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Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I have an education advisory board
which consists of parents, teachers,
school board members, administrators,
superintendents from all around south-
ern Wisconsin; and I am always asking
them for ideas, asking them what
kinds of reforms do they think Wash-
ington needs to make their job better,
to help them improve the quality of
education in southern Wisconsin.

Does my colleague know what they
always say? Get off of our backs. The
fact that Washington only sends 6
cents of the education dollar that is
spent on education in all of our school
districts, but promulgates over 50 per-
cent of the regulations is astounding.
Six cents on the dollar come from
Washington; 94 cents on average are
coming from local property taxes and
local and State money. Yet over half of
the unfunded mandates are imposed
from Washington on our local school
districts.

What astounds me is that just in my
area of Wisconsin that I come from, we
have school districts that have very in-
teresting and unique problems. Racine,
Wisconsin, has school district problems
that are so unique to those in Beloit,
Wisconsin, or those in Janesville, Wis-
consin, but let alone the problems that
may exist in Harlem or in L.os Angeles
or in New Mexico. In this kind of coun-
try, in a vast and differing Nation, to
subject our school districts to one-size-
fits-all, cookie-cutter solutions where
we give them a little bit of the money,
but all of the mandates. It is strangling
our schools and strangling innovation.

I see that we are running out of time,
but I think it is very important to
point out they do not have all the an-
swers in Washington. And in fact when
we try to inflict these answers on our
local school districts, we are doing
more harm than good in many cases.
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Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) and the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. SCHAF-
FER) for joining me this afternoon. I
mean there are two different visions
here; there is a Washington-based vi-
sion and there is a local vision. We are
focused on the local vision.

—————

REGARDING UNSUBSTANTIATED
SENSATIONAL ALLEGATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from California (Mr. WAX-
MAN) is recognized for 60 minutes as the
designee of the minority leader.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, as Mem-
bers of Congress, we have a responsi-
bility to exercise oversight over a wide
range of issues. This is one of our most
fundamental obligations, and it in-
cludes investigating potential prob-
lems, both in the executive branch and
the private sector.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. Speaker, along with that respon-
sibility comes extraordinary power. We
have the power to require citizens to
come before us and respond to detailed
questions about their lives. We have
the power to require citizens to provide
us with their most sensitive personal
information, including their bank
records, telephone logs and diaries.

And when we make allegations about
the conduct of citizens, our statements
are broadcast on television and radio
and printed in newspapers all across
the country. We thus have the power to
permanently tarnish individuals’ rep-
utations. So it is essential that when
we fulfill our responsibilities to inves-
tigate, we investigate responsibly and
be accountable for what we do.

When we make a serious charge
about an individual’s conduct, we
should be certain of the accuracy of
our accusation. If we later learn of in-
formation that refutes that charge, we
ought to correct the record. And when
we harm individuals by making
charges that are wrong, we ought to
apologize.

Wen Ho Lee has been in the news a
lot recently. Many Members of Con-
gress have been justly critical of the ir-
reparable damage that has been done
to his reputation. No one should be
subject to unfounded smears by govern-
ment officials. But, unfortunately, over
the past several years, a pattern has
emerged in which Members of Congress
have done just that.

Members of Congress have repeatedly
made sensational public allegations
against individual American citizens.
Many of these initial allegations have
received widespread coverage in the
media. Further investigation, however,
often has shown that the allegations
are unsupported by the facts. And when
the facts eventually do emerge, the
news media inevitably gives little at-
tention to the truth, and the public
record is rarely corrected.

Let me give you an example: In June
1997, former Representative Gerald Sol-
omon, the chairman of the House Rules
Committee claimed he had ‘‘evidence’”
from a government source that John
Huang, the former Commerce Depart-
ment official and Democratic National
Committee fund-raiser, had ‘‘com-
mitted economic espionage and
breached our national security.”

This allegation of espionage was very
serious. It amounted to a claim of trea-
son, the most serious accusation that
can be brought against an American. It
was reported on national television and
in newspapers across the country.

But it turns out that that allegation
was based on nothing more than gossip
at a reception. When the FBI inter-
viewed Mr. Solomon about this allega-
tion, he told the FBI that he was told
by a Senate staffer at a Capitol Hill re-
ception that the staffer ‘‘received con-
firmation, that ‘a Department of Com-
merce employee had passed classified
information to a foreign government.’”’

September 28, 2000

According to the FBI interview
notes, the Senate staffer did not say
that the employee was John Huang,
nor did he say that information went
to China. Representative Solomon did
not know who the staffer was.

In a second interview with the FBI,
Representative Solomon recalled that
what the staffer said to him was, ‘‘Con-
gressman, you might like to know that
you were right there was someone at
Commerce giving out information.”

Again, in this interview, Representa-
tive Solomon told the FBI that he did
not know the name of the staffer who
made this comment. In fact, the only
way Mr. Solomon could identify the
staffer was to describe him as ‘‘a male
in his 30s or 40s, approximately 5 feet,
10 inches tall with brownish hair.”

Mr. Speaker, here is another exam-
ple: In June 1999, Representative DAN
BURTON issued a press release accusing
Defense Department officials, includ-
ing Colonel Raymond A. Willson of at-
tempting to tamper with the computer
of a committee witness, Dr. Peter
Leitner, of the Defense Threat Reduc-

tion Agency, sometimes known as
DTRA.
Mr. BURTON alleged, ‘‘While Dr.

Leitner was telling my committee
about the retaliation he suffered for
bringing his concerns to his superiors
and Congress, his supervisor was trying
to secretly access his computer. This
smacks of mob tactics.”” He further
commented, ‘“‘George Orwell couldn’t
have dreamed this up.”

But Colonel Willson did not tamper
with Dr. Leitner’s computer; both the
committee and the Air Force Office of
Special Investigations conducted inves-
tigations and found that Colonel
Willson had done nothing improper.

It turns out that the incident at issue
was nothing more than a routine effort
to obtain files in the witness’ computer
that were necessary to complete an al-
ready overdue project.

I regret to say that I am unaware of
any public apology by Mr. BURTON or
Mr. Solomon for making these sensa-
tional allegations about Colonel
Willson or Mr. Huang.

Now, it is true that Mr. Huang has
admitted involvement in conduit cam-
paign contributions between 1992 and
1994, but Members of Congress should
be accountable for their allegations re-
gardless of whether the individual tar-
geted has committed other
wrongdoings.

There have been many others who
have been the target of unsubstan-
tiated claims by Members of Congress,
and who have yet to receive a public
apology. Many of these allegations
have focused on individuals in the ad-
ministration. I believe that this pat-
tern reflects a significant abuse of the
serious powers that have been en-
trusted to us.

I asked my staff to compile a report
on unsubstantiated sensational allega-
tions that have been made over the
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past few years. This report describes 25
of the most widely publicized of such
allegations, as well as the facts that
have been uncovered regarding the al-
legations.

Mr. Speaker, I will enter this report
into the RECORD at the conclusion of
my remarks.

I would like to take this opportunity
today to set the record straight about
at least some of the many wild claims
that have been made.

One of these allegations involves a
very sad incident in 1993, in which Dep-
uty White House Counsel Vince Foster
was found dead in a nearby park. In
1994 and 1995, Mr. BURTON suggested nu-
merous times on the floor of the House
that Mr. Foster had been murdered and
that his murder was related to the in-
vestigation into President and Hillary
Clinton’s involvement in the White-
water land deal.

Mr. BURTON’s allegations have been
repeatedly repudiated.

On August 10, 1993, the United States
Park Police announced the following
conclusions of its investigation: ‘‘Our
investigation has found no evidence of
foul play. The information gathered
from associates, relatives and friends
provide us with enough evidence to
conclude that Mr. Foster was anxious
about his work and he was distressed to
the degree that he took his own life.”

On June 30, 1994, Independent Counsel
Robert Fiske issued his report stating
that ‘‘the overwhelming weight of the
evidence compels the conclusion that
Vincent Foster committed suicide.”

More recently, on October 10, 1997,
Independent Counsel Ken Starr con-
cluded ‘‘the available evidence points
clearly to suicide as the manner of
death.” No further statements have
been made by Representative BURTON
who made the allegation of foul play or
murder.

Let us turn to another allegation. In
June 1996, Representative BURTON
claimed that the White House had im-
properly obtained FBI files of promi-
nent Republicans and that these files
“were going to be used for dirty polit-
ical tricks in the future.”

Committee Republicans also released
a report suggesting that the files were
being used by the Clinton administra-
tion to compile a ‘‘hit list’’ or an ‘‘en-
emies list.” Just yesterday, a Member
of the Republican House leadership
again referred to this charge on a na-
tionally syndicated radio program, but
these allegations have been thoroughly
investigated by the Office of the Inde-
pendent Counsel and repudiated.

The Independent Counsel had been
charged with examining whether An-
thony Marceca, a former White House
detailee, senior White House officials,
or Mrs. Clinton had engaged in illegal
conduct relating to these files.

According to the report of the Inde-
pendent Counsel Robert Ray in March
2000, ‘‘neither Anthony Marceca nor
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any senior White House official or
First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton en-
gaged in criminal conduct to obtain
through fraudulent means derogatory
information about former White House
staff.”

