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Clarence Thomas moved into his first real bachelor pad in the summer of 1982, not
long after his first marriage broke up. Kaye Savage, a friend who picked him up in
her car one weekend to go shopping for running shoes, remembers the Washington
apartment as still underfurnished, with little more than a mattress on the floor and
a stereo. But one other feature made a lasting impression. Mr. Thomas had
compiled and placed on the floor "a huge, compulsively organized stack of Playboy
magazines, five years' worth of them, organized by month and year."

The walls of the apartment also were memorable, she says. There was only one
main room, but its walls -- as well as those of the little galley kitchen and even the
bathroom door -- were adorned with nude centerfolds.

Ms. Savage stared awkwardly about her. The display seemed so out of character
with everything else she knew about Mr. Thomas, whom the Reagan
administration had recently placed atop the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, the agency policing racial, sexual and other job discrimination. He
was a fanatic about discipline and a daily churchgoer. He was honest to the point
of indiscretion about his career ambitions. (He had already told her he hoped
someday to replace Thurgood Marshall on the Supreme Court, Ms. Savage says.)
But this suggested that Mr. Thomas had a private side very different from his
public persona.

She couldn't contain her curiosity, and asked Mr. Thomas why he had so many
sexually explicit magazines. "l don't drink, and | don't run around," she says he
replied, implying that the magazines were his one recreational vice. In fact, she
later told a congressional investigator, Mr. Thomas said that the magazines were
the only possessions he had deemed worth taking with him from his collapsing
marriage.

Ms. Savage thought it odd for a man in his 30s to be so absorbed by girlie
magazines, odd enough that she says she mentioned it one day in 1982 to another
acquaintance, Anita Hill, who worked for Mr. Thomas at the EEOC. "Yeah," she
says Ms. Hill replied wearily, without a flicker of surprise, "that's Clarence."



Clarence Thomas has just begun his fourth year as a justice of the country's
highest court. He is now a fixture of the institution, no longer its junior member,
known by court-watchers as part of its most conservative wing. Yet the years have
hardly stilled the controversy over how candid Mr. Thomas was in 1991 when he
angrily denied, at his Senate confirmation hearings, ever having said anything
like the crude sexual remarks Ms. Hill testified that he used with her.

Instead, the spectacle of these two famous combatants -- retreating bitterly into
their privacy, proclaiming innocence and victimization, and dismissing their
critics as politically motivated -- reflects how unresolved the conflict between them
remains. Far from dying down, their clash continues to be an active battlefront in
America's culture wars.

It is probably true that unless an eyewitness emerges, no one will ever know with
certainty whether Ms. Hill or Mr. Thomas -- if either -- was telling the whole truth.
But while the Senate hearings had the look of a comprehensive trial, what was
visible to the camera was only one scene of a larger drama that had been playing
out for at least a decade and, some might argue, two whole lifetimes. After more
than two years of research, including hundreds of interviews, it is possible to offer
a much fuller account of what happened.

Mr. Thomas suggested at the hearings one approach to knowing the truth. "If | had
used that kind of grotesque language with one person,” he testified, "it would seem
to me that there would be ... other individuals who heard it, or bits and pieces of it,
or various levels of it."

As it turns out, there are. And although they weren't evident at the Senate
Judiciary Committee hearings three years ago, a surprising number of these bits
and pieces had reached the committee. Ms. Savage, for instance, offered to testify
about Mr. Thomas's evident interest in sexually explicit materials at a time when
he was supervising Ms. Hill. But committee chairman Joseph Biden decided it was
ill-advised to publicly air testimony on the explosive subject of a potential Supreme
Court justice's private life. And Mr. Thomas, as a witness, stated emphatically that
he would not discuss "what goes on in the most intimate parts of my private life or
the sanctity of my bedroom."

One of the oddest of Ms. Hill's allegations was that one day when she and Mr.
Thomas were working in his office, he got up from the table where he had been
sitting with her, went over to his desk toretrieve a can of Coca-Cola and, after
staring at it, demanded to know, "Who has put pubic hair on my Coke?"

