they should not or cannot leave their jobs.

Perhaps 14 men sitting here today cannot understand these
things fully. I know there are many people watching today who
suspect we never will understand, but fairness means doing our
best to understand, no matter what we do or do not believe about
the specific charges. We are going to listen as closely as we can at
these hearings.
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Fairness also means that Judge Thomas must be given a full and
fair opportunity to confront these charges against him, to respond
fully, to tell us his side of the story and to be given the benefit of
the doubt.

In the end, this hearing may resolve much or it may resolve
littie, but there are two things that cannot remain in doubt after
this hearing is over: First, that the members of this committee are
fair and have been fair to all witnesses; and, second, that we take
sexual harassment as a very serious concern in this hearing and
overall.

So, let us perform our duties with a full understanding of what I
have said and of our responsibilities to the Senate, to the Nation
and to the truth.

I yield now to my colleague from South Carolina.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. STROM THURMOND, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Chairman, we have taken the unusual
step of reconvening this committee in order to consider further tes-
timony regarding the nomination of Judge Clarence Thomas to be
a Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States.

We are here this morning to attempt to discern the truth in
some rather extraordinary allegations made against this nominee,
and because Judge THomas has requested an opportunity to refute
these allegations and restore his good name.

Mr. Chairman, before we begin, I want to emphasize that the
charge of sexual harassment is a grave one and one that each Sen-
ator on this committee takes with the utmost seriousness. This is
an issue of great sensitivity and there is no doubt in my mind that
this is difficult for everyone involved.

Both Judge Thomas and Professor Hill find themselves in the un-
enviable position of having to discuss very personal matters in a
very public forum. I want to assure them at the outset that they
will be dealt with fairly. This will be an exceedingly uncomfortable
process for us all, but a great deal hangs in the balance and our
duty is clear, we must finds the truth.

I would like to commend Chairman Biden, who worked with me
to ensure that this hearing would be conducted fairly. After con-
sulting with each Member on my side, I have decided that Senator
Hatch will conduct the questioning of Judge Thomas. I have also
decided, after consultation, that Senator Specter will undertake the
questioning of Professor Hill and the other witnesses. I reserve the
privilege of propounding questions myself.

I want to make it clear that every Republican member of this
committee has been deeply involved in this process from the day
Judge Thomas was nominated by President Bush. However, in the
interest of time and fairness to all the witnesses, I believe the pro-
cedures that have been outlined will work best for everyone in-
volved.

Over 100 days ago, when President Bush nominated Judge
Thomas, this committee undertook a thorough and far-reaching in-
vestigation of his background. That investigation turned up noth-
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ing questionable about the Judge, but, rather, showed him to be an
individual of great character and accomplishment.

During the original confirmation hearings, this committee heard
testimony from over 100 witnesses, both for and against the nomi-
nation. Not one of these witnesses, even those most bitterly op-
posed to this nomination, had one disparaging comment to make
about Clarence Thomas' moral character. On the contrary, witness
after witness spoke of the impeccable character, abiding honesty
and consummate professionalism which Judge Thomas has shown
throughout his career.

In conclusion, I want to comment briefly about the allegations
that have been raised by Professor Hill. The alleged harassment
she describes took place some 10 years ago. During that time, she
continued to initiate contact with Judge Thomas in an apparently
friendly manner. In addition, Professor Hill chose to publicize her
allegations the day before the full Senate would have voted to con-
firm Judge Thomas.

While I fully intend to maintain an open mind during today’s
testimony, I must say that the timing of these statements raises a
tremendous number of questions which must be dealt with, and I
can assure all the witnesses that we shall be unstinting in our ef-
forts to ascertain the truth.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHalkRMAN. Thank you.

Now, before I swear Judge Thomas, I ask that the police officer
to go to the front of that door while Judge Thomas is speaking, and
prevent anyone from going in or out. He is entitled to absolute
quiet in this room, no matter who wishes to enter.

Judge would you stand to be sworn? Judge, do you swear to tell
glffd ‘i?;ruth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you,

Judge THoMmAS. [ do.

The CHAIRMAN. Judge, do you have an opening statement?
Please proceed.

TESTIMONY OF HON. CLARENCE THOMAS, OF GEORGIA, TO BE
ASSOCIATE JUSTICE OF THE U.S. SUPREME COURT

Judge THomAs. Mr. Chairman, Senator Thurmond, members of
the committee: as excruciatingly difficult as the last 2 weeks have
been, I welcome the opportunity to clear my name today. No one
other than my wife and Senator Danforth, to whom I read this
statement at 6:30 a.m., has seen or heard the statement, no han-
dlers, no advisers.

The first I learned of the allegations by Prof. Anita Hill was on
September 25, 1991, when the FBI came to my home to investigate
her allegations. When informed by the FBI agent of the nature of
the allegations and the person making them, I was shocked, sur-
prised, hurt, and enormously saddened.

I have not been the same since that day. For almost a decade my
responsibilities included enforcing the rights of victims of sexual
harassment. As a boss, as a friend, and as a human being I was
proud that I have never had such an allegation leveled against me,
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even as I sought to promote women, and minorities into nontradi-
tional jobs.

In addition, several of my friends, who are women, have confided
in me about the horror of harassment on the job, or elsewhere. I
thought I really understood the anguish, the fears, the doubts, the
seriousness of the matter. But since September 25, I have suffered
immensely as these very serious charges were leveled against me.

I have been wracking my brains, and eating my insides out
trying to think of what I could have said or done to Anita Hill to
lead her to allege that I was interested in her in more than a pro-
fessional way, and that I talked with her about pornographic or x-
rated films.

Contrary to some press reports, I categorically denied all of the
allegations and denied that I ever attempted to date Anita Hill,
when first interviewed by the FBI. I strongly reaffirm that denial.
Let me describe my relationship with Anita Iziill.

In 1981, after I went to the Department of Education as an As-
sistant Secretary in the Office of Civil Rights, one of my closest
friends, from both college and law school, Gil Hardy, brought Anita
Hil! to my attention. As I remember, he indicated that she was dis-
satisfied with her law firm and wanted to work in Government.
Based primarily, if not solely, on Gil’'s recommendation, I hired
Anita Hill.

During my tenure at the Department of Education, Anita Hill
was an attorney-adviser who worked directly with me. She worked
on special projects, as well as day-to-day matters. As I recall, she
was one of two professionals working directly with me at the time.
As a result, we worked closely on numerous matters.

I recall being pleased with her work product and the profession-
al, but cordial relationship which we enjoyed at work. I also recall
engaging in digcussions about pelitics and current events.

Upon my nomination to become Chairman of the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission, Anita Hill, to the best of my recol-
lection, assisted me in the nomination and confirmation process.
After my confirmation, she and Diane Holt, then my secretary,
joined me at EEQC. I do not recall that there was any question or
doubts that she would become a special assistant to me at EEOC,
although as a career employee she retained the option of remain-
ing at the Department of Education.

At EEOC our relationship was more distant. And our contacts
less frequent, as a result of the increased size of my personal staff
ia)lidt the dramatic increase and diversity of my day-to-day responsi-

1l1t1es,

Upon reflection, I recall that she seemed to have had some diffi-
culty adjusting to this change in her role. In any case, our relation-
ship remained both cordial and professional. At no time did I
become aware, either directly or indirectly that she felt I had said,
or done anything to change the cordial nature of our relationship.

I detected nothing from her or from my staff, or from Gil Hardy,
our mutual friend, with whom I maintained regular contact. I am
certain that had any statement or conduct on my part been
brought to my attention, I would remember it clearly because of
the nature and seriousness of such conduct, as well as my adamant
opposition to sex discrimination sexual harassment.
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But there were no such statements.

In the spring of 1983, Mr. Charles Cothey contacted me to speak
at the law school at Oral Roberts University in Tulsa, OK. Anita
Hill, who is from Oklahoma, accompanied me on that trip. It was
not unusual that individuals on my staff would travel with me oc-
casionally. Anita Hill accompanied me on that trip primarily be-
cause this was an opportunity to combine business and a visit to
her home.

As 1 recall, during our visit at Oral Roberts University, Mr.
Cothey mentioned to me the possibility of approaching Anita Hill
to join the faculty at Oral Roberts University Law School. I encour-
aged him to do so. I noted to him, as I recall, that Anita Hill would
do well in teaching. I recommended her highly and she eventually
was offered a teaching position.

Although I did not see Anita Hill often after she left EEOC, I did
see her on one or two subsequent visits to Tulsa, OK. And on one
visit I believe she drove me to the airport. I also occasionally re-
ceived telephone calls from her. She would speak directly with me
or with my secretary, Diane Holt. Since Anita Hill and Diane Holt
had been with me at the Department of Education they were fairly
close personally and I believe they occasionally socialized together.

I would also hear about her through Linda Jackson, then Linda
Lambert, whom both Anita Hill and 1 met at the Department of
Education. And I would hear of her from my friend Gil.

Throughout the time that Anita Hill worked with me I treated
her as I treated my other special assistants. I tried to treat them
all cordially, professionally, and respectfully. And I tried to support
them in their endeavors, and be interested in and supportive of
their success.

I had no reason or basis to believe my relationship with Anita
Hill was anything but this way until the FBI visited me a little
more than 2 weeks ago. I find it particularly troubling that she
never raised any hint that she was uncomfortable with me. She did
not raise or mention it when considering moving with me to EEQC
from the Department of Education. And she never raised it with
me when she left EEOC and was moving on in her life.

And to my fullest knowledge, she did not speak to any other
wemen working with or around me, who would feel comfortable
enough to raise it with me, especially Diane Holt, to whom she
seemed closest on my personal staff. Nor did she raise it with
mutual friends, such as Linda Jackson, and Gil Hardy.

This is a person I have helped at every turn in the road, since we
met. She seemed to appreciate the continued cordial relationship
we had since day one. She sought my advice and counsel, as did
virtually all of the members of my personal staff.

During my tenure in the executive branch as a manager, as a
policymaker, and as a person, I have adamantly condemned sex
harassment. There is no member of this committee or this Senate
who feels stronger about sex harassment than I do. As a manager,
I made every effort to take swift and decisive action when sex har-
assment raised or reared its ugly head.

The fact that I feel so very strongly about sex harassment and
spoke loudly about it at EEOC has made these allegations doubly
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hard on me. I cannot imagine anything that I said or did to Anita
Hill that could have been mistaken for sexual harassment.

But with that said, if there is anything that I have said that has
been misconstrued by Anita Hill or anyone else, to be sexually har-
assment, then I can say that I am so very sorry and I wish I had
known. If I did know I would have stopped immediately and I
would not, as I have done over the past 2 weeks, had to tear away
at myself trying to think of what I could possibly have done. But 1
have not said or done the things that Anita Hill has alleged. God
h%s gotten me through the days since September 25 and He is my
judge.

Mr. Chairman, something has happened to me in the dark days
that have followed since the FBI agents informed me about these
allegations. And the days have grown darker, as this very serious,
very explosive, and very sensitive allegation or these sensitive alle-
gations were selectively leaked, in a distorted way to the media
over the past weekend.

As if the confidential allegations, themselves, were not enough,
this apparently calculated public disclosure has caused me, my
family, and my friends enormous pain and great harm.

I have never, in all my life, felt such hurt, such pain, such agony.
My family and I have been done a grave and irreparable injustice.
During the past 2 weeks, I lost the belief that if 1 did my best all
would work out. I called upon the strength that helped me get here
from Pin Point, and it was all sapped out of me. It was sapped out
of me because Anita Hill was a person I considered a friend, whom
I admired and thought I had treated fairly and with the utmost re-
spect. Perhaps I could have better weathered this if it were from
sonileone else, but here was someone I truly felt I had done my best
with.

Though I am, by nc means, a perfect person, no means, I have
not done what she has alleged, and I still do not know what I could
possibly have done to cause her to make these allegations.

When I stood next to the President in Kennebunkport, being
nominated to the Supreme Court of the United States, that was a
high honor. But as I sit here, before you, 103 days later, that honor
has been crushed. From the very beginning charges were leveled
against me from the shadows—charges of drug abuse, antisemi-
tism, wife-beating, drug use by family members, that I was a quota
appointment, confirmation conversion and much, much more, and
now, this.

