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is a living testament to Dr. Suina’s vi-
sionary leadership and education. 

The legacy of Dr. Suina’s life of serv-
ice to Cochiti Pueblo, to New Mexico, 
and to our Nation will be felt for gen-
erations to come. 

And, today, I would also like to rec-
ognize Dr. Suina’s service to our Na-
tion as a marine. 

In the early 1960s, just 3 days out of 
high school, Dr. Suina enlisted in the 
U.S. Marine Corps. He went on to serve 
two tours of duty in Vietnam, in 1964 
and in 1966. He was wounded in his sec-
ond tour and earned a Purple Heart on 
March 22, 1966. He was honorably dis-
charged with the rank of sergeant. 

Tomorrow, Dr. Suina’s friends and 
family members are gathering together 
at the New Mexico Veterans Memorial 
in Albuquerque to recognize his service 
to the Nation, and I am honored to 
have helped play a role in retrieving 
the medals that Dr. Suina earned as a 
marine and that he will receive at that 
gathering. 

You see, back in the 1970s, Dr. 
Suina’s house was broken into and his 
service medals were stolen. 

As I mentioned earlier, Dr. Suina 
earned the Purple Heart Medal, which 
was one of the Nation’s oldest and 
most distinguished medals. The Purple 
Heart is awarded to U.S. servicemem-
bers who have been wounded or killed 
as a result of enemy action. 

Dr. Suina also earned the following 
awards: the Combat Action Ribbon, the 
Marine Corps Good Combat Medal, the 
National Defense Service Medal, the 
Armed Forces Expeditionary Medal, 
the Vietnam Service Medal, the Rifle 
Sharpshooters Badge, the Pistol Expert 
Badge. And he also earned a Gallantry 
Cross Medal from the Republic of Viet-
nam. 

I was deeply honored to help retrieve 
these medals that recognize Dr. Suina’s 
incredible bravery and sacrifices. 

And, before I finish, I also want to 
commend Dr. Suina for the ways that 
he has raised the visibility of the phys-
ical and often invisible wounds that 
impact veterans with PTSD. 

In recent years, Dr. Suina has spoken 
about how he saw these wounds in him-
self, in his fellow Vietnam veterans, 
and in the veterans of his father’s gen-
eration who served in World War II. 
Many of these veterans have come 
home with trauma that went unrecog-
nized. And I am so appreciative that 
Dr. Suina is working to bring recogni-
tion and healing to himself and to his 
fellow veterans. 

And on behalf of so many New Mexi-
cans and so many Americans, I want to 
express just how profoundly grateful 
we are for Dr. Suina’s lifetime of cour-
age and of service. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

U.S. SUPREME COURT 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 

am here for what is No. 30 in my series 
of ‘‘Scheme’’ speeches, about the 
scheme to capture the Supreme Court. 
And I thought this would be a good 

time to give sort of a quick overview of 
where we have been since most of my 
speeches have been rifle-shot speeches 
at individual issues that the Court has 
caused us to have to face up to. 

So the fundamental problem here is 
that we have a Supreme Court that has 
been captured by rightwing special in-
terests, and we see this in decision 
after decision after decision. And it is 
affecting the lives of ordinary Ameri-
cans all over. 

When I say that this is a Court that 
has been captured by rightwing special 
interests, what do I mean? Well, there 
is considerable research out there and 
considerable literature out there about 
a phenomenon that is sometimes called 
Agency capture, and it is sometimes 
called regulatory capture. It is the 
same thing. It is the capture of regu-
latory Agencies. And you can look it 
up in your library. You can look it up 
on the internet, and you can get a 
sense of the extent to which this is rec-
ognized in the economic literature, rec-
ognized in the administrative law lit-
erature. And it is a frequent avenue, 
unfortunately, of corruption into gov-
ernment decision making. 

