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THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF
THE SECOND CIRCUIT

No. 04-8529
In re No. 04-8530
CHARGES OF JUDICIAL MISCONDUCT. No. 04-8541
No. 04-8547
No. 04-8553

Memorandum and Order

Be fore:

The Judicial Council of the Second Circuit.

In June, July, August and September 2004, five complaints of
judicial misconduct were filed against a circuit judge of this
Circuit (“the Judge”) pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 351 and the Rules
of the Judicial Council of the Second Circuit Governing
Complaints Against Judicial Officers (“the Local Rules”).

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 353 (a) and Local Rule 9, Acting
Chief Judge Dennis Jacobs (designated following the recusal of
Chief Judge John M. Walker, Jr.) appointed a special committee to
investigate the allegations in the above-referenced complaints.
The special committee (“the Committee”) consisted of the Acting
Chief Judge, Circuit Judge Joseph M. McLaughlin, and District
Judge Carol B. Amon of the Eastern District of New York.

Michael Zachary, a supervisory staff attorney for the Court of
Appeals, was appointed counsel to the Committee pursuant to Local
Rule 10(c). The Committee submitted a report to the Judicial
Council of the Second Circuit, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 353 (c) and
Rule 10(e) of the Local Rules. The report was based on a
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Council of the Second Circuit, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 353(c) and
Rule 10(e) of the Local Rules. The report was based on a
thorough review of the complaints, the evidence submitted by the
complainants and by the Judge, the relevant canons and
authorities, and responses from the Judge written at the
invitation of the Acting Chief Judge.

All five complaints present one or more misconduct claims
concerning the substance of the Judge’s June 19, 2004 remarks at
an American Constitutional Society convention event (“the ACS
remarks”); one complaint further alleges that speaking at that
convention, without regard to the substance of the remarks,
constituted prohibited political activity; and one complaint
further alleges misconduct inferred from certain statements
alleged to have been made by the Judge’s wife at a May 23, 2004
political demonstration at Yale University.

I

The ACS remarks at issue were made after a panel discussion
entitled “The Election: What’s at Stake for American Law and
Policy.” The Judge spoke from the floor as a non-panelist. The
remarks and context are as follows:

Okay, I'm a judge and so I'm not allowed to talk
politics and so I'm not going to talk about some of the
issues which were mentioned or what some have said is
the extraordinary record of incompetence of this
administration at any number of levels, nor am I going
to talk about what is really a difficult issue which is
the education issue, which is an incredibly complicated
one, which I'm glad you talked about. I’'m going to
talk about a deeper structural issue that is at stake
in this election, and that has to do with the fact that
in a way that occurred before but is rare in the United
States, that somebody came to power as a result of the
illegitimate acts of a legitimate institution that had
the right to put somebody in power. That is what the
Supreme Court did in Bush versus Gore. It put somebody
in power. Now, he might have won anyway, he might not
have, but what happened was that an illegitimate act by
an institution that had the legitimate right to put
somebody in power. The reason I emphasize that is
because that is exactly what happened when Mussolini
was put in by the King of Italy, that is, the King of
Italy had the right to put Mussolini in though he had
not won an election and make him Prime Minister. That
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is what happened when Hindenburg put Hitler in. I'm
not suggesting for a moment that Bush is Hitler. I
want to be clear on that, but it is a situation which
is extremely unusual. When somebody has come in in
that way they sometimes have tried not to exercise much
power. In this case, like Mussolini, he has exercised
extraordinary power. He has exercised power, claimed
power for himself that has not occurred since Franklin
Roosevelt, who after all was elected big and who did
some of the same things with respect to assertions of
power in time of crisis that this President is doing.
It seems to me that one of the things that is at stake
is the assertion by the democracy that when that has
happened it is important to put that person out,
regardless of policies, regardless of anything else, as
a statement that the democracy reasserts its power over
somebody who has come in and then has used the office
to take... build himself up. That is what happened
after 1876 when Hayes could not even run again. That
is not what happened in Italy because, in fact, the
person who was put in there was able to say “I have
done all sorts of things and therefore deserve to win
the next election.” That’s got nothing to do with the
politics of it. 1It’s got to do with the structural
reassertion of democracy. Thank you.

By letter to Chief Judge Walker dated June 24, 2004, the
Judge apologized for the ACS remarks:

I write you as Chief Judge to express my profound
regret for my comments at last weekend’s American
Constitution Society Conference. My remarks were
extemporaneous and, in hindsight, reasonably could be -
and indeed have been - understood to do something which
I did not intend, that is, take a partisan position.

As you know, I strongly deplore the politicization of
the judiciary and firmly believe that judges should not
publicly support candidates or take political stands.
Although what I was trying to do was make a rather
complicated academic argument about the nature of
reelections after highly contested original elections,
that is not the way my words, understandably, have been
taken. I can also see why this occurred, despite my
statements at the time that what I was saying should
not be construed in a partisan way. For that I am
deeply sorry.




I will not take the time here to outline the non-
partisan theoretical framework I was trying to develop.
In retrospect, I fear that is properly the stuff only
of an academic seminar. For, whatever I had in mind,
what I actually said was too easily taken as partisan.
That is something which judges should do their best to
avoid, and there, I clearly failed.

Again, I am truly sorry and apologize profusely for the
episode and most particularly for any embarrassment my
remarks may have caused you, my colleagues, and the
court.

You should feel free to share this letter with our
colleagues.

Chief Judge Walker forwarded the Judge’s June 24 letter to
the other members of the Second Circuit Court of Appeals, with a
memorandum of his own, which stated the following:

Although [the] remarks were presented as an
academic point with various historical analogies, the
principal issue his remarks presents has nothing to do
with the merits of what he said nor with his intent in
saying them. The issue is whether his remarks could
reasonably be understood as a partisan political
comment. Partisan political comments, of course, are
violations of the Code of Judicial Conduct. As [the
Judge] has acknowledged, his remarks reasonably could
be--and indeed have been--so understood, whatever his
intent. He has sent me the enclosed letter, which he
has urged me to share with the members of the Court.

I am pleased that [the Judge] has promptly
recognized that his remarks could too easily be taken
as partisan and hence were inappropriate, and I urge
all members of the Court to exercise care at all times,
but especially in an election year, to refrain from any
conduct or statements that could reasonably be
understood as “political activity” or “publicly
endors[ing] or oppos[ing] a candidate for public
office.”

The next day, the Judge’s June 24 letter and Chief Judge
Walker’s June 24 memorandum were released to the press, with the
express approval of the Judge.