I have complied with the rules. I responded to a document re-
quest that produced over 30,000 pages of documents. And I have
testified for 5 full days, under oath. I have endured this ordeal for
103 days. Reporters sneaking into my garage to examine books I
read. Reporters and interest groups swarming over divorce papers,
looking for dirt. Unnamed people starting preposterous and damag-
ing rumors. Calls all over the country specifically requesting dirt.
This is not American. This is Kafka-esque. It has got to stop. It
must stop for the benefit of future nominees, and our country.
Enough is enough.

I am not going to allow myself to be further humiliated in order
to be confirmed. I am here specifically to respond to allegations of
sex harassment in the work place. I am not here to be further hu-
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miliated by this committee, or anyone else, or to put my private
life on display for a prurient interest or other reasons. 1 will not
allow this committee or anyone else to probe into my private life.
This is not what America is all about.

To ask me to do that would be to ask me to go beyond fundamen-
tal fairness. Yesterday, I called my mother. She was confined to
her bed, unable to work and unable to stop crying. Enough is
enough.

Mr. Chairman, in my 43 years on this Earth, I have been able,
with the help of others and with the help of God, to defy poverty,
avoid prison, overcome segregation, bigotry, racism, and obtain one
of the finest educations available in this country. But I have not
been able to overcome this process. This is worse than any obstacle
or anything that I have ever faced. Throughout my life I have been
energized by the expectation and the hope that in this country I
would be treated fairly in all endeavors. When there was segrega-
tion I hoped there would be fairness one day or some day. When
there was bigotry and prejudice I hoped that there would be toler-
ance and understanding some day.

Mr, Chairman, I am proud of my life, proud of what I have done,
and what I have accomplished, proud of my family, and this proc-
ess, this process is trying to destroy it all. No job is worth what I
have been through, no job. No horror in my life has been so debili-
tating. Confirm me if you want, don’t confirm me if you are so led,
but let this process end. Let me and my family regain our lives. 1
never asked to be nominated. It was an honor. Little did I know
the price, but it is too high.

1 enjoy and appreciate my current position, and I am comfortable
with the prospect of returning to my work as a judge on the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit and to my friends there.

Each of these positions is public service, and I have given at the
office. I want my life and my family’s life back and I want them
returned expeditiously.

I have experienced the exhilaration of new heights from the
moment I was called to Kennebunkport by the President to have
lunch and he nominated me, That was the high point. At that time
I was told eye-to-eye that, Clarence, you made it this far on merit,
the rest is going to be politics and it surely has been. There have
been other highs. The outpouring of support from my friends of
long-standing, a bonding like I have never experienced with my old
boss, Senator Danforth, the wonderful support of those who have
worked with me.

There have been prayers said for my family, and me, by people 1
know and people I will never meet, prayers that were heard and
that sustained not only me, but also my wife and my entire family.
Instead of understanding and appreciating the great honor be-
stowed upon me, I find myself, here today defending my name, my
integrity, because somehow select portions of confidential decu-
ments, dealing with this matter were leaked to the public.

Mr. Chairman, I am a victim of this process and my name has
been harmed, my integrity has been harmed, my character has
been harmed, my family has been harmed, my friends have been
harmed. There is nothing this committee, this body or this country
can do to give me my good name back, nothing.
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I will not provide the rope for my own lynching or for further
humiliation. I am not going to engage in discussions, nor will I
submit to roving questions of what goes on in the most intimate
parts of my private live or the sanctity of my bedroom. These are
the most intimate parts of my privacy, and they will remain just
that, private.

[The prepared statement of Judge Clarence Thomas followa:]
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[DRAFT 7:00 a.m.)

STATEMENT OF CLARENCE THOMASB
BEFORE THE BENATE JUDICYARY COMMITTEE
October 11, 1992
AS EXCRUCIATINGLY DIFFICULT AS THE LAST TWO WEEKS HAVE BEEN,
I WELCOME THE OPPORTUNITY TO CLEAR MY HAME TODAY, BRFORE—THIS
COMMIBPEE, NO ONE OTHER THAN MY WIFE HAS SEEN AND HEARD THIS

STATEMENT. . .NO HANDLERS, NO ADVISORS.

THE FIRST I LEARNED OF THE ALLEGATIONS BY PROFESSOR ANITA HILL
WAS ON SEPTEMBER 25, 1991 WHEN THE FBI CAME TO MY HOME TO
INVESTIGATE HER ALLEGATICNS. WHEN INFORMED BY THE FBI AGENT OF THE
NATURE OF THE ALLEGATIONS AND THE PERSON MAKING THEM, I WAS

SHOCKED, SURﬁRISED, HURT AND ENORMOUSLY SADDENED. I HAVE NOT BEEN

THE SAME SINCE THAT DAY.

FOR AIMOST A DECADE, MY RESPONSIBILITIES INCLUDED ENFORCING

THE RIGHTS OF VICTIMS OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT. AS A BOSS, AS A FRIEND
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AND RS A HUMAN BEING, I WAS PROUD THAT I HAD NEVER HAD SUCH AN

ALLEGATION LEVELLED AGAINST ME AS I SOUGHT TO PROMOTE WOMEN AND

MINORITIES INTO NON-TRADITIONAL JOBS.

IN APDITION, SEVERAL OF MY FRIENDS WHO ARE WOMEN HAVE CONFIDED
IN ME ABOUT THE HORROR OF HARASSMENT ON THE JOB OR ELSEWHERE. 1
THOUGHT 1 REALLY UNDERSTOOD THE ANGUISH, THE FEARS, THE DOUBTS, THE

SERTOUSNESS OF THIS MATTER.

BUT SINCE SEPTEMBER 25TH, I HAVE SUFFERED IMMENSELY AS THESE
VERY SERIOUS CHARGES WERE LEVELLED AGAINST ME. I HAVE BEEN RACKING
MY BRAINS AND EATING MY INSIDES OUT TRYING TO THINK OF WHAT I COULD
HAVE SAID OR .DONE TO ANRITA HILL TO LEAD HER TO ALLEGE THAT I WAS
INTERESTED IN HER IN MORE THAN A PROFESSIONAL WAY AND THAT I TALKED
WITH HER ABOUT PORNOGRRPHIC FILMS. CONTRARY TC SOME PRESS REPORTS,
I CATEGORICALLY DENIED ALL OF THE ALLEGATIONS AND DENIED THAT I

EVER ATTEMPTED TO DATE ANITA HILL. I STRONGLY REAFFIRM THAT
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DENIAL.

LET ME DESCRIBE MY RELATIONSHIP WITH ANITA HILL.

IN 1981, AFTER I WENRT TO THE DEPARTMERT OF EDUCATION AS

AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY IN THE OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS, ONE OF
MY CLOSEST FRIENDS, GIL HARDY, BROUGHT ANITA HILL TO MY
ATTENTI'ON. AS I REMEMBER, HE INDICATED THAT SHE WaAS
.

DISSATISFIED WITH HER LAW FIRM AND WANTED TO WORK IN

GOVERNMENT. BASED PRIMARILY ON GIL'S RECOMMENDATION, I HIRED

ANITA HILL.

DURING MY TENURE AT THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, ANITA
HILL WAS AN ATTORNEY ADVISOR WHO WORKED DIRECTLY WITH ME. SHE
WORKED ON SPECIAL PROJECTS AS WELL AS DAY TO DAY MATTERS. AS
I RECALL, SHE WAS ONE OF TWO PROFESSIONALS WORKING DIRECTLY

WITH ME. AS A RESULT WE WORKED CLOSELY ON WUMEROUS MATTERS.
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I RECALL BEING PLEASED WITH HER WORK PRODUCT AND THE
PROFESSIONAL BUT CORDIAL RELATIONSHIP WHICH WE ENJOYED AT
WORK. I ALSO RECALL ENGAGING IN DISCUSSIONS ABOUT POLITICS

AND CURRENT EVENTS.

UPON MY NOMINATION TO¢ BECOME CHAIRMAN OF THE EQUAL
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION, ANITA HILL, 'TO THE BEST OF
MY . RECOLLECTION, ASSISTED ME 1IN THE NOMINATION AND
CONFIRMATION PROCESS. AFTER MY CONFIRMATION, SHE AND DIANE
HOLT, THEN MY SECRETARY, JOINED ME AT EEOC. I DO NOT RECALL
THAT THERE WAS ANY QUESTION OR DOUBT THAT SHE WOULD BECOME A
SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO ME AT EEOC, ALTHOUGH, AS A CAREER
EMPLOYEE, SHE RETAINED THE OPTION OF REMAINING AT THE

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION.

AT EBEOC, OUR RELATIONSHIP WAS MORE DISTANT AND OQUR

CONTACTS LESS FREQUENT AS A RESULT OF THE INCREASED SIZE OF
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S
MY PERSONAL STAFF ARD THE DRAMATIC INCREASE AND DIVERSITY OF

MY DAY TO DAY RESPONSIBILITIES. UPON REFLECTION, I RECAI.:B
THAT SHE SEEMED TO HAVE SOME DIPFICULTY ADJUSTING TO THIS
CHANGE IN HER ROLE, IN ANY CASE, OUR RELATIONSHIP
REMAINED BOTH CORDIAL AND PROFESSICNAL. AT NO TIME DID I
BECOME AWARE EITHER DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY THAT SHE FELT I HAD
SAID OR DONE ANYTHING TO CHANGE THE CORDIAL NATURE OF OUR
RELATIONSHIP. I DETECTED NOTHING FROM HER, OR FROM MY STAFF,

OR FROM GIL HARDY, OUR MUTUAL FRIEND, WITH WHOM I MAINTAINED

REGULAR CONTACT.

T AM CERTAIN THAT HAD ANY STATEMENT OR CONDUCT ON MY PART
BEEN BR:)UGHT TO MY ATTENTION, I WOULD REMEMBER IT CLEARLY
BECAUSE OF THE NATURE AND SERIOUSNESS OF SUCH CONDUCT AS WELL
AS MY ADAMANT OPPOSITION TO SEX DISCRIMINATION AND SEXUAL

HARASSMENT. BUT THERE WERE RO SUCH STATEMENTS.
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IN THE SPRING OF 1983, MR. CHARLES KOTHE CONTACTED ME TO
SPEAK AT THE LAW SCHOOL AT ORAL ROBERTS UNIVERSITY IN TULSA
OKLAHOMA. ANITA HILL, WHO IS5 FROM OKLAHOMA, ACCOMPANIED ME.
IT WAS NOT UNUSUAL THAT INDIVIDUALS ON MY STAFF WOULD TRAVEL
WITH ME OCCASIONALLY. ANITA HILL ACCOMPANIED ME ON THAT TRIP
PRIMARILY BECAUSE THIS WAS AN OPPORTUNITY TO COMBINE BUSINESS
AND A VISIT HOME. AS I RECALL, DURING OUR VISIT AT ORAL
ROBERTS UNIVERSITY, MR. KOTHE MENTIONED TO ME THE POSSIBILITY
OF APPROACHING ANITA HILL TO JOIN THE FACULTY AT ORAL ROBERTS
UNIVERSITY LAW SCHOQL. I ENCOURAGED HIM TO DC SO AND NOTED
T0 HIM, AS I RECALL, THAT ANITA HILL WOULD DO WELL IN
TEACHING. I RECOMMENDED HER HIGHLY AND SHE EVENTUALLY WAS

OFFERED A TERCHING POSITION.

ALTHOUGH I DID NOT SEE ANITA HILL OFTEN AFTER SHE LEFT
EEOC, I DID SEE HER ON ONE OR TWO SUBSEQUENT VISITS TO TULSA,

OKLAHOMA. AND ON ONE VISIT, I BELIEVE SHE DROVE ME TO THE
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AIRPORT. 1 ALSO OCCASIONALLY RECEIVED TELEPHONE CALLS FROM
HER. SHE WOULD SPEAK DIRECTLY WITH ME OR WITH MY SECRETARY,
DIANE HOLT. SINCE ANITA HILL AND DIANE HOLT HAD BEEN WITH ME
AT THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, THEY WERE FAIRLY CLOSE
PERSONALLY AND I BPBELIEVE THEY OCCASIONALLY SOCIALIZED
TOGETHER. I WOULD ALSO HEAR ABOUT HER THROUGH LINDA JACKSON,
WHOM BOTH ANITA HILL AND I MET AT THE DEPARTMENT Ol’l EDUCATION,

AND FROM MY FRIEND, GIL HARDY.