And if you want an example to think 
about, you could imagine a railroad 
commission whose job is to set rates 
for the railroad, back in the era of the 
railroad barons, and the railroad bar-
ons have chosen who is on the railroad 
commission. So the railroad commis-
sion isn’t serving the public. It is doing 
exactly what the railroad barons want. 
That, in a nutshell, is what ‘‘Agency 
for regulatory capture’’ is all about. 

And one of the things that we have 
discovered in the course of this is that 
the effort to capture the Court has 
been a very expensive effort. This is no 
small or casual thing. 

True North Research has done a lot 
of this research. And so far, they are up 
to finding $580 million that have been 
spent on this Court capture operation. 
It is not always easy to figure out be-
cause the money flows from one place 
to another through indirect sources 
and into entities that obscure who the 
original donor is. It is complicated. But 
$580 million is a lot of money, and even 
very, very, very rich rightwing billion-
aires aren’t going spend that much 
money on a whim. They are going to 
spend that kind of money because they 
are going to get a return on their $580 
million investment. 

So that is the fundamental problem 
we are facing—a Court captured by spe-
cial interests in the same way that, in 
the old days, Agencies and Commis-
sions were captured. But that tech-
nique jumped the rails and was applied 
to our Supreme Court and with a very, 
very robust scheme behind it, with at 
least $580 million spent to accomplish 
these goals. 

So there you go. You have got your 
captured Court. You have spent your 
$580 million. But can you really expect 
the judges that you helped put on the 
Court to remember exactly what it is 
they are supposed to do in every case? 

No. That is pretty hard, even for very 
bright judges. 

So the next thing you have to do is 
figure out how you get the Court to do 
what it is told and pass on the message 
of what it is that you want. You have 
captured a Court. How are you going to 
tell it what the outcome is that you 
want? 

So this is a Court that is doing what 
it is told, and the manner in which it is 
told is actually fairly plain view, in 
some respects, because what happens is 
that the dark money billionaires fund 
groups that file briefs. And it is not 
just one brief. They file briefs in little 
flotillas. Usually the number is 10 or 
12. In a case really important to them, 
we have seen the number get as high as 
50. But that is pretty rare. So amici cu-
riae—Latin for ‘‘friends of the court’’— 
are groups that are allowed to file 
briefs in the Supreme Court, even 
though they are not a party to the 
case. 

And they come in. And let’s say that 
there is a dozen of them. They are co-
ordinated. They send the same common 
message, and that way the Justices 
who have been put on the Court 
through this Court capture scheme are 
kept up to date on precisely what it is 
that their big donors want. 

Now, when I say ‘‘fake amici,’’ I 
mean that these are groups that don’t 
very well disclose who is behind them. 
It doesn’t say: We are here from Koch 
Industries. We are here from 
ExxonMobil. 

It is intermediating groups that have 
mysterious sounding names. I will give 
you one example right here. This is a 
group of organizations managed by a 
guy named Leonard Leo, who was basi-
cally the fixer—the factotum—of the 
rightwing billionaires who spent the 
$580 million to capture the Court. 

You need an organizer. You need the 
orchestrator. You need a guy who runs 
around and does this stuff, and Leonard 
Leo is the guy. And he has his own lit-
tle group up here of companies that re-
port to him and pay him. This is how 
he gets money out of this scheme. 

But down here, he has this array of 
front groups that he and his allies con-
trol. So 85 Fund and Concord Fund ac-
tually exist. They are corporate enti-
ties under Virginia corporate law. 

These other entities—Judicial Edu-
cation Project, Honest Elections 
Project, Free to Learn, Free to Learn 
Action, Honest Elections Project Ac-
tion, and the Judicial Crisis Network— 
actually don’t exist. What they are, 
under Virginia law, is fictitious names. 
That is the legal term for what they 
are—fictitious names for these entities. 

So in one of the cases in which these 
phony front group amici appeared to 
tell the captured Justices what it was 
that their donors wanted, Honest Elec-
tions Project filed the brief. 