The Independent Counsel also con-
cluded that “Mr. Marceca’s alleged
criminal conduct did not reflect a con-
spiracy within the White House,” and
stated that Mr. Marceca was truthful
when he testified that ‘‘no senior White
House official, or Mrs. Clinton, was in-
volved in requesting FBI background
reports for improper partisan advan-
tage.”

The next allegation I am going to de-
scribe has occupied the House Com-
mittee on Government Reform for the
past 4 years. Beginning in 1996, Rep-
resentative BURTON and other Repub-
lican leaders suggested that there was
a conspiracy between the Chinese Gov-
ernment and the Clinton administra-
tion to violate Federal campaign fi-
nance laws and improperly influence
the outcome of the 1996 Presidential
election.

In a February 1997 interview on na-
tional television, Mr. BURTON stated if
the White House or anybody connected
with the White House was selling or
giving information to the Chinese in
exchange for political contributions,
then we have to look into it, because
that is a felony, and you’re selling this
country’s security, economic security
or whatever to a Communist power.

Then on the House floor in June 1997,
Representative BURTON alleged a ‘‘mas-
sive” Chinese conspiracy. He said we
are investigating a possible massive
scheme of funneling millions of dollars
of foreign money into the U.S. elec-
toral system. We are investigating al-
legations that the Chinese Government
at the highest levels decided to infil-
trate our political system.

Although the House Committee on
Government Reform to date has spent 4
years and over $8 million investigating
these allegations, no evidence was pro-
vided to the committee to substantiate
the claim that the administration was
‘“‘selling or giving information to the
Chinese in exchange for political con-
tributions,” and no evidence was pro-
vided to the committee that the Chi-
nese Government carried out a ‘‘mas-
sive scheme’ to influence the election
of President Clinton.

0 1545

In August 1997, several Republican
leaders called for an independent coun-
sel to investigate allegations that
Former Secretary Hazel O’Leary had in
effect ‘‘shaken down’’ Democratic
donor Johnny Chung by requiring him
to make a donation to the charity
Africare as a precondition to a meeting
with her. For example, on national tel-
evision, Republican National Com-
mittee Chairman Jim Nicholson stated,
“We need independent investigation
made of people like Hazel O’Leary.”
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But it turns out there was no such
misconduct by Secretary O’Leary. A
Department of Justice investigation
found ‘‘no evidence that Mrs. O’Leary
had anything to do with the solicita-
tion of the charitable donation.” In
fact, it turned out that Secretary
O’Leary’s first contact with Mr. Chung
occurred after Mr. Chung had made his
contribution, making the allegation
factually impossible.

Another allegation. On national tele-
vision in September 1997, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) sug-
gested that the Clinton administration
was engaging in an abuse of power by
using the Internal Revenue Service,
the IRS, to retaliate against the Presi-
dent’s political enemies.

The Washington Times also quoted
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) as stating, ‘“‘One case might be a
coincidence. Two cases might be a co-
incidence. But what are the chances of
this entire litany of people, all of
whom have an adversarial relationship
with the President, being audited?”
That was his quote.

These remarks by the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) concerned
allegations that the IRS was auditing
conservative groups and individuals for
political purposes. According to these
allegations, several nonprofit tax-ex-
empt organizations that supported po-
sitions different from those of the Clin-
ton administration were being audited
while other organizations favoring
policies of the Clinton administration
were not.

The Joint Committee on Taxation
conducted a 3-year bipartisan inves-
tigation of these allegations. In March,
2000, the committee reported that it
had found no evidence of politically
motived IRS audits. Specifically, the
bipartisan report found there was ‘‘no
credible evidence that tax-exempt or-
ganizations were selected for examina-
tion, or that the IRS altered the man-
ner in which examinations of tax-ex-
empt organizations were conducted,
based on the views espoused by the or-
ganizations or individuals related to
the organization.”

Further, the report found ‘‘no cred-
ible evidence of intervention by Clin-
ton administration officials (including
Treasury Department and White House
officials) in the selection of (or the fail-
ure to select) tax-exempt organizations
for examination.” Another allegation
that was made that was not substan-
tiated and, when the facts came out,
were not supported by those facts.

Another example. In October of 1997,
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) held a hearing in the Committee
on Government Reform in which he
said he would produce evidence of ‘‘bla-
tantly illegal activity by a senior na-
tional party official” in the Demo-
cratic National Committee. The star
witness at that hearing, David Wang,
alleged that the then DNC official John
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Huang had solicited a conduit con-
tribution from him in person in Los
Angeles on August 16, 1996.

But it was not John Huang who had
solicited Mr. Wang. Credit card
records, affidavits, and other evidence
conclusively demonstrated that Mr.
Huang had been in New York, not Los
Angeles, on the day in question. Demo-
cratic fund-raiser Charlie Trie subse-
quently appeared before the committee
and acknowledged that it had been he
and an individual named Antonio Pan,
not Mr. Huang, who had solicited the
conduit contribution.

Members of the committee have re-
peatedly asked that the committee of-
ficially correct the record on this mat-
ter because of this false charge against
Mr. Huang, but the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. BURTON) has refused to do
S0.

Another example. In October 1997,
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) also appeared on national tele-
vision and suggested that the White
House had deliberately altered video-
tapes of Presidential fund-raising
events. On CBS’s ‘‘Face the Nation”,
he said, ‘“We think maybe some of
those tapes may have been cut off in-
tentionally, they’ve been, you know,
altered in some way.”” He also said that
he might hire lip readers to examine
the tapes to figure out what was being
said on the tapes.

Well, investigations by the House
Committee on Government Reform and
the Senate Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee, however, including review by a
technical expert hired by the Senate
committee, produced no evidence of
any tampering with the tapes.

My colleagues might remember some
of these examples because they all were
prominently mentioned in the press at
the time the allegations were made.

In November 1997, Republican leaders
drew on unsubstantiated reports by
conservative radio talk shows and pub-
lications to accuse the Clinton admin-
istration of selling burial plots in Ar-
lington National Cemetery for cam-
paign contributions. Republican Party
Chairman Jim Nicholson accused the
administration of a despicable political
scheme, and several Republican lead-
ers, including the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. BURTON), called for investiga-
tions. Former Representative Gerald
Solomon stated ‘‘this latest outrage is
one more slap in the face of every
American who ever wore the uniform of
their country, who seem to be special
objects of contempt in this administra-
tion.”

The General Accounting Office then
conducted an independent review of the
allegations that waivers to the burial
plot eligibility requirements were
granted in exchange for political con-
tributions. In January 1998, GAO stat-
ed, ‘“We found no evidence in the
records we reviewed to support recent
media reports that political contribu-
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tions have played a role in waiver deci-
sions.”

Further, the GAO said, and I am
quoting again from them, ‘“Where the
records show some involvement or in-
terest in a particular case on the part
of the President, Executive Branch of-
ficials, or Members of Congress or their
staffs, the documents indicate only
such factors as a desire to help a con-
stituent or a conviction that the mer-
its of the person being considered war-
ranted a waiver.”

Another example. In January 1998,
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) held 4 days of hearings in the
Committee on Government Reform re-
garding whether campaign contribu-
tions influenced the actions of Sec-
retary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt or
other Department of the Interior offi-
cials with respect to a decision to deny
an Indian gambling application in Hud-
son, Wisconsin. During those hearings,
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) alleged that the decision was a po-
litical payoff and that it stinks and
smells.

Well, on August 22, however, Inde-
pendent Counsel Carol Elder Bruce re-
leased the report of her investigation
into the Hudson casino decision. She
found that the allegations of political
payoff were unsubstantiated, con-
cluding from her report, I now quote,
“A full review of the evidence . . . indi-
cates that neither Babbitt nor any gov-
ernment official at Interior or the
White House entered into any sort of
specific and corrupt agreement to in-
fluence the outcome of the Hudson ca-
sino application in return for campaign
contributions to the DNC.”’

The next allegation is not only un-
substantiated, but it involved the inap-
propriate disclosure of very private in-
formation. The allegation concerns
Webster Hubbell, who was Assistant
Attorney General until March 1994.
Prior to that, he was a partner with
Hillary Clinton at the Rose Law Firm
in Littlerock, Arkansas. In December
1994, Mr. Hubbell pled guilty to tax
evasion and mail fraud and went to
prison for 16 months. During his im-
prisonment, Mr. Hubbell’s phone calls
to his friends, family, and lawyers were
routinely taped by prison authorities.
Such taping of phone calls is standard
procedure in Federal prisons.

Well, the tapes of Mr. Hubbell’s
phone calls were turned over to the
Committee on Government Reform. As
the Justice Department advised the
committee, the tapes were protected by
the Privacy Act and were not supposed
to be released publicly. Nevertheless,
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) released the document in April of
1998 entitled the ‘‘Hubbell Master Tape
Log’’, which contained what were pur-
ported to be excerpts from these tapes.
It was subsequently revealed that
many of these excerpts were in fact in-
accurate or omitted exculpatory state-
ments by Mr. Hubbell.

