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of the Senate Judiciary Committee.

Let the Senate quit playing partisan

politics with judicial nominations. Let

us do our constitutionally mandated

job and proceed to confirm the judges

we need for the Federal system.
EXHIBIT 1

In 1987 | heard from Tom Jipping, a stu-
dent at the University of Buffalo Law
School. The faculty had imposed a speech
code that was more contemptuous of the
First Amendment than even most of the po-
litically correct gag rules proliferating on
campuses around the country.

“Remarks,”” said the code, ‘““directed at an-
other’s race, sex, religion, national origin,
sexual preference” et al. would be severely
punished. There was no further definition of
“remarks.”” Also prohibited were ‘“‘other re-
marks’’—not defined—‘‘based on prejudice
and group stereotype.”” Any prejudice?

Unique to this law school code—unani-
mously passed by the administration and
faculty—was a provision that the adminis-
tration would provide the rap sheets of any
guilty student to the character and fitness
committees of any bar association to which
the pariah might apply.

Tom Jipping, though vilified by a promi-
nent faculty member and other speech po-
lice, fought the code, sending news of it to
the outside world. (I wrote about it in The
Post, and William Bennett spoke about it.)
Eventually, after Jipping was graduated,
this embarrassment to the law school faded
away.

Jipping is now in Washington, where he di-
rects the Judicial Selection Monitoring
Project, an offspring of the Free Congress
Foundation.

In his official role, Jipping sent a letter to
all 100 senators, demanding they act to purge
those ‘“‘activist”” federal judges who do not
agree with Jipping’s interpretations of the
Constitution. On Feb. 4 a follow-up letter
went to Sen Partick Leahy (D-Vt.).

In the letter, Jipping reminded Leahy that
the senator had previously received “‘a letter
from the largest coalition in history to op-
pose judicial activism. . . . Please find en-
closed an opportunity to express your posi-
tion on this critical issue.”

He then quoted a resounding call for
purges by Orrin Hatch, chairman of the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee: ““Those nominees
who are or would be judicial activists should
not be nominated by the President or con-
firmed by the Senate, and | will do my best
to see to it that they are not.”

Jipping went on to warn Sen. Leahy that if
he did not sign the ‘““Hatch Pledge’’—which
Sen. Hatch will not sign because he doesn’t
sign pledges—the forces of judicial correct-
ness will be unleashed. They will let Leahy’s
perfidy be known ‘““to the more than 260 na-
tional and state organizations and dozens of
talk show hosts in our growing coalition.”
The talk show hosts can surely be depended
on the assess Leahy’s character and fitness.

Leahy must have enjoyed writing his an-
swer to Jipping: ‘I do not take pledges de-
manded by special interest groups on either
the right or the left. Nor do | appreciate
your thinly veiled threat that you will em-
ploy talk show hosts and national organiza-
tions to pressure me into making such a
pledge.

“These tactics to force others to adopt
your narrow view of political correctness are
wrong, and reminiscent of a dark period from
our history.”

The ever-vigilant Judicial Selection Mon-
itoring Project should alert the dozens of
talk show hosts that a relentless judicial ac-
tivist, Chief Justice William Rehnquist, in-
sists that ‘“‘the idea of an independent judici-
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ary, with authority to finally interpret a
written constitution . . . is one of the crown
jewels of our system of government.”” Then
there was a Founder, Alexander Hamilton,
who wrote in the Federalist Papers that ‘“‘the
complete independence of the courts of jus-
tice is peculiarly essential’’ because the duty
of the courts ““must be to declare void all
acts contrary to the manifest tenor of the
Constitution. Without this, all the reserva-
tions of particular rights or privileges would
amount to nothing.”

Copies of the Federalist Papers might well
be distributed to members of the Senate,
particularly those hunting ‘“‘judicial activ-
ists’” and demanding their impeachment.

