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JD: This is Janice Dilg, the oral historian for the U.S. District Court of Oregon Historical 

Society. I am with Michael Hogan today at his mediation office in Eugene, Oregon, and 

today is February 27, 2013. 

 Well, Judge Hogan, we like to begin at the beginning. If you would just state for the 

record your full name, your birth date, and where you were born, we will go from there. 

 

HOGAN: Michael Robert Hogan. I was born in Willamette Hospital in Oregon City, on 

September 24, 1946.  

 

 JD: How did your parents end up in Oregon City? Talk a little about their names and 

their history of getting together. 

 

HOGAN: Surely. Well, in those days it was just after the war. My dad had returned from 

over five hundred days in combat on an escort carrier in the South Pacific. Mom worked in 

war support activities in Oregon. Dad started in some businesses up in the Portland area, 

with a service station at first and [cut?] one across the street from that of a different brand.  
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Neither my mother or father were from Portland, but Mother lived there during that time. 

My father had gone up to work actually in the shipyards. That was when the war started. 

He ended up being conscripted, or drafted, after an incident in which he thought a 

supervisor was misbehaving with one of the women who had a husband who was in the 

war, fighting.  

He challenged that, and the supervisor said, “Well, if you keep making issue of it I’ll 

have you in the service.”  

And I think my father said something like, “If you don’t, you’re less a man than I 

thought you were already.” [chuckles] 

So he ended up in the Navy. [JD chuckles] Mom worked up there. 

So he came back to Portland, and he started this service station business. And I was 

born not too long after that, frankly. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: So I attended school in that area in Jennings Lodge for a couple of years. 

 

 JD: I know that area, mm-hm. 

 

HOGAN: Then my dad had picked up the tuberculosis bug at the end of the war in 

Japan, in Okinawa. He went ashore there after he was on his ship, the USS Makin Island. 

He went ashore there and contracted that particular malady. He came back, and after that 

time in Portland, he sold those service stations, went to Coos County and bought a ranch, 

and was also working as a logger. He was working awfully long hours, getting up in the 

morning early early –  

 

 JD: I guess. 
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HOGAN: – to milk cows, and cutting timber all day, and coming back and milking in 

the evening. So he was putting a lot of stress on his body, and the tuberculosis sort of took 

over. So he ended up in the veterans hospital in Portland. And actually, over all, for about 

a year and a half. He was there and had a resection of a lung. We were up there, and my 

mother had pernicious anemia, so she was hospitalized. And my brother and I were 

actually farmed out to a couple of wonderful folks – first to a widow lady with two 

daughters, and then later to a family that had five children. So, for a year and a half I saw 

my father in person one time. 

 

 JD: About what age were you then? 

 

HOGAN: Well, I was in the fourth and fifth grade, I think. 

 So after that we came back to Coos County, to Myrtle Point. Started work again, this 

time, tried to get the ranch back in shape because there had been vet problems from 

people on it in the interim. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: And went to work in a real estate office that actually my grandfather had. So 

did that for a period of time, and actually kept the real estate office his whole career. And 

then became, really, a man of the community and built a lot of wonderful things into the 

community where we lived in South Coos County. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: So I attended school there in Myrtle Point all the way through. While there 

are limitations in a small town, it prepared me for what came next. What prepared me 

probably even more was that, because I was the eldest son of two, my father gave me a 

lot of responsibility. 
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 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: So I worked seven days a week. There perhaps could have been more 

options in the school, and frankly I was a bit bored in school, but my parents bought a set 

of encyclopedias, which I read through several times. [JD chuckles] I would check two 

books a day out of the library and read those. So, I’ve been a reader. 

 

 JD: So, kind of self educated. [chuckles] 

 

HOGAN: Well, to some extent. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: To some extent. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 So tell me your parents’ names and how their families ended up in Oregon. You 

said that they weren’t from Oregon. 

 

HOGAN: That’s correct. My father, Robert Green Hogan, came to Oregon in 1937 in 

the three C’s, Civilian Conservation Corps. He had grown up orphaned in Georgia and got 

on the train with four dollars, half a ham, and his first pair of shoes on. [JD chuckles] 

 He came to Oregon, and they sent him to a three C camp at a place on the south 

fork of the Coquille River, as you go from Powers, Oregon, to the Rogue River, called China 

Flats. He became the equivalent of master sergeant there, probably because he, and 

maybe friends, could win a fist fight if necessary. [JD chuckles] 

 He thought he would drown the first winter there, but they were also magical days 

in other ways. They would catch their salmon with a big stick out of the Coquille River. 
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 JD: Wow. 

 

HOGAN: He had a pet bear cub when he was there, and those things you get from 

being out like that. [JD chuckles] 

 Well my grandfather, Walter Barklow, who eventually became county commissioner 

in Coos County, served fifteen years in that position. But in those days, he had obtained a 

job as a civilian superintendent of that CCC camp. They were putting in the road from 

Powers, or the Coquille River, into the Rogue River. That’s what their main assignment was. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: So one day he took my father home to dinner, and my father met five girls. 

My mother, Maxine, was the eldest. In fact, one of the evenings some of the forest service 

people came by, and they were naming various things. There’s a falls in a place near 

Barklow Mountain – which is my mother’s maiden name –  

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN:  – that actually, the forest service people gave the name Five Girls Falls. [JD 

laughs] I think it’s only in five streams in the winter. I’ve frankly never been there. I’d love 

to make a trip sometime. 

 But, Mom came from a pioneer family in Coos County that came in. It took thirty 

days to come the sixty miles from Roseburg into Myrtle Point. 

 

 JD: Wow. 
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HOGAN: And a couple of brothers homesteaded the few miles on each side of the 

Coquille River there. There was another brother who was sort of the traveling Plymouth 

brethren, preacher. He did all the marrying and burying in the area.  

So she came from real pioneer stock, and grew up, frankly, in tents and logging 

camps, and it was really not much. But nevertheless, my parents both came from 

hardworking families. 

 

 JD: It sounds like it. 

 

HOGAN: My mother sort of raised the other four daughters. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. And I did a little looking around, and actually found a 1940 census sheet 

which said that Maxine was a librarian at one time? 

 

HOGAN: To some extent, yes. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: But not when I was alive, certainly. 

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: But she was a reader. My parents didn’t have the opportunity for a lot of 

education. But my father’s parents had multiple doctorates, for example. 

 

 JD: Oh interesting. 
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HOGAN: So there is that tradition there, although they died at quite a young age. His 

father had a doctorate in engineering and also of divinity, and mother a doctorate in 

education. 

 

 JD: That’s remarkable for that period of time. 

 

HOGAN: It really was. Mm-hmm. 

 So Mom worked at various jobs during those early years, but she gave a lot of 

attention to the home. They were different days; people did worry so much about being 

with the children all the time. 

 

 JD: That’s right. 

 

HOGAN: And in the growing up years, frankly, my dad would let my brother and I off 

at the ranch at day break. We had all the heavy equipment and all those things to use. Of 

course, that was before we could drive –  

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: – before cell phones and all that sort of thing. And he’d pick us up in the 

afternoon. We had a job to do. We sort of were left, in some ways, to figure out how to do 

it, and he gave us direction, also. But it was wonderful in many ways because we learned 

to work and learned to take initiative. And they were great days. 

 

 JD: Absolutely.  

 So can you expand a little on some of your jobs? You said you worked seven days 

a week. I’m sure what you worked on changed over the years. 
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HOGAN: Yes. In high school, for example, I was responsible for a one-hundred cow, 

cow-calf operation. I had to feed the cattle every day, of course. So while I could be in any 

school activity I wanted – there were no restrictions – I still had to feed the cattle every 

day. And the weekends, except for Sunday mornings when we were at church, I was at the 

ranch. In the summer I put up all the feed for the cattle with my brother. 

 

 JD: Which involved what? 

 

HOGAN: Putting up hay, for example. We’d put up a hundred tons of hay every 

summer, along with the other things that need to be done on a ranch. [JD chuckles] Dad 

would work with us on the weekends, but the other times we were expected to carry that 

as our part of the family responsibility. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. So you and Walter, right? Is that your brother’s name? 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: You had quite a relationship that perhaps many siblings don’t, who don’t have to 

figure out how to work together from a fairly young age. 

 

HOGAN: That’s true, that’s true. Our personalities are not exactly the same, but we’ve 

spent a lot of time together and know each other awfully well, and probably, from that 

experience together. 

 

 JD: [chuckles] I can imagine, I can imagine. 

 Why don’t you talk a little about your brother, to get a little history of him in the 

record, as well? 

 

HOGAN: Oh, wonderful.  
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 Walter was probably a better athlete than me, higher IQ, many of those things. He 

has a wonderful, friendly personality. While we don’t spend as much time together now, 

we are partners in businesses, we talk every week – not every day, but every week – and 

we see each other very regularly. So it’s been a relationship that has been close over the 

years.  

He has his own family, of course, and children and grandkids to take care of now, 

and all that. That’s appropriate. So we’re not together all the time. We are together, for 

example, we’re going to make a trip to Georgia for a family reunion of my father’s family 

this summer together, to see some of the folks whom we haven’t seen for many years and 

that we’ve stayed in contact with. 

 

 JD: That’s great. 

 

HOGAN: But he’s an intelligent lawyer who has raised a wonderful family. 

 

 JD: Another lawyer in the family? 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. 

 

 JD: Did you say he’s in Myrtle Point now? 

 

HOGAN: He’s in Myrtle Point. He’s in a one-lawyer town. 

 My father said he would like to have two sons: one a forester, the other a farmer. 

And instead he got two lawyers. [chuckles] He didn’t make a comment about that, but I 

think maybe it was an unsaid comment. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: Well, that was certainly his world, and those two occupations he named would have 

fit right in. 
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HOGAN: That’s right. [JD laughs] Well, we still have a few trees and a few acres of 

farmland, so… [laughs] 

 

 JD: I was going to ask if the farm was still in the family, or if the ranch was still in the 

family. 

 

HOGAN: Yes, it is. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: Mm-hmm. 

 

 JD: So describe it a little more, just the geography, and the house, and the barn. What 

did it look like? 

 

HOGAN: Well, the ranch is in Coos County, where dairying takes place, or in our case, 

beef, in later years. It was dairy when I was a small boy. It’s in the river valleys. There can 

be some land that’s a little higher, but they’re river valley and maybe a little bit of plateau-

type land.  

We didn’t actually live on the farm; we lived in town. We lived on the farm when I 

was in the first and second grade, but then dad got sick. After that we lived in town. The 

farm was there, but we didn’t live out there. We lived in Myrtle Point. Dad had his real estate 

and insurance office. So we stayed busy, let’s put it that way. 

 

 JD: I guess. [both laugh] 

 

HOGAN: There wasn’t time – we didn’t take off and go on vacations during school 

vacation and that sort of thing. [laughs] 

 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

11 
 

 JD: Mm-hmm, mm-hmm. I suspected that, but I’m glad you made that clear. [laughs] 

 

HOGAN: I remember later on one time Dad had some certificates for a couple of free 

airplane tickets. And I said, “Are you going to use those?” 

 He said, “No.” 

 I said, “Would you like to give them to me?” 

 He said, “Do you mean you need another trip?” [both laugh] 

 I probably enjoyed travel more than him, although they did some travel in later 

years. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: So what was Myrtle Point like during your growing up years? 

 

HOGAN: It was really a small town where, of course, everybody knows what’s 

happening. I was fortunate to be in a family where there was a great sense of responsibility 

for the community, both individuals and others. For example, behind our house at the farm 

we kept kind of an apartment. That was for if someone came through and wanted money, 

Dad would give them a job. And he would never give them an advance. He would say, “No, 

when you get your first pay check, that’s up to you. But until then you can live there. And 

you’ll eat at our table with us.” 

 So we had a variety of people that joined our family in that regard over the years. In 

town he kept a pair of cork boots and a pair of gloves in the garage. If someone came and 

said they wanted a job he’d say, “Well, we can do that. Here are cork boots and gloves, 

and I want you to be at the coffee shop at five o’clock every morning for a week, and 

someone coming through there will give you a job.” Or he sometimes would say, “Yeah, 

I’ll help you with work clothes, and you can share meals with us, but I want you to be down 

at the mill at every shift change, and in a few days you’ll have a job.” He wanted to know if 

someone will work.  
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 I know that one time I – this probably wouldn’t work in big cities, but certainly could 

in a rural area – I said, “Why do we need all the big social agencies, because if each family 

just took care of someone or helped them, wouldn’t that do it?”  

 He said, “Yes, it won’t happen, though.” 

 His advice was to put your time into young people because you have a better 

chance of them making some changes in their life. 

 So we were raised with a great sense of social responsibility in that regard. When a 

hospital closed, we didn’t have a medical clinic. A couple of young doctors wanted to be 

there. One was the son of a long-time doctor there, who was my doctor as a boy, and they 

came to Dad and said, “Would you build us a clinic?”  

 And he said to us, “Yes.” 

 So he built it, and then he invited them in, and he said, “Now I don’t need to make 

any money on this, and I’ll show you how you can own it, and it won’t cost you anymore. 

So, you can have the keys.” [JD chuckles] 

 And in addition, for example, we needed a fire hall. There was an agreement made, 

but no bids. And Dad told the city, “Fathers and mothers, you can’t do that without bids on 

a public project.” So they opened it, and there weren’t bids coming in, so my father put in 

a bid. [both chuckle] He built the fire hall, not for profit. He did it. We only had one person 

who, in those days we called them winos. [JD chuckles] But he was an alcoholic on the 

street, and he had a colorful nickname. But they needed someone to mix mortar, or mix 

hod, outside when they were doing this. So Dad went down and got him and brought him 

up and hired him to do that for the city. It’s the only time I ever know he had a job, when 

he did that. [both laugh]  

 So I came from a stock that took care of people.  

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 
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HOGAN: Supported the schools. Dad was the chair of the budget committee for 

eighteen years, to get the school budget passed, and got it passed every year. So they 

were really pillars of that little community. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 Was it a K-8 grammar school, elementary school, and then a high school? 

 

HOGAN: It went through high school, yeah. It was a junior high in those days, 7-8. And 

then 9 to12 for high school. That school has been there a long time. The number of students 

in the school was actually a lot more then than are there now. 

 

 JD: Well, I would assume the timber industry and some other things that would draw 

families there were booming more back in that era. 

 

HOGAN: That’s true. 

 

 JD: So you did mention that you were a little bored in school but that you loved to read. 

 

HOGAN: Yeah. [laughs] 

 

 JD: Talk a little about your school experiences. 

 

HOGAN: Well, I was the smallest kid in the class, or the next to the smallest. There 

were two of us who sort of vied for that position, [JD laughs] my friend, Joe. So in the school 

pictures we were always down in the front row. [both laugh] The hearing is gone some 

now, but in the fifth grade I started playing the trombone because the longtime music 

instructor said, “Well, Mike has good hearing. That would be good for him.” That gentleman 

is still there; still active in the community. It’s a wonderful, wonderful story.  
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I was, as I say, small, so athletics were difficult at first. Although, when I started high 

school I weighed eighty-nine pounds, but I went out for the football team and promptly had 

my foot broken. That’s all right. Then we had a wonderful algebra instructor when I was a 

freshman, named Bill Geister, who is kind of a legend in coaching high school wrestling in 

Oregon. He happened to be at our little school then, and I was in his class. He said, “Well, 

would you consider coming out for wrestling? We need some lightweights.” [chuckles] 

 

 JD: It’s a category, a class, right? [chuckles] 

 

HOGAN: Yeah. It’s great for people who – the lowest class was ninety-eight pounds, 

which I wrestled my first year. I started growing then, so it was actually difficult to stay at 

that. [digital ping sounds] 

 He is a man who was born with a leg deformity and eventually became an all-league 

collegiate wrestler on the west coast. The leagues were called a different thing in those 

days.  

 When my mother heard about it, all she knew was TV “wrastling.” She said, “No son 

of mine…” and so on. And Dad said, “Well, if you want to do it, you should give it a try.” And 

actually, I was working out with the team three weeks before my mother realized it. So 

those were the growing years for me. 

 The sport of wrestling gave me a tremendous amount of self confidence. It’s an 

activity. When you’re out there it’s not a team sport; you’re on your own. I’d done a lot of 

things on my own, but this was a physical activity and really was a wonderful experience 

for me. It sort of gave you an idea that…I already had that in a way from the work on the 

farm, but if you worked hard enough and sort of kept your eyes open, you could have 

some great opportunities. 

 

 JD: Did you wrestle all through high school? 

 

HOGAN: I did. 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

15 
 

 

 JD: And beyond, in college? 

 

HOGAN: In high school I had a chance to participate in four state tournaments. In 

college I worked out with the team – I actually won the intramurals for four years – but in 

college I was at Honors College, and in those days they didn’t have money for plane tickets 

for wrestlers. So you had to take too much off for the week to ride the busses to the away 

matches. And while I worked out with them and was very competitive, I chose not to do 

that. In those days, you had to pay attention to school. 

 

 JD: Right. Well, it sounds like it was a fairly integral part of your life for many years. 

 

HOGAN: There’s no question about it. Yeah. 

 When I go to freestyle meets now, I get so involved I’m not much company with 

people, frankly. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: So, would you have an opinion about the decision by the international Olympic 

committee and their recent decision to eliminate wrestling from the 2020 Olympics? 

 

HOGAN: I have a very strong opinion about that. [chuckles] 

 

 JD: You can state it if you’d like to. 

 

HOGAN: Well, you take one of the four or five events that preceded even the Olympics 

as we know it, to go back to Greece. Wrestling was certainly one of them. I don’t know how 

they can call it the Olympics without wrestling, the javelin, the discus, a footrace, and so 

on. [laughs] 

 

 JD: Even I, a non-wrestler, was taken about when I heard that announcement. 
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HOGAN: Yeah. [both chuckle] 

 

 JD: What were some of the academic subjects that you liked or did well in? 

 

HOGAN: Never really enjoyed math that much. The others were all fine. [chuckles] You 

know, as far as science, yeah, I got an A in physics, but physics is an applied sort of math, 

where you’re looking at the relationships of things. Theoretical physics probably wouldn’t 

interest me. I enjoy hearing reports of people in that area, but I wouldn’t say that those 

things were important to me. I liked to read, and some of the things that revolved around 

that. I did well, but I wouldn’t call my high school period an academic achievement, 

necessarily. I’m fairly quick to pick things up. I think it’s not an exaggeration to say I did 

homework one night in high school. [JD chuckles] So whatever I could pick up during the 

day was pretty much it.  

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: I did extra-credit math a long time one night – again it’s in math – just to try 

to get a little better mark there. [laughs] 

 

 JD: I think it would be probably fair to say that Coach Geister was an influence on you. 

 

HOGAN: Absolutely. 

 

 JD: Were there other adults or teachers during that time period that you considered 

mentors or role models that helped shaped your thinking that you’ve carried through your 

life? 
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HOGAN: I liked some of them, but I don’t think I would say mentors. For example, I 

had a college prep English teacher who was also the advisor for the honor’s society. I was 

elected to it, and she vetoed my election seven times.  

After I was in college a year or so I saw her in the grocery store, and I asked her, 

“Do you mind if I ask you why you did that?”  

She said, “Of course, you were a wrestler.” [laughs] 

So, whether that’s right or wrong is a separate question. It didn’t hurt me, and it 

helps you understand people a little bit. So, it’s fine. But it’s just a point of humor for me 

right now.  

You know, strong opinions are interesting. They make life easier. You don’t have to 

really consider the person on their own merits. You can say, “I’ve got them in this category, 

so that’s the decision.” We probably all have them. We need to always, each of us, question 

ourselves about why we’re responding to someone the way we do. Can we release them 

from the preconceptions that we might have come with? [laughs] 

 

 JD: And maybe they’ll surprise us. 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: What about social activities? What was the scene like in Myrtle Point and around? 

 

HOGAN: Sure. I was very involved with our church. We had a very strong church youth 

group. It was sort of self-motivated and promoted. It carried over into kind of a club at high 

school. Our social life really revolved around church activities. There were other things we 

did, but, you know, there weren’t many camping trips or fishing trips, or that sort of thing. 

People tell about playing cards with their parents. That didn’t happen very often. It did 

happen, but not very often. We had work to do. 
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 So there was time set aside for church activities and school activities. I was in the 

school play. I went out for track only to be on a team with my brother, who was a better 

runner than I, just for the enjoyment of that. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: And really every school activity that came along, because I always had a lot 

of energy. But it passed what we did through school and the church activities. We went to 

work in the morning. [laughs] 

 

 JD: Right. Well, that’s clearly the life of a rural community and/or farmers and ranchers. 

 

HOGAN: It is. 

 

 JD: There’s just no getting around that. 

 

HOGAN: So I enjoyed it very much. I was probably as close to my father as a son can 

be. We were both strong personalities, so there were points of conflict, never long term. 

But we were both quite free to express ourselves. He had a better insight into people than 

anyone I’ve ever met. It’s sort of being streetwise, I think. Others share that, I’m sure. But 

he helped me learn about people. 

 My mother was just a source of really non-judgmental love. She would support 

people in our family. Her family was always much broader than just a blood family. So those 

people that loved her, she would defend in very strong ways. She was inclusive and not 

judgmental of anyone. We lived in an area where people noticed ethnic differences. We 

didn’t have black people in our community, but just after Christine and I were married we 

lived in some little apartments my father had, and a black couple came looking for an 

apartment.  

“Do you have a place?” 
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 “Sure.” We gave them the apartment adjoining ours. So there was no issue with 

anything like that, even though he came from the South, and whatnot. 

 I grew up observing what seemed to be distinctions in between the Swedish and 

Portuguese and Norwegians, et cetera. Probably some of those weren’t warranted, but as 

a boy I heard about those things in the community.  

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: Not to the exclusion of someone. It was sort of an appreciation more than 

anything, and those were people I worked very closely with. 

 For example, on the farm, if we had a neighbor and if we would drive by and they 

were putting in hay, my dad would say, “Well, why don’t you hook up the bailer and go 

help them today?” So I’d be pulling the bailer and they would never have a conversation. I 

just helped them bale their hay, or rake it, or cut it – whatever it may be. We just acted like 

a community. It wasn’t a community like the Amish, in a way, because there wasn’t that 

unity, but if someone had a need or was busy with something, we’d set our things down 

and go do it.  

 So there was never a problem in working more than eight hours, let’s put it that way. 

[both laugh] 

 

 JD: Well, I did have conversations with the people you recommended, and I think “hard 

worker” might have been about the third attribute that they used to describe you, if not 

sooner. 

 

HOGAN: You can make up for some deficiencies by working hard enough. [both 

laugh] 

 

 JD: Absolutely, absolutely. 

 What church did your family belong to at that point? 
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HOGAN: We were in a little Baptist church then. My mother had come from that 

Plymouth Brethren background. My dad, as a boy, did a Methodist Church in Georgia. So, 

a protestant background. Although, as a family we helped others in the community, too. 

But that was my background. 

 

 JD: Sure, sure. 

 Well I’m assuming that you were busy doing so many farm projects that you weren’t 

involved in something like 4-H? 

 

HOGAN: Oh, I was involved in 4-H, also. 

 

 JD: Were you? 

 

HOGAN: My dad was a 4-H leader. As I say, whatever in the community was sort of 

productive and positive, we were involved with it. So, absolutely, I was a part of 4-H. Not 

the whole time, but as a young boy and then later on, on my own, I exhibited cattle at the 

county fair that I was taking care of.  

 

 JD: I was going to ask for sort of a broader perspective of what happened in 4-H, 

because, as a city girl, you know, my experience was certainly going to the county fairs, or 

the state fair, and seeing 4-H youngsters exhibiting their prize whatever animal. 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. I get sort of a kick out of the talk these days about making sure 

things are perfectly sterile and so on around cattle barns. When we had animals there in 

4-H, of course we kept things clean – we were judged on that sort of thing. [taps hand on 

table] But we slept in the mangers with the cattle, too. [both laugh] So I think you build up 

some resistance to certain things when you’re on the farm. 
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 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 I guess particularly when it was a dairy farm, did your family belong to a co-op, or 

the grange? Was that a part of family activity [MH coughs] in your life? 

 

HOGAN: We were probably members of the grange but that was not really a part of 

our family activities. Over the years, my father delivered milk to various places. Frankly, the 

dairy we have now has a building on it that was a little cheese factory at one point. He sold 

milk to the Bandon cheese factory. As a matter of fact, they’re just putting in another 

cheese factory in Bandon right now. 

 They sold milk later on to Safeway. They had an ice cream plant in Myrtle Point, 

which is really historic. The bricks in that plant go back to pioneer days, frankly. These 

days, the milk is shipped farther out of Southern Oregon. The north coast in Oregon has 

more of the processing ability now.  

 There weren’t co-op activities. I don’t remember many meetings of the various 

farmers. There was sort of a natural cross-pollenization. But that came through cattle sales 

and all that sort of thing more than the other, I think. 

 

 JD: Clearly religion was an important part of your family’s life and culture. What about 

politics? Was that something that you heard a lot about or your parents had strong views 

about? 

 

HOGAN: We’re talking about Southern Oregon, so my family were Democrats. My 

grandfather, a fifteen-year county commissioner, and he was a Jack Kennedy man, and a 

Bobby Kennedy man, and so on. But a Democrat in Coos County in many ways, or many 

of them, are a little bit like kind of a moderate Republican, too. We didn’t really ever talk 

about that very much. While my father was a Democrat, he also was sort of a county or 

area spokesperson for Senator Hatfield. So that was never a strong issue with us, no.  

We were involved. I remember one time my father thought our sheriff wasn’t 

enforcing cattle laws and was showing a remarkable lack of understanding of a community. 
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He was a person from Los Angeles. I know my father purchased full-page ads in some 

newspapers. So, if there was an individual thing, yes, but not sort of big political trends, or 

that sort of thing.  

And I know that there were a couple of Hispanic girls who weren’t citizens in our 

area that were getting, at least in my dad’s thinking, were not being treated right in the 

schools. So I know he went to the superintendent – not the principal, not the teacher, the 

superintendent. [both chuckles] I wasn’t there, but he probably said something like “I’ve 

got your budget passed every year. If you want your budget passed next year, you’ll take 

care of those girls. They don’t deserve to be treated like this.” [laughs] 

Is that political? I don’t know. It’s small town stuff. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: Do you know what kind of slights he understood the girls were enduring that he…? 

 

HOGAN: I think that they were more just acceptance sorts of things. He got to know 

this one little girl who lived with folks on a ranch. He knew she was very sharp, and she 

was disappointed that she wasn’t really accepted like some of the other students at school.  

There were specific things he would tell me about. In fact, I know later that he made 

a mistake with regard to her, because he told her father, who was also not legal, “What I’d 

like to do is pay for your daughter’s college education.” That upset the family so much that 

they moved away in the middle of the night. 

 

 JD: Oh dear. 

 

HOGAN: And then that didn’t happen. So, it was that they couldn’t accept that sort of 

thing. It was just out of his generosity and wanting to help a young person. 

 

 JD: Sure, sure. 
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HOGAN: He’d help kids. In Coos County there’s a place called the Bob Belloni Boys 

Ranch, which was sort of for status offenders. There was an election to pass the 

appropriation and whatnot. The county commission was saying, “Well we don’t have the 

property. We’re not sure we can do it.” Dad was at the meeting. So they took a recess, and 

Dad drove over to the area where this property was and bought the property that morning 

and came back to the meeting in the afternoon [train whistles] and said, “There’s no 

problem getting the property now. Here it is. So do what the voters told you to do.” 

[chuckles] So he didn’t start some political thing – he just took action. 

 

 JD: Right. Direct.  

 

HOGAN: That’s right. That was direct action. [both chuckle] 

 

 JD: That’s still operating, isn’t it? 

 

HOGAN: Yes, it is. 

 

 JD: I remember in reading Judge Belloni’s oral history hearing, learning about that. 

 

HOGAN: Right. Dad raised a lot of the money for that. 

 Judge Belloni and my father were good friends. 

 

 JD: I generally remember Judge Belloni being from Coos County, but I couldn’t peg 

more specific than that. 

 

HOGAN: Yeah, he lived in Myrtle Point. 

 

 JD: Okay, he did. 
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HOGAN: Even though the courthouse was in Coquille. He had actually worked in the 

office with my grandfather, practicing law at one time. Not when my father was there. But 

my grandfather was selling real estate out of that office.  

In the seventh grade, I had a conversation with Judge Belloni across the street from 

our home. There is a rooming house there where his mother, who was a wonderful pioneer 

woman, lived. She was an educator, a teacher. I had been interested in becoming a lawyer, 

but in a small town, as I looked around as a boy, and I was a seventh grader at this point, 

and I’m not sure how I would have explained it, but it seemed like the one lawyer in town 

had more influence on what happened in the community that most others. That appealed 

to me. I’d probably been a little confident over the years. After that conversation with Judge 

Belloni on the sidewalk, frankly I had a laser beam approach to becoming a lawyer. 

 

 JD: Wow. 

 

HOGAN: And it never varied. Everything was based on that goal at that point. 

 

 JD: That’s remarkable. 

 

HOGAN: Yeah. [both chuckle] 

 

 JD: So, not dating, or girls, or anything swayed you from your goal? 

 

HOGAN: No. Well I dated girls in our high school church group, and others, but frankly, 

I didn’t have a lot of extra time.  

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: I was a little shy in those days. [squeaking sound] So I didn’t date as much as 

some probably. Something was coming up, and I wanted to ask a girl for a date, and my 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

25 
 

mother sort of locked me in her bedroom with the phone. “You’re going to stay in there 

until you call her.” [both laugh] 

 

 JD: Another direct actor. 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. 

 

 JD: I like it. [both laugh] 

So if you had that goal in mind, and clearly, if your father was talking about offering 

a college education to someone else, the fact that you and your brother would go off to 

college was part of the family… 

 

HOGAN: Assumed. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm, mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: And he’d pay the tuition. But I worked, not only on the summers but on the 

week or two between terms, and all that. Maybe my junior year, I came home and said, 

“Maybe I’d like to take a term off, winter term, and go skiing, and I’ll just get a job there and 

it won’t cost you any money.” 

 He said, “If you’re ready to emancipate yourself, that’s wonderful. And I’ll be rooting 

for you. I really didn’t learn much until I was on my own. But I only have one request, when 

you get up from the table, would you please pick up your plate and break it over the edge?” 

 Another time was a spring vacation. I had friends going to California, to the beaches. 

I said, “I’d kind of like to go with my friends down to the beach, be at the beaches for the 

spring vacation.” 

 He said, “Well, I’m not going to tell you what to do. Your time until seven in the 

morning is yours.” [both laugh] 
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 I got two letters from my father in college, both dictated to my mother, who typed 

them. I had a fifty dollar a month allowance in college, and I had over spent it a couple of 

times, so it was about that, about my responsibilities. “I don’t mind paying your tuition. You 

have responsibilities, too,” and so on. 

 I worked on the ranch. One summer he also added to collect overdue insurance 

premiums. He said, “I’d like you to do that this summer.” He said, “You’re going to learn an 

awful lot about people in doing this.” 

 So I sat down and made charts, and categorized everything. I said, “How’s this 

look?” 

 He said, “Great.” 

 I said, “What do I do now?” 

 He said, “Now you go collect the money.” He said, “There will be times when it’s 

very hard for you to push the doorbell, but you’re going to learn about people.” 

 I remember asking him, because I had longer hair at the time, I said, “Well, should I 

get a haircut?” 

 He said, “I don’t know.” He said, “If you owe enough money to someone they can 

tell you how you can wear your hair.” [chuckles] 

 So, there was freedom, but there also was responsibility. [laughs] 

 

 JD:  And did you learn a lot about people that summer? 

 

HOGAN: An awful lot. [both laugh] An awful lot. It was wonderful. 

 

 JD: So, the decision was you were going off to college? How did you select University 

of Oregon? 

 

HOGAN: Well, what happened is we had college visitation day. Representatives of 

different colleges came in our high school cafetorium. I went around the various tables, 

and one table was set up by the Honors College at U of O, and that sounded interesting 
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to me, and a challenge. So I applied. I think it was the only application I made, and I was 

admitted. I didn’t think of going to a teacher or a school official to get a recommendation, 

I just applied. After I was admitted the principal and the dean of boys went to see my father.  

 “What is it?” 

 “Well, there’s a problem with Mike.” 

 “What’s that?” 

 “We don’t know how he did it but he got admitted to the Honors College at 

University of Oregon.” 

 I told you I was somewhat bored in school, and I was. [JD chuckles] 

 He said, “Well how did he do on those college tests?” 

 That was my area. He didn’t even say S-A-Ts. 

 “Well, he had one of the highest scores we’ve ever seen, but he really hasn’t shown 

us much.” 

 “Well, what do you think he should do?” 

 And this is a fun joke in our family over the years. 

 “Well, maybe be an auto mechanic?” 

 I’m terrible with my hands, fixing things. I would be in red lines as an auto mechanic.” 

[JD chuckles] 

 And Dad said, “Well, I’ll tell you what. Why don’t we just let the boy give it a try, and 

we’ll see how he does?” [laughs] 

 So that’s how I ended up at the University of Oregon. 

 

 JD: Wow, what a story. After you were accepted? 

 

HOGAN: After I was accepted, they came. They said, “No, he’ll fail, and it will ruin his 

life.” That’s what my dad was told. I didn’t hear about that, of course, until much later. 

 

 JD: Sure, sure. Wow. 
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HOGAN: But probably only because of the auto mechanic reference. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: People who know me know that I’m helpless at that sort of thing. It was a 

very hard thing for me to convince my wife to hire a handyman, or a handywoman, to come 

in and do the house repairs because her father could do those so well, and I can’t. I’m not 

really trying to avoid the effort; I’d like to help if I could. [JD chuckles] But it always ends up 

in a mess. [laughs] 

 

 JD: Cut your losses up front?  

 

HOGAN: That’s right. 

 

 JD: So had you been outside of Myrtle Point much? Can you remember much about 

what your reaction was when you got to Eugene, which was not huge, but quite a bit larger 

than Myrtle Point? 

 

HOGAN: It was. I’d been to Eugene some. I had an aunt who lived here, so I’d been 

sometimes. I came here for what was called Boys State. It was a junior in high school 

activity. I had a chance to attend that and stay at one of the dorms. I came up on a band 

festival to Eugene. Went over to a place where the college wrestling team lived, and I 

remember going to Pietro’s and getting a [very? Perry?] hot pizza. I like spicy food, and that 

was interesting. They were trying to recruit me for the wresting team.  

But when I arrived I just went into a dorm. There was a wonderful dorm counselor 

who became my friend for many years.  

That year, it was an upsetting year in some ways because the university 

experimented with putting all of the freshman football team in one dorm. They weren’t all 

from the very best backgrounds, frankly. Some of them were pretty rough. And I was just 
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one of the leftover spots in that dorm. So there were things to be learned in that setting. 

[JD chuckles] The dorm, I think, set the damage record for a dorm, for the history of the 

dormitories at University of Oregon to that time, at least.  

But I enjoyed the classes. The great thing about the Honors College was that you 

didn’t have to get so many hours in an area; you had to pass so many core courses. And 

they were taught a little differently. For example, in European History until the French 

Revolution, [digital beep] instead of a textbook we read thirty-some biographies. Well, that 

was right up my alley, frankly. I loved that. 

I remember that year I took an international relations course, and we studied a 

sociologist named Etzioni. We read these prints of his work, and so on, and this professor 

was interested. We divided up into little countries and did these things, and wrote a paper 

every week. It was more like an independent study course, in a way. But on the exam, the 

exam was simplistic in a way. I hadn’t read everything and so on, but what the professor 

did is he had excerpts from some of these papers, and we had to fill in the exact word. 

Well, I can memorize, but I didn’t try to before that. So I put in a word that had the meaning, 

but that’s it. I’ll never forget. It was my only F in my life. I got an F minus. He wrote “Amusing” 

on the paper. Actually, I got an A out of the course because I got an A on every paper 

every week. Our little country took over the world that particular class had [JD laughs], and 

I got an A on the final. So I had all A’s and one F minus for my grade. [laughs] I wish I knew 

who that professor was and that he was alive so I could talk to him about that. I’ve had 

more fun telling that story. 

Although, to get to – the classroom we used was a Quonset hut. It’s over where the 

music school now, which is across the old Pioneer Cemetery. I remember carrying that F 

minus back to my dorm, which is sort of over near the track stadium, and walking through 

there with this. It was a disappointing experience, but it was just one of those great growing 

up things. [both chuckle] I still got an A in the class. 

 

 JD: I think that might be the first F minus I’ve ever heard of. 
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HOGAN: Yeah. Certainly is the first I’ve heard of. 

 

 JD: And a little exclamation point there. 

 

HOGAN: And to write “Amusing” on it? I’m sure he just thought it was a smart aleck 

using a different word every time than the writer had used. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: What was the University of Oregon like generally at that point? You know, its size? 

 

HOGAN: I remember about thirteen thousand students, but I might be wrong about 

that. But I got to know a smaller group of people in a way because the Honors College 

only had so many students. One of the requirements was writing a thesis, a graduating 

thesis. Mine was in a political area, frankly. I enjoyed that exercise. 

 Another locus of relationships was through the, what is now the SHED, near the 

performing arts center, which was the First Baptist Church at the time. I went down there, 

and it was sort of close to campus, and joined the choir the first week. I enjoyed that. I liked 

to sing. I sang just for fun in the University corral [?], and so on, when I was at the University. 

I played in the concert band over there. I was in the marching band a couple of years. 

 

 JD: Still trombone? 

 

HOGAN: Played trombone, yeah. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: I liked sports back then, but I probably enjoy them more now than then. 

Maybe it happens to alumni sometimes. I love my tailgate parties and home football games. 

We have at least a hundred people every time. That’s my fall entertainment; I just love to 

do it. I love to go cook out fall mornings in the parking lot. I like to see people’s smiles 
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when they’re getting ready for the game. I don’t have to go to the game; I have lots of 

tickets, but I also have a television there at my set up, and I can sit in this comfortable chair 

and watch it in the parking lot and be just as happy. [chuckles] 

 

 JD: I have heard it’s not just any kind of tailgate food; it’s gourmet tailgate food. 

 

HOGAN: I think so. If you’re going to do it, you might as well over do it. [both laugh] 

Otherwise why bother? So it’s great. 

 

 JD: What years were you at the University of Oregon? 

 

HOGAN: I graduated in 1968. 

 

 JD: Okay. 

 

HOGAN: That summer I worked for the county engineer in Coos County. It was a 

wonderful summer because my job was to look at the county roads and see whether their 

location matched the descriptions of them in the county records. So I’d go back in these 

dusty places in the safe in the county clerk’s office and get these descriptions out and go 

around and look at the roads.  

My grandfather had lived there forever and was part of this pioneer family. You 

know, I was related to people in the jail and out of the jail. So sometimes I would take him 

for a ride and say, “It talks about a big maple tree right here in this crossing. Where was 

that, do you think?” We’d talk about those things.  

That summer I was facing the draft. I hadn’t had a draft physical. I was quite upset 

about it. Not to go in the service; that would have been fine. But as I told you earlier, I had 

a laser beam to go to law school, and it made no sense to me why they couldn’t let me go 

to law school first. Maybe I’d be more use to them or not. 
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Two things happened. One is that, it turned out there was one position serving the 

northwest – they were testing for a position in the Naval JAG corps. I didn’t ever see the 

papers, so maybe this was wrong, but I was told that if I went up and took it – and Pioneer 

Courthouse was underused at the time, but I took my exam there in an empty room with a 

proctor from the military. I tied for the high score in the northwest. The other person I tied 

with was the son of the mayor of Portland, who just retired as a long-time district attorney 

in Multnomah County. He was a wonderful man and has a wonderful career, and I have no 

regrets about that at all. I had applied to a number of law schools in Oregon and others, 

but I was thinking more about sort of a chance to respond quickly because the draft of the 

Vietnam War was going on, and so on. 

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: So when I went up for the exam, my blood pressure was jumping all over. I 

was, frankly, quite upset. They sent me home, and not to bring me back to Portland, but to 

have the country nurse at the courthouse take my blood pressure over some weeks. She 

did, and they were sent in, and I never heard back from them.  

A fellow who was the chairman of the Republican Party in Coos County came in to 

visit with my grandfather and said, “Well I got this communication from Mark Hatfield’s 

office that said they’re looking for someone to be a Capitol policeman. Mike should apply 

for that.” 

I live in a town now that sometimes thinks it’s the center of the word, and it’s not. 