September 28, 2000

For example, according to the tran-
scripts of the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BURTON), if Mr. Hubbell had filed a
lawsuit against his former law firm, it
would have ‘‘opened up’’ the First Lady
to allegations, and for this reason Mr.
Hubbell had decided to ‘‘roll over” in
order to protect the First Lady. These
transcripts included a quote of Mrs.
Hubbell saying, ‘‘you are opening Hil-
lary up to all of this’’, and Mr. Hubbell
responding, ‘‘I will not raise those alle-
gations that might open it up to Hil-
lary”’, and ‘“So, I need to roll over one
more time.”” These quotes were taken
from a 2-hour conversation between the
Hubbells.

The ‘‘Hubbell Master Tape Log”’,
however, omitted a later portion of the
same conversation that exonerates the
First Lady. This included the following
remarks exchanged between Mr. Hub-
bell and his wife:

Mr. Hubbell: ‘““‘Okay, Hillary’s not,
Hillary isn’t, the only thing is people
say why didn’t she know what was
going on. And I wish she had never paid
any attention to what was going on in
the firm. That’s the gospel truth. She
just had no idea what was going on.
She didn’t participate in any of this.”

Mrs. Hubbell: “They wouldn’t have
let her if she tried.”

Mr. Hubbell: ‘‘Of course not.”

The ‘“‘Hubbell Master Tape Log’’ of
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) also included a passage in which
Mr. Hubbell allegedly said, ‘‘The Riady
is just not easy to do business with me
while I'm here.” Mr. Riady, by the
way, was a well-known figure in these
campaign contributions that had been
under investigation. In fact, the actual
tape states, ‘““The reality is it’s just not
easy to do business with me while I'm
here.” He misrepresented the word ‘‘re-
ality” for “Riady”’.

Another example, and I want it on
the RECORD in hopes that maybe some-
one will find this RECORD maybe in the
press and report the corrections for
maybe nearly as large as the original
sensational allegations.

In April 1998, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. BURTON) sought immunity
from the Committee on Government
Reform for four witnesses: Nancy Lee,
Irene Wu, Larry Huang, and Kent La.
He and other Republican leaders, in-
cluding Speaker Newt Gingrich, al-
leged that these witnesses had impor-
tant information about illegal con-
tributions from the Chinese Govern-
ment during the 1996 elections.

Speaker Gingrich alleged that the
four witnesses would provide informa-
tion on ‘‘a threat to the fabric of our
political system.” The gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) alleged that the
witnesses had ‘‘direct knowledge about
how the Chinese Government made il-
legal campaign contributions’” and
stated that the decision regarding
granting immunity ‘‘is about deter-
mining whether American lives have
been put at risk.” That is his quote.
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But after the committee provided
these witnesses with immunity, their
testimony revealed that none had any
knowledge whatsoever about alleged
Chinese efforts to influence American
elections. For example, Mr. Wong’s pri-
mary responsibilities in working for
Democratic donor Noral Lum were to
register voters and serve as a volunteer
cook.

One Member even suggested that the
President could have committed trea-
son. In May 1998, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) made re-
marks on the House floor regarding al-
legations that the political contribu-
tions of the chief executive officer of
Loral Corporation, Bernard Schwartz,
had influenced the President’s decision
to authorize the transfer of certain
technology to China. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) de-
scribed this issue as a, ‘‘Scandal that is
unfolding that I think will dwarf every
scandal that we have seen talked about
on this floor in the past 6 years.” And
said further, ‘“This scandal involves po-
tential treason.”

The Department of Justice examined
the allegations relating to whether
campaign contributions influenced ex-
port control decisions and found them
to be unfounded. In August 1998, Lee
Radek, chief of the department’s public
integrity section, wrote that ‘‘there is
not a scintilla of evidence or informa-
tion that the President was corruptly
influenced by Bernard Schwartz.”
Charles La Bella, then head of the de-
partment’s campaign finance task
force, agreed with Mr. Radek’s assess-
ment that ‘‘this was a matter which
likely did not merit any investiga-
tion.”

I have not heard that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania has given any
apologies.

The House select committee inves-
tigated allegations relating to United
States technology transfer to China
and whether campaign contributions
influenced export control decisions. In
May 1999, the committee findings were
made public. The committee’s bipar-
tisan findings also did not substantiate
the suggestion of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania of treason by the Presi-
dent.

In recent years, some Members have
even engaged in a practice of asking
the Department of Justice to consider
criminal charges against individuals
who have provided testimony that is
inconsistent with Members’ theories,
and I want to go into that, but I do
want to point out that to make a state-
ment that the President of the United
States has committed treason, to make
it on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives, to have it in the press by
people who are in our government,
elected by their constituents, is a seri-
ous matter. And to find later that a
charge like that was unsubstantiated,
it has got to bother all of us.
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We have had a series of Members,
when they found statements made that
they did not think were what they
wanted to hear, they have sent letters
to the Justice Department and then
they have asked the Justice Depart-
ment to say that those statements and
testimony that were inconsistent with
their views ought to be prosecuted;
they ought to be prosecuted as crimi-
nal matters. I will give some examples.

In September 1998, the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. MCINTOSH) sent a
criminal referral to the Department of
Justice alleging that White House Dep-
uty Counsel Cheryl Mills provided false
testimony to Congress and obstructed
justice. He told The Washington Post
that there was, ‘‘very strong evidence,”’
that Ms. Mills lied to Congress. But the
claims of the gentleman from Indiana
were based on a run-of-the-mill docu-
ment dispute. Ms. Mills believed that
two documents out of over 27,000 pages
produced to the House Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight
were not responsive to a request from
the gentleman from Indiana, while the
gentleman from Indiana believed that
the two documents were responsive.

Instead of viewing this disagreement
as a difference in judgment, the gen-
tleman from Indiana charged that Ms.
Mills was obstructing justice and that
she lied to the committee. The Justice
Department investigated the allega-
tions by the gentleman from Indiana
and found them to be without merit.

Over the past several years, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) has
made similar referrals to the Depart-
ment of Justice regarding three other
individuals who testified before the
House Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight. Now, not all mis-
taken allegations are made with an in-
tent to intimidate or cause harm. Not
all are made with a knowing disregard
of the facts. Sometimes such allega-
tions simply reflect sloppy investiga-
tive work. But the allegations of Mem-
bers of Congress are not just words.
Publication of such allegations in the
newspaper can cause an individual em-
barrassment in their community.

Can anybody listening to me imagine
an allegation being made about them,
that they committed a crime; how they
would feel; how their reputation might
be tarnished. Defending against an al-
legation can cause individuals to wrack
up thousands, sometimes hundreds of
thousands of dollars in legal fees. Par-
ticularly in light of the powerful im-
pact our words can have on the lives of
individuals, when we learn that our al-
legations are not true, we ought to do
everything we can to remedy the harm
our mistakes have caused.

I am saddened and disturbed at the
pattern we have seen over recent years,
where Members of Congress have failed
to take responsibility for their sensa-
tional claims. Today, I have described
just some examples of the many allega-
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tions that should be corrected. There
are more in this report that I am enter-
ing into the RECORD, and there are ad-
ditional unsubstantiated claims beyond
those that are in this report. I have
spoken today because I believe this
record must be corrected.

The American people have entrusted
the House of Representatives with ex-
traordinary powers. The institution as
a whole suffers when its Members are
not accountable for the exercise of
these powers. The American public
should be able to trust that when we
conduct oversight, we will act respon-
sibly and that we will not impugn the
integrity of others with unsubstan-
tiated attacks. The fact that they are
in a different political party does not
justify that. The fact they may dis-
agree with some of our own political
views does not justify making serious
and unsubstantiated allegations to tar-
nish them.

The least we can do, if we act so irre-
sponsibly to make these kinds of alle-
gations, is to put the facts about such
allegations in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD; and the facts, when they show
the allegations were not true, should
serve as the basis for Members to pub-
licly announce their error.

To accuse someone of treason, to ac-
cuse someone of perjury, to accuse
someone of obstruction of justice, and
then to find those charges were not
true, not even to say you are sorry and
to correct the record and apologize, the
only thing I can say to those Members
who have done that, after all that,
have you no decency?

The least we can do is to correct the
facts, correct the allegations, to make
apologies, even though we all know the
truth never catches up with the lie.
The headline of the front page, which is
the allegation, never gets corrected by
the page 25 story that says that the
original allegation was not true.

Mr. Speaker, the committee report I
referred to earlier is submitted for the
RECORD herewith:

[Prepared for Rep. Henry A. Waxman, Minor-
ity Staff Report, Committee on Govern-
ment Reform, U.S. House of Representa-
tives—September 2000]

UNSUBSTANTIATED ALLEGATIONS OF WRONG-
DOING INVOLVING THE CLINTON ADMINISTRA-
TION
Over the past eight years, Chairman Dan

Burton of the House Government Reform
Committee and other Republican leaders
have repeatedly made sensational allega-
tions of wrongdoing by the Clinton Adminis-
tration. In pursuing such allegations, Chair-
man Burton alone has issued over 900 sub-
poenas; obtained over 2 million pages of doc-
uments; and interviewed, deposed, or called
to testify over 350 witnesses. The estimated
cost to the taxpayer of investigating these
allegations has exceeded $23 million.!