THROUGHOUT THE TIME THAT ANITA HILL WORKED WITH ME, I

TREATED HER AS I TREATED MY OTHER SPECIAL ASSISTARTS. I TRIED
TO TREAT THEM ALL CORDIALLY, PROFESSIONALLY, AND RESPECTFULLY.
AND, I-TRIED TO SUPPORT THEM IN THEIR ENDEAVORS AND BE
INTERESTED IN AND SUPPORTIVE OF THEIR SUCCESS. I HAD RO
REASON OR BASIS TO BELIEVE MY RELATIONSHIP WITH ANITA HILL

WAS ANYTHING BUT THIS WAY UNTIL THE FBI VISITED ME A LITTLE

MORE THAN TWO WEEKS AGO.
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I FIND IT7 PARTICULARLY TROUBLING THAT SHE NEVER RAISED
ANY HINT THAT SHE WAS UNCOMPORTABLE WITH ME. SHE DID NOT
RAISE OR MENTION IT WHEN CONSIDERING MOVING WITH ME TC EEOC
FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION. AND, SHE NEVER RAISED IT
WITH ME WHEN SHE LEFT EEOC AND WAS MOVING ON IN HER LIFE. AND
TO MY FULLEST KNOWLEDGE, SHE DID NOT SPEAK TO ANY OTHER WOMEN
WORKING WITH OR AROUND ME, WHC WOULD FEEL COMFCRTABLE ENOUGH
TO RAISE IT WITH ME =-- ESPECIALLY DIANE HOLT TO WHOM SHE
SEEMED CLOSEST ON MY PERSONAL STAFF. NOR DID SHE RAISE IT

WITH MUTUAL FRIENDS SUCH AS LINDA JACKSON AND GIL HARDY.

)

THIS IS A PERSON I HAVE HELPED AT EVERY TURN IN THE ROAD
SINCE WE MET. SHE SEEMED TQ APPRECIATE THE CONTINUED CORDIAL
RELATIONSHIP WE HAD SINCE DAY ONE. SHE SOUGHT MY ADVICE AND
COUNSEL, AS DID VIRTUALLY ALL OF THE MEMBERS OF MY PERSONAL

STAFF.
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DURING MY TENURE IN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH, AS A MANAGER, AS A
POLICY MAKER AND AS A PERSON, I HAVE ADAMANTLY CONDEMNED SEX
HARASSMENT. THERE IS NO MEMBER OF THIS COMMITTEE OR THE SENATE WHO
FEELS STRONGER ABOUT SEX HARASSMENT THAN I DO. AS A MANAGER, I
MADE EVERY EFFORT TQ TAKE SWIFT AND DECISIVE ACTION
WHEN SEX HARASSMENT REARED IT$ UGLY HEAD. THE FACT THAT I FEEL SO
VERY STRONGLY ABOUT SEX HARASSMENT AND SPOKE SO LOUDLY ABOUT IT AT

EEOC, HAS MADE THESE ALLEGATIONS DOUBLY HARD ON ME.

I CANNOT IMAGINE ANYTHING THAT I SAID OR DID TO ANITA HILL
THAT COULD HAVE BEEN MISTAKEN FOR SEXUAL HARASSMENT. BUT WITH THAT
SAID, 1IF 'mm IS ANYTHING THAT I HAVE SAID THAT HAS BEEN
MISCONSTRUED, BY ANITA HILL OR ANYONE ELSE, TO BE SEXUAL
HARASSMENT, THEN I CAN SAY THAT I AM SO VERY SORRY AND I WISH I HAD
KNOWN. IF I DID KNOW, I WOULD HAVE STOPPED IMMEDIATELY AND I WOULD

NOT, AS I HAVE DONE OVER THE PAST TWO WEEKS, HAD TO TEAR AWAY AT
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MISELF TRYING TO THINK OF WHAT I COULD POSSIBLY HAVE DONE. BUT,

I HAVE NOT "SAID OR DONE THE THINGS THAT ANITA HILL HAS ALLEGED.

GOD HAS GOTTEN ME THROUGH THE DAYS SINCE SEPTEMBER 25TH. AND

HE IS MY JUDGE.

MR. CHAIRMAN, SOMETHING HAS HAPPENED TO ME IN THE DARK DAYS
THAT HAVE FOLLOWED SINCE THE FBI AGENTS INFORMED ME ABOUT THESE
ALLEGATIONS. AND THE DAYS HAVE GROWN DARKER AS THIS VERY SERIOUS,

[~ ¥
VERY EXPLOSIVE, AND VERY SENSITIVE ALLEGATION? Wa8 SELECTIVELY
LEAKED TO THE MEDIA OVER THE PAST WEEKEND. AS IF THE CONFIDENTIAL

AL'LEGATIONSA WERE NOT ENOUGH, THIS APPARENTLY CALCULATED PUBLIC

DISCLOSURE HAS CAUSED ME, MY FAMILY, AND MY FRIENDS ENORMOUS PAIN

"AND GREAT HARM.

I HAVE NEVER IN ALL MY LIFE FELT SUCH HURT, SUCH PAIN, SUCH

AGONY. MY FAMILY AND I HAVE BEEN DONE A GRAVE AND IRREPARABLE
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INJUSTICE.

DURING THE PAST TWO WEEKS I LOST THE BELIEF THAT IF I DID MY
BEST, ALL WOULD WORK OUT. I CALLED UPON THE STRENGTH THAT HELPED
ME GET OUT OF PINPOINT ... AND IT WAS ALL SAPPED OUT OF ME. IT WAS
SAPPED OUT OF ME BECAUSE ANITA HILL WAS A PERSON I CONSIDERED A
FRIEND, WHOM I ADMIRED AND THOUGHT I HAD TREATED FAIRLY AND WITH
THE UTMOST RESPECT. PERHAPS I COULD HAVE BETTER WEATHERED THIS IF
IT WAS FROM SOMEONE ELSE, BUT HERE WAS SOMEONE I TRULY FELT I HAD
DONE MY BEST WITH. THOUGH I AM BY NO MEANS A PERFECT PERSON, I

HAVE ROT DONE WHAT SHE HAS ALLEGED. AND, I STILL DON'T KNOW WHAT

I COULD POSSIBLY HAVE DONE TO CAUSE HER TO MAKE THESE ALLEGATIONS.

WHEN I STOOD NEXT TO THE PRESIDENT IN KENNEBUNKPORT, BEING
NOMINATED TO THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES WAS A HIGH
HONOR. BUT AS I SIT HERE BEFORE YOU 103 DAYS LATER, THAT HONOR HAS

BEEN CRUSHED. FROM THE VERY BEGINNING, CHARGES WERE LEVELLED
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AGAINST ME FROM THE SHADOWS. CHARGES OF DRUG ABUSE, ANTI-SEMITISM,
WIFE BEATING, DRUG USE BY FAMILY MEMBERS, THAT I WAS A QUOTA
APPOINTMENT, CONFIRMATION CONVERSION, AND MUCH MORE ... AND NOW

THIS.

I HAVE COMPLIED WITH THE RULES. I RESPONDED TO A DOCUMENT
REQUEST THAT PRODUCED OVER‘S0,000 PAGES OF DOE'.'UMEN’!‘S. AND I HAVE
TESTIFIED FOR FIVE FULL DAYS. I HAVE ENDURED THIS ORDEAL FOR 103
DAYS -- REPORTERS SNEAKING INTO MY GARAGE TO EXAMINE BOOKS I READ,

st
REPORTERS AND INTEREST GROUPS SWARMING ZHROWSH DIVORCE PAPERS
LOOKING FOR DIRT, UNNAMED PEOPLE STARTING PREPOSTEROUS RUMORS,
CALLS ALL OVER THE COUNTRY SPECIFICALLY REQUESTING DIRT. THIS IS
NOT m. THIS IS KAFKAESQUE. IT HAS GOT TO STOP. IT MUST
STOP FOR THE BENEFIT OF FUTURE NOMINEES AND OUR COUNTRY. Eﬁaﬂ

IS ENOUGH.
S ——
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I AM NOT GOING TO ALLOW MYSELF TO BE FURTHER HUMILIATED IN

ORDER TO BE CONFIRMED. I AM HERE SPECIFICALLY TO RESPOND TO
ALLEGATIONS OF SEX HARASSMENT IN THE WORKPLACE. I AM KOT HERE TO
BE FURTHER HUMILIATED BY THIS COMMITTEE OR ANYONE ELSE OR TCO PUT
¥Y PRIVATE LIFE ON DISPFLAY FOR-PRURIENT INTEREST OR QTHER REASONS.
I WILL NOT ALLOW THIS COMMITTEE OR ANYONE ELSE TO PROBE INTO MY
PRIVATE LIFE. THAT IS NOT WHAT AMERICA IS ALL ABOUT. TG ASK ME

TO DO THAT WOULD BE TO ASK ME TO GO BEYOND FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS.

YESTERDAY, T CALLED MY MOTHER. SHE WAS CONFINED TO HER BED,
UNABLE TO WORK AND UNABLE TO STOP CRYING. ENOUGH IS ENOUGH.

MR. CHA;MM, IN MY 43 YEARS ON THIS EARTH, X HAVE BEEN ABLE
WITH THE HELP OF COTHERS TO DEFY POVERTY, AVOID PRISON, OVERCCME
SEGREGATION, BIGOTRY, RACISM AND OBTAIN ONE OF THE FIREST
EDUCATIONS AVAILABLE IN THIS COUNTRY. BUT I HAVE NOT BEEN ABLE TO

OVERCOME THIS PROCESS. THIS IS WORSE THAN ANY OBSTACLE OR ANYTHING
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THAT 1 HAVE EVER FACED.

THROUGHOUT MY LIFE, I HAVE BEEN ENERGIZED BY THE EXPECTATION
AND THE HOPE THAT IN THIS COUNTRY I WOULD BE TREARTED FAIRLY IN ALL
MY ENDEAVORS. WHEN THERE WAS SEGREGATION, I HOPED THERE WOULD BE
FAIRNESS ONE DAY. WHEN THERE WAS BIGOTRY AND PREJUDICE, I HOPED

THAT THERE WOULD BE TOLERANCE AND UNDERSTANDING.

MR. CHAIRMAN, I AM PROUD OF MY LIFE -- PROUD OF WHAT I HAVE
DONE ~- PROUD OF MY FAMILY =~ AND THIS PROCESS IS TRYIKRG TO DESTROY

IT ALL.

NO JOB IS WORTH WHAT I HAVE BEEN THROUGH. NO HORROR IN MY
LIFE HAS BEEN 50 DEBILITATING. CONFIRM ME IF YOU WANT. DON'T
CONFIRM ME IF YOU ARE 50 LED. BUT LET THIS PROCESS END. LET ME

AND MY FAMILY REGAIN OUR LIVES. I NEVER ASKED TO B!;l NOMINATED.
4 18 ""D lﬂ.i ’ ’

IT WAS AN HONOR. LITTLE DID I KNOW THE FRICE. 1 ENJOY AND
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APPRECIATE MY CURRENT POSITION AND I AM COMFORTABLE WITH THE
PROSPECT OF RETURNING TO MY WORK AS A JUDGE AND TO MY FRIENDS ON
THE COURT OF APPEALS. EACH OF THESE FOSITIONS IS PUBLIC SERVICE,
AND I HAVE “GIVEN AT THE OFFICE". I WANT MY LIFE AND MY FAMILY'S

LIFE BACK AND I WANT THEM RETURNED EXPEDITIOUSLY.

I HAVE EXPERIENCED THE EXHILARATION OF NEW HEIGHTS, FROM THE
MOMENT I WAS CALLED TO KENNEBUNKPORT BY THE PRESIDENT TO HAVE
LUNCH, AND HE NOMINATED ME. THAT WAS THE HIGH PCOINT. I WAS TOLD

EYE TO EYE THAT;“CLARENCE, YOU MADE IT THIS FAR ON MERIT, THE REST

1S GOING TO BE POLITICS."