"I didn't have a clue how to interpret that,” Ms. Hill testified. "I did not know. It
was a strange comment for me. | thought it was inappropriate, but | did not know
what he meant."

In the hearings, Mr. Thomas sounded equally baffled and offended by such
language. Asked by Sen. Orrin Hatch if he had ever said such a thing, Mr. Thomas
replied, "No, absolutely not."



"Did you ever think of saying something like that?" the senator asked.
"No," replied Mr. Thomas.

"That's a gross thing to say, isn't it? Whether it's said by you or somebody else?"
Sen. Hatch continued.

"As far as | am concerned, Senator,” Mr. Thomas said, "it is, and it is something |
did not, nor would say."

But Ms. Hill is not the only employee of the EEOC who attributed this vivid phrase
to Mr. Thomas before the hearings.

Marguerite Donnelly, a senior trial attorney at the EEOC until she went into
private practice in 1986, says she was told by a co-worker in the early 1980s that
Mr. Thomas "had said -- and | thought it was in the presence of several people --
that there was a pubic hair on his can of Coke." Ms. Donnelly says she told her
husband, Allan Danoff, who was an attorney at the EEOC until 1985, about the
peculiar comment, and her husband confirms this. "We certainly did hear about it
back then," Mr. Danoff says.

Thomas aide Michael Middleton also says that he heard the pubic hair story
associated with Mr. Thomas before 1985, when he too left the EEOC. "I have this
vision of Clarence at the EEOC picking up a Coke and saying, - Who put this pubic
hair on my Coke?" says Mr. Middleton, now a professor of law at Missouri North
Central University. Mr. Middleton adds that he told his wife about it at the time
and that years later, during the confirmation hearings, he turned to her and asked
if sheremembered the story, and she did.

But the memory, Mr. Middleton says, is quite hazy. He says he isn't sure whether
he heard Mr. Thomas say it or just had it described to him back then. "It could
have been a joke | heard him tell in the office,” Mr. Middleton says. "It's vague. |
just know that pubic hair in a Coke can was not new to me {during the hearings}
with Clarence Thomas."

Since no one heard Mr. Thomas utter such a line to Ms. Hill -- she says they were
alone when he did -- these statements don't necessarily confirm her account. Still,
the three former EEOC attorneys all say they associated the line with a man who
testified that he had never uttered it to Ms. Hill or anyone else.

As a student at Holy Cross College in Worcester, Mass., following stints at two
Catholic seminaries, Mr. Thomas flirted with black separatism and took part in
campus protests. But fellow students suggest that in comparison with many others
he was a moderate, notable less for radicalism than for his outspoken and often
argumentative independence of thought. Mr. Thomas was already examining the
issue of race in America, beginning a thoughtful, iconoclastic search for answers
that would occupy much of his life.



His views of women were distinctly conservative. He argued against premarital
sex and told one friend he would leave a wife on the spot if she was unfaithful to
him. Yet according to several classmates, Mr. Thomas also showed an unusual
interest in talking about sex in gross and explicitly anatomical language. By the
time he reached Yale law school, where he went next, Mr. Thomas was known not
only for the extreme crudity of his sexual banter, but also for avidly watching X-
rated films and buying sex magazines, which friends say he would describe to
them in lurid detail.

Such an interest would ordinarily be considered a private matter, but fellow
students say that Mr. Thomas was notable for the unusually public nature of his
enthusiasm for such materials. His detailed descriptions of what he had seen were
an open form of socializing during these years that seemed funny to some,
offensive to others and odd to many.

When Ms. Hill accused Mr. Thomas many years later of talking crudely to her
about sexual matters, a number of former schoolmates of Mr. Thomas were struck
by the familiarity of the behavior she described.

For instance, a friend from Holy Cross, Gordon Davis, says of Mr. Thomas that
"ninety-nine percent of the time he was a perfect gentleman. But one percent of
the time he would go off the deep end. He'd say stuff | can't possibly repeat, stuff
that would turn your ears red, things having to do with a person's anatomy. . . . |
don't feel comfortable talking about it."