Chairman Burton or other Republicans
have suggested that Deputy White House
Counsel Vince Foster was murdered as part
of a coverup of the Whitewater land deal;

1Footnotes at end of article.
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that the White House intentionally main-
tained an ‘‘enemies list”’ of sensitive FBI
files; that the IRS targeted the President’s
enemies for tax audits; that the White House
may have been involved in ‘‘selling or giving
information to the Chinese in exchange for
political contributions’; that the White
House altered videotapes of White House cof-
fees to conceal wrongdoing; that the Clinton
Administration sold burial plots in Arling-
ton National Cemetery; that prison tape re-
cordings showed that former Associate At-
torney General Webster Hubbell was paid off
for his silence; and that the Attorney Gen-
eral intentionally misled Congress about
Waco.

This report is not intended to suggest that
President Clinton or his Administration
have always acted properly. There have obvi-
ously been instances of mistakes and mis-
conduct that deserve investigation. But fre-
quently the Republican approach—regardless
of the facts—has been ‘‘accuse first, inves-
tigate later.” Further investigation then
often shows the allegations to be unsubstan-
tiated. In fact, FBI interviews showed that
one widely publicized Republican allegation
was based on nothing more than gossip at a
congressional reception.

This approach has done great harm to rep-
utations. The unsubstantiated accusations
have frequently received widespread atten-
tion. For example, Chairman Burton’s alle-
gation regarding White House videotape al-
teration received widespread media cov-
erage. It was reported by numerous tele-
vision news programs, including CBS Morn-
ing News,2 CBS This Morning,3 NBC News at
Sunrise,* NBC’s Today,> ABC World News
Sunday,® CNN Early Prime,” CNN Morning
News,® CNN’s Headline News,® CNN’s Early
Edition,1® Fox’s Morning News,!! and Fox
News Now/Fox In Depth.12 In addition, news-
papers across the country, including the
Washington Post,13 the Las Vegas Review-
Journal,’® the Houston Chronicle,'®> the Com-
mercial Appeal,’® and the Sun-Sentinel,l?
published stores focusing on the allegation.
Two months later, when Senator Fred
Thompson announced that there was no evi-
dence that the videotapes had been doctored,
there was minimal press coverage of his
statement.18

The discussion below examines the facts—
and lack thereof—underlying 25 of the most
highly publicized allegations.

Allegation: During 1994 and 1995, Chairman
Burton suggested numerous times on the
House floor that Deputy White House Coun-
sel Vince Foster had been murdered and that
his murder was related to the investigation
into President and Hillary Clinton’s involve-
ment in the Whitewater land deal.1®

The Facts: Chairman Burton’s allegations
have been repeatedly repudiated.

On August 10, 1993, the United States Park
Police announced the following conclusions
of its investigation: ‘“‘Our investigation has
found no evidence of foul play. The informa-
tion gathered from associates, relatives and
friends provide us with enough evidence to
conclude that ... Mr. Foster was anxious
about his work and he was distressed to the
degree that he took his own life.’’20 On June
30, 1994, Independent Counsel Robert Fiske
issued his report stating that ‘‘[t]he over-
whelming weight of the evidence compels the
conclusion that Vincent Foster com-
mitted suicide.”” 2t

More recently, on October 10, 1997, Inde-
pendent Counsel Ken Starr concluded: ‘‘The
available evidence points clearly to suicide
as the manner of death.’’ 22

Allegation: In 1995 and 1996, Republicans
alleged that the White House fired the em-
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ployees of the White House travel office so
that White House travel business would be
given to Harry Thomason, a political sup-
porter of President Clinton. The Chairman of
the House Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight, William F. Clinger, said
he saw the First Lady’s ‘‘fingerprints’ on ef-
forts to cover up and lie about the travel of-
fice firings.23 Discussing the travel office
matter, Rep. Dan Burton said, ‘‘The First
Lady, according to the notes we have, has
lied.”” 2¢

The Facts: In June 2000, the Office of the
Independent Counsel issued a press release
announcing that its investigation into the
Travel Office matter had concluded. Inde-
pendent Counsel Robert Ray stated:

“This Office has now concluded its inves-
tigation into allegations relating to
Mrs. Clinton’s statements and testimony
concerning the Travel Office firings and has
fully discharged [her] from criminal liability
for matters within this Office’s jurisdiction
in the Travel Office matter.” 25

Allegation: In June 1996, Chairman Burton
alleged that the White House had improperly
obtained FBI files of prominent Republicans
and that these files ‘‘were going to be used
for dirty political tricks in the future.’’26
Committee Republicans also released a re-
port suggesting that the files were being
used by the Clinton Administration to com-
pile a “‘hit list” or an ‘‘enemies list.”’ 27

The Facts: These allegations have been
thoroughly investigated by the Office of the
Independent Counsel and repudiated. The
Independent Counsel had been charged with
examining whether Anthony Marceca, a
former White House detailee who had re-
quested the FBI background files at issue,
senior White House officials, or Mrs. Clinton
had engaged in illegal conduct relating to
these files.

According to the report issued by Inde-
pendent Counsel Ray in March 2000, ‘‘neither
Anthony Marceca nor any senior White
House official, or First Lady Hillary Rodham
Clinton, engaged in criminal conduct to ob-
tain through fraudulent means derogatory
information about former White House
staff.” The Independent Counsel also con-
cluded that ‘“Mr. Marceca’s alleged criminal
conduct did not reflect a conspiracy within
the White House,” and stated Mr. Marceca
was truthful when he testified that ‘‘[n]o
senior White House official, or Mrs. Clinton,
was involved in requesting FBI background
reports for improper partisan advantage.28”’

Allegation: Beginning in 1996, Chairman
Burton and other Republican leaders sug-
gested that there was a conspiracy between
the Chinese government and the Clinton Ad-
ministration to violate federal campaign fi-
nance laws and improperly influence the out-
come of the 1996 presidential election. In a
February 1997 interview on national tele-
vision, Chairman Burton stated:

““If the White House or anybody connected
with the White House was selling or giving
information to the Chinese in exchange for
political contributions, then we have to look
into it because that’s a felony, and you’re
selling this country’s security—economic se-
curity or whatever to a communist power.29”’

Further, on the House floor in June 1997,
Chairman Burton alleged a ‘‘massive’” Chi-
nese conspiracy:

‘“We are investigating a possible massive
scheme . . . of funneling millions of dollars
of foreign money into the U.S. electoral sys-
tem. We are investigating allegations that
the Chinese government at the highest levels
decided to infiltrate our political system.30”’

The Facts: The House Government Reform
Committee to date has spent four years and
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over $8 million investigating these allega-
tions. No evidence provided to the Com-
mittee substantiates the claim that the Ad-
ministration was ‘‘selling or giving informa-
tion to the Chinese in exchange for political
contributions.”

The FBI obtained some evidence that
China had a plan to try to influence congres-
sional elections.3! However, no evidence was
provided to the Committee that the Chinese
government carried out a ‘‘massive scheme’’
to influence the election of President Clin-
ton.

Allegation: In June 1997, Rep. Gerald Sol-
omon, the Chairman of the House Rules
Committee, claimed that he had ‘‘evidence”
from a government source that John Huang,
the former Commerce Department official
and Democratic National Committee fund-
raiser, had ‘‘committed economic espionage
and breached our national security.’”’” This al-
legation was reported on national television
and in many newspapers across the coun-
try.s2

The Facts: In August 1997, and again in Feb-
ruary 1998, Rep. Solomon was interviewed by
the FBI to determine the basis of Rep. Solo-
mon’s allegations. During the first inter-
view, Rep. Solomon told the FBI that he was
told by a Senate staffer at a Capitol Hill re-
ception that the staffer ‘‘received confirma-
tion that ‘a Department of Commerce em-
ployee had passed classified information to a
foreign government.””” According to the FBI
notes on the Solomon interview, the Senate
staffer did not say that the employee was
John Huang, nor did he say that information
went to China. Rep. Solomon did not know
who the staffer was.33

In his second interview with the FBI, Rep.
Solomon recalled that what the staffer said
to him was: ‘‘Congressman you might like to
know that you were right there was someone
at Commerce giving out information.” Again
in this interview, Rep. Solomon told the FBI
that he did not know the name of the staffer
who made this comment.3¢

Allegation: In August 1997, several Repub-
lican leaders called for an independent coun-
sel to investigate allegations by Democratic
donor Johnny Chung that former Energy
Secretary Hazel O’Leary had, in effect,
‘‘shaken down” Mr. Chung by requiring him
to make a donation to the charity Africare
as a precondition to a meeting with her. On
national television, Republican National
Committee Chairman Jim Nicholson stated,
““[W]e need independent investigation made
of people like Hazel O’Leary.”’ 3> Rep. Gerald
Solomon, the chairman of the House Rules
Committee, criticized the Attorney General
for being ‘‘intransigent’ in refusing to ap-
point an independent counsel.36

The Facts: A Department of Justice inves-
tigation found ‘‘no evidence that Mrs.
O’Leary had anything to do with the solici-
tation of the charitable donation.’’37 In fact,
it turned out that Secretary O’Leary’s first
contact with Mr. Chung occurred after Mr.
Chung had made his contribution, making
the allegation factually impossible.38