THERE H.’AVE BEEN OTHER HIGHS...THE OUTPOURING OF SUPPORT FROM
FRIENDS OF LONGSTANDING, A BONDING LIKE I HAVE NEVER EXPERIENCED
WITH MY OLD BOSS, JACK DANFORTH. THE WONDERFUL SUPPORT OF THOSE
WHO HAVE WORKED WITH ME. THERE HAVE BEEN PRAYERS SAID FOR MY

FAMILY AND ME BY PEOPLE I KNOW AND PEOPLE I WILL KREVER MEET --

56-273 0—93—-2
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FRAYERS THAT WERE KEARD AND THAT SUSTAINED NOT ONLY ME, BUT ALSO

MY WIFE AND MY ENTIRE PAMILY.

INSTEAD OF UNDERSTANDING AND APPRECIATING THE GREAT HONOR
BESTOWED ON ME, I PIND MYSELF HERE TODAY DEFENDING MY MAME, MY
INTEGRITY BECAUSE SOMEHOW SELECT PORTIONS OF CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS

DEALING WITH THIS MATTER WERE MADE PUBLIC.

MR, CHAIRMAN, I AM A VICTIM OF THIS PROCESS. MY NAME HAS BEEN
HARMED. MY INTEGRITY HAS BEEN HARMED. MY CHARACTER HAS BEEN HARMED.

MY FAHMILY HAS BEEN HARMED. MY PRIENDS HAVE BEEN HARMED.

. I WILL NOT PROVIDE THE ROPE FOR MY OWN LYNCHING OR FOR FURTHER
HUMILIATION. I AM NOT GOING TO ENGAGE IN DISCUSSIONS, NOR WILL I
SUBMIT TC ROVING QUESTIONS OF WHAT GOES ON IN THE MOST INTIMATE
PARTS OF MY PRIVATE LIFE OR THE SANCTITY OF MY BEDROOM. THESE ARE
THE MOST INTIMATE PARTS OF MY PRIVACY AND THEY WILL REMAIR JUST

THAT: PRIVATE.
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The CuamrMaN. Thank you, Judge. You will not be asked to.

Before I begin my questioning of Judge Thomas, I would remind
the committee and the nominee that, with respect to one set of al-
legations, those pertaining to Prof. Anita Hill, we are somewhat
limited at this stage as to permissible questions. Professor Hill, as
recently as late last night, continues to ask us to maintain the con-
fidentiality of her statement to the committee.

So, Judge Thomas, at this stage of the hearing, without having
heard Professor Hill’s testimony and without using her statement,
our questioning to you may not be complete. We may have to dis-
cuss some aspects of the allegations with you at the end of these
hearings.

I would also note for the record that the choice of the order of
these hearings was left to you. I asked whether or not you wished
to go first or second, and you chose, as is your right, to speak first
and then, if you so chose, to speak last.

Therefore, with respect to Professor Hill, I intend to focus on the
general nature of your relationship with her, her responsibilities in
your office and the environment in which she worked.

Judge you have spoken to some of these issues in your opening
statement, but let me ask you——

Senator HatcH. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes,

Senator HatcH. Mr. Chairman, I just want to say something for
the record here. This is not the appointment of a justice of the
peace. This is the nomination process of a man to become a Justice
of the Supreme Court of the United States, and he has been badly
maligned.

I might add that I have a lot of sympathy for Professor Hill, too,
and I am not going to sit here and tolerate her attorneys telling
you or me or anybody else that, now that she has made these state-
ments in writing, with what is, if the Judge is telling the truth—
and 1 believe he is—scurrilous allegations, that that statement
cannot be used, especially in this proceeding. It is a matter of fair-
ness.

I might add that I have been informed that the reporter who
broke this story has her statement and read it to her before she
would even talk to her. Now, it would be the greatest travesty I
have ever seen in any court of law, let alone an open forum in the
nomination process of a man for Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court,
to allow her attorneys or her or anybody on this committee or any-
body else, for that matter, to tell us what can or cannot be used
now that this man’s reputation has been very badly hurt.

The CHAIRMAN. Wou{,d the Senator yield?

Senator HaTtcH. I am not finished.

I intend to use that statement, because it is fair to use it. I do not
want to hurt——

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, let me——

Senator HaTcH. Let me finish.

The CHAIRMAN. No; I will not.

Senator HaTcH. Yes; you will. Yes; you will.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me just make one—you are entitled to use
the statement under the rule. No one, the Chair cannot stop you
from using the statement.
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Senator Harcu, Well, Mr. Chairman, how can it be admissible to
everybody? Everybody in this country is going to see it.

Senator SiMpsoN. Mr. Chairman, how can she request confiden-
tiality at this point, when she said she—

The CHAamrMAN. 1 can answer that question. Professor Hill says
that she wants to tell her story. She did not release the statement,
she says, and she wants her story told by her. Because we have
given the opportunity to the Judge to speak first, if he so chose,
and he has, she wants to be able to present her thus far unreleased
statement in her own words. She will not have spoken publicly
when she comes and addresses the committee.

Now, why don’t we get on with this process?

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Chairman, let me say a word.

Senator HatcH. I am not finished.

Senator THUrRMOND. Wait just 1 minute.

Senator Hatcu. OK.

Senator THurMonND. Mr. Chairman, she has been on television
telling her story. She has made it public, so, therefore, I think the
right to use that statement ought to be admitted.

Senator KeEnnNEDY. Mr. Chairman.

Senator HarcH. Mr. Chairman, I did not release the floor. 1 did
to the chairman, because the chairman—I want to finish my com-
ments.

The CHAIRMAN. The Senator from Massachusetts and then we
will go back——

Senator HaTcH. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Everybody is going to get a chance to say
what——

Senator Hatcu. All right, if you will come back to me, I would
appreciate it.

nator KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that you out-
lined a reasonable way of proceeding. I think it is entirely proper
that Judge Thomas be able to make what statement that he so de-
gires, And I thought it was a very moving statement, Judge.

It might be appropriate, if that is the desire, that at least we
work out in terms of the committee and the committee’s under-
standing the way that we are going to proceed on this. As I under-
stand, the professor had indicated a willingness to testify first or go
second, and now we are in the situation where Judge FThomas has
spoken, and it seems to me that we ought to be able to work out at
least the way that we are going to proceed that is going to be re-
spectful both of Judge Thomas and the witness, without getting
into a lot of back and forth up here, which is not really the purpose
of the hearing.

What I might suggest, at least, is that we have a very brief
recess, so that we can at least find out the way that we can pro
that is consistent with Judge Thomas, consistent with the others,
and satisfactory to the committee.

Senator HarcH. Mr. Chairman.

Senator DEConciNI. Mr. Chairman.

Senator Hatcu. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Senator from Utah.

Senator Harch. I object to a recess. The fact of the matter is, last
Thursday, a substantial majority of the Senate frankly asked us to
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get to the bottom of this. The public deserves to know now, one
way or the other, and the public is going to know, if I have any-
thing to say about it.

Our colleagues demanded it. They did not ask us to just find out
so much as the witness will allow us to ask, and I have no inten-
tion of pillorying or maligning Professor Hill. I feel sorry for both
of these people. Both of them are going to come out of this with
less of a reputation. It is pathetic and it would not have hap-
pened——

Senator DEConciNi. Mr. Chairman.

Senator HATcH. Let me finish, if I could.

If somebody on this committee or their staff had had the honesty
and the integrity before the vote to raise this issue and ask for an
executive session and say this has to be brought—nobody did, and
then somebody on this committee or their staff, and I am outraged
by it, leaked that report, an FBI report that we all know should
never be disclosed to the public, because of the materials that gen-
erally are in them. They take it down as it is given. It has raw
stuff in it, but it has been leaked. The media knows everything in
it. I think the American people are entitled to know, if they want
to.

What I am trying to say is that, to be frank, Mr. Chairman,
there are inconsistencies in the statement of Anita Hill to the FBI,
compared to her other statements. I do not particularly intend to
go into that. She is entitled to explain these discrepancies, but
Judge Thomas is entitled to point out these inconsistencies for
their bearing on the credibility of the accuser in this instance, nice
person though she may be, a good law professor though she may
be, a fellow Yale law graduate though she may be, and the state-
ments of——

The CHAIRMAN. Senator——

Senator DeConciNI. Mr, Chairman.

Senator Hatch. If I could just finish. I promise to be shorter. The
statements of the subsequent witnesses are also at variance with
Professor Hill's statements with what she told the FBIL. If she hap-
pens to testify differently today, we have to find out which of those
statements are true, and if —

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, we are not at liberty to publicly discuss
what is in the FBI report. Her statement is what——

Senator HatcH. The heck we're not. This report has been leaked
to the press, they know about it. Part of it has been read to the
accuser in this case, I think it is time to be fair to the nominee. He
has come this far. He is the one who is being accused. They have
the burden of showing that he is not telling the truth here, and he
has a right to face the accuser and everything that accuser says,
and if he does not, then I am going to resign from this committee
today. I am telling you, I don’t want to be on it.

The CHAIRMAN. The hearing is in recess for 5 minutes.

[Recess.]

The CuairMaN. The hearing will come to corder.

The committee has met and resolved the impasse the following
way: Professor Hill indicated on the telephone that she was pre-
pared to have her statement released.
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In further discussion with the committee and others involved, it
has been determined that we will excuse temporarily Judge
Thomas and we will call momentarily as the witness Anita Hill.
Anita Hill will be sworn and will make her own statement in her
own words. At that time, we will begin the questioning of Professor
Hill, after which we will bring back Judge Thomas for questioning.

Now, the committee will stand in recess until—and I imagine it
is only momentarily, until Professor Hill arrives. We will stand in
recess until she is able to take her seat, which should be a matter
of a minute or so.

I am told that security is clearing the hall. She is in the hall, so
that she can come down.

[Pause.]

The CHAIRMAN. I will tell you what the procedure will be, while
your family and others are being seated. In a moment, I will ask
you to stand to be sworn. When that is finished, we will invite you
to make any statement that you wish to make, and then I will
begin by asking you some questions. Senator Specter will ask you
some questions, and then Senator Leahy will ask you some ques-
tions, and then I agsume it will be Senator Specter again, but I am
not certain of that.

Again, welcome. We are happy that you are here, and stand and
be sworn, if you will: Professor, are you prepared to tell the whole
truth and nothing but the truth, so help you, God?

Ms. HiLw. I do.

[The biographical statement of Ms. Hill follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF ANITA F. HILL, PROFESSOR OF LAW,
UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA, NORMAN, OK

The CrARMAN. Professor Hill, please make whatever statement
you would wish to make to the committee.

Ms. HiLi. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. Excuse me. I instruct the officers not to let
anyone in or out of that door while Professor Hill is making her
statement.

Ms. Hior. Mr. Chairman, Senator Thurmond, members of the
committee, my name is Anita F. Hill, and I am a professor of law
at the University of Oklahoma.

I was born on a farm in Okmulgee County, OK, in 1956. I am the
youngest of 13 children. I had my early education in Okmulgee
County. My father, Albert Hill, is a farmer in that area. My moth-
er’s name is Erma Hill. She is also a farmer and a housewife.

My childhood was one of a lot of hard work and not much
money, but it was one of solid family affection as represented by
my parents. I was reared in a religious atmosphere in the Baptist
faith, and I have been a member of the Antioch Baptist Church, in
Tulsa, OK, since 1983. It is a very warm part of my life at the
present time.

For my undergraduate work, I went to Oklahoma State Universi-
ty, and graduated from there in 1977. I am attaching to the state-
ment a copy of my résumé for further details of my education.

The CHAIRMAN. It will be included in the record.

Ms. HiL. Thank you.

I graduated from the university with academic honors and pro-
(iggc‘l)ed to the Yale Law School, where I received my J.D. degree in

Upon graduation from law school, I became a practicing lawyer
with the Washington, DC, firm of Wald, Harkrader & Ross. In
1981, I was introduced to now Judge Thomas by a mutual friend.
Judge Thomas told me that he was anticipating a political appoint-
ment and asked if I would be interested in working with him. He
was, in fact, appointed as Assistant Secretary of Education for Civil
Rights. After he had taken that post, he asked if I would become
his assistant, and I accepted that position.

In my early period there, I had two major projects. First was an
article I wrote for Judge Thomas’ signature on the education of mi-
nority students. The second was the organization of a seminar on
high-risk students, which was abandoned, because Judge Thomas
tlé?_nsferred to the EEOC, where he became the Chairman of that
office.