Another college acquaintance, Edward P. Jones, a short-story writer, says he has
much the same recollection. At Holy Cross he roomed with Mr. Thomas's best
friend there, Gil Hardy, and so spent hours in long conversations with the two in
their dorm. He says Mr. Thomas and Mr. Hardy engaged in a kind of rough,
affectionate banter that would degenerate into gross excess as they tried to one-up
each other. It was not unusual for college students, perhaps, but in Mr. Thomas's
case, according to Mr. Jones, it reached unusual proportions. "It got so vicious, it
would have reduced other people to tears," he says.

Henry Terry, a law student a year behind Mr. Thomas at Yale, says Mr. Thomas
and a male friend went to the downtown Crown Theater to see X-rated movies
almost every week. Mr. Thomas would come in the next day "roaring with laughter
and having animated discussions" about what he had seen. "I knew him well," Mr.
Terry says. "It was a thing with him. Everyone knew it. That's just what he did."

In terms of language, Mr. Terry, like some of Mr. Thomas's Holy Cross friends,
remembers Mr. Thomas as "one of the crudest people | have ever met. He was one
of those people who can sound dignified in a courtroom or whatever when he needs
to. But when you get him with friends, he's crude -- | mean really crude -- profane,
scatological and graphic. A lot of us black males growing up in the '50s were crude,
but Clarence was more so."

"So," Mr. Terry concludes, "when Anita Hill started talking, | knew the man was
guilty. " That's my boy,' | said. " That's him talking.' I'm certain she was telling the



truth, because the examples she gave sounded too much like him for it not to have
been Clarence."

Two other college friends were struck, many years later, by Ms. Hill's testimony
that Mr. Thomas had asked about a Coke can with pubic hair on it. Mr. Davis says
of the hearings: "l didn't know what to think until | heard the Coke-can story.
When | heard that, | knew he'd say stuff like that. He's not a bad person, but he
had strange ways of making an impression."

Mr. Jones also lost any skepticism about Ms. Hill's testimony when he heard her
specific allegations about the kinds of language she said Mr. Thomas used. "The
Coke-can thing did it for me," Mr. Jones says. "It's like you remember some kid
who always wore his hat a certain way -- to me, it was | remember that kid, that's
the way he talked, that's him."' It's the same hat, the same style, the same kid."

Almost as striking in Ms. Hill's testimony as the Coke-can line was her allegation
that Mr. Thomas called her into his office one day and discussed a porno star
named Long Dong Silver. "Have you ever heard the name of that?" Mr. Thomas
was asked at the hearings. "No, Senator," he replied.

It is entirely possible that Mr. Thomas was telling the truth. But the interest in
pornography that he exhibited in college apparently continued through the 1980s,
when Long Dong Silver was a known figure among fans of explicit films and
magazines.

Barry Maddox, the proprietor of Graffiti, a video store a few blocks from EEOC
headquarters, was taken aback by Mr. Thomas's testimony. "Clarence Thomas was
a regular customer of adult movies" in the 1980s, Mr. Maddox says. "Not a
notorious one, but he rented hundreds of movies. Some were kids' films for his son.
Others were X-rated. Our staff remembers him in the adult shelves." The store did
stock a Long Dong Silver series, which Mr. Maddox calls "a freak-of-nature kind of
thing."

It was in Graffiti that Frederick Douglass Cooke Jr., a Washington attorney and
former District of Columbia corporation counsel, saw Mr. Thomas at the cashier's
counter in the late 1980s with another "freak-of-nature" kind of film. Mr. Cooke
thought it pretty amusing to run into the chairman of the EEOC, whom he had met
once or twice, standing with an X-rated videotape titled "The Adventures of Bad
Mama Jama." The jacket photographs showed an obese and huge-breasted woman.

Mr. Cooke mentioned it to a colleague. They had a good laugh and thought little
more of it until Anita Hill came forward years later, alleging that Mr. Thomas had
described bizarre "materials depicting individuals with large penises or breasts
involved in various sex acts."