But when I applied for it I just assumed I would get a good consideration. I’m from this little 

town. I did apply, and I got a call from one of Senator Hatfield’s staffers that I had been 

chosen. The story was told to me that he almost lost his job for choosing me because it 

really wasn’t supposed to be on merit. This was the job for probably the son or daughter 

of a good financial supporter. [chuckles] 
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So the senator called and offered me the job. I had a suitcase packed already; that’s 

how confident I was. I said, “Well, Senator, thank you. But I really want to go to law school 

if I can get into law school in Washington, D.C.” 

He says, “Well where do you want to go?” 

I said, “Well probably Georgetown.” I didn’t really know much about the schools, 

but I had heard a lot about Georgetown. 

So I called the dean’s secretary. I said, “I’d like to apply for the law school this year.”  

That was in the morning, and she said, “We’re having the final meeting of the admissions 

committee at noon today, at lunch today.” She said, “I’ll take your application over the 

phone.” 

Which she did. I’m not so foolish as to think that probably Senator Hatfield hadn’t 

called over, but she got to the five hundred word essay, and she said, “Well, I guess you 

can’t do that can you?” [chuckles] 

I said, “Probably not.” 

So I got a call back at 1:30 pm Washington time that I had been admitted to 

Georgetown. It was a two-and-a-half hour application process. [JD chuckles] 

We had a fella there who my brother and I still buy insurance from, his father was 

my dad’s long term friend. He had a little airplane, and I had my suitcase and called him, 

and he flew me to Eugene where I caught a flight to Dulles within the hour. 

 

 JD: Wow. 

 

HOGAN: I got to Dulles. Now I’m working with my son Josh, and he’s going to be in 

Washington with me here in a week, and New York, on some work we’re doing. Of course 

you land at Dulles, and you don’t see any city. I’d never spent any time in a city this size. I 

looked around, and it was sort of disappointing, but I got a ride into town and went to 

Capitol Hill. I had this job now as Capitol policeman. I stayed at a hotel called – it was one 

right across the street from what was called the New Senate Office Building, or the Dirksen 

Office Building. It’s not there now. I won’t forget the one night there. It’s probably a place 
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where lobbying people stayed and so on. It’s the first time I’d seen a telephone in a 

bathroom. [JD laughs]  

The next morning I thought, “Well I can find a cheaper hotel than this.” There was 

one across the park there. So I took a cab and in those days cabs charged by zone in 

Washington. This fellow certainly knew he had a rube with him because he made it through 

three zones just to go to this hotel I could see right over there. [both chuckle] So it’s part 

of a person’s education.  

Then I got an apartment right across the street from the Dirksen Building and went 

down bright and early Monday morning – that was on Friday maybe, so bright and early 

Monday morning. I had the apartment rented, and I didn’t have any bedding or anything. I 

slept under a coat. I got there early in the morning. I was a farm boy, of course; you get up. 

The only person in the building, in this old law school building – there is a new one now, 

up on Capitol Hill, but this was down near across the street where the FBI’s main offices 

are now. At any rate, an old red brick building. There was a guy in there sweeping oiled 

sawdust down the hall to pick up dust. I’d never seen that before. But there was no one 

there. 

So I went down the block to find some breakfast. I went in, and there were a couple 

of fellows sitting at the counter having a beer, you know? [both chuckle] But I had some 

eggs or something and went back.  

They had a rule against working for first year students, because they wanted you to 

be successful in school. You had to sign an affidavit that you weren’t working, even. So at 

the first meeting I went to, this came out. I filled it out that I was working full-time. [both 

chuckle] I never heard back from it, and I did fine in law school. I worked eleven at night 

until seven in the morning, and then went to school in the daytime. I slept three hours a 

day, most days. Sundays I didn’t, because I wanted to go to church, so I just stayed up 

around the clock and just did a couple of days in a row without going to bed. 

 

 JD: Ah, what twenty year-olds can do. 
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HOGAN: It’s amazing. You have to be young. [both laugh] I developed some good 

abilities. I could lay down on a bench this wide with bright lights on, a squadron, and go to 

sleep for my half hour lunch. I was so tired that that was more important than getting a 

meal. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: I’d come home in the summers. I came home, and Dad says, “Well, how’s it 

going?” 

 I’d say, “Well, it’s pretty tough.” 

 He’d say, “You look healthy enough to me.” [MH chuckles]  

 We’d go to the ranch in the morning. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: No rest for the weary. 

 

HOGAN: It’s great. He worked hard, and so he expected me to. That’s fine. 

 

 JD: Sure. 

 So, is Capitol policeman a special category? 

 

HOGAN: It’s a special police force. They have responsibility for working the Capitol 

building, the Senate office buildings, and the House office buildings. My first year I was on 

the Capitol detail. I stood on some beats. I would actually put a club up under my jacket 

and go out at night and just stand in this intersection. I’d try to read the law book with a 

flashlight during the night. The environment was tough sometimes. Sometimes I was 

assigned as a dispatcher because I could do that part – talk a little bit, I guess. And then 

my next two years I was assigned to the Senate detail, and I worked in and around the 

Senate office buildings. 
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 JD: Which means just kind of walking around and making sure nothing was going on, 

or what are your duties? 

 

HOGAN: There is that. There are some posts. Those buildings are never locked, so 

there are door posts. There are some posts out there, some walking beats, there are a 

number of things like that. My first year in the Capitol building I was at a desk near what is 

the appropriations committee hearing room and some Puerto Rican nationalists set off a 

black powder bomb that was just in the restrooms between that room and me. I was the 

first person on the scene and called this in and so on. I had the secret service people 

around all night. All the excitement of that. 

 

 JD: I’m familiar with that incident. 

 

HOGAN: Mm-hmm. So that was an interesting moment in time, I guess.  

 Those were great years. They were full years, because, as far as law students 

hanging out in the bars in Georgetown, that didn’t happen with me very much. [laughs] I 

had no time for that.  

 

 JD: [laughs] Kept yourself out of trouble.  

 

HOGAN: That’s right. There was no time for trouble. 

 

 JD: That is an interesting juxtaposition in that you’re studying law, you’re involved in law 

enforcement, and you’re also observing a branch of the government at work. 

 

HOGAN: That’s right.  

 In those days I thought I’d go into politics. Even in law school I laid out a budget to 

run a congressional campaign. That’s really true. 
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 These days I do mediation. I frankly always had some ability to pull people together. 

I thought that would be fun in the political area. 

 Now, I’m glad it didn’t work out that way, for the main reason that too many days 

are spent calling for money these days. I’m glad I don’t have that, and they do. They have 

to spend time every day asking for money. I think that’s too bad, but it’s reality. 

 

 JD: Right. 

 So what dissuaded you at some point from pursuing politics at that young age? 

 

HOGAN: Well, I came out to clerk for Bob Belloni, the same one. He was a chief judge 

of the district court at the time. One day he said to me, “You have an interview at noon 

today.” He told me it was one of the large firms which you know who it is now, of course. 

 

 JD: I might not. Say it for the record. 

 

HOGAN: It was called Miller, Anderson, Nash, Yerke & Weiner then. It’s called Miller 

Nash now. 

 So I said, “I don’t really want to work for a firm like that.” 

 He said, “The interview is set up. You will show up.” 

 And I did. It was at the Arlington Club. Actually, I’m a member now of that club. In 

those days it was men only, but that’s been gone for a long time. That tells you how many 

women were partners in a trial group, too. 

 So I went over and ordered an omelet and was interviewed. They said, “How do 

you write?” 

 I said, “Well, I think pretty well. I try to follow the ‘kiss theory:’ Keep It Simple Stupid.” 

But I said, “Please don’t hire me to sit in your library. I want to work with people,” and so 

on. 

 I went home and told my wife about it. She didn’t even know I was being interviewed 

that day. Neither did I.  
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She said, “You must not have wanted to work there very much.” 

And I said, “Well, that’s true.” [chuckles] 

But they went back and said, “Do we have enough work that we can give to 

someone who wants to actually follow that path?” And they offered me a job. 

So that’s where I went to work. We lived in a little efficiency apartment in Tigard. 

She worked in a special education district up in one of the suburbs there. I was there for a 

period of time. The firm was very, very good to me. At that interview, though, one fellow 

who was a lawyer quite involved in politics said, “You’re not thinking about running for 

office, are you?”  

I said, “I have no current plans.” 

I was thinking about running for office. [both chuckle] 

After about a year there, or maybe a little more, I had a call from Judge Belloni’s 

secretary. “Would you meet the judge for lunch at the Congress Hotel?” 

Do you know where the Congress Hotel was? 

 

 JD: I don’t. 

 

HOGAN: You know where the Congress Center is now? It’s a black building – the 

bankruptcy court is there. 

 

 JD: Yes, yes. 

 

HOGAN: Well that hotel was a watering hole for lawyers at one time. It was an end-of-

the-day watering hole. So we had lunch there. He said, “There’s a new position in Eugene 

– part-time magistrate and part-time bankruptcy judge. It’s there, and I have a group of 

applicants. I’m having lunch with you to ask you to apply. So, think about it, and tell me 

later.” 

 So I did apply. When it was learned that I had applied – I had some nice 

recommendations, like a little letter from Mark Hatfield, which I still have, and others – the 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

39 
 

two main trial lawyers in that firm went to see the judge. They were friends. “Don’t let Mike 

do this. He’s going to make a lot of money as a lawyer.” [chuckles] 

 But public service always had a little grip on me. It was going to be in politics, but… 

The salary was thirteen thousand dollars, he said, “But I figure you’ll probably work full-

time for that money.”  

I was just starting, and I didn’t really care. And Christine was from Eugene – grew 

up on East 36th. We’re at the 3900 block, just up the hill from the home she grew up in right 

now. [JD chuckles] I tell her she’s made it three blocks in her life. 

 At any rate, I came here, and my first office was in that building right there, the post 

office building. On the other side of the building on the upper floor there was a little Tom 

Thumb courtroom, and that’s where the bankruptcy office was in those days. Most of the 

work was bankruptcy. There were six district court cases when I came here. 

 So I made it full circle. I’m back looking at the same building. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: Well speaking of full circle, I want to go back just a bit to a little bit more of law 

school. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: Were there courses that really spoke to you, or professors that kind of shaped your 

legal philosophy and what you were interested in practicing? 

 

HOGAN: This is a little hit and miss probably, but some of them I remember very well: 

the constitutional law professor was Chester Antio [?], who had written the course book. 

He had worked on cases like Brown v. Board of Education, Adam Clayton Powell v. the 

House of Representatives, et cetera. He was one of the brilliant go-to scholars in that area. 

I only took the course because of his reputation that he was such a sharp mind. I had no 

thought I’d be working with constitutional questions in those days. He was almost 
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fearsome in some ways, in his abilities and knowledge. I enjoyed being with someone who 

was so confident and so able in an area. I thought that was a wonderful experience.  

 I’ll never forget the day – every law school class has someone who thinks they know 

more than they do. Chester Antio [?] read every slip opinion of every circuit on 

constitutional law. This fellow spoke up. It doesn’t matter his name – I remember it, 

because he was that type of person. He said, “What about so-and-so case?” And Professor 

Atio said, “What circuit is that from? There is no such case. I read them all.” [laughs] It was 

a humbling experience, but a good one. 

 There was a Professor Gordon who taught contracts. He was really an interesting 

personality. He did a couple of things that weren’t out of the cases that probably shaped 

my opinions. In the first class he said, “I’ve seen the list. Some of you are from prominent 

families in the United States, and you are here for culture. There are a lot of easier ways to 

get culture.”  

I’ll never forget that. And somebody’s little [prop?] from the cases every law student 

hears about. But the thing that I remember the most is the classrooms had a raised, long 

bench and the professors were up there. Antio would stride back and forth like a batty 

rooster, you know? But Gordon, not so much. And he was up there, and he asked a 

question, and a student put their hand up.  

The student asked, “Should I answer this with my personal ethics or my professional 

ethics?”  

Gordon looked at him, took his book and slammed it shut [makes similar noise], 

“Class dismissed,” walked off the end of that, out the door, and closed the door.  

It was probably the most education thing I ever saw in law school. [JD chuckles] 

Anyone can know the cases, right? That was a wonderful moment, I think, you know? 

I remember when Cambodia was invaded. I wasn’t politically really that motivated then, but 

a certain number of law students wanted to go on strike. I’ll never forget going to a meeting 

with students about this in a classroom there. These days a sort of painted red fist was a 

symbol. Here was someone in a very, very expensive white shirt, and he’d spray painted 

this red fist on the back. I sat behind him, and I thought, “You have no idea.” [laughs]  
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But another student was a very nice guy. I was with him one day, and we went into 

Brooks Brothers, and I was working to get money for school. I paid my way through law 

school entirely, every cent of it, while I was in law school. I didn’t come out with any debt. 

It’s almost impossible today to do that. [cell phone rings] 

This is a call from Dallas I need to take. 

 

[Interview pauses and resumes.] 

 

 JD: Now we’re good. 

 

HOGAN: Professor Schoshinski taught property. He was very tough in class, and a 

little acid, frankly. One day outside his classroom, I was sitting there, and a couple students 

asked him “Why do you – it seems like you try to humiliate us when we respond in class?” 

 He said, “Well, you’re correct. I do.” He said, “This is going to happen to you in 

practice. You should get used to it.” [chuckles] 

 Professor Shmirtz [?], civil pro, of course. That’s the course that sneaks up on law 

students. I remember walking out of that exam, and it was like a bomb had gone off on the 

ground. Everyone down at themselves. [both laugh]  

 I wouldn’t say that any of them inspired me in my legal thinking except that Antio 

was merciless as far as knowing what you’re doing, being informed. That was wonderful.  

 My Professor Bowman in criminal law: I responded one day in class, and my 

response was something about clean hands, and he began to scream at me. He said, 

“Never bring an equitable principle in my criminal law class.” He said, “And to show you I 

mean it, I’m never going to call on you again the rest of the class.” And he was a man of 

his word. [both chuckle]  

He was kind of easy to get a good grade out of. He represented the DC Seven – 

or, whatever the number was, I think there were seven – who had poured sheep blood on 

draft records in the government office. All you had to do is come up with some way to get 
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people off in the exam, and you got a good mark. You could manipulate him, but all of 

those things, they’re just people experiences, really. That’s really what I remember most. 

Our dean when I graduated was Dean Paul R. Dean, and I took an advanced tax course 

from him. He said, “You have a lot of ability in this area. You should go to NYU tax school, 

and you’ll make a lot of money.”  

Well, another time I didn’t take advice: When I was admitted to law school I went to 

the DA in Coos County, who was a very nice guy, and participated in area theatrical things 

and that sort of deal – which I’ve enjoyed doing things in front of people, myself – he said, 

“Well Mike, I have two pieces of advice for you. One, you’re interested in public life. I can 

tell. It’s just as easy to love a rich woman as a poor one. It makes life a lot easier in that 

regard. And the other advice I have, it’s a good time to get your golf game in order.” And I 

have to say, I ignored him on both. [both laugh] I play golf, not too well, and I married a 

saint. [both laugh]  

Those were great times. Al Gore’s father, Senator Gore, was a speaker at our 

graduation from law school. 

 

 JD: Clearly there’s the law review, but there are other activities and practica that 

students can take advantage of. Did you participate? 

 

HOGAN: We didn’t have as many in those days, but I didn’t do those things. I took the 

core courses and some others, but I was more interested not in courses that maybe would 

have had a social aspect. But I really wanted to learn how to think like a lawyer and basic 

areas of the law, to give myself a broad understanding. I was way too busy working all 

night. 

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: In fact, we had a lot of demonstrations in those days when I was a Capitol 

policeman. There were a number of times when I would work through the shift from eleven 
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until seven in the morning, and then the following shift, also. [train whistles] I’d miss school 

that day and work two shifts in a row because of the demonstrations. I had some interesting 

experiences, I guess, in that regard. 

 As far as meeting Christine, I told you I had joined the choir. Christine was in the 

choir; she grew up in that church. There was an activity sponsored through the college 

group – a progressive dinner. I asked her for our first date in the choir practice room, to go 

to this progressive dinner. She said yes, and some other fellow found out about it, and he 

thought that she was taken by him, I think, because he offered to whip me later that 

evening, to beat me up later that evening. [chuckles] It didn’t happen. 

 Since, the main fundraiser for the SHED, where that church was, said “Well, we 

could name that room after you and Christine for the right contribution.” [both chuckle] If I 

had the money lying around I’d probably do it, frankly. [cell phone rings] 

[Interview pauses and resumes.] 

 She became my best friend who was a female. We had a crush on each other from 

time to time. Unrequited, I think, although we saw each other a lot. I probably would have 

said, “I don’t know who’ll I’ll marry, but I can tell you someone I won’t marry, and that’s 

Christine Campbell,” and that’s because I knew her so well. We’d had all these chances at 

romance.  

I was home after my first year of law school and broke a part on a hay baler and the 

dealer was in Junction City. So I had to come up for the part, and I called her, and said, “Do 

you want to get a hamburger?” And boom, that was that. [laughs] 

 

 JD: Unrequited no more. 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. 

 

 JD: From that point, how long was it until the two of you married, which was 1970? 
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HOGAN: It was a while, because I met her in ’65. When I came back that first year 

would have been ’68 or ’69. She can tell you. I know when I talked to her that time she 

turned to her roommate – a cigar smoker from Montana; that’s all I remember about her – 

and she said, “I never thought I’d hear from him again. I [won’t? will?] marry that man.” 

[chuckles] 

 It’s a good thing she didn’t say that to me. I would have run like a rabbit. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: Did you two get married in 1970? Am I remembering that date correctly? 

 

HOGAN: Let me think. No, wasn’t it ’72? No, it wasn’t ’72. 

 

 JD: I have June 27, 1970. 

 

HOGAN: That’s it, yeah. 

 

 JD: So that was before you were finished with law school? 

 

HOGAN: Yes, mm-hmm. We lived together that summer in Myrtle Point in a little 

apartment. We foolishly moved all these wedding gifts into this little apartment in the two 

months we lived together.  

She then moved in with my parents in Myrtle Point; there was a little mother-in-law 

area. She had a job; she was finishing her masters in special education. She was in the last 

of the non-integrated special education programs at Millington, near Coos Bay. It was a 

practicum during the school year, and then in the summer she’d take the coursework.  

I went back and finished law school, I had a year of law school, after we were 

married. We were split up for a year, though we had vacations, but that’s it. 

 

 JD: Right. 
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HOGAN: We both were serious young people that had goals. In fact, when I asked her 

to marry me she said, “Well, no.”  

 I said, “Well, okay.” [chuckles] I was on the phone. Actually, I sort of told her; I didn’t 

really ask her. 

 I said, “Why is that?” 

 She said, “Well, we have these plans, the things we’re doing.”  

 “Well, we’ll see if they fit, I guess.” 

 She didn’t say no for long, but that was her immediate response. If she sets her 

mind on a course of action, that’s what happens. [laughs] 

 

 JD: Well that’s a great story. I think perhaps we should just leave it there for today and 

pick up in a couple of weeks here. 

 

HOGAN: All right. Now forty-two years later, we’ve been married. And working on 

forty-three. 

 

 JD: Congratulations. 

 

HOGAN: Yeah, we’ll probably make it at this point. 

 

 JD: You’re both keepers, huh? 

 

HOGAN: Yeah, well, we’ve not considered divorce – maybe murder once in a while. 

[laughs] 

 

 

 [End of Session 1] 
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Session 2 
2013 July 24 

 

 JD: Why don’t you just say a little something? I want to check the volume level here for 

you. 

 

HOGAN: All right, well Tom Brady said that he’s only thinking about winning, not Aaron 

Hernandez this morning. I think he should have said more. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: On what point? 

 

HOGAN: Yeah. Aaron Hernandez is accused of shooting a man and killing him. 

 

 JD: Yes. 

 

HOGAN: He says, “All I’m thinking about in camp is winning, and that’s all I want to talk 

about.” He said it didn’t warrant a comment from him or his coach, Mr. Bill Bellacheck. 

[laughs] 

 

 JD: After they’ve spent a number of years together, actually. 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. [JD laughs] 

 

 JD: So for today, I had a couple of follow up questions that just came up. I always listen 

to my previous interview to see if there is something important I missed, and certainly you 

should always feel the ability to bring something up if something comes to you after we’ve 

touched on subjects or time periods or something, because we want to capture that. 

 I thought I’d start with a couple of follow-up questions from before, and then move 

through your early legal career as a law clerk, and private practice, and going on the bench. 
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HOGAN: You bet. 

 

 JD: We talked some about law school, obviously, and the time period that you were 

there was a time of change in the country in general, and certainly in a lot of the 

professions.  I wanted to ask what the inclusion of more women attending law school was 

like, how that was received at Georgetown, what you remember from faculty, and your 

own thoughts on that? 

 

HOGAN: Sure. Women in the student body was never an issue at Georgetown when 

I was there. They were received just like any other student.  

Demographically the school was different than I thought it would be because it’s a 

Jesuit school and 40% of the student body was Jewish. I had never been exposed to that 

percentage of people from an eastern Jewish background. They had a different life story, 

different family stories than I was used to. The other thing about the school: I remember 

the first day in contracts; Richard Allen Gordon was the instructor and he said, “Some of 

you are here for a socialization, to get sophisticated. You’ll find there are a lot easier ways 

to get that.” There were students in my class whose fathers had made donations of 

hundreds of thousands of dollars to assure their admittance, and so on. I was from a farm 

family in Oregon, and there were families that represented a lot of resources there.  

Some of the occurrences were sort of otherworldly to me. For example, the Vietnam 

War was going on and, I think it was on the occasion of the Tet Offensive. Some students 

decided that they would declare the law school closed for a day. Well, that’s up to them, I 

suppose – that would have been my response. But it was enough response, so the school 

responded by making a room available for students to have a meeting, and a rally, and 

express themselves. And all of that’s wonderful. But the thing that was otherworldly to me 

is it was sort of like a grassroots protest, and yet many of the students in the room, or at 

least a number of them, enough to impress me, had on very expensive white shirts – not 

tucked in, but very expensive white shirts – on which had been spray painted on the back 

a red fist. I couldn’t understand. It was the silliest kind of commentary to me, frankly. Okay, 
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yes, you can afford to ruin an expensive piece of clothing to have your protest. Maybe 

that’s good. I guess everything is valid when it comes to that sort of thing. 

 

 JD: Right. 

 

HOGAN: But it was different to me. It certainly was.  

 When you have a student who is going to inherit several blocks of downtown 

Philadelphia, and that’s going to be their life in the law, or is going to inherit several 

newspapers and a big cable television empire, that’s a kind of life in the law, but nothing 

that I had been exposed to. So it was fascinating to that extent.  

But to me, there was no issue at all about women. I don’t remember there ever 

being anything in our school. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: You know, I experienced that a little bit when I taught years later at the 

University of Oregon law school. That issue sort of came up there, but not at Georgetown. 

It wasn’t a part of our experience. I think that they were struggling just like the rest of us. 

Everyone, you know, had a difficult time with the civil procedure exam as part of the 

passage of law school. That’s the humbling exam that always takes place. [both chuckle] I 

remember the gender didn’t matter as far as the response to it.  

For me, I didn’t have the time socializing with other law students that some time. At 

Georgetown, their policy was that if you worked when you were in school and you had a 

problem with your grades, that that didn’t work to your benefit, it worked to your detriment 

because they expected you to focus on law school. They would schedule your classes, 

certainly the first year, so you had a fairly early class in the day, and one fairly late in the 

day. Of course that allowed study time in between for those who did it. But I was working 

at night, all night – eleven at night until seven in the morning. So, when it came time to fill 

out – you had to sign an affidavit.  
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 JD: I think you mentioned that last time. 

 

HOGAN: Oh did I? 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: Well I put down that I was working full-time.  

 

 JD: [chuckles] Flouted the rules.  

 

HOGAN: Yeah. I put it out on the line. [laughs] It wasn’t survival; I think I did pretty well 

in law school. But, it was focus, because I was tired all the time from working at night, too. 

 

 JD: Do you remember – rough numbers – were there a handful of women in the law 

school?  

 

HOGAN: I couldn’t tell you. There were few women than men. 

 

 JD: What was the class at law school? Was it a couple hundred? I just don’t have a sense 

of the size of the school at that point. 

 

HOGAN: Mm-hmm. It must have been between a hundred and two hundred, but I can’t 

really tell you that, either. 

 

 JD: Sure, sure. 

 

HOGAN: I’m just trying to think back to the graduation class. [laughs] 
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 JD: Right, right. Not everybody that started made it through to the end. 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. But most did. Their admission process was rigorous, perhaps 

with my exception. [JD chuckles] So they were all good students. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. Sure. 

 

HOGAN: Other things were funny about student life. I remember some of the men who 

sported facial hair; it came interview week, and they all had white spots where all that hair 

used to be [laughs], when people came to interview folks for jobs. But they were just being 

young people. [laughs] 

 

 JD: Right, right, right. 

 Well you touched on the fact that the Vietnam War was going on at that point, and 

certainly there was, I guess, you know perhaps an understatement to say the ’60s and ’70s 

were turbulent times in this country. 

 

HOGAN: Yeah. 

 

 JD: As a Capitol policeman, you noted just kind of in passing many marches and rallies 

that were held in DC during that time – certainly some of them were civil rights, some of 

them were anti-war, and probably many other topics – and that there were great stories 

that went with some of those in your role as a Capitol policeman, and I was hoping you 

would elaborate. 

 

HOGAN: [laughs] Well, I could tell a few. 

 When there would be a march, I was often asked to work a double shift; so I’d work 

until seven in the morning and then work until mid-afternoon, in addition. Since I was 

younger than many of the officers, sometimes when there were particularly students 
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involved in some of the protests, I was able to sort of move among them and talk their 

language, frankly. For example, a group on the steps of the United States Capitol, my first 

year in law school, they refused to move, and I went up and kind of joked with them a little 

bit. They got up and left. They didn’t want a problem really; it’s one of these things where 

the momentum can keep them heading toward a confrontation. It didn’t happen. 

 I was working out of the Russel Senate Office Building, sometimes called the old 

Senate office building. There was an officer pushing people aggressively with his night 

stick, so I went to the captain to complain that that shouldn’t happen, and the captain was 

a wise gentleman. He pulled that fellow aside, and he said, “Now you stay with Hogan. And 

whatever he says, you do.” [laughs] Even though I was the same rank and so on.  

 

 JD: Right. 

 

HOGAN: Basically it was a way to diffuse something there. 

 There was an occasion that I saw some folks who worked around the hill removing 

property at night that I thought was probably wrong. I ended up testifying before a closed 

session of House Buildings one day about that. Things were handled quietly, but they were 

part of the disciplinary process. 

 So you could certainly be yourself.  

The United States Atomic Energy Commission offices are in the United States Capitol 

Building. Not many people know that. 

 

 JD: I did not know that myself. 

 

HOGAN: They are there. There is a special elevator to get to those offices. Most 

people don’t know that’s there. Part of my duties my first year of law school was to go 

around, and there are key locks to turn, so someone has to be at each of those places, I 

think on an hourly basis, though I can’t remember exactly, during the night. I had the 

opportunity to do that.  
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I had the opportunity to climb the steps that go up inside the rotunda in the Capitol, to the 

top of the rotunda. The rotunda has a double skin, and you can’t tell it from the floor, but 

as you get to the top you can sort of look over this balustrade. It was when someone was 

lying in a state [?] down there on that occasion. 

I had the chance to climb up on the roof of the Capitol and run flags up and down 

the flagpole, which had been flown over the Capitol that day, for senators to give to 

constituents.  

There were a number of protests, but generally, those buildings are quite secure. 

We didn’t have violent problems. 

In my first year there were some Puerto Rican nationalists that left a bomb in the 

restroom that’s outside the Senate side of the Capitol, outside the hearing room for the 

appropriations committee. I happened to be working the desk very near that, so I was the 

closest to that bomb that went off. It did some physical damage. But it was an interesting 

night, but only because of all the secret service people around, and observing all that 

happen. 

 

 JD: That was actually another one of the topics that you touched on that I wanted to 

follow up on. In this day and age we certainly have a different perspective on security of 

buildings, and who has access and who doesn’t, but that was a very different period in 

1968, right? Oh no, ’71 is when it happened. 

 

HOGAN: That might have been ’69 when that bomb went off.  

 

 JD: Okay. So, what was the aftermath like as far as changes to Capitol police 

procedures, or security in the buildings? How did that play out? 

 

HOGAN: I really didn’t notice anything. In fact, part of that formed some of my thinking 

when it came time to build a courthouse, because I’m of the opinion that we should not 

appear to be afraid. We’re not afraid, so we shouldn’t build a kind of fortress so that it 
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seems like we’re afraid. I think we’re making mistakes with some of our embassy buildings, 

making them into too much of citadels, and even our courthouses. So openness was 

something important to me. To me, our openness as a society is one of the real strong legs 

of the stool of our freedom.  

I’m grateful that not many changes took place. Later on, there have been more. 

Some years later there were one or two Capitol policeman who were murdered. That can 

change things. But frankly, I could go every place in the building, day or night. Some of the 

nooks and crannies are the most interesting from a historical standpoint. 

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: That interested me, so it was fun to see those and to take people to see 

some of those things that are there that folks walk past, not knowing that if you look around 

this corner, here is something that is part of history. And of course the building is full of 

that. 

 

 JD: Sure, sure. Care to give an example or two? 

 

HOGAN: Yes. On the west front, for example, there is a stairwell. They’ve been having 

inaugurations on that side these days. Where the stairwell goes down, under sort of where 

the dignitaries come out to the inaugural platform, if you walk down to the bottom of it and 

look around the corner behind it, behind the iron gate – it’s not a mesh, it’s more of an iron 

gate – is the catefog [?], or the base that Lincoln’s casket was on when he was laying at 

state in the Capitol building. It’s a piece of history. If you’re interested in history, some 

things like that are great fun, I think.  

To see in the old Senate chambers. It was a much smaller room than they have now. 

It’s not used very often. Recently, in fact this year, a month or so ago I read that they sort 

of had a caucus of all the senators there in that room. You think of Henry Clay making a 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

54 
 

speech in there, or some of those things. It was fun to be able to see those and to be 

familiar with them. 

 

 JD: And it really personifies the continuity of the government from those beginning 

years to the present. 

 

HOGAN: It really does. Our public buildings, I think, are important. These days I think 

many of our policies are shortsighted with regard to public buildings. To me, we shouldn’t 

be quite as careful with the budget on those. We should build buildings carefully, but they 

are part of the fabric that sort of gives us something to point to, that memorializes this sort 

of sacred trust we have with living under a rule of law. You know, the courts certainly rely 

on that because we don’t have a checkbook or a militia. Why do people do what judges 

say? Well, we’ve made a decision as a country to live under a rule of law. And other 

countries are going through the struggle of coming to that these days. Of course we wish 

them the best. We help when we can. But ours is a much more mature place in that 

struggle, I think. 

 

 JD: And those other recent examples are instructive of what our own country looked 

like, or similarities and differences, as we were developing. It wasn’t always a smooth 

process, and everyone didn’t always agree. 

 

HOGAN: That’s correct. And the other part is that, with our public buildings, while 

they’re not the process, they are memorials to the process. It would be awful if something 

happened to the United States Capitol Building from that perspective. I think we’d have a 

strong obligation to restore it. There is an architect to the Capitol, of course – it’s an 

important job – that maintains that building. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 
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 So, at some point, clearly you did complete law school. They’re always the lovely 

hurdle of the bar. 

 

HOGAN: Right. I received a telephone call from Judge Belloni of the district court who 

had agreed to hire me as a law clerk, partway through my last year. 

 

 JD: Oh, okay. 

 

HOGAN:  A law clerk before me who had attended my law school didn’t make it 

through the bar exam. It was made clear to me by Judge Belloni that he fully expected me 

to pass the bar exam, so the pressure was on. [laughs]  

 In those days, most lawyers took a bar exam review course in Salem, run by John 

Paulus, a professor there at Willamette. I was no exception. We rented a little apartment 

there in Salem for that summer. Christine was commuting to Eugene, finishing her master’s 

degree in special education.  

It was a very focused time. When we took our first practice exam, I received it back, 

and I received a D. I was shaken, of course. So I took it to Mr. Paulus, Professor Paulus, 

and he said, “Well, now I remember your exam.” He said, “That was really a wonderful legal 

brief. You took the facts, and the law, and you built this edifice.” He said, “You went to 

Georgetown, didn’t you? I would expect that there.” He referred to an Oregon lawyer from 

a different generation who had been an early person in one of his review courses who had 

been to Georgetown. He said, “The problem, Mr. Hogan, is that this is the bar exam. It 

doesn’t help you to write a good legal brief. You just have to spot issues. It’s what this is 

about. You don’t get points for writing a great answer; you get points for mentioning 

everything you could mention.” [chuckles] 

So I switched my focus. But I was concerned enough about the bar exam that – I’m 

one of those student who, the morning they posted the results on the doorway of the 

supreme court chambers or the clerk’s office in Salem, I was there when they were there 

to put them up on the wall. [laughs] 
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 JD: And your name was there, I take it? 

 

HOGAN: My name was there, yes. 

 

 JD: Was there much of a selection process, or was it just Judge Belloni asking you to 

come on board as his law clerk? 

 

HOGAN: He asked me sometime before that. Well, he had been the person who, in 

the seventh grade when I decided to become a lawyer I was talking to him. And our families 

knew each other. So he was someone who was very loyal to institutions like the University 

of Oregon, loyal to people from southwestern Oregon, I think. His first law clerk was a man, 

[March Acre?], who had been assistant district attorney in Coos County where he was a 

circuit judge, state circuit judge. So it appealed to him to hire someone that had 

connections, and so on.  

It was a wonderful, wonderful year. Nine months of that year there was only one 

district judge, Judge Belloni. 

 

 JD: Well, I was trying to put those pieces together from other information. 

 

HOGAN: Well, Judge Goodwin went to the circuit, and others retired. Now Judge 

Solomon was there as a senior there, and of course, he was a prodigious worker, so the 

statistics lie a bit because he was there. But that opening was there quite a long time. 

 The other law clerk Judge Belloni had was a woman from Canada, named Mary 

Simac. She had been kind of a career law clerk. The job came open of chief deputy clerk 

for the district court and that was a better job from a pay standpoint and so on. She moved 

up over there. So for much of that time, I was the only law clerk for the only active district 

judge. Then Judge Skopil came in, and so on, later. 
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 It was such a wonderful preparation for me because Judge Belloni really had to rely 

on me, maybe more than he even would have wanted to. I would write jury instructions for 

a jury trial he’d be trying, and there were times I brought them in and just handed them to 

him on the bench, and he proceeded to read them to the jury, trusting that they would be 

accurate and correct. After the first time he did that, he says, “You probably noticed what 

I did. You have a big responsibility to make sure they’re right.” [laughs] 

 It was a great, great experience, frankly. 

 

 JD: Elaborate a little bit more. At that point you would have had offices, and the 

courtrooms were in the former federal courthouse? 

 

HOGAN: In the Solomon. 

 

 JD: The Solomon, now, Courthouse. 

 

HOGAN: Correct. 

 

 JD: What were your days like? What was the courthouse like at that point? 

 

HOGAN: Well those were the days before law clerks having separate offices, and so 

on. I had a desk between stacks in the library, which was off of chambers. People didn’t 

worry about the other prerequisites of life too much. Being a law clerk in those days was a 

little bit like being a serf. [laughs] Involuntary servitude. You worked long hours. There 

were things to be done. It was okay, it was exciting, because you were around lawyers you 

had heard about, important cases being tried, and you had a real hand in what was 

happening. I can understand why aids in Washington, DC get some self-importance. In the 

courthouse that really didn’t happen. But it was exciting, and you came home with stories 

every day. And of course your spouses would get terribly tired of them. [laughs] 
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 I remember one Valentine’s Day I came home to our little efficiency apartment. I 

was all full of the story of what had happened that day, so full of it that I didn’t notice it was 

a special Valentine’s dinner with a heart-shaped Jello thing and so on. The response to 

that was not particularly good. [chuckles] And Christine was right. [laughs] So, one of those 

lessons you learn. 

 Law clerks would get together because you couldn’t talk to other people about what 

you were doing, but you could talk to the other law clerks. So there was some of those 

times, and I made friends that really lasted a long time. 

 

 JD: So each judge had two law clerks at that point? 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: So there would have been two for Judge Solomon, and two for Judge Skopil when 

he came on board? 

 

HOGAN: Yes, mm-hmm. 

 

 JD: And how far through your year there did Judge Skopil…? 

 

HOGAN: Well, I don’t know. 

 

 JD: Was it later? 

 

HOGAN: Yeah, it was later in the year when he came in. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. Because it seemed like it said ’72 on the best date timeline I could find. 
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HOGAN: Yes. I think that’s probably when it was. He was there for that period of time. 

I was out for a while and by then Judge Burns came and Judge Skopil. While Judge Belloni 

asked for my application later on, for the magistrate bankruptcy job in Eugene, I was 

expected, of course, to go visit with the other judges, which I did. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: It was a very informal kind of interview process. They were more or less 

deferring to him, frankly. 

 

 JD: He was chief judge –  

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: – although I guess if he was the only judge [chuckles], chief judge kind of came with 

the territory. 

 

HOGAN: That’s exactly right. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: You certainly talked about the responsibility that Judge Belloni was ready to hand 

you, and expected you to rise to the occasion. I was wondering what you learned about 

the law as it played out, versus just coming out of law school, in your year there? 

 

HOGAN: I learned a lot of things. The first case I served as a law clerk on, the first trial, 

was in Seattle. An economist was going to testify about the loss. Judge Belloni called me 

and he said, “I think these economists practice sophistry. Go find me some laws so I don’t 

have to let him testify.” 

 So I went out and worked hard all day and came back to him and said, “I’m sorry, I 

can’t find any way under the law for you to do that.” 
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 He said, “I thought so. But you were fresh – I thought maybe you could find 

something.” [laughs] 

 I still remember the economist testimony and the cross-examination almost proved 

Judge Belloni right because the person cross-examining said, “Well this is your theory. 

Right, okay. I want you to assume that a private in George Washington’s army made 

whatever number it was. What would be their salary now, under your theory?”  

 The fella says, “Well I don’t have a calculator.” 

 And the lawyer says, “I’m happy to provide you one.”  

Basically it showed overreaching. And that was important because, well, in law school it’s 

about the law. When you get out it’s about the facts. The law in fine, but when you get to 

a jury trial it’s about the facts. The law is important, and you have to fit it within certain 

constraints, but it’s not what controls. It allows you to get in the door, but that’s about it.  

 So you learned a lot about that. You learned that judges actually can, and usually 

do, what they think is right. You learn that first reactions are usually pretty good. You know, 

I was a little bit of a rascal as a law clerk because I really did work hard at it, and I sometimes 

would try to talk Judge Belloni into a different position. He respected me, but didn’t always 

follow that, of course.  

On one occasion, I went to him with a third memo on a subject. It wasn’t a very bit 

case or anything, but I said, “Here is the circuit case and if you do what you say you’re 

going to do, I believe you’ll get reversed.” I had this in a memo.  

He wrote back on it, “Perhaps, but not by you.” [both laugh] 

So, one of those things you learn – the law clerk is not a judge. And then, the law is 

not always fair, as you would see it, either. So those are some things I think that you learn. 

In those days there were more subjects that three district judges would decide. These days 

there are a few having to do with election allocations and so on, but in those days there 

were other issues where three-judge panels would sit. I remember he, and Judge 

Goodwin, and Judge Solomon were the three judges on a case, and I just thought the case 

was heading down the wrong path. I was making my noises around chambers about that. 
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And I remember getting into the elevator with Judge Goodwin, and he says, “Oh, on that 

such-and-such a case, I understand you’d like to write a dissent.” [laughs] 

I said, “Well, yes I would.” [laughs] But that’s not what happened, of course. 

 

 JD: So, clearly collegiality.  

 

HOGAN: That’s right. Oh yeah. That’s really important on a court, by the way. In courts 

where there is not collegiality it affects people’s rights, it affects the lawyers, it affects 

everyone. It’s very important not to get too hung up on your own idea every time. It’s better 

for the lawyers to know where the goal post is. They have a standard they can deal with 

and understand, and so on. The fact that you like to tweak it a little bit is something you 

should be careful about. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: It’s okay to defer a bit to others who have come before you, I think. It helps 

just in the practice of law. It helps people plan their lives. It’s just a better thing than 

wondering what’s going to happen the next time. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm, mm-hmm. 

 How involved were you in writing rulings or decisions when you were a law clerk? 