It did not identify itself in its brief as 
being a mere fictitious name. It did not 
identify itself as being a mere ficti-
tious name of this 85 Fund group. It did 
not identify that 85 Fund group as a 
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corporate twin to this Concord Fund 
group. The 85 Fund is what is called a 
501(c)(3) group. The Concord Fund is a 
501(c)(4) group. It is customary in polit-
ical influence operations to have a twin 
501(c)(3) and 501(c)(4) sharing office 
space, sharing personnel, sharing do-
nors, sharing board members. It is very 
hard to find a corporate veil between 
the two that is actually real. 

What they also did not disclose is 
that the ‘‘Honest Elections Project,’’ 
as a fictitious name of the 85 Fund, 
tied it to the Concord Fund, which op-
erates under the fictitious name ‘‘Judi-
cial Crisis Network.’’ It is through this 
fictitious name that the billionaires 
spent huge amounts of money on TV 
advertising to stop the nomination of 
Judge Merrick Garland to the Supreme 
Court and to push for the confirmation 
of Justices Gorsuch and then 
Kavanaugh and then Barrett under the 
Supreme Court, with individual checks 
written to support the campaign as big 
as $15 million and $17 million. 

These are serious people who are 
writing serious checks to try to have a 
serious effect on the Court, and they 
have, but it is hidden. Judicial Crisis 
Network ran ads for Justices who were 
reading Honest Elections Project briefs 
without explaining the connection be-
tween the two. So the whole thing is 
very slippery, and that is why I use the 
word ‘‘fake’’ about it. 

Here is another thing about it. This 
is the appendix that I added to a brief 
that I wrote in the Seila Law v. Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau 
case. It shows individual entities that 
filed amicus briefs in that case, and it 
showed their funders. If you look at it, 
it is basically one big blob through 
which billionaires send money from 
these entities into these entities. 

Donors Trust has really no purpose in 
life other than to hide the identity of 
donors. It is an identity laundering ma-
chine to give to all of these things so 
that the Court doesn’t know and the 
public doesn’t know that, in effect, it is 
the same people behind this array of 
front groups. It makes it look like 
there are a whole bunch of different 
things. 

New Civil Liberties Alliance and the 
Buckeye Institute and the South-
eastern Legal Foundation, Pacific 
Legal Foundation—oh my gosh, they 
must be from all over the country. Not 
so much. They are fund groups for the 
funders who run money through these 
outfits to prop up these outfits. 

So you have your captured Court, 
and you have your front groups to tell 
the captured Court what it is to do. 
What you end up with is that these 
fake amici propose a whole lot of fac-
tual findings for the Court, and you 
end up with fake factfinding. 

If you look at some of the worst deci-
sions that the Supreme Court has ren-
dered—Citizens United and Shelby 
County—both of them stood on fake 
factfinding. They asserted things to be 
true that were not true, and those 
things were essential to the logic of the 

decision. The Court couldn’t have got-
ten to the outcome it wanted to get to 
without those pylons, if you will, of 
fake fact. 

They have opened up a whole new 
arena for fake factinding with a new 
so-called history and tradition analysis 
they brought to bear in Dobbs on repro-
ductive rights cases and in Bruen on 
gun rights cases, because you can fake 
your way through history and tradition 
very easily. You just go back into his-
tory, and you cherry-pick the facts you 
like. Real historians will come in and 
say ‘‘Well, that was ridiculous,’’ but it 
doesn’t matter—you got what you 
wanted. The ability to do that fake 
factfinding is going to get worse, not 
better. 

Citizens United and Shelby County 
are the worst of all. These two deci-
sions have really hammered our de-
mocracy—Citizens United by letting 
unlimited amounts of dark money into 
our elections. We are up to $1 billion in 
dark money now. Don’t tell me those 
people are spending money just for the 
sake of the goodness of the country. 
No. They have specific things they 
want out of politics, and they are will-
ing to spend $1 billion to get them and 
ordinary citizens be damned. 

Shelby County basically gutted the 
key enforcement provision of the Vot-
ing Rights Act, and a flood of legisla-
tion in formerly protected States 
flowed through, shutting down access 
to the ballot on behalf of mostly mi-
nority voters—in fact, in one case, tar-
geting minority voters with what the 
Court said was surgical precision. 