When Gerald Ford (R-Mich.) was in the
House, he anticipated the current jihad with
a rousing speech calling for the impeach-
ment of Justice William O. Douglas. Ford,
not a noted constitutional scholar, said that
‘“‘an impeachable offense is whatever a ma-
jority of the House of Representatives con-
siders it to be at a given moment in his-
tory.”

That was spoken like the stunningly
overbroad University of Buffalo Law School
speech code. Majority Whip Rep. Tom DelLay
(R-Tex.), a leader of the judge-baiters, re-
cently quoted Ford’s definition of impeach-
ment approvingly in a letter to the New
York Times.

It is a wonder that the Constitution, how-
ever battered from time to time, survives the
U.S. Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. | ask unanimous
consent | be able to speak for 10 min-
utes as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
rise today to talk about Amtrak. | re-
alize we have gone now from judges and
we are going into other types of debate,
but | want to introduce the Amtrak re-
authorization and reform bill.

(The remarks of Mrs. Hutchison per-
taining to the introduction of S. 738 are
located in today’s RECORD under
‘““‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Tuesday,
May 13, 1997, the Federal debt stood at
$5,337,494,540,137.51. (Five trillion, three
hundred thirty-seven billion, four hun-
dred ninety-four million, five hundred
forty thousand, one hundred thirty-
seven dollars and fifty-one cents)

One year ago, May 13, 1996, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,094,151,000,000.
(Five trillion, ninety-four billion, one
hundred fifty-one million)

Five years ago, May 13, 1992, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $3,889,146,000,000.
(Three trillion, eight hundred eighty-
nine billion, one hundred forty-six mil-
lion)

Ten years ago, May 13, 1987, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $2,272,432,000,000.
(Two trillion, two hundred seventy-two
billion, four hundred thirty-two mil-
lion)

Fifteen years ago, May 13, 1982, the
Federal debt stood at $1,061,721,000,000
(One trillion, sixty-one billion, seven
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hundred twenty-one million) which re-
flects a debt increase of more than $4
trillion—$4,275,773,540,137.51 (Four tril-
lion, two hundred seventy-five billion,
seven hundred seventy-three million,
five hundred forty thousand, one hun-
dred thirty-seven dollars and fifty-one
cents) during the past 15 years.

Mr. BENNETT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). The Senator from Utah is rec-
ognized.

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the time for
morning business be extended by 10
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, | ask
that | be allowed to speak for up to 10
minutes as if in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

NOMINATION OF LT. GEN. GEORGE
T. BABBITT, JR.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, | rise
today to discuss the nomination that is
before the Senate of Lt. Gen. George T.
Babbitt, Jr. to be promoted and receive
an additional star to become general in
the U.S. Air Force.

When this nomination came to the
Senate at an earlier time several
months ago, | notified the majority
leader that | would like to be informed
prior to its coming to a vote. In Senate
parlance, that is called putting a hold
on this nomination. It was never my
intention to hold up General Babbitt
from receiving his additional star. But
it was my intention to focus seriously
on the policy of the Air Force which
General Babbitt will be called upon to
implement. Accordingly, | told the ma-
jority leader that | do not want this
nomination to go forward until we
have had an opportunity to discuss
that policy in some length. The major-
ity leader responded appropriately to
my request, and we have had a series of
events that | think satisfy my require-
ment for full discussion. | would like to
outline those for the Senate today be-
fore | make it clear that | will have no
further objection to proceeding with
the nomination of General Babbitt. |
speak entirely for myself. There are a
number of other Senators who have
also put holds on this nomination.
What they will do with their holds is
something that they will, of course,
speak to on their own. I am speaking
entirely, as | say, for myself on this
matter.

I have been criticized by some Mem-
bers of this body for putting a hold on
a nomination for a member of the uni-
formed services, and was told, ‘“‘No.
This should apply only to civilian per-
sonnel in the Department of Defense.
You are using the uniformed services
for a political purpose.”



		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-06-12T08:01:07-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