Word of this reached the Judiciary Committee's staff. But getting Mr. Cooke's
testimony would have required a subpoena, and given Sen. Biden's decision
regarding the sanctity of the nominee's private life, none was issued.



Clarence Thomas was born in Pin Point, Ga., to a woman whose life was as hard
as almost any in America. Leola Williams was so poor as a child that she made
dolls out of clumps of weeds and lived in a house whose walls were insulated with
newspapers and caulked with library paste. There, on June 23, 1948, while still a
teenager, she gave birth to her second child, Clarence. A few years later,
Clarence's father deserted the family.

As a first-grader, Clarence was sent to Savannah to live with his grandfather, a
highly disciplined businessman but a stern and uncommunicative man who had
been deserted by his own father as a child. Clarence and a younger brother were
made to work hard in their grandfather's fuel and coal delivery business. Mr.
Thomas once recalled that his grandfather had removed the heater from a delivery
truck because he felt that it wasn't conducive to brisk work habits.

But Clarence's circumstances had improved markedly from the destitution of his
early life. "It's a myth to say those boys were poor," contends Roy Allen, a
classmate and now a Georgia state senator. Floyd Adams, another boyhood friend,
says, "Everyone is emphasizing that he grew up in Pin Point in poverty. But when
his grandfather took over, Clarence moved into what would be considered a fairly
successful black middle-class family."

Still, without a warm relationship with his mother, father or grandfather, he had
an early life that was emotionally austere. And at his segregated parochial school,
he faced something else. "He was darker than most kids, and in that generation,
people were cruel,” recalls Sara Wright, a former schoolmate. "He was teased a lot.
... Alot of girls wouldn't want to go out with him." Lester Johnson, now a lawyer
in Savannah, says that "he was almost literally black. Those folks were at the
bottom of the pole. You just didn't want to hang with those kids." Mr. Thomas
himself has told of being called "ABC," for "America's Blackest Child."

As an adult, he was acutely sensitive to color differences, say colleagues. At Yale
University, Mr. Thomas talked bitterly about "light-skinned elite" blacks who he
thought had it easier than the darker ones. Yet once in power, a number of EEOC
colleagues claim, Mr. Thomas treated light-skinned women, in particular, with
deference. "He had more respect for light women, and he was definitely different
around white people," says Angela Wright, who worked for him as the EEOC's
public-affairs director (and eventually was fired by him).

When Anita Hill surfaced with her allegations, Mr. Thomas, according to his
mother, offhandedly confirmed this preference. As his mother recounts the
conversation, Mr. Thomas asked her, "Mama, what kind of women do | like?"
Leola Williams said she hadn't thought much about it.

"Well, what color was Kathy?" he persisted, referring to his first wife.

"She was brown," Ms. Williams says she answer ed.



"And the others?" inquired Mr. Thomas.
"They've all been light-skinned too," his mother said.

"Right," she says Mr. Thomas answered. "So what would | want with a woman as
black as Anita Hill?"

When Ms. Hill testified to the Senate committee about her treatment by Mr.
Thomas a decade earlier, skeptics soon wondered whether she had told anyone at
the time. Eventually, four witnesses said they could corroborate at least parts of
her account: Susan Hoerchner, John Carr, Joel Paul and Ellen Wells. All testified
at the confirmation hearings.

There is a fifth person, whom Ms. Hill had forgotten so completely that after being
reminded of him -- two years after the Senate hearings -- she still couldn't
remember his first name. But once reminded of him in 1993, Ms. Hill confirmed his
account. His name is Bradley Mims.

A dozen years after he knew Ms. Hill, Mr. Mims, who now works for the Federal
Aviation Administration, says he clearly remembers the night that he met her. It
was the beginning of 1982, and they had both enrolled in a night class for federal
employees interested in improving their writing skills. Coincidentally, they had
spoken on the phone that day, because she had been trying to reach his boss. After
the members of the class introduced themselves, she sent him a note: "Hi -- I'm
Anita Hill, the person who called your office earlier today."