 

HOGAN: Very involved. My writing was trusted, and that’s great. Judge Belloni didn’t 

do too many things that changed style. There were times, as I say, when we disagreed – 

a few, not many, really. Although, I remember one later on – a law clerk sort of golfing and 

dinner afterwards, he said, “I really didn’t have a law clerk who was good who didn’t 

disagree with me. Of course, Mike Hogan was ridiculous.” [laughs] 

 So I –  
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 JD: Set the bar? 

 

HOGAN: Well I don’t know. I would express myself. [laughs] And then remember my 

place. [both laugh] 

 But you know, that helps a judge if a law clerk will do that; it helps you think through 

things. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 So I’m sure each judge had a different style. Did you have enough interaction with 

Judge Goodwin, and Burns, and Solomon to sort of see a range of how the work was done, 

how they approached ruling? 

 

HOGAN: I did. But frankly, in those days, and then when Judge Skopil came, also – 

except for Judge Solomon, he was unique – but for the others, their approach was quite 

similar. There was some differences that you might call political, but really there are very 

few cases that politics affect in the district court.  

 But as far as relationships with the law clerks, with the other judges, there was quite 

a wonderful communication, and people really treated each other as colleagues. 

 

 JD: As a non-lawyer and an outsider, expand a little on what you mean by “there weren’t 

many political effects on rulings in the district court.” 

 

HOGAN: Yeah. These days, the selection of judges and their examination by 

politicians is unfortunate, because they’ll focus on a political issue. And frankly, probably 

the judge will never see that issue. Next year the issue is different. If you can find someone 

who is, perhaps, more judicious in their approach to a problem, it can be more important 

than just what their approach is, frankly. Someone who can listen and not have their mind 

made up before they really do have the facts, and the law, come to them.  
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 So, the spin doctors out there will take an issue and make something to raise money 

for their group out of it. But the judicial part of it is rarely that exciting. It’s really more 

acceptable to others. For example, if I had a decision I thought might be controversial, I 

would send it to all the other judges first to get their input on it. Input would scarcely change 

your mind. One time Judge Panner said, “You’ve never had that much problem deciding 

anything before – why should you now?” 

 Another time, Judge Redden said, “Why so much ink?” [laughs] 

 Actually, that’s the kind of comments you got. The comments really went to 

judiciousness rather than having to agree or disagree with something. 

 Judge Redden and I were perceived in the public to be heading down slightly 

different paths on an environmental issue, on fish, and our communication about it was 

hilarious, with each other. We really did respect the position each other had. Most of our 

communication was in faxes, because we didn’t want to leave a record. [laughs] But we 

had great fun with each other. There was good communication. We made sure, for 

example, in that, that each of us saw what the other was getting, so that we were all 

operating on the same group of sources, even though lawyers in the different cases might 

have put different things in front of us. We exchanged everything. I don’t know if the 

lawyers knew that or not. It doesn’t matter. It was serious to us, and so we approached it 

in that way. 

 

 JD: Sure. 

 Well, and of course Judge Belloni issued certainly what became a landmark ruling 

and was considered controversial at time –  

 

HOGAN: The fish case. 

 

 JD: The Sohappy v. Smith, which I guess was combined then with US v. Oregon, in 1969. 

Were you aware of any of the aftermath? There is certainly some written record about who 
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was dissatisfied with his decision, and perhaps wrangled even some in the judiciary about 

the position that he took. 

 

HOGAN: There were some. Maybe to people on the outside; within the judiciary there 

really wasn’t any controversy about that. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: I think Judge Bolt’s decision in Washington put him more in the crosshairs, 

frankly. Judge Belloni respected the position of the native peoples. But, on the other hand 

I, as a law clerk, was in court when he chastised those groups. For example, he respected 

all of the lawyers really, but this time he thought there was overreaching. He said, “We’ve 

had this deal, and you come in here” in fighting terms. I can remember the exact words he 

used, actually, and I think I’m going to respect those by leaving them alone. But really, he 

was calling them into account. 

 So to the public he might have been seen leaning that way, but to those of us in the 

courthouse every day, I saw him tough with each side. 

 My brother came around and clerked later for Judge Belloni. He worked on the 

same case I did, so that case is one of those with legs. If you go see the Matthew Ritchie 

light boxes in the new courthouse here, there are random names from cases in our court’s 

history. One of the names that is there is Sohappy. [laughs] It will be interesting over time 

to see how many people can identify that name or the case.  

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: You know, time passes quickly. You’ve done your research, but I suspect 

most people in Oregon couldn’t tell you what the name Sohappy is about. 
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 JD: Yes. I teach college students at Portland State a bit, and I have a very bird’s eye 

view every year with them every year about how something twenty years ago seems like 

ancient history to them, let alone further back than that. So I understand exactly your point. 

 

HOGAN: My boys were going through a collection of albums that I have at home. It’s 

not many – a box full, or two. We don’t play records any more, of course. I keep a turn table 

just on the off chance that sometime I’ll plug it in and play one. But, the game they were 

playing – they were putting in book cases in my family room so that I can display some of 

the books that I had as a judge – and the game they were playing was to look at an album 

cover and see if they knew who it was. [chuckles] I couldn’t believe they didn’t know some 

of them. [laughs] 

 

 JD: Well, everything that is old is new again. They’re actually pressing LP records again, 

vinyl records. 

 

HOGAN: [laughs] Okay. 

 

 JD: It’s on the upswing, so hang on to that turntable. [chuckles] 

 You had mentioned that you met Judge Belloni when you were a seventh grader 

and that had solidified your laser focus on becoming a lawyer. 

 

HOGAN: Mm-hmm. 

 

 JD: And then you’re a law clerk, a federal law clerk. How did that influence what you 

considered your career path to be? 

 

HOGAN: Not much, frankly. I expected to be a trial lawyer. Frankly, I expected I’d 

probably get involved in politics. Even in law school I sort of in pencil mapped out the 

budget it would take to run for congress. So, I had those ambitions back then. To become 
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a judge was a left-turn for me; that was surprising to me. I’m very grateful for it now. These 

days, members of Congress have to call and ask for money every single day. I’m glad I 

don’t. [laughs] 

 

 JD: So before we completely move away from your clerk year –  

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: You’ve mentioned that Judge Solomon was unique. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: I think everyone who interacted with him from one side of the bench or the other 

certainly has their recollections. I wondered if you would like to add a few. 

 

HOGAN: Well, I know some stories all right. You know, he would be irascible with the 

lawyers, but when I’d bring my parents up to see around the building, he’d just be a terrific 

gentleman and host, and show them everything. I was sitting in his courtroom one Saturday 

when he was holding court. I was down working, and Saturday was just another day to 

work when you’re a law clerk. The lawyer he got after was Judge Belloni’s first law clerk, 

who is gone now. His name is Martz Acre [?]. He just really was tough with him in court. 

Then he said, “Mr. Acre, I will see you in chambers.” 

 It was one of those two grand courtrooms on the sixth floor of the Solomon Building. 

To leave the bench, a judge would turn around and walk out a door straight behind them. 

You could walk off the side of the bench, but that’s not really the way you do it; that would 

take you more into the legal assistant’s area, and so on.  

When he got up and walked off the bench, he walked off the side and said, “Mr. Hogan, 

come with me.” 
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 So I walked in there. I had just seen him throw a tantrum, frankly. You could call it 

something better than that I suppose, but it seemed like that to me. [JD chuckles] We went 

in, and he said, “Sit over there.” There was a chair on the side of his chambers. 

 I said, “Yes sir.” I sat down. Mr. Acre walked in, and Judge Solomon was sitting at 

his desk, and he walked up and said, “Mr. Acre, I assume when you’ve been as close to 

the throne of God as you’ve been, that you should know better. That’s all.” [chuckles] And 

then he left. 

 Then Judge Solomon looked at me and says, “Now Mike, this is a lesson for you. 

You don’t have to actually be mad; you can just act mad, and that’s good enough.” [laughs] 

 He was a man who cared about writing and writing styles. So, Strunk and White was 

the bible of the federal court at the time. It was difficult for new district judges. He would 

insist they would send him before they issued their first opinions. He would take a red 

pencil, of all things, and mark their opinions up and send them back totally cut up. It was a 

rite of passage for a new district judge in those days. I think some of them had a hard time 

with that. You’ve reached this position appointed by the president, confirmed by the 

Senate, and someone is going to mark your writing up that much, you know? [JD chuckles] 

So it was interesting. 

 He could come to a decision very quickly. Usually he was right, but if he was wrong, 

that was it, too. It happened.  

 Federal judges can actually comment on evidence if they want, to a jury even. I 

heard him say to a jury on occasion, “So and so witness, it’s up to you whether you believe 

them. I don’t.” For example. That would sort of be unheard of these days. It might pass 

muster. I don’t know. But he would do that. 

 He took sort of personal control of the whole calendar for the court. He’d have what 

was called Third Monday Calendars. Every case would be called. When I went over to the 

law firm it was my job to appear at those calendars. The other lawyers in the firm would 

prepare me about the status of the case, and I was to communicate that. The idea was to 

keep the cases moving, of course. 
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 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: And after I had actually been selected as a magistrate judge, and bankruptcy 

judge, I went over to a Third Monday Calendar. It was a wintry, fall day. I was sitting in the 

back with a rain coat on, or something, over my suit. It happened to be an admiralty case. 

Those admiralty cases often had three parties: there was the plaintiff, maybe a 

longshoreman; there was the ship; and there was an insurer, a longshoreman insurer, that 

sort of thing. Our firm often represented the ship in those cases.  

So two lawyers were up talking about this case that had been called. It was a case 

out of our firm. The lawyer who had it had failed to inform me about the case, so it was a 

surprise to me.  

“Who represents the ship?” 

“Well, the Miller firm, your honor.”  

I heard that, was on my feet, heading through the doors up to the court I said, “Your 

honor, I’d be happy to represent the ship.” 

His response to me, “And who the hell are you?” 

He’d already been part of hiring me. “Who the hell are you?” 

I said, “I’m Mike Hogan, Miller, Anderson, Nash, Yerke & Weiner. I understand we 

represent the ship. Unfortunately I don’t know anything about the case.” 

He said, “You can’t appear in court like that.” 

I said, “Yes, your honor.” I just kind of stood there. 

He said, “You should have hung your raincoat up in the coat rack in the back of the 

courtroom.” 

There were probably seventy-five lawyers in there at the time. [JD chuckles] 

“Go hang your coat up.” 

Seventy-five lawyers. I’ve already been hired for this job. I turn around and walk 

back through the bar, go over to hang my coat up, come back. “Your honor, I’m Mike 

Hogan, and I’d like to request a set over because unfortunately my law firm has not 

informed me of the facts of this case.” [chuckles] 
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He said, “Granted.” [laughs] 

He swore me into the bar of the court with some other young lawyers. He had had 

a reputation sometimes of quizzing new members of the bar on the local rules. Well, 

familiarity breeds attempt sometimes, so I was really ready. There were maybe ten of us.  

He said, “Mr. Hogan, I assume you’d be happy to respond for your class of new lawyers 

there on familiarity of local rules.” And he began to quiz me about them. 

I survived it nicely, but these days it’s just a ceremonial occasion, of course. But it 

was more than ceremonial. He used it to make a point. And actually, I’m not critical of that 

at all. I sort of think that would be okay to have now. So instead of just filling out the 

paperwork, a lawyer would have to show they spent a little time looking at what made the 

court tick. 

 

 JD: Fair enough. 

 

HOGAN: But he’d get after you if you didn’t have them. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: So those were just a few. There were many more stories, of course. [laughs] 

 

 JD: Of course. 

 So you did go off to Miller, Anderson, Nash, Yerke & Weiner for a couple of years. 

 

HOGAN: Mm-hm. 

 

 JD: Talk a little about moving from a position in the federal court into private practice. 

 

HOGAN: Sure. I came in one day, and Judge Belloni called me in. He said, “You have 

an interview at noon today at the Arlington Club with the Miller firm. 
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 I didn’t know anything about that, of course.  

I said, “I don’t think I’m interested in working there.” 

He said, “The interview is set up; you’re going.” 

 And I did. 

 Those were the days before there was a female member. They were the days when 

the Arlington Club did not have women members. They do now, of course; the last 

president was a woman, and so on. I happen to be a member now, and in fact I stay there 

when I’m in Portland a lot. 

 I still remember some of the people who were there and some of the questions they 

asked me, you know. I’m surprised they hired me. 

 “How do you write?” 

 I said, “Well, I think pretty well. I try to follow the KISS theory, Keep It Simple Stupid.” 

But I said, “Please don’t hire me to sit in your library. I want to be a trial lawyer. I want to 

work with people,” and that sort of thing. 

 Another fellow, who I found out later was very active politically himself, he said, 

“You’re not planning on running for political office, are you?” 

 I said, “No current plans.” [chuckles] 

 I think he wanted to be the only politician in the office. That’s what that was about. 

 

 JD: Ah-hah. 

 

HOGAN: Anyway, I went home that night and told Christine I had interviewed today, 

and I told her about the questions and so on. She said, “I doesn’t sound like you wanted 

to work there very much.” [laughs] 

 I said, “That’s true.” 

 Anyway, on the way back they said, “Well this is a little bit of an unusual interview. 

Do we have enough things besides research and writing that we can give him to do?” 

 They decided they did, and they hired me. 
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 It was a wonderful experience. They treated me very, very well. I got to work on a 

big case called American Timber and Trading v The First National Bank. It was a case 

where the bank was paying interest on three hundred and sixty-five days and charging it 

on three hundred and sixty. They were using different year lengths to build a little bump 

for the bank. AT&T sued them. George Corey was their lawyer. They let me work with 

people in the highest level of the bank. As a first year lawyer, I put really the vice president 

and head of finance on the stand in Judge Skopil’s courtroom. It was absolutely amazing 

to have an opportunity like that. 

 Then other things came up. That firm did mostly defense work at that time. 

Someone would have an issue they thought was more plaintiff-oriented, and they said, 

“We only have one really kind of aggressive young guy,” so I’d get to do those things, you 

know? Some of them were about money, but more were about – not harassment, really, 

but trying to take a position before the other side could.  

 The first Earth Day – it’s now the Standard Insurance Building, it was the Georgia-

Pacific Building, and we were on the tenth floor of that building – and some protestors 

threw some paint. There’s a big statue in front of it, and some protestors threw paint on it. 

Georgia-Pacific was quite upset about this, so I was hired to sue these protestors. 

[chuckles]  

 So I would hang around demonstrations and serve people coming to court on traffic 

tickets and all this sort of thing, until I finally said, “Is this enough now? Can we dismiss?” 

[chuckles] But I would be given that sort of thing to do. 

 Then the daughter of one of the Cheatham’s, who was the head of Georgia-Pacific 

at the time, had a traffic problem. That would be sent to me.  

Or the mother of Bob Miller’s secretary in a traffic thing – actually she ran into 

someone. He said, “I want you to sue that person she ran into.” I said, “Really?” [chuckles] 

So, I did. Of course there were insurance companies involved. I actually recovered a small 

verdict for her. My argument was that the person had turned too quickly in front of her, at 

a corner. [laughingly] I question whether that should have happened that way, but it did. 

And no harm done, I suppose. 
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 What I wasn’t as familiar with was sort of the big client part of life. I came from the 

country. I remember one time the chief collector for the bank called me, and he was a 

tough guy. He wanted a FED, which is forcible eviction and detainer. He wanted someone 

forced out of a house, and the person wasn’t making the payments. That was fine; the bank 

was entitled to it.  

But I called the man in the house and talked to him. He was a black gentleman. He 

said, “Mr. Hogan, I know I need to move. I’ll do it. I’ve got this set up. Can you give me three 

weeks?” And I believed him. 

So I told the chief collector for the bank, and he said, “I don’t care. I want you to 

proceed.” 

I said, “Well, I’ve got a problem. You’ve just asked me to do something I can’t do. 

What you’ve asked me to do is legal, it’s moral, it’s everything else, but it crosses the line 

for me.”  

So I called this chief vice president of finance, who I’d put on the stand in the big 

case, and I said, “I’m just calling to tell you that I’m going to offer to resign today from the 

law firm because I’ve been asked by your collector to do this,” and so on. I said, “I just want 

to make sure there’s no problems with the firm. You’re a very important client, after all. I’m 

just a beginning lawyer; I don’t mean anything in this equation. I just can’t do it. And I have 

to make those sort of personal decisions myself and so, I just wanted to tell you so if you 

hear about it, that’s going to happen.” 

He said, “Don’t resign.” He said, “You’re the lawyer. Do what you think is right.”  

So that’s the way that worked. 

There were other things. We had a longtime secretary, Miss Timberman. Miss 

Timberman had been there longer than any lawyer. She read everything that went out of 

the office. Until shortly before I got there, she would insist that the secretaries have seams 

in their stockings, for example. She’d ask what they’d had for breakfast. If it wasn’t enough, 

she’d send them out to get something to eat. She ruled the roost, believe me. No lawyer 

would cross her. 
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I had kind of a light purple shirt on one day. She came up to me, “Mr. Hogan, I think 

you’ll agree with me that that color of shirt is not appropriate for our law firm.” 

I just hugged her, and I said, “Miss Timberman, I know you’re saying that because 

you love me. It’s wonderful.” 

But, then it came a time when one of the janitors in the building had a problem and 

talked to her. She came up to see me and said, “Mr. Hogan, there’s a man I want you to 

talk to.” 

She brought the janitor to me. He was someone who was limited mentally.  

I said, “Tell me what happened.” 

Well, they were going by a music store, and he had his four-year-old daughter. They 

were looking at the accordions in the window, and they walked in. The store owner put a 

little child’s accordion on this little girl. She made whatever noise she made.  

In fact, he couldn’t say “accordion.’” He called it an “incordian.” 

The store owner said, “Well I think your daughter is a prodigy on the accordion. So 

much so that I won’t even charge you for one. All I’d like you to do is sign this contract for 

this several thousand dollar accordion. You don’t have to pay it; just sign it, and I’ll give you 

this other accordion.” 

Well, what was happening is that he was selling the paper, the financing, to 

someone to get cash. 

I found out that the financing company was one of our clients. So I called the fellow 

who owned the company, and I said, “Here’s what happened. I thought you’d want to 

know, because I’m sure you’re probably buying that paper.” 

He got very angry with me. In fact, then a senior lawyer in the firm came to see me, 

and he was quite upset. Of course, he was in on it. [laughs] I was too quick to it. 

So, it was okay to be young and innocent and fresh-faced because you got to do some of 

those things. I maybe enjoyed that part as much as any part of being in the big firm. 

Although the big case was fun, too. 

 

 JD: Sure, sure. 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

74 
 

 

HOGAN: It was just a slice of life you got to see – I did at least – from the janitor in the 

building to the case involving a national banking institution. So it was wonderful. 

 Some of the associates called me into an office one time. I didn’t know they were 

all in there and they asked, “Would you come in?” 

 “Yes.” 

 They were waiting for me, and it was my own special star chamber. [laughs] Then a 

very funny thing happened. They said, “You have to stop dressing so well. If you don’t, we 

won’t get our raises this year.” [laughs]  

 Well, if you told that to my wife – and I did; she thought it was hilarious, of course. 

I’ve never been accused of that, but I was then.  

 Or, another senior associate calling me in, one time, saying, “You’re getting all the 

good cases, and you haven’t even made a commitment. You haven’t even bought a 

house.” [laughs] 

 So there were pluses and minuses. There are politics in everything. 

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: There are politics in law firms, banks, courts – there are. Those sort of went 

by me, frankly. They never really interested me much in life, that sort of politics at least. I 

just got a big kick out of them. 

 

 JD: Right. 

 

HOGAN: And I just kept going. 

 

 JD: You refer to it as “a big firm.” Were the five named partners all of the partners of the 

firm at that time? 
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HOGAN: No. I think there were about forty lawyer in the firm at that time. 

 

 JD: Okay. 

 

HOGAN: And there were only a couple in Portland. Schwabe firm had about that 

number. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: And maybe another one. That was about it.  

After that there had been this consolidation. 

 

 JD: Right. 

 

HOGAN: A firm like that has offices in several cities, of course. Some of them 

internationally, and that’s been more the way that’s headed.  

 But in those days it was still small town in a way. Forty lawyers is a lot of lawyers, 

but it was one of the two largest in Portland at that time. It was what constituted a silk 

stocking firm at the time, for a country boy like me.  

 In fact, their image was very important. I had a ten by ten office. I sat at the desk 

with the window behind me. There was a door over in front of me. I brought in, from the 

ranch, a pair of steer horns that I’d dried and had mounted. I had them over the door. You 

couldn’t see them unless you were in my chair, but they were there. Just a little touch of, 

you know. 

 But late night, one of the named partners came in. It was snowy and icy in Portland. 

I wouldn’t want there to be any criticism of that firm. They were wonderful to me. However, 

there were some who really saw the status of that as being important.  

So, I was working about 11:30 at night on this big bank case I told you about. No one else 

in the building. He had come down to stay at the Hilton because the driving was going to 
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be bad so he’d be there. And he happened to walk up to the office, and I was there, and 

he walked in and wanted to have a talk with me about the steer horns. [chuckles] I just kind 

of made fun of it, frankly, because if they wanted to terminate me for that, that was fine. It’s 

okay. No hard feelings. Either I can survive in this culture or I can’t. 

And of course, those folks are good friends to this day. Those who have come along 

later, I do lots of work with the firm. I admire them and respect them in every way. That was 

just a matter of the times, you know, as much as anything. 

 

 JD: Sure. And, some iteration, I think it was Miller Nash Yerke at that point, that hired 

Helen Althaus, you know? 

 

HOGAN: Right. 

 

 JD: One of the first women lawyers and then partners. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: So, you know, they certainly could be innovative and move forward in lots of 

significant ways. 

 

HOGAN: Of course they could. 

 I was able to help a women get a partnership later on, even after I had left the firm, 

who still works there, matter of fact. It was King Miller before that. And actually, Ralph King 

still came into the office when I was there. Not every day, but some. 

 

 JD: Right. 

 

HOGAN: Bob Miller; Frank Nash – who did a lot of municipal work, and financing-type 

work; Fred Yerke – I worked with him quite a lot. He was a strict, sort of tough old German. 
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Just wonderful. Norm Weiner, who’s my good friend to this day. I get to play golf with him 

once a year. He can’t really play all the holes anymore, but he has good commentary while 

he is in the golf cart. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: Well, the legal community was definitely much smaller in general at that point. 

 

HOGAN: Yes, it was. 

 

 JD: I’ve certainly heard other stories of how everyone kind of knew everyone else. 

 

HOGAN: That’s true. 

 

 JD: It was possible, within your local bar association, or even the state bar, perhaps. 

Were you active in any of those organizations at that point in your career? 

 

HOGAN: I was young, I didn’t have any offices. I did go to the annual bar meetings, 

and that sort of thing, yeah. 

 But, you know, that job was as consuming as it had been to be a law clerk. I probably 

was more ambitious than I should have been, but I had the chance to work on great cases. 

And I learned to love to work on the ranch, so it was no problem for me to commit myself 

to a project. That was fun. 

 

 JD: [chuckles] You had put in long hours from a very early age. 

 

HOGAN: I had. The hours of the clock didn’t matter to me. Yeah, that’s true. 

 

 JD: And so at some point – in 1972? 
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HOGAN: Yes. Actually ’73 was when I got a call from Faye [Dement?], who was Judge 

Belloni’s secretary – 

 

 JD: Say that name again? 

 

HOGAN: Faye [Dement?] 

 

 JD: Okay. 

 

HOGAN: “Could you meet the judge for lunch at the Congress Hotel?” 

It’s called the Congress Center, now. It’s a different building. The black building 

there, bankruptcy court center. 

 

 JD: I think they still have some of the old façade on one of the corners. 

 

HOGAN: They do, a bit. That was a lawyer hangout. Their restaurant and bar, over the 

years, was a lawyer hangout. I’ve heard stories of lawyers of my vintage being told by older 

lawyers, “You go there and hangout in the bar after work, and you’ll learn a lot of things.” 

 I went to have lunch with him, and he said, “We have this new part-time magistrate 

and bankruptcy opening in Eugene. We only have a part-time salary. I’ve got people who 

have applied, including a state senator, including some others.” He said, “I want your 

application.” 

 So, I talked to Christine. Public life did always interest me, so I said yes. 

 Actually, Norm Weiner, and I believe it was Fred Yerke, went to see Judge Belloni 

after that and said, “Don’t let Mike do this. He’s going to make a lot of money practicing 

law.” [laughs] 

 He probably knew me better than they did. The money didn’t really motivate me as 

much. 
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 So, for the sum of $13,000 I accepted the part-time job. Judge Belloni said, “I’m sure 

you’ll work full time for that.” 

 I went to work in that building right there – the post office building, on the top floor. 

And on the other end there is a little Tom Thumb courtroom, and that’s where I started. I 

had an office over there. It was mostly bankruptcy work at the beginning. There were a 

few magistrate things. And Judge Belloni said, “Mike, what I’d like you to do is turn the 

District of Portland into the District of Oregon. Really bring the court to the southern part 

of the state.” 

 

 JD: So you were the first? 

 

HOGAN: The first. There was a part-time magistrate in Medford, Frank Van Dyke. He 

was a lawyer down there, and he handled violations in the Crater Lake National Park. That 

was really a federal presence in Southern Oregon.  

 And there was a part-time magistrate over in Pendleton handling some things over 

there. 

 We had this wonderful little courthouse in Medford. I tried lots of cases down there. 

Lots of cases in Eugene. I was trying about a third of the cases being tried in the court in 

those days, even though it was just one of me. But, I liked getting up and going to work. 

That was no problem. [chuckles] 

 

 JD: Who crafted this dual position? 

 

HOGAN: There were a few in the country at the time. There were a few 

clerks/magistrate positions. They were usually in places where there was a distant, sort of 

branch, clerk’s office, and maybe something like a military base, or a national park, or 

something like that, to handle those sort of things.  

I don’t think this was the only magistrate bankruptcy position in the country. I 

remember there being six: there was a fellow at the administrative office who was just 
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getting ready to retire, Peter McCabe, who would have the correct answer on that. He and 

I debate was is correct sometimes. I just saw him a few weeks ago. 

 

 JD: I did a wonderful, brief interview with him about just the magistrate acts and his role 

in that, a couple of years ago. He’s delightful. 

 

HOGAN: Well, I invited him to come out to that picnic at Judge […?] –  

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: – and he and I have been friends since the beginning. We put on his fortieth 

birthday party at his house out in Maryland – Christine and I. They’ve been out to visit us. 

They came in one time, and I left camping gear at the courthouse in Medford for he and 

Marilyn to take their two boys camping in Crater Lake Park, and they did that for a while, 

and then came up to Eugene to visit us. So we’ve been chums for a long time. 

 

 JD: That’s great. 

 

HOGAN: Yeah. 

 

 JD: So then, what was the selection process like? If there were multiple applicants, who 

interviewed all of you, and how did you get selected? And you were quite young, so I’m 

wondering if that was an issue that came up. 

 

HOGAN: It didn’t. There was really no process that I know of. [laughs] Judge Belloni 

made a decision. 

 

 JD: Gotcha. 
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HOGAN: He said, “You need to go talk to Judge Skopil and Judge Burns,” which I did.  

 

 JD: Okay. 

 

HOGAN: And I had one recommendation letter; it was from Mark Hatfield. I’ve still got 

it. And it says, “I understand Mike Hogan has applied for such and such a position. He has 

my unqualified recommendation.” That’s all it said. It was a very short letter. He was good 

friends with Judge Skopil, and Judge Burns had been a good Republican for a long time, 

of course. He’d been part of this group that Bob Packwood had that he called the 

Trumpeters or Trumpeter Swans.  

 

 JD: The Trumpeters. Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: Yeah. He was part of that.  

There was not any real question about it. I don’t know if anyone else interviewed or 

not. And I really wasn’t, in a way. [laughs] What happened is that Judge Belloni just had 

tremendous confidence in me, and the other judges deferred to him. That was easier in 

those days, maybe. They were different times, too.  

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: It was a while ago now. He was sort of bidding on young talent to do 

something special. So it was just one of the great opportunities I’ve had. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 I spoke to several of your friends and colleagues as I was preparing for this series 

of interviews. Bob Lowry mentioned a time, and I’m not sure if this was it, that Judge Belloni 

said to you, “Now that you’re a federal judge, you need to act like one.” [MH chuckles] Do 

you remember that? Was this the context? 
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HOGAN: What he said was a little different than that. 

 

 JD: Okay. 

 

HOGAN: It was great advice. He actually said this when I became a district judge. He 

called and gave me the oath over the phone. We had something more formal later, but it 

gets you on the payroll. He said, “Well Mike, you have a lot of power now.” I don’t really 

like hearing it that way; it makes me uncomfortable, I think. But he said, “The best way to 

exercise it is not to use it.” 

 So actually, it was just a little bit upside down from “act like a federal judge.” The 

point was not to act like one. [laughs] The point was humility and to be careful with your 

use of authority. It was great, great advice. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 So, here you are in this new position. You’ve practiced law for three, four years? 

 

HOGAN: Oh, more like two years. [chuckles] I was twenty-six years old. 

 

 JD: Did you have some sort of orientation or did you just show up at the office here in 

the building next to where we’re interviewing and go for it? 

 

HOGAN: That’s exactly it. Judge Lucky was the bankruptcy judge here at that time – 

Ed Lucky. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. Ed Lucky. 

 

HOGAN: He had a Volkswagen bus and a dog – I’ll have to think of that dog’s name. 

My first day on the job, I got in the Volkswagen bus and rode with him to Klamath Falls for 
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a bankruptcy calendar. I was saying to him, “I’m just kind of overwhelmed. People have 

such confidence in a young guy being in this position,” and what not.  

 And he said, “Just do a good job, Mike. Just work hard. It will be fine.” He said, 

“There are only really two things you need to know about bankruptcy law.” He said, “It’s a 

code. You can read a code and understand it.” And he told me a story about another code, 

which I’ll pass on to you, but he said, “Bankruptcy is really two things: one, it’s a court of 

equity, so the question is, what will the chancellor’s heel abide?” If you go back and look 

at English course of equity, you can find the historical president for that. And he said, “Every 

case is like a little class action. So just think, what you do with one affects everybody else.”  

 So it was a great introduction to it. It was very gentle.  

He had served as a very young DA in Lane County. One thing he had done when the 

legislature had come out with new rules and so on, he sent them out to the various justices 

of the peace. The fellow in Florence called him, and said, “I think I have this criminal code 

all right, but what is this code of civil procedure?” [laughs] 

 So, the law will survive a lot of things. It even survived a twenty-six year old being a 

judge here. [both laugh]  

 I worked really hard at it. I was very well accepted here. I remember one time in a 

bankruptcy case, it was a prominent lawyer in a bankruptcy case who had done collection 

work for a bank, and he was among the most expensive in town. It was sort of simple work, 

and I cut his fee.  

He came over to see me, “What are you doing cutting my fee?” and so on. 

 I said, “Well it seemed like sort of straightforward work. I question whether you even 

did it yourself.” [laughs] Which he hadn’t, I’m sure now. I didn’t really know at the time. 

 But there was really no problem. I was very fortunate for many years. The first 

eighteen years, I think I was reversed once. I worked hard to get it right.  

Then the way that we got started doing the mediation, Judge Skopil was down for 

a calendar, and he was going to sit in this courtroom, and there was a criminal matter still 

in the calendar. So he had to do that, and I had the lawyers there for a little-bitty civil case.  
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They were in there. So I said to the lawyers, “Why don’t we sit down in the room 

over here and see if we can work it out?” And we did. I think the number was something 

like six and a half thousand dollars when we were finished. That was my first mediation. 

[chuckles] I believed in it, even then. But that’s how I got started. 

I was here without a district judge for many years. They could consent and try cases 

with me, but if we got down to it and there was no consent, we sat down and settled the 

case. 

 

 JD: Right, right.  

 Bankruptcy court had changed not long before you got on board.  

 

HOGAN: That’s right. 

 

 JD: It has been referees.  

 

HOGAN: It had been referees. 

 

 JD: And that and the Magistrate Act happened… 

 

HOGAN: Well the Magistrates Act was 1979, wasn’t it? 

 

 JD: Well the first iteration was ’68 and then ’79 was –  

 

HOGAN: Yeah, I mean ’68. And then ’69 was the Bankruptcy Act. 

 

 JD: Right. 

 

HOGAN: Because that particular act I had a chance to really help negotiate in 

Congress. That’s the one I had a lot to do with. The same staff people worked on both.  
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There was at that time a big political struggle between bankruptcy judges and 

district judges, because the bankruptcy courts had acted rather autonomously. There was 

some challenge to their jurisdiction come out of a case called Marathon Oil, which 

questioned whether they could enter certain judgments and so on. So, under 

Congressman Don Edwards from California – he was the big champion for bankruptcy 

judges – they were trying to get legislation passed that would have included them as 

Article III judges.  

There was a struggle. I remember Bob Fidler’s [?] office – he worked for Dennis 

DeConcini on the Senate Subcommittee on Improvements in Judicial Machinery. What a 

mouthful, huh? 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. [chuckles] 

 

HOGAN: I was working with him on the magistrate’s jurisdiction act.  

 

 JD: Oh, okay. 

 

HOGAN: He was also working on the Bankruptcy Act. It wasn’t a door that went 

anywhere, but the closet door by his desk had a picture of two sumo wrestlers. One said 

district judge, and one said bankruptcy judge. [both chuckle] Those were the signs of the 

time in those days. 

 But the law did change. It hadn’t been refereed for quite a while. 

 

 JD: Okay. 

 

HOGAN: I think my first trip to Klamath Falls, I was up in an obscure little courtroom in 

the top of the Klamath Falls Courthouse at the time and this fellow walked in and his 

clothing was unusual. He was wearing a gold lamé jumpsuit. He started off vilifying Lester 
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Ailer [?], who was a previous bankruptcy referee. It was terribly contemptuous, but this 

fellow had no judgment anyway.  

He went through that, and I said, “You know, Mr. so-and-so, I think I’ll just ignore the 

fact you just said that – it sounds awfully contemptuous to me – and let you just start over.” 

[both chuckle] But I said, “Tell me about your outfit; I bet you didn’t buy that in Klamath 

Falls.”  

He said, “Oh no, Las Vegas.” 

 He was later convicted of some cocaine transportation, or something like that. He 

was someone whose life was out of control, let’s put it that way. [both laugh] 

 So things were a little wild and wooly in some places in Oregon still.  

 So yeah, I just walked in there and walked to the top and started. 

 

 JD: Did you have staff? 

 

HOGAN: I had a secretary who was paid by the bankruptcy side – a wonderful woman 

named Judy. She eventually left me and went to work for the postmaster, became his 

secretary, in the same building. It paid a little better and had better benefits. But that was 

it. I didn’t really have staff. In fact, I was probably the first magistrate in the country to have 

a law clerk. I got that because I had been operating without one a long time, and after we 

were over in what was then the new building – that we left here a few years ago – during 

that period of time, Judge Belloni assigned me all of the social security cases. They’re not 

work that district judges seek out. There is a big record to read through, administrative law, 

et cetera. There weren’t as many in those days, but I know that I basically had to turn one 

out every day, along with everything else I did. There had to be an opinion come out. 

 

 JD: And this was under the magistrate? 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 
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 JD: Okay. Just want to make sure I had that clear. 

 

HOGAN: That was under magistrate.  

So when we started here, I think there were six district court cases, perhaps. Six is 

what I remember. And then there was the constant flow of bankruptcy. The district work 

began to build up over time. But basically, in those days, if you were a lawyer here and had 

a federal case, you probably sent it to a lawyer in Portland, because you had to go to 

Portland to do it. More or less. Very few cases were tried here. 

 

 JD: Right. Mm-hmm. Makes sense. 

 

HOGAN: The way I sort of made it work – if I’d get a case out in a different community, 

I’d try to borrow a state courtroom in that community so that they could have the case tried 

where the matter had come up. I sort of think that’s important, rather than moving it 

elsewhere.  

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. Right. 

 

HOGAN: Later on I had a lawyer named Walter Cosgrave. There is a firm in Portland – 

Cosgrave Kester. This case had to do with the Curry County sheriff, who had a couple of 

his deputies out, and the Miller boys were out there. They were trying to bring one in for a 

statutory rape charge. And they ended up both being shot by these deputy sheriffs, and 

killed, in this remote cabin.  

 Walter was defending the sheriff. The sheriff actually became my friend, years later. 

He and I played cribbage together. He was controversial, but we still became friends. 

 Walter filed a motion, what he called a trial by the vicinage. Well, in the common law 

there are a few French terms, and one is that one, although it’s not pronounced that way 

in French. It’s vee-sen-ahj. Basically it means a trial by the neighborhood. What he wanted 
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was for the case to be tried in Curry County, in Gold Beach. Why? He’d rather have a jurist 

in that part of the world, and I don’t blame him. 

 Anyway, I remember him standing before me filing that case, and I thought, “What 

motion is that?” But actually it was something I believe in. Now, I didn’t move that particular 

case down there, but I still believe in it. And years later, a young woman lawyer from that 

firm was appearing in front of  me here in Eugene. It was a Eugene case, but the lawyers 

were in Portland. She was filing a motion to move the case up to Portland.  

I said, “You’re with that Cosgrave Kester firm, right?” I said, “Well you people need 

to figure out which pocket you’re reaching into,” and I told that story about Walter 

Cosgrave, trial by the vicinage. It was probably smart aleck of me to do it, but it was just 

too much fun. And I wasn’t going to move the case anyway. I would have tried it up there 

if it had gone to trial, but we could handle it here just fine. “Appear by phone for these 

motions, and everything will be fine, and we’ll make a decision when it’s time for a trial.” 

[chuckles] 

 

 JD: So, there were these other part-time magistrates in the state, and then George Juba 

had been installed as a full-time magistrate in Portland at about the same time. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. He was one of the first. 

 

 JD: How much collaboration did you all have, as far as finding your way? 

 

HOGAN: Not too much. Although, I knew George, because he had been in the clerk’s 

office before that and worked with Bob Grist [?]. George is a guy who could accomplish 

more with less motion. I think he was the first one out of the courthouse every day, but he 

got everything done. But he was one of the first few magistrates in the country. 

 This is a point that Peter McCabe and I have some disagreement on, is how many 

the first group was. He’s probably right. [JD chuckles] But, at any rate, we’ve had 

discussions about it.  
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 Since I had worked in the building, I knew George. He helped me. I said, “George, 

do you have a kind of pattern for selecting a jury?” 

He sent me a form he used. I used a form of that until I retired, just fine. 

But the other part-time magistrates didn’t handle cases like we think of as the usual 

case in federal court. They were handling petty offenses. They were handling, perhaps, a 

violation out in the forest – a firewood violation, for example. You have to have a permit to 

get firewood, et cetera. 

 

 JD: Right. 

 

HOGAN: You know, after Frank VanDyke retired, I handled the petty offenses myself, 

out of Crater Lake. One of them was a doctor who was there with his young son – it could 

have been a middle school student or younger – collecting butterflies for a school project. 

The ranger gave a citation for violating the Antiquities Act. [chuckles] Sometimes the 

people with the least authority make the most foolish decisions.  

I dismissed it. I told Judge Burns about it when he came down, and he took it on 

appeal, even though there was no appeal. He affirmed me in a poem. [laughs] So, you can 

add sublime to the ridiculous. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: Do you think part of the reason you were handling more substantial cases was by 

virtue of Eugene’s location, or because it was a larger –  

 

HOGAN: No, I think it was because Judge Belloni made it clear to the lawyers he 

wanted to build the calendar here. 

 

 JD: Ahh. 
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HOGAN: And Judge Skopil also following that. I was handling, for example, a series of 

cases having to do with the Cartwright firm in San Francisco filing on the crashability of 

Volkswagen buses. You know, there’s nothing in front of you in those things. [laughs] 

 This particular case, I believe, was the one when someone was going down 

Franklin. There was a backhoe, and of course it has an arm sticking back, and someone 

had run into that. Terrible accident. 

 The discovery was quite heavily contested. There were lots of squabbles. I know a 

very important lawyer, who had been a partner of Judge Skopil, called him and said, “These 

are important cases. Are you sure you want Mike handling those?” 

 Otto’s answer was, “We’ll see how he does. I think he’ll be fine.” 

 And it was fine. We had some engineers from Germany – Stuttgart – who were very 

charming, very literate, English perfect, but with just enough continental flare to be 

wonderful witnesses. And they were game players, too. The lawyer was doing this.  