During this period at the Department of Education, my working
relationship with Judge Thomas was positive. I had a good deal of
responsibility and independence. I thought he respected my work
and that he trusted my judgment.

After approximately 3 months of working there, he asked me to
go out sccially with him. What happened next and telling the
world about it are the two most difficult things, experiences of my
life. It is only after a great deal of agonizing consideration and a
number of sleepless nights that I am able to talk of these unpleas-
ant matters to anyone but my close friends.
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I declined the invitation to go out socially with him, and ex-
plained to him that I thought it would jeopardize what at the time
I considered to be a very goed working relationship. I had a normal
social life with other men outside of the office. I believed then, as
now, that having a social relationship with a person who was su-
pervising my work would be ill advised. I was very uncomfortable
with the idea and told him so.

I thought that by saying “no” and explaining my reasons, my
employer would abandon his social suggestions. However, to my
regret, in the following few weeks he continued to ask me out on
several occasions. He pressed me to justify my reasons for saying
“no” to him. These incidents took place in his office or mine. They
were in the form of private conversations which would not have
been overheard by anyone else.

My working relationship became even more strained when Judge
Thomas began to use work situations to discuss sex. On these occa-
sions, he would call me into his office for reports on education
issues and projects or he might suggest that because of the time
pressures of his schedule, we go to lunch to a government cafeteria.
After a brief discussion of work, he would turn the conversation to
a discussion of sexual matters. His conversations were very vivid.

He spoke about acts that he had seen in pornographic films in-
volving such matters as women having sex with animals, and films
showing group sex or rape scenes. He talked about pornographic
materials depicting individuals with large penises, or large breasts
involved in various sex acts.

On several occasions Thomas told me graphically of his own
sexual prowess. Because I was extremely uncomfortable talking
about sex with him at all, and particularly in such a graphic way, 1
told him that I did not want to talk about these subjects. I would
also try to change the subject to education matters or to nonsexual
personal matters, such as his background or his beliefs. My efforts
to change the subject were rarely successful.

Throughout the period of these conversations, he also from time
to time asked me for social engagements. My reactions to these
conversations was tc avoid them by limiting oppertunities for us to
engage in extended conversations. This was difficult because at the
time, I was his only assistant at the Office of Education or Office
for Civil Rights.

During the latter part of my time at the Department of Educa-
tion, the social pressures and any conversation of his offensive be-
havior ended. I began both to believe and hope that our working
relationship could be a proper, cordial, and professional one.

When Judge Thomas was made chair of the EEQC, I needed to
face the question of whether to go with him. I was asked to do so
and I did. The work, itself, was interesting, and at that time, it ap-
pe?l::id that the sexual overtures, which had so troubled me, had
ended.

I also faced the realistic fact that I had no alternative job. While
I might have gone back to private practice, perhaps in my old firm,
or at another, I was dedicated to civil rights work and my first
choice was to be in that field. Moreover, at that time the Depart-
ment of Education, itself, was a dubious venture. President Reagan
was seeking to abolish the entire department.
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For my first months at the EEQC, where I continued to be an
assistant to Judge Thomas, there were no sexual conversations or
overtures. However, during the fall and winter of 1982, these began
again. The comments were random, and ranged from pressing me
about why I didn’t go out with him, to remarks about my personal
appearance. I remember him saying that “some day I would have
to tell him the real reason that I wouldn’t go out with him.”

He began to show displeasure in his tone and voice and his de-
meanor in his continued pressure for an explanation. He comment-
ed on what I was wearing in terms of whether it made me more or
less sexually attractive. The incidents occurred in his inner office
at the EEOC.

One of the oddest episodes I remember was an occasion in which
Thomas was drinking a Coke in his office, he got up from the table,
at which we were working, went over to his desk to get the Coke,
g.?ll({eg' at the can and asked, “Who has put pubic hair on my

Gy,

On other occasions he referred to the size of his own penis as
being larger than normal and he also spoke on some occasions of
the pleasures he had given to women with oral sex. At this point,
late 1982, T began to feel severe stress on the job. I began to be con-
cerned that Clarence Thomas might take out his anger with me by
degrading me or not giving me important assignments. I also
thought that he might find an excuse for dismissing me.

In January 1983, I began looking for another job. I was handi-
capped because I feared that if he found out he might make it diffi-
cult for me to find other employment, and I might be dismissed
from the job I had.

Another factor that made my search more difficult was that this
was during a period of a hiring freeze in the Government. In Feb-
ruary 1983, I was hospitalized for 5 days on an emergency basis for
acute stomach pain which I attributed to stress on the job. Once
out of the hospital. I became more committed to find other employ-
ment and sought further to minimize my contact with Thomas.

This became easier when Allyson Duncan became office director
because most of my work was then funneled through her and I had
contact with Clarence Thomas mostly in staff meetings.

In the spring of 1983, an opportunity to teach at Oral Roberts
University opened up. I participated in a seminar, taught an after-
noon session in a seminar at Oral Roberts University. The dean of
the university saw me teaching and inquired as to whether I would
be interested in pursuing a career in teaching, beginning at Oral
Roberts University. I agreed to take the job, in large part, because
of my desire to escape the pressures I felt at the EEQOC due to
Judge Thomas.

When I informed him that I was leaving in July, I recall that his
response was that now, I would no longer have an excuse for not
going out with him. I told him that I still preferred not to do sc. At
some time after that meeting, he asked if he could take me to
dinner at the end of the term. When I declined, he assured me that
the dinner was a professional courtesy only and not a social invita-
tion. I reluctantly agreed to accept that invitation but only if it was
at the very end of a werking day.
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On, as I recall, the last day of my employment at the EEOC in
the summer of 1983, I did have dinner with Clarence Thomas. We
went directly from work to a restaurant near the office. We talked
about the work that I had done both at Education and at the
EEOC. He told me that he was pleased with all of it except for an
article and speech that I had done for him while we were at the
Office for Civil Rights. Finally he made a comment that I will viv-
idly remember. He said, that if I ever told anyone of his behavior
that it would ruin his career. This was not an apology, nor was it
an explanation. That was his last remark about the possibility of
our going out, or reference to his behavior.

In July 1983, I left the Washington, DC, area and have had mini-
mal contacts with Judge Clarence Thomas since. I am, of course,
aware from the press that some questions have been raised about
Eo];%%rsations I had with Judge Clarence Thomas after I left the

From 1983 until today I have seen Judge Thomas only twice. On
one occasion I needed to get a reference from him and on another,
he made a public appearance at Tulsa. On one occasion he called
me at home and we had an inconsequential conversation. On one
occasion he called me without reaching me and I returned the call
without reaching him and nothing came of it. 1 have, at least on
three occasions been asked to act as a conduit to him for others.

I knew his secretary, Diane Holt. We had worked together both
at EEOC and Education. There were occasions on which I spoke to
her and on some of these occasions, undoubtedly, I passed on some
casual comment to ther, Chairman Thomas. There were a series of
calls in the first 3 months of 1985, occasioned by a group in Tulsa
which wished to have a civil rights conference. They wanted Judge
Thomas to be the speaker and enlisted my assistance for this pur-
pose.,

I did call in January and February to no effect and finally sug-
gested to the person directly involved, Susan Cahall, that she put
the matter into her own hands and call directly. She did so in
March 1985.

In connection with that March invitation, Ms. Cahall wanted
conference materials for the seminar, and some research was
needed. I was asked to try and get the information and did attempt
to do so. There was ano:l‘:er call about another possible conference
in July 1985.

In August 1987, I was in Washington, DC, and I did call Diane
Holt. In the course of this conversation she asked me how long I
was going to be in town and I told her. It is recorded in the mes-
sages as August 15, it was, in fact, August 20. She told me about
Judge Thomas’ marriage and I did say, congratulations.

It is onli after a great deal of agonizing consideration that I am
able to talk of these unpleasant matters to anyone, except my clos-
est friends as I have said before. These last few days have been
very trying and very hard for me, and it hasn’t just been the last
few days this week. It has actually been over a month now that I
have been under the strain of this issue. Telling the world is the
most difficult experience of my life, but it is very close to have to
live through the experience that occasioned this meeting. I may
have used poor judgment early on in my relationship with this
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issue. I was aware, however, that telling at any point in my career
could adversely affect my future career. And I did not want, early
on, to build all the bridges to the EEOC.

As 1 said, I may have used poor judgment. Perhaps I should have
taken angry or even militant steps, both when I was in the agency
or after 1 had left it, but I must confess to the world that the
course that I took seemed the better, as well as the easier ap-
proach.

I declined any comment to newspapers, but later when Senate
staff asked me about these matters, I felt that I had a duty to
report. I have no personal vendetta against Clarence Thomas. I
seek only to provide the committee with information which it may
regard as relevant.

1t would have been more comfortable to remain silent. It took no
initiative to inform anyone. I took no initiative to inform anyone.
But when I was asked by a representative of this committee to
report my experience I felt that 1 had to tell the truth. I could not
keep silent.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Hill follows:]
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Embargoed Until 10:00 am, 10/11/91

Professor Anita F. Hill
Senate Judiciary Committee
october 11, 1991

Mr. Chairman, Senator Thurmond, Members of the
Committee, my name Is Anita F. Hill, and I am a Professor of Law
at the University of Oklahoma. 1 was born on a farm in Okmulge,
Oklahoma in 1956, the 13th child, and had my early edutation
there, My father is Albert Hill, a farmer of that area. My
mother's name is Erma Hill, she is also a farmer and housewife.
My childhood was the childhood of both work and poverty; but it
was one of s50lid family affection as represented by my parents
who are with me as 1 appear here today. 1 was reared in a
religious atmosphere in the Baptist faith and I have been &
member of the Antioch Baptist Church in Tulsa since.1983. It
remains a warm part of my life at the present time.

For my undergraduate work I went to Oklahoma State\
University and graduated in 1977. I am attaching to this
statement my resume with further details of my education. I
graduated from the university with academic honors and proceeded
to the Yale Law Schocl where I recejved my J.D. degree in 1980.

Upon graduation from law school I became a practicing
lawyer with the Washington, D.C. firm of Wald, Harkrader & Ross.
In 1581, I was introduced to now Judge Thomas by a mutual friend.
Judge Thomas told me that he anticipated a political appointment

shortly and asked if I might be interested in working in that
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office., He was in fact appointed as Assistant Secretary of
Education, in which capacity he was the bDirector of the Dffice
for Civil Rights., After he was in that post, he asked if I would
become his assistant and I did then accept that position. In my
early period, there I had two major projects. The first was an
article I wrote for Judge Thomas' signature on Education of

i S nts. The second was the organization of a seminar
on high risk students, which was abandoned because Judge Thomas
transferred to the EEOC before that project was completed.

During this period at the Department of Education, my
working relationship with Judge Thomas was positive. I had a
good deal of responsibility as well as independence. I thought
that he respected my work and that he trusted my judgment. After
approximately three months of working together, he asked me to go
out with him socially. I declined and explained to him that I
thought that it would only Jjeopardize what, at the time, I
considered to be a very good working relationship. I had a
normal soclal life with other men outside of the office and, 1
believed then, as now, that having a social relationship with a
pérson who was supervising my work would be ill-advised. 1 was
very uncomfortable with the idea and told him so.

I thought that by saying "no"™ and explaining my
reasons, my employer would abandon his social suggestions.
However, to my regret, in the following few weeks he continued to
ask me out on several occasions. He pressed me to justify my

reasons for saying "no" to him. These incidents took place in
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his office or mine. They were in the form of private
conversations which would not have been overheard by anyone else.

My working relationship became even more strained when
Judge Thomas began to use work situations to discuss sex. On
these occasions he would call me into his office for reports on
education issues and projects or he might suggest that because of
time pressures we go to lunch at a government cafeteria. After a
brief discussion of work, he would turn the conversation to
discussion of sexual matters. His conversations were very vivid.
He spoke about acts that he had seen in pornographic films
involving such matters as women having sex with animals and films
showing group sex or rape scenes. He talked about pornographic
materials depicting individuals with large penises or large
breasts involved in various sex acts. On several occasions
Thomas told me graphically of his own sexual prowess.