One night, Mr. Mims says, Ms. Hill came to class looking upset. During the break,
he asked her what was wrong. She replied, according to Mr. Mims: "Clarence is
doing real wild stuff. | don't want to talk about it."

But with a little goading, he says, she did anyway. She said that she and Mr.
Thomas had gone to lunch earlier that day, as they had on several other recent
occasions, and during the meal, Mr. Thomas had begun saying "really crazy stuff
to her -- talking wild." Mr. Mims says he knew exactly what she meant by "talking
wild"; in their social set, it was slang for using explicit sexual language.

"She was clearly out of kilter about it," Mr. Mims says. "She seemed withdrawn
and distracted. She still seemed to like and admire Mr. Thomas but just didn't
know how to take it, how to deal with it, and what effect it would have on her. She
seemed confused about what kinds of signals he was sending. She wasn't crying,
but she was very upset."

Mr. Mims says he asked Ms. Hill the obvious question: Why not just get another
job? "Hell, you're a Yale lawyer," he says he told her. "You can go anywhere you
want." But Ms. Hill's reaction was anguished, he says, and somewhat calculating.
She was young, she liked her work, and she knew Mr. Thomas was going places.
As Mr. Mims puts it, "She wanted to ride his coattails." Mr. Thomas was
simultaneously the best and worst thing that had happened to her.



It irked Mr. Mims that not long after one of their talks, he took Ms. Hill on an
office picnic at which his own boss treated him poorly, and rather than being
sympathetic, she asked irately how he could stay in such a job. Mr. Mims
concluded that Ms. Hill lacked a certain amount of self-awareness, not to mention
empathy.

Mr. Thomas never mixed business with pleasure, he told the Senate committee. "I .
.. do not commingle my personal life with my work life," he testifed, "nor did |
commingle {employees'} personal life with the work life." He denounced Ms. Hill's
charges as contrary to the experience of every other woman who worked with him
at the EEOC.

But in the months and years after Ms. Hill left the EEOC, three other women who
worked for Mr. Thomas there say they experienced, witnessed or were told about
behavior on his part that was similar to that which Ms. Hill described. Although all
three spoke to Senate Judiciary Committee aides and agreed to testify, the
committee ultimately didn't call any of them, apparently concerned, in part,
because two of the three had been fired by Mr. Thomas.

One of those two, Angela Wright, started work as the EEOC's public-affairs
director in 1984, about eight months after Ms. Hill abruptly quit the agency to
begin teaching at a struggling Oklahoma law school, Oral Roberts University. Ms.
Wright was as sharp-tongued as Ms. Hill was polite, speaking her mind regardless
of the consequences.

Not long after she arrived at the EEOC, Ms. Wright says, her troubles with Mr.
Thomas began. During a retirement party, she later swore in an affidavit to the
Senate committee, Mr. Thomas turned to her and said, "You look good, and you
are going to be dating me, too." It was the kind of thing he said to her on several
occasions, she said; another example was "You're one of the finest women | have
on my staff; you know we're going to be going out eventually.” Like Ms. Hill, Ms.
Wright said that Mr. Thomas had an odd way of seemingly telling her to date him,
rather than requesting her company for a specific activity.

While on a business trip in the fall of 1984, Ms. Wright told Judiciary Committee
investigators, as the EEOC chairman and she were walking to a conference center,
he asked her, "What size are your breasts?"

According to Ms. Wright, this was part of a pattern that Mr. Thomas had of
appraising both her body and the sexiness of her wardrobe. In this, too, her
account was much like that of Ms. Hill, who said Mr. Thomas had commented "on
what | was wearing and whether it made me more or less sexually appealing.”

Ms. Wright says she didn't feel particularly singled out, because, she says, Mr.
Thomas would appraise other women on his staff as well.

And there is another notable distinction. Ms. Wright said she didn't see the EEOC
boss's behavior as sexual harassment, because she never felt harassed by it. "I am



a very strong-willed person, and at no point did | feel intimidated by him," she
said.