So I said, “Okay, we’re going to go do the depositions in my conference room, and I’m 

going to sit in with you. Any time there is an objection made, the lawyer who loses the 

objection – not their client, but the lawyer – has to pay twenty-five dollars.” It was almost 

nothing, but you know. 

So I sat in there and made a few rulings. I said, “However it comes out doesn’t mean 

I’m right or wrong. I will give you a ruling.”  

After an hour or so they said, “I don’t think we need you anymore, judge.” [chuckles] 

So there was never any more problem with those cases. It’s a human business, after all. 

[both laugh] 

 

 JD: So it did build up enough caseload that by 1980… How was that decision made that 

you would stop doing the bankruptcy and go full-time to magistrate? 

 

HOGAN: I was given the choice by the court. You can go either way. 
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 These days – in fact, I’m serving on a national commission studying Chapter 11 

bankruptcy law with some of the brightest minds in the country on this. I told them this 

story the other day at dinner in Washington, DC.  

 “Why did you choose the magistrate rather than bankruptcy?” 

 It’s true – you deal with a lot more money in bankruptcy, as strange as that may 

sound. And some bigger issues with the economy, in some ways. 

 I said, “Well, my goal was neither.” My goal was to be a district judge, which was 

kind of a foolish goal, in a way. There are only so many openings. But that’s what I decided 

I wanted to be. I focused on that. So I chose that. 

 And I really operated as a district judge here. When Judge Panner was chief, I 

remember one time in a judge’s meeting they were discussing a court rule. And I was there, 

and he looked over at me, and he said, “Mike, you just keep doing whatever you want to 

do. This is for us.” [chuckles] Because it was thirty percent, or a third of the cases maybe, 

that they didn’t have to touch. I handled them. 

 

 JD: These were misdemeanors? These were preliminary? 

 

HOGAN: They were mostly civil cases.  

 

 JD: Okay. 

 

HOGAN: So if there was a criminal case, I would [decide ?] all of the motions. 

 

 JD: Right. 

 

HOGAN: There are certain motions on Section 636 that would have to be on findings 

in the recommendation, but there was only one time I remember the findings not adopted. 

They were every time. 
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 So there would be maybe a guilty plea calendar, it might be here or in Portland, 

depending. For sentencing, someone might have come down for it. Judge Burns liked to 

come down occasionally and do that. Judge Skopil did sometimes. But I frankly didn’t see 

the Portland judges much. I would try to go to Portland for judges meetings, because I 

think the collegiality is important. I wanted to sit with them and just have a chance to visit 

and talk about things I was doing. 

 

 JD: Sure. When did you move from the Tom Thumb – [tapping noise] 

 

HOGAN: [Mm-hmm ?] 

 

 JD:  – courtroom as you talked about it to… 

 

HOGAN: I think it was in ’76 when that building was finished because we were there. 

I think it was three years I had worked in this building, or about that.  

I said to Judge Lucky, “Are we having any input into the new building?” 

He said, “Oh no, GSA doesn’t want me doing that.” 

GSA’s theory on the region, at the time, was that the tenant doesn’t know what they 

need. We know what they need. So the architect who was doing the main work was a guy 

named Mike Marchuk [?] with Wilmsen & Endicott [?] – they were called the WE group.  

I called them and said, “Can we have a beer?”  

“Sure.” 

Although GSA wouldn’t have wanted me to do that. I said, “Do you mind if we look 

at the plans a little bit?” 

So, “Sure.” 

They had some things that were completely upside down. I was able to just quietly 

tell them, and fix those things, even on the building, in those days – which was fun.  

I didn’t have a profound impact on the building; although, when the building was 

finished, on a Friday afternoon, I took my wife to tour the courtroom part of it, the two-story 
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part. A GSA guy, the head of the project, was the only other person in the building. He left 

the building, and when he did, he locked everything up. We were in the courtroom, and it 

was locked. There were no panic bars in the doors, or anything, so we faced spending the 

weekend in the new courtroom, with concrete walls and oak flooring on the walls and all 

this. 

What I ended up doing was taking a microphone stand apart and using it to basically 

destroy the lock on the door in the back of the courtroom. [chuckles] They changed the 

hardware after that. [both laugh] 

Just another occasion when my wife questioned my judgment. [chuckles] 

 

 JD: Each of these terms that you served were eight years, right, for magistrate? And 

then you were reappointed? 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: What was that process? 

 

HOGAN: There would be a committee appointed of local lawyers, someone from the 

outside community. To be frank, I sometimes had a lot of input into the membership of the 

committee. They would review things and people would give them comments.  

 But I was the federal court here. There really wasn’t any serious criticism. Someone 

may have disagreed with a decision, maybe. A newspaper might even write something, 

but no one else said anything to me about it. I enjoyed, frankly, a very good reputation as 

a judge. So I’m just one of those fortunate guys. 

 

 JD: Did there need to be an official swearing-in each time? 

 

HOGAN: No. A paper signed, but that’s all. 
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 JD: And what was your initial one? There is usually some sort of public ceremony, at 

least for family and colleagues. 

 

HOGAN: Yes, but it was very little. When I became a district judge, yes, there was a 

significant one. When I did the full-time magistrate one, we had a party. I like parties, for 

one thing. So we did, and we did so later on the district judge deal. But there wasn’t really 

a lot of to-do. There was one wonderful woman who just passed away last year, the mother 

of a friend, who attended every one of the swearings in. [police siren in background] She 

made it clear to me that she was there every time, and she was a wonderful woman. But 

really, on the early ones, no, I don’t really think there was. 

 The press I got in the early years came out of the petty offense stuff. Instead of 

fining people, I’d put them back to work in the forest, or so one, or in the wildlife area, or 

you name it.  

 

 JD: Right. 

 

HOGAN: I remember the Corps of Engineers – some boys got drunk on a couple of 

bottles of wine [train whistles] and pulled up some trees that were planted at a Corps of 

Engineers dam site. So I sentenced them to work weekends for the Corps of Engineers 

offices there, washing cars and this sort of thing, you know? The Corps of Engineers sent 

a lawyer out from Washington DC to see me, to complain about that.  

 I said, “Well, I’m sorry. We’re all a part of the solution, or none of us are.” 

 The funny thing is, the boys went out and did that, and they were both offered jobs 

with the Corps of Engineers. They were just kids who got drunk – habits. [both laugh] Then 

they made friends out there. 

 

 JD: What do you consider your accomplishments in the span of – I don’t know if you 

want to talk magistrate and bankruptcy separate or together, but just kind of that earlier 

period before you became a district judge? 
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HOGAN: I’m proud of the work we did on the magistrate’s jurisdictional act. I think the 

development of the magistrate system is a principal improvement in the federal courts over 

that period of time, and I think that had a lot to do with it. I’m grateful for that chance. When 

I go around Southern Oregon, I’ve had enough cases here now that every community we 

drive through, I can tell you about the case right there, or right there, or right there. Or 

three at the Coos Bay Harbor airport. So I’ve been a part of all of those communities, so to 

me that was wonderful to be that kind of a part of the community I live in. I think you impact 

your overall community by that. I think that’s the case.  

 In some ways the impact was greater then than as a district judge, because you 

don’t spend so much time on criminal cases in the other area. I’m no longer over at the 

courthouse. I read about the sentencings yesterday. Well, I don’t have to sentence armed 

career criminals anymore. I’ve sentenced plenty of them and heard all the stories. It’s 

repetitive after time, quite frankly.  

As a district judge, I’m very proud of that building. It’s the best building in the 

inventory. So it would be hard to convince me it wasn’t [laughs], although I enjoy other 

opinions. I wanted it to be strong enough that someone will have an opinion – that’s what 

I really want – and to think about what the ideas behind it were good.  

Then you have a chance to participate in the ceremonial life of the community, 

which, for a historian, is interesting. That’s sort of personally fulfilling. Probably I gave too 

much attention to the job in many of the early years. I don’t have a vacation house, I don’t 

do those things. I hope I gave my family enough time, but I wasn’t good about taking 

vacations. I take a few hours off now. [JD chuckles] So that’s fine for me, but better for 

those people who have supported me all these years. 

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: It’s time for them to get some support back. 
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 JD: Well, I was actually interested in that personal-professional balance. These are 

demanding jobs, and you were raising a young family of three children with Christine. I 

don’t know if Christine continued to work, so I was just interested in how the two of you 

were working out that balance. 

 

HOGAN: She did not work after we had children.  

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: She put her emphasis on the children and other things. We just made that 

decision that we didn’t need more money; we wanted to build something into the kids’ 

lives. Before that, she had important jobs in special education, and she has gifts in that, 

and music. That’s wonderful. These days she spends her time – literacy is her main 

charitable interest, and she’s very active with that. 

 Our vacations were going to a judicial meeting and staying a couple of extra days, 

or going someplace on the way, that sort of thing, because there really wasn’t anyone to 

fill in for me here. Although I did take some time. As a district judge, we had other threats, 

but when we had the very, very serious threat, I got the family out of dodge for a term of 

school. It was hard for me, frankly, even at that. Even though I knew they needed it for their 

welfare. A wise lawyer said to me – I was discussing it with him, the misgivings I had about 

doing it – he said, “Listen judge, no one will thank you for not doing it.” [laughs] “Take care 

of your family.” He was right.  

The kids have had a chance to be involved in the community more, too. I’m asked 

to give a lot of speeches [train whistle] and MC a lot of things. I had a practice of saying, 

“Fine, but only if one of my children is welcome to be with me.” So I would include them in 

those things. I didn’t go off and do things without the family, at least without some of the 

being with me. 

 

 JD: Right. 
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HOGAN: We went to judicial meetings. I would always take my family and my mother, 

when she was alive. 

 

 JD: I had heard from some of your friends that Maxine was often accompanying you, 

including to football games. [laughs] 

 

HOGAN: Yeah, yeah, she loved football games. And my dad, when I could. He stayed 

busy at his own things, but I remember getting him to Sun Valley for a judicial conference. 

You can’t do really much for your parents, in a way, if you think about what effort they’ve 

put into you. This time I was able to do something. Actually, they drove over with our 

children. But the attorney general at the time was Griffin Bell. My dad only had a chance to 

go to school to eighth grade, coming from a very, very poor background. But he was in a 

one-room school house, and one of the other students there was Griffin Bell. So I had the 

chance to give them the opportunity to sort of reminisce.  

 

 JD: Wow. 

 

HOGAN: That was great. 

 

 JD: [laughs] It really is a small world sometimes. 

 

HOGAN: It’s a small world. [laughs] 

 

 JD: That’s amazing. 

 

HOGAN: Yeah. 

 

 JD: Where was the little one-room school house? I forget where your father grew up. 
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HOGAN: It Georgia. It was near Plains, actually. My dad’s family knew the Carter family. 

They were among the more affluent people there. In fact one time, my dad had a hound, 

and it was a constant companion. The Carters offered to buy his dog. These were the days 

my dad made fifty cents a day, and they offered him fifty dollars for his dog. His answer to 

them was, “You mean you’d sell your friend for money?” [laughs] 

 

 JD: Serious man-dog relationship. [laughs] 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. [train whistles] I come from good stock, that’s for sure. But with 

my parents, Dad being orphaned, I didn’t have a babysitter one time in my life. If the 

children weren’t welcome, then he didn’t go. That was it. Family was very important to him, 

because he didn’t have that kind of a blessing in his life. 

 

 JD: Right, right. And he was quite young when he was orphaned. Am I remembering 

correctly? 

 

HOGAN: Yes.  

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 I realize you were working most of the time, but what activities did your family enjoy 

doing, or did you enjoy doing outside of the court? 

 

HOGAN: Mostly outdoor things. We’d take part in community activities. Christine is 

taking her mother to the fair this week. Well, we’d always go back to Coos County for the 

fair. We’d go to things. It was always family involvement. Outdoor activities. The boys and 

I would have an early July yearly trip over to Christmas Valley. It was kind of a dry camp 

near some lost dunes in there, and Lost Forest. We would take lots of firearms and 

motorcycles, and we’d have a lot of target shooting, and riding out in the sand dunes, and 
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camping out there. We even listened to the same music on the trip every time, and all that 

sort of thing. It was one of those things you sort of told time by. 

 

 JD: Absolutely. I think that’s really important. We were never the family that did the 

headphones and the kids in the backseat. We just all had our turns playing whatever music 

on the car player, and we all got familiar with each other’s music. 

 

HOGAN: I get a kick out of it. For us, there is a band called Asleep at the Wheel. 

 

 JD: I know it well. 

 

HOGAN: Do you? Last night I was having a glass of wine with my oldest son, and he 

started singing one of their songs. We’ve got them all memorized of course. [both laugh] 

 So we would do those things. We were always involved in the church, so lots of 

church activities. And I was in leadership there, so I was present for things, and the family 

tried to have interesting and fun things to do there. 

 

 JD: You know, for the record, I don’t think I’ve had you state your children’s names, and 

their birth order, and what they do. 

 

HOGAN: Matthew is the eldest. He is in commercial real estate. He is also the 

executive director of Lane County Youth for Christ. He does that in addition. It’s a youth 

program that he’s been involved with since he was this high, way before he was old 

enough to be. But I was on the board and would include him. Some of the young people 

who work with younger kids are good with young kids but not with adults. [laughs] So he 

provides the adult influence. 

 Joshua is right over here. And then Michele is younger. She’s a therapist; she works 

at Sacred Heart now, and then she has a private practice, also. 
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 JD: Okay. What type of therapist? 

 

HOGAN: Well, she ran a drug and alcohol program until recently, a community 

program. But she’s doing different work now. She addresses psychological needs of 

people who have come into the hospital or who are leaving the hospital. Some of them are 

very rehabilitative and some of them are tough.  

I talked to her yesterday. “How’s it going, Michele?” 

She says, “Livin’ the life. Taking babies away from mothers.” In other words, meth 

babies. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: So she has to do some tough things, but she has that caring personality. She 

is a bucket of empathy. [laughs] She’s the one you want to be doing it, as long as she 

doesn’t take all the problems on herself. 

 

 JD: Right.  

 And what are their ages? 

 

HOGAN: Well, Matt must be thirty-five, and Josh I think just turned thirty-two, and 

Michele is twenty-nine maybe coming up here in a little bit. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: So we’re very fortunate; all three children in the same town still. Not many 

people have that blessing. 

 

 JD: Yeah. That’s lovely. 
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HOGAN: They’re just wonderful, wonderful young people. 

 

 JD: Well you’ve mostly been talking for a good while now, so this seems like, perhaps, 

a good point to stop for the day, and we’ll pick up with your district court work and 

mediation next time, if that’s suitable. 

 

HOGAN: That’s great. I would love to do that. The time we’re going to talk about the 

courthouse, I have a small box of materials I’d like to bring. 

 

 JD: Okay. 

 

HOGAN: I threw away many boxes of things, but I kept some things that help tell the 

story. 

 

 JD: Okay. 

 

HOGAN: Okay? 

 

 JD: And we had talked just generally, the first time we met, about whether it might be 

possible to do one of our interviews at the courthouse. 

 

HOGAN: Mm-hmm. I’m sure we could. 

 

 JD: We’re meeting again next week, so that’s probably too soon. But maybe for the 

interview after that –  

 

HOGAN: Sure. 
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 JD: – we could consider doing that, and video recording if you think that would be 

acceptable in the courthouse? I know that often requires some special arranging. 

 

HOGAN: Yeah. The current chief would have to approve it.  

 

 JD: Okay. 

 

HOGAN: I’m happy to make the request. 

 

 JD: Okay. Do you think that seems too much? Do you want to just do audio? 

 

HOGAN: No, that’s fine. 

 

 JD: Okay. Then we’ll kind of see where we are and whether we need another session 

here to kind of finish up. 

 

HOGAN: Okay. Thank you for your work on this. 

 

 JD: My pleasure. 

 

HOGAN: I’m probably not the best victim, because it seems like too much really… 

[laughs] 

 

 

 
[End of Session 2] 
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Session 3 
2013 July 30 

 
 

 JD: Today is July 30, 2013. This is Janice Dig the oral historian for the U.S. District Court 

of Oregon Historical Society. Today I am I am conducting the third interview with Michael 

Hogan at his mediation office in Eugene, Oregon.  

From the last time we were discussing, we chronologically came up to when you 

became a district court judge in 1991. Why don’t you begin by talking about how that 

appointment came about and a bit about that process. 

 

HOGAN: Surely. Well, there was a committee appointed by Senator Hatfield and 

Senator Packwood. Their job was to present a list of candidates to them. So I applied. I still 

have a copy of my application, as a matter of fact. They were very thorough going. I was 

fortunate enough that that committee said, “We recommend this list of names,” but they 

added, “but the preeminent candidate is Michael Hogan.” Why did they do that? Well, they 

were kind. But also, I had been doing most of the work of a district judge for a long time 

because there was no district judge in Southern Oregon. I tried almost every civil case that 

was tried in Southern Oregon, and in the criminal area, I handled everything right up to the 

trial. Of course, most federal criminal cases end up in guilty pleas. The big reason for that 

is that our sentencing guidelines in federal court are very, very tough.  

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: And the other reason is that federal prosecutors can pick and choose among 

the cases. If they don’t think it’s a strong case, they usually won’t take it, unless there is 

some sort of public interest reason or political reason to do so. Instead they let the cases 

that are closer go to state court. Most of the charges could be brought under state or 

federal law. There are few that can’t, such as federal tax crimes, and that sort of thing. But 

most of them can be brought in both courts. So prosecutors talk, and usually people are 
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not prosecuted in both courts, although they could be because there are two sovereigns, 

two kings, the state and the federal. Instead, if there is a case involving someone who’s 

been a real problem in society, or committed some more serious crime, they often end up 

in federal court.  

Another reason they end up in federal court can be just the type – it again has to 

do with sentencing. For example, many, if not most, of the immigration cases that we get 

in federal court are immigration cases, to be sure, but the case has come to the attention 

of the authorities because of small-time drug dealing, or maybe medium-time drug dealing. 

[chuckles] The sentences are much more sure in federal court. The State does not have 

the resources to incarcerate people or to see that they’re deported. The federal 

government does. So those cases come in more often to federal court. 

So I had been doing most of that work already, so I was able to hit the ground 

running. Really my work didn’t change much at all. The things that were added were guilty 

pleas and felony cases, cases with sentences of a possibility of more than one year, and 

then sentencing in those cases.  

Frankly criminal work starts to get repetitive after some years. The problems are 

intractable. Of course much of our caseload is driven by drug use and transfers of drugs. 

That’s a melancholy business in society these days, so there’s only so much you can do, 

but they end up in the court of last resort, the federal trial court.  

But on the civil side, frankly I’d been doing the Southern Oregon work already, so 

there was very little difference, with this exception: In the earlier years as a magistrate 

judge I tried a lot of cases, but as I handled more and more mediation, a sort of culture of 

mediation developed around my caseload. If the lawyer drew me, they knew we were 

going to sit down and talk. And almost every time we ended up with the matter being 

resolved in an informal method in chambers and the conference rooms we had.  

The cases you tried were unusual ones, in the criminal area. We had a trial of 

General [Pactipat?], a major general in the Royal Thai Army. Unfortunately the military in 

Thailand, some of them, is involved in large-scale drug exportation, and including this 

general, who was lured outside the country. It was a fascinating trial, because we had 
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witnesses who spoke two dialects of Chinese, Dutch, English, and Thai. We used a 

wonderful computer program because there were all these undercover recordings. And 

you’d hear something being said, and it would come up in English on the screen, when it 

was being said. The case was developed by a Dutchman who is sort of like a private James 

Bond, almost. There are people who travel under the radar in this world, and he was one 

of them. He is paid money by various governments to do what he does, which is as close 

to James Bond as I’ve ever seen, perhaps without the martinis, I don’t know. [chuckles]  

The reason they came to Eugene: If you are in Thailand, Eugene, Oregon feels like 

the end of the Earth, I’m sure. There was a meeting in a motel here in Eugene and this 

fellow had set up, along with a gentleman from China. They met, and the meeting was 

videotaped. While the fellow was here, he developed another case involving the sales of 

CAMs, or chemical agent monitors, to people in Iran. How he had those contacts, who 

knows?  

But it was fascinating, and a fascinating case. We took witnesses over video from 

monks in Thailand, and it’s hard to find translators for Thai here. Some witnesses came 

from that area. One fellow who had been an English teacher for the [Kung Sai?] Rebel Army 

in Burma, the Burmese Triangle, came. He was a fascinating guy. He was being cross-

examined by the defense lawyer. He said, “Well you didn’t even ask for a lawyer. You didn’t 

accept a lawyer.” 

With a broad smile he said, “Why did I need a lawyer? I was guilty.” [chuckles] Not 

something you hear in this country that often. [JD laughs] But we did hear it in that trial. 

So the other cases that go to trial in the criminal area are fraud cases. Some people 

who develop frauds, whether they’re Ponzi schemes or their ilk, are so sure they can 

convince anyone of anything, that they have to go to trial. The other reason they go to trial 

is many of them have been quite successful at removing money from the pockets of people 

who seem naive. A small example: a case where someone was in a traditional Ponzi 

scheme, selling some stamped, one-ounce silver ingots, which are worth less than ten 

dollars, for a couple of hundred dollars. The promise was that this would return thousands 

of dollars in a few years. I remember of the victims testifying in that case, there was a fellow 
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from London who had a double doctorate, and he invested, if you can call it that, in this 

particular situation. I told the defense attorney in the case, “Your best defense is this: Your 

defendant invested part of the money he received in the Nigerian check scam. Anyone 

who does that probably wouldn’t have the judgment to really try to fool someone.” [laughs] 

Those are the cases that go to trial, actually. There aren’t many that go to trial. 

In the civil side, the cases that go to trial probably revolve mostly around some of 

the growth industries in civil law. In the last number of years, one of those areas has been 

employment law, labor law. Those cases tend to go to trial. Lawyers have not really 

developed the tradition of weeding out the wheat from the chaff very well. People read 

about a recovery, and of course the newspaper account only gives a small part of the story 

–  

 

 JD: Sure.  

 

HOGAN: – so they’re sure that this will be another story that makes The New York 

Times, and most of them don’t. [laughs] Only a few of them result in recoveries. Some other 

cases go to trial, but frankly the civil cases in federal court often involve business decisions. 

In those decisions, people have the chance of having a stronger influence on what 

happens themselves, rather than submitting it to a jury. Sometimes I will say to the lawyers, 

or particularly the parties, “To prepare for the mediation, I want you to go to court and 

watch a jury trial for one hour. I don’t want you to look at the judge, or the court reporter, 

or the lawyers, or the witness. I want you to just watch the jury. Because in that box, in this 

situation, sits your company CEO, your company CFO, your company’s HR director, and all 

of those things. You tell me, after, whether you’d like them to make your business 

decisions, or not.” It’s not that juries don’t try hard – they do. But they will be people who 

haven’t had experience in the areas that are tried. 

 The other cases that go to trial these days are civil rights cases. That is in part 

because of the strong feelings involved, of course. And they’re understandable. 
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 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: So those are tried, particularly those that involve governmental agencies, 

such as police agencies. It’s very difficult for people to understand and accept that jurors 

generally give police agencies a little extra measure when they’re deciding things. Many 

times, if lawyers had opted for a court trial rather than a jury trial, and I were deciding that 

civil rights case, I may have given damages and the jury did not. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: So it happens not that often, frankly. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: The more outstanding experiences, in my view, happened in the mediation 

process, where creativity is possible. [both chuckle] 

 

 JD: So at some point, the person who was the president of the United States at the time 

had to be convinced that you were the person for him to appoint – 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: – and put his money on. That was George H. W. Bush. 

 

HOGAN: Right. 

 

 JD: And then, of course, no one gets in just by appointment. You have to go through a 

confirmation process. 
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HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: There are varying experiences around that. What was your experience with the 

confirmation process? 

 

HOGAN: Well it’s as close, probably, as possible for a man to have a baby. [both laugh] 

First, it took about nine months. Secondly, it exposes everything about you. It’s a situation 

where, if you have critics – and I happen to be one of those folks who had a record; I’d 

been a judge a long time. So there were a few people who would have had differing 

opinions. If you decide cases, not everyone is pleased every time.  

When you’re going through that process, it’s a process where you really can’t 

defend yourself. You just sort of take it. It’s okay. There was one matter that came up and 

Senator Hatfield called, who was my sponsor, frankly, and asked me about it. I got part way 

through explaining it, and he said, “Oh, you and I have been through worse than this.” And 

I didn’t even finish the story. But he was very experienced in these matters. 

For the district court, the senators have more to do with something than the 

president. So Senator Hatfield was my sponsor, although Senator Packwood was 

supportive, also. One of the remarkable experiences I had was when I was fortunate 

enough to receive a call from President Bush. The call went something like this – I wish I 

had recorded it, but I wasn’t prepared to receive the call at that time. The call went 

something like this: “I’ve just been reviewing your record, and you have a wonderful record 

of public service to this country, and I want to thank you for that. But I call to ask you if you 

would accept one more duty, and whether you would accept my appointment as district 

judge?” 

So there may be a classier way to do that, but I don’t know what it would be. [laughs] 

You can put me down as believing he’s a great man, certainly not based on that 

experience. 

But it wasn’t a particularly difficult process in most ways. However, you just saw that 

Teresa Heinz Kerry has just been released from the hospital. Well, she was married to 
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Senator Heinz from Pennsylvania at the time. There were at least two openings on the 

district court in Philadelphia. Senator Heinz had told one of the candidates that he would 

be appointed as the next judge appointed in Philadelphia. Why that was important was 

that because of ages and timing, that person would have the opportunity to serve as chief 

judge, which has some randomness to it. Before his hearing, Senator Heinz was killed in a 

helicopter crash, so there were some delays in this person’s confirmation process. It was 

about the time of the Clarence Thomas hearings. But the senator from Pennsylvania asked 

other senators if they would defer and wait until his candidate came through. So there 

were some weeks, and perhaps months, that sixteen appointees for US attorney jobs and 

district court jobs waited for this to happen.  

After our hearings, finally the vote came during the Clarence Thomas hearings. 

There was a time that the senators on the committee sort of walked over to the side – I 

happened to be watching this on television – sort of walked over to the side and cast their 

vote to push the people out of committee. So I knew what was happening, although it 

wasn’t announced, of course. The press didn’t know what was happening. And about that 

time, the Oregonian, in fact, wrote an editorial, which I still have a copy of, and the title of 

it was “Not Hogan’s Hero.” [chuckles] It was about the Senate holding up this. 

I was very fortunate. People, almost without exception, were very complimentary of 

me. I think they recognized that whatever else I had done, I worked hard and gave my very 

best every time. 

 

 JD: It sounds like that point in time, the contention was going on elsewhere in 

Washington, not in the judicial confirmation hearings, or at least not yours. 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. There was for the Supreme Court, but that’s a much more 

political situation. Unfortunately it’s been politicized too much, probably, and that is one 

result of the Bork hearings, the Bork confirmation hearings, probably. 

 

 JD: Right, right. 
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HOGAN: But it has unfortunately, now, extended down to the federal circuit courts, 

not so much the district courts, frankly, but the circuit courts. That is really too bad, I think. 

 

 JD: Yes. The delays that seemed uncommon in your era are becoming common now. 

 

HOGAN: They’re very common now. That’s right. 

 

 JD: That’s not helping anyone, really. 

 

HOGAN: I remember I went to a ninth circuit meeting in Hawaii, and I called Senator 

Packwood, and I said, “Do you think things will move?” 

 He said, “Don’t worry about it judge. It will take place.” 

 He asked me to defer, and if I had asked him to defer, I would have, also. That’s the 

way we work here. [laughs] 

 

 JD: So then you became the first permanent federal judge, is that correct? 

 

HOGAN: In Southern Oregon, yes. Well, district judge. 

 

 JD: Right. So you succeeded Robert E. Jones [digital ping sounds], is that correct? 

 

HOGAN: No, I did not.  

 

 JD: Oh. 

 

HOGAN: The position I took was created in 1991, in a bill that was at least talked about 

by Congress as providing judges to handle the great increase in drug cases. So, at the 

time, we were called drug judges. That wasn’t quite so true in Oregon, frankly, but Oregon, 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

111 
 

for those years, had a very high case load per district judge. We always ranked right near 

the top, so that’s why we got another position then. So actually, I’m the first incumbent in 

this position. 

 

 JD: Okay. How did that change the status of where you worked? Perhaps not in the 

Tom Thumb courtroom anymore? [MH laughs] And who became your cohort in the district 

court? 

 

HOGAN: The federal courthouse was built about three years after I became a 

magistrate and bankruptcy judge. As far as how it affected where I worked, I stayed at the 

same desk, in the same room, in the same chair. [laughs] It was a number of years before 

we had another district judge here. But the magistrate position opened up when that 

occurred, so we did select Judge Coffin to come in and be the magistrate judge in Eugene. 

He is the first incumbent after me; I was the first full-time, and he is the first one after me in 

that job. So, the pioneers are still there, as far as Southern Oregon. [both chuckle] And then 

later on we were able to obtain a full-time – first a half-time and then a full-time – position 

in Medford. 

 

 JD: Right. 

 

HOGAN: So there are more bodies around now. [JD chuckles] But for those early 

years, it was just me. And then I was very happy to see Judge Coffin come to work. 

 

 JD: How much longer after your becoming district judge? Did Judge Coffin follow you 

pretty rapidly? 

 

HOGAN: Mm-hmm, because that opened a position up. So we went through the 

selection process. He would have to tell you exactly when that occurred, rather than me. 

[both chuckle] It’s been some time. 
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 JD: Well, hopefully we’ll get a chance to do his oral history in the near future. 

 

HOGAN: Good. 

 

 JD: So then this would have been your first formal investiture? 

 

HOGAN: Yes. And we actually have an investiture for the magistrate position, also. 

 

 JD: Okay. 

 

HOGAN: And then another one for the district court. It was a pretty good party when I 

became chief judge, also, because I was the first chief in Southern Oregon. Those are sort 

of fun, in a way. It’s sort of like having the opportunity to go to your own funeral; everyone 

says nice things about you, [laughs] and they feel free to exaggerate. And that’s great, just 

like at a funeral. I’ve probably had my share of those. I would rather they just have a party 

when I’m gone, although I hope that’s not too soon. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: Since you broached the topic of chief judge –  

 

HOGAN: Yes, mm-hmm. 

 

 JD:  – you did become chief judge in 1995 and that was until 2002. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: Talk a little about what the process is of becoming chief judge and what that 

position entails. 
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HOGAN: Sure. Well, it’s a statutory calculation. It’s, these days, for a maximum of seven 

years. When I started with the courts, a chief judge could stay really as long as they wanted. 

But, these days, what the statute says is that it will be the judge with the most seniority 

who has not reached age sixty-five. I just happened to come in when the others were 

getting around that age group, so I was able to have that job at a younger age, or that 

responsibility at a younger age.  

Being chief judge in federal court is much different than being presiding judge in 

the state court. In the state court, as the presiding judge, you really have quite a lot to say 

about who gets which cases and that sort of thing. Not really so much in federal court. You 

are the chief of a bunch of individuals, all of who have been appointed by a president of 

the United States. [chuckles] They are more a committee of permission. You can take some 

actions, but you preside at ceremonial occasions, you handle employment issues when 

they come up [chuckles], you have responsibility for budget matters, but frankly, the clerk 

handles those in large part, and should. And you preside at judges meetings. But you’re 

just one vote, so you’re careful. If you have a new initiative, you’re careful with it.  

Judges, federal judges at least, are inherently conservative. And I don’t mean 

politically. I mean, they move in half steps. So, the way they learned to be a judge, for each 

of them, even though they were at different times, is the golden age for that judge. And 

change is difficult. 

I remember one time, I thought it would be a good idea if all of our court reporters 

could do computer-assisted transcription, so that there would be an immediate transcript 

on the lawyers’ desk on a screen for questions and answers. I proposed that the court pay 

for additional training for those who weren’t there, and so on. Before I even arrived at the 

judges meeting to suggest it, the word had leaked out, and some court reporters had gone 

to “their judge,” and my initiative lasted for less than fifteen minutes. And it’s okay. 

One of the judges said, “Well, my court reporter doesn’t want to do that.” And really, 

that was it. This is a colleague I respect greatly.  

And I said, “Well, I’d like to withdraw the suggestion.” They had to keep talking 

another ten minutes, and I said, “I had a bad idea. I withdraw the suggestion.”  
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I told the clerk afterwards, “We’ll just do this through attrition. As people retire and 

we hire new people” – that was a job the chief judge would do, or the clerk in conjunction 

with the chief judge – “we’ll look for people who already have those credentials.” [laughs] 

Changes are more generational in the courts. So you don’t worry about changing 

too many things.  You worry about trying to sense the will of the majority and doing that. 

You won’t have a happy time if you want to fight it. [laughs] 

 

 JD: So at this point, the district is starting to physically spread out, as far as where you’re 

all sitting. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: How did the process work, just as you all getting together, and having meetings, 

and making those decisions? 

 

HOGAN: Well, in years before that, we have a history of judges meetings on Monday 

at noon. I would go sometimes, just drive up to Portland for them. Although, when they 

would have new rules, sometimes the then chief would say to me, “Well Mike, whatever 

you’re doing in Eugene, you keep doing it. This is for our situation up here.” So they didn’t 

demand sort of ideological or procedural conformity. [laughs] 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: When I was chief I tried to go to Portland every week as best I could. There 

were some times I would do a phone conference or a video conference, but usually I would 

drive up. It would cost me a day in the week, but sometimes I’d have a law clerk drive, and 

I could do work on the telephone in the car, and reviewing materials, and that sort of thing. 

That was just one of the costs against my calendar of being chief judge. Some chief judges 
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cut their case load back, and we don’t really have a tradition of that in Oregon, and I didn’t. 

I’ve always had plenty of energy, so I didn’t feel the need to do that. But I would just go up. 

 There are some districts where to be chief is really thankless, like the Southern 

District of California, the Southern District of New York, where there are lots and lots of 

judges. I asked a former chief judge in the Southern District of New York, one time – Charlie 

Bryant – I said, “How do you do that?” 

 Well he lived out in White Plains, which is out of the city. He said, “Well I would send 

a memo saying ‘here are the things on the agenda,’” and he said, “by the time I got to the 

city, they pretty much had it worked out, what they wanted to do.” [laughs] So, it’s more 

like that. 

 

 JD: Right. Right. 

 

HOGAN: Two of the past chief judges in Oregon said to me, when I became chief, 

“Well Mike, whatever you do that you don’t tell us about, that’s fine. If you tell us about it, 

we’ll probably give you our opinion.” That’s the way it worked. [JD laughs] So that was the 

first judgment call. [laughs] 

 

 JD: You mentioned, you know, law clerks. And clearly you would have had a couple at 

this point. 

 

HOGAN: Yes, mm-hmm. When you’re chief you have three, actually. 

 

 JD: Oh, okay. They’re clearly an essential part of the staffing. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: I know there are some varying opinions about whether you hire law clerks for a 

year, or there are some I’ve heard referred to as career law clerks. 
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HOGAN: Right. 

 

 JD: How did that work in your office? 

 

HOGAN: In the earlier years when I had law clerks, I would have one- or two-year 

appointments. Then I decided that [digital ping] having some more continuity would be 

better, and it sort of depended on the type of caseload we were getting. But then I was 

committed to having one short-term and one career law clerk. And career law clerk didn’t 

really mean career, it meant for more years than one or two. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: Because, as a law clerk, you have to be alter ego for someone else. You can 

be quite open with the judge about your opinions and thoughts, but they may not be what 

comes out of the chute at the other end. [both chuckle] And not everyone can do that and 

be true to themselves. I get that, and it’s fine. But I still liked to have a law clerk for a year 

or two because people coming right out of law school might have a new idea, or have 

been exposed to some of the newer things more intensively than some of the rest of us. I 

also thought it was good for each of us to be challenged, and that included me. I told every 

law clerk to challenge me if they thought I was heading down the wrong road. I’m not 

insecure about that. I’ll tell them if that makes sense, or if I want to change or not, on a 

case.  

But toward the end of my career as a judge, actually, I had two career law clerks, 

but frankly, part of the reason was that I had very few trials. The law clerk work tended to 

be more institutional and of paper cases. So I’d find someone I thought was a pretty good 

writer, or had good judgment in that situation. It was frankly easier for me. It’s easier in 

some ways, it’s not in others, because if a person gets to a point they really aren’t 

functioning well as an alter ego, then you need to address that.  
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 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: I have had wonderful law clerks, but that’s a temptation for anyone. For 

example, I would not have been a good career law clerk because I would want to express 

myself more than that, I think. 

 

 JD: I’m having little echoes of your conversation with Judge Belloni in my head as you’re 

talking. [laughs] 

 

HOGAN: That’s fair. [laughs] 

 

 JD: So, becoming a district judge also meant that you were making different kinds of 

rulings and writing decisions. Talk a little about how you went about making rulings and if 

that process changed how you approached it, over your years on the bench. 

 

HOGAN: Well, in some areas, after you’ve handled dozens of cases in a certain area, 

after all you pretty much know the law. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: When I was a magistrate judge, one of the lawyers who defended civil rights 

cases a lot in my court, in a particular case did not consent to how we handled the case 

and wanted a different judge to handle the case.  

He came up to me a couple of months later and said, “Do you want to know why I 

did not consent?” 

I said, “It’s fine, Bob. I don’t really care.” 

He said, “Well I’m going to tell you.” He said, “In that case I did not need a judge 

who understood the law.” [laughs]  
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So you see many issues over and over again, and in many areas things fall into 

patterns. There are a few cases, like tax situations, where there is a code. That’s different. 

So really the idea is to try to be open to the people in front of you as best you can, each 

time remembering that they’re no different than you, whether it’s in a criminal or civil case. 

Then, along with the law clerks you have, try to get as good an understanding of the facts. 

Usually you can come pretty close to a reasonable result. 

But, the thing about the district court, what people need are decisions. They don’t 

need something taken under advisement for a long period of time. They’re trying to live 

their lives, to run their businesses, to operate government agencies. They need to know 

where the goal posts are. What I have said is the court is a deciding court. During my 

career, I wrote less and less, not more and more. I wrote a lot more as a magistrate judge 

than as a district judge.  

I told a law clerk, “You get me ready so that I can rule orally in court. Make sure you 

do the work in advance, otherwise you’re going to be frustrated trying to look at old news 

during the day,” and that sort of thing. 

So I tried to rule orally as often as I could. I was not that interested in having opinions 

published. There is plenty of hot air published in the law books. I would go sit, for example, 

at the circuit court – I try to do it every year for a few days – and the circuit judges would 

often try to give me a case to write an opinion to be published and end up in the law books, 

and I declined almost every time. I said, “Oh, these cases really don’t deserve to take up 

publishing space. Let’s just decide them and let it go.” [chuckles]  

There is a place for pondering court, like an appeals court, but that is not the district 

court. It’s a trial court; judges should decide things. I would tell lawyers, “You make your 

judge decide. It’s okay.”  

Right or wrong, I was very fortunate in how the appellate courts treated me, but 

sometimes I was reversed two to one, and I consider that a tie. [laughs] Two on each side. 

I didn’t ever have rabbit ears about what was happening there. They had an important job 

to do, and I encouraged them to do it with enthusiasm. [both laugh[ 
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 JD: It is sort of a rite of passage. There’s no one who is left out of that group of being 

reversed. 

 

HOGAN: That’s right, that’s correct. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: I wanted to talk some – you’ve been involved in some very complicated and very 

high profile cases within the state. I realized since we had originally spoken, one of those 

early ones was the I-5 field burning cases. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: Am I correct that you were still a magistrate at that point? 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: You can either give some brief facts of the case, or just talk about your involvement 

and how that case came to you. 

 

HOGAN: Sure. I have a chart still at home about those cases that, if I remember and 

we talk again, I’ll be happy to show you.  

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: From the grass seed field burning, which was the practice to sterilize fields 

to get rid of weeds for the next season along the Willamette Valley, the wind shifted one 

day, and dark smoke enveloped the freeway. And there were multiple vehicle accidents. 

A lot of people were hurt and some killed. In fact, there were thirty-three different law suits. 

Either some lawyers approached me – and I think that’s what happened, actually – and 

said, “Would you be willing to try to pull us all together?” 
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 So it’s, when you have thirty-three law suits, what is your plan? The plan really, if 

you’ve done this before, you just start, frankly. And then you try to, you get some things to 

happen. I remember a couple of strategies I used. I asked the major insurance companies 

– each of which was involved, often as both plaintiffs and defendants in various cases, 

because someone would hit someone, who hit someone else, and so on – I asked them 

to send not only their claims people for the individual thirty-three cases, but also a claims 

person that had an overall look at things, just representing what the company would be 

willing to do to have this entire matter get resolved, so that all these cases and these 

millions of dollars in processing costs would go away. So I had another layer in that regard. 