Because I was extremely uncomfortable talking about sex
with him at all and particularzly in such a graphic way, I told
him that I did not want to talk about those subjects. I would
also try to change the subject to education matters or te
nonsexuwal personal matters such as his background or beliefs. My
efforts to change the subject were rarely successful.

Throughout the period of these conversations, he also
from time-to-time asked me for social engagements. My reactions
to these conversations was to avoid having them by eliminating
opportunities for us tc engage in extended conversations. This

was difficult because I was his only assistant at the Office for
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Civil Rights. During the latter part of my time at the
Department of Education, the social pressures and any
conversations of this offensive kind ended. I began both to
believe and hope that our working relationship could be on a
proper, cordial and professional base.

When Judge Thomas was made Chairman of the EECC, I
needed to face the guestion of whether to go with him. I was
asked to do s0. I 4id4. The work itself was interesting and at
that time it appeared that the sexual overtures which had so
troubled me had ended. I also faced the realistic fact that I
had no alternative job. While I might have gone back to private
practice, perhaps in my old f£irm or at another, I was dedicated
to civil rights work and my first choice was to be in that field.
Moreover, the Department of Education itself was a dubious
venture; President Reagan was seeking to abolish the entire
Department at that time.

For my first months at the EEOC, where I continued as
an assistant to Judge Thomas, there were no sexual conversations
or overtures. However, during the Fall and Winter of 1982, these
beagan again., The comments were random and ranged from pressing
me about why I didn't go out with him to remarks about my
personal appearance. I remember his saying that someday I would
have to give him the real reason that 1 wouldn't go out with bhim.
He began to show real displeasure in his tone of voice, his
demeanor and his continued pressure for an explanation. He

commented on what I was wearing in terms of whether it made me
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more or less sexually attractive. The incidents occurred in his
inner office at the EEOC.

One of the oddest episodes I remember was an occasion
in which Thomas was drinking a Coke in his office. He got up
from the table at which wewere working, went over to his desk to
get the Coke, looked at the can, and said, "Who has put pubic
hair on my Coke?" On other oc¢casions he referred to the size of
his own penis as being larger than hormal and he also spoke on
some occasions of the pleasures he had given to women with oral
sex.

At this point, late 1982, 1 began to feel severe stress
on the jeb, I began to be concerned that Clarence Thomas might
take it out on me by downgrading me or not giving me important
assignments. I also thought that he might find an excuse for
dismissing me.

In January of 1983, 1 began looking for another Jjob. 1
was handicapped because I feared that if he found out, he might
make it difficult for me to £ind other employment and I might be
dismissed from the job I had. Another factor that made my search
more difficult was that this was a period of a government hiring
freeze. 1In February, 1983, 1 was hospitalized for five days on
an emergency basis for an acute stomach pain which I attzributed
to stress on the job. Once out of the hospital, I became more
committed to find other employment and sought fuzrther to minimize
my contact with Thomas. This became easier when Allyson Duncan

became office director because most of my work was handled with
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her and I had contact with Clarence Thomas mostly in staff
meetings.

In the Spring of 1983, an opportunity to teach law at
Oral Roberts University opened up. I agreed to take the job in
large part because of my desire to escape the pressures I felt at
the EEOC due to Thomas. When I informed him that I was leaving
in July, I recall that his response was that now I "would no
longer have an excuse for not going out with" him. I told him
that 1 still preferred not to do so.

At some time after that meeting, he asked if he could
take me to dinnegr at the end of my term. When I declined, he
assyred me that the dinner was a professional courtesy only and
not a social invitation. I reluctantly agreed to accept that
invitation but only if it was at the very end of a workday. On,
as I recall, the last day of my employment at the EEOC in the
summer of 1983, I did have dinner with Clarence Thomas. We went
directly from work to a restaurant near the office. We talked
about the work I had done both at Education and at EEOC. He told
me that he was pleased with all of it except for an article anpd
speech that I done for him when we were at the Office for Civil
Rights. Finally, he made a comment which I vividly remember. He
said that if I ever told anyone about his behavior toward me it
could ruin his career. This was not an apology nor was there any
explanation. That was his last remark about the possibility of

our going out or reference to his behavior,
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In July 1983, I left the Washington, D.C, area and have
had minimal contacts with Judge Clarence Thomas since.

I am of course aware from the press that some guestion
has been raised about conversations I had with Judge Clarence
Thomas after I left the EEOC. From 1983 until today I have seen
Judge Clarence Thomas only twice. On one occasion I needed to
get a reference from him and on another he made a public
appearance in Tulsa. On one occasion he called me at home and we
had an inconsequential conversation. On one other occasion he
called me without reaching me and I returned the call without
reaching him and nothing came of it. I have, on at least three
occasions been asked to act as a conduit for others.

I knew his secretary, Diane Holt, well when I was with
the EEOC. There were occasions on which I spoke to her and on
some of those occasions undoubtedly I passed on some casual
comment to Thomas.

There was a series of calls in the first three months
of 1985 occasioned by a group in Tulsa which wished to have a
civil rights conference; they wanted Thomas to be the speaker,
and enlisted my assistance for this purpose. I did call in
Januvary and February to no effect and finally suggested to the
person directly involved, Susan Cahall, that she put the matter
back into her own hands and call directly. She did do that in
March of 1985. 1In connection with that March invitation to Tulsa
by Ms. Cahall, which was for a seminar conference some research

was needed; I was asked to try to get the research work and did
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attempt to do so by @ call to Thomas. There was another call
about another possible conference in July of 1985.

In August of 1987, I was in Washington and I did call
Diane Holt. 1In the course of this conversation she asked me how
long I was going to be in town and I told her; she recorded it as
a August 15; it was in fact August 20. She told me about Thomas'
marriage and I d4id say "congratulate him."

It is only after a great deal of agonizing
consideration that I am able to talk of these unpleasant matters
to anyone but my closest friends. Telling the world is the most
difficult experience of my life. I was aware that he could effect
my future career and did not wish to burn all my bridges. I may
have used poor judgment; perhaps I should have taken angry or
even militant steps both when I was in the agency or after 1 left
it, but I must confess to the world that the course 1 took seemed
to me to be the better as well as the easier approach. I
declined any comment to newspapers, but later, when Senate staff
asked me about these matters, I felt I had a duty to report. 1I
" have no personal vendetta against Clarence Thomas. I seek only
tc provide the Committee with information which it may regard as
relevant. It would have been more comfortable to remain silent.
I took no initiative to inform anyone. But when I was asked by a
representative of this committee to report my experience, 1 felt

that have had no other choice but to tell the truth.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, very much.

Professor, before I begin my questioning, I notice there are a
number of people sitting behind you. Are any of them your family
members that you would like to introduce?

Ms. HiL. Well, actually my family members have not arrived
yet. Yes, they have. They are outside the door, they were not here
for my statement.

The CHAIRMAN. We will make room for your family to be able to
sit.

Ms. HiwL. 1t is a very large family, Senator.

The CHaieMan. Well, we will begin but attempt to accommodate
as quietly as we can what may be an unusual arrangement. I
might ask, is everyone who is sitting behind you necessary? Maybe
they could stand and let your family sit. I would assume the reason
that-—to make it clear—the reason that your family is not here at
the moment is that you did not anticipate coming. If those do not
need to be seated behind Miss Hill could stand with the rest of our
staffs, we could seat the family.

We will try to get a few more chairs, if possible, but we should
get this underway. We may, at some point, Professor Hill, attempt
to accommodate either your counsel and/or your family members
with chairs down the side here. They need not all be up front here.

Fine, we can put them in the back, as well.

Now, there are two chairs on the end here, folks. We must get
this hearing moving. There are two chairs on the end here. We will
find everyone a seat but we must begin.

Now, Professor Hill, at the risk of everyone hehind you standing
up, would you be kind enough to introduce your primary family
members to us.

Hil;/lls. HiLL. I would like to introduce, first of all, my father, Albert

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Hill, welcome.

Ms. Hiir. My mother, Erma Hill.

The CHAIRMAN. Mrs. Hill.

Ms. Hioi. My mother is going to be celebrating her 80th birthday
on the 16th.

The CHAIRMAN. Happy birthday, in advance.

Ms. HiLL. My sister, my eldest sister, Elreatha Lee is here; my
%1:11.;95 Jo Ann Fennell, my sister Coleen Gilcrist, my sister Joyce

rd.

The CHarMAN. I welcome you all. I am sorry?

Ms. Hir. My brother, Ray Hill.

The CuaiRMAN. Thank you, Professor.

Ms. Hrwv. I would also—I am sorry.

The CHAIRMAN. Please?

Ms. Hiw. I would also like to introduce my counsel at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; that would be appropriate.

. Ms. HiL. Mr. Gardner, Ms. Susan Roth, and Mr. Charles Ogel-
ree,

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Now, professor, thank you for your statement and your introduc-
tions and I think it is important that the committee understand a
little more about your background and your work experience
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before we get into the specific allegations that you have made in
your statement.

I understand, as you have just demonstrated, you come from a
large family and I have been told that you have indicated that you
are the youngest in the family, is that correct?

Ms. HiLL. Yes, I am.

The CHaIRMAN. Now, I assume, like all families, they have been
a great help and assistance to you, Let me ask you tell me again
your educational background for the record?

Ms. Hrii. I went to primary, elementary and secondary school in
Okmulge County, and Morris High School, Morris Jr. High and
Erim Grade School in reverse order. I went to Oklahoma State
University starting in 1973 and graduated in 1977 from Oklahoma
State University with a degree in psychology, and in 1977 I began
attending Yale Law School. I graduated, received my J.D. degree
from there in 1980.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, what was your first job after graduation
from law school?

Ms. HiLy. I worked at the firm of Wald, Harkrader & Ross.

The CHamMAN. How did you acquire the job—that is a Washing-
ton law firm?

Ms. Hirn. That is 2 Washington, DC, law firm.

The CHAIRMAN. And how did ycu acquire that job?

Ms. HiL. Through the interviewing process. The first interview
took place at Yale Law School. I was interviewed for that job. I
don't remember the names of the interviewers. I was called to
Washington for an interview in the office, of Wald, Harkrader &
Ross, I was interviewed by a number of people and I accepted an
appointment with them.

Now, I will say that that interview process was proceeded by
work that I had done with them as a summer associate, and so the
interview process the second time around was really, actually I will
say that the interview process took place before the summer associ-
ate and then at the end of that summer associateship I was asked
to work there full time.

The CHalrRmMaN. Who was your immediate supervisor when you
were at that law firm?

Ms. HiLr. Well, a number of individuals. I worked with a number
of different attorneys on different projects.

The CHAIRMAN. go, it would the budget you we are working on?

Ms. HivLi. Yes.

The CuairMAN. Now, what type of work did you do while you
were at the law firm? Was it specialized, or did you do whatever
was asked by any of the partners?

Ms. Hr. Well, since I worked there for only 1 year, I was a
fairly new associate, most of my work was basically what was
available and when I had time available to do it. However, I did
some Federal Trade work, I did some environmental law work
there, and I participated in the drafting of a manual on banking
law while I was there.

The CuaikMAN. Now, did you decide you wanted to leave that
law firm, or was it suggested to you?

Ms. HiiL. It was never——
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The CHAIRMAN. Did someone approach you and say there’s an-
other job you might like, or did you indicate that you would like to
leave the law firm to seek another job?

Ms. Hirr. I was interested in seeking other employment. It was
never suggested to me at the firm that I should leave the law firm
in any way.

The CuairMaN. How old were you at this time?

Ms. HiuL. At the time, [ was 24 years old.

The CuaiemaN. Now, were yvou dissatisfied at the law firm? Why
did you want to leave?

Ms. Hir, Well, I left the law firm because I wanted to pursue
other practice, in other practice other than basically the commer-
cial practice, civil practice that was being done at the law firm. I
was not dissatisfied with the quality of the work or the challenges
of the work. I thought that I would be more personally fulfilled if I
pursued other fields of the law.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, again, were you approached as to the op-
portunity at the Department of Education, or were you aware that
there was a potential opening and you sought it out?

Ms. HiwL. I spoke only with Clarence Thomas about the possibili-
ty of working at the——

The CrairMAN. Excuse me. How did you get to Clarence Thomas,
that is my question?

Ms. Hiii. I was introduced to him by a mutual friend.