Ms. Wright has a corroborator. Rose Jourdain was an EEOC speechwriter, older
than Ms. Wright, and says Ms. Wright confided in her. As time went on, Ms.
Jourdain told Senate Judiciary Committee investigators, Ms. Wright "confided to
me increasingly that she was a little uneasy and grew more uneasy with the
chairman, because of comments that she told me he was making concerning her
figure, her body, her breasts, her legs, and how she looked in certain suits and
dresses."

Once, Ms. Jourdain said, Ms. Wright stormed into her office, slammed the door
and demanded, "Do you know what he said to me?" The answer, Ms. Jourdain
said, "had something to do with ~Ooh -- you have very sexy legs,' or something like
“You have hair on your legs and it turns me on,' or something like that." Ms.
Jourdain, who was fired by Mr. Thomas at the same time as Ms. Wright, also said
that on one occasion, Ms. Wright told her Mr. Thomas had struck up a
"conversation about bra size."

A third woman who worked for Mr. Thomas at the EEOC, Sukari Hardnett, also
thought Ms. Hill's descriptions of Mr. Thomas's behavior rang true. Ms. Hardnett
joined the agency as a law clerk in the chairman's office in September 1985, about
five months after Ms. Wright had been fired and two years after Ms. Hill had left.
Before long, Ms. Hardnett says, Mr. Thomas began calling her into his office for
business meetings, but instead of business, talked about his private life and his
relationships with women.

Ms. Hardnett said in a statement prepared for the Senate that "Clarence Thomas
pretends that his only behavior toward those who worked as his special assistants
was as a father to children and a mentor to proteges. That simply isn't true. If you
were young, black, female and reasonably attractive, you knew full well you were
being inspected and auditioned as a female . . . . Women know when there are
sexual dimensions to the attention they are receiving. And there was never any
doubt about that dimension in Clarence Thomas's office."

Ms. Hardnett said she was 35 at the time, and "I knew how to handle someone like
that." But "Ms. Hill was 10years younger. She wasn't part of the same social circle.
She had no employment history to draw on. She was unconnected and naive."

Of course, some women at the EEOC quite clearly enjoyed Mr. Thomas's company.
Phyllis Berry, for instance, testified that she had been "privy to the most intimate
details of his life." And when Thomas aide J.C. Alvarez was asked during the
hearings whether Mr. Thomas had discussed pornography or sex with her, she
testified that she and Mr. Thomas "had been friends for many, many years,
personal friends. Our kids went to the same school together. . . . We had the kind
of confidences, personal conversations, that close friends have, and any more than
that really is not relevant.”



This picture of Mr. Thomas is far kinder. But he declared that he never mixed
personal and professional matters, and even this more generous view of Mr.
Thomas doesn't seem to support that testimony.

As the confirmation hearings wore on, Bradley Mims, the night-school friend who
had briefly been close to Ms. Hill when she worked at the EEOC, watched with a
growing sense of discomfort as her detractors suggested she might have belatedly
concocted her charges for political and personal reasons. Mr. Mims now worked in
the political office of the Smithsonian Institution; he loved lobbying Congress to
keep the museum's funds flowing. Getting involved in this confirmation fight at a
time when the federal government, his employer, was led by the Republican Party
was about the last thing he needed.

As the headlines grew bigger and the acrimony built, Mr. Mims admitted to
himself, "I know this stuff. | should be there."” One of the few friends in whom he
had confided called him every few hours and implored him to speak up.

But Mr. Mims had been in Washington long enough to see fights like this before
and believed there would be no winners. In the political climate of Washington in
the fall of 1991, good Samaritans, he believed, were suckers. No one, no matter
how true his story, was going to be safe in this contest. So he kept quiet.

This article is adapted from the book "Strange Justice: The Selling of Clarence
Thomas' by Jane Mayer and Jill Abramson, published by Houghton Mifflin Co.,
Boston, Copyright (c) 1994 by Jane Mayer and Jill Abramson.