We worked very hard until very late a couple of days. With some of the big insurance 

companies, to this overall claims person, I said, “Well, just ignore all the individual claims 

now that you’re going to be paying money on or asking for money.  I’d like you to consider 

putting in x-number of millions of dollars. If I can settle the cases for that amount of money, 

and you not being too fussy about where the money is spent, will that work for you?” And 

each of them participated in that. In fact, there were different amounts, so it just took a little 

bit of judgment or Jiminy Cricket on my part to decide what that was.  

And then you dealt with each of the plaintiffs. There were cases that weren’t big 

cases, and cases that were big cases. There were all sorts of personalities. I know one 

fellow, his daughter had been killed, and he wanted enough money to set up a museum, 

or a gallery in France to show his art as a memorial to her. He agreed to the settlements 

eventually, but he did write a book later in which I am not portrayed in very good light, 

frankly.  

But it’s one of those cases where we worked late, and there were hundreds of 

people involved. And of course, to try to even manage the size of the group was really 

something. But it was one of those cases that when I put the settlement on the record in 

the early morning hours, the courtroom broke into applause that this had happened. 

I had that experience in a number of multi-party cases where some people will say, 

“Well this situation is too complicated to be mediated.” And my opinion is just the opposite. 

When it’s really complicated, then I think the opportunities are there, with patience and 
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perhaps a firm hand on occasion. Being willing to express opinions to lawyers who respect 

your opinions from other situations like that. So it was a thrill, in a way. To me, the fulfillment 

of pulling together something with a lot of people is really – it’s just fulfilling. 

For example, I’ve had a construction defect case. I didn’t count, but one of the 

lawyers counted when people walked in to begin; there were ninety people: various 

insurance people, lawyers, representative of the company, et cetera et cetera. At the end 

of the time, a few of the lawyers and I went over to a hotel in Portland to have a glass of 

wine and just debrief a little bit and relax. This one lawyer said, “Do you remember what 

you said when you walked in the courtroom on that occasion?” 

I said, “No.” 

He said, “First, you were standing like you are now.” I have a habit of standing with 

my hands on my hips. I don’t think it’s that – my wife, at least, feels that’s not the best 

stance I should take, but I do it. She’s probably right, in other words. “And you said, ‘Well, 

the first thing you should all recognize is that we’re going to work hard enough to resolve 

all of this. It will take a little while, but we’ll get it done.’” 

And I said, “What’d you think of that?” 

He said, “Well it sounded like a cross between unwarranted optimism and a judicial 

order.” [laughs] 

And we did get it finished. It took a few days of working late and all that, and the 

weekend, but that’s fine. So I’ve seen almost every one of those matters like that come 

together. 

It’s interesting, now that I’m doing private mediation, I have a few more that don’t 

get resolved, but it’s not a difference between sort of implied coercion and something else; 

I’m getting disputes these days of some big companies who just enjoy suing each other. 

[laughs] They eventually resolve the case, but not until they’ve stretched it out a while. It’s 

a wasteful process in many ways. But they’re strong personalities; they’re interesting to be 

with. 
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 JD: So in the I-5 case, was that one of the first large, multi-party mediations that you 

were involved in? 

 

HOGAN: Yes, certainly of that size. I don’t know of another one of that size in Oregon 

before that, frankly.  

 

 JD: These were all civil cases? 

 

HOGAN: Yes, mm-hmm. 

 

 JD: Were there some criminal cases that came out of that? 

 

HOGAN: No, there were no criminal cases involved with it. It was all civil. 

 

 JD: Okay. I wasn’t quite sure about that. When you say, “It took a while, and we worked 

hard,” can you define “a while” a bit more, specifically? 

 

HOGAN: It took a few days. I was pretty young then, and we worked to after midnight 

every day. Sometimes the stories about how long I’ve kept people involved in mediation 

have been exaggerated, but I stopped trying to correct the facts. I’ve found that the way I 

put it is that, for what I do, the apocrypha can be as helpful as the true gospel in getting 

the job done. [laughs] It’s all right to have a few legends, in other words. [both chuckle] 

 

 JD: I thought it was also particularly interesting that you were a magistrate at that point. 

I mean, even by 1990 there were parts of the country that still weren’t very comfortable 

with magistrates –  

 

HOGAN: That’s true. 
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 JD:  – and the expanded role they had. By that point, you were being called magistrate 

judges. It sounded like, in some of my research, there was at least one attorney from 

California who questioned your authority. 

 

HOGAN: Yeah, that happened on occasion. But in Oregon, the history of the 

magistrate judge position is as strong, or stronger, than any place else in the country. I 

think you remember I told you that there was a time when I was the only law clerk for Judge 

Belloni, who was the only district judge at the time. Frankly, we didn’t get the positions we 

needed on the district court to really handle the work. So Judge Belloni basically told the 

magistrate judges, “You do everything the lawyers will let you get away with.” The laws 

actually encouraged experimentation within the guidelines of the constitution. And when 

Joe Biden, from Maryland, chaired this Senate Subcommittee on Improvements in Judicial 

Machinery, and the magistrate position was developed, that’s what was encouraged in the 

legislative history.  

No one believed in that as much as Judge Belloni. I remember he gave a talk in 

Detroit about the use of magistrate judges in early years. I knew one of the early magistrate 

judges in Detroit, and this man was a very capable judge, but Judge Belloni told what he 

was doing with magistrate judges, and that judge said, “We listened to that crazy Swiss 

man from Oregon talk about magistrate judges.” [JD laughs]  

Of course, Judge Skopil followed him and continued the tradition and eventually 

chaired the national magistrates committee of the judicial conference. So those two 

Oregonians had a lot to do with the development of the system. 

When some other states would get magistrate judges, and the district judges were 

willing to buy into this, they would send those people out to Oregon to spend time with us 

just to learn the way we did things. For example, the first full-time magistrate judge in 

Montana was sent to spend time with me to do that. I went to speak at a chief district judges 

meeting of the ninth circuit chief district judges as a magistrate judge. We were at the 

reception the night before, and I remember one of the other chief judges said, “Mike, this 

is interesting. Here is a magistrate judge at the chief district judges meeting.” Then the 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

124 
 

chief district judge from Hawaii spoke up and said, “You forget: magistrate judges in 

Oregon are district judges.” [laughs] 

Some of the reason that magistrate judges weren’t used so much early had to do 

with some district judges being jealous of their position. Some of that, in theory, is fine, 

because district judges are appointed under Article III of the Constitution. Sometimes I 

think maybe it went beyond that in the way it was expressed. In those early years, in some 

districts, magistrate judges did not wear robes; they weren’t permitted to by the courts. In 

Pittsburg, I believe it was, the magistrate judges could wear a robe, but it had to be a gray 

robe, not a black robe. In a certain district in the ninth circuit, there were times that the 

magistrate judges were invited to eat with the district judges in the judge’s lunch room, 

and then a time when they were excluded and brought back, and so on. There were many 

places that certainly magistrate judges were second class judicial citizens. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: And that has not been the case in Oregon. We have been sort of a leader, if 

not the leader, in the development of that system. It’s something I think that we’re all very 

proud of. 

 

 JD: It certainly seems that way. Is Oregon a bit unique, or not at all, in magistrate judges 

moving into district judge positions? 

 

HOGAN: It has happened elsewhere. It depends on the politics of the area, in a way. 

Although, for example, it has happened where there has been a scandal with a district 

judge. There have been a few instances of that. The senators would look for someone who 

had no political taint, who was just a hard worker. Nevada is one of those examples, for 

example.  
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 But it hasn’t happened, from a percentage standpoint, as often as in Oregon. But 

that’s because of the respect given to the magistrate judges by the district court and that 

the lawyers have had for them. 

 

 JD: There are a couple of cases that I just wanted to get your comments on. 

 

HOGAN: Sure. 

 

 JD: They’re not all mediation – some are. One was your involvement in the first doctor-

assisted suicide law, which was created by the voters of Measure 16 in 1994. There were 

clearly strong sentiments on both side of that issue – still are – and a case was brought 

before you, and maybe you could just take it from there about… 

 

HOGAN: I’d be happy to. The voters did pass the law, and of course, under our 

constitutional system, every law has to comply with the Constitution, also. This is such an 

emotional area, and often the emotions, because we’re human beings, are based on a 

family experience, or an experience with a friend, something like that. They evoke very 

strong feelings and understandably so.  

The challenge I was given was to give my opinion on whether this law complied 

with the Constitution. I spent a lot of time looking at it. I finally decided, no, it did not. 

Whether I would have voted for the law or not is really inconsequential. But when people 

out in the community would look at that, of course they’re looking at it through the lens of 

their own experience. And that’s true, and what other judges have disagreed with me 

about what the Constitution requires in that situation.  

You can look at some historical examples. A law that’s very similarly worded was 

used to clear out the mental institutions in Germany in the Third Reich. That’s no reason 

that our case should come out one way or the other, but to just take words and try to line 

them up with constitutional values is a challenge. And then, as a district judge, what you 

are is part of the conversation in a case like that, because it’s clearly not going to stop with 
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you. So you’re a part of it. In fact, I sent that opinion around for other judges to read, and a 

colleague I admire very much, his comment was, “Why all the ink?” What he was saying 

was, “Don’t take yourself too seriously in this,” in his own way, and a way that showed 

grace and dignity. You’re a part of the discussion and just decide the case, and this will 

take its own course. So it’s one of those cases, however, that even though you’re 

interpreting the Constitution, it’s one of those things you need to be able to look yourself 

in the mirror in the morning. You can’t deny that thoughts like that are a part of the work 

we do as judges. That certainly was among the most intense, in that regard, that I decided 

or worked on. 

 

 JD: It lasted for over a period of a couple of years by the time –  

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD:  – it was appealed to the ninth circuit. 

 

HOGAN: That’s right.  

I remember one of the lawyers I was questioning in court believed the law was 

constitutional, and he is a wonderful lawyer for a certain position and so on – a brilliant 

man. I said, “Well, under this law, suppose there is a sixteen-year-old high school girl who 

loses her first love. Would that be sufficient under this law for somebody to take advantage 

of doctor-assisted suicide?”  

I want to say this for him, he was consistent with his position. He said, “Yes.” 

 Now, to me that’s really an abhorrent thought; but nevertheless, I needed to look at 

the Constitution, not sort of an outlier example. I asked it to challenge his thinking. Like a 

professor does, you stretch something over the edge a little to see, you know, does the 

theory hold up? 

 But certainly many of us worked very hard on that, and I’m proud of my work on the 

case, even though, eventually, it was overturned. 
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 JD: How does a case like that – you’re speaking of emotions running high and a vote 

of the public, of the electorate – how does that play out in the life around you, outside of 

the courtroom? 

 

HOGAN: Well, in the past everyone had civics as a junior in high school. Unfortunately, 

we’re losing some of that. One of the things you learn in civics is that just because of the 

vote doesn’t mean it’s constitutional. Although not a lot of emphasis is given to that.  

A different example is when Congress passed a law called the salvage rider, which 

said for these certain enumerated timber sales, that seven environmental laws that 

Congress had previously passed would not apply. I didn’t think that was very heavy lifting 

as a case to decide, because Congress gives, Congress takes away, fine. That was their 

decision. It was a political decision, not a judicial one. But I was invited to Corvallis, to 

Oregon State, to give a talk as part of a lecture series. There was a big lecture room packed 

with people. I remember one woman standing up, saying “How can it be constitutional for 

Congress to set aside the environmental laws?” The basic governmental understanding of 

the role of the judiciary got past her because of her emotion, because it has nothing to do 

with the Constitution.  

Now, with regard to people in the community, when you’re in a public position on 

public issues, there are some people who will say that defines the person. I just try to be 

myself. I remember one time after an aerobics class, dance aerobics or something, I 

enjoyed for a long time, and this fellow comes up to me. He says, “I don’t get it.” He was 

referring to the suicide law. He said, “You seem to stand for things that are just the opposite 

of what I stand for, and yet, you’re really likeable.” [laughs] Well, whether he was right or 

wrong about either doesn’t really matter, but you can’t be tender about those things. Not 

everyone can be joyful and have people criticize some things they do. That doesn’t bother 

me. It’s okay. I’ll give it my best, and I’ll try to be as kind to everyone I meet as I can, and if 

they can’t see past that, then I’ll just be concerned for them and try to help them, but it’s 

okay if I don’t get there. They’ll have to work those things out on their own. [chuckles] 
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 JD: I’m not sure if the comment from the woman about Congress and timber sales had 

to do with your involvement in another high profile case… 

 

HOGAN: It did. It was a challenge to what was known – this bill was known as the 

salvage rider. Congress just took that action, it was controversial on their part, and it was 

challenged in front of me. I said, “Listen, they put the environmental laws in. If they want to 

take them off for some timber sales, that’s not a constitutional question. They’re entitled to 

pass bills doing whatever they want within those limits.” But, at that time, because it was 

so controversial, there was one young man that set up a little tent outside my office window 

and went on a starvation fast for some period of time. So there was very public First 

Amendment expression, which is great. [chuckles] Not only in words, but also in actions. 

 

 JD: Right, right. Well and I think, perhaps one of the most well-known, and certainly one 

of the largest and more recent cases, centers around your mediation of the Sunwest 

Management company fraud case, or cases I suppose is more accurate. I think one 

question I had was how that case ended up in district court, rather than in bankruptcy court. 

 

HOGAN: Mm-hmm. Well, first a bankruptcy petition was filed. Frankly, it has some 

problems. The first one, I think, was one filed by Mr. Harder. It didn’t bring in all the assets 

that needed to be brought in, quite frankly. So there were challenges brought to the filing. 

In my opinion they were good challenges. But bankruptcy does provide some tools that 

can be helpful in this sort of a reorganization. I had met one time on the bankruptcy case 

with some of the interested parties and basically my message to them was, “Listen, if you 

all insist on all of what you think you have coming, no one will get anything. This will just 

collapse. That’s usually what happens in those cases. So you need to be willing to let 

others have some health if you’re going to have some.” We spent a day with that on a 

Presidents Day in February some years ago now.  
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Then, serendipity kind of happened, the SEC came in with sort of a surprise filing in 

Eugene of an SEC equitable receivership. Judge Coffin was in the courthouse that day, 

and they asked for action that day. Judge Coffin was there, and his name came out, but 

they would not consent to a magistrate, so it came to me. I listened to the SEC make their 

case for an injunction, and frankly I didn’t think they made it. I said, “Well, I don’t think 

you’ve proven it.” So I said, “Why don’t you all come up to the fifth floor, and we’ll talk?” 

And I said to the SEC lawyer, “Not every district judge will do this, but I think even the 

lawyer for Mr. Harder and those interests believes that what you’re asking for would be 

helpful, even though I don’t think you’ve proved it in court. They may agree to it. So what 

I’m willing to do is take off my judge’s hat and set it on the table, and pick up my mediator’s 

hat and put it on for a bit this afternoon, but only if you want me to.” And they said they did 

want me to. So, I did, and within two hours we had worked out an initial injunction.  

The reason that was important is because there were about 154 closures pending 

in the country at the time. The banks had a pattern on a troubled assets like many of them 

had: foreclose, sell it for a reduced price, write off the difference, investors get nothing, the 

bank gets something – maybe not all they had on the loan. So this was quite upsetting to 

the banking community. 

 

 JD: And there were multiple lenders involved in this. 

 

HOGAN: Many, many lenders. All of the big banks, really, in the world. Many 

international banks, in Scotland, and France, et cetera. And banks in this country, also.  

 So I thought a breather was necessary, and to allow a chance to see whether there 

was an asset there worth saving. Before the case came in, Mr. Hamstreet was appointed 

as a chief restructuring officer. So under the agreed to equity receivership, [it?] was a 

trustee, and over the CRO, kind of on the bankruptcy side. I worked out an agreement 

where they would have sort of separate responsibilities: the trustee would look at 

monetizing assets that could be monetized, the CRO into making sure the bills got paid 

every day, which was a challenge. 
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 JD: And the CRO is the chief restructuring officer? 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. 

 

 JD: Okay. 

 

HOGAN: So early on, a transaction took place called the Lone Star Transaction. In this 

transaction – and I may get the numbers wrong here, without looking at the paperwork – 

a number of facilities were sold to Lone Star, which is a Texas organization, and the nice 

thing, it developed about thirty or forty million dollars in cash. Now, Mr. Harder owned most 

of those assets, but when I agreed to sort of mediate and try to put this together, I told his 

lawyer, I said that “If we’re going to do this, then he’s got to be all in. Even though he can 

make a claim to this money and take the millions and fight the lawsuits and the government 

for a lot of years, he’s going to have to be willing to turn loose of that and show me that he 

really means that he’d like the investors to get as good a return as they can get.” 

 That was the right decision for him to make, although it is having some sort of bad 

results for him now, because he’s facing charges, possibly, on the criminal side. Frankly, 

without his cooperation, which he gave every step of the way through the civil side, the 

investors would not have been able to be taken care of as well as they have been. What 

you can say about this, the structure that he had set up, is because of the 1031 exchange 

money being out there, and a couple of legal opinions that said that could come in as so-

called tenant in common interest, which sounds like a property interest but really was more 

of a security. There were some legal opinions from some big firms in the country that said 

you could do that. A tremendous amount of money came in in a very short period of time. 

He bought lots of facilities. Everything was leveraged to the hilt. He didn’t own an 

automobile himself – everything was leased, leveraged, you name it.  

 So then, before 2010, whether it was 2008 or so on, the economy was struggling, 

and property values went down. People couldn’t afford to sell their houses to move into 
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senior housing. The way those investments work, if you have less than about eighty 

percent occupancy, you’re losing money. If you get more than eighty percent or so, you’re 

making money, and a lot of money. So a lot of those assets became troubled because of 

that, and because they were leveraged. There wasn’t the equity there to do something 

with. 

 Some may say he was trying to cheat people. Well, people can have their own 

opinions. I know the facts pretty well, quite frankly. He certainly drank his own Kool-aid. 

[laughs] So we began to try to see if we could put together, using that Lone Star money, to 

make sure we could buy, you know, food for people. We had eleven thousand people, I 

believe is the number, living in those facilities. These are our elders, those people who you 

think a responsible society would care for. You know, someone had to keep the heat on, 

the lights on, the food there, and so on, and try to operate them in a way that generated 

some money, yet filled the gap. That Lone Star money allowed sort of the grease for the 

machine to start up. 

 Then, as we worked at it, along came a big investment company, the Blackstone 

Group. We eventually sold 144 or so facilities to them, in a partnership with Emeritus, the 

Seattle operating company who wanted many of these assets very badly and eventually 

[will?] own a lot of them [chuckles], but that’s fine. But they should have to actually pay 

something closer to what they’re worth, rather than bottom-of-the-barrel, fire-sale prices. 

 So we, over time, have liquidated or monetized assets, sold others to various stable, 

substantial operating groups. All the banks were taken care of; their loans are being paid. 

On some of them we renegotiated the interest rates under bankruptcy law to something 

that looked more like a market rate, but we’re [fairing?] to them. Some of them who had 

losses greater than the value of the property were even able to put in claims and have 

those amounts paid as a creditor in the bankruptcy estate. That is unheard of for banks to 

be able to do that.  

The result is astounding, as far as what happened. In a way, not because of what I 

did, but because of what everyone did – I was just to provide the leadership – it’s the story 

of Rumpelstiltskin. [chuckles] A straw was turned into gold. So people who just wanted 
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their money now are getting sixty or sixty-five percent back. Those who went into the roll-

over entity we created are getting more than 100 percent back, maybe 115 or more percent. 

Some limited partners are getting substantial, substantial recoveries.  

That was one of those things that, you start a project – it’s like any of these big, 

complicated mediations – you start a project, and you really can’t see the end of it. 

 

 JD: Mm-hmm. 

 

HOGAN: Sort of like the Diocese of Portland child abuse cases: 150 or so cases, ten 

coverage cases. When we started, there were a dozen or so lawyers for Catholic interests 

there and said, “Could we meet with you?” 

 “Sure.” 

 I went into our room with them. They said, “We’re concerned. Do you have a plan?” 

 “Well I do. As soon as we finish in here, I’m going to get started. Then there will be 

a period of time where we’re working on it, then, sure enough, it will be over.” [laughs] 

“That’s my plan.”  

You have to be flexible, have a high belief level, and energy, and just go to work. 

 

 JD: These cases may have some similarities in the kind of law you’re dealing with, but 

often not. 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. 

 

 JD: Do you have people or resources that you go to for advice about how to help put 

together the plan, or how do you sort out those critical elements of it? 

 

HOGAN: You find the experts you need in a particular area. Dealing with lawyers who 

specialize in bankruptcy is a different experience than some other areas. One of the parts, 

for example, in the Diocese of Portland case, was to come up with a bankruptcy plan and 
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get it confirmed under the bankruptcy laws. I remember all of those top lawyers being in 

one of the conference rooms, and it was taking forever because these are detail people. 

If there’s another way to say something, they want to say it in every possible way. I had 

them in a room, and they should have been finished at this point, and I finally just said, “I’m 

going to leave you here now. Here’s my cell phone number. I’m going to go do something 

else for a while. You can call me when you’re finished.” [chuckles] “You have a few things 

left. I’ll come back and tell you how it’s going to come out.” Even though they wouldn’t 

have to take my opinion on that, they would. They respected me, too, and they knew some 

of the things had to do with personal preference or ego, so they allowed me to be the ego 

in the room to get it done, and my personal preference, I guess. 

 But really, the expertise is not the question. These are all people with questions. 

And Sunwest – throughout, it was helping people understand that their interest depended 

on other interests being met.  

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 

HOGAN: So the simplest was of analyzing these things is that naturally we sort of 

assume that things are a zero-sum gain, that you won’t recover anything unless I give it up, 

and so on. In the complicated cases, it’s clearly not true. In fact, it’s not true in most cases. 

Instead, to have creativity have a role, and to do something productive for everyone, you 

can’t approach it as a zero-sum gain.  

 So part of the mediator’s job is to not really convince the party, but to develop a 

situation where the party has trust in the mediator, and the mediator can transfer that to 

the other side, somewhat. But that’s a people thing. That’s not a legal technicality or theory. 

Those things are out there; you deal with them. But frankly, you need to make the law fit 

the situation, a little bit. In fact, I don’t think the US trustees office was totally pleased with 

me all the time in Sunwest because I bruised some of the bankruptcy rules, a little bit. Even 

though there’s a rule that says you cannot apply the rule when it makes sense, but they’re 

used to them being applied. [laughs] 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

134 
 

 

 JD: Well, we’ve come to the end of our time for today. So I’ll say thank you for your 

thoughts –  

 

HOGAN: You bet. 

 

 JD: – and we’ll pick it up again soon. 

 

HOGAN: Thank you, and thank you for all the work you’re putting into this. I appreciate 

it. 

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

 

 
[End of Session 3] 
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Session 4 
2013 August 22 

 
 

 JD: Today is August 22, 2013, oral historian for the U.S. District Court of Oregon 

Historical Society. This is the fourth interview with Michael Hogan at his office of Hogan 

Mediation in Eugene, Oregon. 

 Good morning. 

 

HOGAN: Good morning. 

 

 JD: We were speaking last time about several significant cases that you were involved 

in. There were a couple more that I wanted to touch on with you. One was, you did some 

rulings in 2010 on Oregon’s initiative and referendum law, which was passed in 1902 and 

has really become part of the Oregon political landscape. Talk about what the case was 

that came before you and your ruling on that and how that has played out in the landscape 

since then. 

 

HOGAN: That could be a couple, so tell me what subject matter you have in mind. 

[both laugh] 

 

 JD: You were ruling on paid petitioners. There had been a case brought that that was 

going to prohibit core political speech, I believe that’s the term that was used. Talk a bit 

about how you came to your judgment on that question. 

 

HOGAN: Well, I haven’t reviewed that for a long time. 

 

 JD: Okay. 
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HOGAN: But, it’s true – the First Amendment is very broad at both what someone says 

and what they do. I think that openness that our constitution provides for is very important 

in the type of freedom as we know it in this country, as compared to many places where 

when there’s pressure, there is pressure put to hold down speech or action and so on. 

Then when you get into paying someone to put something on the ballot you bring another 

aspect into the equation, of course.  

Is that appropriate or not? Well, again, I think the First Amendment is very broad. As 

a judge, I didn’t have any concern about some individual, political question, or that sort of 

thing. I think it’s all, instead, part of protecting expression that we have. Just how those 

lines are drawn in each situation can be difficult. Frankly, it has more to do with the 

particular facts of a situation than a theory on it. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 

HOGAN: But I, nevertheless, think we need to protect this openness of expression. As 

long as we have full disclosure of what’s happening, people ought to have a chance to 

basically do what they want. So I think that as a foundational matter, that was it. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 And then, after you rule on an issue like this, clearly that continues to play out in the 

public political process. Do you follow that and the ramifications of your ruling, or not so 

much? 

 

HOGAN: Not at all, as a matter of fact. The Constitution needs to be looked at as really 

the document on which our government is based. If we become result oriented in 

constitutional questions, we’re starting at the wrong place. You turn the process upside 

down. So I don’t think you do that at all.  

It’s true with really any law. Let’s say there’s a law you disagree with. Well, my theory 

is, if there’s a law you disagree with but it’s constitutional, you enforce it. People will see 
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that it’s changed at that point, rather than ignore it or try to make it something it’s not. On 

something as basic as freedom of expression, or freedom of choice, or freedom of religion, 

all those things, we need to protect those as really precious. A particular result can’t guide 

our consideration. Let’s face it, it will have a different application next year. And if we do it 

one way, we should expect to see that through. You know, if you look at some of the 

controversial issues – I didn’t really ever have many cases having to do with rights of 

privacy. I had some. But if you look back at them, the earlier cases had to do with people 

wanting to choose how their children were educated, that sort of thing. Yet, those same 

cases were used with much different application later on. 

So, I don’t think you take the results you’re looking at. You take the core 

constitutional principle and try to be true to that. 

 

 JD: One of the comments you just made, that there might be a law that you disagree 

with, but if it’s constitutional, you enforce it. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: I think that’s tied in with a lot of the political conversation that is happening nationally 

around activist judges, and who is, and who isn’t. How does that conversation come up in 

your work? 

 

HOGAN: Well, as far as the term “activist judge,” ordinarily someone gets that 

nickname, or that handle, because someone else doesn’t like the application of something. 

“They disagree with me and my feelings; they must be activist.”  

 I think those are more situational than anything else, frankly. If a judge starts 

listening to how the spin doctors play it later, then they’re listening to the wrong things. 

You need to be serious about the law, and about history, take your best shot, and then 

rabbit ears aren’t appropriate at that point. [both laugh]  
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 Let’s take a law that I disagreed with. For example, I thought some of the mandatory 

minimum sentences for certain crimes were inappropriate, personally, and too severe in 

some instances. Not in every instance, but in some. And yet, for a period of time when I 

was a judge, that was the law. These were required. And by the way, those minimum 

sentences were put into place by a political process that was dominated by those who 

were more liberal at the time. But it was the popular answer. And did I have a right to ignore 

the law? Well, if the judge won’t follow the law, who will? So I felt obliged to go ahead and 

impose the sentence required. 

 I remember some defendants saying to me, for example, there is an offense called 

“armed career criminal.” These aren’t necessarily really bad offenses, in some ways, but 

someone has involved firearms in the offenses. It can be as little as a robbery, in which a 

firearm is stolen, frankly. The mandatory minimum sentence for much of the time that I was 

there was 180 months – fifteen years, no parole in federal court. I remember sentencing 

one fellow, and he said, “Judge, it’s too much. I’m just a thief who steals things to buy 

drugs.” Well, frankly he had a point, but that wasn’t a point I could really acknowledge. It 

was just a melancholy day for me.  

Those mandatory minimums have been eased a bit because of some Supreme 

Court cases in the last few years. But early in my career there weren’t the mandatory 

minimums. We still tried to have guidelines of a sort; the judges met together every Monday 

noon and looked at previous cases of similar offenses and tried to have a sentence that 

made sense with respect to other cases. That makes sense. Whether there needs to be 

the really draconian measure, I question that frankly.  

But those are just my personal feelings as a judge. I think I had to follow the law. 

 

 JD: Well, it is an issue that has come up in many of these oral history interviews, I think, 

of judges of a certain age who were on the bench prior and then since the imposition of 

them. There has definitely been a lot of questioning and trying to sort through what’s 

appropriate, and what’s proper, and how much those took away a judge’s discretion and 

skill at determining what was appropriate. 
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HOGAN: But since Montesquieu said in the south of France at Brede, in his castle with 

the moat, and wrote about the tri-apartheid form of government, judges need to allow the 

legislature the chance to make those laws. 

 So, early on, for example, I’m convinced, then and now, that these days drugs are a 

scourge to society. There was a time, when I first started, I thought the laws might be too 

lenient, and frankly it was breathtaking to me how fast my particular judgment in that regard 

was surpassed by the laws being toughened up. Things are better now. I think it’s a good 

time right now in federal sentencing policy.  

I don’t agree with, for example, if the legislature passes a law, I really don’t agree 

with the administration ignoring them, or the administrative part of government. And I don’t 

think judges can ignore what the legislature does, as long as it’s constitutional. And there 

can be a question there with some of them, of course. I wouldn’t question another judge’s 

judgment, in that regard. These are tough decisions, and we sort of need to have 

compassion for each other as judges [chuckles]. 

 

 JD: When you’re talking about the administration, do you have a specific example in 

mind? 

 

HOGAN: Well, in the last week or two there have been announcements that, well, 

“certain laws we won’t prosecute, or certain crimes.” Those are appropriate decisions over 

all; believe me, there are books and books of laws that people could enforce, so to some 

extent that’s, of course, an appropriate part of the process. But it’s not up to the 

administration to act like a legislature. Nor is it appropriate for the judiciary to act like a 

legislature. 

 

 JD: While we’re on the topic of labels, just as I’ve been doing my homework and doing 

background research, the term “conservative judge” is often one that is associated with 

you as you came to the end of your judicial career. What is your take on that? 
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HOGAN: Well, my conservative friends think I’m liberal. My liberal friends think I’m 

conservative. Some cases, or results, tend to show a certain thing, at least in some folks’ 

eyes. Frankly, I would hope — my personal lifestyle is somewhat conservative, but, on the 

other hand, I’m somewhat of a renaissance person, too. I have interests in lots of areas. If 

you were to look at the design of our federal courthouse in Eugene, and say that’s a 

conservative design, I’d think you probably haven’t looked at art history very much. 

[chuckles] It easier when you haven’t actually had to deal with the issues to adopt labels. 

 You know, labels are interesting because they make life easier. You don’t really 

have to think through relationships. There was one gentleman who was in an exercise 

class with me, and he said to me one day, because he was reacting to certain rulings I 

made, or his understanding of them at least, and he said, “I don’t get it. I thought I stood 

for everything you didn’t stand for, but you seem like a nice person. Can you explain that 

to me?” [laughs] 

 None of that bothers me. We all face things from our background, our own 

perspective, our own experiences, and so on. That’s great.  

I’d frankly think you’d want judges who would change, but change slowly. We need 

to have some stability in our legal systems. If that’s conservative, I’m happy to wear that 

label. [JD laughs] If someone would choose to follow the law rather than say, “Well this is 

an exception,” – I made exceptions, but perhaps others would make them more often. I 

don’t question that. That’s just not the choice I made. 

 

 JD: When you talk about, maybe, a judge who has changed, can you recognize, 

perhaps, changes in your judicial style, or your judicial viewpoints, from the time you began 

as a magistrate and bankruptcy judge, to the time of your retirement? 

 

HOGAN: My work changed, I’ll say that. In the early years it was more on paper.  

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

141 
 

 

HOGAN: So there were some changes that resulted from that, because I did so much 

interaction with people in mediation later on.  

With regard to other aspects of my style, I hope not. I hope that I was patient on the 

bench. I hope that people felt respected. One of the publications that reviews judges, and 

there are lots of them, had something that was amusing to me. It said something like: “Be 

careful if he’s smiling all the time because probably something bad is going to happen.” 

[laughs] Well, I don’t mind that, because I do like people. I think that when I started I had 

hoped to treat people on the other side of the bench the way I like to be treated, or have 

my family treated. I hope that I did that throughout my career and didn’t let the frustrations 

or the busyness of the job get in the way of that. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 

HOGAN: After all, to be a judge is to be a servant of people, to be in the service 

business. There are things that work against that, because people call you “your honor” 

and call you “judge,” and so on. The ego temptations and believing that can be difficult. I 

would say to myself sometimes this little couplet: “Baptize me in the criticism of man so 

that I become immune to the praise of man.” [chuckles] 

 

 JD: Before we completely get away from significant cases, one of the ones that has 

been very prevalent across the nation and, I guess, extending to other parts of the world, 

as well, have been the priests sexual abuse cases within the Catholic Church. 

 

HOGAN: Right. 

 

 JD: You were very involved in a couple of aspects of that. Talk a little about what was 

your involvement and how you used mediation to resolve those. 
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HOGAN: The first significant involvement was with the Archdiocese of Portland. I was 

brought in along with Judge Velure to try to mediate a bankruptcy result. There were about 

150 claims in that case. There were also about ten coverage cases with insurance 

companies. Many millions of dollars had already been spent on attorneys’ fees and expert 

witnesses. We took the tact of listening to each of the stories individually from people, 

trying to evaluate them and encourage resolution. That was after meeting with the 

insurance companies and trying to develop a fund of money so that there could be 

appropriate compensation for those folks.  

 These problems are not just the problems that the Catholic Church has had, 

however. I’ve now handled at least hundreds, but possibly thousands, of sex-abuse cases. 

I have almost two hundred claims under consideration right now. To separate the wheat 

from the chaff with regard to abuses and injuries that should never take place, that no child 

should have to bear, and that certainly cause profound injury and affect a lot of people’s 

lives, not just that person, is a very serious matter.  

The institution shouldn’t be thrown away because there is much good that is done, 

also. The cases themselves have resulted in some good things in many institutions 

because, folks these days because of, frankly, the money this costs, as well as their own 

good intentions, are [mobile phone rings] doing a much better job in policing this matter, 

and preventative work. If there is something good out of this, that’s good out of it. There 

are better methods of counseling and so on, but these things need to be nipped in the 

bud, stopped early. That is an acute need with organizations working with young people 

and a much better job is being done of that. So in some of the big institutions I’ve handled 

a number of cases from, they really have quite sophisticated ways of trying to analyze 

whether they have someone who is a possible predator on children, and that’s appropriate. 

It’s deserving of the attention it’s getting. 

Personally, it’s depressing to work on those cases. As a person of faith, you wonder 

how broad is grace. All I can say with regard to the ideas of men and women, the concepts 

are probably limited, and so to the extent someone can understand the grace of God, now 
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he can look at this situation. You may have some small insight, but frankly, we are working 

with such difficult and tragic circumstances, and that can be tough. 

So, we soldier on and try not to let that sort of corrupt our view of human natures 

and human beings, because everyone is valuable. Some of the acts we need to be very 

tough with and then look for redemption.  

 

 JD: You also handled the bankruptcy filing and that piece. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: I mean, all of that was involved in creating the fund to compensate. 

 

HOGAN: That’s true. 

 

 JD: Were those together? 

 

HOGAN: They were really together. They were separate efforts, but we had to get a 

bankruptcy plan confirmed. That was a part of it. I was fortunate that early in my career I 

was a bankruptcy judge, so I was, of course, familiar with the concepts.  

Some of my work these days is putting together bankruptcy plans that work. There 

are some unusual challenges in getting a bankruptcy plan in a case like the diocese case, 

because there can be a class of future claimants who we don’t even know about yet. That 

is really an interesting challenge to try to figure out how to accommodate that.  

We did. The types of tools we used, our predictive tools, have been pretty accurate. 

Others who may have had claims haven’t been shut out of appropriate consideration. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. One element of that that I wasn’t completely clear of the scope of it, was 

one of the rulings or stipulations that came out of those negotiations were the opening of 

records? 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

144 
 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: I guess I was interesting in your thoughts on how that came about, and who brought 

up that issue, and how the resulted in happening. 

 

HOGAN: Well, the plaintiff’s attorneys were very interested in records becoming 

public. And, frankly, it was appropriate. I think I had the trust of both sides of these issues. 

My encouragement to those institutions that had records like this in the diocese case, the 

Catholic Church, and other cases, other institutions, is that it’s better to go ahead and be 

openhanded about it, to open the records. What I would say to them: “Otherwise you’re 

going to die the death of a thousand paper cuts. Let it all out at once. With regard to news 

stories, there will be a bad few days, depending on what the records show.” 

 What I did to give them some comfort is that I reviewed hundreds of personnel files 

myself to decide which ones involved at least somewhat credible claims. To me those can 

be opened. Others having to do with other foibles of human nature weren’t really 

appropriate for that treatment. So they were willing to live with me doing that. I think it was 

probably painful for everyone, but on the other hand, I still think it was a good process and 

a good result. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. And where in the process of resolving the lawsuits, and the bankruptcy, 

and the opening of the records, where did that fall in the process of that? 

 

HOGAN: The records part was really at the end of it. I brought some comfort to the 

Catholic Church, in a way, because we found some solution to this overarching set of 

problems. So I think there was some trust there. And also some trust from the plaintiff’s 

bar, who saw their clients compensated, hopefully appropriately. 
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 JD: We’ve talked about several successful, very visible, mediation cases that you were 

involved with, but I guess no one has a perfect record. [MH chuckles] There certainly are 

a few mediations, one kind of in this same realm of abuse cases, that involved both the 

Boy Scouts and the Mormon Church –  

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD:  – that if my research is correct, the Mormon Church decided to negotiate a 

settlement and the Boy Scouts declined. 

 

HOGAN: That’s true. 

 

 JD: I guess I’m interested in an example of what happens when mediation doesn’t come 

to a successful conclusion. There may be many variations of that. 

 

HOGAN: There are. Most mediations that I’ve been involved in are successful. By 

success, I mean the matter is resolved, and we put it in the rearview mirror. You mentioned 

a series – there were five cases involved in that – and it’s true that one defendant settled, 

and the other chose not to. There can be a good reason not to resolve a matter. Sometimes 

cases should go to trial. Frankly, it can set some parameters on what should happen in 

other cases.  

 I encouraged that case not to go to trial, but I don’t really criticize the decision. It 

wasn’t mine to make, frankly. These were folks, certainly, who were informed and believed 

they were making the best choices. 

 Going to a trial before a jury has a certain amount of uncertainty to it. You really 

don’t know who you’re going to get on the jury, you don’t know how the evidence is going 

to come in. There are lots of things you don’t know. I think to say in hindsight you made a 

mistake or not is not appropriate. Instead, that’s just part of our situations; we look to the 

future. 
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 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: There will be other cases go to trial in that area, and there should. And many 

should not, frankly. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 

HOGAN: There is a very small percentage of cases that we’re not successful with, but 

if we’re not, that’s okay. It was successful in a way because we found out what people 

would do to resolve a case short of trial. Then, parties get to make the decisions, the 

mediator does not. It’s not appropriate that they make it. “Here’s what we can do in this 

situation, or you can choose trial.” That can turn out lots of ways. 

 Lawyers who say they’ve never lost a case have never had a difficult case to try, 

factually. And every great lawyer will tell you they’ve won cases they should have lost, and 

lost cases they should have won. There’s a certain part of this that’s rolling the dice, as 

hard as juries try. 

 So, again, hindsight is helpful, but it’s not everything. [laughs] 

 

 JD: Sure. Well I guess I was intrigued – and you commented briefly about – it’s up to 

the parties to decide whether to continue, not the mediator. I wasn’t really sure who 

decides the path needs to change. 

 

HOGAN: They get to decide. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. And do both parties –  

 

HOGAN: Yes. 
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 JD: – have to decide jointly? 

 

HOGAN: Yes. So, for example, I’ve had the last couple of days maybe 110 parties. They 

all have to decide they want to accept what we can put on the table. In the case I mentioned 

earlier, dozens of parties. I’ve had ninety people walk in to a mediation on the first meeting. 

They all have to decide to resolve the matter. I don’t get to decide anything. What I can do 

is try to help them to a situation where everyone has their needs met to a certain extent. 

Then, they have to measure that against the risks, and the time, and the expense, and the 

cost in just person power. Having done that, they get to decide. 