The CHAIRMAN. Was the mutual friend a member of the law firm
for which you worked?

Ms. HiLL. Yes, and his name is Gilbert Hardy. He was a member
of the firm for which I worked, Wald, Harkrader & Ross.

The CHAIRMAN. You had expressed to Mr. Hardy that you would
like to move into government or move out of the practice? Were
you specific in what you wanted to do?

Ms. Hivr. I told him only that I was interested in pursuing some-
thing other than private practice.

The CHaiRMAN. Now, some of the activities of the Office of Civil
Rights at the time were pretty controversial. We heard testimony,
in fact, about the fact the office was under court order to change
its practice for carrying out its duties, and some have suggested
that Mr. Thomas had done an exemplary job in changing things,
and some have suggested otherwise.

Did the controversy surrounding the office detract from your in-
terest in taking this job, or did you consider it?

Ms. Hin. 1 certainly considered it. I considered the fact that
there was talk about abolishing the office. I considered all of those
things, but I saw this as an opportunity to do some work that I
may not get at another time.

The CramrMaAN, Did you think this was as good job?

Ms. HiLr. Pardon me?

The CuairmaN. Did you view this as a good job, or did you view
this as an intermediate step?

Ms. Hiwi. I viewed it as a good job, yes.

The CHaIRMAN. Can you describe for the committee your duties,
initial duties when you arrived at the Department of Education, in
the civil rights area? What were your duties?
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Ms. HiLL. My duties were really special projects and special re-
search. A lot of the special projects involved commenting on Office
for Civil Rights policies, it involved doing research on education
issues as they related to socioeconomic factors, and so forth.

The CHAIRMAN. Was Judge Thomas your direct supervisor? Did
you report to anyone else but Judge Thomas at the time?

Ms. HiLL. I reported only to Judge Thomas.

The CHAIRMAN, So, the Department of Education, your sole im-
mediate supervisor was Judge Thomas?

Ms. HuL. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. And what was your title?

Ms. HiLL. Attorney adviser.

The CHAIRMAN. Attorney adviser. Now, did you have reason to
ante.;'act with Judge Thomas in that capacity very often during the

ay?

Ms. Hir. We interacted regularly.

The CHalRMAN. Did you attend meetings with Judge Thomas?

Ms. HiLr. I would attend some meetings, but not all of the meet-
ings that he attended.

The CraikMAN. Perhaps you would be willing to describe to the
committee what a routine work day was at that phase of your
career in working with Judge Thomas.

Ms. HiLr. Well, it could—I am not sure there was any such thing
as a routine work day. Some days I would go in, I might be asked
to respond to letters that Judge Thomas had received, I might be
asked to look at memos that had come from the various offices in
the Office for Civil Rights.

If there was as meeting which Judge Thomas needed to attend,
that he wanted someone there to take information or to help him
with information, I might be asked to do that.

The CuaikMAN. Where was your office physically located relative
to Judge Thomas’ office?

Ms. HiLv. His office was set up down the hall from mine. Inside
his set of offices, there was a desk for his secretary and then his
office was behind a closed door. My office was down the hall, it was
separated from his office.

The CHalRMAN. Can you describe to us how it was that you came
to move over to the EEOC with Judge Thomas?

Ms. HiLl. Well, my understanding of—I did not have much
notice that Judge Thomas was moving over to the EEOC. My un-
derstanding from him at that time was that I could go with him to
the EEOC, that I did not have—since I was his special assistant,
that I did not have a position at the Office for Education, but that I
was welcome to go to the EEOC with him.

It was as very tough decision, because this behavior occurred.
However, at the time that I went to the EEOC, there was as
period—or prior to the time we went to the EEOC, there was as
period where the incidents had ceased, and so after some consider-
ation of the job opportunities in the area, as well as the fact that I
was not assured that my job at Education was going to be protect-
ed, I made a decision to move to the EEQC.

The CHAIRMAN. Were you not assured of that, because you were
a political appointee, or were you not assured of it because—tell me
why you felt you weren’t assured of that.
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Ms. Hinn. Well, there were two reascns, really. One, I was a spe-
cial assistant of a political appointee, and, therefore, I assumed and
I was told that that position may not continue to exist. I didn't
know who was going to be taking over the position. I had not been
interviewed to become the special assistant of the new individual,
so I assumed they would want to hire their own, as Judge Thomas
had done.

In addition, the Department of Education at that time was sched-
uled to be abolished. There had been a lot of talk about it, and at
that time it was truly considered to be on its way out, and so, for a
:ﬁcond reason, I could not be certain that I would have a position

ere.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, when you moved over to EEOC, can you
recall for us, to the best of your ability, how that offer came about?
Did you inquire of Judge Thomas whether or not you could go to
EEQOC? Did he suggest it? Do you recall?

Ms. Hin. 1 recall that when the appointment at the EEQOC
became firm, that I was called into his office, and I believe Diane
Holt was there, too, and——

The CHAIRMAN. Diane Holt, his personal secretary?

Ms. HiL. Diane Holt was his secretary at Education. We were
there and he made the anncuncement about the appointment and
assured us that we could go to the EEOQOC with him.

The CrarrManN. Now, when you went to EEOC, what were your
duties there?

Ms. Hir. Well, my duties were really varied, because it was a
much larger organization, there were so many more functions of
the organization, my primary duties were to be the liaison to the
Office of Congressional Affairs and the Office of Review and Ap-
peals, so that I reviewed a number of the cases that came up on
appeal, to make certain our office had given proper consideration, I
acted as a liaison to the press sometimes for the Chairman’s office,
through Congressional Affairs and Public Relations.

1I had some additional responsibilities as special projects came
along.

The CrairMAN. Did you have as much occasion to interact per-
sonally with Judge Thomas at EEQC as you had with him at the
Department of Education?

Ms. Hir. No, no. We were much busier. We were all much
busier and the work that we did was work that did not necessarily
require as much interaction. A lot of times, at the Education De-
partment, the work required some—there were policy decisions
that were to be made and we were trying to do an evaluation of the
program, so there was more interaction at that time. At EEQC,
there were just projects that had to get out, and so there was less
of an opportunity for interaction.

The CHAIRMAN. Who was your immediate supervisor at EEQC?

Ms. HiLL, At the EEOC, initially, Clarence Thomas was my im-
mediate supervisor. After a period, Allyson Duncan was appointed
to be the Director of the Staff. Initially, the staff consisted of two
special assistants, myself and Carleton Stewart. The staff eventual-
ly grew to a larger number of assistants, and Allyson Duncan was
b_l;ou%l.lt up from the Legal Counsel’s Office to take control of that
gituation.
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The CHAIRMAN. Now, how long were you at EEOC with Judge
Thomas before Allyson Duncan became the chief of staff?

Ms. HiLL. I don’t recall.

The CHAIRMAN. Once she became the chief of staff, was she the
person who gave g'ou asgignments most often and to whom you re-
ported most often?

Ms. HiLL. That’s right. Occasionally, at the staff meeting assign-
ments would be given out, but that was held only 1 day a week, so
during the rest of the week when things came up, Allyson wasg in
charge of giving out assignments.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, did the Judge’s chief of staff report directly
to him, or did she have an intermediate supervisor?

Ms. HiLL. No, she reported directly to him, as I understand.

The CHamrmaN. Who prepared your performance evaluation?

Ms. Hiwi. I understood that Judge Thomas prepared the perform-
ance evaluations.

The CHAIRMAN. Did the chief of staff, to the best of your knowl-
edge, have the power to fire frou?

Ms. Hiri. Not to my knowledge.

The CHAIRMAN. Who had that power?

Ms. HiLL. Judge Thomas.

The CBAIRMAN, Was there anyone else at EEQC that you believe
possessed that power?

Ms. HiL. No; not for that office.

The CuaikMAN. Was Judge Thomas still then your ultimate boss
and the boss of the entire office?

Ms. HiLL. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, was there any routine work day at EEOC
that you could deseribe for the committee?

Ms. Hiri. Actually, most of the work that we did, unlike at Edu-
cation, most of the work was responding to internal memos, instead
of responding to things that had come from outside. There were
many more of those, because there were many more offices, and so
each of us were responsible for a certain area, would respond to a
memo or write up a meme to be sent to the Chairman for his re-
sponse.

We also had hearings and there was always a special asgistant
who was assigned to sit in the Commission hearings, and so some
days, if we were having hearings, well, one of the special assist-
ants—very often it was me—would sit in the hearing to provide the
Chairman with information.

During the days of the week that we were not having hearings,
we had to prepare the Chairman for the hearings themselves, so
that we had to go through the files on the hearings and the records
and brief the Chairman on those or write memos that briefed the
Chairman on them.

The CHAIRMAN. Professor, you have testified that you had regu-
lar contact with Judge Thomas at the Department of Education
and you have just described the extent of your contact with Judge
Thomas at EEQC, and you have described your professional inter-
action with him.

Now, I must ask you to describe once again, and more fully, the
behavior that you have alleged he engaged in while your boss,
which you say went beyond professional conventions, and which
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was unwelcome to you. Now, I know these are difficult to discuss,
but you must understand that we have to ask you about them.

Professor, did some of the attempts at conversation you have de-
sgf;iubq’d in your opening statement occur in your office or in his
office?

Ms. HiLL. Some occurred in his office, some comments were made
in mine. Most often they were in his office.

The CHAIRMAN. Did all of the behavior that you have described
to us in your written statement to the committee and your oral
statement now and what you have said to the FBI, did all of that
behavior take place at work?

Ms. Hiw. Yes, it did.

The CHAalRMAN. Now, I would like you to go back——

Ms. HiLL. Let me clarify that. If you are including a luncheon
during the workday to be at work, yes.

The CHAIRMAN. I am just trying to determine, it was what you
described and what you believe to be part of the workday?

Ms. Hi. Yes.

The CHairMAN. Now, I have to ask you where each of these
events occurred? If you can, to the best of your ability, I would like
you to recount for us where each of the incidents that you have
mentioned in your opening statement occurred, physically where
they occurred.

Ms. Hii. Well, I remember two occasions these incidents oc-
curred at lunch in the cafeteria——

The CHAIRMAN. Do you remember which of those two incidents
were at lunch, professor?

Ms. HrL. The——

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask this, as an antecedent question: Were
you always alone when the alleged conversations would begin or
the alleged statements by Judge Thomas would begin?

Ms. HiLL, Well, when the incidents occurred in the cafeteria, we
were not alone. There were other people in the cafeteria, but be-
cause the way the tables were, there were few individuals who
were within the immediate area of the conversation.

The CuairmMaAN. Of those incidents that occurred in places other
than in the cafeteria, which ones occurred in his office?

Ms. Hirr, Well, I recall specifically that the incident about the
Coke can occurred in his office at the EEOC.

The CHAIRMAN. And what was that incident again?

M:;’ Hiwn. The incident with regard to the Coke can, that state-
ment?

The CHAIRMAN. Once again for me, please?

Ms. Hirr. The incident involved his going to his desk, getting up
from a worktable, going to his desk, looking at this can and saying,
“Who put pubic hair on my Coke?”

The CHAIRMAN. Was anyone else in his office at the time?

Mes. Hrrp. No.

The CHAIRMAN. Was the door closed?

Ms. HiiL. I don’t recall.

The CrHarMaN. Are there any other incidents that occurred in
his office?
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Ms. HiiL. I recall at least one instance in his office at the EEOC
where he discussed some pornographic material and he brought up
the substance or the content of pornographic material.

The CHAIRMAN. Again, it is difficult, but for the record, what
substance did he bring up in this instance at EEQOC in his office?
What was the content of what he said?

Ms. HiLL. This was a reference to an individual who had a very
large penis and he used the name that he had referred to in the
pornographic material—

The CrarMAN. Do you recall what it was?

Ms. Hoi. Yes; I do. The name that was referred to was Long
John Silver.

The CHairMAN. Were you working on any matter in that con-
text, or were you just called into the office? you remember the
circumstances of your being in the office on that occasion?

Ms. Hir. Very often, I went in to report on memos that I had
written. I'm sure that's why I was in the office. What happened
generally was that I would write a note to Clarence Thomas and he
would call me in to talk about what I had written to him, and I
believe that’s what happened on that occasion.