Allegation: In September 1997, Chairman
Burton suggested on national television that
the Clinton Administration was engaging in
an ‘‘abuse of power’” by using the Internal
Revenue Service (IRS) to retaliate against
the President’s political enemies.3® The
Washington Times also quoted the Chairman
as stating: ‘‘One case might be a coincidence.
Two cases might be a coincidence. But what
are the chances of this entire litany of peo-
ple—all of whom have an adversarial rela-
tionship with the President—being au-
dited?’ 40
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The Facts: The Chairman’s remarks related
to allegations that the IRS was auditing con-
servative groups and individuals for political
purposes. According to these allegations,
several non-profit tax-exempt organizations
that supported positions different from those
of the Clinton Administration were being au-
dited while other organizations favored by
the Administration were not.41

The Joint Committee on Taxation con-
ducted a three-year bipartisan investigation
of these allegations. In March 2000, the Com-
mittee reported that it had found no evi-
dence of politically motivated IRS audits.42
Specifically, the bipartisan report found
there was ‘‘no credible evidence that tax-ex-
empt organizations were selected for exam-
ination, or that the IRS altered the manner
in which examinations of tax-exempt organi-
zations were conducted, based on the views
espoused by the organizations or individuals
related to the organization.’”” Further, the re-
port found ‘‘no credible evidence of interven-
tion by Clinton Administration officials (in-
cluding Treasury Department and White
House officials) in the selection of (or the
failure to select) taxexempt organizations
for examination.”’43

Allegation: In October 1997, Chairman Bur-
ton held a hearing which he claimed would
produce evidence of ‘‘blatantly illegal activ-
ity by a senior national party official.’’4¢ The
star witness at that hearing, David Wang, al-
leged that then-DNC official John Huang had
solicited a conduit contribution from him in
person in Los Angeles on August 16, 1996.45

The Facts: It was Charlie Trie and his asso-
ciate Antonio Pan, not John Huang, who so-
licited Mr. Wang. Unlike Mr. Huang. Mr.
Trie and Mr. Pan were never ‘‘senior offi-
cials” at the DNC. Credit card records, affi-
davits, and other evidence conclusively dem-
onstrated that Mr. Huang and been in New
York, not Los Angeles, on the day in ques-
tion.#6 Mr. Huang later testified before the
Committee and denied Mr. Wang’s allega-
tions. On March 1, 2000, Democratic fund-
raiser Charlie Trie appeared before the Com-
mittee and acknowledged that it had been he
and Mr. Pan, not Mr. Huang, who had solic-
ited the conduit contribution.48

Allegation: At an October 1997 hearing be-
fore the House Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, Chairman Burton
publicly released a proffer from Democratic
fundrasiers Gene and Nora Lum. Chairman
Burton stated that the proffer indicated that
‘“‘the solicitation and utilization of foreign
money and conduit payments did not begin
after the Republicans won control of the
Congress in 1994. Rather, it appears that the
seeds of today’s scandals may have been
planted as early as 1991.”’49 Specifically, the
proffer suggested that President Clinton en-
dorsed the candidacy of a foreign leader in
exchange for campaign contributions.’® This
allegation was reported in the Washington
Post in an article entitled ‘“Story of a For-
eign Donor’s Deal With ‘92 Clinton Camp
Outlined,” and in other national media.5!

The Facts: To investigate this allegation
and other allegations concerning the Lums,
Chairman Burton issued nearly 200 informa-
tion requests that resulted in the receipt of
over 40,000 pages of documents, 50 audio-
tapes, a videotape and numerous depositions.
After this extensive investigation, however,
the Chairman was never able to produce any
evidence to support the dramatic allegation
in the proffer.

The proffer presented by Chairman Burton
stated that, during the 1992 campaign, the
Lums arranged a meeting with a Clinton/
Gore official for an individual who had pro-
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posed to arrange a ‘‘large donation in ex-
change for a letter signed by the Clinton
campaign endorsing the candidacy of a man
who is now the leader of an Asian nation.”
The proffer states that the official ‘‘later
provided a favorable letter over the name of
Clinton,” that a ‘Clinton/Gore official
signed then Governor Clinton’s name to the
letter,” and that the individual who made
the request for the letter then made a $50,000
contribution that reportedly came from ‘‘a
foreign person then residing in the United
States.’’52

In its investigation, the only letter the
Committee obtained that concerned then-
Governor Clinton’s position on an election in
Asia is an October 28, 1992, letter on Clinton/
Gore letterhead that pertains to the presi-
dential election in Korea. This document
specifically states that then-Governor Clin-
ton does not believe it is appropriate for U.S.
public officials to endorse the candidacies in
foreign elections. The letter states:

“Thank you for bringing to my attention
the impact in Korea that my statement of
September 17th has caused. I would appre-
ciate your help in clarifying the situation in
Korea through proper channels. My state-
ment was a courtesy reply in response to an
invitation to me to attend an event in honor
of Chairman Kim Dae-Jung, and to extend to
him my greetings. It was not meant to en-
dorse or assist his candidacy in the upcom-
ing presidential election in Korea. I do not
believe that any United States government
official should endorse a presidential can-
didate in another country.53”’

Allegation: On October 19, 1997, Chairman
Burton appeared on national television and
suggested that the White House had delib-
erately altered videotapes of presidential
fund-raising events. On CBS’s Face the Na-
tion, he said ‘“We thing ma—maybe some of
those tapes may have been cut off inten-
tionally, they’re been—been, you know, al-
tered in some way.”” He also said that he
might hire lip-readers to examine the tapes
to figure out what was being said on the
tapes.5¢

The Facts: Investigations by the House
Government Reform and Oversight Com-
mittee and the Senate Governmental Affairs
Committee produced no evidence of any tam-
pering with the tapes. Shortly after Chair-
man Burton made his allegation regarding
tape alteration, the Senate Governmental
Affairs Committee hired a technical expert,
Paul Ginsburg, to analyze the videotapes to
determine whether they had been doctored.
Mr. Ginsburg concluded that there was no
evidence of tampering.55 In addition, Colonel
Joseph Simmons, commander of the White
House Communications Agency (WHCA),
Colonel Alan Sullivan, head of the White
House Military Office which overseas WHCA,
and Steven Smith, chief of operations of
WHCA, all testified under oath before the
House Government Reform and Oversight
Committee in October 1997 that they were
unaware of any alteration of the video-
tapes.’

Allegation: In November 1997, Republican
leaders drew on unsubstantiated reports by
conservative radio talk shows and publica-
tions to accuse the Clinton Administration
of selling burial plots in Arlington National
Cemetery for campaign contributions.’” Re-
publican Party Chairman Jim Nicholson ac-
cused the Administration of a ‘‘despicable
political scheme,” and several Republican
leaders, including Chairman Burton, called
for investigations.’®8 Representative Gerald
Solomon stated, ‘‘[t]his latest outrage is one
more slap in the face of every American who
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ever wore the uniform of their country, who
seem to be special objects of contempt in
this administration.” 59

The Facts: The Army has established re-
strictive eligibility requirements for burial
at Arlington. Individuals who are eligible for
Arlington National Cemetery burial sites in-
clude service members who died while on ac-
tive duty, honorably discharged members of
the armed forces who have been awarded cer-
tain high military distinctions, and sur-
viving spouses of individuals already buried
at Arlington, among others. The Secretary
of the Army may grant waivers of these re-
quirements.60

In January 1998, the General Accounting
Office (GAO) concluded an independent in-
vestigation of the allegations that waivers
were granted in exchange for political con-
tributions. As part of this investigation,
GAO analyzed the laws and regulations con-
cerning burials at Arlington, conducted in-
depth review of Department of Army case
files regarding approved and denied waivers,
and had discussions with officials responsible
for waiver decisions.6!

GAQO’s report stated: ‘“[W]e found no evi-
dence in the records we reviewed to support
recent media reports that political contribu-
tions have played a role in waiver decisions.”
Further, GAO stated: ‘“Where the records
show some involvement or interest in a par-
ticular case on the part of the President, ex-
ecutive branch officials, or Members of Con-
gress or their staffs, the documents indicate
only such factors as a desire to help a con-
stituent or a conviction that the merits of
the person being considered warranted a
waiver.”’ 62

Allegation: In January 1998, Chairman Bur-
ton held four days of hearings into whether
campaign contributions influenced the ac-
tions of Secretary of the Interior Bruce Bab-
bitt or other Department of the Interior offi-
cials with respect to a decision to deny an
Indian gambling application in Hudson, Wis-
consin. During those hearings, Chairman
Burton alleged that the decision was a ‘‘po-
litical payoff”’ and that it ‘‘stinks” and
‘“‘smells.” 63

The Facts: On August 22, 2000, Independent
Counsel Carol Elder Bruce released the re-
port of her investigation into the Hudson ca-
sino decision. She found that the allegations
of political payoff were unsubstantiated,
concluding:

“A full review of the evidence . . . indi-
cates that neither Babbitt nor any govern-
ment official at Interior or the White House
entered into any sort of specific and corrupt
agreement to influence the outcome of the
Hudson casino application in return for cam-
paign contributions to the DNC.”’ 64