 

 JD: That brings up another facet of this, which is the cost of going to trial, and/or – some 

reading that I’ve done talks about the issue of mediation more specifically as kind of an 

area of concern that there’s not as many trials as perhaps there should be to settle certain 

points of the law. 

 

HOGAN: Right. 

 

 JD: What’s your take on that? 

 

HOGAN: Some people think that. It’s all right. There are some principles that need to 

be litigated in court. But principle is a word that people will pull out pretty quickly, and it 

has a cost. One of the things we do in mediation is I ask attorneys to budget for their clients 

what it will cost to get to the end of this, whatever the result is, or to get to the next step, 

and so on. Many times that’s the first time that people have really weighed the cost of the 

path they’re on. So they can come in and say, “Well I don’t mind spending extra money; I 

feel strongly about this.”  

“Good. That’s a good thing. Now, do you know how much money that is?” 

So we go through it. 

“Well, perhaps I could consider something else.” 
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That happens often. They don’t need to have that jammed down their throat, these 

are just getting the facts on the table. People can make their own decisions. 

I may encourage them. I can tell them about those cases that have gone to trial, 

because I’m a student of that, I need to be. You know, “You can say this, and you say you’re 

going to get this result, but frankly, in that community, that’s never happened ever before. 

Perhaps you’ll be the person, if you want to go through that, but you probably ought to 

listen to the voice of experience to some extent.” [laughs] 

 

 JD: You also, as you were speaking, mentioned that maybe there are some cases that 

should go to trial. Can you define your process a bit more about how, as you’re 

approaching a case, when it seems suitable for mediation and when it seems suitable to 

go to trial? How you make that distinction? 

 

HOGAN: Well, I think I have to empower the parties to decide that. I don’t really think 

it’s up to me. 

 

 JD: Okay. 

 

HOGAN: There can be issues of governmental policy, for example, that are 

appropriate to go to trial. But it depends on the facts. Bad facts make bad law, no matter 

what the principle involved may be. You can establish something through a trial that you 

really are sorry about, for most cases. This particular case it might be all right, but now 

you’ve established a principle that throws that whole area off.  

The good thing about a case going to trial is it can help establish goal posts, so that 

attorneys have more to rely on in advising people. That is important.  

I think that those things are there, but frankly those are not the cases people come 

to see me in. They come to see me because they really know it’s time to find a solution to 

a problem, or a judge thinks that and sends them to me. “You’re spending money that’s a 

waste of money here.” 
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They still get to decide, but they’re foisted on me for a time. [laughs] 

 

 JD: Clearly mediation is a practice that you’ve long believed in and worked towards, 

and I know that you’ve also done some lecturing and some writing about the role of 

mediation. Perhaps expand a little more on why it’s important for you to talk to others about 

that process. 

 

HOGAN: Personally, I’m committed to reconciliation, so it fits what I believe in as a 

personal value. When I go out to others, for example, in a couple of weeks I’m speaking to 

large contractors about mediation. Not lawyers, but the contractors. I will talk to them about 

what the real costs of going through the trial process is.  

The other thing I’ll talk to them about is, “Wouldn’t you rather make these decisions 

than having folks who don’t deal with these issues every day deal with them?” For example, 

I had a CFO of a large company in Oregon who was reluctant to resolve a matter, so I sat 

down with him, and I said, “I’d like to ask you to give me one hour, but not with me. I want 

you to go over to the courthouse and walk into any jury trial that’s going on. I don’t want 

you to look at the judge, or the attorneys, or the court reporter, or the witness – I just want 

you to spend one hour observing the jury, because in that box are your new CEO, your 

new CFO, your new human rights person – everyone is there. Would you rather have them 

make the decision or would you like to, based on your experience and background, for 

your company?” 

Then I will also help them do a little visualizing. I’ll say, “Okay, you have this much 

at risk. To challenge this takes this much more. To really challenge it, now you’re up – we 

have as much wagered on the process as you do on the product, or the contract, or 

whatever it may be. And wouldn’t you rather do that?” And frankly, in cases like that, in 

cases of big construction contracts, and there are many kinds of claims, only amateurs go 

to trial. That’s what I’ll tell them, which I truly believe. You get such untoward results, 

because the jury is not going to be filled with engineers in the jury box. And perhaps this 

is an argument between engineers, or experts in timing of construction. There won’t be 
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anyone on the jury who really has any background in that. They’ll try, they’ll listen carefully, 

they’ll do their very best. I believe in juries. But in that sort of really more sophisticated 

business decision, there are very few cases that really ought to go to trial.  

 

 JD: So you are talking about a talk you’re going to give to contractors. When you’re 

talking to law school students, or members of the judiciary, do you make pretty much the 

same argument? How do you talk about mediation? Here are people in law school who 

are thinking, you know, maybe they’re thinking more one way, or they’re thinking they’re 

going to be a trial lawyer, and you’re talking about this whole other approach.  

 

HOGAN: Well, if I’m talking to law students, it’s different than talking to lawyers who 

have been practicing a time, or to judges. I’ve spoken to many of all of those groups. With 

law students, if they’re interested in mediation, frankly the best thing they can do is go out 

and get their nose bloodied a few times in litigation. [chuckles] There [needs to be ?]  

pragmatic aspects of it. You can teach certain parts of interrelationships you have, but 

they’re best taught in a kind of apprenticeship. So if they really want to learn about those 

parts, they need to work with someone who does it and who had done it a lot. But better 

that they just go out and get involved in litigation, frankly. 

 Now, with judges and lawyers it’s different. I’ve spoken to many of the federal 

judges in the country on mediating cases. Very few of them have used those things; [quiet 

chuckle] although, some have. It takes the right personality to do it. I spoke to a chief judge 

in the Midwest here a couple of years ago. There were a couple of cases in his court, and 

I said, “Would you mind if I came out to mediate these two cases?” 

 He said, “Oh, that would be wonderful. You’re my mediation professor. You taught 

me mediation in Denver at a seminar,” and so on. 

 I said, “That’s great. How many cases have you mediated?” 

 He said, “Well I haven’t done that. I’d love to have you come and mediate these 

cases.” [chuckles] 
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 So I’ve been all over the country and done that, but it has to fit a personality. And 

then, you know, many judges don’t really want to climb down off the bench and get 

involved in the mud and muck, and there’s some of that involved. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 

HOGAN: When I taught the lawyers, I tell them what to look for in mediators, 

sometimes. So you say different things to them. You may say something like, “You should 

look for a mediator that the other side trusts.” That’s sort of counter intuitive, but it’s actually 

very important. No one can make you say “yes,” so look for someone that the other side 

will have trust in, or rely on. That’s much more important than whether you think they’re 

your friend, or they would line up with you.  

 And then I tell them, “Be sure, if you want to help your client, to sort of budget this 

situation for them. Try to tell them ahead of time.” So I was in a bank failure case in Alaska, 

and one member of the board of this failed bank – the FDIC was suing them – was a 

representative of a very large oil company that had many leases in Alaska.  

Before we got there, I said to the lawyer for that oil company, “I want you to give a budget 

to your client for this case through trial.” And when I got up there, I said, “Have you 

budgeted the case?” The client was sitting there, a very important person within that oil 

company. 

 “Yes, I have.” 

 I don’t remember the exact amount now that he had, but I said, “What was it?” It was 

either five or seven million dollars. 

 So I said, “Okay, I’ll take it. I may not be able to tell you where I spend it, but I’ll try 

to get you out of this mess.” 

 And the lawyer said, “Can I go out and talk to my client in the hallway to ask about 

this?” 

 And the client said, “Not necessary, judge. If you can do it for that, please do it.” 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

152 
 

 So just the fact that he had done that, he understood, and we didn’t have to educate 

him more. 

 Then, the other thing I will tell lawyers depends on whether they represent plaintiffs 

or defendants. Many times plaintiffs’ lawyers will sort of want to keep back something for 

a hold card, or some information. That’s not the way to get the most money out of insurance 

companies. So I’ll tell plaintiffs’ lawyers, for example, “You need to think like an insurance 

company and the claims person at an insurance company.” By the way, this person has 

pressures from both sides, because you need to build their file for them so they can justify 

recommending whatever amount of money, be it large or small. Because sometime that 

next year, some supervisor will come take a file off their shelf and say, “Here’s what you’ve 

done. Defend it. What was that based on?” You need to help that claims person and to 

think like that: for my job to be most effective for a plaintiff is to really build up this claims 

person for the insurance company. It’s also counter intuitive, isn’t it? 

 And then for a defense lawyer, something I may tell them – there are other things, 

of course – is that “When you’re taking a deposition of this plaintiff, if you want to go in and 

be tough, that’s okay. But the madder you make them, the harder it’s going to be to get 

them resolved. So you should treat them with respect. They shouldn’t leave angry with 

you; they should leave thinking you understand their situation. If you do that, human nature 

is that they’ll be able to accept what positions you take much easier.” 

 When you’re talking to lawyers, it’s more helping them to understand the 

psychology of the other side, more than their own situation. Then you may talk to them 

about what the track record of this sort of case is in an area. 

 If you’re talking to judges, you want to help them to understand the process, 

because frankly they generally want to weigh in on something. And they can weigh in in 

mediation, but one of the things I will tell them: “You can express your opinion, but not 

early, because if you do one side will think you’re lining up with the other side.” So you 

have to respect that and be a little reluctant to express yourself quickly. You have to almost 

make them beg for it. [laughs] 
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 JD: Which sort of brings up the point of, whether it’s a mediation or a trial, from the 

outside, I guess, one presumes that all the parties are – but particularly the judge or the 

mediator – is using all of the evidence that gets presented before they make a decision, 

that the decision hasn’t been made partway through. Is that a fair view of the situation? 

 

HOGAN: No. [JD laughs] In theory, yes. I agree with the studies that show that the 

most important part of the trial is the opening statement. There are studies that show that 

attitudes are really very much formed before the jury has heard one bit of evidence, in the 

opening statement. Good trial lawyers, I think, will agree with that. We don’t really have 

many Perry Mason moments in trials. Those things that happen during trials are not so 

much cases being won as cases being lost. There are lots of missteps; there aren’t those 

light bulbs coming on necessarily, because the good lawyers will always leave something 

for the jury to do. The text of the story is often not as important as the subtext. What type 

of person are you presenting? What is their attitude in this situation? And so on.  

 So if you have a plaintiff’s case, and you have a plaintiff who is bitter, and angry, and 

so on, on the witness stand, they rarely will do as well as someone who…Is someone 

forgiving? Is it getting better, not worse? That sort of thing. Juries like that. It’s human 

nature. Those things are as important as what they say, or more so. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. Fascinating. [MH chuckles] 

 I was going to move on to a new topic, but if you have any thoughts about mediation 

that maybe I haven’t touched on that you want to make sure get included here, this would 

be the perfect place. 

 

HOGAN: No. I will tell you that I’m grateful for all my time as a judge, and it was truly a 

sublime honor. But I did do forty years there. And now I get to select the part of it I like 

best, and do that 100 percent of the time, and that’s wonderful, also. [both chuckle] 
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 JD: There is certainly participation in professional organizations that play an important 

role in any legal career.  

 

HOGAN: Yeah. 

 

 JD: I don’t know if you want to just talk about some of the significant ones you were 

involved in, or if you want me to mention them and then you can comment about how you 

got involved, or your interest in that particular piece. 

 

HOGAN: Sure. 

 

 JD: One of them, I know, is you were active in the Judicial Conference. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: Elaborate on that. 

 

HOGAN: All right. I served on the committee of the Judicial Conference that has to do 

with the administrative office. They provide the wherewithal for judges to do their work 

and guidance in that regard. That was interesting to me because I enjoyed being a part of 

developing national policy, that sort of thing. But that probably was an outgrowth of my 

work with the Magistrates Association, nationally. One of the most fulfilling things was 

being involved with the Magistrates Association, and national president, when we 

developed a new jurisdiction statute. I had a chance to do really lobbying on that, or 

negotiating in Congress for that. I think it is one of the very substantial improvements in 

the whole federal judicial system over the period of my career – the growth and advent of 

the magistrate judge system.  

 At the beginning I was involved with members of Congress in both bodies and was 

the only person invited to the staff joint committee between the House and Senate 
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representatives, and had a chance to have a lot of influence. That meeting is not recorded, 

of course, but these staff members had developed a confidence in me, and so my 

fingerprints are all over that particular jurisdictional statute, and I’m very proud of it, and 

very proud of the service that magistrate judges have been able to render in the federal 

court.  

 It’s frankly quite hard to get new district judgeships. It’s a very political process. The 

party that is not in the majority can be reluctant to create new judgeships when the other 

party is in the majority, and that’s just a fact of life. There was a period of time when you 

would see one of those jurisdictional statutes every seven years, if you look back at the 

history. That hasn’t been true now for a long time. In fact, probably since ’91, when the 

position I was in was created. Since then judicial politics has become much more 

adversary. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 

HOGAN: So the reluctance to create new judgeships has been greater. It’s 

shortsighted because, if there was some regularity to the process, then it would tend to 

even out over time, because the parties do tent to ebb and flow. 

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: No matter how much it seems like they don’t if you look at it on a weekly 

basis, on a decade basis they do ebb and flow. 

 But nevertheless, that was very fulfilling. I enjoyed being president at the local 

American Inn of Court for a long time. The whole idea behind that is, lawyer education, but 

education in a relaxed atmosphere. We would get together for dinner, lawyers from every 

side, and have an educational program and dinner. Then, we adopted at our Inn of Court 

something used in the Inns of Court in London, where a young member would stand up – 

and we used a bell, actually – but then they would say, “Respectfully, I call for the port.” 
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When the port was served, the educational part started. I just thought it was more difficult 

for people to break bread together and the next day be nasty to each other. [laughs] So 

the whole idea was to try to build a good educational tool, but also camaraderie, so we 

can act like professionals, not just someone lining up on one side or the other.  

 

 JD: Just to go back a bit, with the US Magistrates, that was in the 1980s that you were 

involved with that? 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: Was that where your path crossed with Peter McCabe?  

 

HOGAN: Yes, it was. But I met Peter in 1973, when I first became a magistrate 

bankruptcy judge. We just became friends, frankly. Since I was one of those rare 

combination positions, there was sort of a different color pin on the map. [chuckles] But 

also, he and I just got on well. We both share a bit of a passion for red wine; we’ve been 

to a lot of wineries together, too. [chuckles] 

 

 JD: You know, there was a little story that came up when I was interviewing Peter a 

couple of years ago about the two of you at a winery in Napa and wine being poured from 

one person to another in a bota bag. [laughs] 

 

HOGAN: It was actually out of a bottle, and Mrs. Mondavi was doing the pour. 

 

 JD: [laughing] That was it. [both laugh] 

 

HOGAN: I guess I don’t have to worry about that being in print any more. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: You get a review of your transcript. [both laugh] 
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HOGAN: Right. 

 

 JD: You’ve been a member of a couple of different bar associations.  

 

HOGAN: Mm-hm. 

 

 JD: What’s your involvement been in that forum? 

 

HOGAN: Well I’ve certainly tried to help with the bar. I’ve served on committees of the 

state bar, and so on, and been involved a lot as a speaker, and lots of educational forums. 

And not only there, but out in community organizations.  

I think one of the things a judge can do is to bring a better understanding of the 

judiciary out to the broader community. Frankly, that’s difficult for some judges, or to 

interact with the press very much. And some interaction with the press is not appropriate. 

But judges sometimes hold back because the press sometimes gets it wrong, or judges 

may think often gets it wrong. I think that’s not a good enough reason, because people 

need to be able to understand what is happening with the courts.  

And there are things judges can do to make that better. One of the things I learned 

later in my career, and I told my law clerks when we were drafting opinions, “I want the 

very first paragraph to be the news story.” Everything you really need to know in the 

newspaper goes in the first paragraph. If the reporter wants to just take that first paragraph, 

they’ve got the story. Since then the reporting has been more accurate, frankly. They didn’t 

have to sort of dig through and act like a beginning lawyer and try to figure out what I was 

really doing. 

So there are things judges can do to help the press, or to help out in the public. If 

you go to a service organization, for example, and ask them the series of questions a new 

citizen is expected to know the answer to and to see how they do with that is educational 

and revealing. I think that builds respect for those people who have become new citizens, 
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also. So I think a judge should be available to be out and sort of put down the robes, and 

not hide behind those. And also, with lawyers, to encourage interaction, even criticism. 

They will say enough good things to a judge; you don’t have to worry about that, whether 

you deserve it or not. [both laugh] Instead, go out and try to have open discussions. I think 

that’s good for the health of the bar, and good for the judge, also, by the way. [laughs] So 

I’ve enjoyed that. 

 

 JD: Do you think that’s easier to do, meet with community organizations, in a smaller 

community like Eugene and the surrounding area than a large city like Portland, or that’s 

irrelevant? 

 

HOGAN: Oh, I don’t think it’s irrelevant; I think it probably is easier. One thing about 

being a judge in a smaller community is that your life is very public to everyone. Probably 

your foibles, as well as your strong points. That’s okay. You need to act with some 

discretion. We have the Caesar’s wife analogy: there are certain things that Caesar’s wife 

should not probably do for the respect of the government. The same is true for the courts. 

And that’s okay.  

 I do think you’re probably more available in a small community. You’re expected to 

be present at community celebrations and activities, at charitable events. That’s fine. In 

fact, that’s the way I like it. [chuckles] I’d rather not be in the ivory tower. [both chuckle] 

 

 JD: I think the other organization that I was aware of was the Ninth Circuit Executive 

Community. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: But I don’t know much beyond that you were involved with it. So, elaborate. 
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HOGAN: Well, I was.  There is an executive committee that really is the policy-making 

and governing body, and handles problems for the circuit. I was not only on that, but during 

a year or two, it was the executive committee of that committee. There were just three of 

us, actually.  

It’s good and bad. You work with some wonderfully talented people and do have a 

chance to work with policy, and to try to see that the courts make more sense so that 

certain types of procedures are not costing too much, don’t have too big of lawyer fees 

involved. You can do some policy things like that.  

You also deal with problems that come up. It’s a good thing because it’s better if 

the judiciary does its own laundry, rather than make a big public scene of something. And 

they need to be careful about it and do a good, thorough job.  

So those parts of the job will go away with history now, but they’re important. It was a 

privilege to be in that spot for a time. 

 

 JD: What period of time were you involved? I don’t know whether you get appointed 

or…? 

 

HOGAN: You are, for a several year period. For a couple of years there were just three 

of us who were the folks who handled the day-by-day. Yeah. 

 

 JD: Are there any work that you did along these same lines that I’m missing? 

 

HOGAN: Not really. I’ve participated in lots and lots of meetings with judges and 

lawyers. One of the real fun things to be was the chairman of the Ninth Circuit Educational 

Conference, where seven, eight hundred judges and lawyer come together from the west. 

The hard year, frankly, is the year before you’re the chair. The year before you’re in charge 

of the program; that’s the hard-working year. [JD chuckles] But then chairing the meeting 

is kind of wonderful, to be able to contribute to not only education, but to interact between 

judges. Those meetings are important, not just for the educational aspect. Some would 
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encourage those things to happen by video, or in writing, but judges need to rub shoulders 

with each other and kind of have a chance to informally interact about various issues in 

front of them.  

So I think those meetings are awfully important. They get criticized a little these 

days because they cost money. It’s money well spent, and I encourage people to keep 

paying for those. You’re going to have better justice, better judges, because of it. 

 

 JD: Right. 

 Well, I want to let you get out of here on time, so we’ll conclude for today. Thank 

you. 

 

HOGAN: Thank you. Thanks, Jan. 

 

 

 [End of Session 4] 
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Session 5 
2014 Janaury 31 

 
 

 JD: You feeling ready? 

 

HOGAN: Sure. 

 

 JD: Great. 

 This is Janice Dilg. I’m the oral historian for the U.S. District Court of Oregon 

Historical Society, and I’m here for our fifth interview with Michael Hogan in his mediation 

offices in Eugene. Today is January 31, 2014. 

 Today I think we’re going to mostly focus on your work on the Wayne Morse Federal 

Courthouse, which –  

 

HOGAN: Fine. 

 

 JD:  – took up a couple years of your life.  

 

HOGAN: It did. [both chuckle] Actually, it took longer than that. From the first planning 

– when I submitted the first paperwork to justify the expenditure and we looked at what it 

would cost for the federal government to continue to lease that much space in Eugene 

over the next thirty years at that time – really before the courthouse was finished, it was at 

least fifteen years. So it’s not a sport for the short-winded. [both chuckle] 

 

 JD: A marathon, as it were. 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. It’s not a sprint. [JD chuckles] There were many hoops to jump 

through, and to try to keep it active and live with the federal government, you really 

understand the layers of bureaucracy by the time you finish. 
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 JD: I bet. 

 Was this motivated by you and people in Eugene, or was there some movement 

going on within the federal government that generated this process? 

 

HOGAN: Several things came together. In GSA, they had instituted a design 

excellence program. Many of the federal buildings from the ’70s, frankly, are regrettable 

and forgettable, hopefully. An architect named Ed Feiner came to DC, was in charge of 

that project. He kept some photos of buildings from the ’70s on his wall behind his door in 

his office in Washington, DC. So that was happening at the same time we needed space.  

When the old courthouse was built – actually, it was a new courthouse to me. I had 

a little to do with the previous courthouse being constructed when I first became a judge. 

But GSA in those days didn’t want to really talk to the tenants; they thought they knew 

better. So there were some things about the design that just didn’t work for the types of 

cases that came along. One thing it did not have was good security. So for the more 

dangerous cases that seemed to come to the court later, it was necessary to separate 

circulations. The main way you ensure security in a courthouse is to separate the prisoner 

circulation – from the public circulation, from the “back of the house,” the chambers and 

the people that work at the courthouse. They only come together in one place, and that’s 

in the courtroom. If you can control circulation, you can really aid security. In addition, our 

prisoners were brought to a van up to the front door where I came though, where the 

employees came through, the same door – the public. It was not a safe situation. In fact, 

we had some threats that fortunately good intelligence learned about or we could have 

had some really tragic situations with the other building.  

In addition, we needed more room because the court in Southern Oregon had 

grown so much. 

 

 JD: So, when this process began, how many judges were working in the courthouse at 

the time? 
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HOGAN: Well, there was an associated federal building, and there were two 

bankruptcy judges there. I was the representative of the district court. We brought the 

bankruptcy court together with the district court, eventually, but they were in more office-

space-type building – vanilla-type space, frankly. Before we finished the new courthouse 

– in fact, GSA had moved them out to another private building and built out appropriate 

courtrooms and that sort of thing – they were there for some years because the other 

space really wasn’t adequate at all. 

 So we were able to bring those folks together. In Eugene at the time, more than half 

of the federal employment in all areas was in leased space. So we were able to move some 

folks out into the courthouse. Like, for example, the US Attorney. When I started in Eugene 

there was no US Attorney in Eugene. There was no probation office. There was no pre-trial 

services office. I started in this building right next door to where we are now, in the post 

office building, on the top floor. The only other office really in Eugene was a small FBI 

contingent. They were in the basement of that building that’s next to us.  

 So, from those little beginnings forty years ago… Of course, Eugene became more 

part of the federal court. In those days, the federal court really was a Portland court. In fact, 

when Judge Belloni asked me to come down as the magistrate judge here, [and the court 

did ?], he said, “Your challenge is to make the court a court for Oregon, not just for 

Portland.” 

 So we were able to make that happen. But those offices were established, and they 

really didn’t have adequate places to be. So they would be out in rented space. It wasn’t 

efficient. It wasn’t secure. So we were able to bring them together in one facility. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 I guess just start to walk through the process. You mentioned that you had [sent ?] 

some information to start the process going. What were your talking points? [MH chuckles] 

What were your, you know, compelling reasons for the federal government to focus on 

Eugene? 
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HOGAN: Well, probably the most important was security. We had a building that the 

United States Marshals service rated as either the least secure, or the next to the least 

secure, in the entire inventory. It could not be secured, frankly. And we had more serious 

cases and did not have an appropriate place to handle them.  

 Then, we could make an awfully good case that the government really needed to 

own a courthouse that would hold all of the agencies that really deal with the courthouse. 

Now, some of those agencies don’t like to be in a courthouse, frankly. One of the 

discussions I did not prevail on, I was encouraging planning to include the FBI in the 

building, but they were insistent that they be somewhere else. They like to be at a kind of 

obscure location, frankly. Very few people in Eugene could tell you where the FBI office is 

right now. I know where it is. But they just sort of operate quietly in a place, so they’re not 

in the building. Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms often likes a separate location, also, 

because they don’t really want their comings and goings to be noticed very much, frankly.  

So, I suppose if I had my preference, all of them would have been in the same place, but 

they make a valid point, too, for investigative agencies. But I could make a very good case 

that a lot of money would be saved for the federal government by having more of those 

agencies together in owned space, rather than out in leased space. It was a thirty-year 

argument, though. You looked ahead thirty years, and that’s difficult to do because things 

change so much.  

So when I started as a magistrate judge in Eugene, there were six civil cases and 

no criminal cases, and most of my time was spent on bankruptcy. And that civil and criminal 

case load began to grow. In those early days in this building next door, if the FBI had a 

search warrant, they didn’t have someone else to type it, I would go down and sit in a chair 

in the basement and watch one of the agents, with two fingers, typing out an application 

for a search warrant, for example. It was cozy [laughs], but limited in what we could 

accomplish.  
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 JD: You’ve mentioned security a couple of times. I know there was some initial work 

going on in 1999, and it sounds like this was happening earlier than that, but by the time 

this was all in process, the Oklahoma City federal building bombing had occurred, which 

heightened everyone’s awareness of those potential issues, but you had already had some 

experiences of your own about security related to cases and your family. Talk a little about 

how your personal experience unfolded and how that affected your view. 

 

HOGAN: Well, there were several times that I had the unfortunate experience of 

having my life threatened, and on occasion, my family’s life threatened – sometimes very 

serious threats. It’s not so hard for the judge. You’re sort of like a jet pilot; you might go 

down with the ship or something. But it is hard on the family, and it was causing a lot of 

stress in my family. So those things do change people’s lives, serious threats.  

 When it came to the courthouse, I hoped that we could do security that was not so 

apparent. I didn’t want to walk into the lobby of a courthouse and it seemed like a precinct 

station with a lot of officers there. We do have to have a cleaning aspect of going into a 

courthouse these days. We moved the entrance to the side, so it didn’t dominate the 

architecture and what the building was doing with regard to justice.  

The way I would put it in those days, when we were planning the courthouse, is that 

we were not afraid. And it was very important that it not appear that we were afraid, 

because I believe our openness as a society is one of the real strong foundation points for 

us. To me, some of the courthouse planning, and planning of buildings like embassies in 

other countries, has lost its way. They’re too fortified, or they appear too fortified. You don’t 

have to do that. You can use good planning and accomplish the same things. After all, we 

don’t want an embassy in another country to represent our society as closed and 

foreboding. It’s not. We need to hang on to those values above all else. 

But, there are those who would want to really fortify a courthouse, so the courthouse 

is built strong. The floors have post tension cabling in them. They’re built as strong as a 

freeway overpass, frankly. So we didn’t have a lot of barriers around. We lifted the whole 

base of the courthouse to provide a natural sort of barrier. We tried to use things that didn’t 
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appear like they were barriers. So you might see a few lighting fixtures, but you won’t see 

things that we think of as bollards or Jersey barriers, that sort of thing. You just won’t find 

them at that courthouse because they are not there. It was a real strong effort on our part. 

Then you handle people’s pathways in the building carefully. For example, the windows 

are a double-pane window like many, and they’re not bulletproof, but they’re highly 

engineered. We tested these in the desert down in Arizona. You can get a projectile 

through one of the panes, but not both, unless it was really an unusual projectile.  

There were some other challenges. The Marshal Service, in their design guidelines, 

it suggests our office should be no lower than the third floor. That’s so that they’re not 

easily accessible by someone who wants to cause a problem. But frankly, it doesn’t work 

as well that way, because you bring in prisoners into a sally port, it’s much better if they’re 

on the ground level and so on. We were able to accomplish that in Eugene, in part because 

I had worked with every person who worked in the courthouse from the time they started. 

It was just me at the beginning. I was sort of their judge and they went along with me.  

We made some compromises. For example, in the Marshals area we did put 

bulletproof glass in. We spent an extra several hundred thousand dollars to do it. It’s big, 

thick glass. That was a trade-off, to get a Marshals office that frankly functions better than 

most of them do. But it’s still not apparent security. If you look at some of the courthouses, 

I think that people have overdone it.  

So there was this little tension between those people protecting us, who I admire 

and I trust to do their job, and then they had to listen to me talk about openness. I think 

they maybe would like a precinct station, but we weren’t going to have that. And they went 

along with me, and I think we accomplished our goals in making it seem open.  

Some people say, “Well, the glass in the courthouse.” Well, I wanted people in the 

community to feel like they were part of what was happening there, to see people in it. 

Courthouses are not jammed with people most of the time, but at least so they could see 

some activity, rather than it being such a foreboding place.  

So, there’s a fellow that wrote a book, Gavin de Becker, about fear. In fact, he has 

a few on fear. I attended some talks he gave. He does security for people in movies, all 
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that sort of thing, and he’s studied this carefully. That’s where I really developed my 

thoughts about we are not afraid, and we are not going to act like we’re afraid. [both 

chuckle] 

So even though I’ve had my life threatened a number of times, I trust the marshals 

to do their job. It’s intrusive to have marshals with you all the time. Unfortunately, it can be 

a part of the job, and I trust them to do their job. We don’t want a situation like some 

countries in the world today where judges have to operate in fear. It’s important that they 

not, and it’s important a judge not respond that way. But it’s not pleasant to have your 

family threatened, I’ll guarantee that. 

 

 JD: Would you want to elaborate on how to dealt with that situation? 

 

HOGAN: Yeah, I’d be happy to. 

 First of all, on occasion, we had marshals in and out of our house twenty-four hours 

a day, children taken to school in the back of a law enforcement vehicle, marshals going 

on the walks in the hills with my wife, two with me all the time, not driving, all that sort of 

thing. We tried to normalize that in our home. They do change the people on those details 

out every few weeks. They do that, frankly, so they don’t get relationships that are too 

close to the people they’re guarding. But I really tried not to accept the distance there. So 

I tried to build in these people as just part of a larger family during that time. 

 On one of the occasions, quite a serious threat, some of my children were having 

illness that couldn’t be explained except just by stress. Fortunately they are all fluent in 

French, starting in the first grade in a French immersion program. So I looked for a little 

place in a rural part of France on the Atlantic coast – a little fishing village – and moved my 

family there for a term. There was some stress to that – they were the only English-

speaking students in their schools – but it was a different kind of stress. It was another 

experience. It just removed them from what was happening here. 

 By the time we returned, those things had quieted down. But they’re very sensitive 

to stress. Even to this day, there are times when the marshals, the FBI, wanted me to carry 
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firearms, for example. Firearms don’t scare me; I’ve been around them my whole life. But, 

it’s very interesting to walk in your home, not having said one word to anyone in the family 

that there is a threat situation, and one of your children say, “Are you carrying, Dad?” They 

just could sense it. 

 Do you want that for your kids? No. But that was part of the journey. 

 

 JD: And what ages, just generally, were they? 

 

HOGAN: Well, it happened several times. That time when I moved them to France, our 

youngest was in the fourth grade, then there was a high school student and a middle 

school student. 

 They responded a little differently. It was tough, of course, [for a ?] fourth grader. 

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: We put them in a Napoleonic school system and all those things. 

 

 JD: I don’t know what a Napoleonic school system means. 

 

HOGAN: What it means is that – you know, we want everything democratic here. They 

aren’t democratic in their schools; the teacher is the king. You drop your child off at this 

school yard. At the gate, the teacher kisses them and takes them in and you’re not 

welcome there. She had some tears in the early going, our youngest did. Now by the time 

she’d been there a month or two, she had tears when we left, also, because of her new 

pals, her new buddies. [both laugh] She got used to it, but it’s a different experience. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. Absolutely. 

 And then these situations resolved when someone was convicted, or…? 
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HOGAN: Several were convicted, yes, mm-hm. There was an occasion when a 

contract was put out on my life, and so on. These things happen, but that particular person 

is in for another matter in Illinois, in prison for the rest of his life.  

Another one is released. I know where he is. That, I would say, he changed my 

wife’s life with regard to security. She’s doing great, but it wasn’t an easy thing to deal with. 

 

 JD: Understandable. 

 

HOGAN: It’s difficult. So it’s tough. When the Marshal says, “Stop by the office,” and 

you walk in, and they throw you a flak jacket and tell you you’re not driving, or I’m heading 

to Portland with my entire staff in my van and I get a call from the FBI saying, “There is a 

bomb in your van. Get out of it as quickly as you can.” You know, when you have those 

experiences, they leave a mark. But it wasn’t so tough for me. What you don’t want to do 

is expose other people to a zone of danger, frankly. 

 

 JD: I have heard in other interviews that I’ve done with federal judges, you know, 

concerns about this, or some experiences. 

 

HOGAN: Sure. 

 

 JD: How common do you think it is? And how do you think the federal system works to 

deal with those issues so that it doesn’t become judges living in fear like you alluded to a 

few minutes ago? 

 

HOGAN: Well, what I encourage to judges who have this happen, is to really trust the 

Marshal Service. There was one occasion where I thought there was a little competition 

between a couple of the agencies, and I asked them in my office and basically said, “I don’t 

want to tell you how to do your job. Just work out your differences, because it means a lot 

to me if you do that.” 
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 But, for example, a friend of mine was shot and killed in Texas – a judge. He had a 

security detail. They are intrusive. And he insisted they stop, and then he was assassinated 

very shortly thereafter.  

You know, it’s a tough situation. Judges handle this differently. Some don’t want to 

have relationships, really, with the people guarding them, or taking care of them. I had a 

different choice, followed a different path. I’m not saying they are wrong, though, because 

you have to fit in within who you are and who your family is, and that sort of thing, at least 

I think. I’m not sure there’s a perfect answer to it, but we have professionals. 

One time, for example, I was playing in a charity golf tournament when I had a detail. 

Two marshals with me that day at the golf course. In these charity tournaments, sometimes 

people start on each of the holes at the same time. To let people know when it’s time to 

start playing, a shot gun is fired. They called them “shot-gun starts.” These days they mostly 

blow a horn, but this was a true shot-gun start. A shot gun went off, and I found myself 

knocked flat behind the corner of a building and marshals withdrawing guns. It was a little 

bit of excitement for the other golfers, I think, but it was really just the starting gun for the 

gold tournament. [both chuckle] But they don’t play around. [laughs] 

 

 JD:  Clearly, clearly. 

 When you became involved in designing all the elements of the project, did you 

consult with perhaps a counterpart who had been involved in the Mark O. Hatfield 

Courthouse project in Portland? 

 

HOGAN: Yes, I did. Judge Marsh headed up that team. It was actually finished when I 

was chief judge, so I knew a lot about that. I also went around and visited with other key 

judges on courthouse construction.  

 The architect selection process was interesting. The person who was selected, I 

didn’t want. But it was unanimous among the top national professionals that got involved. 

They really wanted him. And Ed Feiner, who was heading the design excellence program 

said, “I had been looking with a judge with the strength to partner with Thom Mayne on 
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the courthouse,” and he said to me, “Judge, you can’t tell him what it should look like, but 

you can me ideas, and if you do that, he’ll amaze you.” 

 It worked out that way, but it was a challenge to me. Judges or lawyers, they think 

a courthouse should look like the first one they started work in. You can see examples of 

that all over the country. For example, in the fairly new courthouse in Denver, the 

courtroom floors are cork. That’s because the old Byron White Courthouse has cork floors. 

That’s just what you get there. In Boston, the witness stand is across the courtroom from 

the jury. It’s the only place in America where you’ll see that. And the new federal 

courthouse there, that’s what you see. Judges look at things like “How far does the wood 

go up the wall?” and all these things. 

 Well, I had to step back from that. So I went to a place where my cell phone didn’t 

work, on a river in Southern Oregon, with a yellow pad, and I started to think, not what do 

courthouses look like – I had been in many of them, especially because I did a lot of 

mediation so I traveled around to other courthouses – but what ideas should the 

architecture convey. I worked hard on that.  

Then I had a couple of sessions with Thom Mayne, the first where I said, “I want you 

to teach me where architecture is and how to get there.” We spent the weekend together 

at Sun River with our teams, a small part of our teams, and looked at over a thousand slides 

and had a very productive discussion. Later I invited him and a couple of his people up the 

McKenzie River to a little place for the weekend, and I said, “This time, you’re going to 

listen. I’m going to talk to you about the ideas now.” And I did. That didn’t end it, because 

I told him, “I’m going to be leaning over your shoulder the whole time.” 

Now, for a judge to be working with a design architect is quite an experience, 

because the way of thinking is different, the language is different, things mean different 

things. We both spoke English. 

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: We threw in a few French terms, sure.  
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 I told him I was going to go to France and look at some of the new courthouses and, 

“Not without me, you are not!” he says. [both laugh]  

We didn’t just look at courthouses. I said, “Show me buildings that you think are 

remarkable.” We traveled several places, not just because they’re a courthouse, we can 

deal with that. 

 So I had to learn the language. It was helpful. 

 Then, the other thing is that judges and architects think differently, at least design 

architects. That’s not true of all architects, but design architects are so different than a 

judicial decision, where you assemble and organize the facts, the precedent, and you more 

or less end up in the same place. You can have different conclusions, but frankly, the 

process is very deductive. Design architects don’t think like that. Their thoughts are sort of 

these swirling vortexes out there. Sometimes they cross over another, sometimes they just 

go away in the mist. So I’d go see Thom, and he had something, maybe it was a model or 

a drawing. I’d buy into some of it, and two weeks later it would be entirely different. And it 

just didn’t stop.  

In fact, as we went along further, the top people at GSA said, “We’d like to ask you 

to do something for us. Can you tell Thom to stop designing?”  

 

 JD: [laughs] And how did they decide you were the person to deliver that news? 

 

HOGAN: Because they knew I got along with him fine.  

 I said, “Well, that’s an interesting request.” I said, “It’s not possible; that’s what he is. 

He’ll design after it’s built.” I said, “There will come a time we’ll have to make a decision to 

put this footing here and this wall here, and a schedule will take care of that, but don’t 

expect him to just stop. He’ll probably design it again after it’s finished.” 

 So, it was interesting, because, as a design architect who had a reputation of being 

sort of “out there a ways,”… You know, his earlier reputation was the “bad boy” of LA 

architecture. I was in a community that hasn’t had that sort of modern architecture.  
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We have more now. We’ve inspired some things in Eugene, frankly. But others could 

sort of push his ideas aside and say, “Well that’s just that visionary. Not a practical person,” 

and so on. 

 The great thing for me is I sort of became the warrior for the soul of the design. I 

could argue for things that he and I were doing together that he couldn’t argue for, because 

I was sort of the conservative of the group. In fact, the Registry Guard – he and I went to 

the editorial board and talked one time. They said, “If Judge Hogan is in favor of this, 

maybe we all better take a hard look at it.” [laughs] Because he was certainly from a 

different place than I was, and he thought about things differently. We have become fast 

friends. There are still those differences, but we’re still very supportive of each other, too.  

 

 JD: Mm-hm.  

 Well, part of the process was that there was a prolonged process in the site 

selection. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: I mean, Mayne’s architectural firm was selected before there was a site, do I have 

that chronology correct? 

 

HOGAN: Yes, that’s true. What happened is, when the design competition took place, 

the participants were expected to come up with four boards that would represent their 

design. But there was not a site. And then, frankly, GSA bungled the site that they were 

after. They bungled the handling of that, so we had to start over. I got more involved at 

that point, myself, to try to provide some leadership to the process. 

 We came up with a site, but really, the architect was there before we had a site, 

because they weren’t expected to design a courthouse for a particular site, just pure 

design. So it was, you know, almost like an architecture school exercise. Then they brought 

in some really good people to look at things.  
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 When I sort of settled down after knowing he was selected – it took me a while – I 

left the head of the architecture school to explain the choice to me. I asked him to stay 

fifteen minutes to do that and I cross examined him over four hours. Finally, the clerk of 

court over at the Hilton Hotel went into the kitchen and brought a lemon out and set it in 

front of me, and said, “Well, I’ll tell you something about my judge, that is he can learn. He 

may have a lemon here, but we will have lemonade.” [laughs] So that’s the way we started. 

 

 JD: [laughs] Mayne must have been engaged in the process from the beginning for 

someone to stand there and answer your grilling for four hours. 

 

HOGAN: Yes, he was. Actually, he wasn’t present on that occasion.  