The CHAIRMAN. Let’s go back to the first time that you alleged
Judge Thomas indicated he had more than a professional interest
in you. Do you recall what the first time was and, with as much
precision as you can, what he said to you?

Ms. HiLL. As I recall, it either happened at lunch or it happened
in his office when he said to me, very casually, “you are to go out
with me some time.”

The CrHamrMAN. You ought to or you are to?

Ms. HirL. You ought to.

The CHAIRMAN. Was that the extent of that incident?

Ms. Hir. That was the extent of that incident. At that incident,
I declined and at that incident I think he may have said something
about, you know, he didn’t understand why 1 didn’t want to go out
with him, and the conversation may have ended.

The CHAIRMAN. Would you describe for the committee how yeu
felt when he asked you out? What was your reaction?

Ms. HiL.. Well, my reaction at that time was a little surprised,
because 1 had not indicated to him in any way that I was interest-
ed in dating him. We had developed a good working relationship; it
was cordial and it was very comfortable, so I was surprised that he
was interested in something else.

The CHAIRMAN. With regard to the other incidents—and my time
is running down, and I will come back to them—but with regard to
the other incidents that you mentioned in &our opening statement,
can you tell us how you felt at the time? Were you uncomfortable,
were you embarrassed, did it not concern you? How did you feel
about it?

Ms. HiLr. The pressure to go out with him I felt embarrassed
about because I had given him an explanation, that I thought it
was not good for me, as an employee, working directly for him, to
go out. I thought he did not take seriously my decision to say no,
and that he did not respect my having said no, to him.

I—the conversations about sex, I was much more embarrassed
and humiliated by. The two combined really made me feel sort of
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helpless in a job situation because I really wanted to do the work
that I was doing; I enjoyed that work. But I felt that that was
being put in jeopardy by the other things that were going on in the
office. And so, I was really, really very troubled by it and distressed
over it.

The CHAaRMAN. Can you tell the committee what was the most
embarrassing of all the incidents that you have alleged?

Ms. Hivn. I think the one that was the most embarrassing was
this discussion of pornography involving women with large breasts
and engaged in a variety of sex with different people, or animals.
That was the thing that embarrassed me the most and made me
feel the most humiliated.

The CHaigman. If you can, in his words—not yours—in his
words, can you tell us what, on that occasion, he said to you? You
have described the essence of the conversation. In order for us to
determine—well, can you tell us, in his words, what he said?

Ms. Hiir [ really cannot quote him verbatim. I can remember
something like, you really ought to see these films that I have seen
or this material that I have seen. This woman has this kind of
breasts or breasts that measure this size, and they got her in there
with all kinds of things, she is doing all kinds of different sex acts.
And, you know, that kind of, those were the kinds of words. Where
he expressed his enjoyment of it, and seemed to try to encourage
me to enjoy that kind of material, as well.

The CuairMaN. Did he indicate why he thought you should see
this material?

Ms. HiLL. No.

The CuHaikmaN. Why do you think, what was your reaction, why
do you think he was saying these things to you?

Ms. HiLL. Well, coupled with the pressures about going out with
him, I felt that implicit in this discussion about sex was the offer to
have sex with him, not just to go out with him. There was never
any explicit thing about going out to dinner or going to a particu-
lar concert or movie, it was, ‘“‘we ought to go out” and given his
other conversations I took that to mean, we cught to have sex or
we ought to look at these pornographic movies together.

The CrAIRMAN. Professor, at your press conference, one of your
press conferences, you said that the issue that you raised about
Judge Thomas was “an ugly issue”. Is that how you viewed these
conversations?

Ms. Hir. Yes. They were very ugly. They were very dirty. They
were disgusting.

The CHAIRMAN. Were any one of these conversations—this will
be my last question, my time is up—were any one of these conver-
sations, other than being asked repeatedly to go out, were any one
of them repeated more than once? The same conversation, the ref-
erence to——

Ms. Hir. The reference to his own physical attributes was re-
peated more than once, yes.

The CuairMAN. Now, again, for the record, did he just say I have
great physical attributes or was he more graphic?

Ms. HiLi. He was much more graphic.

The CHAIRMAN. Can you tell us what he said?

56-278 0-—93——3
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Ms. Hir. Well, I can tell you that he compared his penis size, he
measured his penis in terms of length, those kinds of comments.

The CHAIRMAN, Thank you.

My time is up, under our agreement. By the way, I might state
once again that we have agreed to go baci and forth in haif-hour
conversation on each side; when the principals have finished
agsking questions, those members who have not been designated to
ask questions, since all have been keenly involved and interested in
this on both sides, will have an opportunity to ask questions for 5
minutes.

But let me now yield to my friend from Pennsylvania, Senator
Specter.

Senator SpecTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Professor Hill, I have heen asked to question you by Senator
Thurmond, the ranking Republican, but I do not regard this as an
adversary proceeding.

Ms. HiLr. Thank you.

Senator SPECTER. My duties run to the people of Pennsylvania,
who have elected me, and in the broader sense, as a U.S. Senator
to constitutional government and the Constitution.

My purpose, as is the purpose of the hearing, generally, is to find
out what happened.

Ms. HiLL, Certainly.

Senator SPECTER. %Ve obviously have a matter of enormous im-
portance from a lot of points of view. The integrity of the Court is
very important. It is very important that the Supreme Court not
have any member who is tainted or have a cloud. In our society we
can accept unfavorable decisions from the Court if we think they
are fairly arrived at.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, excuse me for interrupting but some of
our colleagues on this end, cannot hear you. Can you pull that
closer? I know that makes it cumbersome.

Senator SpecTER. I have tried carefully to avoid that.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, it worked.

Senator SpecTeR. You can hear me all right, can you not, Profes-
sor Hill?

Ms. HiLL. Yes, I can.

Senator SpecTER. QK. But I was just saying, about the impor-
tance of the Court where there should be a feeling of confidence
and fairness with the decisions, as we parties can take unfavorable
decisions if they think they are being treated fairly. I think this
hearing is very important to the Senate and to this committee, be-
cause by 20-20 hindsight we should have done this before. And ob-
viously it is of critical importance to Judge Thomas, and you,
whose reputations and careers are on the line.

It is not easy to go back to events which happened almost a
decade ago to find out what happened. It is very, very difficult to
do. I would start, Professor Hill, with one of your more recent
statements, at least according to a man by the name of Carl Stew-
art, who says that he met you in August of this year. He said that
he ran into you at the American Bar Association Convention in At-
lanta, where Professor Hill stated to him in the presence of Stanley
g}raysor:i, “How great Clarence’s nomination was, and how much he

eserved it.”
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He said you went on to discuss Judge Thomas and our tenure at
EEOC for an additional 30 minutes or so. There was no mention of
sexual harassment or anything negative about Judge Thomas. He
gstated that during that conversation. There is also a statement
frq:ln Stanley Grayson corroborating what Carlton Stewart has
said.

My question is, did Mr. Stewart accurately state what happened
with you at that meeting?

Ms. HiLL, As I recall at that meeting, I did see Carlton Stewart
and we did discuss the nomination. Carlton Stewart was very excit-
ed about the nomination. And said, I believe that those are his
words, how great it was that Clarence Thomas had been nominat-
ed. I only said that it was a great opportunity for Clarence Thomas.
I hcllid not say that it was a good thing, this nomination was a good
thing.

I might add that I have spoken to newspaper reporters and have
gone on record as gaying that I have some doubts and some ques-
tions about the nomination. I, however, in that conversation where
I was faced with an individual who was elated about the probabil-
ities of his friend being on the Supreme Court, I did not want to
insult him or argue with him at that time about the issue. I was
very passive in the conversation.

Senator SPECTER. Excuse me?

Ms. Hur. I was very passive in the conversation.

Senator SpecTErR. So that Mr. Stewart and Mr. Grayson are
simply wrong when they say, and this is a quotation from Mr.
Stewart that you said, specifically, “how great his nomination was,
and how much he deserved it.” They are just wrong?

Ms. HiLL. The latter part is certainly wrong. I did say that it is a
great opportunity for Clarence Thomas. I did not say that he de-
served it.

Senator SpECTER. We have a statement from former dean of Oral
Roberts Law School, Roger Tuttle, who quotes you as making laud-
atory comments about Judge Thomas, that he “is a fine man and
an excellent legal scholar.” In the course of 3 years when Dean
Tuttle knew you at the law school, that you had always praised
him and had never made any derogatory comments. Is Dean Tuttle
correct?

Ms. Hir. During the time that I was at Oral Roberts University
I realized that Charles Kothe, who was a founding dean of that
school, had very high regards for Clarence Thomas. I did not risk
talking in disparaging ways about Clarence Thomas at that time.

I don’t recall any specific conversations about Clarence Thomas
in which I said anything about his legal scholarship. I do not really
know of his legal scholarship, certainly at that time.

Senator Specter. Well, I can understand it if you did not say
anything, but Dean Tuttle makes the specific statement. His words
are, that you said, ““The most laudatory comments.”

Ms. Hiw. I have no response to that because I do not know exact-
ly what he is saying.

Senator SpecTER. There is a question about Phyllis Barry who
was quoted in the New York Times on October 7, “In an interview
Ms. Barry suggested that the allegations,” referring to your allega-
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tions, “were the result of Ms. Hill's disappointment and frustration
that Mr. Thomas did not show any sexual interest in her.”

You were asked about Ms. Barry at the interview on October 9
and were reported to have said, “Well, I don't know Phyllis Barry
and she doesn’t know me.” And there are quite a few people who
have come forward to say that they saw you and Ms. Barry togeth-
er and that you knew each other very well.

Ms. Hirr. I would disagree with that. Ms. Barry worked at the
EEOC. She did attend some staff meetings at the EEOC. We were
not close friends. We did not socialize together and she has no basis
for making a comment about my social interests, with regard to
Clarence Thomas or anyone else.

I might add, that at the time that I had an active social life and
that I was involved with other people.

Senator SpecTER. Did Ms. Anna Jenkins and Ms. J.C. Alvarez,
who both have provided statements attesting to the relationship be-
tween you and Ms. Barry, a friendly one. Where Ms. Barry would
have known you, were both Ms. Jenkins and Ms. Alvarez cowork-
ers in a position to observe your relationship with Ms. Barry?

Ms. HiLL. They were both workers at the EEOC. I can only say
that they were commenting on our relationship in the office. It was
cordial and friendly. We were not unfriendly with each other, but
we were not social acquaintances. We were professional acquaint-
ances.

Senator SPecTER. So that when you said, Ms. Barry doesn’t know
me and [ don’t know her, you weren't referring to just that, but
some intensity of knowledge?

Ms. HiLL. Well, this is a specific remark about my sexual inter-
est. And I think one has to know another person very well to make
those kinds of remarks unless they are very openly expressed.

Senator SpecTER. Well, did Ms. Barry observe you and Judge
Thomas together in the EEOC office?

Ms. HiLL. Yes, at staff meetings where she attended and at the
office, ves.

Senator SPEcTER. Let me pick up on Senator Biden’s line of ques-
tioning. You referred to the “oddest episode I remember” then
talked the Coke incident. When you made your statement to the
FBI, why was it that that was omitted if it were so strong in your
mind and such an odd incident?

Ms. Hmi. I spoke to the FBI agent and I told them the nature of
comments, and did not tell them more specifics. I referred to the
specific comments that were in my statement.

Senator SpEcTER. Well, when you talked to the FBI agents, you
did make specific allegations about specific sexual statements made
by Judge Thomas.

Ms. HiLL. Yes.

_fSenator SPECTER. So that your statement to the FBI did have spe-
cifics.

Ms. HiLL. Yes.

Senator SPECTER. And my question to you, why, if this was such
an odd episode, was it not included when you talked to the FBI?

Ms. HiLw. I do not know.

Senator SpecTER. I would like you to take a look, if you would, at
your own statement in the first full paragraph of page 5, on the
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last line and ask you why that was not included in your statement
to the FBI?

Ms. HirL. Excuse me, my copy is not—would you refer to that
passage again?

Senator SPECTER. Yes, of course.

Referring to page 5 of the statement which you provided to the
committee, there is a strong allegation in the last sentence. My
question to you is, why did you not tell that to the FBI?

Ms. Hm. When the FBI investigation took place I tried to
answer their questions as dire