Allegation: In April 1998, Chairman Burton
suggested that President Clinton had created
a national monument in Utah in order to
benefit the Lippo Group, an Indonesian con-
glomerate with coal interests in Indonesia.65
James Riady, an executive of the Lippo
Group, was a contributor to the DNC. In
June 1998, in a statement on the House floor,
Chairman Burton reiterated his allegation:
“[TThe President made the Utah Monument a
national park. What is the significance of
that? The largest clean-burning coal facility
in the United States, billions and billions of
dollars of clean-burning coal are in the Utah
Monument. It could have been mined envi-
ronmentally safely according to U.S. engi-
neers. Who would benefit from turning that
into a national park so you cannot mine
there? The Riady group, the Lippo Group,
and Indonesia has the largest clean-burning
coal facility, mining facility, in southeast
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Asia. They are one of the largest contribu-
tors. Their hands are all over, all over these
contributions coming in from Communist
China, from Macao and from Indonesia.
Could there be a connection here?’’ 66

The Facts: In September 1996, President
Clinton set aside as a national monument 1.7
million acres of coal-rich land in Utah under
a 1906 law that allows the president to des-
ignate national monuments without congres-
sional approval.6” After two years of inves-
tigation, the Committee produced no evi-
dence that there is any connection between
the designation of this land as a monument
and Riady group or any other contribu-
tions.68

Allegation: In April 1998, Chairman Burton
released transcripts of selected portions of
Webster Hubbell’s prison telephone conversa-
tions. According to these transcripts, if Mr.
Hubbell had filed a lawsuit against his
former law firm, it would have ‘‘opened up”’
the First Lady to allegations, and for this
reason Mr. Hubbell had decided to ‘‘roll
over’ to protect the First Lady. These tran-
scripts included a quote of Mrs. Hubbell say-
ing, ‘“‘And that you are opening Hillary up to
all of this,” and Mr. Hubbell responding, ‘I
will not raise those allegations that might
open it up to Hillary” and ‘‘So, I need to roll
over one more time.” These quotes were
taken from a two-hour March 25, 1996, con-
versation between the Hubbells.69

The Facts: Webster Hubbell was Assistant
Attorney General until March 1994. Prior to
that, he was a partner with Hillary Clinton
at the Rose Law Firm in Little Rock, Arkan-
sas. In December 1994, Mr. Hubbell pled
guilty to tax evasion and mail fraud and
went to prison for 16 months.

During his imprisonment, Mr. Hubbell’s
phone calls to his friends, family, and law-
yers were routinely taped by prison authori-
ties. Such taping is standard in federal pris-
ons. These tapes were turned over to the
Government Reform and Oversight Com-
mittee. Although the tapes are supposed to
be protected by the Privacy Act, Chairman
Burton released a document in April 1998 en-
titled the ‘‘Hubbell Master Tape Log,”” which
contained what were purported to be excepts
from these tapes. However, it was subse-
quently revealed that many of these excepts
were in fact inaccurate or omitted excul-
patory statements made by Mr. Hubbell that
directly contradicted the allegations.

For example, while the ‘‘Hubbell Master
Tape Log” quoted the above portions of the
March 25, 1996, conversation between Mr. and
Mrs. Hubbell, it omitted a later portion of
the same conversation that appears to exon-
erate the First Lady. The later portion of
that conversation follows, with the portions
that Chairman Burton omitted from the
‘“‘Hubbell Master Tape Log”’ in italics:

“Mr. Hubbell: Now, Suzy, I say this with
love for my friend Bill Kennedy, and I do
love him, he’s been a good friend, he’s one of
the most vulnerable people in my counter-
claim. OK?

“Mrs. Hubbell: I know.

“Mr. Hubbell: Ok, Hillary’s not, Hillary isn’t,
the only thing is people say why didn’t she
know what was going on. And I wish she never
paid any attention to what was going on in the
firm. That’s the gospel truth. She just had no
idea what was going on. She didn’t participate
in any of this.

“Mrs. Hubbell: They wouldn’t have let her if
she tried.

“Mr. Hubbell: Of course not.”’

The ‘“‘Hubbell Master Tape Log” released
by the Chairman also included an italicized
passage in which Mr. Hubbell allegedly said:
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“The Riady is just not easy to do business
with me while I'm here.” In fact, the actual
tape states: ‘“The reality is it’s just not easy
to do business with me while I'm here.”

Allegation: In April 1998, Chairman Burton
sought immunity from the Committee for
four witnesses: Nancy Lee, Irene Wu, Larry
Wong, and Kent La. He and other Republican
leaders, including Speaker Newt Gingrich,
alleged that these witnesses had important
information about illegal contributions from
the Chinese government during the 1996 elec-
tions.™

Speaker Gingrich alleged that the four wit-
nesses would provide information on ‘‘a
threat to the fabric of our political sys-
tem.”” 72 Rep. John Boehner alleged that the
witnesses had ‘‘direct knowledge about how
the Chinese government made illegal cam-
paign contributions’ and stated that the de-
cision regarding granting immunity ‘‘is
about determining whether American lives
have been put at risk.” 7 Committee Repub-
lican Rep. Shadegg stated that one of the
witnesses, Larry Wong, ‘‘is believed to have
relevant information regarding the conduit
for contributions made by the Lums and oth-
ers in the 1992 fund-raising by John Huang
and James Riady.” ™

The Facts: In June 1998, the Committee pro-
vided these witnesses with immunity. After
they were immunized, their testimony re-
vealed that none had any knowledge whatso-
ever about alleged Chinese efforts to influ-
ence American elections. For example, Mr.
Wong’s primary responsibilities in working
for Democratic donor Nora Lum were to reg-
ister voters and serve as a volunteer cook.?
Following is the total testimony he provided
regarding James Riady:

“Majority Counsel: Did Nora ever discuss
meeting James Riady?

“Mr. Wong: James who?

* % %

‘““Majority Counsel: James Riady.

“Mr. Wong: No.76”’

Allegation: In May 1998, Rep. Curt Weldon
suggested on the House floor that the Presi-
dent could have committed treason. Rep.
Weldon’s remarks involved allegations that
the political contributions of the Chief Exec-
utive Officer of Loral Corporation, Bernard
Schwartz, had influenced the President’s de-
cision to authorize the transfer of certain
technology to China. Rep. Weldon described
this issue as a ‘‘scandal that is unfolding
that I think will dwarf every scandal that we
have seen talked about on this floor in the
past 6 years,” and said, ‘‘this scandal in-
volves potential treason.”7” The National
Journal reported this allegation in an article
that referred to Rep. Weldon as a ‘‘respected
senior member of the National Security
Committee.” 78

The Facts: The Department of Justice ex-
amined the allegations relating to whether
campaign contributions influenced export
control decisions and found them to be un-
founded.” In August 1998, Lee Radek, chief of
the Department’s public integrity section,
wrote that ‘“‘there is not a scintilla of evi-
dence—or information—that the President
was corruptly influenced by Bernard
Schwartz.”’80 Charles La Bella, then head of
the Department’s campaign finance task
force, agreed with Mr. Radek’s assessment
that ‘‘this was a matter which likely did not
merit any investigation.’’ 8t

A House select committee investigated al-
legations relating to United States tech-
nology transfers to China, and whether cam-
paign contributions influenced export con-
trol decisions. In May 1999, the Committee
findings were made public. The Committee’s
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bipartisan findings also did not substantiate
Rep. Weldon’s suggestions of treason by the
President.82

Allegation: In September 1998, Rep. David
McIntosh sent a criminal referral to the De-
partment of Justice alleging that White
House Deputy Counsel Cheryl Mills provided
false testimony to Congress and obstructed
justice.83 He told the Washington Post that
there was ‘‘very strong evidence’ that Ms.
Mills lied to Congress.8¢

The Facts: Rep. McIntosh’s claims were
based on a run-of-the-mill document dispute.
Ms. Mills believed that two documents out of
over 27,000 pages of documents produced to
the Government Reform and Oversight Com-
mittee were not responsive to a request from
Rep. McIntosh, while Rep. McIntosh believed
the two documents were responsive. Instead
of viewing this disagreement as a difference
in judgment, Rep. McIntosh charged that Ms.
Mills was obstructing justice and that she
lied to the Committee.85 The Justice Depart-
ment investigated Rep. MclIntosh’s allega-
tions and found them to be without merit.sé

Allegation: In October 1998, Rep. David
McIntosh alleged that the President, First
Lady, and senior Administration officials
were involved in ‘‘theft of government prop-
erty’”’ for political purposes. To support this
claim, Rep. McIntosh claimed that the Presi-
dent’s 1993 and 1994 holiday card lists had
been knowingly delivered to others outside
of the government, and that, with respect to
the holiday card project, evidence suggested
a ‘‘criminal conspiracy to circumvent the
prohibition on transferring data to the
DNC.” 87

The Facts: The White House database,
known as ‘“‘WhoDB,” is a computerized
rolodex used to track contacts of citizens
with the White House and to create a holiday
card list. In putting together the holiday
card list, the Clinton Administration fol-
lowed the procedures established by previous
administrations. A number of entities, in-
cluding the White House and the Democratic
National Committee, created lists of card re-
cipients, and the White House hired an out-
side contractor to merge the lists, and
produce and mail the cards. As with past Ad-
ministrations, the production and mailing
costs of the holiday card project were paid
for by the President’s political party to
avoid any appearance that taxpayer funds
were being used to pay for greetings to polit-
ical supporters.