 

 JD: Oh, okay. I misunderstood.  

 

HOGAN: I went back. Instead, it was the head of the architecture school for the 

University of Oregon. 

 

 JD: Okay. 

 

HOGAN: Later, not so much later, I set up a dinner for he and I on C Street in 

Washington, DC, near the Capitol. We both were going to be in that area, so we did that.  

He was very animated. He had studied about me a little bit, investigated. He began to sort 

of attack what he thought were my politics, the whole idea of the federal courts, what he 

understood about me personally, even matters of faith.  

Finally, I started laughing.  

He said, “What’s that about?” 

I said, “I get it, Thom. You wonder whether I have the horsepower to be in the room 

with you. I do. We’ll probably end up friends, but we’ll collaborate no matter what.” [laughs] 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

175 
 

Shortly after that he sent me an article from the New York Times about the Woolworth 

Building in New York City. Cass Gilbert was the architect there, who was also the architect 

for the Supreme Court Building in DC, which really wasn’t a building of its time. The 

Woolworth Building, more so. But the point of this whole long article in the New York Times 

was that Cass Gilbert had a strong client in Woolworth, who expressed himself and so on. 

So he was encouraging me to do that, and I hope I was worthy of the challenge. [both 

laugh] 

 

 JD: Can you talk a little about the siting process, because that was certainly a part of 

what took some of the fifteen years, and your efforts? You mentioned GSA bungled part 

of it at the beginning. 

 

HOGAN: Yes, they didn’t handle it well.  

I did several things. There were some property owners, developers, who sort of had 

a community effort to scare GSA away from the original site – two fellows. So I invited them 

to my office after this happened. I rolled out a map of Eugene, and I gave them some yellow 

stickies. 

I said, “You know, you’re in this business. Put a yellow sticky all the places where 

you think a federal courthouse might be, where one would fit.” 

Of course they were quite taken aback. They thought that I wanted to be upset with them. 

“No,” I said, “I can take a joke. It’s all good fun. Now let’s figure out the spot for it.” 

I did the same thing with representatives of the city, with other developer-types who 

are used to putting big buildings in.  

Then, because there was some competition between Eugene and Springfield, I had 

a call from a fellow who was managing the Sony disc plant just over in Springfield, on the 

outskirts there, along the river. He called, and he said, “Can I help?” Just a community-

minded guy. I went to see him. 

I said, “I’ll tell you a way you can help. Who owns that property right across the street 

from you?” 
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He said, “We do.” 

I said, “Agree to sell it to me for a courthouse, because if nothing else, we’ll provide 

a kind of leverage.” 

Both mayors went to him after that to try to talk him into reneging on that, and he 

said, “No, it comes off the table when Judge Hogan says it comes off the table.” 

What it did is it kept the community input, which was healthy. And Springfield, in 

some ways, even made a better case than Eugene. Some of their people, I think – well, 

they have a reputation for probably being more open to development. It’s probably 

deserved. [laughs] 

Nevertheless, that was a help. It was a complicated thing. Smaller, individual 

government groups, not the federal government, would like to have directed it. It enabled 

us to keep it an open playing field. 

 

 JD: What role did elected officials…You talked about local elected officials, but I’m 

assuming that there was some, you know, the senators of the state, the representatives of 

the state, have some stake in all of this, too. What were their roles? 

 

HOGAN: They do, but frankly I sold this through the federal government. They were 

supportive, although I think they were maybe surprised we got it done, to tell you the truth. 

 

 JD: What leads you to make that comment? 

 

HOGAN: Well, some of them told me that, for one thing. [both chuckle] “You’ll never 

get that kind of money in Eugene, for a courthouse.” Eighty million dollars, which was quite 

a little money, when we started our project. And, “Forget it, Mike.” 

 And I said, “No, it’s going to happen. I want you to have all the credit for it.” [laughs] 

 At one point, after the architect was selected, for example, a man I like very much, 

a wonderful former senator, Gordon Smith – I had a call from his top aide saying “The 

senator would like to see you.” 
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 I said, “Well, when?” 

 He said, “Tomorrow would not be too soon.” 

 So I got on an airplane and went to DC. I went in, and he had just read an article 

about Thom Mayne, and he was quite dismayed that he would be selected for this job. He 

reminded me of Prince Charles talking about an addition to a building in London, saying 

“To see this building reminds me of seeing an old friend who has a very prominent 

carbuncle on his face. You can’t avoid looking at it, yet it doesn’t belong there.” Then he 

told me that his favorite architect is really a wonderful architect from a couple of 

generations ago from Italy, who did these big villas, and so on. And the Supreme Court 

Building is his favorite building, and so on. 

 Well, I just comforted him the best I could, and I said, “I’m going to do my best to 

make this successful.” 

 At the grand opening he came up to me, and he says, “Well, you were right. You 

did it.” [laughs] 

 So, it worked out great, but it wasn’t necessarily a smooth sales job. I wasn’t in favor 

of Thom Mayne, after all, and now, all of a sudden, I was his champion. [both laugh] 

 And with the politicians, I had a call from one of the national politicians to ask me 

about the art in the building. I said, “I’m happy to share with you, but do you want to know 

and have to defend it or criticize it, or would you rather that I take the blame?” [laughs]  

[…?] “Oh, don’t tell me about it.” [laughs] They’re careful with that; they didn’t want another 

issue of controversy. There was no win in it for them, let’s put it that way. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: Was it GSA that actually made the decision of which design architect firm to hire? 

 

HOGAN: Yes. Under the law, that’s supposed to happen that way. I had lots of input 

into the finalists. We went through lots of presentations that were there. I only agreed for 

Thom Mayne to be involved on the condition in that elimination that two other firms were 

included, who I thought would probably have a better design, something that fit more of 

my idea of a courthouse. 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

178 
 

 Then they had another group. Was it fixed? I don’t know. They were determined to 

put a contemporary architect with me, and they did it. And that’s their decision. That’s fine. 

So then I get to decide how I’ll react to that. Things happen to all of us in life, and the 

question is: how do we react? [chuckles]  

So, I embraced it. I called Thom to congratulate him. I think he was surprised to get 

the call, and we started off together. We had some fantastically animated meals together, 

because our politics are quite different, and our ideas about a lot of things are quite 

different. 

 

 JD: I believe I heard him self-describe himself as left-of-communism for his politics. 

 

HOGAN: Yeah, I think he would say that. [chuckles] 

 

 JD: I’m not quite sure what that means, though. 

 

HOGAN: Yeah. I’m not sure that he does. [JD chuckles] In fact, he had a writer with 

Metropolitan Magazine with him one time, followed him around a few weeks and did an 

article. Thom’s wife, Blythe, was very upset with Thom. He said, “She won’t let me talk to 

the press anymore.” Because, he’s professorial. He’ll say these things that take the 

argument clear over the edge of the Earth. 

 He called me, and he says, “Mike, you understand me. You know I don’t mean those 

things.” [laughs] 

 While that’s true to some extent, we’ve had a lot of fun sort of trodding and doing 

those things together.  

When we were in Paris, we were both about sixty, I think, at the time. As I was leaving, he 

grabbed me up close, and he said, “More people my age are dead. You’re alive. This is 

wonderful.” So… [laughs]  

And of course he didn’t mean physically dead. [laughs] 
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 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: But they’ve given up on going to another place. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 So, you talked about going away and sort of reordering your thinking –  

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD:  – about what was important in a courthouse, outside of its physical appearance. 

 

HOGAN: Right. 

 

 JD: What of those ideas and concepts that you came up with – what ones of those do 

you think really struck a chord, or that you were able to make Thom Mayne understand 

and connect on? 

 

HOGAN: Right. Well, courthouses that I admire are courthouses that you know are a 

courthouse, without having to read a sign. There are other courthouses with great 

architecture, but they don’t say “courthouse.” That would be a simple kind of thing. So if 

you look at the federal courthouse in Chicago, it’s a Mies van der Rohe piece. Some people 

think he’s the finest architect in the last hundred years. But the building is a big, black 

rectangle. It could be anything. It could be an insurance company; it could be a bank 

headquarters; it could be anything – a group of businesses renting space. It doesn’t say a 

courthouse.  

To me, that was the first thing – I wanted a public building that was a public building 

without looking at the sign. In fact, if you look at the signage on the courthouse here, you’ll 

see it’s quite obscure. That’s on purpose.  
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So how do you make a building that seems to be a public building? Well, probably 

you design an object building. If we take a clue from history, you elevate the entrance, so 

that you look up to a public building. To me, the representational aspect of this courthouse 

representing the federal government, really from Portland to San Francisco. It’s the most 

iconic building certainly in that range, about the federal government, and that was 

important. And you do that to represent the third branch of government, because since 

Montesquieu did his writing at Brède and in Paris about the tri apartheid form of 

government that we picked up – a Frenchman doing that, of all things – then I think that’s 

important that the courts get that respect.  

There were other types of things. Why do you associate a column, or an eagle, or 

something like that with a courthouse? Well, you know, people come to courthouses, a 

judge or a jury decides something, and people go along with it because the rule of law is 

so sacred to us in this country. Judges don’t have an army, a militia, they don’t have a 

checkbook. Why do people do it? It’s because we’ve agreed as a society to do it. So we 

celebrate that, I think, and to me that is another part of that. 

There were other thoughts. In courtrooms, I was really challenged, because the 

formality. There is a progression when you go into a courthouse. The final, most sublime 

area is in the courtroom. The architecture should assist in people really receiving what is 

happening, and order their conduct, in many ways. So you enter a place that’s sort of more 

in the hurly burly, and you advance to the courtroom. Well, in the past this has been 

communicated by wood paneling, by a bench in the middle at the end, where the judge is 

a focus in that way, and so on. Rather than saying, “I want wood paneling on the walls 

that’s twelve, fourteen feet high, and a bench at the end,” I was able to talk about what 

happens there, why people need to accept what happens there, why people should feel 

uncomfortable in acting out in that space, that things should be really civilized in the 

discourse in that way. But, to tell someone about that without saying what it looks like, if 

you’re a judge, is a challenge. But I did.  

So in our courtrooms, there is no wood on the walls. In fact, the walls are painted 

kind of a medium, dark gray. They’re supposed to go away. I had some judges who wanted 
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to hang a portrait of a departed judge on the courtroom wall, and I said, “Well the wall 

doesn’t exist. We need to find a better place.” Now I’m out of the building; I have to be like 

architects now that leave a building, and people will do with it as they wish later. I have to 

give that up, of course, which is a challenge. It’s okay. We put the wood over the action in 

the room.  

The building is not regular in shape, or the courtrooms are not. In the dust on the 

floor of Thom’s studio, where they build models, I drew a circle and said, “If you have a 

courtroom like that, how do you get order?” 

He said, “That’s simple,” and he just drew a straight line through it. So if you go in 

there, you’ll see it – a large light fixture down the middle. That’s what that’s for, is to bring 

order to the room. And we emphasized it by borrowing light on either end of it, daylight 

and so on.  

And I wanted a courtroom that wasn’t such an artificial place, that people outside 

the building could even tell if something was happening there. And if you know what you’re 

doing, you can tell in this building. You’ll see that light on – that courtroom’s in use. Then 

you can also experience the day a bit by getting some exterior light. We get them in those 

courtrooms from three sides of the room. So you feel like more a part of the community. 

You know, the old courthouses were in the city square. Everyone knew that’s where it was. 

In Europe, maybe the church is in the city square, but there’s something significant, 

something symbolic there. We don’t really have city squares anymore, so how do you make 

it feel like that a little bit? So those were some of the ideas. 

And then I thought we should have as transparent an access to the courts, or to 

justice, as possible. So you can stand on the steps in front of that courthouse and look 

through certain windows and see clear to the other end of the building. Those are all very 

deliberate things that we did. 

 

 JD: Just as you’re speaking, I guess I would say there are two major design elements 

going on: one is the exterior and the overall shape of the building, as well as, then, a 

second part would be the interior. 
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HOGAN: Yes. This building is designed inside out. So how do you celebrate the 

courtrooms in a courthouse these days, when buildings are built square, rectangle, 

whatever? So the massing in those pavilions, each hold two courtrooms, but the whole 

idea was to symbolize the courtroom, to set it aside. There may not be anyone in the 

building over there that knows this now, but I could take you to a place where not only is 

this wall tilted in as a radius, it’s matched on the outside by the stainless steel – the exact 

same tilt and radius, just to communicate that the outside is reflecting what is happening 

inside. All of the interpretation is not that literal, but we did keep that, and it is there. I’ll still 

get to talk about it when I give a tour. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: So when you started this process for very practical reasons, that there needed to 

be a courthouse that functioned well and could handle the capacity of all the different parts 

of the judiciary that needed to be together and how that translated into, as you talked of 

all the bureaucratic layers and the design elements, what did you think was going to 

happen at the beginning? And then, perhaps compare that to how it actually transpired, as 

far as your amount of involvement, the time… 

 

HOGAN: It was consuming. It was like an entire other job, there’s no question about 

that. But I’ve got lots of energy, so that worked all right. Frankly, my expectations at the 

beginning were something much more traditional, and I could point to some… I saw a new 

courthouse in Tuscaloosa, Alabama this year, and what happened there is awful. It looks 

like it’s a slice of Rome, with big, gold eagles on the corners, and all of that. It’s amazing 

that it got built. So it’s interesting from that perspective, but it doesn’t say anything about 

today. So there was an educational process for me. 

 When I go into the Supreme Court Building, it’s kind of a funny building, really, 

because it has this wonderful façade, this marble, which you couldn’t do anymore. You 

couldn’t cut those pieces at any place in the world. But it really is a steel frame building 

with this wonderful façade on it. It’s almost like a western street scene, where you have 
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the front of buildings and then something behind it. If you go into the building, there are 

some things of interest in the architecture. There are a couple of long staircases, but 

they’re really sort of dark, in a way. It’s like being inside a pyramid, almost. The courtroom 

itself has several kinds of European marble in it – well, that’s fine – and some 

representations up around the top of people who were involved in justice at various times 

over the years, and that’s great. There is one interior circular staircase that architecturally 

is quite interesting. No one gets to see it. I’ve seen it, but most people don’t get to see it. 

But from an architectural standpoint it’s not there. 

 Now, on the other hand, it reflects the Capitol across the street, which is nice. It has 

this long stairway leading up to the front, which does give it the public building aspect. All 

I can say is our stairways over here are not marble, but they’re twice as long. [laughs]  

When I give a talk, and judges are present, about the Supreme Court Building, they think 

I’m a bit of a rascal because, you know. At that time, for example, Le Corbusier was 

working, in the early ’30s. Suppose he had designed our courthouse, what would we think? 

Would we think something differently of justice, if he had done that? Look at his very 

serious building, the chapel at Ronchamp. It’s a building that communicates a lot, but it 

doesn’t use the traditional forms that we’re used to. So that didn’t happen. Maybe it’s better 

that it didn’t. If I’d had a shot at it, it might have happened, frankly.  

But I might not have said that early in the process. People would ask me, “Will there 

be another courthouse like this one?” Well, not until this one has been here a while. People 

have to get used to it. The interesting thing in the community – well, early on I had a lot of 

strong opinions, pro and con, about the design, and that was fine with me. I wanted it to 

be strong enough that you’d have an opinion. [both laugh] That has mellowed a lot. Okay, 

people will say, “Well I don’t really care for contemporary architecture, but I like our 

courthouse.” [laughs] It’s amazing to me how that’s happened. [JD chuckles] People who 

wrote newspaper articles, and so on, criticizing it – after a few years they’re coming around. 

“Well, you know, I’m appreciating it more. I see the trees are growing in a certain place.” 

Well, those things were all planned, of course. [both laugh] Every bit of it was discussed, 

and re-discussed, and discussed again. Believe me. [laughs] 
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 JD: Well there definitely seems to have been a fair amount of ink used in discussing the 

entire process, as well as its opening. How much of the criticism or concerns got tied up in 

some of the early site decisions, too? There was definitely some public pushback about 

one site. I think it was, perhaps, the original one, across from the public market. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: Do you think those kind of fed into each other, or were separate? 

 

HOGAN: Oh, not really. What happened there, quite frankly, there are a couple of 

developers who had other ideas for that property. They were quite shrewd in the little 

public display they put on. They had Dr. Seuss Cat in the Hat groups and parades, and so 

on. It was really quite charming, what they did. It didn’t really matter to me that much, 

except that there were going to be challenges putting the courthouse where it is because 

we have a major road going through there, so what do you do in that regard?  

I was a part of the discussion when the city planners were looking at the roadways. 

I was there with a pencil drawing pictures. At one point I said, “Couldn’t we do this?” And 

actually, that’s what happened. Is it a perfect solution? Probably not. But as that area builds 

up, and it will, there are some other goals that can be accomplished and that’s really 

connecting the city to the river in a better way. Not every city has a river like that.  

You know, these efforts to save downtowns are interesting. But unless you have 

something else – maybe it’s a river; that’s what you most often see – to give a focus, they 

are frustrating exercises for people. I was in Dallas the other day, and the downtown is 

dead, frankly. It’s too bad, but it is. I don’t know what they do to fix something like that, or 

make it seem like there’s more life there. If you go into the big buildings, there are people 

working, all right. But it doesn’t seem like you’re in a lively place, with all due respect to my 

Texas friends. [both laugh] 
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 JD: You’ve talked a lot about design, and a little bit about materials, but perhaps expand 

a little more on how the choice of the exterior cladding came about, because that’s quite 

striking.  

 

HOGAN: Yes. It is. Thom tends toward more industrial-type materials. We studied 

using zinc instead of stainless steel. We studied a lot and went to look at the zinc-coated 

library at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, for example, and some other places. It gives 

a little different feeling with zinc.  

At one point I had a call from a newspaper reporter who said they had a tip that I 

was going to Italy, or to Europe, to inspect the marble for the building. I said, “That’s a 

wonderful story.” I said, “Would you share with me who gave you the tip?” 

“No.” 

I said, “Let’s do it. Let’s make the trip, because you don’t know my architect very 

well. There won’t be any marble in that building. It’s the last thing that he would think of 

doing. [laughs] There will be concrete, there will be metal of some sort.” [laughs] So I said, 

“Please write the article, because I’d love that, to be criticized over that, [both laugh] even 

though I’d never talk him into it if I was in favor of it. 

Many of Thom’s designs have what is known as a brise soleil, a sunscreen – a 

double wall, in a sense. You can see it at the new federal building in San Francisco, you 

can see it – I was just in Dalles. He designed the new Perot museum there, for natural 

history. You see it. Double skins – he does a lot of that. We don’t have it here so much, but 

work with that helped in what we did. This building has over five thousand stainless steel 

sheets on it. 

 

 JD: Wow. 

 

HOGAN: They were each manufactured elsewhere, in a couple different states. We 

designed kind of a little cam that goes behind them to make little adjustments, but frankly, 
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there was not a shim put in place. In a building with that much movement, each piece was 

designed for its place.  

There is a shape in the building in one spot that I’d love to show you sometime. It’s 

a titled cylinder, actually. It’s not an object you can draw on two-dimensions on paper. You 

can do it with a computer.  

To put the studs up, metal studs, we had an architect with a computer over on one 

side, and then the plump bob on the other end. But basically, taking readings off satellites 

to determine where that stud goes. On the face of the Earth, it goes there, in that place, in 

this configuration. That’s how the shape was formed, for example. So that was fun.  

We developed a computer program for the mechanical, electrical, and plumbing, 

that, with a computer mouse, you could fly through the building. Well, what did that do? It 

would show if there were conflicts before you started building, because in a lot of buildings 

these days, the trades run into each other. We could see it before we got there, so we 

didn’t have all these requests for information: “How do you work around this?” We didn’t 

have those in the building because we caught them in the design. It was a wonderful tool 

that we really invented for this building.  

So there were things we did to try to meet the budget. We built the building on a 

budget. Some of the other buildings GSA says were built on budget, but what they’ve done 

is include some litigation budgets in at the end to cover overruns. [chuckles] That’s the 

little secret of it. But we didn’t have to do that. In fact, when Thom Mayne was selected, I 

said to the folks at GSA, “Well, okay, you’ve selected him. Now you’ve got to pay for one 

of his buildings.”  

I thought it would be more. After we had the first design, we were able to take 

thirteen million dollars out of the building with design. It was made somewhat easier by the 

fact that Thom uses more industrial materials, frankly. And it makes it sort of easier to fix 

construction mistakes, and there were a few. I know where they are. [laughs] I took candy 

to people, the secretaries and so on, over there in the construction shack, so they would 

call me when something came up. [laughs]  



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

187 
 

But I also had a desk in the construction trailers. I don’t know of another judge 

actually having a desk right next to the architects and construction people. I went to every 

one of the design meetings that happened weekly, to really try to keep the ideas as pure 

as possible. 

 

 JD: Had you felt this interest in architecture before, or was this project something that 

just struck a chord with you? 

 

HOGAN: It was a renaissance time for me, for my life, really. I had lots to learn, of 

course. After the building was finished, the folks in the congressional area didn’t think their 

door was prominent enough and needed a clearstory over it, so fine, put it in. But when 

they put it in, I walked to see it, and they made the clearstory so that it didn’t hit the datum 

line of all the rest of the things on that floor. I stood right there and said, “Bring these 

people to me. That has to come out. We worked too hard to let this happen. It’ll be lovely, 

but we have to remember the rules of the building. [chuckles] I’ve been force fed these; I 

accept them now.” [laughs] 

 

 JD: Well I realize you just kind of threw off the term “datum line,” [both chuckle] that it 

was, you know, part of your legal vocabulary. You might want to just explain for people 

who would listen to this and not know what that means. 

 

HOGAN: Well, for example, here is where I probably learned it in the strongest way. 

Judges chambers, judges like them to have tall walls, frankly. In my chambers, to catch the 

line at the top of the door, the windows, and so on, basically the treatment on the wall, the 

wood, would stop at that level, too. You don’t really go above it. So, as a judge you worry, 

does that depreciate the space? Well, actually it makes the space better, because it allows 

the ceiling to lift off of the wood line. So if you respect those design cues, you actually can 

accomplish more things.  
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If you go to Le Corbusier’s chapel at Ronchamp, it’s a very heavy roof built in sort 

of a concrete spray-on stuff, but if you go inside, just beneath the roof, there is a window 

no more than five inches, six inches maybe, that goes around most of it. It takes this 

extremely heavy roof and just lifts it, like it’s a cloud, off of this building. It’s amazing. So 

even as we got closer to finishing some of the rooms, there were just some wall coverings, 

and I walked in a couple of times, and here they’d run it to the ceiling. I went back to the 

architects who had pounded this at me and said, “No.” [laughs] 

 

 JD: You learned your lessons well. 

 

HOGAN: Yeah, I threw myself into the study of architecture, there’s no question about 

it. [laughs] At least the simple ideas. I’ve had a chance since then to judge some projects 

at the architecture school, input on students’ designs. One class, they had them design 

courthouses. So I walked in, and it was a beautiful design, and I said, “Well, I see you’ve 

been studying Rogers’ piece at Bordeaux,” because he clearly had stolen a bunch of the 

ideas. It’s fine to steal the ideas, but it was true. And it’s an unusual building, built in a place 

that’s sort of funny. They used an English architect. Southwest of France, the English are 

not all that popular because all those vineyards were put in for the [te claret?] for the tables 

in London, not for the locals. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: Clearly, all of these things that are happening, you’re talking about the innovative 

design processes that you were able to use in order to, perhaps, eliminate some issues 

that might come up later. 

 

HOGAN: Correct. 

 

 JD: Once the courthouse was completed, how did it work out in practice versus in 

theory? 
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HOGAN: That’s a great question because, while I bought into the idea of a 

contemporary building – I really didn’t have a choice – I didn’t know what it would feel like 

to work in it. The fact is, what we accomplished is it’s a place that’s very calming. I could 

get a lot more work done in my chambers there than my chambers before, which were 

more traditional in scope. It was just a calming atmosphere. You’d think it would be 

agitating, but that’s not what happened. The first proceeding I had in the main courtroom 

was a naturalization proceeding, so it was fun to see these people come in to become US 

citizens. The press was there so they asked for comments from people. One of the people 

who was interviewed was an aide to one of our United States senators. She said, “While 

it’s a very contemporary building, the heart is very warm.” So, I think we did accomplish 

that. 

 It was a little tough for Thom, after we finished. That day, I walked into a courtroom 

and said, “You know, Thom, if we put a cross up there we’d have a chapel.”  

 He says, “Don’t you think I know that?” [laughs] 

 Early on, we mocked up the courtrooms. We built a courtroom out of less expensive 

materials in a sound studio, out of plywood and cardboard, just to study the relationships 

and so on. Thom’s wife, Blythe, came up. She and I sat in the back while he was off doing 

his things there, and so on. I took them to the place they were staying, and I went to pick 

them up for dinner. I could tell Thom was depressed. He wears his emotions right on his 

sleeve here.  

 I said, “You’re in a blue funk. What’s going on?” 

 Blythe, in the backseat, said, “Should I tell him?” 

 He says, “I’ll tell him.” 

 They got together after being there and, while it was fairly colorful language, but 

basically it’s, “What’d they do? Bring you up here and just beat you up?” 

 I said, “What was your response?” 

 “It is a courthouse, after all.” [laughs] 

 So, it was a collaboration. A wonderful one. [both chuckle] 

 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

190 
 

 JD: Part of the interior shape is different in places for some of the other judicial 

administrative offices and some of the other branches that you’ve mentioned. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. What we did there was, that’s part of what made the building affordable. 

We have this very, sort of uniform, plinth, with these pavilions that have the courtrooms 

coming up out of it. In doing that, we were really able to honor the Cartesian grid. There 

are no transfer beams in the building, to transfer weight. While there is a lot of movement 

in the skin, it’s actually an extremely disciplined building, as far as agreeing with the grid. 

Everything is right on top, as far as the support, right on top of the next piece where it 

should be. Transfer beams are very expensive to install, and we don’t have those. So that 

was a part of the scheme, a part of the strategy, in getting where we ended up. 

 Now, the idea on those floors would be to have the floors really quite horizontal in 

feeling, rather than vertical. There are things you can do with that. One thing you do is 

have as many places you can see out a window, out the end of the building. If you go in 

those first couple of levels, you can tell that. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 

HOGAN: There was, for example, a mistake made in that regard, having to do with the 

clerk’s office for the district court. I didn’t realize it until the studs were up. I wasn’t good 

enough at reading plans, or I would have interfered with that. That’s not true in the 

bankruptcy clerk’s office across the way, but it is in that one spot. To me it’s the biggest 

regret I have about the building, quite frankly, is that we lost that feeling right there. It’s 

really too bad. What happened is that an architect was sort of poling people who worked 

in the offices, and of course they were used to thinking where they worked before, and it 

got past us. So, you know, one day I hope that that’s fixed. [laughs] I don’t know if it can. It 

could be fixed without too much money, frankly, right now. [both laugh] 
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 JD: You’ve talked a couple of times about the budget, and that it was a large amount, 

and that you came in on budget. There were a few elements that were considered along 

the way. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: I think fragments of the Constitution on the outside of the building? 

 

HOGAN: At one point we did study that, really writing the Constitution on the skin, and 

did a little pamphlet or little folder showing that. We could have done it. Decided not to. 

But, there are seven articles in the Constitution, and the building is made up of seven lines. 

Now, you have to be looking at a model or the top of it or something to know where they 

are. So, we did have some fun with that, too. And that’s there. You know, there’s nothing 

really printed up that tells us that, but it’s true. There are seven lines, and that’s to reflect 

the Constitution. 

 Thom and I were asked in one setting, “What’s the one thing you gave up that you 

wish you hadn’t, or you wish you didn’t have to?” They’re both budgetary things. For me, 

there’s a roof on the top before you get up in the courthouse areas, it’s a very flat roof, it 

doesn’t have railings on the side, it’s great. The first idea was to have that be a reflecting 

pool. Not deep water, but with those forms, the reflections would have been fantastic.  

 For him, in the aisle way outside of the hallway outside the courtrooms there is a 

place where it turns, and he would have loved to have had curved glass there. There is a 

place in Europe you can have it made. It’s fantastic expensive. [laughs] We just couldn’t 

afford it. So, you know, we did lose some things we wanted.  

At least when I was there we were able to do some things. We won an award for 

the first gold LEED building, for environmental excellence, of any courthouse in the country 

– in fact, I think any federal building up to that point. When they first got it, they put it on a 

concrete pillar right by the opening. And I said, “Well, it can’t go there. We’re not going to 

just sort of decorate there. There’s a wall downstairs where we can put our “wall of shame,” 
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or our awards, and that’s wonderful.” [both laugh] “We’re going to respect the 

architecture.” [laughs] 

 

 JD: I worked in publishing for a while, and often authors would feel a bit of a sense of 

loss once their manuscript that they had worked on, kind of in their type font or whatever, 

for years, and all of a sudden it was turned into a designed book. I was wondering what 

your sentiments were after working on this so intensely for so many years? 

 

HOGAN: I told you a few times when I was there, where somebody wanted to do 

something that I thought was in conflict with what we designed. I could do something about 

it then, not every time, but sometimes. People ask me, “What’s it like not to be a judge? Do 

you miss it?” Oh, there are some things, sure. That was my life for forty years, although I 

love what I’m doing now. But I do miss my offices there. [chuckles] And I do miss caring for 

that piece of architecture. Judges don’t get much chance to do something, we say, in brick 

and mortar, although there’s not too much brick there. [JD laughs] There is some mortar, 

and concrete block, under there. I was able to join with the masons in laying out the wall 

that is part of the prison holding cell between the courtroom that I used and another one. 

We had the press over and so on, and I got to lay some block up that day and have some 

pictures taken and get a plaque that has a trowel on it. That’s not something that judges 

get to do very much, and that was fulfilling. There’s no question about it.  

And you think maybe you have a chance to influence your community in an esoteric 

way. Maybe you can encourage good design. And we’ve had some new buildings 

connected with the university, and so on, in the last few years after we finished that. I 

believe we have influenced the design of those buildings. I don’t think they’re all great. 

Some of them I think are. We’ve put a lot of money into a new hospital; I think that design 

is regrettable. But, now I have my First Amendment rights back. [laughs] I can actually 

express myself about that.  

And having been through that process, it’s such an enriching one, because I see 

the built environment in an entirely different way. When I go to another city, I really have 
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different kinds of appreciation than I did before. The courthouse in Portland is wonderful. 

It’s a KPF, Kohn Pederson Fox, but I can take you to a building in Chicago, and one in 

Washington, DC, and elsewhere, by that firm, that look very much like it. [chuckles] Bill 

Pederson gave the first talk at a courthouse design meeting that I attended in Toronto, I 

think. He talked about being a zen archer – not aiming, but becoming one with your target 

– and buildings dialoguing with each other. That was the first time I’d heard that term. I 

was just having a hard time controlling myself, frankly.  

But I can have some more appreciation of that kind of expression now, I think. So 

you do develop ideas about things you hadn’t thought about before. That’s a wonderful 

thing. When I describe that effort as a renaissance effort for me, it truly was. It’s affected 

my view of art, in some ways. Some of the artists that Thom was discussing with me – we 

didn’t use any of it – were quite challenging to me. I’d read their stuff and sort of make fun 

in our friendship. But some of those people do things that I like now. So, you know, it’s 

okay to grow. [laughs] 

 

 JD: Absolutely. 

 One of the final, well, I don’t know if it was one of the final decisions that was made, 

but deciding on a name of the courthouse, which is significant. 

 

HOGAN: It is. That was sponsored by our political people, of course. And for Congress 

and DeFazio, Wayne Morse is his hero. With Gordon Smith, it’s an interesting story. His 

father worked with the Department of the Interior some years before, and Wayne Morse 

was very kind to him when he was in that job, so he had a kind of a warm reflection back 

there, too. As far involvement with the federal court, Senator Morse really didn’t have that. 

He was dean of the law school, so he was involved with the law, of course. And he had 

some wonderful ways he served in his career. But it was more of a reflection of those two 

politicians having had those connections, so that’s fine. 

 

 JD: When was that decision made? 
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HOGAN: It was made late. But, you know, it interesting how buildings get named. The 

most expensive building in Washington, DC is the Ronald Regan Federal Building. The 

inspiration for the Ronald Regan Building was Senator Patrick Moynihan, from New York, 

who is seen as a liberal. But he and an architect friend would go down on that row where 

all the government buildings are in Washington and sit on a bench and drink a glass of port 

together on Friday afternoons, and just imagine buildings. So it was this idea to build this 

fantastically expensive building. I’ve had a chance to, in that building since, to debate the 

dean of the Notre Dame architecture school about forms of architecture and so on, out of 

my experience. But the bill was having tough sledding until he suggested, “Well why don’t 

we name it for Ronald Regan?” So… [laughs] That’s how he got the money. 

 

 JD: Understanding how the bureaucracy works. 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. [both chuckle] 

 

 JD: An important key. 

 Are there any final thoughts about the process, or the dedication, or the use of the 

courthouse that you want to make sure we capture in this session? 

 

HOGAN: Well, I think it’s working well. We had some other strategies – we put the 

chambers on a different floor of the courtrooms, which is a bit unusual, to try to encourage 

a little more interaction on colleagues, but it did something more. We are not going to need 

more courtrooms because fewer things are happening in the courtroom itself. They’re not 

used every day, all day. We’ll need more judges. We have some agencies in that building 

who could be moved out. So the building has long legs. We can put other chambers in, in 

the building, and we’ll still have enough courtrooms. So I’m kind of proud of that, because 

I know there is going to be a lot of pressure on building a courtroom for every chambers. 

That’s sort of been the party line. Oh, I support it, and we did it here. But they’re not hooked 
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up to each other, so there’s not such ownership of that courtroom space. I think just in 

doing that, we’ve given this courthouse a chance to work long into the future.  

 Then, the materials we’ve used there, may be a little more industrial, but they’re 

sturdy. [laughs] So I expect the building to last also. I certainly hope so. [JD chuckles] 

 The other thing that I learned from working with these design architects is that often, 

when we look at a building, we see the whole building. They don’t. They see a piece of it, 

they see a fragment. There’s an overall concept, but what they’re looking at are fragments 

of the building. It’s affected, for example – I don’t call myself a good photographer. I’m 

getting better, especially of buildings, because I’ve learned to look at them a while and try 

to get something that expresses a feeling, or meaning. They are there, if you take the time 

to do it. In fact, I just took some pictures of the [Pearl?] Museum and sent them down to 

Thom’s office. And the response I got back, well, if I get tired of being a mediator, I could 

be a building photographer. [JD chuckles] They were just fooling around, but actually I hit 

on some good ones. Of course, you take a lot of them to try to find some good ones. 

 

 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: So, it was a wonderful experience, and I think we’ve made a contribution to 

the overall community. I hope so. 

 

 JD: Well, it’s been fascinating listening to your recounting of the process. [MH laughs] 

So thank you. 

 

HOGAN: Thank you. Yeah, it’s a great thrill for me. 

 

 JD: Great. 

 

HOGAN: Yeah. Thank you very much. 
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[A brief conversation scheduling next interview follows.] 

 

 

 [End of Session 5] 
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Session 6 
2014 May 22 

 

 

 JD: This is Janice Dilg with the U.S. District Court of Oregon Historical Society. I’m here 

with Judge Michael Hogan at Hogan Mediation in Eugene, Oregon for our final interview 

in his oral history. Today is May 22, 2014. Good morning. 

 

HOGAN: Good morning. 

 First I should probably apologize to you; I know it’s been hard to schedule this 

session. [both laugh] A lot of people ask me, “How do you like being retired?” And of 

course, I work every day. So the schedule has been a little hectic lately. 

 

 JD: That’s okay. My father used to say that he didn’t know how he found time to work 

[MH laughs] after he was retired, so I understand that. 

 I thought we’d start today looking at you reflecting on your time as a judge, and 

perhaps a little more broadly, talking about perhaps people who were mentors to you, or 

models to you, as judges –  

 

HOGAN: Sure. 

 

 JD:  – and what you came to think of what makes a good judge. 

 

HOGAN: I’d be happy to do that.  

 Among the mentors, of course, is Bob Belloni. He’s the one who hired me as a law 

clerk right out of law school, he’s the one who inspired me to become a lawyer, when I was 

in the seventh grade, in the conversation across the street from my home in Myrtle Point, 

Oregon. He was a bit controversial as a judge because he was a shy man and didn’t have 

many words that he said. That was sometimes taken wrong; it was taken as if he had 
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problems with people, but frankly his words were measured and weren’t many. But I did 

learn some great things about being a judge from him.  

I learned that, for all the work we do in trying to move calendars and cases along, if 

your case load is something like the number of cases that are filed in a year, that’s pretty 

good. It’s a simple sort of gauge, but it works well.  

I understood that your first impression about a matter is usually a good one, so have 

confidence. Do all of your work, but have confidence in your experience and the judgment 

you have there. He taught me that.  

I also learned that trial judges need to decide things. We are not a contemplating 

court. That’s for the appellate courts. People come to trial courts to get decisions. And 

even if the decision is a little different than they hoped for, that gives people the 

opportunity to move on. 

I think I learned something about the court as an institution. The court is more 

important than any one judge, so it’s good if courts do not set up a bunch of different goal 

posts on a certain matter. There ought to be some deference of judges to each other, and 

let the process, if it’s going to move, if the law is going to change, move at kind of a 

measured pace, and that will be better.  

Of course every judge knows that despite all the time spent on studying the law, in 

law schools and by the professors, the facts really decide cases. He made that clear to me 

and really I’m very, very grateful for his help.  

There were other judges who had a wonderful sense of pace as a judge. Well his 

was good; he decided things quickly. I think Judge Skopil just showed a tremendous heart 

and sense of pace and gentleness as a judge. I think that’s important.  

I don’t know if this came from some of those people or not, but in the criminal area, 

I think it’s important for judges to see those defendants as really the same as they are, in 

a different situation, to see themselves standing before the judge. And then you have the 

opportunity to be patient with people, to be understanding, and to be kind to them. [train 

whistles]  
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I think it is important to expect lawyers to show decorum and to show respect for 

each other. I think that I had a little reputation for being patient but also for being a little 

impatient when lawyers would make personal attacks on each other. It has no place in the 

courts. It doesn’t accomplish anything, and it’s not a part of the adversary system that is 

very pretty, and it doesn’t help. We need to go ahead and control it from the start. 

So those are some of the things. Judges need to get their work done because 

people need a decision, on the trial court, at least. In some of the big social issues, actually, 

there’s a sense of prospective that’s necessary, because the trial court is only the 

beginning of a discussion. Those matters are usually resolved much later. So go ahead 

and decide a matter, decide it in a way that you can live with yourself in the law and the 

facts, and move on. Those are just some general thoughts about being a trial judge. 

 

 JD: When you talk about pace in relation to Judge Skopil –  

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD:  – expand on that a little because I’m not sure if you’re talking about the pace of the 

trial, or the decision, or what. 

 

HOGAN: Probably more the pace of the trial. I try cases quickly. His trials were not as 

quick, but he expected the lawyers to go ahead and do their jobs. We all should be in that 

kind of a place, as a trial judge, I think. So, he was helpful. He did it with a lot of grace and 

charm. So, while I think it’s fine to expect lawyers to go ahead and get to it in a trial, if we 

can do it without artificial tools and do it with some grace then I think we’ve helped 

everyone. 

 

 JD: Do you feel that your style as a judge, or how you conducted your courtroom and 

trials, changed over the arc of your career? 
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HOGAN: Probably somewhat. I probably began to expect more of lawyers in trials than 

early in the career. But I started as a magistrate judge, and a magistrate judge is a consent 

judge, so you’re careful not to be too direct with lawyers when you have that situation. 

Although, frankly, they would rather move the case along, too. I didn’t ever resort to 

artificial measures, such as chest clocks, and so on. I’m not criticizing that approach, but if 

the lawyers expect that you’re going to move a case and they’ll have people there, that’s 

fine. [train whistle] 

 You know, one of the things that I said is, “Don’t run out of witnesses.” The federal 

bar publishes a little book about individual judge preferences. I filled those out over the 

years, and then finally I just let my courtroom deputy fill it out. They watched me every day. 

The answer on this one was sort of funny to me, because, well, “What happens if you do 

run out of witnesses?” Of course I would threaten them with their case being over at that 

point. But the answer that the courtroom deputy put is, “This will result in a savage lecture 

from the bench.” [laughs] I don’t know if that’s the case. [laughs] I hope I never had a savage 

lecture from the bench, but I would expect them to have people there, so if we’re in trial, 

they need to respect the jury’s time. They get paid so little, they’re really volunteers. We 

ought to give them some help in that. 