What are we doing about all that? 
That is a hell of a problem set. What 
are we doing to try to get to the bot-
tom of that? Well, we are doing a cou-
ple of things. 

First, we are trying to educate the 
public. We are trying to let people 
know what is going on. This is not a 
normal Court. This is not the way 
courts ordinarily behave, and this is 
certainly not the way the Supreme 
Court should be behaving. 

Second, we are trying to investigate, 
trying to figure out what the heck is 
going on, to get to the bottom of this 
mess. How did this happen, and what 
are the problems? 

Third, we are legislating. My bill to 
clean up the mess at the Supreme 
Court has cleared the Judiciary Com-
mittee, and we are hoping for a vote on 
that in this Congress. I doubt it will 
get much support on that side, but I 
think it is very important to have a re-
corded vote that shows who is on the 
side of the billionaires behind the 
Court capture operation and who would 
like to have a little bit of clarity and 
transparency and have Justices meet 
the same ethics standards that other 
Federal judges meet. It is not a pecu-
liar standard; it is what is required of 
other Federal judges. 

So the education piece is working 
tolerably well, I would say. People get 
it. I think we are down to 18 percent of 
Americans who have real confidence in 
the integrity of the Court. 

I put a lot of work out there to docu-
ment what is going on, and if anybody 
is interested, you can look up my name 
as an author in the Harvard Law & Pol-
icy Review and find my article there. 
You can look up my article that the 
American Constitution Society pub-
lished. You can look up my Harvard 
Journal on Legislation article. You can 
look up my Yale Law Journal article. 
My most recent one was in the Ohio 
State Law Journal on this whole 
scheme of fake factfinding propping up 
Supreme Court cases and how they vio-
lated the rules of factfinding in order 
to violate factfinding. 

There is a lot of research out there. 
These are all publications that get re-
viewed. They have all been cleared by 
the publisher, so it is not like I am 
making crazy stuff up. These have been 
out there in some cases for years, and 
everybody who wants to criticize them 
has had every chance. They seem to 
have stood up very well on their facts. 

What are we doing on investigation? 
Well, the Finance and Judiciary Com-
mittees are looking into the problems 
with the Court. 

Chairman WYDEN of the Finance 
Committee has developed evidence that 
the motor coach loan to Justice Thom-
as was never paid back. In fact, not a 
dollar of principal was ever paid on 
that loan. For a period of time, Justice 
Thomas paid interest to the individual 
who made the quarter-of-a-million-dol-
lar loan to him, and then he stopped 
paying interest, and he never paid any 
principal. So we are looking into what 
that means. What does that mean from 
the point of view of Justice Thomas’s 
disclosure about gifts and income? 
What does that mean with respect to 
his tax filings because under American 
law, the forgiveness of a debt is income 
that needs to be declared. Was that 
done? That is what the investigation is 
looking to find out. 

The second has to do with Harlan 
Crow’s yacht—also famous from Jus-
tice Thomas’s vacations. This is the 
yacht that took Thomas around Indo-
nesia for 10 days or so in what has been 
valued at a quarter-of-a-million-dollar 
vacation. Not bad. 

Well, it turns out that the Crow 
yacht has been going around the world 
declaring itself to be a pleasure yacht 
in some places and in other places, de-
claring itself to be a yacht for charter. 
Well, the difference between a pleasure 
yacht and a yacht for charter is that a 
yacht for charter gets to deduct ex-
penses. Sure enough, it looks like Mr. 
CROW has deducted $8 million—$8 mil-
lion—in tax deductions off what he 
often says and what the boat’s shell 
corporation often says is just a pleas-
ure yacht. You don’t get to deduct the 
expense of your pleasure yacht. So it is 
an important distinction. They say 
both things, and we are investigating 
which is true and whether false state-
ments were made. 