The evidence showed that the contractor
charged with eliminating duplicate names
from the 1993 holiday card list failed to re-
move the list from its computer. This com-
puter was subsequently moved—for unre-
lated reasons—to the 1996 Clinton/Gore cam-
paign. The Committee uncovered no evidence
that this list was ever used for campaign
purposes. In fact, computer records showed
that the Clinton/Gore campaign never
accessed it, and it appears that the campaign
was not aware that the computer contained
this list.

With respect to the 1994 holiday card list,
a DNC employee learned that the contractor
charged with eliminating duplicate names
from the list did not properly ‘‘de-dupe’’ the
list. Therefore, the worked with her parents
and several volunteers over a weekend to
properly perform this task. The evidence in-
dicates that neither the 1994 nor the 1993 hol-
iday card list was used for any other purpose
than sending out the holiday cards.s8

Allegation: In March 1999, Chairman Bur-
ton sent a criminal referral to Department of
Justice alleging that Charles Duncan, Asso-
ciate Director of the Office of Presidential
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Personnel of the White House, made false
statements to the Committee regarding the
appointment of Yah Lin ‘‘Charlie” Trie to
the Bingaman Commission.8?

The Facts: Chairman Burton alleged that
Mr. Duncan made false statements in his an-
swers to Committee interrogatories in April
1998, 90 These answers included statements by
Mr. Duncan that, to the best of his recollec-
tion, no one expressed opposition to him re-
garding the appointment of Mr. Trie to a
trade commission known as the ‘‘Bingaman
Commission.””®1 The main basis for the
Chairman’s allegation was that Mr. Duncan’s
responses were ‘‘irreconcilable” with state-
ments purportedly made by another witness,
Steven Clemons.92

Investigation revealed that Mr. Clemons’s
statements were apparently misrepresented
by Mr. Burton’s staff. Mr. Clemons was
interviewed by two junior majority attor-
neys without representation of counsel. Im-
mediately after the majority released the
majority staff’s interview notes of the
Clemons interview in February 1998, Mr.
Clemons issued a public statement noting
that he had never seen the notes, he had not
been given the opportunity to review them
for accuracy, and that “the notes have sig-
nificant inaccuracies and misrepresentations

. . about the important matters which were
discussed,”9 The Department of Justice
closed its investigation of Mr. Duncan with-
out bringing any charges.%

Allegation: In June 1999, Chairman Burton
issued a press release accusing Defense De-
partment officials of attempting to tamper
with the computer of a Committee witness,
Dr. Peter Leitner, of the Defense Threat Re-
duction Agency (DTRA), while he was testi-
fying before the House Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. The Chairman alleged,
“While Dr. Leitner was telling my com-
mittee about the retaliation be suffered for
bringing his concerns to his superiors and
Congress, his supervisor was trying to se-
cretly access his computer. This smacks of

mob tactics.” He further commented,
“George Orwell couldn’t have dreamed this
up.”’ 9

The Facts: Both the Committee and the Air
Force Office of Special Investigations subse-
quently conducted investigations regarding
the allegation of computer tampering. The
Committee interviewed 11 DTRA employees,
obtained relevant documents, and learned
that the allegation was untrue. Instead, the
incident was nothing more than a routine ef-
fort to obtain files in the witness’s computer
that were necessary to complete an already
overdue project.

When Dr. Leitner was on leave to testify
before the Committee on June 24, 1999, his
superior, Colonel Raymond A. Willson, had
reassigned a task of Dr. Leitner’s to another
DTRA employee. This reassignment—re-
sponding to a letter from Senator Phil
Gramm-—occurred because DTRA’s internal
due date for the project was passed and Dr.
Leitner’s draft response was not accurate. As
part of reassigning the task. Col. Willson
asked the office’s technical division to trans-
fer relevant files from Dr. Leitner’s com-
puter. The transfer never occurred, however,
because the employee to whom the task was
reassigned did not need Dr. Leitner’s files to
complete the task. Dr. Leitner’s computer
was not touched.?

On July 12, 1999, the Committee also
learned that the Air Force Office of Special
Investigations had completed its investiga-
tion and found that Col. Willson had done
nothing improper.

Allegation: In July 1999 testimony before
the House Rules Committee, Chairman Bur-
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ton stated that the House Committee on
Government Reform had received informa-
tion indicating that the Attorney General
‘“‘personally” changed a policy related to re-
lease of information by the Department of
Justice so that an attorney she knew ‘‘could
help her client.”” 97

The Facts: One year after Chairman Burton
testified before the Rules Committee, the
House Government Reform Committee took
testimony from the relevant witnesses at a
July 27, 2000, hearing.

Chairman Burton’s allegations concerned
efforts by a Miami attorney, Rebekah
Poston, to obtain information for her client,
who had been sued in a Japanese court for
libel by a Japanese citizen named Nobuo
Abe. The alleged statements at the heart of
this lawsuit related to whether Mr. Abe had
been arrested or detained in Seattle in 1963.
Mr. Abe maintained that he had never been
detained and that statements to the con-
trary made by Ms. Poston’s client were de-
famatory.%® In order to support her client’s
interests in this lawsuit, Ms. Poston filed
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests
with several components of the Department
of Justice in November 1994 seeking records
that reestablished that her client’s state-
ments were true and that Mr. Abe had, in
fact, been arrested or detained.

In response to Ms. Poston’s FOIA requests,
the INS, Bureau of Prisons, and Executive
Office of the United States Attorneys in-
formed Ms. Poston that no records on Mr.
Abe existed.?® The Department of Justice,
however, initially informed Ms. Poston that
it was its policy not to confirm or deny
whether the Justice Department maintains
such files on an individual unless the indi-
vidual authorizes such a confirmation or de-
nial.100 After Ms. Poston appealed this deci-
sion and threatened litigation on the matter,
the Justice Department reversed its decision
and confirmed to her that no records on Mr.
Abe existed. This decision to confirm the
lack of records was legal and it was dam-
aging to Ms. Poston’s client. The Justice De-
partment official who directed this decision
testified the he believed it was appropriate
because it precluded potential litigation and
did not deprive anyone of privacy rights be-
cause no release of records was involved.101

Although the Chairman suggested that the
Attorney General ‘‘personally’ changed De-
partment policy to allow release of informa-
tion, the records produced to the Committee
show that the Attorney General recused her-
self from the decision.192 John Hogan, who
was Attorney General Reno’s chief of staff at
the time of Ms. Poston’s FOIA request, testi-
fied before the House Government Reform
Committee that the Attorney General ‘‘had
no role in this decision whatsoever, initially
or at any stage.’’ 103

Allegation: In August and September 1999,
Chairman Burton alleged that Attorney Gen-
eral Reno had intentionally withheld evi-
dence from Congress on the use of ‘“‘military
rounds” of tear gas, which may have some
potential to ignite a fire, during the siege of
the Branch Davidian compound in Waco, TX.
Specifically, on a national radio news broad-
cast in August 1999, he stated that Attorney
General Reno ‘‘should be summarily re-
moved, either because she’s incompetent,
number one, or, number two, she’s blocking
for the President and covering things up,
which is what I believe.”’ 104

Further, on September 10, 1999, Chairman
Burton wrote the Attorney General regard-
ing a 49-page FBI lab report that on page 49
references the use of military tear gas at
Waco. He stated that the Department had
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failed to produce that page to the Committee
on Government Reform during the Commit-
tee’s Waco investigation in 1995, and asserted
that this failure ‘‘raises more questions
about whether this Committee was inten-
tionally misled during the original Waco in-
vestigation.””105 In a subsequent television
interview, Chairman Burton stated, ‘‘with
the 49th page of this report not given to Con-
gress when we were having oversight inves-
tigations into the tragedy at Waco and that
was the very definitive piece of paper that
could have given us some information, it
sure looks like they were withholding infor-
mation.’’ 106

The Facts: Evidence regarding the use of
“military rounds” of tear gas was in Chair-
man Burton’s own files at the time he al-
leged that the Department of justice had
withheld this information. Within days after
Chairman Burton’s allegations, the minority
staff found several documents provided by
the Department of Justice to Congress in
1995 that explicitly describe the use of mili-
tary tear gas rounds at Waco on April 19,
1993.107

Further, contrary to Chairman Burton’s
allegations, the Department of Justice in
fact had produced to the Committee copies
of the FBI lab report that did include the
49th page. Former Senator John Danforth,
whom the Attorney General appointed as a
special counsel to conduct an independent
investigation of Waco-related allegations, re-
cently issued a report that commented as
follows on document production to congres-
sional committees:

“[W]hile one copy of the report did not
contain the 49th page, the Committees were
provided with at least two copies of the lab
report in 1995 which did contain the 49th
page. The Office of Special Counsel easily lo-
cated these complete copies of the lab report
at the Committees’ offices when it reviewed
the Committees’ copy of the 1995 Department
of Justice production. The Department of
Justice document production to the Commit-
tees also included several other documents
that referred to the use of the military tear
gas rounds, including the criminal team’s
witness summary chart and interview notes.
The Special Counsel has concluded that the
missing page on one copy of the lab report
provided to the Committees is attributable
to an innocent photocopying error and the
Office of Special Counsel will not pursue the
matter further.’’ 108

Allegation: In November 1999, Chairman
Burton appeared on television and claimed
that FBI notes of interviews with John
Huang show that the President was a know-
ing participant in an illegal foreign cam-
paign contribution scheme. According to the
Chairman, ‘“‘Huang says that James Riady
told the President he would raise a million
dollars from foreign sources for his cam-
paign,’” that “$700,000 was then raised by the
Riady group in Indonesia,” and that ‘‘that
money was reimbursed by the Riadys
through intermediaries in the United States.
All that was illegal campaign contribu-
tions.” He further stated: ‘“‘[T]his $700,000
that came in—the President knew that
James Riady was doing it. He knew it was
foreign money coming in from the Lippo
Group in Jakarta, Indonesia, and he didn’t
decline it. He accepted it, used it in his cam-
paign, and got elected.’” 109

The Facts: The FBI interview notes do not
support the Chairman’s allegation. The FBI
notes of interviews with Mr. Huang do indi-
cate that Mr. Riady, who was a legal resi-
dent at the time told President Clinton that
he would like to raise one million dollars.110
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The notes do not indicate, however, that Mr.
Riady discussed the source of the contribu-
tions he intended to raise, and Mr. Huang
told the FBI that he personally never dis-
cussed individual contributions or the
sources of such contributions with the Presi-
dent.111

In December 1999, John Huang appeared be-
fore the Committee. He testified that he had
no knowledge regarding whether President
Clinton knew of foreign money coming from
the Lippo group to his campaign, and that he
did not believe that the President knew
about it. He further stated that he had no
knowledge that Mr. Riady indicated to the
President the source of the money he in-
tended to raise.l2 In addition, Mr. Huang
testified that, as far as he knew, President
Clinton had not participated in or had any
knowledge of efforts to raise illegal foreign
campaign contributions.113

Allegation: In December 1999, Chairman
Burton alleged that the White House pre-
vented White House Communications Agen-
cy (WHCA) personnel from filming the Presi-
dent meeting with James Riady, a figure
from the campaign finance investigation, at
the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation
(APEC) summit meeting in New Zealand in
September 1999. During a December 15, 1999,
hearing entitled ‘“The Role of John Huang
and the Riady Family in Political Fund-
raising,” Chairman Burton showed the two
tapes made by the WHCA personnel, and
then showed a video filmed by a press cam-
era. Of the third tape, the Chairman said:

“That shows a little different picture. The
White House tapes don’t show it, but Presi-
dent Clinton really did pay some special at-
tention to Mr. Riady. This White House is so
consumed with covering things up that their
taxpayer-funded photographer wouldn’t even
allow a tape to be made of the President
shaking Mr. Riady’s hand. No one minded
the President meeting Mr. Riady. They just
didn’t want anyone to know how warmly he
was greeted because of the problems sur-
rounding Mr. Riady.11¢”

The Facts: President Clinton shook James
Riady’s hand in a rope line in New Zealand
in September 1999. One of the WHCA cameras
filming the President from the side stopped
filming as the President greeted Mr. Riady.
The other camera, filming the President
head-on, panned away from the President as
he moved down the rope line and did not re-
turn to him until he moved past Mr. Riady.
The third camera, the camera Chairman Bur-
ton claimed was operated by a member of the
press, captured the whole exchange between
the President and Mr. Riady. This exchange
lasted approximately 10 seconds and con-
sisted of a handshake and a brief, inaudible
conversation.

Committee staff interviewed Jon Baker,
the person who operated the camera filming
the President from the side, and Quinton
Gipson, the person who operated the camera
filming the President head-on. Mr. Baker
told staff that no one instructed him not to
film the President and Mr. Riady and he did
not know who Mr. Riady was. Similarly, Mr.
Gipson said he did not know who James
Riady was and that he did not get any guid-
ance about taping the event from anyone.

WHCA policy is to film any remarks the
president gives, but not necessarily to film
every move the President makes. WHCA
camera operators do not take direction from
the White House about how to cover events.
Mr. Baker told Committee staff that he
stopped filming when he did because he had
to pack up his equipment and rush to join
the motorcade and it was a coincidence that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

neither he nor the other cameraman cap-
tured the full exchange between the Presi-
dent and Mr. Riady.

Allegation: In July 2000, Chairman Burton
said a videotape of a December 15, 1995, cof-
fee at the White House indicates that Vice
President Gore suggested that DNC issue ad-
vertisements be played for Democratic donor
James Riady, who has been the subject of
campaign finance probes. According to the
Chairman, Vice President Gore ‘‘apparently
states: ‘We oughta, we oughta, we oughta
show Mr. Riady the tapes, some of the ad
tapes.’ 115

The Facts: Chairman Burton played the
videotape at a July 20, 2000, hearing of the
Government Reform Committee. However, it
was not possible to determine what was said
on the tape.

Further, it was impossible to determine to
whom the Vice President was speaking be-
cause he was not on camera during the al-
leged comment. A Reuters reporter describ-
ing the playing of the videotape at the hear-
ing wrote, ‘“‘Gore’s muffled words were not
clear.’’116

When chairman Burton played the tape on
Fox Television’s program Hannity and
Colmes, the person whose job it is to tran-
scribe the show transcribed the tape excerpt
as follows:

“We ought to—we ought to show that to
(unintelligible) here, let (unintelligible)
tapes, some of the ad tapes (unintelli-
gible). 117
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HISTORY OF CONGRESSIONAL
OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE AND

THE “NEW MAJORITY”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MiIcA) is recognized for 60.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
having this time this afternoon to
come before the House following the
distinguished ranking member of the
Committee on Government Reform.

I have had an opportunity, since I
came to Congress in 1993, to serve on
the Committee on Government Reform.
I came as a freshman Member in that
year, in 1993, and served on that com-
mittee because I think it is a most im-
portant committee.

Many of my colleagues may not be
familiar with the history of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. It was
called the Committee on Government
Operations, and it has had several
other names through its history. But I
think the Committee on Government
Reform is one of the most important
committees in the House of Represent-
atives and in the entire Congress. It
has an interesting history that dates
back to when our Federal government
started building a bureaucracy.

After the Presidencies of Washington
and Adams, in 1808, actually, Thomas
Jefferson was quite alarmed by the bu-
reaucracy building, he termed it, in
Washington. He did not like the huge
bureaucracy in his estimation that had
been constructed previous to his taking
office. The founding Members in the
Congress, early Members at the turn of
that century, the 19th century, again
in 1808, created the predecessor of the
Committee on Government Operations.

They did not trust the appropriators.
They did not trust the authorizers. The
authorizers would initiate a program,
the appropriators would fund the pro-
gram, and they wanted an additional
check. All the checks and balances
they put into our system of govern-
ment are really incredible when we
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think back that this was done some 200
years ago. They wanted a government
that worked and also a government
that had oversight and investigation
responsibility.

So in 1808, they created the prede-
cessor of the committee on which the
gentleman from California (Mr. WAX-
MAN) is the ranking member. He is the
chief Democrat. The gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is the chairman
of the full Committee on Government
Reform. So from the very beginning of
the House of Representatives and the
Congress, and the beginning of our sys-
tem and the checks and balances, our
Founding Fathers wanted that com-
mittee. Again, it serves a very impor-
tant purpose and that is to investigate,
to conduct oversight independent of all
the other committees.

We heard criticism of the chairman,
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON). I would say that no one has done
a more admirable job. We have to look
at the history of this Congress and we
have to look at the history of adminis-
trations. There have been many admin-
istrations. I would venture to say that
never in the history of the United
States of America and our government
have we had an administration that
has had more scandals. They probably
have had more scandals in the Clinton-
Gore administration than we have had
in the 20th century and the 19th cen-
tury back to the founding of our gov-
ernment.

This administration has been riddled
with scandals. I cannot even keep
track of the number of scandals that
we have had. And for a Member to
come forward and criticize the chair-
man for his conduct of investigations
and oversight, I think, is unfair, be-
cause he had a responsibility and a
tough responsibility.

I submit, having served on that sub-
committee, that never before had I
seen anything like this, and I have
been a student of government since
high school days some many years ago.
Again, in serving on the committee
under the Democrat control of both the
House, the Senate and the White House
from 1993 to 1995, I saw how they ran
that committee, and it did not serve its
purpose well.
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In fact, there was a great defect in
that because the committee was run in
a fashion unintended by the Founding
Fathers. I remember coming to this
floor and holding up a sign that said
65 to 5.” And I will tell you how the
other side ran the committee, the com-
mittee that kept us straight in the
House of Representatives. Again hold-
ing up that chart that said ‘65 to 5,” I
said, my colleagues, that is not the
score of a badly mismatched sporting
event. That is how the Democrats ran
the investigation and the oversight
committee. They gave us five inves-
tigative staff and they kept 55. We did
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