 

 JD: You mentioned lawyer decorum. 

 

HOGAN: Mm-hm. 

 

 JD: What other aspects do you consider makes a good lawyer? 

 

HOGAN: Well, a good lawyer in a trial court will give a judge as few hoops to jump 

through as possible. The story they tell will be a straight-forward story and won’t require a 

lot of acrobatics on the judge’s part. That’s one thing. 

 Then, a good lawyer, in their presentation, will focus on what’s really important in 

their case, instead of sort of a shot-gun approach, where minor issues are argued. Many 
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times in argument, when lawyers had argued many points, I would ask them, “What are the 

two best arguments you have, and what are the two worst?” Lawyers have a hard time 

answering the second part of that, but they have an equally hard time, often, answering 

the first part. They really haven’t thought through their case. Of course, sometimes it’s 

because other, more junior, lawyers have done the writing and that part of the analysis, 

and the senior person hasn’t really spent time thinking through the case. So that’s why, for 

example, in mediation, I require very short statements. Now that I’m doing it privately, I’ve 

relaxed that. But if you require short statements, the senior lawyer gets involved. You don’t 

have page after page of argument; the matter is simplified to its core. So good lawyers will 

learn to do that and make it easy for the judge. Tell a common sense story to a jury, rather 

than some cascade of legal technology and opinions. 

 

 JD: Which, of course, juries are kind of the other leg of this stool that we’re constructing 

here. In one of your earlier interviews you stated that you believe in juries, but certainly 

juries are often called on to deal with more and more complex cases. Certainly that’s been 

the case with some of the ones that you’ve been involved with. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: Talk a little about juries and what ways they can kind of be assisted, I guess, in 

understanding the issues that they’re going to render a verdict on. 

 

HOGAN: Well, to help a jury you need to break a complicated matter down to its really 

essential story. Some lawyers lose track of that. I’m working on a case now where each 

side is spending a million dollars a month on attorneys’ fees. You would think that’s a lot. 

Some day that number will sound small, I suppose, but in 2014 it’s a lot. One of the sides, I 

know, has just prepared a damage exhibit. This exhibit is eight hundred pages long. There 

is no possible way to present that effectively to a jury. These are lawyers carried away with 
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their theories and esoterica, and someone is going to have to break that down, drastically, 

if it’s going to be effective.  

So, the question is, can you tell the story directly to a jury? Some of the best trial 

lawyers don’t really trouble themselves as evidence comes in that isn’t part of their story. 

A very good trial lawyer will try a case and tell the jury ahead of time, “They will probably 

offer some evidence I could object to, but I’m not going to. It’s okay. Let them tell their 

story. Here’s mine.” It’s a courageous move, but it’s also very effective, frankly. Or, another 

trial lawyer who is one of the best, turns his presentation into a poem before he starts. He 

sits at the table with a blank yellow pad and a pencil, and doesn’t pull things out of his 

briefcase. The parts of depositions that he needs are really short. He knows where they 

are. So he puts his poem on to the jury. To be very effective with a jury, you need to do 

that, not throw as much at them as possible.  

One time I had a lawyer arguing the plaintiff’s side of the case, and he went on, and 

on, and on. He had a good case, particularly because one of the defense witnesses had 

come out from Chicago and was, frankly, just obnoxious. That’s all you could say about 

them.  

As this fellow was arguing and arguing with the jury, hours went by, and I finally 

called him and the other lawyer to the bench, and I said, “You’re killing us all. You have 

five minutes left.” [laughs]  

He finished and, frankly, the jury came in with a nice verdict for him, and also a nice 

punitive damage award, which does not really happen that often.  

Later he said, “Oh thank you, judge, for helping me.”  

Well, he had a good case. Maybe he hadn’t had one that good. He just couldn’t 

stop. You have to have confidence in your case and the facts that are there. 

 

 JD: Early on when we were interviewing, you had mentioned that the late Judge George 

Juba had shared his jury instructions with you, and you considered them rock solid. 

 

HOGAN: Absolutely. 
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 JD: And have used them for years. Expand on what rock solid means, and how jury 

instructions are important in that deliberation and process. 

 

HOGAN: He shared two things with me. One, actually, that was probably more 

important, was the outline he used for voir dire, for selecting a jury. It was just common 

sense, quick, got to every point that you really need to get to. Now some lawyers would 

like to have more participation in voir dire, or the selection of the jury. Over time I gave 

them some freedom with that, but not a lot, frankly, because I think that should be more a 

directed process. It’s not about what lawyers would like to do in telling the story of their 

case. I tell them, “You can save your closing statement for opening, not for the voir dire.” 

[laughs] And they understand exactly what I’m saying.  

So I used that for forty years, the outline that he gave me. He was a very sharp guy. 

He was probably the most efficient judge I’ve ever met. He was early in the courthouse, 

but he was the first one out. [laughs] His work was finished. So, that material was good. 

And on the jury instructions, I used those, but frankly, I had a lot of experience with that 

early on because, when I was a law clerk for Judge Belloni, he was the only active judge 

for a period of time, and I was his only law clerk. So he put tremendous reliance onto my 

work on that. He would instruct a jury with instructions I had prepared, without reading 

them ahead of time. I remember the first time he did it. I handed them to him on the bench 

and he just read them. Afterwards he said, “I hope you know how much confidence that 

shows in you.” [laughs]  

But I’ve had them and over the years. I can’t recall a case that came back to me 

based on an error in a jury instruction except one, and actually, I did that myself. When the 

jury had been sent out, I began to look at another matter and found a case that really 

challenged whether the instructions were correct, and I called the lawyers in. I said, “Well, 

I guess if I’m the cat, I should bell the cat.” [JD chuckles] “And here is a mistake I’ve made.” 

So, we handled it all right, but still, I was ready to give them a new trial if they wanted one. 

 



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

204 
 

 JD: We touched a little on the complexity of cases. There is certainly discussion on 

various aspects of the courts, and the law, about what the original framers’ intent was, and 

how things are interpreted now. Do you think the way that the judicial system is arranged 

that was decided in our original constitution kind of still fits the world we live in today? 

 

HOGAN: Well, there are some differences, of course. I do follow, and have tried to 

follow, an approach that has more to do with original intent. But you can’t say that, for 

example, [digital ping] cruel and unusual punishment is looked at in the same way it was 

then. We don’t put people in stocks in front of the courthouse, we don’t administer lashings 

and should not, even though sometimes it was tempting [laughs], to think about that, at 

least. But I think the Constitution has been a sturdy document, and we shouldn’t just let 

today’s factual fad cause it to be interpreted one way or the other. It has been the founding 

document that has been the backbone of the strongest government to ever exist on this 

Earth. It’s a marvelous – a miraculous, even – document, and I think we ought to respect it 

as such.  

A concern I would have are those judges who would sort of base their 

understanding of the Constitution on anecdotes, whether they are their personal 

anecdotes or someone else. Those are not what should inform us. We ought to try to look 

at what the constitutional value is and do our best to apply it. And, as I say as a trial judge, 

that’s a step. It’s never the final step on constitutional issues. And of course most of the 

trial judge’s work has very little to do with that, quite frankly.  

But I do think we ought to, if we’re going to take a different look at something, we 

ought to be careful with it. Maybe it’s foolish not to ever change, but probably more foolish 

to change too quickly. 

 

 JD: Perhaps a similar vein of that that gets discussed much, kind of in the popular pundit 

world, as well as the legal community, which is judicial activism, and whether that is a 

distortion of the Constitution in the original framers’ intent, or not? So I guess I’m interested 

in your thoughts. Do you think that exists? What are you feelings about that? 
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HOGAN: I think judicial activism exists, but I think it’s only in a few judges. There are a 

few judges who really should be politicians. [both laugh] That’s really how they want to 

function in life. Rather than looking at the sort of foundational things that the law has, they 

have an idea of where a certain issue should go, and they can be kind of aggressive about 

it. But frankly, I think that’s very few of the judges. I think most respect the traditions and 

the foundation that we’ve been laying down a couple of hundred years of constitutional 

law in this country. Judges can come to different conclusions. That shouldn’t change their 

basic approach, however.  

But there are a few who, well, some of them are even quite open about this in 

remarks they’ve made, that they really don’t care. They’re there to move the law. Well I’m 

not sure that’s a judge’s responsibility. I’m not sure that’s what they ought to be thinking 

about. 

 

 JD: Do you see this across the federal judiciary, when you’re talking about a few 

judges? 

 

HOGAN: I do. But I think it’s a small minority of judges who I think really fit in that 

particular category. A lot of the writing and punditry about judicial activism is for punditry’s 

sake. It’s used for fundraising for groups. So if you can interpret something to fit your 

slogans, wonderful. But it often has very little to do with what the judges are doing.  

 

 JD: And certainly during your time from law school to the present, there has certainly 

been a lot of changes in, perhaps, the diversity or the makeup of the legal community, from 

bench to bar, with more women, more minorities. What changes to you think this different 

mix has brought to the bench and the bar, if any? 

 

HOGAN: Well, I wonder if they are really that profound. Groups will celebrate being 

included in the judiciary. That’s wonderful. But if you really look at what judges do, there 
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aren’t big differences in their approaches to cases. Yes, there are some judges who maybe 

would have agreed with me more or less. I don’t think that has much at all to do with 

demographics, or even necessarily their background. Judges really do try hard to provide 

some stability, and they should. I frankly think that’s, again, more of sort of the cultural 

arguments people try to make, but when judges get down to it, there are only one or two 

percent of cases that those issues really matter about. And even then, judges try very hard 

not to let their own personal ideas shape what they do. Inevitably our backgrounds shape 

us, but I think that judges are aware of that and do their best to counter that. 

 

 JD: Certainly the size of the bar, the size of the legal community has grown –  

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD:  – in the thirty-nine plus years that you’ve been involved. How has that shaped both 

professional, as well as social engagement? You know, meeting in more individual ways 

as well as judicial conferences, or things like that. 

 

HOGAN: I remember some years ago at an American Bar Association meeting in San 

Francisco, the key note speaker was Lee Iacocca, who was active in the automobile 

industry, of course. He was bemoaning the number of trial lawyers in the United States. 

The comment that he made was that, “In Japan, there are as many trial lawyers as sumo 

wrestlers. Not in this country.” [both laugh] Now, I’ve working with Japanese trial lawyers, 

too, and I think he probably was being a little colorful and exaggerating. 

 

 JD: As was his style. [chuckles] 

 

HOGAN: As was his style. Of course, I remembered it all these years, so perhaps he 

did a good job at communicating his point. 
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 JD: Mm-hm. 

 

HOGAN: But we have lots more lawyers these days. Sometimes I wonder whether 

there ought to be some built-in reluctance that we don’t see, in filing cases. Some people 

talk about the English system, where the loser pays the attorneys fee for both side. I’m not 

sure we need to do that, but I think that a little more discipline in the system would be 

good. Not every case is a federal case [laughs], and shouldn’t be treated like one. I think 

maybe we’ve tried to make a federal case out of too many things. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 

HOGAN: So, is that because of more lawyers? I’m not sure. At judicial conferences, 

while there are more people attending them – I look forward to attending the ninth circuit 

judicial conference this summer. I’ve been invited back and get to see a lot of old friends. 

They’re larger than they used to be. They function in roughly the same way. These days 

we’re probably more democratic about who attends with judges. In the old days, it was the 

judge’s friend, who was a lawyer. There are some differences in that regard, but it hasn’t 

really changed the work that is done there. 

 So yes, more lawyers. Yes, more broke young lawyers, because law school is so 

expensive. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 

HOGAN: They’re looking for something to do, some way to make the job. I don’t think 

that’s a bad thing, necessarily. I would personally like to see more young lawyers required 

to work with an older lawyer for a time, to develop some judgment issues. I talked to a 

young woman recently who I tried a number of her cases – she’s going to be a fine lawyer, 

and she’s been at it quite a while now. My council to her was to be a little more careful on 

which case you take in and which case you agree you’ll be the lawyer for. If you do that, 
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then you’ll naturally build your credibility. You’re known as someone who really can 

produce. Credibility doesn’t hurt when you go into court. [laughs] It’s easy to give it up and 

hard to earn. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 We spoke briefly before we started recording about Judge Michael McShane’s 

recent investiture, and during the presentation, US Senator Ron Wyden commented on the 

minor miracle, I guess, they consider it was to get him confirmed, because there are so 

many vacancies on the federal bench, and confirmation has become a bit of a 

battleground.  

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: How do you see that as affecting the functionality of our federal courts? 

 

HOGAN: Well, it’s been politicized too much. But frankly, on the trial court level – 

Judge McShane’s level, my level, district judge level – is not affected as much, because 

on that level, senators like Senator Wyden still have lots of influence over who is proposed 

in an area. The fight is over court of appeals judges. The history of that is interesting, 

because those names usually don’t arise from state politicians, whether they’re federal or 

state. They arise from people at the justice department. So you tend to get a more political 

approach on that level.  

There are some things that have been part of this system for a long time. For 

example, you get toward the end of a presidential term, and appointments slow down. 

They slow down because the other party thinks maybe they’ll win and can have more to 

do with who the new judges will be.  

That’s affected something else, and that’s the number of judges. We have survived 

in the trial judiciary in the federal court in large part, I think, because of the development 

of the magistrate judge system. But, for trial judges in the past, if you look at history until 
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1991 – I know that sounds like a while ago now [JD chuckles] – but before that you’d have 

an omnibus judge bill pretty regularly, every seven years. So that fit with the political 

schedule, and what not. It was sort of an unspoken deal between the parties.  

Since then that hasn’t happened so much, because of the political input. So you’ll 

find a bill – this didn’t apply to Oregon so much because we had openings – but you’ll find 

a bill that maybe will help Arizona, which has been struggling with enough judges, because 

of the border problems. And some other places like that that are more directed. In the past 

that didn’t happen very much; it was more of a systemic approach to the judiciary. So, 

politics has affected that. It really has affected things on the court of appeals level. 

So, is it too politicized? Yes. Is it bad for a judicial nominee to undergo some 

scrutiny? I don’t think so. I think it’s fine, even though for everyone who’s been through it, 

including me, it’s uncomfortable at times, [chuckles] especially if you have a record, 

because people will challenge your record on some point. Frankly, as the nominee, you 

can’t really respond. You just have to let it stand for what it is. If others respond, fine, but 

you just have to try to have comfort in the fact that you’ve done your best, and it will see 

its way through. 

 

 JD: At some point, though, does the bottleneck or the vacancies on the appeals court 

start to affect how the district courts function, or even further down into the state level? 

 

HOGAN: I don’t think really into the state level. It can affect how they function, just 

because of the pace of appeals. They need to be prompt. 

 Some places, of course, like the District of Columbia, there are many more appellate 

judges for the number of district judges than any place else. I remember having a 

discussion with the late Judge Browning, who was chief judge of the ninth circuit. He was 

arguing that the ninth circuit should have more judges. And I suggested, “I think we have 

enough review.” [laughs]  

 And he said, “Wouldn’t you like the review to be quicker?” 
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 We both had a point. [laughs] A wonderful, wonderful man, and a wonderful 

discussion.  

 When I had my hearing before the Senate Judiciary Committee, I was asked by a 

senator, “Well, we have the political appointment of district judges. Shouldn’t we do that 

for magistrate judges and bankruptcy judges?” You know, in many states it is seen as a 

political advantage to announce judgeship appointments. That’s why senators and 

congressmen come to induction ceremonies, and so on: to take a little credit for it, which 

is fine. But that same senator that asked me that question, sometime later – I, many times, 

was a senior judge to help new judicial appointments, at what we call “Baby Judge School,” 

[laughs] and there were four of his appointees at a particular school. He announced each 

of them on a successive Monday, so he had four newspaper articles. [both chuckle] And I 

think he thought if he had magistrate judges and bankruptcy judges, he’d have even more 

of those opportunities. But those judges at that level are selected by judges. It’s frankly a 

more efficient process. [laughs] 

 

 JD: While we’re talking about appointment versus election… 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: Do you have thoughts on how that maybe should change on the state level, or is 

the election of judges really kind of the approach that should continue? 

 

HOGAN: I think it’s fine on the state level. Of course, in Oregon the tradition is that 

someone resigns or retires before the end of the term, so the governor appoints someone 

else. We don’t have many contested judicial elections. In other places in the country, and 

I’ve worked in some of those states recently, there are very large funds, political funds put 

together, that go into state judge elections. I think that is a bad system, because who is 

that money raised from? Often from lawyers. It creates bad optics, if nothing else. [both 

laugh] 
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 JD: There is some ongoing discussion, probably for quite some time, that I think 

resonates both from state up to the federal level, about sort of the geographic 

representation on the courts. Where someone is from in the state, or grew up in the state, 

or, you know, there are varied places of residence. How much weight should that be given, 

or any, when choices are being made about judicial appointments? 

 

HOGAN: There are exceptions. I frankly think it should be given a lot of weight. I think 

it’s fine to have a judge from Southern Oregon, a judge from Eastern Oregon, and so on. 

That shouldn’t be enshrined into law, or statute. But I think when appointments are made, 

that’s important to consider, so that there’s buy-in in other places that’s sort of the biggest 

city in a state, or in a judicial district. People ought to feel they are represented by someone 

from their area, too. 

 

 JD: Do you think there would be sort of different perspectives that those judges would 

bring to the bench, or, as you were talking earlier about gender, or ethnicity, or race, that 

judges kind of rule in similar ways? 

 

HOGAN: I think they try to. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 

HOGAN: Let me give you an example of where I think that maybe is not the case.  

While I think that judges ought to come from different areas, you can say for a particular 

judge there are exceptions to that. But for example, I think I would just as soon not have 

people living in downtown Los Angeles ruling on Oregon natural resources law. When I 

was chief judge of all the chief judges in the ninth circuit, we were having a meeting in 

Ashland, Oregon. The tradition is to have a meeting in your area. So we went to a historic 

hotel in Ashland. At the time there was a major forest fire, a crown fire, up behind Ashland. 
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I brought in the fellow who was running the fire for the State. He showed slides to the 

judges.  

For example, he said, “Well here is a portion that’s treated. Here is a portion that is 

untreated.”  

And I stopped him. I asked, “Who in the room knows what he’s just said? Treated?”

  

No one did.  

And then to another place, “Here’s a place with water bars.” 

I stopped him. “Who in the room knows what he’s just said?” 

In other words, it’s a whole different language. For them to be expected to learn 

those things – which, from Southwestern Oregon I knew very well – however I think the 

law applies to something, it’s like having someone go to another country, where the words 

don’t really mean anything to you. Maybe you like the sound of them, or not. [JD chuckles] 

I like French for that reason. I think it’s just much more difficult to have a balanced 

approach. 

 

 JD: Do you think that’s a factor –  

 

HOGAN: Yes, I do. 

 

 JD:  – often in how judges have been selected? Or do you think that’s missing for the 

most part? 

 

HOGAN: Well, in that case it has little to do with selection. It has more to do with the 

fact that the ninth circuit is so darn big. After all, it goes from Alaska to Mexico. The 

differences are amazing. You know, you look at California, of course, dominates that. That’s 

why it’s so big. But frankly the issues in Northern California are more like Oregon issues. 

California will never be separated and should not be. 
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 JD: Sure. 

 

HOGAN: Shouldn’t be divided. But that’s really what happens there.  

 So yes, I think it’s fine for a judge, for example, in Oregon, to come from Medford, 

and understand that part of the world, rather than Portland.  

Although, the assumptions can really be unwarranted. I recently negotiated a settlement 

of sixty claims of a matter, and one of the lawyers wanted to make sure we had a retired 

judge from Crook County, Oregon, to work with me. Well, we did find someone who had 

worked in Crook County. I suggested the name. That’s fine; I’m happy to work with 

someone. And, the truth is, that Judge grew up in downtown Portland. I grew up in a little 

town in Southwestern Oregon. [both chuckle] And yet, the impetus was to get a rural 

Oregon person to work with me, that I’m too much a big city boy, which is very funny to 

me. [JD chuckles] But I didn’t fight it. “That’s good. I know someone.” [laughs] 

 

 JD: So a little dash of rationality in all things. 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. [both laugh] 

 

 JD: We were talking a little about juries and exhibits, and I know we had some 

discussions when we were talking about your role in the design of the Morse Courthouse 

here in Eugene. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: But, you know, certainly your tenure spanned a pretty wide change in use of 

technologies in the courtroom with exhibits. Perhaps talk a little about what the 

technologies were when you began on the bench, and what they were when you ended, 

and any opinion you have about how that has made it easier or more difficult, perhaps, for 

jurors to access that information. 
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HOGAN: Well, when we started, of course, every piece of paper was handled several 

times. By the time I finished, we had cases where we would stack boxes along the 

courtroom wall, and it might fill up the whole area stacked very high. These are all the 

papers we are going to refer to, and yet no paper was ever taken out of a box. Instead, 

each document that was important had received its little code and so they came up on 

screens in front of the jury, lawyers, and so on, and the lawyers could refer to them, make 

computer-assisted marks on them, could produce something that recorded those if we 

needed to. That makes the process much faster.  

Some lawyers, however, relied on that technology too much. And, even in that, here 

will come a lawyer who [thinks] the other lawyer has too much technology going on, and 

instead this other lawyer will have a couple of foam boards. Very simple, in one case. The 

lawyer is telling the jury, “My children made these for us today.” Well, it’s hard to beat that. 

[laughs] What that lawyer has done is narrowed the matter down to a simple question. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 

HOGAN: So technology can make us more effective, but if we rely on technology for 

technology’s sake, we lose the human factor, and you need to remember that when you’re 

talking to a jury. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm, mm-hm. 

 Maybe you’ve just answered this, but do you think that these changing technologies 

have changed the practice of law or courtroom procedure at all?  

 

HOGAN: They certainly have changed both of those. I think when we finished the 

Morse Courthouse, we had the most technologically advanced building in the world to try 

cases. And yet when we designed that technology into the courtroom, we tried to make it 

go away as far as dominating things. So, for example, instead of having a big, electronic 
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podium for people to appear behind and sort of emphasize technology, which has been 

done.  For example, at William and Mary they study this in their law school, and they’ve 

gone that direction. Well, I tried to have things designed that you couldn’t tell that there 

was technology there and tried to make microphones so that they were less apparent. We 

didn’t build all of the screens in. We built many in, in the jury boxes and so on, and the 

reason we didn’t is because that technology changes so quickly. So, if you bury something 

in a table, in three or four years it will be different; your tables are worthless. So there was 

moderation in that. I think it’s great to use the technology, but it shouldn’t become sort of 

what we’re doing. 

 Now, these days, people are more visual in accessing information. Video makes a 

big difference. Some of us try not to watch very much television, but it’s still there. Maybe 

we don’t go to too many movies, but they are still there, and some of the really effective 

communication systems are built on that. More than, you know, in the past. I still like to 

read paper books. Not everyone does, and I’m quite aware of that. [JD chuckles] My son 

who works with me doesn’t. [laughs] He reads more newspapers than I do. I like to hold a 

newspaper in my hand. But that’s a matter of our generations.  

We can’t fight the fact that technology is important. So, it’s interesting. We need to 

be open as we move along, to have some of those who come from later generations push 

us where we need to go. [both laugh] That’s fun, even if we gripe a little bit on the way. 

[laughs] 

 

 JD: It is the process. It’s inevitable. 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. 

 

 JD: Does the technology ever get in the way? Or, someone, perhaps an older lawyer, 

have trouble presenting something? 

 

HOGAN: I’ve seen in get in the way quite a few times. 
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 JD: Mm-hm. 

 

HOGAN: If you’re relying on a machine and the machine breaks, or something 

happens, it breaks up your storytelling. The law is telling stories. So if it doesn’t happen, 

boom.  

 I remember one of the firms interviewing to get the job to be the architect for the 

Morse Courthouse. They had a wonderful computer presentation ready, and in the middle 

of it, it stops, and it stops everything. And they weren’t able to adjust and do things in a 

less technological way. That hurt their effort, frankly. It hurts lawyers when they do that, 

too.  

 A little anecdote that happened in state court in Lane County, a lawyer who has lots 

of exhibits in this case, sort of technically available through computers and all of that, said, 

“I’d like to introduce exhibit number,” – the number I remember doesn’t matter. I’m 

probably wrong on this. “384.”  

And the judge said, “Any objection?” to the lawyers.  

No lawyer answers, but members of the jury say, “We do.” [laughs]  

So you can have too much, also.  

 

 JD: [chuckles] So they had just reached their limit? 

 

HOGAN: That’s right. The lawyer had made the mistake of not remembering that those 

people in the box are the ones that need to hear the story. The lawyer is showing off his 

work, in that case. 

 

 JD: I know the processes in the court have changed, with electronic filing. I was recently 

just made aware of how much the interaction of lawyers coming into a court to file a case 

has really changed over the years. How do you think that’s changed the relationship, I 

guess, with lawyers and courts? 
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HOGAN: One of the key ways that it has changed relationships is that the lawyers 

need to know the people in the clerk’s office, the people handling the matter on that level, 

if they’re going to be effective. So, effective lawyers won’t always send their things in 

electronically. They’ll carry it over to someone, and get to know someone, and their 

families, and so on. They manage to get things done more efficiently. Why? People are 

people. So I think that makes a difference. 

 When we were building the Morse Courthouse, I had been in the new courthouse 

in Seattle, which was just a little before it. I walked into a room, and it was a big empty 

room, or space. What was this?  

“Well this is where we designed the file cabinets to go. And in our court design 

guide it mandated a certain amount of space for files.”  

I held that down as best I could, and yet I will tell you, there is a space in this Morse 

Courthouse that I told the people at GSA who sort of insisted on following the design 

guidelines, “Well we could turn it into a bowling alley now, but, as you can see, we don’t 

need it. There are other things that we need.” So those design guidelines tend to go slower 

than technical advances are moving us.  

None of us can change. For example, when I was chief judge, some judges do not 

like a cell phone going off during their proceeding. It bothers them. Fine. It didn’t bother 

me as much, but it bothers them. So we had a rule about bringing cell phones in. Well, we 

finally got that relaxed a bit, but then what the judges wanted to do is: “We’ll let them bring 

cell phones through security, but not cell phones with a camera.” Well, these days almost 

every cell phone has a camera. I mean, fine; I’m not going to fight that battle. It wasn’t 

important. But I did say offhandedly, “It sounds like we want to change technology back. 

We can’t do that. We’re going to have to find a way to live with it if we’re going to allow it.”  

So, there are those sort of strains as a process develops. Judges have as hard a 

time adjusting to them as anyone. In fact, maybe more so, because at its core, the judiciary 

is inherently conservative. I don’t mean politically. It is conservative because the way I 

learned to do something is still the best way to do it, probably. It’s really hard to change. 
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And change comes in half steps. So if you go to look at courthouses around the country, 

for example – and I studied many of them before we built the local one – if you go to 

Boston, brand new courthouse, built not long before ours, and the jury box is across the 

room from the [jury?]. Only in Boston. Why? It’s tradition there. If you go to the new 

courthouse, fairly new, in Denver, the floors of the courtroom are cork. Why? There is a 

historic courtroom there named after a Supreme Court justice with cork floors. So even 

little things like that are very hard to deal with.  

In our courthouse we really tried to look at those assumptions and start over in some 

ways. As I showed some of the plans and mock ups of courtrooms to other judges, it was 

fascinating, because we made some specific choices not to follow tradition. Every one of 

those drew a comment, because when you first see it, and you’ve been a judge, you think 

you shouldn’t change that. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 

HOGAN: Some of them worked out very well, I think, but nevertheless, it’s a 

conservative institution. 

 

 JD: I’m going to offer you a chance to talk about any aspects of your time on the bench 

that we haven’t touched on yet before I kind of move forward to where we are now. 

 

HOGAN: Well, one of the things that is very true is that it’s a sublime honor to serve 

on a federal bench, to be a federal judge. The reason has to do with not so much handling 

the hot button issues of the day. The reason is that for all of the cases – the case from the 

little widow from Veneta, Oregon – they have the same constitutional rights as the big 

corporation, or the city, or something like that. So you have a chance to stand in the gap 

for constitutional values and for equal treatment. What that is can change in a judge’s eyes 

from case to case, of course. But that, as far as a way to serve the public, it’s a wonderful, 

wonderful way. I think that the genius of the Constitution in making federal judges… Well, 
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they’re not permanent appointments – after all, I retired. [laughs] I gave mine up. But they 

can’t be challenged politically. 

 I remember a judge in Russia standing on this night, in the snow, along a railroad 

track, and I was ready to get on this train, and he had wonderful compliments for me. But 

he reached in his pocket and gave me a plasticized copy of the language in their new 

constitution, which said judges can’t be put in prison for deciding cases a certain way, and 

he had tears coming down his face.  

Well, we assume we take so much for granted in this country about our solemn 

agreement to live under a rule of law. So there couldn’t be a better place for a judge to 

serve. That may sound funny from someone who has decided to give it up and go out and 

reinvent themselves, but I thought forty years was enough, and I did that. And I’m very 

happy with my decision. But that doesn’t mean that this isn’t a position people should 

aspire to, and I’m very, very grateful that a farm boy from rural Oregon would have the 

chance to be in this position and serve even as chief judge of an entire state. It was a 

wonderful thing. I love this country and the opportunities that are available for each person. 

Some will have to struggle more, it’s true, because of where they start, but sometimes 

those experiences are the ones that toughen us up enough to really achieve something, 

too. 

 

 JD: You mentioned that you had retired, but let’s step back to just a bit prior to that. 

What do you remember about your decision that it was time to take senior status? 

 

HOGAN: Well, I took senior status really as soon as I could, because that opens up 

another position on the court. We have a rule of eighty on retirement, but I had surpassed 

that long before, because I started so young. So there was no real advantage in not taking 

senior status, frankly. Economically, in fact, there was a little advantage, but there was no 

advantage to stay active, in my view. Some judges want to because they think that they’ll 

be out of the limelight a bit, but that wasn’t as important to me.  



Hogan  SR 11210 
 

220 
 

So the bigger decision is giving up senior status. But in senior status, some judges have 

told me before that there is no better place to serve than as a senior district judge. They’re 

right in many ways, but it sort of depends on what makes you tick. What senior judges are 

expected to do is less and less. I’m not that good at putting my feet up. I like to go fishing, 

but not too often. I like to play golf, but not too often. [laughs] I like to spend time with 

family, and I do that plenty.  

So, for me to look ahead, have good health, and to look ahead and do less and less 

did not appeal to me. Could something happen with my health? Of course. None of us has 

any promises, or any guarantees in that regard. Each person needs to decide where they 

sort of fit in life, and I fit being active. And I want to be relevant, and I decided, perhaps not 

in as public a way, but I can be more relevant for disputes that people have and getting 

them resolved in mediation. Plus, I love to do it. [chuckles] 

 

 JD: That is obvious. [MH chuckles] 

 I’ve also thought some about the fact that there are sort of formal processes, like 

investiture –  

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD:  – at the beginning of someone’s judicial career. I’m not aware of a similar official 

ceremony at the end of someone’s career, but maybe there is and you’ll enlighten me. So 

perhaps talk a little about coming to the end of your career on the bench, and what your 

commemorations or celebrations were in marking that delineation. 

 

HOGAN: Well, we didn’t have so much for celebration. It sort of depends who is in 

leadership in a court at the time, whether that’s important to them or not. That was fine. 

I’ve had many, many people come to me and thank me for my service, and that’s more 

meaningful to me than some big splash, or something. Oh, some lawyers threw a party for 

me. That was fine as long as people had fun. But as far as something formal with the court, 
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it’s not necessary. I don’t need the word “judge” on my tombstone. It’s okay. I’m having too 

much fun doing what I’m doing now.  

 Now, you give up some things, to be sure. One thing I gave up was that beautiful 

office we built. [laughs] And I like where I am now, but we’re just tenants in these shops. 

So even when people say a federal judgeship is permanent, it’s not. It’s for life, if you live 

that long. That what determines how permanent it is. And so they’re all temporary jobs, 

and we need to be able to know we can have fulfillment on a day-by-day basis.  

And there were other things that allows me a little more – of course, I probably 

could have done this anyway – but more focus on family. I haven’t really been as fair as I 

could to my wife about taking vacations. She has a lot more to say about that now, and I 

encourage her to do it. [laughs] She’s earned that, after forty-five years, and more. [laughs] 

 

 JD: You mentioned earlier that you loved the sound of French. 

 

HOGAN: I do. 

 

 JD: And I believe I’ve heard you referred to as a Francophile. [laughingly] You can say 

whether you agree or accept that title or not. When you were retiring, or maybe it was 

when you were on senior status, when you were part of the portrait unveiling at the Hatfield 

Courthouse, and you received sort of an unofficial portrait at that point, talk a little about 

how you became interested in, perhaps, all things French, and that particular little portrait. 

 

HOGAN: Well, it started probably in high school, because I attended a small high 

school, and there were some things that didn’t prepare me as well, but my parents had 

bought a copy of an encyclopedia and, frankly, I read it cover to cover, several times. And 

I checked two books a day out of the library. I read and read. I worked on the ranch, but I 

read in the evenings. It was wonderful. The little few pages that I remember the most out 

of the encyclopedia were those pages on the Rive Gauche, the Left Bank in Paris, which 

had such a romance to me.  
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So, when I attended University of Oregon, I signed up for French. I wasn’t the best 

French student. I loved it because I do love the sound of French. And, by the way, the 

professor was a gorgeous young woman. [laughs] And she made it even better, as far as 

that part goes.  

Later on, because of the need for some additional safety measures for my family, I 

moved them to France. My eldest was the first student, or the first year, of a French 

immersion school in our school district. So I was exposed to native French speakers 

through that, and all three of our children are fluent in French now. We put them in French 

schools when we went over there. The first English speakers in those schools. They had 

to sink or swim, of course, and they did very well.  

And there are things about France I love. Some of the areas where the wine culture 

and the food culture are predominant – those are great. The French are sometimes 

criticized because some of them can have an attitude about their language and their 

culture, but those really aren’t the French, those are the Parisians. [both laugh]  

When we moved to a little oyster fishing village in the southwest of France on the 

Atlantic coast, for the first three weeks people sort of had their nose in the air. I found out 

later it’s because the first two numbers on our station wagon I had leased in Paris said the 

car was from Paris. They thought we were Parisians, not that we were Americans. When 

they learned we were Americans, their arms were wide open, and we became part of their 

families immediately. So our assumptions about cultures are mostly based on ignorance, 

let’s face it. [both laugh] 

So, I still like it there. Christine and I are going next month for our river cruise, and 

seeing some old areas and old friends, including a family of five children we’re basically 

aunt and uncle to. So the world gets smaller, not bigger, as transportation improves these 

days. So yes, I do love France; Francophile is fine.  

I’ve learned things from the French, also. With regard to my work, I was questioning 

a good friend in Paris about their president; he had lots of subsidized apartments for family, 

friends, girlfriends, et cetera. The prime minister at the time, or the first minister, had one 

subsidized apartment and was terribly criticized.  
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I asked him, “How can this be?” 

He said, “Mike, that’s simple. You have a constitution; all we have is a president. We 

can’t criticize our president that much, but you can criticize anyone, because your 

government is based on a document.” 

I thought that was a pretty profound insight from a Frenchman. I was happy to 

accept his label of me as “my Latin Irish friend.” [both laugh] 

 

 JD: One of the things that does usually occur at the end of someone’s judicial career is 

having an official portrait. 

 

HOGAN: Yes. 

 

 JD: You did receive a little unofficial, little prince portrait, at the ceremony we just 

referenced. But since then you’ve had your official portrait done. Talk a little about what 

that process means, and how you went about that. 

 

HOGAN:  When I was chief judge, we had a couple of judges who were getting to the 

end of their active career, and they thought that was maybe a waste of money, and we 

ought to just have a photograph, a nice photograph, done. 

 I said, “Well, it’s fine for you to have that opinion, but right now I’m the chief judge, 

and we’re not doing this for you, we’re doing this for the court, we’re doing this for history, 

and we will have a portrait. So try to accommodate yourself to that idea.” [laughs] 

 So I think it’s a part of that. The portrait that has now been painted of me has not 

been formally hung yet, but it is one that makes reference to the courthouse, that effort, 

and it doesn’t have me sitting in a chair with dark things around. It shows me being active, 

which is more about me. It was painted by a wonderful water colorist named Mary White. I 

love it. It’s a little different because it’s not an oil; it is a watercolor. But that work appeals 

to me, and I could have that much input. Someday people may look at it and say, “Who 
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was that?” [laughs] of course, as we do when we go around to courthouses. But there will 

be a story there, so that’s okay. 

 

 JD: That’s right. Well, and it’s part of the motivation for doing these oral histories, quite 

honestly. Everyone that’s alive today knows who everyone is, but memories fade fast and 

twenty years, fifty years down the line, as people are unearthing what was going on in this 

time period, there will be these documents that help provide some of that story. 

 

HOGAN: Right. So these should not be about ego; they should be for preserving a bit 

of the story of what came before. I really encourage that. I know that with the ninth circuit 

historical society they had a very hard time accommodating the idea of using video. As I 

said, the judiciary moves slowly. [both chuckle] I think maybe they have achieved that now, 

but there was some frustration among people working with that early on. 

 

 JD: Mm-hm. 

 Well even your comment about how you chose to pose in your portrait, or have 

yourself portrayed. That’s changed a little bit.  

 

HOGAN: It has. 

 

 JD: I’ve been to a couple of unveilings, and, you know, I think it just takes someone, or 

a couple of people, saying “It doesn’t have to be behind the desk – ” 

 

HOGAN: I don’t think so. 

 

 JD:  – “or in front of the law books.” 

 

HOGAN: Right. There are no law books in my portrait. [JD chuckles] There is no desk. 

It has me on my feet, moving, with some things under my arm, and a clear reference to the 
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building. So those things, I think, those please me. One wonders what you should think 

about a portrait, but you need to see it to be a part of the process, and a part of the 

institution. If you can do that, then I think it’s appropriate. 

 

 JD: Well I’d like to give you just an opportunity to have your final thoughts be the last 

words here. 

 

HOGAN: All right. Thank you. 

 I do think it’s important to think carefully about who serves as a federal judge. I think 

they ought to have enough background and experience in real life to bring more than 

theory to the table. They need to be intelligent, but there needs to be that attitude of 

common sense. That’s a part of it, also. And then, judges shouldn’t be so reluctant, in my 

view, to be available. 

 

[brief pause] 

 

 JD: Well, my memory got full. 

 

HOGAN: Okay. 

 

 JD: I’m so sorry. 

 

HOGAN: That’s fine. 

 

 JD: Let’s keep going on the audio, because that will be part of the transcript, as well. 

 

HOGAN: Al right. 

 The only other thing I was going to say is that I think there’s been too much 

reluctance of judges to share their insights about the judicial process. They can’t comment 
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in certain ways about cases before them. That would not be appropriate. And judges have 

been reluctant because they say the newspaper gets it wrong, or misses a detail, misses 

something important. Which is also true, by the way. [laughs] But I think a judge should be 

willing to be misunderstood for the benefit of everyone just having a little better buy in to 

the judicial process.  

There are things that judges can learn about helping the press get things more 

accurate. One of the practices I adopted was to make the first paragraph of my opinions 

be the news story. I would tell my law clerks, “I want the first paragraph to give the story, 

fit into the newspaper, and be understandable to people.” Then we could take the rest of 

the pages to talk to lawyers. [laughs] So I think judges should be more aware of that, quite 

frankly. 

And then, of course, a judge gives up some of their First Amendment rights. One of 

the great things about being retired from the federal bench is I have my First Amendment 

rights back, and judges should be reluctant about commenting publicly on matters unless 

it comes before them. They’re protecting people’s rights, and at the same time, they’re 

restraining themselves from exercising them in a way they could. And I think that’s 

appropriate; there should be that sense of respect for the process of the courts. 

I want to thank you for all the work you’ve done on this. It’s terrific. And I think the 

work of the historical society is very important – not about me, not about an ego, but to 

record something about the system. I think we’ve caught it just in time. Some of the judges 

were missed, of course, but I’m quite aware of the history of the federal court in Oregon. 

I’ve worked with over two-thirds of those people who have ever been a judge in the federal 

courts in Oregon. So it’s really a part of my life. It’s important to me that it be preserved, at 

least in this way. 

 

 JD: Well, on behalf of the U.S. District Court Historical Society and myself, thank you so 

much for taking the time. 

 

HOGAN: Sure. Pleased to do it. 
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[End of Session 6] 
[End of Interview] 
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