Then in the Judiciary Committee, 
under the leadership of Senator DUR-
BIN, we had the authority to obtain 
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subpoenas. We were able to subpoena 
the shell corporation that owns the 
yacht. We were able to subpoena the 
shell corporation that owns the private 
jet. We were able to subpoena the shell 
corporation that owns the Adirondack 
estate where that famous painting was 
made of Harlan Crow, Justice Thomas, 
Leonard Leo, and the rest of the little 
crew hanging out together. 

So that is all under active investiga-
tion, and that is not going to stop, I 
can assure you. 

As I mentioned, the legislation 
passed the committee. It passed it on 
July 20, 2023. We are looking forward to 
having a robust discussion about Su-
preme Court ethics when this is 
brought up on the Senate floor for a 
vote in Congress. 

Finally, we have had an interesting 
set of successes, I guess I would call 
them, at this point with the Judicial 
Conference. The Judicial Conference is 
the body that runs the judicial branch 
of government. It is its own sort of 
board of directors. It is made up of the 
chief judges of all the different circuit 
courts of appeals and a chief judge 
from a district court in each circuit. It 
is a very august body. 

Here are some of the things they 
looked at. They looked at what I call 
the ‘‘Scalia trick.’’ The ‘‘Scalia trick’’ 
was to get someone to tell a resort 
owner to invite Scalia on a free vaca-
tion with a personal invitation on the 
free vacation and then not disclose it 
as a gift because it was ‘‘personal hos-
pitality.’’ 

Well, when that was pointed out to 
the Judicial Conference, they blew that 
scheme to smithereens because it is ob-
vious that arranging a personal invita-
tion to a resort owned by somebody 
you don’t even know does not amount 
to the kind of personal hospitality— 
like family trips—that is the basis for 
allowing nondisclosure of big gifts. 

The question before them now is, 
when they did that, was that a clari-
fication of the law or was that a new 
rule? It took Scalia’s lawyers about a 
nanosecond to jump in and say: Oh, 
this is a new rule, and we are going to 
comply with it. 

He doesn’t usually talk about this 
stuff, so you think about, why did the 
lawyers pop up with that? Well, the 
reason they popped up with that is 
they wanted to say it was a new rule 
because if it was a clarification, which 
is what the Judicial Conference said it 
was, they would have to go back and 
amend all his previous filings that were 
filed in violation. That would be a fine 
mess. 

So Justice Thomas has a lot at stake 
in that determination, and that deter-
mination is before the Judicial Con-
ference right now. 

You are looking at this problem of 
fake amici that I described. They have 
agreed that the rule is inadequate and 
that it is not appropriate for parties 
and the public not to know who is real-
ly in the courtroom but to have these 
masks—these front groups, these 

fakes—showing up without disclosing 
who is really behind them. 

They are still investigating what I 
call Thomas-Crow 2.0. There was a first 
round of billionaire gifts from Harlan 
Crow to Justice Thomas back in sort of 
2009, 2010, 2011 for yacht and jet travel. 
That was investigated by the Judicial 
Conference, and then the matter was 
closed. Then he went back and did it 
all over again. So they are still inves-
tigating the Thomas gifts from Harlan 
Crow, second round, 2.0. 

Then I have asked them to look at 
something Justice Alito did, which was 
to offer an opinion in the Wall Street 
Journal editorial page about a matter 
that was not only likely to come before 
the Court but was virtually certainly 
headed to the Court. He offered an 
opinion, which is something they say 
in their confirmation hearings they are 
not allowed to do, but he did. 

Worse still, it wasn’t just about some 
free-range topic; it was about a specific 
dispute, an ongoing dispute. He took 
sides in an ongoing dispute. Worse still, 
he took sides in that ongoing dispute 
at the behest of a lawyer on the other 
side in that dispute. By the way, that 
lawyer represented his friend Leonard 
Leo, so there was a personal connec-
tion, and the gravamen of the dispute 
was our ability to find out about free 
gifts of travel to Justice Alito. So at 
the end of the day, his improper opin-
ion protected him from public scrutiny 
for gifts he should not have been re-
ceiving. 

So all of that is before the Judicial 
Conference. I want to express my ap-
preciation to the Judicial Conference 
for their diligence in doing this. Obvi-
ously, this is not the way they would 
like to spend their time, but the Su-
preme Court has not given them much 
choice by continuing to engage in all of 
this bad behavior, and it is all related, 
and it is all part of the scheme. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
NOMINATION OF ADEEL ABDULLAH MANGI 

Mr. BOOKER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about an exceptional 
American, Adeel Mangi, who is a nomi-
nee for the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the Third Circuit. He is eminently, ex-
traordinarily, very impressively quali-
fied. 

He has degrees from Oxford Univer-
sity and Harvard Law School. For over 
20 years, he has been a highly respected 
complex litigation attorney in one of 
our country’s premier law firms, where 
he has become a star, a star in the 
legal profession as one of the very best 
trial attorneys in our country. 

Beyond finding success after success 
professionally for his clients, he has 
spent countless hours providing pro 
bono services for causes fundamental 
to our American ideals of freedom, lib-
erty, and justice. 

The support of Adeel Mangi has in-
spired, for his nomination, incredible 
support. It has seen support across the 
ideological spectrum and speaks to the 

character and integrity of the man. 
Dozens of prominent State and na-
tional organizations, ranging from civil 
rights groups, law enforcement associa-
tions, anti-hate groups, professional 
legal groups, all have endorsed his 
nomination, including so many from 
New Jersey and of course the New Jer-
sey State and Federal bar associations. 
Mr. Mangi has received the highest 
possible rating for judicial nominees 
from the American Bar Association. 

A bipartisan—bipartisan—group of 
former State attorneys general have 
written in support of his nomination, 
writing: 

It is our collective judgment that Mr. 
Mangi is eminently qualified to sit on the 
Court. Mr. Mangi’s legal career has been ex-
emplary of a commitment to the rule of law 
and upholding constitutional principles. 

Folks from the left, folks from the 
right, law enforcement, civil rights 
groups, and more—he has not only 
earned this nomination from the Presi-
dent of the United States, but his 
qualifications from that have been 
celebrated by groups all across our po-
litical spectrum and people in charge 
of our public safety in New Jersey. 

Despite all of this though, what is 
outrageous to me, disappointing, and 
disheartening is that he is facing un-
imaginable attacks, not on anything 
that he has said or written, not on any 
of the cases that he has successfully 
tried, but he is facing attacks on his 
character. 

And these attacks are recalling some 
of the darkest chapters of our Nation’s 
history. The attacks on him are unwar-
ranted. They are untruthful. They have 
no basis in fact. And, sadly, they 
smack of bigotry. 

They intend to exploit people’s fears. 
They intend to exploit people’s fears of 
his faith. They are attacks on his char-
acter and his reputation, attempts to 
smear, attempts at fear. 

I was blown away when the Repub-
lican leader came to the floor today 
and said something I never imagined I 
would hear on this floor about a man of 
such character. 

He said that Mr. Mangi has ‘‘anti-Se-
mitic affiliations.’’ Now, I know how 
people here feel when someone calls 
someone else racist or a bigot or makes 
accusations of hate, but the Republican 
leader said he has ‘‘anti-Semitic affili-
ations.’’ 

He said Mr. Mangi ‘‘has repeatedly 
chosen . . . to mingle with supporters 
of terrorists and cop killers.’’ 

That is a staggering charge, and yet 
it is the pattern that we have seen 
against Mr. Mangi—attacks not on his 
writings, not on his legal work, not on 
anything he has said, one quote that 
has come from his mouth. They are 
making an accusation that he mingles 
with supporters of terrorism, people 
who want to threaten the lives of 
Americans. 

This is a continuation of what he 
faced in his confirmation hearing. 

I read to you the interrogation that 
was given to him by the junior Senator 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 07:09 Mar 22, 2024 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G21MR6.048 S21MRPT1dm
w

ils
on

 o
n 

D
S

K
JM

0X
7X

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-07T02:40:40-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




